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House of Commons

in the number of executions last year? When did he last
speak to his American counterpart about the US record
on executing people?

Tuesday 23 February 2016

Mr Lidington: As I am sure the right hon. Lady
knows, in the United States this is largely a matter for a
state legislatures and state governments, rather than for
the federal Government. We do take up cases with the
relevant authorities, as appropriate, and when the lawyers
and British citizens ask us to do so.

The House met at half-past Eleven o’clock
PRAYERS
[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions
FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE
The Secretary of State was asked—
Abolition of the Death Penalty
1. Callum McCaig (Aberdeen South) (SNP): What
steps the Government are taking to support the global
[903694]
abolition of the death penalty.
The Minister for Europe (Mr David Lidington): We
oppose the use of the death penalty in all circumstances
and advocate global abolition. The Government support
a number of programmes around the world to promote
both abolition and a moratorium on executions in those
countries where the death penalty is still on the statute
book.
Callum McCaig: I thank the Minister for his response.
Will he present a new strategy for the abolition of the
death penalty, following on from the 2010 to 2015
strategy? Will that new strategy include Saudi Arabia?
Mr Lidington: We oppose the death penalty in every
country in the world, including Saudi Arabia, where it
is still part of the criminal law. The abolition of the
death penalty remains integral to all the human rights
work that my Department does.
Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con): I
welcome the fact that the long-term trend is for reducing
the number of executions and also the number of states
carrying out executions. Will the Minister join me in
expressing concern about areas of the world where that
is not the case? Does he agree that if it is wrong to take a
life, it is wrong for the state to take a life in revenge?
Mr Lidington: That is certainly my view, and the
Government’s position is to oppose capital punishment.
We need also to bear in mind the fact that while capital
punishment exists, it is potentially a risk for a British
citizen, anywhere in the world, who might be found
guilty of a criminal offence.
Fiona Mactaggart (Slough) (Lab): Does the Minister
share my horror that the United States remains in the
top five countries for executing people, despite a reduction

Mark Pritchard (The Wrekin) (Con): Belarus is the
only country in Europe that still executes its citizens.
Does my right hon. Friend share my concern that in the
past three months two of its citizens have been sentenced
to death? If Belarus wants to become a full member of
the Council of Europe, should it not abide by international
norms and the European regulations?
Mr Lidington: I very much agree with what my hon.
Friend says. In all our dealings with the Belarusian
Government, we do make clear the need for them not
only to move to international and European standards
on capital punishment, but to take action to improve
what remains a dismal human rights record in that
country.
Mr Alistair Carmichael (Orkney and Shetland) (LD):
Further to the Minister’s answer to the question from
the right hon. Member for Slough (Fiona Mactaggart),
is he aware of the concerns of Reprieve that drugs
manufactured by UK company Hikma Pharmaceuticals
were exported last year to the state of Arkansas for use
in lethal injections? Hikma has told me in correspondence
that it does not export for this purpose but that
“any sales to these entities usually occur through the use of
distributors”.

This seems such an obvious loophole, so why is nobody
closing it?
Mr Lidington: I am happy to look into the case that
the right hon. Gentleman describes and to write to him
in due course.
Syria Peace Talks
2. Helen Hayes (Dulwich and West Norwood) (Lab):
What assessment he has made of recent progress on the
[903695]
Syria peace talks.
The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs (Mr Philip Hammond): On 11 February, the
International Syria Support Group, meeting in Munich,
reached agreement to deliver humanitarian assistance
to besieged communities and to implement a cessation
of hostilities. I am pleased to say that the first deliveries
of aid have now been made, and yesterday there was an
announcement of agreement between Russia and the
United States on the detailed arrangements for the
cessation of hostilities, which will come into force at
midnight on Saturday. If that cessation is fully
implemented—faithfully implemented—by all the parties,
this could be an important step towards a lasting political
settlement in Syria.
Helen Hayes: The bombing of two hospitals and
other health facilities in northern Syria is completely
unacceptable and a clear breach of international
humanitarian law. Does the Minister agree that those
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responsible must be brought to justice and that that
reinforces the need for the UN Security Council to refer
the situation to the International Criminal Court?
Mr Hammond: The hon. Lady identifies an incident
that has caused widespread outrage across the world,
but in her question she has put her finger on the
problem: a referral to the International Criminal Court
requires a resolution of the United Nations Security
Council, one veto-holding member of which is the
Russian Federation, so it is unlikely that we will succeed
going down that route.
Crispin Blunt (Reigate) (Con): Turkish policy towards
Syrian Kurdish forces seems inconsistent with our own;
inconsistent with the prospect of supporting Syrian
peace talks; and inconsistent with the opportunity to
form a united front against Daesh. What is the Foreign
Secretary’s assessment?
Mr Hammond: My hon. Friend is right that the
Syrian Kurds are an important part of the equation and
they have to be brought into any enduring solution in
Syria, but Turkey has a problem with links between
PKK—a terrorist group that is designated as such in
both Turkey and the UK—and Syrian Kurdish groups.
There are overlaying conflicts here, and the Turkish-Kurdish
conflict is a major complicating factor. What we have
seen over the past weeks is very disturbing evidence of
co-ordination between Syrian Kurdish forces, the Syrian
regime and the Russian Air Force, which is making us
distinctly uneasy about the Kurds’ role in all of this.
Mr Ben Bradshaw (Exeter) (Lab): With the Russian
indiscriminate bombing of civilians in Syria driving the
refugee crisis in a deliberate foreign policy tool to
destabilise and weaken Europe, does the Secretary of
State agree that now is not the time even to talk about
weakening EU sanctions against the Putin regime?
Mr Hammond: I very strongly agree with the right
hon. Gentleman that now is not the time to send Russia
any signals of compromise or of pulling back. The only
language that Mr Putin understands is the language of
strength and, I am afraid, the language of confrontation.
When unacceptable behaviour on the scale that we have
seen in Syria occurs, we have to stand up to be counted,
however inconvenient that may be for some who have to
be counted.
Sir Edward Leigh (Gainsborough) (Con): Whether
we like it or not, Russia is an essential prerequisite to
any successful talks. The American Secretary of State
has a close working relationship with the Russian Foreign
Minister, talking to him nearly every week. When did
the Foreign Secretary last talk to the Russian Foreign
Minister and what is he doing to improve his personal
relationship with him?
Mr Hammond: Our relationships with our Russian
counterparts are difficult. I last spoke to Sergei Lavrov
on 11 February during the Munich International Syria
Support Group meeting where he and I had some
prolonged and robust exchanges around the table. I do
speak very regularly with the US Secretary of State,
most recently meeting him on Saturday morning, so I
am very much aware of the discussions that he is having

Oral Answers

134

with our mutual Russian counterpart. The problem is
that Russian policy on Syria is made not in the Russian
Foreign Ministry, but inside a tiny cabal around President
Putin at the heart of the Kremlin.
Dr Lisa Cameron (East Kilbride, Strathaven and
Lesmahagow) (SNP): What dialogue has the Minister
had with our French counterparts as a result of the
Syrian crisis regarding the safety and child protection
arrangements for unaccompanied child refugees who
are at grave risk and who are due to be dispersed from
the jungle camp in Calais?
Mr Hammond: I have had discussions about the
situation in Syria with my former French counterpart
who retired the week before last and with my new
French counterpart, Jean-Marc Ayrault, on a regular
basis. The issues relating to would-be migrants accumulated
around Calais are for the Home Secretary, and she has
very regular discussions with her counterpart, Bernard
Cazeneuve.
Alec Shelbrooke (Elmet and Rothwell) (Con): My
hon. Friend the Member for Gainsborough (Sir Edward
Leigh) is absolutely right that the Russians are a key
part to establishing a meaningful political settlement in
Syria. Does my right hon. Friend agree that that does
not mean that we give in to the Russians across the rest
of Europe and that the NATO commitment in the
Baltic states is just as important to counterbalance
whatever partnerships we use the Russians for in Syria?
Mr Hammond: My hon. Friend is right. We are
dealing with a raised level of Russian assertiveness—indeed,
aggression—in many areas: in the Baltic, in Ukraine,
and now in the middle east, and we have to be robust in
all areas. He is also right—and our hon. Friend the
Member for Gainsborough (Sir Edward Leigh) was
right—that Russia holds the key to the situation in
Syria. I have said in the House before, and I shall say
again today, that there is one person in the world who
has the power to bring the misery in Syria to an end by
picking up the phone and making one phone call, and
that person is Vladimir Putin.
Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
The whole House will welcome the ceasefire agreement,
which is badly needed, but there have been promises
from Russia before. The Russians have repeatedly claimed
to attack terrorist groups when, in fact, they have attacked
moderate opposition forces and civilians, so can the
Foreign Secretary set out how breaches of the ceasefire
agreement will be assessed?
Mr Hammond: The hon. Lady has put her finger on
the problem. The ceasefire agreement will allow continued
operations against Daesh, al-Nusra and associated terrorist
groups designated by the UN Security Council, and no
one would disagree with that. The problem is that the
Russians claim that all their action to date has been
against those groups. On the face of it, the Russians
could be entering into this arrangement on the basis
that they will not change their behaviour at all. Clearly,
the cessation of hostilities will fail before it has even got
off the ground if that is their intention, so everything
hinges on Russian good intentions.
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Diana Johnson: So can the Foreign Secretary explain
what consideration has been given to a UN resolution
to strengthen the ceasefire agreement and support the
peace talks?
Mr Hammond: First, an arrangement has been agreed
between the Russians and Americans for investigating
alleged breaches of the ceasefire, and there is a commitment
on both sides to working up a co-ordination cell to try
to identify legitimate targets that can be struck during
the ceasefire. As for the UN dimension, we are looking
at that, and we would very much welcome a UN resolution
behind the ceasefire. We already have UN resolution 2254,
which we agreed on 18 December in New York, but we
welcome further UN resolutions. That can only happen
if the Russians are prepared to work with us, because
they have a veto.
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Natalie McGarry (Glasgow East) (Ind): Since the
breakdown of the peace process last summer, there have
been reports of an escalation in violence and of breaches
of human rights in south-eastern Turkey in Kurdish
areas such as Diyarbakir and Cizre, with the deaths of
hundreds of innocent civilians, curfews, the imprisonment
of democratically elected politicians who would be key
interlocutors in any future peace process, the imprisonment
of academics, and lack of access for journalists to key
areas. Will the Minister assure me that that will form
part of the peace talks on Syria?
Mr Ellwood: I am grateful for the hon. Lady’s question.
I was able to raise the matter during my visit to the
north of Iraq at the end of last year. We are concerned
about the reports of alleged human rights abuses and
we need to make sure that those are not overlooked.

Kurdistan: ISIL/Daesh

Kashmir

3. Nusrat Ghani (Wealden) (Con): What diplomatic
support the Government are providing in Kurdistan to
[903697]
tackle ISIL/Daesh.

4. Julie Cooper (Burnley) (Lab): If he will take steps
to support self-determination for the people of Kashmir.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (Mr Tobias Ellwood): Daesh
is progressively being defeated in Iraq as the competence
of Iraqi security forces improves. Specifically on Kurdistan,
we are providing the Peshmerga with air power, logistical
support, weapons and training.
Nusrat Ghani: Reports suggest that 45% of Kurdish
forces are composed of women. Nesrîn Abdalla, a unit
commander in the Syrian Kurds women’s protection
units, recently said:
“We do this not just to protect ourselves, but also to change the
way of thinking in the army, not only to gain power, but to change
society, to develop it.”

What particular steps have the Government taken to
ensure women’s participation in regional diplomatic
talks, post-Daesh?
Mr Ellwood: May I pay tribute to my hon. Friend for
that quote and for the work that she has done in
pioneering the role that women can play? That is something
that Staffan de Mistura, the UN envoy, recognises, and
he is trying to include women’s voices in the peace talks
that are taking place at the UN. On our front, British
training is taking place in northern Iraq, and UK
training teams will train female units in the Peshmerga.
Ian C. Lucas (Wrexham) (Lab): Further to the question
from the hon. Member for Reigate (Crispin Blunt), who
chairs the Select Committee on Foreign Affairs, what is
the Minister’s current assessment of relations between
the Turkish Government and the Kurdistan Regional
Government?
Mr Ellwood: It is an important relationship that the
two are developing, not least because there are economic
benefits for both from the sale and movement of oil. As
my right hon. Friend the Foreign Secretary has outlined,
there are concerns in Turkey because of the role, involvement
and influence of the PKK, and we will monitor that
carefully.

[903698]

The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (Mr Hugo Swire) rose—
Mr Speaker: Aah!
Mr Swire: The pleasure is entirely mutual, Mr Speaker.
Mr Speaker: I much appreciate the right hon.
Gentleman’s courtesy in notifying me of his travel plans.
I know that he has only relatively recently got off a
plane, so we are delighted to have him here, especially in
view of the fact, of which he has previously informed
the House, that he is responsible for three quarters of
the world.
Mr Swire: Mr Speaker, you have just stolen my first
line again.
On this important subject, it is, I repeat, for India and
Pakistan to find a lasting resolution to the situation in
Kashmir, taking into account the wishes of the Kashmiri
people. It is not for the UK to prescribe a solution or to
act as a mediator.
Julie Cooper: Undoubtedly, this House has a great
deal of respect for UN resolutions, and I am sure the
Minister is aware that in 1948 the UN Security Council
passed resolution 47 instructing the Governments of
India and Pakistan to prepare for a plebiscite to determine
the future of Kashmir. Almost 70 years have passed,
thousands of Kashmiri men, women and children have
been slaughtered, atrocities are committed daily, yet
there is still no sign of any action to allow these people
to vote on this most important issue. Does the Minister
agree that the people of Kashmir should have the right
to self-determination, and will he give an assurance—
Mr Speaker: I am extremely grateful to the hon.
Lady. I hope she is near the end of the sentence.
Julie Cooper: Will the Minister assure us that the
British Government will do everything in their power to
make that happen?
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Mr Swire: We do not intend to support an international
conference or plebiscite on Kashmir. Our long-standing
position is that it is for India and Pakistan to find a
lasting resolution. We are acutely aware of the allegations
of human rights abuses in Kashmir. This was discussed
with my right hon. Friend the Prime Minister when
Prime Minister Modi was here in November 2015, and
we continue to monitor the situation closely.
Mr David Nuttall (Bury North) (Con): Many of my
constituents who are of Kashmiri origin and heritage
take the view that this entire problem was left behind by
the UK when we ruled that area. Does the Minister not
feel that there is an obligation on the UK to take a more
proactive role and to do something positive to bring
about a resolution to this long-running problem?
Mr Swire: My hon. Friend will be aware that we are
talking about two sovereign countries, India and Pakistan.
It is not for the United Kingdom to come between
them, other than to urge them to talk. There are some
good moves and communications between the leaders
of Pakistan and India and they are discussing the
subject, among other things, which we very much welcome.
Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): But I
would say to the Minister that the situation has been
going on for decades, and the UK has some expertise in
building more peaceful settlements. Is there not a bit
more that the UK could do to promote confidence-building
measures between India and Pakistan, and at the very
least raise this as a priority with the EU special representative
so that some of our other allies know that this is more
of a priority?
Mr Swire: We do things as best we can without
getting directly involved, and we welcome the fact that
on 25 December Prime Minister Modi visited Prime
Minister Nawaz Sharif in Pakistan, the first such visit
for 11 years. That must be good news, but the hon.
Gentleman knows full well the long-standing position
of the Government—and when he was in government
the position was no different—that this is a matter for
the Indians and the Pakistanis to resolve, not the United
Kingdom.
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right hon. Friend agree that our historical links—especially
trade links—with other Commonwealth countries are
vital to the continued success of those sectors and to the
jobs they support?
Mr Swire: I am pleased to hear the figures from my
hon. Friend’s constituency, and they can be echoed
around the country as a result of the Government’s
economic policies. We are an open, free-trading state,
and we trade around the world. Trade within the
Commonwealth is extremely important, and we need
to do more to promote it. Trading between two
Commonwealth countries is, on the whole, 19% or 20%
cheaper than trading outside the Commonwealth. That
is something we need to do, and we need to involve
Commonwealth Trade Ministers more formally in working
out how we can increase intra-Commonwealth trade.
Keith Vaz (Leicester East) (Lab): Last year, Prime
Minister Modi and our Prime Minister designated next
year as the year of culture between India and the
United Kingdom. Will the Minister join me in welcoming
the British curry festival, which is taking place in New
Delhi in March? British chefs from Leicester, London
and Reading will be going to Delhi to make curry. Does
he not agree that that is a real example of good relations
between Commonwealth countries?
Mr Swire: At the risk of currying favour with the
right hon. Gentleman, let me say that we must all wish
our curry chefs every success when they travel to India.
We must hope that they make a speedy return, because
we would all miss our curry were they not home in our
country.
Mark Field (Cities of London and Westminster) (Con):
Characteristically—or maybe uncharacteristically—the
Minister has more or less answered the question I was
going to ask. Leaving aside trade between the UK and
Commonwealth countries, the functioning of the
Commonwealth will surely be enhanced if there is more
trade between all Commonwealth countries. To what
extent can the UK play a role in enhancing that intraCommonwealth trade, particularly in areas where we have
substantial Department for International Development,
as well as Foreign Office, representation?

Commonwealth: Trade and Diplomatic Connections
5. Maggie Throup (Erewash) (Con): What steps the
Government is taking to promote trade and diplomatic
connections between the UK and other Commonwealth
[903699]
countries.
The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (Mr Hugo Swire): The United Kingdom is committed
to strengthening the engagement with the Commonwealth.
My right hon. Friend the Prime Minister led a strong
delegation to the Commonwealth summit in November,
where my noble Friend Lord Maude, then the Minister
for Trade and Investment, and I promoted trade
opportunities within the Commonwealth.
Maggie Throup: The renaissance in British manufacturing
and engineering is not only testament to the Government’s
determination to rebalance our country’s economy,
but has greatly contributed to a record 62% fall in
unemployment in my constituency since 2010. Does my

Mr Swire: It is as well to remember that we are an
equal partner in the Commonwealth; we do not run the
Commonwealth, and we wish Baroness Scotland every
success in so doing. [HON. MEMBERS: “Hear, hear.”] She
clearly has the universal support of the House, which is
manifestly a good thing. We want her to refocus the
Commonwealth, and we want to spend much more
time—similar issues are being discussed elsewhere in
the world—discussing boosting trade, getting rid of
tariffs and promoting intra-Commonwealth trade. That
we can do. My noble Friend Lord Marland is doing a
great job at the Commonwealth Enterprise and Investment
Council, and he had a great collection of 2,000 businesses
at Valletta. We are hosting the Commonwealth Heads
of Government meeting here in 2018, and business will
play a large role in that Commonwealth conference.
Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): May
I ask a more serious question about the Commonwealth
and diplomatic relations? How many members of the
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Commonwealth do not have an extradition agreement
with this country? Increasingly, people who commit
ghastly crimes flee to Pakistan, and we cannot bring
them back to face justice. What is he doing about that?
Mr Swire: That is a very wide-ranging accusation.
If the hon. Gentleman will write to me, or come to see
me, about a specific case, I will be happy to look at it.
We deal with things case by case.
EU Referendum
6. Chris Stephens (Glasgow South West) (SNP): What
progress the Government have made on preparations
[903700]
for the EU referendum.
14. Kirsty Blackman (Aberdeen North) (SNP): What
progress the Government have made on preparations
[903708]
for the EU referendum.
The Minister for Europe (Mr David Lidington): The
conduct regulations that set out the detailed framework
of how the referendum poll will be administered have
now been agreed by both Houses of Parliament. The
date of the referendum must now be agreed by Parliament
in a further statutory instrument, which was laid before
both Houses in draft yesterday.
Chris Stephens: A record number of people registered
to vote in the Scottish independence referendum—
97% of the adult population. What efforts are the UK
Government making to match that success?
Mr Lidington: This is, as the hon. Gentleman will
know, the responsibility of the Electoral Commission,
which is planning a campaign to raise awareness of the
need to register in good time for the referendum.
Kirsty Blackman: Will the Minister give comfort to
the Scottish students who are studying through Erasmus
across Europe by providing details of what contingency
plans are in place should there be a no vote in the EU
referendum?
Mr Lidington: My advice to Scottish students studying
in universities elsewhere in the EU would be to ensure
that they are registered to vote so that their votes in the
referendum count along with everybody else’s. The hon.
Lady puts her finger on one of the uncertainties about a
potential British exit from the European Union, because,
after all, it is European law and the treaties that give
British citizens the right to live, study and work in other
EU countries.
Paula Sherriff (Dewsbury) (Lab): The Minister may
recall that in response to my amendment to the Finance
Bill last year, the Government promised to negotiate
with the European Commission for a zero rate of VAT
on women’s sanitary products, and the Chancellor repeated
that pledge in his autumn statement. It is time the
tampon tax was ended, so did the Prime Minister use
his recent negotiations to raise this issue and, if so, what
progress has been made?
Mr Lidington: As I think the hon. Lady knows, value
added tax was already part of the EU system before the
United Kingdom joined the European Community in
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the 1970s. A review of the current EU directives on
value added tax is due to take place this year, and that is
the appropriate forum in which to raise this issue, where
the Government very much hope to secure the reforms
about which she speaks.
Ms Tasmina Ahmed-Sheikh (Ochil and South Perthshire)
(SNP): Successive UK Governments have signed up to
a range of EU agreements vital in protecting our
environment, upholding workers’ rights, and ensuring
an EU-wide energy market. The removal of such
environmental controls and statutory maternity pay, for
example, would be a backward step. I am sure, therefore,
that the Minister will agree that our membership of the
EU is vital in promoting the interests of the people of
Scotland and across the UK. However, he will be aware
that the Justice Secretary said last week that
“our membership of the European Union prevents us being able
to change huge swathes of law and stops us being able to choose
who makes critical decisions which affect all our lives.”

Can the Minister therefore confirm specifically—
[Interruption.]
Mr Speaker: Order. Finish the sentence, very quickly.
Ms Ahmed-Sheikh: Can the Minister therefore confirm
specifically how his Government’s plans have been
constrained by European legislation or regulation?
Mr Lidington: As with every member state of the EU,
particular issues will come up—particular legislative
measures—where we find some of the rulings irksome.
On balance, however, as my right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister set out very clearly yesterday, the Government
are convinced that membership of a reformed European
Union will make the British people more prosperous,
more secure, and more influential in the world than any
of the alternatives so far proposed.
Ms Ahmed-Sheikh: It is therefore important that
voters have the full facts at their disposal when making
a choice in June. Have the Government calculated the
cost of implementing the proposals agreed at the EU
Council last week, particularly those relating to the
administration of the new benefits rules? What will the
net saving to the Treasury be?
Mr Lidington: Some of this will be a matter for the
implementing regulations that will now follow, both at
European level and at national level. The answer to the
hon. Lady’s question will depend in large part on the
level of benefits and tax credits in the United Kingdom
at the appropriate time. These matters will therefore
become clear as time goes on.
Mr Nigel Evans (Ribble Valley) (Con): I wish the
Minister great success in trying to alter the level of VAT
on sanitary towels. If the British people decide in the
referendum to leave the European Union, would it then
be up to the British Government to decide the level of
VAT on sanitary towels and other products?
Mr Lidington: That would depend on the nature of
the subsequent relationship. The reason that value added
tax has, since before our membership of the EU, been
dealt with, to an extent, at EU level is that the price at
which goods are sold has a direct impact on the notion
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of a single market and free trade within Europe. The
issues that my hon. Friend raises would have to be
tackled in the course of negotiations about such a
future relationship.
Oil
7. Martin Vickers (Cleethorpes) (Con): What assessment
his Department has made of the effects of high oil
supply and low oil and gas prices on (a) Russia and (b)
[903701]
countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (Mr Tobias Ellwood): Brent
oil prices are hovering around $30 a barrel—the lowest
in 13 years—as a consequence of lower global demand,
continued high OPEC production and the resilient
production in the USA. GCC countries are taking
action. They are, in fact, diversifying their economies
and removing subsidies. Historically, about half of the
Russian Government’s revenues have come from oil and
gas, and Russia’s GDP declined by just under 4% last
year.
Martin Vickers: Falling oil prices are clearly having a
dramatic effect on the economies of many oil-producing
countries. I was part of a delegation that visited Saudi
Arabia last week, where we heard about what its
Government are doing to diversify. What encouragement
are our Government giving to other countries to help
and support them to diversify, and what opportunities
are available to British companies to provide assistance?
Mr Ellwood: As my hon. Friend outlines, there are
enormous opportunities not just in Saudi Arabia but
across the Gulf. We are working on diversification with
countries that produce and export hydrocarbons, and
helping them with renewables and green energy. Saudi
Arabia has also expressed an interest in opening up
tourism. Those are important aspects in which Britain
can play an important role.
Daesh
8. Nadhim Zahawi (Stratford-on-Avon) (Con): What
discussions he has had with other members of the
international coalition on improving diplomatic co[903702]
ordination against Daesh.
9. Michael Tomlinson (Mid Dorset and North Poole)
(Con): What discussions he has had with other members
of the international coalition on improving diplomatic
[903703]
co-ordination against Daesh.
The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs (Mr Philip Hammond): Britain was a driving
force behind the creation of the global coalition. We
hosted the first coalition meeting in London in January
2015. I frequently discuss the campaign against Daesh
with coalition and other international partners, including
at a coalition small group meeting in Rome earlier this
month.
Nadhim Zahawi: The Kurdistan Regional Government
army has been valiantly battling against Daesh over a
1,000 km frontline since summer 2014. Will my right
hon. Friend pay tribute to the peshmerga and say more
about the role they may play in the liberation of Mosul?
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Mr Hammond: I am very happy to pay tribute to the
Peshmerga. They have proved themselves to be an
extraordinarily resilient fighting force and perhaps the
most effective force operating against Daesh. The UK is
training and providing equipment to the Peshmerga. I
had an opportunity a couple of weeks ago to meet
President Barzani of the KRG, to talk about the liberation
of Mosul and the role that the Peshmerga might play. I
am pleased to be able to report two things. First, the
KRG appear to have become more open to the idea that
the Peshmerga will play a role in the liberation of
Mosul. That will be very important. They have also
agreed to Iraqi Government security forces being based
in the KRG to prepare for the assault on Mosul. Those
two things make it much more likely that we will see a
successful assault on Mosul earlier rather than later.
Michael Tomlinson: Seeking a diplomatic solution in
Syria has gone hand in hand with our humanitarian aid
in the region. Will the Secretary of State set out how
increased diplomatic co-operation will improve and
assist our humanitarian aid in the region, specifically in
neighbouring countries such as Jordan and Lebanon?
Mr Hammond: As the whole House will know, we
hosted in London on 4 February a very successful
conference on Syria and the region, raising $11 billion
in a single day. The real significance of that meeting,
however, was that we moved on from the idea of simply
collecting money and distributing it to working with the
host countries in the region to ensure that refugees are
able to access the labour market, get education for their
children and access healthcare, making them less likely
to feel the need to decamp and become irregular migrants
heading towards Europe.
Ms Gisela Stuart (Birmingham, Edgbaston) (Lab):
Daesh moves into areas of conflict and ungoverned
spaces. King Abdullah of Jordan has asked that we
reach out to areas such as Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Albania and Kosovo, as he regards them to be among
the next potential trouble spots. Are we making any
progress?
Mr Hammond: Yes. The right hon. Lady is right. We
should be very much focused not only on the countries
that already face that challenge, but on the countries
that are next in line for the challenge, and we should
seek to reinforce them. I am happy to tell her, if she was
not aware of this, that the Prime Ministers of all the
western Balkan countries were in London yesterday,
and I had the opportunity to meet the Prime Ministers
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Serbia, Albania,
and Montenegro. We are working closely with them to
ensure the resilience and the European trajectory of
that region.
Mr Nigel Dodds (Belfast North) (DUP): On the issue
of Daesh fighters returning home to countries here in
Europe, what diplomatic co-ordination efforts have been
made to develop a common response among countries
in Europe to ensure that we keep our citizens safe and
prevent those people from coming back to wreak havoc,
through terrorism, on towns and cities in the UK?
Mr Hammond: Different countries in Europe have
different domestic legislation around that issue. We in
the UK have some of the most robust measures available

143

Oral Answers

23 FEBRUARY 2016

to us to deal with returning fighters. It is precisely
because of the importance of the exchange of information
between European partners that the Prime Minister was
able to confirm yesterday that we believe that Britain is
safer and more resilient against the threat of terrorism
because of its co-operation within the European Union.
Royston Smith (Southampton, Itchen) (Con): As
operations against Daesh in Iraq are successful—
[Interruption.]
Mr Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman must be
heard. There is some chuntering from a sedentary position,
by which he should not remotely be deflected. Stick to
your course, man.
Royston Smith: You are very kind, Mr Speaker. As
operations against Daesh in Iraq are successful, what is
the threat of Daesh’s moving to Libya? Has the Foreign
Secretary made an assessment of that eventuality?
Mr Hammond: There is clearly a risk that as Daesh is
militarily defeated in Iraq and then in Syria, the embryonic
Daesh presence in Libya, particularly around Sirte,
could become a new base for operations just 100 miles
off the coast of Europe. That is why we are working
with our partners and allies to encourage the formation
of a Libyan Government of national accord that we can
work with to start stabilising the country and pushing
back on the Daesh footholds in Libya.
Derek Twigg (Halton) (Lab): Further to the last
question, can the Foreign Secretary say how far ahead
we are in bringing about that co-ordination and establishing
a stable authority in Libya to take on Daesh? We have
seen recently an increase in Daesh activity, and there is
still a lot of disconnect between the different bodies in
Libya. Will he give us a bit more information about
what progress is being made?
Mr Hammond: There is progress being made among
European partners and with the US on preparing the
kind of support we could give to a Government of
national accord in Libya when and if one is formed.
The problem is that several months after we first expected
that to happen, the Government have still not been
formed. We are working very closely with the parties in
Libya and with the regional powers who have influence,
particularly Egypt, to encourage Prime Minister Siraj
to take the necessary steps to get that Government
formed and approved so that we can engage. There is a
strong commitment by the European partners to engage
once that Government have been created.
Israeli Election
10. Clive Lewis (Norwich South) (Lab): What assessment
he has made of the effect of the outcome of the March
2015 election in Israel on the peace process in that
[903704]
region.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (Mr Tobias Ellwood): Much
gets said, as we know, during election cycles, and we
were concerned by some of the statements that were
made during the Israeli election. I was in Israel last
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week, and I can confirm that I had meetings with Prime
Minister Netanyahu. He has made it very clear that he
remains committed to the two-state solution.
Clive Lewis: It is more than 20 years since Oslo. There
are now more than 350,000 illegal Israeli settlers in the
occupied west bank and 300,000 illegal Israeli settlers in
occupied East Jerusalem, and the Netanyahu Government
continue to announce the building of more illegal
settlements. Does the Minister believe that that will aid
the peace process? If not, what is he doing about it?
Mr Ellwood: The Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary
and I have made it very clear on the record that that is
unhelpful and takes us in the wrong direction. During
my visit last week, I visited some of the settlements
that are developing. Although announcements of new
settlements have slowed, the existing settlements are
starting to grow, and that happens without people seeing
it. There is an area to the north of Jerusalem called the
Ariel finger, which, if it continues to grow as it is doing,
will eventually link up towards the north of Jericho.
That will essentially mean that there will be no two-state
solution. We need Israel to show that it is committed to
the process and stop the settlements.
13. [903707] Andrew Percy (Brigg and Goole) (Con):
On the issue of words, something that is regularly
rubbished is the issue of incitement. We are seeing
increasing incitement from the Palestinian Authority
and on media such as Palestinian TV, some of which
has been referenced by those committing knife attacks
on civilians. Last week I visited a Jewish school in
Brussels, where I heard some appalling stories of
anti-Semitism being perpetrated in Europe, with people
deliberately conflating Jews and Israel. Will the
Minister condemn not only the incitement coming out
of the Palestinian Authority, but the sort of attacks we
are seeing in Europe as a result?
Mr Ellwood: I absolutely agree with my hon. Friend
that it is unacceptable for Israelis going about their
business to be subject to some of the brutality and the
murder we are seeing. Israel has the right—in fact, I
would go further and say it has the obligation—to
defend its citizens. We are seeing the anti-Semitism
there, or such reactions, then reappearing, often through
websites such as Facebook and so forth, in Europe or
closer to home. We have been working hard with our
international colleagues—the Prime Minister is very
committed to this—to make sure that we stamp out
anti-Semitism no matter where it is.
Mrs Louise Ellman (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab/Co-op):
A clear majority of Israelis consistently support setting
up a Palestinian state alongside Israel. Does the Minister
agree that actions such as Hamas’s rebuilding the terror
tunnels to mount attacks on Israeli civilians from Gaza
make that less and less obtainable?
Mr Ellwood: The hon. Lady is absolutely right. With
some of the developments, it seems like déjà vu in the
sense that we are going round this buoy again—rebuilding
the tunnels, the aggravations, and then the missiles start
to fly. Where does that actually take us? It is not a
confidence-building measure, in the same way that building
settlements is not a confidence-building measure. We need
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to make sure that we empower the Palestinian Authority
to look after and take responsibility for the governance
of Gaza. That is the way forward.
Sir Eric Pickles (Brentwood and Ongar) (Con): Surely
there is a big contrast in the growth of extremism. The
Israeli authorities deal with Jewish extremism—they
investigate, they prosecute and they condemn—whereas
the Palestinian Authority names schools after violent
extremists, names sporting events after them and glorifies
them on television. Will my hon. Friend take this
opportunity to condemn absolutely the attitude of the
Palestinian Authority and urge it to cease this senseless
encouragement of violence?
Mr Ellwood: My right hon. Friend makes a very
powerful argument. It is important to see that affirmative
actions can be taken on both sides to reduce tensions,
but I would raise the specific matter of using words to
inflame the situation. For example, the recent remarks
by the Health Minister in the Palestinian Authority
condoning the attacks that are taking place were unhelpful.
That takes us in the wrong direction, so we should do
things to encourage those involved to refrain from
doing so, and take steps to encourage them to act as a
consequence.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Speaker: Order. I wish we had more time, but I
am afraid we do not. I call Nic Dakin.
Overseas Territories: Registers of Beneficial Ownership
11. Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab): By what date he
expects to have set a timetable for overseas territories
with financial centres to adopt central registers of beneficial
[903705]
ownership or similarly effective systems.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (James Duddridge): I had
productive discussions at the Joint Ministerial Council
with leaders of the overseas territories in December. We
agreed progress on implementing central registers, and
equally effective systems should be kept under continuous
and close review. Discussions are still ongoing, but I
want to see significant progress ahead of the anti-corruption
summit that will be hosted by the Prime Minister in
May.
Nic Dakin: Will the Minister confirm that the overseas
territories and Crown dependencies will attend the summit?
Will we do our part to make sure that we secure their
commitment to clean up their act and make company
owners public?
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James Duddridge: There will be open registers available
for law enforcement agencies to interrogate. There will
not be publicly open registers. That is a long-term
aspiration, but initially we want there to be access for
law enforcement agencies. That will create greater
transparency and reduce corruption and terrorist payments.
Catherine West (Hornsey and Wood Green) (Lab): In
April 2014, the Prime Minister said:
“I believe that beneficial ownership and public access to a
central register is key to improving the transparency of company
ownership and vital to meeting the urgent challenges of illicit
finance and tax evasion.”

Nearly two years have passed and there still appears to
be no timetable for transparency arrangements in respect
of the financial centres. Why is that?
James Duddridge: There has been much progress,
which the hon. Lady dismisses too readily. There are
checkpoints. Only last week, I spoke to overseas territory
leaders. There are people out there at the moment and
we hope to crystallise some of the improvements before
the May summit on corruption. That summit was called
by the Prime Minister and will be held here in London,
which demonstrates the British Government’s commitment
to this important issue.
Catherine West: Will the Minister tell the House the
exact date by which he expects overseas territory financial
centres to ensure that there are proper transparency
arrangements, or will we continue to hear more excuses
for inaction in the years to come?
James Duddridge: This is a matter of direction, rather
than an ultimate destination. We will constantly ask the
international community to do more to create greater
transparency, but it is crucial that the international
community, whether it is the Crown dependencies, the
overseas territories or other overseas Governments, move
together on this, because we want to eliminate the
problem of corrupt and untransparent moneys, rather
than shift it from territory to territory.
Topical Questions
Mr Speaker: I remind colleagues that in topical questions,
there are supposed to be quick-fire questions and quick-fire
answers.
[903634] Mr Ranil Jayawardena (North East
T1.
Hampshire) (Con): If he will make a statement on his
departmental responsibilities.

James Duddridge: Final invitations for the summit
have not yet gone out, but discussions are very much
ongoing. In fact, the director for overseas territories
and the National Crime Agency are currently visiting
the Cayman Islands and British Virgin Islands to thrash
out some of the detail that is needed.

The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs (Mr Philip Hammond): The Foreign Office’s
mission is to protect Britain’s security, promote Britain’s
prosperity and project our values through our diplomacy.
The Prime Minister’s deal with the European Union
offers the basis for Britain’s future prosperity and security
in Europe. The crisis in Syria, the resulting irregular
migration to Europe, the increased levels of Russian
aggression and the continuing terrorist threat from Islamist
extremism remain the principal threats to the security
of the UK and UK citizens around the world.

Nigel Mills (Amber Valley) (Con): Does the Minister
expect the registers to be publicly available, or will they
be closed registers that can be accessed only by the
relevant authorities?

Mr Jayawardena: I should refer Members to the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests and to my
position as the chairman of the all-party parliamentary
group on Sri Lanka. As we know from Northern Ireland,
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reconciliation is possible only if both sides want to
move forward. Will my right hon. Friend welcome the
progress that has been made by the Sri Lankan Government
in uniting the whole island by growing the economy and
building a strong democracy? Indeed, will he encourage
them to continue doing so?
The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (Mr Hugo Swire): Yes, I most certainly will. I was
in Sri Lanka last month, where I met the Prime Minister
and the Foreign Minister and travelled to Jaffna in the
north. I have subsequently spoken to Prince Zeid Ra’ad
al-Hussein, the high commissioner in Geneva, who was
in Sri Lanka from 6 to 9 February. We look forward to
his update on Sri Lanka at the UN Human Rights
Council in June.
Hilary Benn (Leeds Central) (Lab): As events in
Ukraine and the middle east have reminded us, nations
that are committed to peace, security and democracy
need to stand together in the face of aggression. Our
membership of the European Union is one of the most
important ways in which we do that. The Foreign
Secretary knows that ending our alliance with the EU
would send a dangerous signal, including to President
Putin and Daesh. Why does he think some of his
Cabinet colleagues cannot see that and are intent on a
course of action that would weaken Britain’s voice and
influence in the world and undermine our security?
Mr Philip Hammond: Each person in this country
will have to make up their own mind about the question
before them in the forthcoming referendum. I have
always said that this is a balancing equation—there are
plusses and minuses in any international relationship.
However, I entirely agree with the right hon. Gentleman
that on the question of Britain’s security and influence
in the world, there is no doubt that we are stronger,
safer and more influential by being part of the European
Union than being out of it.
Hilary Benn: I am very grateful to the Foreign Secretary
for that reply. The report of the UN Human Rights
Council’s commission of inquiry on Syria, which was
published earlier this month, found that:
“Flagrant violations of human rights and international
humanitarian law continue unabated”.

The ceasefire that is due to come into effect this Saturday
is desperately needed, but it will relieve suffering only if
it is adhered to, as the Foreign Secretary said. What is
his assessment of the prospects of ensuring that Russia
respects the ceasefire by ending its attacks on the Syrian
people? If it does not, what further pressure can be put
on President Putin to do so?
Mr Hammond: As I have said, the Russians will say
that they are complying with the ceasefire, and that
continued attacks and airstrikes are justified by the
terms of that ceasefire. It will be necessary to pore over
individual attacks between the US and Russia in the
co-ordination cell to identify exactly what happened.
Whatever the technicalities, the big picture is this: unless
the level of Russian airstrikes dramatically decreases,
the ceasefire will not hold because the moderate armed
opposition cannot and will not lay down their weapons
while they are being annihilated from the air by Russian
aircraft.
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T2.
[903635] Stephen Phillips (Sleaford and North
Hykeham) (Con): My hon. Friend the Minister for
Africa will be aware that the Tanzanian electoral
commission annulled the general election results in
Zanzibar at the back end of last year, and there has
been increasing electoral violence in Zanzibar as we
head towards the poll on 20 March. What representations
will we make to the Tanzanian Government to ensure
that the poll passes off peacefully, and that we do not
return to the violence of 2000 and 2001?
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (James Duddridge): We are
deeply concerned by the decision of the Zanzibar electoral
commission to annul the elections for the Zanzibar
presidency, and indeed the House of Representatives on
28 October. Our position was set out in a statement by
the British high commissioner on 29 October, and we
have raised those concerns at the highest level, including
when the Foreign Secretary made a telephone call to
then President Kikwete in October and my telephone
call to the new Foreign Minister Mahiga in December,
and the Under-Secretary of State for International
Development, my hon. Friend the Member for Ruislip,
Northwood and Pinner (Mr Hurd), met the same individual
in January. I hope to visit Tanzania in the coming
months and reinforce those points in person.
T3. [903636] Angela Rayner (Ashton-under-Lyne) (Lab):
Given the Minister’s response to earlier questions
relating to the benefit to the UK of remaining in the
EU, is it not a real concern that many of his Government
colleagues would put our security and economic future
at risk by a Brexit?
The Minister for Europe (Mr David Lidington): In this
referendum, Members of Parliament will each have one
vote, along with every member of the United Kingdom
electorate. In my experience, there are deeply held views
both for and against British membership of the EU in
my party and that of the hon. Lady. My view is clear:
this country will be more prosperous, secure and influential
in the world through continued EU membership.
T4. [903637] Dr Andrew Murrison (South West Wiltshire)
(Con): Given the ongoing Russian incursion into Georgian
sovereign territory, does my right hon. Friend absolutely
condemn the situation in the southern Caucasus? Does
he think that the situation in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia must now be regarded as the new normal?
Mr Philip Hammond: We should be alert to Russia’s
aggressive actions in former Soviet Union countries
wherever they are, not just in Ukraine. Arguably, we
were too slow to recognise that what was happening in
Georgia was the beginning of a new dimension to
Russian foreign policy, and we should resist it robustly
wherever it arises, and push back against it wherever
we can.
T6. [903639] Patrick Grady (Glasgow North) (SNP):
Will the Secretary of States confirm whether his discussions
with the United States about Libya have included the
possibility of UK military action, and that there will be
no UK military action in Libya without approval from
this House?
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Mr Hammond: As the hon. Gentleman knows well,
we have a long-established convention that before
committing UK forces to combat, in all situations where
it is possible—that is, other than in a direct emergency
or where considerations of secrecy make it impossible—the
Prime Minister is committed to bringing the issue before
the House and allowing it an opportunity for debate.
T5. [903638] Chris Heaton-Harris (Daventry) (Con):
What assessment has the Department made of the
security situation in Burundi, and what steps have been
taken to bolster the presence of Her Majesty’s
Government in Bujumbura?
James Duddridge: In response to the crisis, the UK
has stepped up humanitarian support to refugees fleeing
Burundi, providing £14 million to Tanzania and £4 million
to Burundi. The Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs, my hon. Friend the Member
for Bournemouth East (Mr Ellwood), and I have also
decided to recruit a full-time Burundian co-ordinator,
based in Bujumbura. That will be good news as I know
that hon. Members—including my hon. Friend the
Member for Stafford (Jeremy Lefroy)—have been pressing
Her Majesty’s Government to do that, and it will be
welcome news on both sides of the House.
T7. [903640] Stephen Kinnock (Aberavon) (Lab): On
12 January, the Secretary of State told this House that
China’s claim to be treated as a market economy
should be judged through the prism of steel. Given that
70% of the Chinese steel industry is owned by the
Chinese Government, will the Secretary of State now
confirm that China should emphatically not be granted
market economy status?
Mr Philip Hammond: I think what the hon. Gentleman
will find if he checks the record is that I had just come
back from China where I had conveyed the message to
the Chinese that their claim to market economy status,
and the European Union’s consideration of that claim,
would be judged through the prism of their actions in
relation to steel. They gave me assurances then, as they
gave us assurances in October, that they are seeking to
address overcapacity in the Chinese market. We have
just had a discussion this morning about this in Cabinet.
I learned this morning that there are protests in China
about the loss of steel jobs, just as there are in the UK
and in other places throughout Europe. The reality is
that we have a massive surplus of steel capacity throughout
the world and we have to address it.
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Sousse killing so many Britons. I am pleased to say that
we will hold a memorial service on 12 April to mark this
event.
T8. [903641] Rushanara Ali (Bethnal Green and Bow)
(Lab): A recent UN report suggested that, in a
disturbing violation of human rights, Saudi Arabia’s
military operation in Yemen is targeting civilians. Is the
Minister confident that the UK Government are
fulfilling their obligations under the arms trade treaty
in relation to Saudi Arabia?
Mr Ellwood: We have discussed, and are looking in
detail at, the UN panel of experts report. It was done by
satellite evidence—we have to bear it in mind that the
experts did not actually visit the country itself. We have
shared and discussed information with Saudi Arabia. I
had a letter from the ambassador this week confirming
that every effort is being made to follow human rights
law in support of President Hadi and UN resolution 2216.
Michael Fabricant (Lichfield) (Con): Our immigration
controls in Calais are governed by the treaty of Le
Touquet, as my right hon. Friend the Member for
Europe well knows. He will also know, and the House
of Commons Library has said, that the treaty can be
broken only if the British or the French choose to do so,
and it has absolutely nothing to do with whether we are
members of the European Union. Will he ask whichever
person who said it to stop talking this nonsense that if
we leave the EU we are suddenly going to find a massive
great refugee camp in the heart of Kent?
Mr Lidington: The Le Touquet treaty is certainly vital
to this country’s border security. Of the 100,000 people
who have been prevented from entering the UK in the
past five years, roughly a quarter were stopped at Calais
at the juxtaposed controls. We co-operate very closely
with the French Government, but I fear my hon. Friend
underestimates the extent of domestic French opposition
to and protest against the juxtaposed controls. If we left
the EU, the stock of good will towards Le Touquet and
this country would be severely depleted.
[903643] Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East)
T10.
(Lab): On the Foreign Office website, there is very clear
advice to private companies thinking of doing business
with illegal Israeli settlements. It states:

“Financial transactions, investments, purchases, procurements
as well as other economic activities…in Israeli settlements or
benefiting Israeli settlements, entail legal and economic risks”

and
“we do not encourage or offer support to such activity.”

T9. [903642] Luke Hall (Thornbury and Yate) (Con):
Following the recent action against Daesh in Libya,
will my hon. Friend update the House on the situation
there, as well as his plans to create a permanent
memorial to the victims of Sousse, whose murders were
planned from Libya?
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (Mr Tobias Ellwood): As my
right hon. Friend the Foreign Secretary has outlined,
there is a migration and a concern that Daesh is moving
out, under pressure in Iraq and Syria, to other parts of
the world, including Libya. My hon. Friend is right to
make the connection between what happened in Libya,
the training and the terrorist attack that took place in

Do the Government give exactly the same advice to
public bodies, including local councils, with regard to
their procurement decisions?
Mr Philip Hammond: Yes, we are clear with local
authorities that they are bound by and must follow
procurement rules, but we are clear that we do not
support boycott movements. The Minister for the Cabinet
Office was in Israel just last week and made that abundantly
clear then.
Henry Smith (Crawley) (Con): With the United States
wishing to continue its military presence on Diego
Garcia for a further 20 years, what discussions is the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office planning to have
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with Washington about helping to facilitate the right of
return of the Chagos islanders to the British Indian
Ocean Territory?
James Duddridge: We have made it clear that we want
the US presence to continue, but the Government have
not yet held discussions with the US about continuing
that arrangement. I very much welcomed discussing the
issues with my hon. Friend a few weeks ago in connection
with the all-party group visit to the Foreign Office. I will
continue to liaise with him when the Government come
to a conclusion, following the KPMG report and the
consultation.
Ms Margaret Ritchie (South Down) (SDLP): Following
yesterday’s drop in the value of sterling, what other
implications does the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
anticipate for Britain and Northern Ireland as a result
of the uncertainty around the referendum?
Mr Philip Hammond: Uncertainty always has a cost
to business. Business hates uncertainty, and the markets
will reflect it. That is why it is right to hold the referendum
at the earliest possible date—23 June—and settle this
issue once and for all so that Britain can get on with
Britain’s business.
Robert Jenrick (Newark) (Con): When I canvass the
streets of Newark for the local elections, people ask me
about the views of my local councillors on refuse collection
or on potholes on Newark’s roads. I rarely hear them
ask me their views on foreign policy. Does my right hon.
Friend agree that foreign policy is set by the Foreign
Secretary and by the Government and should be debated
in this House—not by our town halls—so we should all
support the Government’s action against boycotts and
sanctions?
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Mr Hammond: I am grateful to my hon. Friend. One
of my colleagues has just reminded me that my hon.
Friend is not the only one who pounded the pavements
of Newark. I think everyone on these Benches did so.
Yes, foreign policy is, of course, a matter for the Government
of the United Kingdom, and it is the business of this
Parliament. It is very important that we have a single
foreign policy, which is clearly projected so that Britain’s
position in the world is understood and strengthened.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Speaker: Demand always massively exceeds supply
at Question Time, especially at Foreign Office questions.
We do not really have time, but I am allowing time for
one last question. I call Mr Richard Burden.
Richard Burden (Birmingham, Northfield) (Lab): May
I press the Foreign Secretary further on the answer he
gave to my hon. Friend the Member for Sheffield South
East (Mr Betts)? Is there anything in World Trade
Organisation or other rules that fetters a public institution’s
ability to act on the advice that the FCO puts on its
website, which my hon. Friend quoted?
Mr Hammond: Public bodies in this country are
bound by the EU procurement directive in their purchasing
activity and must follow those rules.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Speaker: I am sorry to disappoint colleagues, but
at least we know that there is huge interest in what the
Foreign Office does and says. We will have to leave it
there for today.
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Mental Health Taskforce
12.37 pm
Luciana Berger (Liverpool, Wavertree) (Lab/Co-op)
(Urgent Question): To ask the Secretary of State for
Health to make a statement on the Government’s response
to the final report of the independent Mental Health
Taskforce.
The Minister for Community and Social Care (Alistair
Burt): Achieving parity of esteem for mental and physical
health remains a priority for this Government. I appreciate
the hon. Lady’s raising of the urgent question this
afternoon. We welcomed the independent Mental Health
Taskforce launched by NHS England last year, with its
remit to explore the variation in the availability of
mental health services across England, to look at the
outcomes for people who are using services, and to
identify key priorities for improvement.
The taskforce, chaired by Paul Farmer, chief executive
of Mind—I thank him, the vice-chair, Jacqui Dyer, and
the whole team for the remarkable work they did—also
considered ways of promoting positive mental health
and wellbeing, ways of improving the physical health of
people with mental health problems, and whether we
are spending money and time on the right things.
The publication of the taskforce’s report earlier this
month marked the first time a national strategy has
been designed in partnership with all the health-related
arm’s length bodies in order to deliver change across the
system. This also demonstrated the remarkable way in
which society, the NHS and this House now regard
mental health and how it should be seen and approached.
This Government have made great strides in the way
we think about and treat mental health in this country.
We have given the NHS more money than ever before
and are introducing access and waiting-time targets for
the first time. We have made it clear that local NHS
services must follow our lead by increasing the amount
they spend on mental health and making sure that beds
are always available. Despite those improvements,
however—and I referred earlier to the way in which we
view these matters—the taskforce pulled no punches. It
produced a frank assessment of the state of current
mental health care throughout the NHS, pointing out
that one in four people would experience a mental
health problem during their lifetime, and that the cost
of mental ill health to the economy, the NHS and
society was £105 billion a year.
We can all agree that the human and financial cost of
inadequate care is unacceptable. The Department of
Health therefore welcomes the report’s publication, and
will work with NHS England and other partners to
establish a plan for implementing its recommendations.
To make those recommendations a reality, we will spend
an extra £1 billion by 2020-21 to improve access to
mental health services, so that people can receive the
right care in the right place when they need it most.
That will mean increasing the number of people completing
talking therapies by nearly three quarters, from 468,000
to 800,000; more than doubling the number of pregnant
women or new mothers receiving mental health support,
from 12,000 to 42,000 a year; training about 1,700 new
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therapists; and helping 29,000 more people to find or
stay in work through individual placement support and
talking therapies.
I assure all Members that they will have ample
opportunities to ask questions and debate issues as
we work together to implement the taskforce’s
recommendations.
Luciana Berger: The final report of the Mental Health
Taskforce, commissioned by NHS England, provides a
frank assessment of the state of mental health care, and
describes a system that is “ruining” some people’s lives.
It contains a number of recommendations which, if
implemented in full, could make a significant difference
to services that have had to contend with funding cuts
and staff shortages at a time of rising demand, leaving
too many vulnerable people without the right care and
support.
It is extremely disappointing that the Opposition
have had to compel the Minister to come to the Chamber
today to ensure that Parliament can give the report and
the Government’s response to it the attention and scrutiny
that they deserve. It is all the more regrettable because
the Prime Minister himself chose to announce their
response to the media during last week’s recess—a
courtesy which, had it not been for the urgent question,
would still not have been afforded to the House. The
Government’s apparent announcements included the
announcement of a supposed “additional” £1 billion of
investment by 2020, but a number of vital questions
remain unanswered.
Will the Minister explain why the report was delayed
and published during the recess? Did Ministers or No. 10
have a say in the timing, and, if so, does the Minister
accept that such a level of interference on the part of
Ministers raises questions about the independence of
the report? Can the Minister confirm that no additional
money will be allocated from the Treasury to fund what
the Government have announced, and that it will be
funded from the £8 billion that has already been set
aside for the NHS to receive by 2020? Given that mental
health is given just under 10% of the total NHS budget,
surely mental health services would have expected to
receive much of that additional money as part of the
NHS settlement anyway. Can the Minister explain how
the money can be expected to deliver the “transformation”
in our mental health services that the taskforce says is
urgently required?
Can the Minister also confirm that he is accepting all
the recommendations relating to the NHS? Does he
intend to respond to the other recommendations, and
when can we expect that response? As the report makes
clear, we do not solve the challenges of our nation’s
mental health by means of the Department of Health.
On behalf of the many thousands of people who
have been let down by the Government, who are desperate
to see a change in the way in which we approach mental
health, and who are owed a full explanation from the
Government of their response to this damning report,
I look forward to the Minister’s reply.
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her questions,
which give me an opportunity to say still more about
what we are doing in relation to mental health and how
far it has come since 2010. For instance, she could have
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pointed out that 1,400 more people a day have access to
mental health treatment than had access to it in that
year, simply as a matter of comparison between what
was done then and what is done now. However, it is
absolutely right to make the essential point that there is
more to be done—a view that we share—and that is
what the report did.
The timing of the report was not up to the Government.
It is an independent report, commissioned by the NHS
from an independent taskforce, and the timing and the
content were decided by the taskforce. I had the occasional
meeting with Paul Farmer about it. I made sure to
speak to him to say, “This is absolutely your report.
Forget the guff in the papers about who wants what in
the report and all that; this is yours and it’s got to be
yours”—and it is absolutely clear that it was. The decision
to publish it was theirs. The Prime Minister was able to
respond, which was great, and that emphasises again
the importance given to this issue now, as compared
with times past.
On the finance, the important thing to note is that the
Prime Minister announced in January how the £600 million
in the spending review, which is included in the NHS
bottom line until 2021, would be spent. That included
the new money for perinatal mental health, crisis care,
psychiatric liaison in A&E and the crisis care community
work. What was said by the Prime Minister in relation
to the taskforce report represents new money that will
be available for the NHS and mental health by 2021.
That will be £1 billion extra by 2021, with the additional
number of people to be treated that I outlined.
I spoke to the taskforce after the issuing of the
report. I do not particularly want just to produce a
response to the taskforce report; I said that I would
prefer a series of rolling responses, as it were, so that
when we have responded to a recommendation and
when we are moving on and delivering on it, I would say
so. That will come in a variety of different forms, but
will be related to what the taskforce has done. That may
well involve announcements to Parliament, whether by
written ministerial statements or other means. I did not
want one big bang of a response, as it were, because
the Prime Minister has already said that we will accept
the recommendations, as they go with the grain of
what the Government were going to do anyway. I wanted
to give an indication that the report will not just sit on a
shelf gathering dust. By making constant reference to it
when we do something—saying, “This is a response to
what the taskforce said we should be doing towards
2021”—it can get the stamp of support and recognition,
which is important.
On the hon. Lady’s claim that thousands have been
let down, again I would gently remind her that this
Government were the first Government to set waiting
times for physical and mental health—a chance missed
by the hon. Lady’s Government when they were in
office and set physical health waiting time limits. It is
this Government who have actually made the commitment
of £10 billion extra to the NHS, a commitment never
made by her or her party. It is very easy for people to
talk about new things in mental health when they do
not have a budget or an economic team producing
anything of any credibility, but this Government have
got the responsibilities and are doing the work.
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We are absolutely agreed that the state of mental
health services cries out for more to be done; we have
said that, and that is what we are doing. The direction
of travel and the physical delivery is happening on a
day-by-day basis. We will do more; we will continue to
work together to do more, and I welcome the hon. Lady
and her team’s very regular pressure on me and my right
hon. Friend the Secretary of State to continue to do
more. We will meet that challenge—and we are
meeting it in a way that no Government have ever met it
before.
Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) (Con): I congratulate
my right hon. Friend and the whole of the Government
health team on their personal commitment to this issue.
Does my right hon. Friend accept that those who suffer
from mental ill health are often poor advocates of their
own cause, and that it is very easy for money to be
diverted into other areas of healthcare spending where
others are able to shout louder for the money? Will he
and his Front-Bench team consider whether it is possible
to ring-fence the NHS budget for mental health care so
that it does not become the Cinderella subject in the
future that it has been too often in the past?
Alistair Burt: I thank my right hon. Friend for the
question and his own personal interest and work in this
area. He, like me, has come across this conundrum: we
talk from the Dispatch Box about more money going
into mental health and then we go to areas and they say,
“Well, it’s not happening here.” That has been a genuine
reality that we need to do something about. We are
being more hands-on towards clinical commissioning
groups and having a more transparent system of examining
their finances. In addition, guidance from the NHS says
that it expects the increase in finance to the NHS to go
proportionately to mental health services and we have
now given specific commitments to the series of services
announced by the Prime Minister and contained in
these recommendations. In that way, we hope to make
sure that the diversion of funds that has happened in
the past will not happen in the future. Local areas will
thus feel that they, too, must ensure that they have the
share of the resource.
Dr Philippa Whitford (Central Ayrshire) (SNP): All
of us in the House welcome the strides made in changing
the stigma around mental health, and people have been
brave enough to speak out. In Scotland, we had the
“See me” campaign, which was about seeing the person,
not the condition.
Despite all the great talk, the money has often not
gone to the services. Mental health trusts suffered a
2% cut in their budget between 2013 and 2015, and the
number of psychiatric nurses decreased by 1.4%. The
right hon. Member for North Somerset (Dr Fox) talked
about money often ending up somewhere else, and we
must avoid that. We need also to focus on children,
because one in 10 of our children suffer from mental
health problems between the ages of five and 16, and
they are waiting a very long time to get help. We face the
same challenge in Scotland. We measure it, we know
how difficult it is to deal with, and we have managed to
improve things by increasing staff and funding, but we
also have a long road to walk.

157

Mental Health Taskforce

23 FEBRUARY 2016

[Dr Philippa Whitford]
One thing we are not doing enough is thinking about
the whole spread of mental health support out into the
community and about the way people work: people
having insecure jobs; and people struggling to keep a
roof over their head. Later, we are going to debate
welfare reforms, and mental health issues arise from
that. Three times as many poor children will have a
mental health issue as children who are in a stable and
well-financed family. Are we not going to try to join up
our decisions and look at our other policy areas, in
terms of how people work, how people are supported,
and the mental health suffering that comes from the
lack of that?
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her usual
well-informed contribution to the debate on these issues,
and for what she says about stigma and the general
approach the Government have been taking. She is
absolutely right about that. We have supported the
Time to Change anti-stigma campaign, which has had
some success, although we have to do more.
The hon. Lady is also right about children and wider
cross-government work. On children and young people,
for the first time we have a Minister in the Department
for Education in England who has responsibilities for
mental health, and the Under-Secretary of State for the
Home Department, my hon. Friend the Member for
Staffordshire Moorlands (Karen Bradley) is here to
demonstrate that we take those cross-government
responsibilities very seriously. One way in which we are
going to manage the response to the taskforce is by
having a cross-governmental team to make sure that
Departments are joined up. Housing has something to
do with this, as do education and work and pensions, as
the hon. Lady said. We will make sure that that is done.
I should have said, but did not do so for reasons of
time, that what has been said by the taskforce and what
the Prime Minister has said is in addition to the £1.25
billion announced in March for the development of the
child and adolescent mental health services in England
and the £30 million a year eating disorder work, in
order to recognise the increased pressures on children.
As the hon. Lady rightly says, the more prevention
work that can be done earlier, the better.
Dr Sarah Wollaston (Totnes) (Con): I remind the
House that I am married to the registrar of the Royal
College of Psychiatrists. I join the Minister in thanking
the independent mental health taskforce for the work it
has done. Will he go further on how we are going to
track this money, with greater transparency, to ensure it
is spent in the right place, not just within health, but
within social care? He will know that many of those
who are suffering from mental health problems are
cared for in the community, under social care, and it is
therefore vital that we have parity of esteem across both
health and social care.
Alistair Burt: Yes, I thank my hon. Friend for that
and recognise the work of the royal college. Its president,
Simon Wessely, was also much involved in the report, as
was the college, so I thank them for that. It is very
important to track this money. The CCG assessment
framework will help us to do that through the health
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service. The money that the Prime Minister announced
in relation to community crisis care—the extra £400 million
announced in January—will be spent throughout the
community, and it is essential that we track it.
There has been a data lack; the hon. Member for
Liverpool, Wavertree (Luciana Berger) knows about
that well, because I answer far too many of her questions
by saying, “This information is not collected” or, “This
information is not collected centrally”. [Interruption.] I
have noticed that. We are in the process of changing
that situation; the dataset was in the process of being
changed and more information will be available. In
order to track things properly, we have to have the
information available. The question is right and we are
improving the data. It is important to track this, both in
local authority work and in NHS work.
Mr Speaker: I know that the right hon. Gentleman
will take it in the right spirit when I say that it is
immensely encouraging that he notices his own answers.
Mr Kevan Jones (North Durham) (Lab): Parity of
esteem and extra resources are important, but one of
the main messages from this report is that we need to
hard-wire mental health and well-being into public
policy. Twice as many people take their own lives as are
killed on our roads each year. Does the Minister agree
that it is now time for a national campaign to address
this issue?
Alistair Burt: Yes, I do, and I thank the hon. Gentleman
for his comments and for his work and interest in this
area. Included in the taskforce’s recommendations is a
national ambition to reduce by 10% the number of
suicides—that would be a reduction of some 400 a year.
Three areas are already piloting a “zero suicide ambition
strategy”, and this probably needs to be given more
prominence than it has been. A national suicide prevention
strategy is in place, which I am reviewing to see how it
can be better implemented locally, because not all local
areas have a similar strategy. It is right that that gets
extra prominence, and we had a debate on it not too
long ago in Westminster Hall. We recognise that it is a
significant issue for men in particular, because three
times as many men as women take their own lives. The
recent increase in the number of women doing so,
which was noted just a few weeks ago, is also significant.
It is important that we talk about this more, recognise
that suicide is not inevitable, and have a national ambition
to challenge it and do more. I am confident that the
hon. Gentleman will be able to champion that work,
just as he has championed other things.
Dr Andrew Murrison (South West Wiltshire) (Con): It
is a very sad fact that in healthcare those professionals
who add the most to the service do not necessarily
receive the same acclamation as those working in more
glamorous specialties. What does the Minister think
can be done to improve the status of those working in
mental healthcare and thus mental healthcare as an
attractive career option?
Alistair Burt: That is a good question. It is very
important that true value is given to those who work in
such an area, at all levels. When we have seen examples
of poor-quality care and the tragedies that have occurred,
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we realise the value placed on those who display kindness
as well as skill and demonstrate their qualifications. We
need to talk about the quality of good care. We need to
make sure that people who go into these professions
have a career path, whatever their entry level. We want
to encourage greater psychiatric awareness in medical
training and clinical medical training for those who are
leaving medical schools. Again, I know that Simon
Wessely of the royal college has done much work in this
area. We should emphasise that those who care for
those in the most distressed situations, be they in hospital,
community or specialist services, deserve our thanks,
encouragement and proper training. Increased money
for training is included in the package that the Government
will be working on, and it will be a vital part of that.
Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
Two weeks ago, the Minister kindly came to Hull to talk
to parents who are campaigning to get an in-patient
facility for children and young people in the Hull area,
as the previous one was closed several years ago. Will he
update my constituents about any progress in the past
two weeks and about whether any of the £1 billion
allocated to mental health services will be used in Hull?
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her question.
It was good to see her in Hull with her constituents and
those of the right hon. Member for Kingston upon Hull
West and Hessle (Alan Johnson). I do not think that
any new money is specifically needed to deliver on the
commitment to provide in-patient care for young people
in Hull and the surrounding area. It seemed to me that
people had already agreed on that; the problem was in
the delivery of it. She will recall the frustration that I
expressed when I was sitting round a table with
representatives from the clinical commissioning group,
the NHS and the trust, because for some reason it was
impossible for us to reach a decision.
The update is that I have already taken that matter
away with me to consider how to resolve it, because I
had some concern about it. A national decision has to
be made about the allocation of finance and priorities,
but there is a clear local need that needs to be addressed.
We will make progress on that. On beds generally, we
have more beds for young people than ever before, and
50 more since I came into my role, but they are not
always in the right places, as we saw in the hon. Lady’s
constituency. I do not think that anything in the
announcement affects the importance of that matter,
which has already been recognised.
Mr Stewart Jackson (Peterborough) (Con): I warmly
welcome the Government’s initiative and the taskforce
report. I am slightly disappointed by the Opposition’s
rather churlish tone, as I thought this was a cross-party
matter.
May I make two brief pleas to the Minister? First, we
must not lose sight of acute mental health episodes
among children and young people at weekends and out
of hours, which is a long-standing issue, including in my
constituency. Secondly, Tourette’s syndrome falls between
the strategies and provision of education and health.
One in 100 children are diagnosed with Tourette’s. It is
an important neurological condition that we need to
address. Will the Minister keep focused on that as part
of his wider mental health review?
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Alistair Burt: Absolutely. Attention is now being paid
to crisis care in A&E, which recognises the fact that
people who need urgent treatment will go to A&E. The
Government are determined to ensure that there is
emergency access 24/7 by placing more psychiatric liaison
teams in hospitals and by improving crisis care in the
community. My hon. Friend is right to recognise the
problem. A number of syndromes and issues have particular
qualities associated with them that need individual care,
and he is right to raise his concerns about those who
suffer from Tourette’s.
Joan Ryan (Enfield North) (Lab): The taskforce
emphasises the importance of supported housing for
people with mental health problems. I think it is right to
say that the Minister’s Department made no representations
to the Treasury before the changes to housing benefit
for tenants in supported housing were announced. It
had made no official representations to other Departments
as recently as three weeks ago. Will the Minister now
make the case to his colleagues in the Departments for
Communities and Local Government and for Work and
Pensions on the need to exempt vulnerable people from
the changes in housing benefit?
Alistair Burt: I understand the right hon. Lady’s
point. I know that such issues are being considered
extremely carefully by those who are responsible for
developing the policy, but I will ensure that her further
concerns are noted and that the Departments recognise
them.
Helen Whately (Faversham and Mid Kent) (Con):
There is so much good stuff in this report that I must
congratulate the authors on their work and my right
hon. Friend the Minister on his interest. I particularly
welcome the recognition in the report of the gap in the
provision of psychiatric liaison services, and the
commitment to have such services at the core 24/7 level
in at least half of all hospitals by 2020. Will my right
hon. Friend advise me on whether such provision is
fully funded? Given the difficulties of getting such
services in place at the moment, will he take a close
interest in the plan to make it happen in practice?
Alistair Burt: I thank my hon. Friend for her interest
in this subject, which she had expressed to me previously,
and her work on it. Yes, our determination is that the
extra £1 billion a year that will be spent on mental
health services will cover the training and the commitment
that we have made to 24/7 cover. It is very important
that such cover is there. The issue was identified when
the Care Quality Commission looked at the work of the
mental health crisis care concordat, which has been so
successful in its first 12 or 18 months. I can assure her
that I am determined to ensure that we provide these
facilities.
Mr Alistair Carmichael (Orkney and Shetland) (LD):
The report adds to the consensus that arose from Lord
Crisp’s commission and the cross-party work led by my
right hon. Friend the Member for North Norfolk (Norman
Lamb) on ending the practice of out-of-area treatments.
Will the Minister commit to putting a timetable on that
process so that we might know when it will happen?
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Alistair Burt: The taskforce recommendation is that
out-of-area placements should be eliminated by 2020;
Lord Crisp’s report said 2017. I would like to see it done
as soon as is reasonably practicable. We want to ensure
that, where possible, people can be treated locally, as it
makes a real difference. The hon. Member for Kingston
upon Hull North (Diana Johnson) mentioned one or
two cases of young people being treated some way
away, and the impact that it has had on them. They lose
local community links and the community work that
can be done to assist them. We all want to see that
ended, and I want it to be done as soon as possible. It
will certainly be done within the taskforce’s recommended
timescale. If it can be done any quicker locally, area by
area, I will be very happy.
Mike Wood (Dudley South) (Con): I welcome the
Government’s positive response to the taskforce report.
Although effective acute care is vital, prevention is
better than cure. Will the Government look at ongoing
training for all GPs in mental health so that all patients
can have access to early diagnosis, care and treatment,
to prevent problems from escalating?
Alistair Burt: My hon. Friend makes a good point.
GPs are often contacted first when a problem is developing,
as I know from my contacts with the British Medical
Association and with the Royal College of General
Practitioners, which was also very interested in the
taskforce report. Those organisations want to ensure
that doctors have enough training, because training
levels tend to vary according to interest. I know that all
GPs are concerned about the matter and want to ensure
that they have the skills. Equally, they need to know that
they can then refer to the right place. That is what the
increased support for both emergency and community
services is all about. It is to ensure that there are proper
pathways so that people do not get stuck at any particular
stage.
Helen Hayes (Dulwich and West Norwood) (Lab):
My 15-year-old constituent Matthew Garnett, who has
autism, has spent the past six months in a psychiatric
intensive care unit 30 miles from home. The unit does
not have the specialism to meet Matthew’s needs and he
has deteriorated significantly. The specialist bed that
Matthew needs is in Northampton, where Matthew’s
family have been told there are five young people who
are ready for discharge but whose ongoing care cannot
be arranged. Clearly, there is a crisis in mental healthcare
for children and adolescents. When will the Minister
bring a plan to the House to address that, and will he
intervene to secure the bed that Matthew Garnett so
desperately needs?
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her question.
If she wants to make a particular approach on that case,
I am ready to listen.
Helen Hayes: I have already done that.
Alistair Burt: It is already in the works. Okay, thank
you. Let me say a couple of things with regard to
specialist care. First, even though we want most young
people to have access to care close to home, there will
always be some specialist care that will require out-of-area
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treatment—perhaps those are the circumstances to which
the hon. Lady is referring. It is then a question of
getting the place.
That issue emphasises why it is so important to have
the community care available. We need to be able to
discharge patients and put in place a proper care package.
That is precisely what the taskforce considered and
made recommendations on. That work is already ongoing.
As my time in office has shown me, there are variations
in practice in different places. Discharges are handled
better in some areas than in others. The practice of the
best must become the practice for all. Everything must
be done to ensure that people are treated in the appropriate
place at the appropriate time, and keeping people in
hospital unnecessarily is not what anyone wants. That
work is already going on, and I will make sure that the
hon. Lady gets an answer to her particular question.
Stephen McPartland (Stevenage) (Con): I welcome
the Minister’s personal commitment to this issue and
the Government’s investment in this area, which
demonstrates the importance of mental health issues
alongside physical health in the NHS. Will the Minister
clarify how he will hold the NHS to account so that the
money is spent on additional mental health services as
opposed to just being frittered away?
Alistair Burt: The engagement of the NHS with the
taskforce needs to be recognised and emphasised. The
NHS set up the taskforce because it wanted to be clear
about the state of mental health services and take a
five-year forward view. That is what the taskforce does,
but it goes beyond that to say that it has a 10-year
vision, which I welcome. Not everything can be done in
neat, parliamentary-cycle chunks, so it is important
that people have a continuing sense of commitment.
The certainty that my hon. Friend wants is demonstrated
by the involvement of the NHS, the endorsement of the
recommendation by the chief executive, and the work
on transparency, which is important to us, to make sure
that we can all see where money has been spent. That
should hold clinical commissioning groups and the
NHS to account on the expenditure issue.
Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): Paul
Farmer’s report highlights the fact that 50% of diagnoses
of mental health challenges are made by the age of 14,
and 75% are made by the age of 24. He also says in the
report:
“Yet most children and young people get no support.”

Will the Minister explain what specific work will be
undertaken to look at prevention and early intervention,
including early diagnosis?
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her interest
and her considerable knowledge of these issues, which
she has raised a number of times.
There are two things to say. First, on expenditure on
children and young people’s mental health services,
£1.25 billion will be spent over the next five years to
improve the baseline for child and adolescent mental
health services, including early prevention. I would also
mention the full roll-out of IAPT—improving access to
psychological therapies—services for children by 2018.
That is already in place for, I think, 70% of the country,
and it will be completed by 2018. It is a way of ensuring
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that children have early access to the psychological
therapies that they need. That is an important development,
which I hope the hon. Lady welcomes.

ensure that as much effort is put into tackling the
stigma of mental health as into the practical investment
in services.

James Morris (Halesowen and Rowley Regis) (Con):
As chairman of the all-party parliamentary group on
mental health, I very much welcome the report, as
Members in all parts of the House should. There is a
high-quality public debate about mental health, in which
we are addressing stigma, and the Prime Minister has
made two speeches in the past three weeks about mental
health, setting out the Government’s priorities. Does
the Minister agree that there is a unique opportunity for
him and the Government to drive forward real, quality
change in mental health?

Alistair Burt: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. I
praise the storyline editors of “Coronation Street” just
as much as I do those of “EastEnders”, which has done
a remarkable job in relation to perinatal mental health
with Stacey’s story over the past few weeks.
The Government’s anti-stigma campaign will certainly
continue. We are much informed particularly by young
people, with whom we have worked on Time to Change,
to which we have made a further commitment of financial
support. Stigma is a terrible thing, and is partly responsible
for breaking the link between physical and mental health.
The taskforce recommended that the Government deliver
on the objective to make sure that more people with
mental health problems receive help for their physical
issues, so that we can deal with the terrible difference in
mortality rates between those with mental health difficulties
and other people. Dealing with the stigma, so that
people feel able to raise their problems, is an important
part of that.

Alistair Burt: I pay tribute to my hon. Friend for the
work that he has done as chair of the all-party group,
and indeed to all colleagues in the House who have
raised these issues over a period of time and, partly as a
result of their personal experiences and their bravery in
talking about them, have helped in the process in which
we are engaged.
Yes, we have a great opportunity. The taskforce has
set out a 10-year vision, and there is a commitment
from the NHS. At the top level, in all parts of the
House, there is a commitment to the issue, and I hope
that we will have an opportunity to develop the services
that people want and for which, in all honesty, they have
waited too long.
Tom Elliott (Fermanagh and South Tyrone) (UUP): I
welcome the taskforce report and the Government’s
response. The Minister indicated that £1 billion would
be made available by 2021. What is the relationship
between that and the devolved institutions in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland, and are there any Barnett
consequentials?
Alistair Burt: Although I read the answers to my own
questions, I cannot recall one on that point, so the hon.
Gentleman has caught me out. I genuinely do not know
the answer, so I will write to him about the devolved
Administrations or place an answer in the Library. I
think we are talking about responsibility in England,
because this is a devolved matter, but there is good,
close co-operation between officials on the development
of mental health services in the devolved Administrations,
which will certainly continue. I will make sure that an
answer on the finances is placed in the Library.
Alec Shelbrooke (Elmet and Rothwell) (Con): The
work that the Minister has outlined is, to my mind, one
of the most important pieces of work in this Parliament,
and I very much welcome the investment and improved
services that have resulted.
May I build on the comments of my hon. Friend the
Member for Halesowen and Rowley Regis (James Morris)
and the hon. Member for Central Ayrshire (Dr Whitford)
about the stigma of mental health? Depression is one of
the most terrible diseases that people can suffer, and
they often suffer because of the stigma attached to it,
too. I congratulate the writers of “Coronation Street”
on the Steve McDonald storyline, which was dealt with
sensitively and addressed some of the stigmas and
stereotypes. I urge my right hon. Friend the Minister to

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): I thank the Minister
for his statement, and I acknowledge the work of the
taskforce and its report.
I encourage the Minister, along with his colleagues in
the Department for Education, to take a particular
interest in the mental health in schools training programme,
which has been developed by practitioners to ensure
that schools are better equipped to support the mental
health and wellbeing of pupils. Will they help to safeguard
those interests in a system that is designed to be run in a
similar way to the child protection system, with which
schools are familiar?
Alistair Burt: The hon. Gentleman has a long-standing
interest in these issues. He is absolutely right: in England,
a pilot project with 27 schools is being run by the
Department for Education to locate and identify a
single point of contact in those schools on mental
health issues for young people. Depending on the results,
more projects can be rolled out. Early identification and
support in school are absolutely essential, and that
work is under way.
There are a number of different initiatives, sometimes
inspired by people who have experienced personal tragedy
in their own family. They realise that the tragedy that
has befallen their young person might not have happened
if their friends had been more aware of their circumstances,
or if the school or college had been more aware. We
look at all those different initiatives to see how best
practice can be spread, but the hon. Gentleman is right
to raise the issue.
Jeremy Lefroy (Stafford) (Con): I congratulate the
Minister and the Government on their commitment on
this. He has just spoken about best practice. Last month
in Stafford we held a round table on mental health. One
of the issues that came up was that there were a lot of
good local initiatives, both in the public and the nongovernmental organisation sector, but sometimes they
did not know about each other. Will he point us to best
practice in the sector?
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Alistair Burt: I am happy to do so, and I welcome my
hon. Friend’s question. As I indicated earlier, something
that has perplexed me since I have been in this role is the
variation in practice in different places. It has never
been easier to transfer information by electronic means
and make people aware of best practice, but it is still
difficult to move things around. We need to make sure
that there is a website—a clearing house—for ideas in
such areas.
Luciana Berger: It already exists in the Positive Practice
collaborative.
Alistair Burt: Absolutely. We need to make sure that
we have proper ways to access all the different ideas. A
lot of work has gone into this, and we need to make sure
that it is easy to access different ideas. There is a lot
going on, and a lot can be done in relation to spreading
best practice.
Mr Speaker: I gently remind the House that exchanges
in the Chamber are not a private conversation. It is
quite important, from the vantage point of those who
take a full and complete record of our proceedings, that
they can hear what is said.
Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): Sorry?
Mr Speaker: Thank you for that helpful interjection
from a sedentary position.
Conor McGinn (St Helens North) (Lab): The Minister
welcomed the work of the taskforce and its comprehensive
report. I agree entirely. He said that he would seek to
implement the measures in a rolling programme, but
can we infer from that that he is committed to implementing
all the measures and that he fully accepts all the
recommendations?
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Alistair Burt: Yes, we have indicated that we accept all
the recommendations by the taskforce. I would like to
roll out responses to them over a period of time so that
they are regularly brought back to the House. Our
commitment to expenditure, training and dealing with
the recommendations is clear.
Mr Speaker, you would not want to hear all the
private conversations that go on on the Floor of the
House, nor would those who report our proceedings,
but I see the hon. Member for Liverpool, Wavertree
(Luciana Berger) so often at events such as this that it is
not unnatural that we have the odd exchange over the
Dispatch Box.
Dr Lisa Cameron (East Kilbride, Strathaven and
Lesmahagow) (SNP): I declare an interest as a registered
clinical psychologist. I thank the Minister for his
commitment and the taskforce for its informative report.
In considering mental health across the lifespan, the
report highlights the fact that 40% of people living in
care homes are affected by depression, which contributes
to morbidity. Alongside medical and social care, will
the Minister commit to funding specialists in older
adult psychological treatment, to address the growing
mental health needs of our population?
Alistair Burt: I thank the hon. Lady for her work in
this area, for her commitment to this area since she has
been in the House, and for being at the National Autistic
Society event last night, where she again demonstrated
that interest. May I look at the suggestion that she
makes? It is well recognised that with the growing
incidence of dementia and other issues, and with those
in care homes being increasingly frail, there will of
course be a need for further specialised work. May I
look at that area in particular and come back to her in
due course?
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Short Money
1.21 pm
Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab) (Urgent Question):
To ask the Leader of the House to make a statement on
the Government consultation on Short money.
The Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office (John
Penrose): I am happy to confirm that since we last
discussed this topic on the day the House rose for recess,
we have completed the steps I promised at the time. On
Friday 12 February I tabled the statutory instrument
required to change the allocations of policy development
grants to fund political parties, in line with the recommended
changes put forward by the independent Electoral
Commission. Last Thursday the Deputy Leader of the
House and I tabled a request for views about potential
similar changes to Short money. I hope the House will
therefore appreciate why I am responding to this urgent
question.
The parallels between policy development grants and
Short money—both forms of taxpayer funding for political
parties—are strong and, since Short money is larger
and more valuable than policy development grants, it
seems sensible to take a similar approach. The request
for views asks some important questions. For example,
the cost of Short money has gone up by 50% since 2010,
and will rise by a whopping 68% by the end of this
Parliament if nothing is done. At a time when everybody
else outside Westminster has had to tighten their belts,
why should politicians expect to be treated differently,
feathering their own nests at taxpayers’ expense?
The rises in Short money are linked to the retail
prices index inflation every year, but benefits claimants
get rises linked to the lower consumer prices index
inflation each year, so how can any politician look their
constituent in the eye and say that they deserve a bigger
rise every year than someone who is looking for a job or
is on a pension or living with a disability?
The rises in Short money are also linked to the
number of votes cast at elections. That has contributed
this year to an enormous 30% increase, from £7.25 million
in 2014-15 to almost £9.5 million this year. How can
that be justified when many vital public services are
having to cope with cuts of 19%? Short money is
notably untransparent. It is taxpayers’ money after all,
but there is no requirement to publish details of how it
is spent. There are, rightly, requirements, on the parallel
policy development grants and on pretty much every
other area of Government funding, too. How can it be
right in the modern age for politicians to expect to be
bunged a load of hard-earned taxpayers’ cash—more
than £35 million in total since 2010 for the Labour
party, for example—without at least explaining how it
gets spent?
Finally, the distribution of Short money between
parties throws up some pretty odd results. For example,
UKIP gets £688,000 for its one MP, although the hon.
Member for Clacton (Mr Carswell) has, in an impressively
principled stand, turned some of that down. The Greens,
also with one MP, get less than a third of that. Clearly,
it makes sense to ask whether that can be improved.
These important questions need to be answered. The
request for views runs until 7 March so there is plenty of
time for everyone on all sides of the House to submit
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their views and opinions, and there will be plenty of
time for us to debate these issues here or in Westminster
Hall if anyone wants to do so. We are already off to a
flying start with this second urgent question, and I will
take contributions from everybody here today in the
spirit of constructive submissions and suggestions in
answer to the questions that the request for views has
raised.
Chris Bryant: That is all very well, but Short money
has nothing to do with the Cabinet Office. It is House
business, not Government business. The whole point is
that it enables Parliament to do its business properly.
The accounting officer is not the permanent secretary
of the Cabinet Office, but the Clerk of the House. The
Leader of the House should be here doing his job
properly and answering questions.
Can this Minister confirm that any changes will have
to be debated, and voted on, on the Floor of the House?
Can he confirm that because this is House business, it
will not be subject to a Government Whip? This is the
shoddiest so-called consultation I have ever come across.
It deliberately forgets to mention that Short money is
linked to how many seats and how many votes all the
Opposition parties got at a general election, so the main
reason Short money has increased in 2015 is that this
Government have a much smaller majority than the
Labour Government or the coalition Government, and
the Opposition parties got more seats and more votes
than in previous Parliaments.
Can the Minister confirm that, contrary to what he
says, this is not a 19% cut? With inflation, it is a 24%
cut. How can that be right when the Chancellor has
increased the cost of his political office to the taxpayer
by 204%? Or is there one rule for the Opposition and
quite another for the Government?
The Minister said last time that the cost and number
of taxpayer-funded Tory special advisers—the only bit
of this that he is responsible for—is coming down, but
that is not true either, is it? Since the general election
that figure has gone up, so will the Government be
taking a 19% cut on 1 April? No, I do not suppose they
will.
The consultation, published in the half-term recess—the
Minister should be ashamed of himself—allows just
11 working days for responses, and then seems to intend
to implement a decision less than three weeks later. Will
that give the two Conservative-chaired Select Committees
that have expressed an interest in doing inquiries time to
complete those inquiries? I do not suppose it will. That
is another affront to this House.
Fair-minded people will conclude that the Government
are developing a nasty authoritarian streak, and that an
overweening Executive wants to crush all opposition
because they are afraid of scrutiny. When we were in
government we trebled Short money and the Tories did
not hesitate to bank £46 million, so we will not take any
lessons from the Minister. When I was Deputy Leader
of the House in 2009, some people suggested that we
should cut Short money for the Conservative party
because other Departments in Government were facing
significant cuts. We said, “No, democracy is worth
protecting.” This is not a consultation on cutting the
cost of politics—we would welcome that. It is a pernicious
ultimatum and the Government should withdraw it
unless they are prepared to put Spads on the table as
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[Chris Bryant]
well. To quote the Minister, why should the Government
be treated any differently from the Opposition? Feathering
their own nest—that is what they are doing.
John Penrose: I am happy to reassure the hon. Gentleman
that the cost of Spads, as I mentioned when we last met
to discuss this, has fallen since the general election. The
request for views is entirely clear about the various
different causes of the rise in Short money, and the
consultation asks for views and expressions of how it
might be amended point by point, so the hon. Gentleman
is quite wrong about how the request for views is done.
Even if no changes are made to some of the proposals
in the request for views, the Labour party will still
receive more funding in real terms than did the Conservative
party in 2009-10. It will receive an estimated £11 million
of taxpayers’ money over this Parliament. There will be
no real reduction in cash terms; in fact, there will be a
small increase in cash terms, even after a 19% cut,
compared with 2014-15. [Interruption.]
Mr Speaker: Order.
John Penrose: I was hoping for a more constructive
response. I was hoping for a more balanced response. I
was hoping for a set of proposals I could use as a
response to the request for views. I am afraid that that is
not what we have had, and I deeply regret that. I hope
there is still time for us to move forward in a more
constructive fashion.
Mr Bernard Jenkin (Harwich and North Essex) (Con):
I thank my hon. Friend for launching a consultation,
which, I have to confess, seemed to be lacking earlier in
the process, so that is obviously a step forward. It is
legitimate to ask whether it costs more or less to run an
Opposition depending on how big the Government’s
majority is. The official Opposition have a function that
should be carried out regardless of the number of seats
they have. I assure my hon. Friend that the Public
Administration and Constitutional Affairs Committee
will continue to take an interest in this matter, although
I hope it can be resolved rather more consensually than
in today’s exchanges.
John Penrose: I thank my hon. Friend for those
comments and particularly for his final point about
trying to resolve these issues more consensually. I look
forward to any conclusions his Committee arrives at. I
completely agree that it must make sense at least to ask,
and to request views about, what the proper cost of
running an Opposition—the official Opposition or, indeed,
some of the other opposition parties—should be. That
does not necessarily vary depending on the number of
votes cast at an election, which is something the current
system requires, for example.
Patrick Grady (Glasgow North) (SNP): I declare an
interest as the national secretary of the Scottish National
party. It is a good thing that a consultation is taking
place, but why limit it just to political parties? Why not
extend it to the public and other stakeholders who
might have an interest? There is nothing wrong in
principle with reducing the cost of politics, so can we
get some assurances on reducing the number and cost
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of special advisers and, indeed, of Members of the
House of Lords? Given the proximity of the end of the
financial year, when will the Government be in a position
to confirm to the parties and the staff they employ what
the settlement will be?
John Penrose: Obviously, the conclusions of the request
for views will depend on what views are expressed, and I
do not want to prejudge that. We will, however, want to
move promptly and swiftly to make sure that any staff
who might be affected by any changes that are announced
have the maximum time for planning and that there is
certainty as soon as there can be.
John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): I regard Short money
as a critical part of our democracy, but given the
realistic comparison with special advisers, and the steps
the Government have taken to have transparency in the
publication of senior special advisers’ salaries, does the
Minister not think it appropriate for the Opposition to
show greater transparency in the salaries of their senior
appointed researchers?
John Penrose: My hon. Friend, who was involved
with administering Short money and policy development
grants before he came into the House, knows whereof
he speaks. He is right that it is essential that we demand
the same transparency for taxpayers’ money in all areas.
That should include not just the cost of Spads, which is
already transparent, but, equally, policy development
grants and Short money.
Tom Brake (Carshalton and Wallington) (LD): I have
no problem at all with the transparency that has just
been asked for. The Minister is a decent man, but I
think he has been tasked with doing someone else’s
dirty business. What he is proposing is not actually
about the cost of politics; if it were, he would also
propose a cut in the budget for special advisers. This is
actually about gagging the Opposition. Will he scrap
this rushed consultation, abandon the attack on the
scrutiny of the Government, and look again at how the
cost of politics can be reduced by, for instance, chopping
the budget for special advisers?
John Penrose: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for
his kind comments about me, and as a member of the
Whips Office with him in the last Government, I reciprocate,
of course. He is right that there are other ways of
cutting the cost of politics. For example, we have in
front of us proposals to reduce the total number of
MPs in this House. I would not, therefore, want to limit
what we plan to do just to Short money, but we should
not let that be the enemy of doing the right thing on this
issue either. Therefore, it is essential that we proceed
with these proposals, and I hope we can rely on the right
hon. Gentleman’s support.
Mr Andrew Tyrie (Chichester) (Con): Having had a
hand in the creation of the policy development grant,
and having argued vigorously for Short money increases
when the Conservative party was in opposition, I will
have to look carefully before arguing for anything other
than that this decision to make such a substantial cut
needs to be reconsidered. It certainly seems unacceptable
that it is being introduced in one year. Everybody
understands the need for financial stringency, and for
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this House to takes its share of reductions, but could
the Minister at least look at whether this reduction can
be phased? Could he also carefully examine the point
that has been made about special advisers, whose numbers
have grown enormously? The Labour Government
bequeathed about 80, and the coalition Government
got up to about 110, although the number has been
reduced a little recently. Still, those numbers are very
large. Those people do provide a lot of political assistance
to the Government, and there is—although not a
symmetry—a relationship between the two numbers.
Looking at Short money in isolation would be a mistake.
John Penrose: May I start by reassuring my right hon.
Friend that we are talking not about a cut, but about a
slower rise? The cost of Short money has already risen
by 50% since 2010, which is a significant amount. We
are talking about reducing the rise, which, if nothing
were done, would continue to ratchet up between now
and the end of the Parliament. I would also say to him
that the total salary bill for Spads is still lower than the
total cost of Government funding for policy development
grants, Short money and other areas of expenditure.
Therefore, while I agree that the two things are not
directly comparable, there is some symmetry. I hope he
is reassured by the fact that the Spad salary bill is much
lower overall than the bill for the total funding of
Opposition parties.
Mr Nigel Dodds (Belfast North) (DUP): Will the
Minister clarify his thinking on policy development
grants and how it ties in with the views of the Electoral
Commission?
John Penrose: The House will be aware that the
independent Electoral Commission has undertaken a
fairly careful consultation over some time and has made
some recommendations. The statutory instrument I
mentioned in my initial remarks implements some
of those, but not all as yet. We are holding off on
deciding how we proceed with the remainder of the
recommendations until we have the results of the expression
of views. Given the obvious parallels between Short
money and policy development grant, we thought it
was sensible to make sure we had one set of answers
before we proceeded with the other recommendations.
Suella Fernandes (Fareham) (Con): The cost of Short
money has increased by 68% cumulatively since 2010. Is
that really justifiable at a time when councils of all
colours are making very large efficiency savings? Surely,
taxpayer-funded political parties can do the same.
John Penrose: I could not agree more. People outside
this place—outside the Westminster bubble—who are
looking at our discussions today will not understand
why politicians feel that they should treat themselves
separately and as a special case. Those people will look
at what has happened to their budgets over the last five
or six years and say, “What is sauce for the goose should
be sauce for the political gander as well.”
Hywel Williams (Arfon) (PC): Setting aside for a
moment the outrageous detail of the request for views,
will the Minister tell the House what effect a cut in
Short money would have on scrutiny and on the comfort,
or discomfort, the Executive feel as they go about their
business?
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John Penrose: As I mentioned, the amount of Short
money has gone up by 50% since 2010, so Opposition
parties have a great deal more money with which to do
their job than they did before. I refer the hon. Gentleman
back to the comment made when we last considered this
issue, about 10 days ago, by the hon. Member for
Clacton, who pointed out that the costs of research and
many other political functions are now potentially lower.
Given what is being asked of many Departments and
local authorities, it is certainly reasonable to ask people
to work more efficiently in future.
Tom Pursglove (Corby) (Con): I think the public will
be astonished that full accounts do not have to be
published in this age of transparency. How is the Minister
going to put that right?
John Penrose: I devoutly hope that the result of this
process will be an increase in transparency. We already
have improved transparency in pretty much every other
area of taxpayer-funded spending, and we already have
transparency that is far better than that for Short money
on policy development grants—a very similar kind of
grant. It would therefore be increasingly out of step
with the modern world for us to assume that Short
money should somehow be magically exempt.
Dr Alasdair McDonnell (Belfast South) (SDLP): I
would challenge the Minister, because I do not see this
money as being for politicians; it is for our staff and our
support teams. It is essential that we have those staff
and support teams so that we deliver, and deliver well,
for our constituents and the people we serve. Transparency
is not an issue. None of us in this House, as far as I am
aware, will dispute the need for transparency, and any
moves towards transparency would be broadly supported.
However, the problem is that my arithmetic seems to
have gone awry. My figures tell me that in 2010 the
Chancellor employed four special advisers, at a total cost
of £230,000, and today he employs 10 special advisers
at a total cost of £700,000. That is a 204% increase,
according to my arithmetic; perhaps I am wrong. How
can the Minister defend a 24% cut to those of us who
are trying to make things work and a 204% rise for
those in the Chancellor’s office? The Chancellor’s Spad
team now costs more than the total cost of policy
development grant given to all of us on these Benches—
DUP, Plaid Cymru, SNP and SDLP Members. The
Chancellor gets more than we get.
John Penrose: As I said, the cost of special advisers
has fallen since the last general election. I would just
point out that Gordon Brown, when he was Chancellor,
had more Spads than the current Chancellor, and that
the average salary of a special adviser is currently
£2,000 less than it was under Gordon Brown’s Government
in 2009.
Edward Argar (Charnwood) (Con): Short money,
quite rightly, exists to enable Opposition parties to
undertake scrutiny and parliamentary duties. Many of
my constituents will therefore find it hard to understand
the funding received by Sinn Féin when its Members
neither attend this House nor participate in its activities.
Will my hon. Friend undertake to look at this anomaly?

173

Short Money

23 FEBRUARY 2016

John Penrose: For a long time, the funding received
by Sinn Féin has been treated as a separate but parallel
consideration, subject to a separate resolution of this
House. I would expect that to continue and for it to
receive separate, special consideration as a result.
Mr Douglas Carswell (Clacton) (UKIP): I welcome
the Government’s announcement that they will be cutting
Short money, and I urge Ministers to stick to their guns
and not to retreat. The sight of special pleading from
political parties wanting to get their hands on taxpayers’
cash is disgraceful. I urge Ministers not only to slash
Short money but to insist that all political parties
publish fully audited accounts of what they spend it on,
as my party will at the end of this year, so that we can
see the hotel bills and precisely what they spend that
taxpayers’ money on.
John Penrose: I strongly agree with the hon. Gentleman.
It is a timeworn phrase but it bears repetition: sunlight
is the best disinfectant.
Kevin Foster (Torbay) (Con): I am sure that the
Minister will agree that it is vital that the Government
secure value for money. Given that the purpose of Short
money is to provide a credible Opposition, does he
agree that the display that we have seen so far, with the
announcement of policies such as nuclear submarines
without nuclear missiles, shows that much of it has been
completely squandered?
John Penrose: I hesitate to follow my hon. Friend
down such a path, but if the purpose of Short money is
to provide a credible Opposition and it has gone up by
50% since 2010, perhaps we now have an incredible
Opposition instead.
Mr David Winnick (Walsall North) (Lab): Since, with
the one exception that we have just heard, there is such
strong feeling among those on the Opposition Benches
that the Government are intending to undermine the
work of the Opposition, would it not be sensible to do
what was done originally when Short money was
introduced—namely, to have constructive talks with the
Opposition, with no ultimatum at the outset, in order to
reach a fair settlement?
John Penrose: I had rather hoped that the request for
views would elicit a strong and perhaps constructive
response. I am afraid that has not been visible so far, but
none the less I hope that that may change between now
and the end of the period of the request for views. I also
point out to the hon. Gentleman that because we are
facing a deficit, time is pressing and we have less fiscal
slack to play with.
Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Will the Short money reforms mean that Labour has to
name and state the salaries of its special advisers, particularly
those who write the Leader of the Opposition’s speeches,
because although I do not know their remuneration, I
think they are hugely overpaid?
John Penrose: Given the level of transparency that is
already rightly expected of the Government when employing
Spads, for example, it is reasonable to ask for an equivalent
level of transparency with regard to how Short money
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is spent on people such as Damian McBride, who I
understand has just rejoined the Labour party’s payroll,
and Seumas Milne.
Justin Madders (Ellesmere Port and Neston) (Lab):
The Minister talks a lot about savings to the taxpayer,
but can he confirm that any savings that will be made by
these proposals will in fact be dwarfed by the extra cost
to the public purse as a result of the Prime Minister’s
prolific rate of appointments to the other place?
John Penrose: Actually, the cost of the House of
Lords, I am told, is falling even while its numbers are
rising, and so the cost to the public purse will be
reduced as a result of the changes that are happening at
the other end of the building.
On the hon. Gentleman’s broader point about whether
saving this amount of money is worth while, I would
say, at the risk of angering my colleagues from Scotland,
that mony a mickle maks a muckle. It matters what we
save and it matters that we pay attention to every single
detail, given the scale of the deficit that we inherited
from the previous Labour Government.
Mark Spencer (Sherwood) (Con): I hope the Minister
will recognise that there appears to be consensus in the
House on transparency. Would it be fair enough, given
that the Government have reduced their travel costs
during their time in office, that the Opposition should
publicise their travel costs and claims for special advisers
running up and down the country?
John Penrose: That is an intriguing proposal, and I
thank my hon. Friend very much for it. I will take it as a
constructive suggestion for the request for views.
Julie Elliott (Sunderland Central) (Lab): Given the
increase in costs of Spads since 2009 by some 56%, the
proposed cut in Short money of 24% over four years
is disgraceful. Is the Minister not ashamed of his
Government’s attack on democracy and scrutiny in this
House?
John Penrose: We have already covered these points.
Short money has already gone up by 50%, and it has
gone up by 30% in the past year. I think that people
listening to these exchanges will be asking themselves
how much it costs to run an Opposition and why
politicians feel they are so much more deserving of cash
than, for example, benefits claimants whose money has
not risen at anything like the same speed.
Dr Matthew Offord (Hendon) (Con): Given the public’s
perception of the performance of the Leader of the
Opposition, perhaps we should just take the Opposition’s
money away completely.
John Penrose: I will take that as a suggestion and a
proposal. I suspect that the weight of views across the
House may probably be rather against it and that people
do feel that there is a place for Short money, if it is
properly reformed, in the same way as there is a place
for the policy development grant, in order to make sure
that an effective Opposition, properly, not excessively,
funded, can function.
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Ms Margaret Ritchie (South Down) (SDLP): Again,
I ask this question: with the cost of Government Spads
rising, will the Minister concede that a disgraceful 24% cut
to the Opposition parties’ funds is a case of double
standards and an impediment to the Opposition parties’
scrutiny of the Executive?
John Penrose: I am afraid that I respectfully disagree
with the hon. Lady, if only because, as I said, the cost of
Spads has fallen since the general election and will still
remain lower than the total funding for Opposition
parties.
Christopher Pincher (Tamworth) (Con): Spending of
Short money is unnecessarily opaque, so in his consultation,
will my hon. Friend seek representations from senior,
and numerate, Opposition Members such as the right
hon. Member for Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle
(Alan Johnson) and the hon. Members for Nottingham
East (Chris Leslie) and for Islwyn (Chris Evans) as to
whether they think that the taxpayer, and indeed their
own party, gets value for money from the likes of
Seumas Milne?
John Penrose: I will take submissions from any Member
on either side of the House on what would involve good
value for money. My hon. Friend is absolutely right to
focus on the questions of what represents value for
money, how much it costs to run an Opposition office
and whether we can make sure it is done as efficiently as
possible with taxpayers’ cash.
Helen Goodman (Bishop Auckland) (Lab): The fact is
that the number of special advisers has gone up to
96 and the Prime Minister has appointed a record
236 peers to the other place. Meanwhile, the Government
have introduced the Transparency of Lobbying, Non-Party
Campaigning and Trade Union Administration Act
2014 and are attempting to gag the trade unions and cut
the Short money. That shows that the Government are
not interested in cutting the cost of politics. It is absolutely
clear that they want to silence any opposition in this
country.
John Penrose: I am afraid that I do not accept the
premise of the hon. Lady’s question. We are proposing
to cut the number of MPs in this place—which is not an
easy thing to do—so we are very serious about cutting
the cost of politics. I therefore hope that, in that spirit,
people will contribute constructively to the request for
views.
Paul Maynard (Blackpool North and Cleveleys) (Con):
Does the Minister agree that my constituents at least
have the right to as much transparency as possible on
how Short money is being spent? For all they know, it
could be being used by hon. Members to help them
write their books.
John Penrose: I am sure that none of the Opposition
parties would spend taxpayers’money in such a disrespectful
fashion, but they will, of course, have nothing to hide,
so I am sure that nobody will be at all concerned about
proposals for increased transparency.
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Paula Sherriff (Dewsbury) (Lab): Will the Minister
confirm that this will have to be done by a resolution of
the whole House? Does he have a date in mind for such
a resolution?
John Penrose: The usual parliamentary process will
be followed, so there will have to be a proposal. The
statutory instrument for positive development grants
has already been laid, and that can be either passed or
prayed against in the usual way. The hon. Lady is right
to say that, when we come up with proposals for Short
money, they will have to be passed by a resolution of
this House.
Jake Berry (Rossendale and Darwen) (Con): Will the
Minister confirm that during the consultation he will
specifically look at protecting and supporting the interests
of minority parties? They have a hugely important role
to play in this Parliament, especially when we have such
a divided and weak official Opposition.
John Penrose: I gave in my initial remarks an illustration
of some of the peculiarities of the distribution of Short
money. I gave comparisons between the money received
by UKIP and the Greens, but there are other examples.
Many Members of smaller Opposition parties will be
able to quote examples of why they feel they are being
either under or over-remunerated, depending on who
they are. Therefore, it is certainly sensible for us to ask
how that can be improved and whether the basis of
allocation can be made better.
Andrew Gwynne (Denton and Reddish) (Lab): “Cutting
the cost of politics,” the Minister says, meaning cutting
the number of elected MPs while stuffing the other
place full of his mates, and cutting support to Opposition
parties while greatly increasing the number of Government
special advisers. If he wants to cut the cost of politics,
why has the Conservative party claimed £1.27 million in
policy develop grants since 2010?
John Penrose: The allocations of money as per policy
development grants are based on recommendations by
the independent Electoral Commission, not on Government
proposals. I would also point out that we are practicing
what we preach, because in previous years the allocation
of policy development grants to the Conservative party
has been scaled back. We have handed some of that
money back, for precisely the reasons that I described
earlier about wanting to cut the cost of politics.
Robert Jenrick (Newark) (Con): With a national debt
of £1.5 trillion, or £24,000 for every man, woman and
child in this country, and some Government Departments
making heroic efforts to cut back-office functions—the
Ministry of Justice is cutting 50% of its back-office
functions—what possible signal does it send out to the
country and to the civil servants doing those jobs when
they see some political parties refusing even to engage
with sensible reforms of their own funding?
John Penrose: I could not agree more. The general
public will not understand why politicians feel that we
should be a special case. They will look at and listen to
this debate and ask, “Why should these guys think they
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[John Penrose]
are in any way deserving of better treatment than
people who are on benefits and struggling with their
budget? Why should they get a special deal?”
Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab): I
do not think that the general public will understand
why the Cabinet Office has 50 press and communications
officers or why the Ministry of Justice has 42 external
communication officers. Should not the Government
start to tighten their own belt and cut their own cloth
first?
John Penrose: The Government are putting their own
house in order. We made dramatic savings in the public
sector over the course of the last Parliament and we are
continuing to make further savings, including of 19% in
unprotected Departments, across the whole of Government
in this Parliament, so I respectfully reject the hon.
Lady’s starting assumption.
Conor McGinn (St Helens North) (Lab): In the last
Parliament, I was an adviser to the then shadow Secretary
of State for Defence, my hon. Friend the Member for
Gedling (Vernon Coaker), along with one other part-time
member of staff. By contrast, the Government Ministers
had four special advisers, a series of private offices and
hundreds of press officers and policy advisers. There is
no equivalence. Will the Minister accept that Short
money is not profligate, but the minimum required for
opposition in a healthy parliamentary democracy?
John Penrose: If it is the minimum required for
sensible opposition, perhaps the hon. Gentleman can
explain why it is so much higher now than it was five
years ago in real terms, and why it will be higher than it
was in 2014-15. If the costs of running an Opposition
are consistent—they may even be lower than they used
to be—the current levels of Short money, having risen
so far, must be over-budget and something where savings
can be made.

Crossrail: Elizabeth Line
1.56 pm
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Claire Perry): With permission, Mr Speaker, I would
like to make a statement to the House.
I am delighted to announce that from December
2018 the Crossrail route will be known as the Elizabeth
line and will be marked on the nation’s transport maps
in royal purple.
Today Her Majesty took part in a naming ceremony
at the line’s new Bond Street station, where she met just
some of those responsible for delivering Europe’s most
complicated engineering project, which is now more
than 70% complete and running on budget and on time.
Her Majesty has served our country for more than
60 years. She has been a symbol of wisdom, continuity
and stability in an age of unprecedented change, and
she has long been associated with many aspects of this
nation’s transport. Our Queen opened the Victoria line
service in 1969. The Fleet line was renamed the Jubilee
line in honour of her first 25 years on the throne in
1979, and she is the first reigning monarch to travel on
the London underground. More recently, Her Majesty
opened the redeveloped Reading and Birmingham New
Street stations and Heathrow airport’s new terminal 2
building. I am told that trains are Her Majesty’s favourite
form of travel and that she is a frequent user of both the
royal train and scheduled train services. I hope that Her
Majesty will consider an invitation to travel on the first
passenger train that will pass through the Elizabeth
line’s tunnels in December 2018.
Even before that date, the project is breaking new
ground. It is not just the largest infrastructure project in
Europe, but the most technically challenging and the
most ambitious. In a little over three years, the thousands
of people who have worked night and day on the project
have dug 26 miles of tunnels under London. Thanks to
their work, the line is now more than 70% complete.
Last May, Transport for London began operating the
first section of what will become the Elizabeth line
route from Liverpool Street to Shenfield. Network Rail
has completed most of the work to connect the line to
the existing rail network. In Derby, as I have seen for
myself, Bombardier is building the first carriage of the
first Crossrail train—a British-built train for a Great
British rail line.
When the Elizabeth line opens fully in December
2018, it will change dramatically the way in which
people travel around London and the south-east. It will
bring an extra 1.5 million people within a 45-minute
commuting distance of London’s key business areas. It
will increase the total railway capacity by 10% in the
south-east, adding much needed capacity to some very
crowded lines. It will support our ambition of city-wide
regeneration and shorter journey times for passengers. I
am pleased to confirm that all 40 Elizabeth line stations
will be step free so that they are accessible to all.
We are proud of this investment, but it is not just
about the current project work. The project will bring a
lasting skills legacy to Britain—in particular, a skills
legacy that will benefit many thousands of women. As
Terry Morgan, the project’s chairman, has said, Crossrail
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has always been more than a transport project. It has
been a blueprint for how infrastructure should be built
in future.
Today’s construction sites are sophisticated places,
which require communication skills, the ability to multitask
and manage complex projects, work in teams and win
the trust of clients and site neighbours. Those are all
skills that make such projects natural places for women
to work. Through the building of Crossrail, they are
steadily becoming a hallmark of modern construction.
As a result, the project has broken new ground in the
diversity of its workforce. Women make up almost a
quarter of those in its graduate programme. Those are
people who will go on to become the future leaders of
the industry. Of the 10,000 people working on Crossrail,
nearly one third are women. Through Crossrail, women
are forging careers they never thought possible—a fact
that we celebrated at a cross-party reception here in
January that we called “She’s Building It”.
Crossrail—soon to be the Elizabeth line—the Olympics,
Heathrow terminal 5, and Reading and Birmingham
New Street stations are rejuvenating the image and the
economics of British engineering and opening career
opportunities to our best and brightest, among them
increasing numbers of women. I know that people
working on the Crossrail project are already immensely
proud of the legacy that they are helping to create. I
believe that their pride can only be enhanced by the
announcement that this amazing, groundbreaking
engineering project will forever be known by the name
of our sovereign, Queen Elizabeth. With permission, I
commend this statement to the House.
2.2 pm
Andy McDonald (Middlesbrough) (Lab): I am grateful
to the Minister for advance sight of her statement. On
my behalf and that of Her Majesty’s Opposition, I am
in the happy position of being able very much to
welcome the announcement. Crossrail has had cross-party
support over its lengthy gestation period, and we all
look forward to the considerable benefits that the new
line will bring in the years ahead.
The naming of the line as the Elizabeth line is very
much welcomed by Opposition Members. We have become
used to the title Crossrail in recent decades. The renaming
is a significant improvement on Cross London Rail
Links Ltd, and Elizabeth is undoubtedly a much more
elegant and fitting title for such an innovative and
important transport infrastructure development, which
will bring the benefit of better transport to millions of
passengers from Reading in the west to Shenfield in the
east. Given the enormous public commitment that has
gone into developing the Crossrail brand, will the Minister
give us an assurance that the Crossrail brand and livery
will continue to be used?
I pay tribute to the last Labour Government, who
took the Crossrail project forward in their 10-year
transport plan, “Transport 2010”, in which they reasserted
that an east-west rail link should go ahead. Alistair
Darling, the then Secretary of State for Transport,
announced that the Labour Government supported the
new east-west Crossrail link and committed to bringing
forward legislation to enable Crossrail to proceed, which
was critical in turning the aspiration and ambition of
Crossrail into reality.
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One of the first ideas of the previous coalition
Government, after they came into power in 2010, was
to consider cancelling the Crossrail project altogether.
Labour Members are delighted that not only is the
project back on track, so to speak, but the Government’s
conversion to supporting Crossrail has been so allembracing that they have not only given the project
their full backing but decided to dedicate it to Her
Majesty. In that, they have our support.
We all expect Crossrail or the Elizabeth line to change
the face of transport in London and the south-east,
whatever its name. I would like to draw the Minister’s
focus to a few points. Crossrail is largely on time and on
budget, so can the Minister confirm that it will indeed
open on schedule? Will she inform the House of what
lessons have been learned from the successes of Crossrail
that can be applied to High Speed 2? The Crossrail
service will share the Great Western main line to Reading,
but sadly the electrification programme has slipped and
will cost more than was first estimated. Will the Minister
take the opportunity to confirm to the House that the
rescheduled electrification of the Great Western main
line to Reading will be completed in time for the opening
of the Elizabeth line?
I was delighted by the fact that after some 35 years of
planning and development, Crossrail finally broke ground
on 15 May 2009, when the Mayor of London and the
then Transport Secretary, the noble Lord Adonis, sank
the first pile into the docklands at the new Canary
Wharf station. As we approach the conclusion of this
most magnificent engineering undertaking, we remember
the name of Crossrail with much affection and admiration.
Although Crossrail is not dead, I wish the Elizabeth line
a long and successful life.
Claire Perry: It is a delight to share, as we often do,
a cross-party view—total agreement—on transport
infrastructure. I would like to answer some of the hon.
Gentleman’s questions.
Crossrail branding will apply for now, but the intention
is that from December 2018 the Elizabeth line branding
will come into force. The trains are currently under
construction, as the hon. Gentleman knows, and it is
not expensive to repaint and rebrand them, so I do not
think that there are any costs associated with this welcome
decision.
The hon. Gentleman asked about lessons that have
been learned from Crossrail and that can be applied to
Network Rail. I would argue that there are lessons that
can be applied more broadly. One thing that has worked
well is the fact that the project has stuck to its guns—stuck
to its knitting. It has resisted demands for deviations
from the route and proceeded with its original plan,
which it has delivered very effectively. Crucially, it has
blazed a trail in engagement with communities who are
affected by the work. I have been surprised, when I have
visited stations, by how little the people around the
stations realise that the work is going on. That is a
tribute to the care and consideration behind that
engagement. Another enormously important factor has
been the engagement of the supply chain. The majority
of supply contracts are let to companies outside the
south-east and, in many cases, to small and mediumsized enterprises. Those are two important lessons for
the future.
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[Claire Perry]
The hon. Gentleman is right to talk about bringing
the project in on time and on budget. I emphasise that
that is part of the project’s careful planning.
On the question about the vital link between the
Crossrail line and the Great Western main line to the
west, I am happy to confirm that that work is on time
and on budget, and it will absolutely be in place to
ensure that the line runs. It is an enormous priority for
all of us to ensure that the first trains can run from
December 2018.
Tom Pursglove (Corby) (Con): I strongly welcome the
Minister’s statement. Can she guarantee that in the final
30% of the construction process we will be trumpeting
the use of British steel wherever possible?
Claire Perry: I am happy to confirm that that is
absolutely the case. Indeed, 85% of the supply chain
providing steel to the project is UK-based, and the
57 km of rails that run through the central tunnel are
100% provided by UK steel suppliers. I am sure that my
hon. Friend will also welcome the fact that 61% of the
firms that have won work associated with the project
are based outside London.
Drew Hendry (Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch and
Strathspey) (SNP): I, too, thank the Minister for providing
an advance copy of her statement. I will come to the
name of the line in a moment, but may I first welcome
the increased opportunities that the project has provided
for women? More needs to be done to get the message
out to women and young girls about the opportunities
that are available for them. I also welcome the accessibility
aspect, which is an important factor.
A change of name can be invigorating. In Scotland,
we found that the change of name from the Scottish
Executive to the Scottish Government provided a new
sense of purpose, from which people were able to take
confidence. In general, the change of name is a good
move. The royal theme is continued in Scotland by the
Queensferry crossing, the name of which was chosen by
public vote. Will the Minister tell us about the mechanism
for renaming Crossrail? The public have certainly embraced
it with some vigour. The Minister described Crossrail as
a great British rail line. On that basis, can she guarantee
that all the ticket machines on the new Elizabeth line
will be able to accept Scottish notes so that we can
actually travel on it?
According to figures announced just last weekend,
the Scottish Government are investing twice as much
per person in transport as England is, and have spent
more per head on improving infrastructure than all the
other nations in the UK since the Scottish National
party came to power in 2007. I am glad to see some
ambition today. May we have more of it to make sure
that the people of the nations of the UK are better
connected?
Claire Perry: I thank the hon. Gentleman for a very
important list of questions. He is absolutely right to
focus, as we are, on the diversity opportunities that have
opened up as a result of this project. People too often
think of engineering skills, particularly on the railways,
as involving joining the wheel-tappers and shunters
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club, but it is not like that. It is a high-tech world in
which people are more likely to go to work with a
laptop than with a spanner. As I say, it is a growing
industry partly thanks to this Government’s record in
transport infrastructure, so it is one to which we would
like to attract more women. There have been some little
but subtle changes. The so-called man cage that takes
people down into the giant hole where the tunnels start
has, at the suggestion of the very feisty woman in
charge of the work at Farringdon station, been renamed
a people basket. That is a brilliant example of how
small changes can make a difference.
The hon. Gentleman asked me about the mechanism.
Many people would like to claim credit for what is a
very good idea, but I am sure if we put it to the British
people in a referendum, they would—if they do not
have referendum fatigue—overwhelmingly support this
decision. Of course, the Queen did approve the decision.
I think its genesis lies in the fact that she is now our
longest-serving monarch—she has been on the throne
for 64 years—and the name change is a very fitting
tribute to the length of her reign.
The hon. Gentleman asked about Scottish pound
notes. Based on my experience with London cabbies, I
am very sorry to say that many people still do not
believe they are legal tender south of the border. I will
look into that matter and respond to him. Of course, I
would like a revolution in ticket vending machines so
that we can use mobile and smart ticketing much more
often than cash when we purchase railway tickets.
The hon. Gentleman raised the importance of
infrastructure north of the border. I am sure he is
delighted, as I am, that the west coast main line—the
vital passenger and freight route that crosses our borders—
has been reopened two weeks early, after the devastation
at Lamington viaduct. I went to see it in the snow, with
his party’s Transport Minister from north of the border.
It was a difficult site, and I am sure we all want to pay
tribute to the orange army that delivered that result and
got the line open.
Mrs Louise Ellman (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab/Co-op):
I welcome this announcement, and the Minister is right
to praise Crossrail—the Elizabeth line. Does she think
it is a suitable model to follow for Rail North, and
indeed for the new northern transport body that has
just been set up, Transport for the North, so there can
be investment in new lines right across the north of
England to make the northern powerhouse a reality?
Claire Perry: I thank the hon. Lady for her support
for the announcement. She is right to focus on such
parallels. Clearly, transport money is best spent when it
is pulled through to satisfy local demands and to drive
local economic growth. I am sure she welcomes what
the Government have done. We have set up Transport
for the North on a stand-alone basis and we have
funded it, and we have asked the devolved authority to
work on plans and proposals to drive forward infrastructure
investment in the region. In his comments, the hon.
Member for Middlesbrough (Andy McDonald) referred
to the role of Lord Adonis. I pay tribute to him for
generating this idea and pushing it through, often, as
with many rail investments, in the face, frankly, of
opposition—
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Andy McDonald: No.
Claire Perry: Well, the hon. Gentleman corrects me,
but I am delighted to say that this is now happening.
Lord Adonis now heads the Government’s National
Infrastructure Commission, which has been tasked with
looking at—this idea again has cross-party support and
consensus—how we can best spend the ongoing investment
in infrastructure for the benefit of the British economy.
Andy Slaughter (Hammersmith) (Lab): Crossrail is a
complex project, as the Minister says, especially where
there are interchanges with other lines. At Old Oak, it
interchanges with overground, underground, Great Western
and, of course, HS2 services. Will she look at the very
poor co-ordination of that interchange, where every
company is doing its own thing, with the Crossrail
depot being built in the middle of prime development
land? She might like Lord Adonis to look at that, as he
knows what he is talking about.
Claire Perry: The hon. Gentleman is right to point
out the complexity of the project—some of the tunnels
have been tunnelled to within 30 cm of existing
infrastructure beneath the streets of London, which is
an astonishing achievement—and of the interchanges,
on which such decisions are often considered to be too
complicated. The Government, TfL and Network Rail
are working closely with the Old Oak and Park Royal
Development Corporation—that is another example of
a devolved authority—to make sure that it understands
its aspirations for the publicly held land at Old Oak
Common. It is a balancing act and it is difficult to get it
right for the future, but we will continue to invest in this
vital infrastructure and we will make it work for the
benefit of the British economy and of rail passengers
across the UK.
Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): I agree
wholeheartedly with what the rail Minister and the
shadow rail Minister have said about Her Majesty and
about our brilliant railway staff. I am a former Network
Rail staffer, and I worked with some fantastic women
engineers. May I, however, offer the Minister some
constructive criticism? Her statement made more references
to services to Liverpool Street than to those to Liverpool.
Now that Crossrail is moving towards completion, will
she turn her attentions northwards, and will she say
when she will meet a delegation from Merseyside to
discuss rail services there?
Claire Perry: I talked more about Liverpool Street
only because Crossrail does not of course go very far
north at the moment. I have great respect for the hon.
Lady, but she will know from her constituency that we
have electric trains running between Manchester and
Liverpool for the first time ever. That is tangible evidence
that the Government are delivering both on infrastructure
promises in the north and on rolling stock. I am sure
that she, like me, has long thought the Pacer should
have been phased out a long time ago, because it is not
fit for purpose in moving people around such a vibrant
and growing part of the country—the north—which I
know she is proud to represent. This Government are
taking such investment decisions. My door is always
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open to delegations from any part of the country that
wants to talk about how railways can further transform
their local economy.
Wes Streeting (Ilford North) (Lab): May I add my
congratulations to the whole Crossrail team on this
remarkable feat of engineering, which will bring enormous
benefits to my constituents in Ilford? In particular, I
want to pay tribute to my hon. Friend the Member for
Ilford South (Mike Gapes), who, as chair of the all-party
group on Crossrail, has batted particularly strongly, if I
may say so, for the longer-term benefits for the residents
of Ilford.
This weekend, I will join residents of St Peter’s church
at Aldborough Hatch in my constituency to “Clean for
the Queen”. May I therefore, on behalf of so many of
my constituents, commend those who have come up
with this fantastic and fitting tribute to our longest-reigning
monarch for her more than 60 years of dedicated public
service?
Claire Perry: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
support, and indeed for highlighting “Clean for the
Queen”, which will have us all putting on our rubber
gloves and getting out our litter pickers in the next few
months. He raises the important point that this House
is at its best when we come together to invest in major
pieces of infrastructure that will transform the lives of
those who will benefit directly, but also benefit those
working for such a construction project or, indeed,
supplying products for it.
An outbreak of cross-party consensus is just what we
need, and we of course have such a project with HS2,
which I believe completed its Select Committee stage
only yesterday. Frankly, I pay tribute to the Committee,
because it has been a labour of love—[Interruption.] I
am not going to comment on that. Spades will be in the
ground from 2017, and the skills that many hundreds of
men and women have built up—we now lead the world
in soft-ground tunnelling—will be very useful for the
Thames tideway, the HS2 work that is coming and,
indeed, with the A303 proposals that will benefit my
constituency.
Clive Efford (Eltham) (Lab): Could some of the efficiency
that the Minister has spoken about with regard to
Crossrail be applied to Southeastern, which has been
providing an appalling service? Will she agree to meet a
delegation of MPs from south-east London to discuss
how that might be done?
Claire Perry: The hon. Gentleman has long been a
doughty campaigner for improved rail services for his
constituents. I hope that he received a letter from me
just a few weeks ago, which said that I hope to make a
decision shortly about the long-awaited capacity increases,
because I know that he is very concerned about the
crowding on those trains. I hope to have good news on
that very shortly, but, as he knows, my door is always
open.
Mr Speaker: I am sure that if the hon. Gentleman
received the Minister’s letter, his happiness would be as
unalloyed as hers obviously is today. We are extremely
grateful to her.
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Points of Order
2.19 pm
Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab): On a point
of order, Mr Speaker. There appears to be considerable
confusion in the Government over which Department is
responsible for making an application to the EU solidarity
fund for assistance for flood-hit communities across the
north of England.
This is what I have found out from vague answers to
parliamentary questions. In December 2015, the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office said that it was a Department
for Communities and Local Government issue. In January,
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills said
that it was a Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs issue. A week later, the Leader of the
House agreed. In early February, the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs said that she
had not ruled out making an application, but a week
later one of her civil servants wrote to me saying again
that it was a DCLG matter.
Whoever is responsible, the deadline for an application
is just days away. The Government’s confusion and
subsequent failure to act will potentially deny our
communities hundreds of millions of pounds of much
needed help. Will you please encourage the Government
to sort this out and get a Minister here to make a
statement, so that we can hold them to account?
Mr Speaker: Certainly, it would help if there were
clarity. The hon. Gentleman knows that it is not for the
Chair to adjudicate between what one Department says
and what is said by another, but it is very important that
Members know which Department is responsible and
from whom they can expect an authoritative answer.
My request to those on the Treasury Bench, therefore, is
that they ensure that this matter is clarified authoritatively
sooner rather than later. Pursuant to that objective, it
might help if the hon. Gentleman is in his place for the
business question tomorrow in order that he can probe
the Leader of the House about it.
Gavin Robinson (Belfast East) (DUP): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker. It was devastating news for my
constituents and the Northern Ireland economy last
week that 1,080 jobs will be lost at Bombardier. Indeed,
jobs will also be lost at Derby in mainland Great
Britain. Is it in order to inquire of you whether Departments
have made any approaches to come to this House so
that we can not only raise the consequences of the
decision, but seek an assurance from Her Majesty’s
Government that there is support for innovation and
aviation in our society?
Mr Speaker: I have received no approach thus far, as
far as I am aware, from any member of the Government
asking to make a statement on the matter. The hon.
Gentleman may use the Order Paper to pursue his
objective. Moreover, if he is so seized of the importance
and, perhaps, the urgency of the matter that he wishes
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to debate it on the Floor of the Chamber, he will be
aware of the opportunities that are provided by
Adjournment debates. I have a hunch that he will seek
to take advantage of those opportunities.
Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): On a point of order,
Mr Speaker. This is a two-headed point of order, if that
is okay. The first refers to the exchanges that we had
earlier with the Parliamentary Secretary, Cabinet Office,
the hon. Member for Weston-super-Mare (John Penrose)
on Short money. Will you confirm that it is indeed true
that the accounting officer for Short money is the Clerk
of the House, not the permanent secretary to the Cabinet
Office? Has the Clerk of the House therefore been
consulted about Short money? Why has the Vote Office—
this is still the first head—still not been provided with
copies of the consultation, when it pertains directly to
the House of Commons?
Secondly, will you confirm, Mr Speaker, that there is
a process for Ministers to correct the record when they
have inadvertently made a mistake? The Cabinet Office
Minister, to my reckoning, made about 18 factual errors.
The biggest was when he said that no cut was planned,
despite the fact that his document says:
“By contrast… A 19 per cent reduction will take Short money
back”.

I do not know what the difference is between a reduction
and a cut, but I am sure that there is a means of
correcting the record. I wonder whether we can make a
special exemption on the number of special advisers for
the Minister, because he is making so many mistakes
that might be corrected by proper research.
Mr Speaker: I am grateful to the shadow Leader of
the House for his point of order. Let me answer his two
inquiries. First, I can indeed confirm that in respect of
Short money, the accounting officer is the Clerk of the
House. On whether the Clerk has been consulted, I am
not at all sure. The Clerk is well aware, as I am well
aware, of the consideration of policy on this matter.
Moreover, I have seen a copy of the consultation document.
Beyond that, I would not go.
Secondly, there are any number of opportunities for a
Minister, if he or she believes that the record needs to be
corrected as a result of an inadvertent misstatement, to
correct the record. Knowing the hon. Gentleman as I
do, I feel sure that he will look to see the development of
events. If he is dissatisfied, I have a hunch that his
dissatisfaction will percolate through his contribution
at the business question tomorrow.
Chris Bryant: Thursday.
Mr Speaker: Thursday, I beg your pardon. I am
getting ahead of myself. It will be difficult, but we can
just about wait for the hon. Gentleman’s contribution at
the business question on Thursday. That is not to say
that the matter will not be raised before then. I hope
that that is helpful for now.
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Air Quality (Diesel Emissions in Urban
Centres)
Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order
No. 23)
2.25 pm
Geraint Davies (Swansea West) (Lab/Co-op): I beg to
move,
That leave be given to bring in a bill to make provision about
urban air quality targets; to require vehicle emissions targets and
testing to reflect on-road driving conditions; to provide powers
for local authorities to establish low diesel emissions zones and
pedestrian-only areas; to restrict the use of roads in urban centres
by diesel vehicles; to make provision about the promotion of the
development of electric tram systems and buses and taxis powered
by liquefied petroleum gas in urban centres; and for connected
purposes.

The invisible hand of diesel fumes is prematurely
killing some 1,000 people per week in the UK. The Bill
is designed to put the death-by-diesel epidemic into
reverse, saving thousands of lives and billions of pounds.
Today, the Royal College of Physicians and the Royal
College of Paediatrics and Child Health have published
a joint report that shows that there is now killing by
diesel on an industrial scale, with some 40,000 premature
deaths each year. The Bill is supported by those
organisations, the British Lung Foundation and the
British Heart Foundation because, as is becoming
increasingly apparent to all of us, air pollution is killing
people through lung cancer, through lung diseases such
as bronchitis and asthma, and through strokes, heart
attacks and heart disease. It is also linked to diabetes,
obesity and dementia. It is a public health disaster. In
the UK, it is causing the loss of some 6 million working
days a year and costing our economy £20 billion a year.
In Europe, it is costing the economy ¤240 billion a year
and killing 380,000 people.
Diesel particulates that are absorbed by pregnant
women can harm and hurt the foetus, causing low birth
weight, organ damage, premature birth and stillbirth.
Children who live in urban and highly polluted areas
suffer from reduced lung capacity of about 10% on
average and lower lung function in later life. Diesel
particulates cause, rather than just exacerbate, asthma
because they cause an allergic reaction and cell mutation
in the lungs. In children, they cause coughs, wheezes,
asthma attacks, worse concentration, worse memory
and worse physical and mental development. Children
are nearer the ground, so they suffer more. The first
duty of mothers and fathers is to protect their children,
but they are unable to protect them from this awful,
poisonous belching.
In 1952, 12,000 people died in the London smog.
Today, similar numbers are dying every year owing to
the invisible fumes that are being emitted on an industrial
scale by diesel-powered vehicles. Instead of coal fires,
the new killer is diesel. The volume of traffic has grown
tenfold in the last 60 years. Much has been done to stop
the emission of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, sulphur
and lead, despite the protestations of the motor
manufacturers that it was impossible. Nitrogen dioxide
and particulates now offer a new catastrophic threat to
human life and life expectancy, and that threat has
grown exponentially. In the 1980s, diesel cars made up
only 10% of new cars, but by 2000 it was 14%. Between
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2000 and now, that figure has grown from 14% to
50% of new cars that are pumping out diesel particulates
and nitrogen dioxide.
The Government want to reduce carbon dioxide, and
motor manufacturers took that as a pretext to encourage
diesel instead of trams, hydrogen or green transport. In
a similar way, after world war two, motoring manufacturers
pulled all the trams out of our city centres for their own
commercial interests. Now, the contribution of diesel to
climate change is no better—indeed, it is arguably worse—
than that of petrol, and we are passively smoking diesel
emissions that are costing £20 billion and 40,000 lives.
Taxation levels on diesel and petrol are on a par and
do not reflect the cost to the environment and to health.
Laboratory testing across the EU systematically understates
the amount of emissions in the air that we breathe, and
road emissions contain levels of carbon dioxide that are
two thirds higher than in lab tests. For nitrogen dioxide
they are four or five times higher.
Things are made a lot worse by the revelation that
Volkswagen was caught black-handed cheating emissions
testing, and the difference between using a defeat device
in a laboratory test and out in the field is twentyfold—
20 times the emissions are belching into children’s lungs
from Volkswagen cars that are out on the road compared
with those in the laboratory. Clearly, we need to sort
that out. We have had the malignant growth of diesel
pollution, and the mushrooming cost to public health.
We have had the disaster of the industry saying that it
will self-regulate but doing the opposite, and the first
duty of a Government and a Parliament is to protect
our children, the nation and the people of Britain.
The Bill will ensure that vehicle emissions testing in
2017 reflects on-road driving conditions such as accelerating,
decelerating and standing still, and it will detect cheating
devices such as those used by Volkswagen. The Bill
extends low diesel emissions zones and pedestrianisation,
and it restricts diesel vehicles that fail the Euro 5 emissions
standards from polluted urban areas—those are the
oldest and most polluting diesel cars, some of which
have a worse pollution impact than lorries. It encourages
the development of green public transport, including
tram systems such as the one I pioneered in Croydon
when I was leader of the council. It encourages liquefied
petroleum gas, hydrogen-powered or electric-powered
buses and taxis, and that in turn encourages walking
and cycling because there will be cleaner air and less
congestion.
We also need pollution warnings as we do with flood
warnings—perhaps the Environment Agency should be
given that responsibility because the Met Office has
been told to shut up since the last time it gave a
pollution warning in April 2014. The public have a right
to know when they are at risk so that they can stay
indoors, or roads can be closed because of excessive
pollution. I hope that the House will support the Bill,
and that the Chancellor will take the opportunity of the
Budget on 16 March to support green transport and
ensure that the polluter pays principle is carried through
to taxation. We must signal to consumers who have
bought diesel cars in good faith for the future, and
ensure that measures are transmitted into behaviour, as
with previous signals. We need the right signals so that
we satisfy our fundamental ambition and duty to protect
the lives of our citizens, and ensure that the air that we
breathe in our cities is clean and that the lives we lead
are sustainable.
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Question put and agreed to.
Ordered,
That Geraint Davies, Peter Aldous, Dr Sarah Wollaston,
Andrew Gwynne, Stewart McDonald, John Mc Nally,
Jonathan Edwards, Alison Thewliss, Chris Stephens,
Rob Marris, Ann Clwyd, and Ms Margaret Ritchie.
Geraint Davies accordingly presented the Bill.
Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 4 March, and to be printed (Bill 138).
WELFARE REFORM AND WORK BILL
(PROGRAMME) (NO. 4)
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 83A(7)),
That the following provisions shall apply to the Welfare Reform
and Work Bill for the purpose of supplementing the Orders of
20 July 2015 (Welfare Reform and Work Bill (Programme)),
13 October 2015 (Welfare Reform and Work Bill (Programme)
(No.2)) and 27 October 2015 (Welfare Reform and Work Bill
(Programme) (No.3)):
Consideration of Lords Amendments
(1) Proceedings on consideration of Lords Amendments shall
(so far as not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion
three hours after their commencement at today’s sitting.
(2) The Lords Amendments shall be considered in the following
order: Nos. 1, 8, 9, 2 to 7 and 10 to 57.
Subsequent stages
(3) Any further message from the Lords may be considered
forthwith without any Question being put.
(4) The proceedings on any further message from the Lords
shall (so far as not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion
one hour after their commencement.—(Margot James.)

Question agreed to.
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Welfare Reform and Work Bill
Consideration of Lords amendments
Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): I must draw
the House’s attention to the fact that financial privilege
is involved in Lords amendments 2 to 6, 8, 9 and 11. If
the House agrees to any of these amendments, I shall
ensure that the appropriate entry is made in the Journal.

Before Clause 4
2.36 pm
The Minister for Employment (Priti Patel): I beg to
move, That this House disagrees with Lords amendment 1.
Mr Deputy Speaker: With this it will be convenient to
discuss the following:
Lords amendment 8, and Government motion to
disagree.
Lords amendment 9, and Government motion to
disagree.
Priti Patel: The Bill is a vital part of the Government’s
reforms that are moving this country to a high wage,
low tax, low welfare economy. It is fundamental to our
commitment to end child poverty and improve children’s
life chances, and to ensure that work always pays more
than a life on benefits and that support is focused on the
most vulnerable.
As is right and proper, the Bill’s provisions have been
carefully scrutinised by both this House and the other
place. Where appropriate the Government have tabled
amendments to bring clarity or to remove unintended
consequences, and they have made important commitments
on supported housing and the social rents measure, on
kinship carers and sibling adoptions under clauses 11
and 12, and on guardian’s allowance and carer’s allowance
in relation to the benefit cap. The Government remain
firmly committed to the aims and principles of the Bill
as it left this House, and for that reason we wish to resist
the non-Government Lords amendments.
Before I address each area in detail, allow me to set
out the key principles that underpin our disagreement
with the Lords. Our view is that the addition of child
poverty income measures is unnecessary because we
have already committed to publishing statistics on children
in low-income families through the “Households below
average income”—HBAI—publication. Lords amendment
1 would also reintroduce a failed approach to child
poverty that is focused on tackling its symptoms rather
than its root cause, and it would drive perverse behaviour
focused on lifting people just above the poverty line,
rather than on a life chances strategy that could transform
children’s lives.
Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab): Does the Minister
accept that income has a huge impact on life chances?
Priti Patel: Income is one of many factors that impact
on life chances and poverty, which is why the Government
are very much focused on tackling the root causes of
child poverty. I will come on to discuss that issue even
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further—[Interruption.] I know that Labour Members
disagree with that, and they will soon have their chance
to comment.
On the change to the work-related activity component
of employment and support allowance, and to the
limited capability for work element of universal credit, I
stress that the Government are fully focused on helping
people who can work into work. We want to end a
broken system that is patently failing those it should be
helping, and ensure that a good proportion of the
savings are recycled into long-term practical support
that will have a transformative effect on people’s lives.
Neil Gray (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP): The Minister
mentions the fact that income is a factor in poverty, but
the executive summary of her own Government’s report
from January 2014 states:
“The main factor is lack of sufficient income from parental
employment, which restricts the amount of earnings a household
has.”

It is not just a factor, it is fundamental.
Priti Patel: I say to the hon. Gentleman and to all
Members that work remains the best route out of
poverty. Moving people into work, and helping their
income grow once they are in work, is exactly our focus.
Mark Spencer (Sherwood) (Con): What would the
Minister say to those of my constituents who have
limited abilities? Would she say it is better to try to help
and support them into some form of employment,
albeit on reduced hours, or to write them off and say
they cannot contribute to society?
Priti Patel: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. This is
the fundamental difference between our party and the
Labour party in government. We are committed to
supporting people to get into sustained employment,
rather than consigning them to a life of dependency on
benefits, which has counterproductive consequences.
Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): The Minister
is wrong, isn’t she? The new deal got more people into
work than ever before, whereas this Government are
taking money out of the pockets of working families.
How can she say that she wants working people to feel
the benefit when universal credit will make them poorer?
Priti Patel: The hon. Lady is wrong in many, many
ways. For a start, this Government have supported
more people back into work than ever before. Our
welfare reforms are helping, through universal credit
and our work coaches in particular, and by giving
individuals dedicated support to help them not just get
into work but remain in work.
Wes Streeting (Ilford North) (Lab): Will the Minister
give way?
Priti Patel: I will come back to the hon. Gentleman
shortly, but I would like to make a bit of progress.
Before I come on to discuss the child poverty income
measures, I would like to touch on ESA. I will come
back to some of the detailed questions.
When the Labour party designed the work-related
activity component, it was intended to act as an incentive
for people to take part in work-related activity and
therefore move into work more quickly. However, with
just one in 100 work-related activity group claimants
leaving the benefit each month, it is clearly not working.
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It is crucial to make sure we have the right support in
place to help people move closer to the labour market.
As we all know, a large body of evidence shows that
work is generally good for physical and mental wellbeing.
There is also a growing awareness that long-term
worklessness is harmful to both physical and mental
health. Indeed, some of the major charities that the
Department is working with agree that work can be
right for some people after a diagnosis, and that improved
employment support is crucial to helping people with
health conditions and disabilities to move into work or
get closer to the labour market.
As we speak, the Government are working on a
White Paper for this year, which will set out plans to
improve support for people with such conditions, including
the role of employers and improved integration between
health and employment. I will expand on that later, but
I will begin by addressing Lords amendment 1 in detail.
Lords amendment 1 is wholly unnecessary, as statistics
on low income are already published in the HBAI
report. That information is available for all to see, and it
will continue to be so. [Interruption.] Labour Members
are chuntering away. They will get their chance to speak
shortly. I think they should show me the courtesy of
allowing me to make my points. Ministers in both
Houses have committed to the continued publication of
the information contained in HBAI. I hope it is clear to
hon. Members that more than adequate safeguards are
already in place to secure the continued publication of
low income data.
Dawn Butler (Brent Central) (Lab): Macmillan Cancer
Support has warned that cancer patients could be at
risk of losing their homes if proposed Government cuts
to ESA go ahead. Does the Minister have anything to
say to Macmillan?
Priti Patel: What I would say is that Macmillan has
also said that many people diagnosed with cancer would
prefer to remain in real work or return to their job
during or after treatment. It is important that the
House recognises—[Interruption.] If the hon. Member
for Pontypridd (Owen Smith) would like to intervene he
is very welcome to do so, but I think he should let me
finish my point before he starts chuntering away. It is
essential that people suffering with cancer get the right
support. Obviously, when people are in the ESA support
group and are unable to work, they will remain in the
support group and be supported financially.
If I may come back to the point on Lords
amendment 1—
2.45 pm
Owen Smith (Pontypridd) (Lab): rose—
Priti Patel: Is this on Lords amendment 1?
Owen Smith: It’s about Macmillan.
Priti Patel: I give way to the hon. Gentleman.
Owen Smith: I am grateful to the Minister. She prays
in aid Macmillan. Will she confirm that it is opposed to
the £30 a week reduction for members of the ESA
work-related activity group? It is not in favour of it; it is
opposed to it.
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Priti Patel: I think Macmillan, alongside the Government,
recognises that those on the support group will, rightly,
not be affected. They will be supported, because they
are in the support group and therefore obviously ill.
Neil Gray: Will the Minister give way?
Priti Patel: No, I will not give way. I am speaking to
Lords amendment 1.
Andrew Gwynne (Denton and Reddish) (Lab): Will
the Minister give way?
Priti Patel: I am going to make some progress on
Lords amendment 1, and then I will give way to the
hon. Gentleman.
I turn to why statutory income measures failed. They
are flawed as they do not drive the right action to
transform children’s lives. It is worth demonstrating
that with a few examples. The Government are undertaking
crucial reforms to improve people’s life chances, such as
introducing the national living wage and increasing the
personal allowance for the hardest-pressed families. Those
policies will provide support for the hard-working families
who need it the most, yet, according to Labour’s failed
approach to measuring child poverty, their introduction
would have supposedly led to an increase in child poverty.
That failed approach incentivised the wrong actions.
For example, it led the previous Labour Government to
tackle the symptoms of poverty through expensive income
transfers, such as spending more than £300 billion on
working-age welfare and tax credits between 2003-04
and 2008-09, with very little return. The strategy failed
to tackle the root causes of child poverty and did not
make a long-term difference to children’s prospects.
Several hon. Members rose—
Priti Patel: I will give way shortly.
The number of children in relative poverty remained
broadly unchanged. In short, there are fundamental
weaknesses in that system, which the Government are
seeking to put right through our life chances measures.
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The path I urge the House to take is the one that will
incentivise the right action, and the one that the evidence
tells us will make the biggest difference to children’s life
chances. That is precisely why the Government are
seeking to introduce the life chances measures contained
in the Bill. The statutory measures on worklessness and
educational attainment, combined with the non-statutory
measures in the forthcoming life chances strategy—such
as family breakdown, problem debt, and drug and
alcohol dependency—will drive the right actions to
transform children’s lives.
Dr Eilidh Whiteford (Banff and Buchan) (SNP): Will
the Minister give way?
Priti Patel: Just bear with me a second. [HON. MEMBERS:
“Ooh!”] There is no need to be childish. I will give way
to the hon. Member for Ilford North (Wes Streeting).
Wes Streeting: I am grateful and surprised that the
Minister has given way. I am sure the Prime Minister is
delighted to see her back on message today, as she has
not been in the past few days. She talks about the
measures in the Bill. How can she go against the advice
of her own Government’s commission when it says that
“it is not credible to try to improve the life chances of the poor
without acknowledging the most obvious symptom of poverty,
lack of money.”?

When is she going to listen to the Government’s own
advisers?
Priti Patel: Let me remind the hon. Gentleman that
we continue to publish data on low-income households.
This information is still being published—[Interruption.]
It might not be the information that the hon. Gentleman
wants to know about, but we are publishing it, alongside
doing something that previous Labour Governments
successively failed to do—transforming lives, addressing
the root causes of poverty and, importantly, ensuring
that we tackle the causes that have led to child poverty
in the long run.

Andrew Gwynne: The Minister would perhaps want
me to remind her that child poverty fell by 1 million
under the Labour Government, which is something we
should be proud of. Her own advisers advised against
removing the child poverty indicators, so why is she
headstrong in ignoring the advice not just of the other
place but her own commission, which has said that this
is wrong?

Michael Tomlinson (Mid Dorset and North Poole)
(Con): The hon. Member for Denton and Reddish
(Andrew Gwynne), who made a point about child poverty
but is no longer in his place, seemed to indicate that
owing to the recession under the last Labour Government,
child poverty fell. Does that not show the fallacy of
Labour arguments and reveal that we are trying to seek
the root causes of poverty rather than provide some
measure that simply does not work?

Priti Patel: We discussed this issue in Committee. I
just reiterate that the Government are right in our
approach: we are focused on tackling the root causes of
poverty. Ultimately, as the Prime Minister said in his
recent life chances speech, we are here to make sure we
can tackle those long-term root causes. This is not just
about measurement. The economy cannot be secure if
we spend billions of pounds on picking up the pieces of
social failure. Economic reform and social reform are
not two separate agendas, they are connected to one
another. Therefore, it is imperative that we focus our
resources on how we can transform people’s lives, which
is through tackling the root causes.

Priti Patel: My hon. Friend is right. It is absolutely
clear that when children are the future of our country, it
is right to focus on delivering better life chances for
them. When we publish the life chances strategy in
spring, we will make the biggest difference to children’s
life chances now and in the future. We must seek to
rescue a generation from poverty by extending life
chances right across our country. We must build a
country where opportunity is more equal, with stronger
communities and young people who can face the world
with a background of experiences and characteristics
that we know are vital for their success. As my right
hon. Friend the Prime Minister said, we must seek to
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“transform the life chances of the poorest in our country and
offer every child who has had a difficult start the promise of a
brighter future.”

Stephen Timms: Did the Minister see the report published
by the Centre for Social Justice last month, which set
out a way of combining the life chances indicators—
interesting information will be provided in them—with
income indicators, so that we do not ignore income,
which is so clearly a key aspect of the whole issue?
Priti Patel: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for his
intervention and his comment. We will publish the life
chances strategy in the spring, and I think it will give us
every opportunity to consider holistically all the factors
that can lead to better outcomes for children and families.
I recognise the right hon. Gentleman’s point. On the
back of the remarks I have made, I urge hon. Members
to support the Government motion and reject Lords
amendment 1.
Let me deal now with Lords amendments 8 and 9,
which as you indicated, Mr Deputy Speaker, impinge
on the financial privileges of the House. These amendments
would simply delete clauses 13 and 14 from the Bill.
This would reverse the plan, announced in the summer
Budget and endorsed by this House, to align the amount
paid to ESA claimants in the work-related activity
group to that which is paid to JSA claimants, and to
align the amount paid to universal credit limitedcapability-for-work claimants to that of the UC basic
rate. Let me take this opportunity to stress the Government’s
strong belief that this reform is the right thing to do. It
is part of our efforts not just to improve people’s life
chances but importantly to support them going into
work so that they can reach their full potential. Let me
explain why.
Record employment levels and strong jobs growth in
recent years have benefited many, but those benefits
have yet to reach those on ESA. While one in every five
JSA claimant moves off benefit each month, this is true
of just one in 100 ESA claimants in the work-related
activity group. This Government believe that people
with health conditions and disabilities deserve better
and deserve more support. [Interruption.] I appreciate
that Labour Members have no solutions for tackling the
wider issues surrounding welfare and would rather simply
continue to spend public money in an unsustainable
way. We have listened to charities and campaigning
organisations who say that improved employment support
is key to helping people with health conditions and
disabilities to move closer to the labour market and,
when they are ready, into work.
Neil Gray: I look forward to reading the Minister’s
White Paper, but is she not approaching the matter the
wrong way round? Should she not introduce the White
Paper first and then look at making changes to ESA?
What does she say to her colleague, the hon. Member
for South Cambridgeshire (Heidi Allen)—I look forward
to hearing her contribution later—who said on
“ConservativeHome” this morning:
“The beauty of this intermediate WRAG group is that it is just
that—intermediate, on the road to returning to work but not
quite there yet”?

Priti Patel: I rather think the hon. Gentleman makes
my point for me in the sense that those in the work-related
activity group need more support. Currently, they have
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been getting too little support. That is exactly the
purpose of our reforms. We believe that we must tackle
this issue, and provide—yes—the right financial security
for individuals, but at the same time also look at the
most effective ways to improve the wellbeing of those
individuals by giving them support to get back to work.
Almost half a million people in the work-related activity
group get too little support to move back into work. We
currently disincentivise them from doing so. As I say,
they deserve better than that, and the Government are
determined to take the necessary steps to transform
their life chances by supporting them into work.
The Government are committed to ensuring that
disabled people are able to participate fully in society,
and we have set out our ambition to halve the disability
employment gap. It is a duty of Government to support
those who want to work to do so, and most people with
disabilities and health conditions, including the majority
of ESA claimants, tell us that they want to work. Some
61% of those in the work-related activity group tell us
that they want to work, and we mean to put those
people’s ambitions at the centre of what we do.
Stephen Timms: We have established that Macmillan
Cancer Support disagrees with the Minister on this
issue. Parkinson’s UK, Mind, and Rethink Mental Illness,
whose chief executive wrote to all of us, say that they
strongly disagree. So can the Minister tell us the name
of any organisation representing disabled people that
agrees with the position that the Government have
taken?
Priti Patel: What I would say to the right hon.
Gentleman is that we have been working with organisations
and disability groups, and we have actually been listening
to them. [Interruption.] Rather than making generalised
comments from a sedentary position, Labour Members
should realise that we are working with those organisations
as we move forward with our White Paper—
Dr Roberta Blackman-Woods (City of Durham) (Lab):
Will the Minister give way?
Priti Patel: No, I will not.
The ESA system was set up by Labour in 2008 to
support people with health conditions and disabilities
into work. Despite being set up with the best of intentions,
it has failed the very people it was designed to help. The
original estimates were that far more claimants would
move into work. A White Paper was published in 2008,
setting out that the then Labour Government aimed to
reduce the number of people on incapacity benefits by
1 million by 2015.
We have spent £2.7 billion this year on the ESA
work-related activity group, but as I mentioned earlier,
only around 1% of people in this group actually move
off the benefit every month. I think it is fair to say that
this benefit is not working as anyone intended it to work
and, most importantly, it is failing claimants badly. The
Government are committed to spending taxpayers’ money
responsibly in a way that improves individuals’ life
chances, and helps to move people off benefits and into
work.
Those in the work-related activity group are given
additional cash payments, but very little employment
support. As the Prime Minister has recently stated, this
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[Priti Patel]
fixation on welfare treats the symptoms, not the causes
of poverty, and over time, it traps people into dependency.
That is why we propose to recycle some of the money
currently spent on cash payments, which are not actually
achieving the desired effect of helping people move
closer to the labour market, and put it into practical
support that will make a genuine difference to people in
these groups.
In addition to the practical support, which is part of
a real-terms increase that was announced in the autumn
statement, we need to reflect on how spending the
£60 million to £100 million of support originally set out
in the Budget will be influenced not only by Whitehall,
but by a taskforce of representatives from disability
charities, disabled people’s user-group organisations,
employers, think-tanks, provider representatives and
local authorities. So far, we have worked with charities
including Scope, Leonard Cheshire Disability, the Royal
National Institute of Blind People, the National Autistic
Society and the Disability Action Alliance.
During the passage of the Bill, Members of this
House and the other place raised concerns that we are
expecting claimants who have been found “not fit for
work” to be able to work. That is not the case. Claimants
in the work-related activity group have been found to
have “limited capability for work” and that is very
different from being unfit for any work. Of course there
may be limitations on the type and amount of work
people in the work-related activity group can do, and
they may also need workplace adjustments, but employment
is not ruled out. That is the reason for the ESA permitted
work rules. The distinction is important, because the
misconception helps to drive people further away from
the labour market, perpetuates the benefit trap, and
undermines the life chances of claimants.
3 pm
Greg Mulholland (Leeds North West) (LD): The Minister
has mentioned fluctuating conditions. It is well known
that mental health problems cause fluctuating conditions
which are very hard to deal with, but 50% of the people
affected by the cut in ESA have such problems. Surely
that has not been built into the Government’s thinking.
What analysis has the Minister made of the impact?
Priti Patel: I have just touched on what we are doing
to find extra employment support. As I have said, we
are working with other organisations, and I have named
only some of them. However, the issue of mental health
is crucial to the way in which we connect our systems,
working with the NHS. A joint working group from the
Department for Work and Pensions and the Department
of Health is looking into how we can help members of
the ESA work-related activity group with mental health
conditions, provide signposts for them, and secure treatment
for them as well.
Richard Graham (Gloucester) (Con): When the
Opposition talk about income, what they really mean
are welfare benefits. That is not what we mean when we
talk about income. All the evidence shows that 75% of
children in relative poverty will be removed from the
poverty indicator if both parents in the household are
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working. There are now more children in families in
which people are working than ever before: that is this
Government’s record.
As for ESA, some of us have met people with significant
disabilities who are working, such as the people from
National Star College in Gloucestershire who are now
working with EDF Energy. It is amazing to see what a
difference that makes not just to their incomes, but to
their overall life chances and life happiness.
Priti Patel: My hon. Friend is right to highlight the
importance of work to people who have previously
been locked out of employment opportunities. We have
many schemes, but Disability Confident is a very good
example of how we can work with employers to deliver
sustained employment opportunities for people with
disabilities. The Government are doing additional work
on a wide-ranging employer strategy, working with
employers specifically to establish how we can address
the disability employment gap and how they can give
people with disabilities more structured and sustained
employment opportunities.
It is important to recognise that the changes in
employment and support allowance and universal credit
work together, and cannot be dealt with in isolation. We
have invested a significant amount in universal credit to
ensure that we keep people connected and engaged with
the labour market from the outset of their claims.
Unlike those claiming employment and support allowance,
universal credit claimants with a health condition or
disability are offered labour market support, when that
is appropriate, at the very start of their claim. That
helps them to remain closer to the labour market, even
if they are not immediately able to return to work. It
also provides them with employment support, advice or
training to get back into work, which, in the long run,
will help them to obtain jobs.
I stress that this change does not affect those in the
ESA support group or the universal credit equivalent. It
also does not affect the premiums that form part of
income- related ESA. Moreover, existing ESA claimants
will not be affected. There will be no cash losers, and the
policy applies only to those who apply for ESA and
subsequently enter the WRAG from April 2017. We
also aim to protect those who move off ESA to try to
work. Those who were receiving the component and
returned to ESA within 12 weeks because they could
not cope with work will be able to reclaim ESA and
receive the component again. Hopefully, that will help
to dispel the myth that everyone who is currently in the
work-related activity group will be affected by the change.
Universal credit works in a different way from ESA, but
we aim to put similar protections in place.
This reform is a first and necessary step towards a
wider reform package. In the autumn statement, my
right hon. Friend the Chancellor announced that the
Government would publish a White Paper this year that
would set out our plans to improve support for people
with health conditions and disabilities to further reduce
the disability employment gap and promote integration
across health and employment. That will include exploring
the roles of employers.
Clauses 13 and 14, together with the additional practical
support announced in the Budget, will provide the right
support and incentives to help people with limited
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capability for work move closer to the labour market
and, when ready, into work. In the light of those arguments,
I hope that Members will feel able to support the
Government.
Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth)
(Lab): I support Lords amendment 1, which deals with
child poverty reporting obligations, and amendments 8
and 9, which relate to the proposed cuts in the employment
and support allowance work-related activity component
and the universal credit equivalent.
Lords amendment 1 places a reporting obligation on
the Secretary of State, requiring an annual report on
child poverty to be laid before the House. The amendment
stipulates that the report must include information on
the percentage of children living in poverty as originally
described in the Child Poverty Act 2010, and based on
household income and material deprivation.
The Bishop of Durham, who moved the amendment
in the Lords, emphasised the importance of income to
an understanding of child poverty and children’s wellbeing
and life chances. He said that income measures would
not supplant the Government’s other measures relating
to worklessness and educational attainment. These measures
will ensure that the income-based measures of child
poverty, which have been collected in the UK and other
developed countries for decades, will be retained, allowing
year-by-year comparisons and holding the Government
to account.
Various charities, including the Children’s Society,
the Child Poverty Action Group and End Child Poverty,
have called on the Government not to abandon the
income-based measures of child poverty, as has the
Equality and Human Rights Commission. In a letter
published in The Times today, 177 child health academics
have written in support of retention of those measures.
Even UNICEF has urged the Government to retain the
income-based measures that are used in the 35 OECD
countries, and that allow inter-country comparisons.
As has already been mentioned, the Government’s
own 2014 evidence review of the drivers of child poverty
found that a lack of sufficient income from parental
employment—not just worklessness—was the most
important factor standing in the way of children being
lifted out of poverty. Even the Minister, in a recent
Westminster Hall Debate, acknowledged that
“Income is a significant part of this issue, but there are many
other causes as well.”—[Official Report, 26 January 2016; Vol. 605,
c. 72WH.]

The Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission’s
2015 annual report found that 2.3 million children were
living below what is currently defined as the child
poverty line, and the Resolution Foundation has estimated
that in 2016 alone a further 200,000 children, predominantly
from working households, will fall into poverty. That is
on top of the projections of the Institute for Fiscal
Studies that the falls in child poverty at the beginning of
the century risk being reversed. The 1% uprating of
benefits by itself in 2013 was estimated to have pushed
200,000 more children into poverty.
Given the Bill and the four-year benefit freeze, it is
entirely probable that the increase in child poverty will
rise even more steeply. A recent inquiry by the all-party
parliamentary group on health in all policies into the
impacts of the Bill on child poverty and health showed
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clearly that it could lead to an increase in the number of
children facing the misery and hardship of poverty by
as many as 1.5 million by 2020.
Mr Jim Cunningham (Coventry South) (Lab): I am
sure my hon. Friend will agree that there are one or two
things that we cannot allow Ministers to get away with.
Tax credit, for example, was introduced by a Labour
Government because the Conservative Government had
done nothing about child poverty in the 1990s. More
importantly, the Government say they want to get people
into work, but in actual fact people who do get into
work get zero-hours contracts, and women cannot get
child tax credits as the Government have cut that. So
much for doing something about child poverty! In
Coventry there are 18,000 people using food banks. The
Government are doing nothing about child poverty.
Debbie Abrahams: My hon. Friend makes some very
valid points and I am going to come on to some of them
in a moment.
The implication of these measures in terms of the
future health and wellbeing of children is stark. There is
overwhelming evidence that child poverty has a direct
causal impact on worsening children’s social, emotional
and cognitive outcomes. One witness to the all-party
inquiry said:
“As children’s lives unfold, the poor health associated with
poverty limits their potential and development across a whole
range of areas, leading to poor health and life chances in adulthood,
which then has knock-on effects on future generations.”

There was unanimous agreement from those who
provided evidence to the all-party inquiry that although
there is a positive correlation between worklessness and
educational attainment and poverty, they are not indicators
or measures of poverty. Let me reiterate that two thirds
of children in poverty are from working families.
Dr Blackman-Woods: My hon. Friend is making an
excellent case. Does she agree with the Institute for
Fiscal Studies and others who have said that the prognosis
for child poverty over this decade under this Government
is bleak, and that what we are seeing in amendment 1 is
the Government trying to hide information about what
is happening to child poverty, rather than trying to
tackle the underlying causes that lead to it, and that that
is disgraceful?
Debbie Abrahams: My hon. Friend makes a key point,
and I will come on to some of the specifics shortly.
Oliver Dowden (Hertsmere) (Con): The hon. Lady
talks about in-work poverty, but can she confirm that
under the last Labour Government in-work poverty
rose by 20%?
Debbie Abrahams: No.
So how does living in poverty affect children’s
development? People—
Richard Graham: Will the hon. Lady give way?
Debbie Abrahams: May I just make these points?
Then I will give way to the hon. Gentleman.
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[Debbie Abrahams]
People on low incomes are often juggling to heat or
eat, as we heard in this morning’s Westminster Hall
debate on the bedroom tax. Being able to pay their rent
is an increasing issue; 443,000 are currently affected.
Having a secure, warm home with healthy, nutritious
food are basic physiological needs. When these needs
are not met, people’s health suffers both physically and
mentally. This is particularly the case for children as
they are developing. Being in work or well educated
does not guarantee these essential needs; money does.
Again, I make my key point: two thirds of children in
poverty now are from working families.
The lack of evidence, to which my hon. Friend the
Member for City of Durham (Dr Blackman-Woods)
was alluding, is stark. Why was there no Government
impact assessment of these proposals? We should look
at the evidence from the United States, for example. It
has been analysing the effects of its social security
reforms, and that shows that programmes that focus
specifically on parental employment failed; in fact, they
had no effect or exacerbated children’s health issues.
Conversely, programmes focused on supplementing the
income of low-income families improved health.
Paul Scully (Sutton and Cheam) (Con): Indicators
are exactly that; they are not things that can be tackled,
whereas this Bill seeks to refocus the Government position
on the underlying causes and symptoms. Does the hon.
Lady agree that far from being hidden, the figures that
she seeks to include in this Bill will still be reported in
the households below average income report?
Debbie Abrahams: The point here is about making
the Government accountable for their policies that may
in turn be affecting those measures.
I know the hon. Member for Gloucester (Richard
Graham) wanted to intervene, too.
Richard Graham: The hon. Lady is very kind. Both
her party and ours are committed to ending child
poverty, so the starting point is the same. The difference,
in a sense, is the value of the relative indicator. She
knows that one of the difficulties with the relative
indicator is that quite often it will apparently improve
during times of recession, but go down in times of
growth. How effective does she think that is, therefore?
About £300 billion was spent on benefits between 2003
and 2008. How effective does she think that expenditure
was?
3.15 pm
Debbie Abrahams: As a former public health academic,
I will answer in the following way. We know the value of
having indicators that we can compare over a long
period; that is internationally recognised. They provide
an opportunity for this Government and future
Governments—and past Governments as well—to be
monitored and to be held to account for their policies
and the way in which they affect child poverty.
Helen Goodman (Bishop Auckland) (Lab): Does my
hon. Friend agree that it is important to remind those
on the Government Benches that the Child Poverty Act
2010 had four measures: a relative poverty measure; an
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absolute poverty measure; a persistent poverty measure;
and a material deprivation poverty measure? We were
not relying on one simple measure.
Debbie Abrahams: My hon. Friend is spot-on, and
again this is what the Lords amendment is asking for:
that the exact same measures be included.
I want to sum up on this point by referring to one of
the witnesses, who is a clinical expert in child health. He
said the Government are trying to refocus child poverty
from “income-based indicators” to factors related to
“family breakdown, debt and addiction”,

conflating
“the consequences of child poverty, with the cause—a lack of
material resources.”

That sums it up so well.
Let us turn now to the UK’s infant mortality rate, a
proxy for the health of the nation. It is currently in the
highest quarter of all EU15 countries. I was shocked
when I heard that, and for under-fives we have the worst
mortality rate in all of northern Europe. We should be
ashamed of that. We know that infant mortality is
strongly linked to poverty and material deprivation. We
know from national statistics that there is a fivefold
difference in the infant mortality rates between the
lowest and highest socioeconomic groups. There is not
a law of nature that says that children from poor
families have to die at five times the rate of children
from rich families.
Alison McGovern: My hon. Friend is giving a
characteristically calm, evidence-based explanation of
why money matters, so does she agree that it is disappointing
continually to hear the myth from the Government
Benches that educational attainment or poor health is
what causes poverty, rather than poverty that causes
those things?
Debbie Abrahams: Again, my hon. Friend sums it up
perfectly.
Richard Graham: This is a serious question. If the
hon. Lady is saying that the evidence shows that the
mortality rate of poor children in this country is worse
than in the whole of the rest of Europe and the benefits
that we are giving are greater than those in the whole of
the rest of Europe, something is not working. What
does she think needs to be done to improve that?
Debbie Abrahams: Again, the hon. Gentleman possibly
does not have all the evidence. On spending-to-GDP
comparisons, we do not do particularly well. The Marmot
review of health inequalities concluded:
“One quarter of all deaths under the age of one would potentially
be avoided if all births had the same level of risk as those to
women with the lowest level of deprivation.”

Again, we should recognise that we are talking about
people living in our constituencies. Evidence to the
all-party inquiry showed that eliminating UK child
poverty would save the lives of 1,400 children under 15
every year. Furthermore, good early development is
strongly associated with many positive outcomes in
later life, including higher educational attainment and
improved employment prospects in adulthood. As another
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of the witnesses to the inquiry said, we are facing a
child poverty crisis. Having made real progress in reducing
child poverty in the UK, it is imperative that we continue
to invest in our children, and protect and support the
most vulnerable in our society. The introduction of
the so-called “living wage”, the increase in personal tax
allowances and more free childcare will not, as the
Institute for Fiscal Studies has clearly shown, offset the
net loss to low-income households from tax and social
security changes, including those in this Bill. I therefore
urge Members from all parts of the House to support
this amendment—our children’s futures depend on it.
Lords amendment 8 seeks to remove clause 13 and
Lords amendment 9 seeks to remove clause 14. Clause 13
seeks to abolish the employment and support allowance
work-related activity component for new claimants from
April 2017 and replace it with universal credit. That
would mean that social security support for people with
a disability, impairment or serious health condition will
reduce from £102.15 to £73.10, a cut of nearly £30 a
week or £1,500 annually. The Government have argued
that this is needed to
“remove the financial incentives that could otherwise discourage
claimants from taking steps back to work.”

The Lords rejected this on a number of grounds. First,
people in the ESA work-related activity group have
gone through the work capability assessment and been
found not fit for work. This includes 5,000 people with
progressive conditions such as multiple sclerosis and
Parkinson’s—conditions that will not improve. It also
includes people with cancer. A survey conducted by
Macmillan Cancer Support found that one in 10 cancer
patients would struggle to pay their rent or mortgage if
ESA were cut. The key issue is that these people are not
fit for work, so suggesting that removing financial incentives
will somehow make them fit for work is ridiculous.
Richard Graham rose—
Debbie Abrahams: I am sorry but I have given the
hon. Gentleman a number of opportunities to intervene.
Secondly, there is overwhelming evidence of the extra
costs faced by sick and disabled people, the associated
poverty they experience as a result, and the clear implications
for their condition. We know that 5.1 million out of the
12 million disabled people in this country live in poverty.
We also know from the Extra Costs Commission that
disabled people are twice as likely to live in poverty,
80% of which is due to the extra costs they face because
they are poorly—because they have a disability.
Lord Low of Dalston, Baroness Grey-Thompson
and Baroness Meacher’s excellent report “Halving the
Gap?” expressed real concerns that the Government’s
assessment of the impacts of this cut on disabled people,
including the potential increase in the number of disabled
people living in poverty, was inadequate. They assessed
that the cut in financial support would have an injurious
impact on this vulnerable group. The Equality and
Human Rights Commission agreed, with its analysis
being that it
“will cause unnecessary hardship and anxiety to people who have
been independently found unfit for work.”

Thirdly, there is scepticism that there are employment
opportunities for those sick or disabled people who may
recover from their condition in the future. Approximately
1.3 million disabled people who are fit and able to work
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are currently unemployed, accounting for the disability
employment gap of nearly 30% between disabled and
non-disabled people. The Government have rightly said
that we need to halve that, but they have been less open
on how that can be achieved, and I agree with what the
hon. Member for Airdrie and Shotts (Neil Gray) said
about the disability White Paper. There is one specialist
disability employment adviser to 600 disabled people
trying to get into work.
Derek Twigg (Halton) (Lab): My hon. Friend is
making a powerful point. Like me, she will see many of
these people at her regular surgeries. It is clear to me
from talking to them that the required support just is
not there, and it is very expensive support that is needed.
The Government talk a good game but do not deliver.
Debbie Abrahams: My hon. Friend is absolutely right.
I was about to move on to the support that is provided
for disabled people through Access to Work. Last year,
only 36,800 people received such support. Although I
support the Disability Confident scheme, we must recognise
that, across the country, there are only 112 active employers
who support that initiative. How can we encourage and
help disabled people who are fit to work into work when
such limited measures are on offer? It is all topsy-turvy.
Hywel Williams (Arfon) (PC): Does the hon. Lady
agree that the incidence of disability and the incidence
of lack of work opportunities do not go hand in hand,
and the problem is not evenly distributed throughout
the UK?
Debbie Abrahams: The hon. Gentleman makes a very
valid point.
The suggestion that working four or five hours a
week should recoup the loss of income with the introduction
of the so-called living wage has been questioned by the
Equality and Human Rights Commission. The Disability
Benefits Consortium, a coalition of more than 60 disability
charities, has said that the proposed cut will push sick
and disabled people further away from work and into
poverty. It will not help, as the Government have claimed.
A recent survey shows the concerns not only of disabled
people—seven out of 10 of them think that their condition
will deteriorate with the introduction of the ESA WRAG
cut—but of the public as well. A Populus poll of 2,000
adults in January revealed that 71% think that cuts to
social security will make the UK a worse place for
disabled people.
Graham Evans (Weaver Vale) (Con): This Government
spend £50 billion a year supporting people with disability
and health conditions. That is more than France and
Germany. If what the hon. Lady is saying is true, it is
not just about money, is it?
Debbie Abrahams: Again, we need to look at our
spend as a proportion of GDP. We are 19th out of
32—[Interruption.] No, France and Germany spend
more. We spend 1.3% of GDP. We are 19th out of
32 EU countries. Contrary to what this Government
perpetually claim about our generosity, we are not good
at all in terms of the actual spend in relation to GDP. It
was 1.6% of GDP in 1960. Now it is 1.3%. It is shameful.
On those grounds, I ask all Members across the House
to consult their consciences and support amendment 8.

205

Welfare Reform and Work Bill

23 FEBRUARY 2016

[Debbie Abrahams]
Let me move now to clause 14. Again, the Government
have been more than a little disingenuous when they
suggest that the reduction in social security support
applies only to new ESA WRAG claimants from 2017.
From this April, 492,180 people currently on ESA
WRAG will start to migrate across to universal credit,
which, as many people know, combines a number of
benefits, including ESA, into one amalgamated benefit.
Clause 14 removes the limited capability for work
component for the work element of universal credit.
That means that everyone currently on ESA WRAG
will ultimately be transferred on to universal credit and
will also have their support cut by £29.05 a week, or
£1,500 a year.
Peter Dowd (Bootle) (Lab): Does my hon. Friend
agree that there is a stark difference between the warm
words of the Minister for Community and Social Care
earlier on, when he talked about parity of esteem for
mental health, and the proposals to penalise people
with acute and chronic mental health problems?
Debbie Abrahams: I thank my hon. Friend for his
intervention. I absolutely agree with him.
What has been hidden so far is that this cut will also
affect disabled people who are in low-paid work. Currently,
116,000 disabled people in low-paid work and working
more than 16 hours a week receive the disabled workers
element of working tax credit—about £60 a week—which
they get as a result of being on disability living allowance
or personal independence payments. They need that
payment to cover the additional costs that they face as a
result of work. Under universal credit, the limited capability
for work component is the main additional financial
support for disabled people in work and is meant to
cover those extra costs. However, unlike the disability
element of working tax credit, that is available only
after working disabled people have been through a work
capability assessment. If the Government go ahead and
remove UC’s limited capability for work component
from working disabled people, the inevitable impact will
be disabled people dropping out of the labour market,
thereby increasing, not reducing, the disability employment
gap. It will have exactly the opposite effect to the one
that the Government say that they want to achieve.
3.30 pm
It should be noted that for the 43,000 disabled parents
on the disability element of working tax credit, withdrawal
of the measure will mean that the family do not receive
any extra financial support. The all-party report clearly
shows the impact of the measures on child poverty.
Children are living in poverty in 40% of families affected
by disability. The inquiry found that that would become
worse with cuts to ESA WRAG and the limited capability
for work component. For those reasons, I urge everyone
to support Lords amendment 9, which seeks to remove
clause 14 from the Bill.
I have discussed the effects of the measures in the
Bill. I have provided evidence for my arguments, as
there has been absolutely no impact assessment. We
have had to find the evidence to identify the implications
of the measures because, to their shame, the Government
have done absolutely nothing. I remind the House that
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the Bill has been introduced on top of many other
measures, including the Welfare Reform Act 2012, which
imposes £23.8 billion-worth of cuts on 3.7 million disabled
people. The independent living fund has been closed,
and there is the threat of a further cut of £1.2 billion.
Cuts in social care affect disabled people.
Simon Hoare (North Dorset) (Con) rose—
Debbie Abrahams: I am sorry; I am not going to take
any more interventions.
Further cuts are bound to be made as the hasty
consultation on the personal independent payment earlier
this year is pushed through. The Government have tried
to regenerate the economy on the back of the poor and
disabled. Work does not protect against poverty, and
the poor and disabled have been made to pay the price.
This is about cuts to our social security system.
Simon Hoare: Will the hon. Lady give way?
Debbie Abrahams: No, I will not.
Instead of denigrating claimants in our social security
system, we should recognise the important role that the
system plays. Like the NHS, the social security system is
based on principles of inclusion, support and security
for all, assuring dignity and the basics of life for all,
should any one of us become ill or disabled, or fall on
hard times. Many hon. Members in all parts of the
House believe that the Bill is a step too far, and I urge
them to support Lords amendments 1, 8 and 9.
Several hon. Members rose—
Madam Deputy Speaker (Natascha Engel): Order.
Everyone can see that a large number of hon. Members
want to speak in the debate, which has to conclude at
5.36 pm. If Members can keep their speeches as brief as
possible, we can get everyone in.
Paul Maynard (Blackpool North and Cleveleys) (Con):
Everything comes to he who waits—and that was a long
wait, everyone will agree. I will try to be brief, as I have
seen how many Members want to speak.
I want to explain why, despite some misgivings about
minor details, the Lords amendments are not just wrong
but a retrograde step that would make matters worse.
No one in the Chamber would disagree that it is a
policy failure that only 1% of WRAG claimants exit the
scheme to take up employment. We should not lock
that into legislation, as that policy failure is unacceptable.
I see constituents who have come to my surgery because
they are marooned in a no man’s land. Some have been
found to have limited capability for work in the work
capability assessment, and some have exhausted all
avenues of appeal, but for various reasons they do not
feel comfortable with transitioning to jobseeker’s allowance,
even though in theory they might receive greater support
to re-enter employment if they did so. I endorse the
disability charities saying that we need more disability
advisers in Jobcentre Plus. That is one use to which we
could put the extra £100 million that the Government
talk about.
Graham Evans: Will my hon. Friend give way?
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Paul Maynard: I am sorry, I want to make progress so
that everyone can get in.
For many people, a response in mental health terms
to a sudden onset of or change in a physical health
condition makes their willingness or ability to engage in
the employment market that much harder. The work
capability assessment has consistently failed to adapt
and accommodate those individuals. I recognise that a
handful of individuals may be encouraged into employment
by the changes announced today, but I believe the
operation of the work capability assessment will follow
the age-old pattern—every time it is changed, more and
more people, almost by osmosis, end up in the support
group. We have seen that year on year, time and again.
Without further policy change, we could be back here
in a few years discussing a sub-group of the support
group. But that is a key point: we will not be back here
in a few years’ time with the same policy framework.
The Government are being more radical in their approach.
If this were the sole policy intervention that they were
aiming to make, I would share many of the concerns
being expressed, but that is certainly not the case. We
have recognised that the status quo is inadequate, and
the Government are committed to reforming the work
capability assessment. A White Paper is coming forward
that will, I hope, reform employment and support allowance,
which is a dinosaur of a benefit. It is unfit for purpose.
It is the last remaining disability benefit that still sees
disability as a matter of physical health, rather than a
matter of physical and mental health. For that alone it
needs to be taken to the knacker’s yard and put out of
its misery. I welcome the Government’s intention to
do that.
If we agree to Lords amendments 8 and 9, we will not
get a £100 million fund placed in the hands of the third
sector to support people with limited capacity for work
to try to get back into employment. That would be a
wasted opportunity. We have managed to get 339,000
more people back into employment over the past two
years. Everybody in all parts of the House knows the
commitment of the Under-Secretary of State for Disabled
People to promoting the Disability Confident campaign.
We all accept that the status quo is inadequate, and it
would be the worst of all worlds to lock in a failed
policy for the work-related activity group. That would
benefit no one at all.
I shall briefly touch on Lords amendment 1. There is
probably more consensus on how we view poverty-related
issues than those on both sides of the issue would like to
admit. I do not deny that levels of income have an
impact on poverty levels in my constituency. Equally, I
believe that there are more fundamental drivers of
poverty in my constituency that also need to be addressed.
As the exchange between the Minister and the right
hon. Member for East Ham (Stephen Timms) indicated,
this is not the end of the policy journey. There is to be a
White Paper on how we implement our life chances
strategy. There will be an opportunity to look at how we
integrate into the policy package the different indicators
that the right hon. Gentleman and the hon. Member for
Bishop Auckland (Helen Goodman) referred to, but
Lords amendment 1 is fundamentally flawed. It shows a
misunderstanding of how Government work. The Bill
cannot place an obligation on the Government to
pursue two broadly contradictory policy objectives for
tackling poverty.
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If we focus solely on the “poverty plus a pound”
approach as the answer to the problems, and at the
same time oblige the Government to look at life chances
indicators, that will divide the Government’s attention
and the Department’s ability to focus on what matters.
Opposition Members may disagree with the life chances
strategy, and they are perfectly at liberty to do so, but
they cannot expect to ride both horses at once and hold
the Government to account for it. The Minister has
made it clear that the data will still be collected and
published. The Opposition will be able to look at that
information, assess it and hold us to account for it, but
Lords amendment 1 seeks to ensure that the Government
fail on both strategies. It would not allow us any latitude
to pursue what we have an election mandate for—welfare
reform. When we get the life chances strategy, I suspect
it will be far more sophisticated than what has gone
before.
It has always struck me as utterly perverse to suggest
that the most effective and best way to reduce child
poverty in this country is to somehow provoke a recession,
because that will bring the income numbers down.
Surely no one could say that that is the best indicator to
utilise to drive change. It astounds me that the Opposition
parties—for the sake of posturing, and because of what
has happened in the other place—have decided that this
is their chance to make a stand on the backs of the most
disadvantaged once again, and to try to prevent the
Government from doing something about this issue.
I am proud to support what the Minister is trying to
do. We have had decades of failure on this issue under
Governments of all persuasions. At last someone is
trying to do something, but from the Opposition we
have nothing but cant, rhetoric and opportunism.
Neil Gray: I am glad to have the opportunity once
again to set out the SNP’s opposition to this dangerous
and despicable Welfare Reform and Work Bill. The
SNP will vote to make these Lords amendments part of
the Bill, to protect children and disabled people from
poverty. In October, my SNP colleagues and I tabled a
series of amendments to the Bill, which were, sadly, not
successful. Today, I call on right hon. and hon. Members
across the House to take this final opportunity to stand
up to the Government’s regressive and punitive social
security cuts.
In my contribution, I will focus on the scrapping of
child poverty reporting obligations, the ending of the
ESA WRAG and the universal credit disabled workers
element. My hon. Friend the Member for Banff and
Buchan (Dr Whiteford) will also seek to contribute,
focusing on the cut to the ESA WRAG, and my hon.
Friend the Member for Central Ayrshire (Dr Whitford)
will, I hope, discuss the report on child poverty and
health by the all-party group on health in all policies.
Let me turn first to the overhaul of the Child Poverty
Act 2010, which removes the income-related measures
of child poverty, replacing them with an obligation to
report on children’s life chances and scrapping the
target to end child poverty by 2020. Scrapping that
target, when child poverty is on the rise under this
Government, is a disgraceful dereliction of responsibility,
which serves only to highlight the lack of will on the
part of Conservative Members to do anything to reverse
the growing numbers of low-income families—in and
out of work—who live in poverty.
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[Neil Gray]
Lords amendment 1, from the Bishop of Durham,
Baroness Sherlock and the Earl of Listowel, would
impose an additional reporting duty on the Secretary of
State, requiring him to lay before the Houses of Parliament
an annual report on child poverty. That report should
include data on the percentage of children living in
households on relative low income, combined low income
with material deprivation, absolute low income and
persistent low income.
The Bishop of Durham, in moving the amendment,
stressed the importance of income in understanding
child poverty and children’s wellbeing. He tackled criticisms
made previously by Ministers by arguing that income
measures would not displace other statutory measures
relating to worklessness and educational attainment.
Speaking for the Opposition, Baroness Sherlock supported
the amendment, noting that it would cost nothing and
that it would allow the Government to be held to
account on child poverty.
SNP Members find it unbelievable that the Government
would wish to remove all links to income in reporting
child poverty. Income is fundamental to whether someone
is in or out of poverty—there is simply no getting away
from that fact. We have no problem with the Government
choosing to report on life chances, substance misuse,
family break-up and unemployment by household, but
they cannot get away from the fact that substance
misuse, family break-up and unemployment are not
unique to those in poverty—far from it. However, by
using those alternative measures in isolation and not
using any income-related measures, the Government
are attempting to characterise poverty as a lifestyle
choice, rather than looking at the structural causes of
poverty.
Of course, such issues can impact on life chances, but
income deprivation always will. An alcoholic single
parent may be perfectly capable, for any number of
reasons, of putting food on the table, a warm winter
coat on their children’s backs or keeping their house
warm. That may not be possible for a set of married
parents who have no substance abuse problems but who
are in low-income work. That has nothing to do with
family breakup, substance abuse or unemployment—it
is because of low income. So why on earth did the
Government choose to ignore how many children do
not have an outdoor space to play in safely or a place
for the family to be able to celebrate a special occasion
for them, or whether they can eat fresh fruit and vegetables
every day? We know that 1.7 million children live in a
family who want to heat their homes but cannot. The
parents of 900,000 children want to put a warm winter
coat on the backs of their bairns but cannot afford to
do so. These are parents in and out of work, who are
married or single. What is that if it is not poverty? We
have to continue reporting on those matters.
3.45 pm
By removing the reporting obligations and targets on
child poverty, the Government risk leaving themselves
unresponsive to changes to child poverty rates over
time, meaning that effective strategies will not be in
place and the aim of eradicating child poverty in the
UK will be lost. Two thirds of children in poverty live in
households where there is someone in work. The new
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measures proposed by this Government focus on
worklessness, not in-work poverty. These fundamental
changes mean that we will not know how those children
are suffering, and there will be no accountability on this
Government, or future Governments, to respond.
The Government’s own January 2014 evidence review
of the drivers of child poverty found that a lack of
sufficient income from parental income—not just
worklessness but low income from work—is the most
important factor standing in the way of children being
lifted out of poverty. I quote directly from page 6 of the
executive summary on factors now making it harder to
exit poverty:
“The main factor is lack of sufficient income from parental
employment, which restricts the amount of earnings a household
has. This is not just about worklessness, but also working insufficient
hours and/or low pay.”

The evidence is there in the Government’s own reports.
Income is fundamental—the main factor in driving
poverty—and therefore it must be a factor in measuring
child poverty.
One of the most common questions I get asked when
discussing my job in this place is whether Tory MPs
realise the damage this Government are doing, and will
do, to individuals, families and society in general with
these welfare cuts: are they so out of touch that they are
ignorant, or are they aware and just do not care? To be
honest, I have struggled to answer that question from
my constituents and others. The briefings that we all get
sent from third sector organisations and other nongovernmental organisations highlight what is at stake. I
am sure that Conservative Members read them, as I do,
so does their ideology simply blind them to the damage
that is about to be done? This is children’s lives that we
are talking about—children whose families have nothing.
Of course we should measure that, of course we should
want to tackle it, and of course we should set ourselves
a target by which time we want it ended. Those who
cannot see that—those who will vote with the Government
later—should question whether their ideology is getting
in the way of their moral compass.
I turn now to the Government’s desire to scrap ESA
WRAG and the corresponding limited capability for
the work element of universal credit, as contained in
clauses 13 and 14, which Lords amendments 8 and 9
seek to remove. Several hon. Members, including me,
were at the launch of the review “Halving The Gap?”,
which the hon. Member for Oldham East and Saddleworth
(Debbie Abrahams) spoke about so eloquently, published
by Lord Low of Dalston, Baroness Meacher, and Baroness
Grey-Thompson, with support from Leonard Cheshire
Disability, RNIB, Mind, the MS Society, the National
Autistic Society, Mencap and Scope. The report, which
was published on 8 December, found that there is no
evidence that ESA WRAG acts as a financial disincentive
to claimants moving towards work; claimants and
organisations are concerned that those reliant on the
benefit could be forced to work when many are too ill;
the proposed reduction is likely to move those in this
group further away from the labour market rather than
closer; the removal of the £30 per week would reduce
claimants’ ability to take practical steps towards work;
the reduction in financial support is likely to negatively
impact on claimants’ ability to look for work; and the
reduction could discourage disabled people from moving
into employment as they would risk receiving a lower
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amount of benefit should they lose their job in the
future. The review concluded with the recommendation
that the Government
“halt its proposed change to ESA WRAG and instead focus on
improving back to work support”

for disabled people
“by ensuring it is personalised, tailored and meets individuals’
needs.”

Lord Low, in particular, made some very pertinent
points during the Lords’ consideration of these matters.
He emphasised that a drop of £1,500 a year would take
the income of ESA WRAG claimants from £5,300 to
£3,800, which would exacerbate poverty among disabled
people and be catastrophic for many who are in receipt
of ESA WRAG. He said that
“the claim that disabled people are more likely to get a job if their
benefit is cut just does not stand up.”

As he explained, the review found that the barriers that
disabled people face in seeking employment are not any
financial disincentives from ESA, but, rather,
“employer attitudes, their health condition, illness or impairment,
difficulty with transport, and lack of qualifications, experience,
confidence and job opportunities.”—[Official Report, House of
Lords, 27 January 2016; Vol. 768, c. 1302.]

Lord Low welcomed the Government’s commitment
to addressing the disability gap, but said that the proposed
cut would hinder people’s ability to look for employment
opportunities. He also raised the issue of the need for
tailored personalised support for disabled people to
return to work.
We must remember that before last year’s election the
Prime Minister committed to not cut benefits to disabled
people. The “Politics Home” website cites an interview
the Prime Minister gave to “BBC Breakfast” on 31 March
2015 in which he said that his Government would
protect disabled people from welfare cuts. This cut to
ESA, affecting nearly 500,000 disabled recipients, makes
an absolute mockery of that pre-election pledge. The
cut will penalise sick and disabled people who are
looking for work, will do nothing to help them into
work and will push many into poverty.
Sammy Wilson (East Antrim) (DUP): Given that the
Government have emphasised time and again the
importance of evidence-based policies, is the hon.
Gentleman struck by the fact that there is no evidence
to suggest that a reduction of £30 a week would push
people towards work and off unemployment?
Neil Gray: I welcome the hon. Gentleman’s contribution.
In fact, the opposite appears to be the case. Those third
sector organisations and disability groups with knowledge
of this area say that the cut will actually hinder people’s
ability to find work.
Baroness Grey-Thompson’s speech on 27 January
highlighted perfectly the issues at stake, and I urge those
Conservative Members who are struggling with their
consciences to read it. She said:
“if this measure goes through, a disabled parent who is working
and qualifies as having limited capability for work will, under
universal credit—the flagship element of government policy—have
no extra support in work compared with a non-disabled parent in
otherwise the same circumstances. What will this mean for a
disabled parent? Single disabled parents working 16 hours or
more, living in rented accommodation and making a new claim
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for universal credit in 2017, will receive about £70 a week, or
£3,500 a year, less than they would receive now on tax credits,
despite the rise in the minimum wage…For hundreds of thousands
of disabled people, keeping Clause 14 in the Bill will be devastating.
It means that far from there being an incentive for disabled people
to get into work, find work and contribute to society in the future,
those with deteriorating conditions will be less likely to stay in
work.”—[Official Report, House of Lords, 27 January 2016; Vol. 768,
c. 1311.]

Paul Scully: On evidence, the hon. Gentleman suggested
in an earlier intervention that WRAG was an intermediate
group on the route back to work, but the fact that only
one in 100 disabled people is finding work shows that it
is a long-term group.
Neil Gray: What that shows is that the Government’s
Work programme has been an absolute failure and that
those who are on ESA WRAG take more time to get
back into work and require extra support, so by cutting
£30 a week this Government will cut their ability to find
job opportunities, and that is shameful. I again urge
Conservative Members to read Baroness Grey-Thompson’s
27 January speech in full before voting later.
In October 2015, the Disability Benefits Consortium
found that seven out of 10 disabled people said that a
cut in ESA would cause their health to suffer. Almost a
third said that a cut to ESA would mean that they
would return to work later. Shockingly, a third said that
they could not afford to eat on the current amount they
receive from ESA WRAG.
Scope is concerned that reducing financial support
for disabled people on ESA WRAG will detrimentally
impact on their financial wellbeing, placing them further
from work, as disabled people have lower financial
resilience than non-disabled people, with an average of
£108,000 fewer savings and assets, and 49% of disabled
people use credit cards or loans to pay for everyday
items, including clothing and food. Mencap has said
that households with a disabled person living in them
will be hit much harder. A third of them already live
below the poverty line, and the additional reduction in
income will have a devastating impact on those who are
in most need of Government support.
As the WCA does not assess employment support
needs, the financial support that a disabled person
receives also determines their employment support. Those
two things are not related, and they mean that disabled
people do not get the back-to-work support that they
need, in answer to the point made by the hon. Member
for Sutton and Cheam (Paul Scully). Evidence from
disabled people’s organisations and official independent
reviews have all highlighted the inaccuracies of the
assessment, which means that disabled people do not
get the right back-to-work support.
There is insufficient evidence, if there is any at all, for
the Government’s assertion that reducing benefit support
incentivises people to get back into work. The impact
assessment contains no evidence whatever to show that
reducing support to disabled people in the ESA WRAG
will incentivise them into work. Reducing the financial
support available through the WRAG will create a
bigger distinction between the support received by
jobseeker’s allowance claimants and those who are placed
in the ESA support group. The IFS supported that
argument by commenting that abolishing the WRAG
component could strengthen the incentive for claimants
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to try to get into the ESA support group. Ben Baumberg,
of the University of Kent, agrees with that claim. He
stated that the removal of the addition could lead to an
increase in the proportion of claimants who are placed
in the support group, because being placed in the WRAG
could be a risk to their health.
The Minister said in her speech that she had worked
with and listened to the likes of Scope and Macmillan,
but they still oppose the cut, and she must say why she
believes that to be the case. I was interested to read a
story in The Guardian a few days ago, in which the hon.
Members for Stafford (Jeremy Lefroy), for Stevenage
(Stephen McPartland) and for South Cambridgeshire
(Heidi Allen) were cited as possible members of a group
of Tory MPs who are putting pressure on the Government
on the matter. I am a less frequent reader of The Daily
Telegraph, but I understand that they were also mentioned
in that paper this morning. I read “ConservativeHome”
even less frequently, but the hon. Member for South
Cambridgeshire wrote very well there this morning.
[Interruption.] On this occasion, it was a brilliant article.
She said:
“What has suddenly changed in the lives of these individuals
that they are suddenly fit enough or not fit enough to work? The
beauty of this intermediate WRAG group is that it is just that,
intermediate. On the road to returning to work, but not quite
there yet. Recovering from chemotherapy, but needing to keep the
heating on that little bit more. Many people who are ill are
desperate to work, but need to be supported financially until their
health improves. There are also structural and economic barriers
standing in their way; reducing financial support only serves to
create a further hurdle to be overcome. Many of these people have
worked and paid in for many years before falling ill. They deserve
better than this.
The voters who trusted us”—

that is, Conservative Members—
“to build a fairer society deserve better than this.”

I pay tribute to the hon. Lady and her colleagues who
are thinking about supporting the Lords amendments. I
desperately hope that those whom I have mentioned
have been working on colleagues to join us in the Lobby
later.
The issues at stake regarding ESA WRAG and universal
credit work allowance are the very same issues as those
with the cuts to tax credits, on which many Conservative
Members honourably lobbied hard. The measure will
impact on low-income families and on disabled people
who are looking for work. The cut will, according to the
organisations mentioned, including the Equality Trust
and Citizens Advice Scotland, disincentivise people from
going into work.
The Welfare Reform and Work Bill may well be the
best example of doublespeak outside Orwell’s texts. The
fact is that the Bill, as the Government would amend it,
is unfit for work. The assessment of third sector associations,
Opposition parties and the House of Lords is that the
Lords amendments must remain. We have seen the
Government forced through the courts into a welcome
U-turn on the benefit cap for carers. They have also
been told by the courts that the bedroom tax is
discriminatory for disabled people. The UN is investigating
the Government’s welfare cuts. Disabled people should
not need the High Court to tell the Tories what is right
and what is wrong.
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This is our last opportunity to oppose the Government’s
plan to stop measuring child poverty, and to oppose
their shameful attempts to slash by £30 a week support
for people who are unable to work because of ill health
or disability—a proposal that is vindictive and woefully
lacks the evidence base to support it. I hope that Members
across the House will think carefully and consider the
impact that their vote will have on the lives of people up
and down these isles. Having considered that, there is
only one course of action open to us today—to oppose
the Government’s shameful proposals and support the
Lords amendments.
4 pm
Heidi Allen (South Cambridgeshire) (Con): I rise to
speak to Lords amendments 8 and 9. Reforming our
welfare state was one of the greatest challenges facing
the previous coalition Government and it continues to
be one of the greatest challenges facing this Government.
We are making phenomenal progress, with record levels
of employment, and the Welfare Reform and Work Bill
is unquestionably at the heart of this transformation.
Welfare needed to change. I saw the restrictions it
placed on the aspirational potential of so many capable
people. In my business, I had bright employees shackled
to the state by the impenetrable barrier of the 16 hours
of employment. I know some doubt the power of universal
credit to transform lives, but as a member of the Work
and Pensions Committee I have seen it operate. I am in
absolutely no doubt that it marks the beginning of a
new age, in which the individual and the state are
partners in the future opportunities of the individual
and their family.
Yet I feel an uncomfortable sense of déjà vu. Change
needs to happen—but in a way for which those affected
can prepare. We are debating whether we should cut the
ESA WRAG allowance, which is typically provided to
about 500,000 people recovering from significant illness
as they transition from ill health to being fit to work.
The Department for Work and Pensions talks about a
White Paper that will set out its strategy of offering a
different kind of support to help such people return to
work, and some £100 million will apparently be made
available by 2020-21. I listened intently to the Minister
for reassurance about how that money will be spent. I
acknowledge that she mentioned that a taskforce drawn
from the Department and charities will be set up, but
that should have happened before decisions were made
to reduce financial support. I am uncomfortable about
agreeing to the cuts until I know what the new world
will look like for such people.
I do not believe mentoring and support alone will
heat the home of someone recovering from chemotherapy
or help the man with Parkinson’s who needs a little bit
of extra help. I remain unconvinced that these people
do not also have financial needs. The DWP states that
many people stay stuck in the WRAG for too long—up
to two years—but I would question its conclusion that
they are financially incentivised to stay in that group.
For me, the fact that they are stuck in that group says
more about the failure of DWP processes than about
claimants’ active choices. People in that group do not
have an easy time of it. They must demonstrate an
appetite to transition towards work, and they can be
sanctioned if they do not do so. Anyone who has beaten
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cancer must surely burst with the desire to return to a
normal life and be unlikely to want to be labelled as a
cancer sufferer for any longer than is absolutely necessary.
From 2017, about 270 disabled people in my constituency
of South Cambridgeshire alone stand to lose £30, or
29%, of their weekly income, if we accept the Bill in its
original form and ignore the Lords. For them, I need to
see more detail of the contents of the White Paper and
to hear more about the financial support that will be
made available before I can fully support the Government.
If we do not get this right, we will damage not just the
employment prospects and wellbeing of these vulnerable
claimants, but our reputation and trust among the
electorate. To secure my trust, I need to believe in the
White Paper and that the £100 million will go some way
to help those people. That is my warning shot to the
Government. Today, I will not support them. I may
abstain, but only for today. Let us get the detail right.
Let us be a Government of sweeping strategic change,
but let us also be one with the compassion and dexterity
to look after the little man too.
Frank Field (Birkenhead) (Lab): One of the big changes
in this Parliament compared with previous ones is that
when we debate welfare reform there are now too many
speakers, whereas in previous Parliaments the Whips
had the key job of pushing colleagues in to speak. I will
try to speak briefly.
I am immensely pleased to follow the hon. Member
for South Cambridgeshire (Heidi Allen) not only because
of the role she plays in the House, but because of the
particular role she plays on the Work and Pensions
Committee, of which I am also a member. Like her, I
will speak in favour of Lords amendments 8 and 9, but
I question whether the Lords are right in amendment 1.
I do so not because I think in any way that it is not
necessary for us to consider more regularly whether
people who are out of work in our society have an
adequate level of income. Most of us would find it near
impossible to live on the scale rates, as they are cruelly
called, that we give to people who are out of work. The
fact that millions do so is a credit to their budgeting
skills, which most of us do not possess. However, this
debate is about more than what the minimum income is.
It is about a strategy to prevent us forever and a day
debating in the House of Commons the number of
people who are poor in this country.
I do not know, but it may be that the report that the
Prime Minister asked me to write, “The Foundation
Years: preventing poor children becoming poor adults”,
will play a small part in the Government’s strategy on
life chances. I argued that although income is important,
merely measuring income is inadequate if we are successfully
to counter the extent of poverty in our country. We ought
to look at the drivers of poverty.
As soon as I embarked on that analysis, I was struck
by the information that was volunteered by the reception
teachers I visited in different parts of the country. They
could predict within a very short space of time—within
the first half term of school—where children would end
up. They could say quite confidently who would be
head girl, who would find it easy to fly in this world,
who would struggle and who would fail. That got me
thinking about whether we needed to move beyond
merely measuring income as the great driver of poverty
and to look at life chances.
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Dr Blackman-Woods: Does my right hon. Friend
accept that all Lords amendment 1 does is to require
that income-based measures of poverty be reported
alongside and on a level footing with other life chances
indicators? They would not be reported instead of, but
in addition to, those other indicators.
Frank Field: The report that I issued made that very
point. It said that we should continue to publish the
poverty data and that, alongside them, we should have
the life chances data.
Of course, there is much more to this debate than
what is on the record. Historically, there has been a big
divide between those who see money as the only agent
to counter poverty—it clearly makes it easier for people
if they have more money—and those who ask whether
money actually transforms life chances in the way we
wish. That is the question that I posed. Specifically, we
wanted to know, while taking account of the importance
of income and class in determining life chances, whether
there were drivers of poverty more powerful even than
income and class. The report lists the most powerful
factors when income and class are held constant—those
factors that enable us to make progress even if we are
not making the progress that we would like to see on a
fairer distribution of income.
Again, I make a plea to the House. Although we
ought to debate the adequacy of the minimum levels of
income, Opposition Members and the many Government
Members who are disturbed by the growing and gross
inequalities in our society must not think that we will
deal with those through benefit changes, important
though they are. Throughout the western world, there
are clearly great engine drivers of inequality that serve
up to the rich—particularly to the very, very rich—rewards
that are grotesque when compared with the average, let
alone with those who earn the least in our communities.
There is no debate about that. The debate is about
where, at any given point in time, we should put taxpayers’
money. Up to now, everybody has been talking about
this as though the Government have money. Governments
have to tax our constituents to get money to redistribute
it, and we must win people’s support for that.
The House is beginning slowly to accept that it is
dangerous to have a welfare system that is more generous
to those out of work than to those in work, which is
why I particularly welcome the Chancellor’s strategy of
moving towards a living wage and implementing that
over the life of the Parliament. It is only a beginning,
but it is very important. If we are successful in moving
to that living wage without big unemployment
consequences—I believe that we will be—that will give
us more freedom to manoeuvre on where benefit levels
should be set.
My plea is that we should not think that this is either
one thing or the other. The Government will publish the
data, and I am sure that if we had a chat to them they
could do so alongside the life chances data. That is not
really what the debate is about; the debate is about
those who believe that the only agent of change is on
the income front, and I do not wish to concede ground
to anyone in emphasising the importance of income,
especially for those at the bottom of the pile who are
working or who are not working. We have the report on
the foundation years, and if we are serious about trying
to prevent poor children from becoming poor adults,
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we need a different strategy from the one we adopted
until that point. It was all about cash transfers—important
as they are—and I thought it was inadequate.
Reception teachers said that by the time children
come to school they already know who is going to
succeed and who will not. I also started asking other
people such as health visitors whether they could tell us
which children entering toddlerhood would be successful
in later life. Midwives have clear views when mothers
turn up for their first scan about who has drawn the
short straw and who has not. If we are serious about
this strategy—I make this plea to the Government
because we will need powers to add these measurements
once we have agreed on them—we must measure whether
we are increasing life chances by having more parents
who are ready for the birth of their child, whether the
interventions that we make after that will be successful
and see more children successfully enter toddlerhood,
and above all whether more children are entering school
ready to benefit from the powers of education.
Dr Philippa Whitford (Central Ayrshire) (SNP): Is
measuring at key stage 4 when a young person is 16 so
utterly after the horse has bolted that it will not make
any impact? Teachers report a year’s difference in a
child’s ability to communicate and learn by the time
they are five, and we need to change that. No Opposition
Members are talking about money or life chances; most
of us are arguing for both.
Frank Field: The genuineness of the hon. Lady in
making that point shows how the debate is changing—it
was not always about that issue and I am grateful for
her intervention. Let me re-emphasise her point. I was
staggered when the Secretary of State said that one of
children’s key life chances is at age 16, given that he has
done more than anybody in the House to teach us about
how crucial life chances are before age five, if we are
really to change people’s opportunities and allow them
to develop their best selves. I hope that when we conclude
the debate, the Minister will say more about how important
it is to weight those life chances before age five. By all
means we should measure children at 16 and all sorts of
other ages if we wish, but if we are serious about
changing the life chances of the very poorest children in
our constituencies, we must consider a series of life
chances long before they reach school. Every reception
teacher I met would say that life chances have been
decided by the time that children come into school.
I welcome how the debate has developed in the past
10 years, and I hope I have stated clearly why I think the
Lords are mistaken with Lords amendment 1, and how
much I agree with the case put by my hon. Friend the
Member for Oldham East and Saddleworth (Debbie
Abrahams), and by the hon. Member for South
Cambridgeshire (Heidi Allen) who stated her support
for Lords amendments 8 and 9.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Speaker: I was going to call Mr Maynard.
Paul Maynard: I have already spoken.
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Mr Speaker: Ah, I did not realise the fellow had
already spoken. [Interruption.] No, no, I do not think
he needs to repeat his speech! He was on the list, but
had not been ticked off it. Never mind. We will hear
from another fellow instead, Mr Peter Heaton-Jones.
4.15 pm
Peter Heaton-Jones (North Devon) (Con): It is a
particular pleasure to follow the right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Frank Field), who speaks with unrivalled
expertise on these matters. I agree with his fundamental
point. I speak to oppose Lords amendment 1, which
seeks to amend clause 4, as passed by this House. I do
so as a member of the Bill Committee that scrutinised
the Bill—during 15 sittings or so, if I recall—last autumn.
Clause 4, as passed by this House, introduces a new
duty for the Secretary of State to report annually on
two Life Chances measures: first, the proportion of
children living in workless households; and secondly, as
has been mentioned, their educational attainment at
age 16. In effect, therefore, it repeals most of the Child
Poverty Act 2010.
The Lords amendments in effect seek to replicate the
parts of the 2010 Act that relate to the measurement of
the proportion of children living in poverty. In particular,
their lordships’ amendments seek to require the Secretary
of State to report on four specific measures: relative low
income; combined low income and material deprivation;
absolute low income; and persistent poverty.
However, the Bill, as passed by this House, does not
mean that the Government will stop measuring and
publishing such data on household income. The
Government will continue to publish annually low-income
data in the HBAI publication. Those data include—
Members may get a sense of déjà vu all over again—relative
low income, combined low income and material deprivation.
They probably ring bells, because those categories replicate
almost exactly the measurements that the amendments
from the other place seek to reinstate in the Bill. To put
it simply, the Government are already doing it. The
information is available for all to see and will continue
to be so. The HBAI publication has protected status as
a national statistics product and Ministers have undertaken
in this House to publish the data annually. Lords
amendment 1 is—I say this with the greatest respect—simply
unnecessary. Its effect would merely be to replicate
something the Government are already doing.
Neil Gray: My understanding, with all due respect to
the hon. Gentleman, is that there is no statutory obligation
for that reporting. There is certainly no statutory obligation
to eradicate child poverty by a specified time, which is
crucial.
Peter Heaton-Jones: The Government have made a
commitment to continue to publish the data annually.
They have been very clear about that fact. When it
comes to the relationship between those measurements
and the eradication of child poverty, under the previous
Labour Government the number of households where
nobody worked doubled and in-work poverty increased:
the Government missed their child poverty target by
600,000.
The Bill, as passed by this House, does not redefine
poverty to exclude income, as some of its opponents
often say. That argument assumes that measuring income
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is an effective, helpful or comprehensive way of measuring
poverty in the first place. It is, in fact, none of those
things. In that respect, the 2010 Act was flawed in its
approach. The current income measures enshrined in
the Act show that the number of children in relative
poverty can actually go down in a recession and up in
times of growth. That is simply perverse. Furthermore,
the measures incentivise what is often known as a
“poverty plus a pound” approach, where families can
seemingly be moved out of poverty without any change
whatever in the underlying factors that got them into
the position of low income in the first place. The Act is
simply not doing what it is intended to do.
Kevin Foster (Torbay) (Con): It is interesting to hear
my hon. Friend’s points. Does he agree that under
current measures the only way completely to eliminate
relative poverty would be to collapse the economy
completely and make absolutely everyone poor?
Peter Heaton-Jones: It sounds like my hon. Friend
has been reading the Labour party’s manifesto. The
2010 Act is flawed, and in seeking, in effect, to reinstate
its provisions, the Lords amendments are similarly found
wanting.
Let us look at what the Bill, as passed by this House,
actually does in its current format and why their lordships’
amendments are not in my estimation constructive in
seeking to reverse these measures. The Bill enshrines in
legislation the Government’s commitment to end child
poverty and to improve children’s life chances. It focuses
on the actions that we know will make the biggest
difference to the life chances of children and young
people—both now and in the future. We need measures
that drive the right action to tackle the root causes of
poverty rather than just tackling the symptoms. That is
why the Bill introduces the new life chances measures of
worklessness and educational attainment.
The Government’s policies in targeting life chances
importantly look at outcomes, not inputs—it is a
comprehensive approach—recognising that the real route
out of poverty is through work, not welfare. Some
74% of previously less well-off, workless families who
found work have escaped “the poverty trap”, if one can
use that phrase.
The Bill seeks to replace the wholly arbitrary measure
that a household is in poverty if its income is below
60% of the median wage. That is totally arbitrary. In a
recession, with all households’ income tending to reduce,
it gives the completely false impression that fewer
households are in poverty because their relative income
is seen to rise. It is totally perverse—a recession leading
to less poverty. The figures simply do not add up. It is a
discredited system, and it did nothing under the previous
Government to tackle the underlying root cause of
childhood poverty. I therefore submit that these
amendments are wrong to try to reinstate that old
discredited system. It beggars belief that some people
believe that we can base our strategy for improving
children’s life chances on income measures that would
suggest that the last recession somehow caused a significant
fall in child poverty. Of course we should not do so, but
that would be the effect of the Lords amendments if
this House accepts them.
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Neil Gray: That is why, of course, it is important to
have a package of measures, so that we can look at all
aspects of how children and their families are living in
poverty. We should not assess just relative low-income
measures; we should include other measures such as
material deprivation, which is critically important.
Peter Heaton-Jones: Material deprivation is one of
the things that will continue to be measured by the
HBAI statistics. It will still be included—[Interruption.]
I am sure that the Minister will rise to her feet and
reflect this fact; a commitment has been made that the
measure of material deprivation will continue to be
published annually. It will continue to be part of the
official ONS Government statistics. The hon. Gentleman
says that we need a package of measures, but that is
exactly what we get. We get the HBAI information; we
get those statistics; we get the commitment that these
data will be published annually and enshrined, as I say,
by the ONS. On top of that, we get what the Government
suggested in the original Bill, which this House passed—
further measures of attainment. We get the best of both
worlds.
Neil Gray rose—
Peter Heaton-Jones: If the hon. Gentleman does not
mind, I will not give way again. He has already had a
couple of bites at this particular cherry—
Mr Speaker: Order. Let me gently say to the hon.
Member for Airdrie and Shotts (Neil Gray) that he has
already given us the benefit of his views for no fewer
than 19 minutes, by which I assure him we are all greatly
gratified, but 11 Members still want to speak. The hon.
Gentleman is perfectly in order in trying to intervene,
but I am trying to set out the context, and I know
colleagues will want to be considerate of each other.
Peter Heaton-Jones: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I shall
take what you say as a gentle reminder for me to move
things on, too. I shall do so.
Moving households closer to employment is what
improves the life chances of young people in the long
term. That is why the Government are focusing on
getting parents into work, and then getting their children
into work through education. We are tackling the cycle
of deprivation that has stifled the ability of too many
children to reach their full potential for too long, and
has condemned generation after generation to a life in
which underachievement and a lack of aspiration become
inevitable.
The Government are seeking to change that cycle
fundamentally. We are committed to the far more effective
approach of targeting the root causes of poverty, which
include a lack of educational attainment and family
stability. Work remains the best route out of poverty,
and higher educational attainment is the best route into
work. That is why the Bill that was passed in the House
of Commons seeks to introduce two key measures of
poverty, namely the proportion of children living in
workless households and educational attainment at the
age of 16. The Government are focusing on those
factors because they have the greatest impact on child
poverty and the life chances of children. The Lords
amendments propose a reliance on spurious measures
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which will do nothing to tackle the problems at their
sources. They are misguided, and we should therefore
not support them.
Alison McGovern: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for calling
to speak in this important debate. I shall be as quick as I
can.
Let me begin by pointing out to the hon. Member for
Daventry (Chris Heaton-Harris) that we already measure
educational attainment, and we already measure
worklessness. It is not a question of what we should
repeat; it is a question of what matters. I shall not go
into detail about the hon. Gentleman’s comments about
“spurious measures”. I am sure that my hon. Friend the
Member for Bishop Auckland (Helen Goodman) will
do that shortly, so I shall leave it to her.
I want to return the debate to the basics. What are we
debating today? What do we mean by transparency in
regard to child poverty? That is a very simple question
about what we in the House believe poverty to be.
Should it be defined as a measure of income, or as a
measure of educational attainment or worklessness? We
already apply those measures to other statistical estimates
of what is going on in our country, but what does the
law say about what poverty is?
I asked myself this question: does the amount of
money that people have make them poor? Well, it seems
obvious to me that it does. A parent—a lone parent, for
instance—might not be well paid and might be unable
to work many hours. That parent would not suffer from
worklessness, but he or she would still be poor. A child
might achieve great things at school, securing all the
certificates and qualifications, and still suffer the effects
of not having enough money at home. Plenty of children
go to school, work hard and do well, despite seeing their
parents suffer from the stress of trying to pay the
mortgage or the rent, or not having enough money to
put in the electricity meter so that they can wash their
school uniforms. That happens to plenty of children.
This is not about educational attainment or worklessness;
it is about the fact that the cause of poverty is not
having enough money.
Why does that matter? It matters because, in the
coming years, the Tories are going to make people poor,
and, specifically, they are going to make children poor.
We know that, because the Institute for Fiscal Studies
has told us. Families will be worse off, despite the
so-called living wage—many of them will be in work—and
their children will be affected, whatever the qualities of
their teachers at school, which may be legion. We have
some fantastic schools in this country, which help children
to achieve despite poverty at home.
The next question is straightforward: what should we
do about the situation? The Government have made it
clear that they do not think money makes a difference
to life chances. I have made it clear that I think it does,
but why would anyone listen to me? I am a Labour
politician. However, there is independent evidence. My
hon. Friend the Member for Oldham East and Saddleworth
(Debbie Abrahams) mentioned some of it in her fantastic
speech, but I can add the information that Kitty Stewart
and Kerris Cooper, of the London School of Economics,
reviewed 34 studies of whether family incomes affected
children’s outcomes throughout the OECD, and found
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that family income mattered. What is the point of
having some of the world’s finest researchers if we do
not listen to them? We know from an FOI request that
of the 250 replies on the issue to Government consultations,
only two agreed with their desire to forget about reporting
on the income target. The vast majority of people
agreed that money matters.
4.30 pm
In conclusion, I say that this issue matters and that
the Lords are right for two reasons: it matters because
of the principle and it matters because of the evidence.
It is possible to be poor and in work in our country, and
it is possible to be poor and do well at school in our
country, and it matters what those people’s lives are like.
We must not forget about being transparent about the
poverty in our country. It is the cause of ill health and
distress, and that is why in principle it matters. The
evidence says that money matters, alongside a good
education and a healthy life, to outcomes. So if we do
not act on money, we embed disadvantage in our country.
Therefore, let us not say to those who work too hard for
too little, “You don’t count.” Let us not say to children
doing well at school despite poverty at home, “You
don’t count.” On behalf of those families and all families
and their children, I ask the Government to think again.
Jeremy Lefroy (Stafford) (Con): I would like to address
Lords amendments 8 and 9 and the question of employment
and support allowance and the work-related activity
group, which is the group of people who currently have
limited capacity for work.
I support the Government’s intention to enable more
people who are on ESA to go back into work, but, as
the Minister said, that is not happening, with only
1% per month of that group of nearly 500,000 people
returning to work. The Government’s proposal to combat
that is to remove the additional amount paid, starting
from the 14th week, to people assessed as being within
that group, and at the same time they wish to introduce
a completely new system of support designed to help people
back into work. The new system of support will be set
out in a White Paper, which has not yet been published.
What we do know is that the system is expected eventually
to be funded with approximately £100 million a year,
and I will come back to that.
That White Paper is incredibly important to the
matter we are discussing, because it is the replacement
for what the Government are proposing to remove. I
would like to set out four things that I believe the new
system of support that the Government are proposing
must have within it.
First, it must ensure that people’s assessments are
done much more quickly than at present. Currently,
people are waiting for assessments for months, and
during that time they receive just the basic assessment
rate, which is the equivalent of jobseeker’s allowance,
regardless of whether they eventually go into the WRAG
or the support group. For those whose condition means
they have costs additional to what is assumed for those
on JSA—for instance, as has been mentioned, energy
bills—that can mean a struggle to pay those costs. That
can lead to their going into debt, regardless of whether
they eventually go into the support group or the WRAG,
or indeed into neither. I believe that all work capability
assessments should be completed well within the 13 weeks
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for which claimants are on the assessment rate so that
they are not put at a disadvantage by the slowness of
the system. I would like to see clear evidence in the
White Paper that that is going to happen, because it
would benefit not just people going into the WRAG but
people going into the support group.
Secondly, the assessments themselves need to be more
sensitive. That particularly applies to people with mental
health conditions, who are about 50% of those in the
WRAG. That is another reason for ensuring that people
have their assessments rapidly. If they have mental
health conditions and need support, the earlier they
receive it, the better. As the noble Baroness Meacher
said in the other place:
“Common sense tells us that someone with an anxiety disorder
or depression will find rising debts and the prospect of eviction
from their home impossible to cope with.”—[Official Report,
House of Lords, 27 January 2016; Vol. 768, c. 1306.]

Thirdly, the new system of support will need to be
based on clear evidence of what works for people, so I
ask the Minister whether the proposals in the White
Paper will be piloted to see whether they work, or
whether they will be based on current best practice. If it
is the former, there is little time, as they will need to be
in place by April 2017.
Fourthly, the new system must include a full and
accessible scheme for cash payments over and above the
assessment rate to meet additional costs if people have
them. I have already referred to the extra energy costs
arising from people having to stay at home much more
as a result of their illness or disability. There may also
be costs for special diets and so on. I mention accessibility
because I have seen schemes where support is available
but very difficult to obtain—people have to jump through
hoops to get it. Anyone who is assessed for the WRAG
under the new system should therefore automatically be
asked about additional costs resulting from their condition
that are not covered by PIP. Those costs should be
evaluated rapidly and, if accepted, met. When the White
Paper is published, I will look for it to address those
four points.
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When the White Paper is published, which I hope will
be as soon as possible, I will be looking for it to address
all those points. If it does, the system may well work
better for people on ESA who can move back into
work. Let us remember that this is about people who
have limited capacity for work, not people who cannot
work, who must continue to be in the support group
and receive the support supplement.
The risks of a scheme that does not meet those
criteria are considerable, first and foremost for the
people involved, who may end up in limbo, neither
helped into work nor able to meet even their basic living
costs. They may end up in the support group long term,
which is not in their interest or the public interest.
This will cost more than £100 million per annum,
which is what has been allocated—probably considerably
more. But if the Government are serious about supporting
people back into work, as I know they are, a good
scheme that is initially more expensive will both be
better for those who need support and probably cost
the taxpayer less in the long run. I therefore urge the
Chancellor to back such a scheme with the funding it
needs, and the Minister and the Secretary of State to
push for it. The status quo, as embodied in the Lords
amendments, is not satisfactory, but its replacement
must be an improvement for those in the WRAG—we
cannot afford to go backwards.
Dr Blackman-Woods: I want to speak to Lords
amendments 1, 8 and 9. When I came into the Chamber
this afternoon, I did not intend to say much about
Lords amendment 1, but I was so incensed by the way in
which the Minister dealt with the issue earlier, and by
her total lack of compassion for anyone who might be
affected by the measures in the Bill, that I thought I
must say something. I must point out to the House the
contrast between her approach and that taken by the
Bishop of Durham when he moved amendment 1 in the
other place, because his approach was measured, based
on evidence and full of compassion and care for the
people affected. He pointed out what I think is self-evident
to most of us in this Chamber, which is that

Sammy Wilson: The hon. Gentleman has made
thoughtful points. Does he not accept that the problem
is that we are being asked tonight to vote to take
financial support away from people, without the safeguards
that he has outlined being known? It is like taking a
jump in the dark, and the Prime Minister has told us
that that is not a good thing to do.

“low income is an important influence on children’s outcomes
and life chances”.

Jeremy Lefroy: It is like that, and I would have
preferred to see an assessment such as I proposed in the
amendment that I tabled on Report. I hoped that perhaps
the Lords would take that up, because it is important.
To some extent, it is an act of faith in the Government
and in the White Paper, and that is why I am setting out
these points now. As my hon. Friend the Member for
South Cambridgeshire (Heidi Allen) said, we hope to
see action on them.
I have already talked about accessibility, which is
extremely important. When somebody is assessed for a
group, they should be asked about accessibility instead
of being referred to somewhere they might find difficult
or somewhere they do not even know. That should be
part of the assessment process and run by the Department
for Work and Pensions, not other Departments

“the Government’s concern about the current child poverty measures
is that they have encouraged an overdependence on income
transfers, diverting attention from policies that tackle the root
causes of poverty.”

In fact, we have had an often bizarre discussion today in
which there is the suggestion that, somehow, child poverty
is about a whole collection of measures, and nothing to
do with income, which is clearly ludicrous. The Bishop
of Durham said that

He said that, as I pointed out earlier, Lords amendment 1
“does not seek to reassert the primacy of the existing child
poverty measures: it simply requires that income-based measures
of poverty be reported on alongside, and on a level footing with,
other life chance indicators, such as worklessness and educational
attainment, in order to acknowledge the significance of family
income for children’s well-being and future prospects.”—[Official
Report, House of Lords, 25 January 2016; Vol. 768, c. 1047.]

That is particularly important, because we have an
assessment from the Institute for Fiscal Studies showing
that the Government’s desire to close the fiscal deficit
chiefly through spending cuts means that the prognosis
for child poverty over this decade is bleak. We do not
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4.45 pm

want a range of Government measures that make it
more difficult for us to assess the impact of cuts on
child poverty and the direct relationship between child
poverty and low income. I have heard nothing from the
Minister today to persuade me that she is following the
right approach.

Paul Scully: I should like to speak to Lords amendments
1 and 8. In looking at child poverty, I am worried about
the numbers for the income targets that we have discussed.
My concern is that the Government are effectively just
managing the situation, rather than tackling the problem.
The Bill seeks to refocus our approach so that we
concentrate solely on tackling the root causes of poverty,
rather than wringing our hands and looking at the
symptoms.

Mr David Burrowes (Enfield, Southgate) (Con): I
hear what the hon. Lady is saying, but is she not
advocating a return to the past? Does she not recognise
that it is not an either/or situation, but a both situation?
Reintroducing child poverty measures is, at the very
least, arbitrary and could have unintended consequences.
Mr Speaker: Order. May I just point out that if
Members continue in this way, and it is perfectly in
order for them to do so, there will be some who will not
get in? It is as simple as that. If everyone speaks for five
minutes or more and takes interventions, a number of
people will not get called to speak. It will be no good
blaming the Chair; you will have to blame each other.
Dr Blackman-Woods: There is no way at all that we
can say that the relationship between a person’s income
and poverty is an arbitrary measure. I say to the hon.
Member for Enfield, Southgate (Mr Burrowes) that I
have made it very clear, for the third time now, that
Lords amendment 1 is about requiring an income-based
measure alongside—not instead of—other measures.
We have heard many attacks on Labour’s record this
afternoon. Labour reduced child poverty by almost 1
million. The independent assessment by the Institute
for Fiscal Studies and others was that it was a remarkable
achievement, certainly without historical precedent in
the UK, and impressive compared with other countries
too. Rather than deriding our record, perhaps the
Conservative party should see what it can do to build
on it.
I turn briefly to Lords amendments 8 and 9. I am sure
that many Members have heard from a number of their
constituents about them, and I wish to talk about
someone who wrote to me yesterday. She sufferers from
multiple sclerosis. She wrote:
“I’m writing to ask you to support the amended Bill and
ensure Clauses 13 and 14 remain out of the Bill when it is debated
in the House of Commons. If this benefit were reduced, it could
have significant implications for people who have MS and other
people living with a long-term condition, in some cases making
their health worse and pushing them even further from employment.
Having a long-term condition such as MS is expensive. It adds
extra costs to finding employment or training that people who
receive jobseeker’s allowance don’t experience. These costs include
things like paying for taxis to get to and from interviews.
Lord Low’s review of the proposed reductions in ESA also
found no evidence to support the Government’s argument that
£30 was a disincentive to work, which has been given as a
rationale for these Clauses. The report also highlighted the negative
impact that this reduction would have for people with disabilities
like MS . Keeping clauses 13 and 14 in the Bill doesn’t make
sense.”

I could not put it any better. We have received a great
deal of testimony from our constituents, along with the
excellent review by Lord Low and Baronesses GreyThompson and Meacher, which the Government have
simply ignored. I ask the Minister to think again and
listen to the people who know something about the
possible impact of this policy.

Between 2003 and 2008, the Government spent roughly
£300 billion on child poverty, but the figures remained
broadly unchanged. Such examples show that we need a
different approach. We have heard that the reporting of
incomes has had a perverse effect on child poverty. In a
recession, poverty can decrease. Conversely, in periods
of economic growth poverty can go up.
Let us concentrate on those root causes. The deadline
for the elimination of child poverty has been discussed,
but we need to think how we would meet an arbitrary
deadline if we do not understand what we are trying to
tackle. We need to understand the root causes of poverty,
and focus on those.
The Minister has made a commitment to continue to
publish the figures on low incomes in the annual report
on households below average income. The report uses
national statistics, so it is guaranteed on that basis. As I
have said, we have heard the Minister’s commitment to
publishing those figures every year. We have been asked
by the Opposition if the figures can be reported alongside
information on life chances. However, that reinforces
the perverse consequences that can result, so it is important
that we focus solely on what will help to eliminate child
poverty.
Turning to changes to ESA, 61% of people in WRAG
want to go back to work. The majority of people who
are out of work want to go back to work, so it is
important that we focus support and help people. We
should offer a safety net for people who cannot go back
to work, and we should do everything that we can to
support people who can go back to work and want to
do so. WRAG was set up with good intentions, but
unfortunately it has not been effective enough. It is not
right that we have a system in which only one in
100 people can find work, whereas one in five JSA
claimants go back to work.
The intermediate WRAG arrangement has become a
long-term waiting room, entrenching worklessness, because
it focuses on the symptoms, not the root causes. That is
why I am keen that we take the cash—up to £100 million
a year by 2020-21—and repurpose it to address the
needs of the people in that group.
I understand the concerns of colleagues about what
will be in the White Paper and how the process will
work, but as a member of the Committee considering
the Bill I have seen the dedication of providers, disability
charities and support groups, their commitment to the
people they seek to help, and the skills and experience
they have. That is why I know that the taskforce that is
being set up will help to bring in the expertise of the
charities, providers, support organisations, think-tanks
and local authorities. I ask colleagues to have faith in
the experience and expertise of those people, which will
give us a solid basis on which to spend that money.
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As the national living wage and personal allowances
increase, we have an opportunity to tackle childhood
poverty and bring people into work. We must make sure
that work pays more than benefits, and that the system
supports vulnerable people and is fair to people in work
who pay their taxes.
Helen Goodman: I begin by addressing amendment 1.
The Labour Government had four poverty measures
when we took through the Child Poverty Act 2010—
absolute, relative and persistent poverty and material
deprivation. We measured all of them. Between 1997
and 2010 we cut the number of children living in
relative poverty by 1 million, and the number of children
living in absolute poverty by 2 million. There is nothing
arbitrary about this. It is important to have those measures
because they are used across the OECD. That enables
us to compare our performance with that of the other
countries that UNICEF studies.
Ministers want to abandon those targets because
they intend to freeze benefits and cut child tax credits if
there are more than three, four or five children in a
family. Those measures will increase the number of
children living in poverty. Because they do not want
that to be evident to the whole world, they do not want
to use the targets. We should not let them off the hook.
We all think life chances matter. We are all interested
in the correlations between the kind of childhood people
have and what happens to them later in life. No one is
saying that we do not want to measure those things, but
I remind the House that not being able to go on a
school trip, never having a holiday, not having a birthday
party—these things matter in themselves because children
are not human becomings, but human beings. Childhood
is a part of life. The quality of life in the early years
matters just as much as it matters what our lives are like
or what the quality of our parents’ life is like.
On amendments 8 and 9, I want to bring into the
House the voice of the people affected. Those in the
ESA support group are not people who are not working
out of perversity or because they have not done the
arithmetic and do not know what the incentives are.
They are not in work because the jobs do not exist, or
because of the barriers to work. They may have problems
with transport, they may be stressed, they may be
exhausted or they may be struggling against extremely
difficult odds. In my constituency there are 860 people
in the ESA work-related activity group. I get letters
from them and have meetings with them every single
week.
This week I heard from a woman who wrote:
“My husband…has been in receipt of ESA-Support Group
benefit…for some considerable time due to long standing health
problems of both a physical and psychological nature. He has
recently had to resubmit the…questionnaire and we have just had
notification that he has been placed in the Support Group but this
will only be until November…His last award was for three years.
Considering the…letter from the GP”—

and the psychologist—
“we can’t believe the DWP think it is in any way appropriate to
put my husband through this process twice within the same
year…He will now spend…months worrying and becoming
increasingly anxious about having to face the process again”.

She adds that he is “extremely vulnerable”. Treating this
group of people in that way is not helpful. Making them
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poorer, not helping them to heat their homes or to eat
properly, and making them anxious about whether they
can pay their rent is not helpful.
The week before I received that letter, I had a letter
from another constituent, who said:
“I’m petrified. Atos did my ESA medical...yet they still lied. I’d
told them my disabilities and…they didn’t mention any of them…I
was called by a woman from the DWP who told me my ESA was
cancelled. She seemed happy (really happy) to gloat about this…I
had to live on my 9 year old daughter’s £20 child benefit and child
tax credit for 4 weeks. It takes a split second to stop benefits but
4 weeks to reinstate.”

She has now been told she must provide her own
medical records, which will cost £500 because doctors
are charging to provide them. She continues:
“I can’t afford this on £102 a week…I’ve not slept in ages”.

She adds that she has “cried a lot” because she knows
what will happen to her.
That is the situation people are already in, and we
absolutely cannot see them pushed down even further.
I appeal to the Minister’s better nature. I appeal to her
to think again about amendments 8 and 9.
Kevin Foster: It has been an interesting debate so far.
The Opposition contribution that was of most interest
to me was probably that of the right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Frank Field), and it is a pity that others
did not take a lead from him.
Let me start with the measures of child poverty.
Using measures of relative income as the main driver
can have some bizarre impacts. For example, we focus
on those just under the line, not those who are most in
need or most desperate, and we try to get them over the
line to make the numbers work. As I touched on in an
intervention on my hon. Friend the Member for North
Devon (Peter Heaton-Jones), that approach can inspire
the view that making the whole of society poorer will
end relative poverty, even though no one is better off. As
we heard, the bizarre outcome is that a recession is, in
theory, the best news when it comes to reducing child
poverty, whereas, in a boom, things would be the other
way round.
That is why it is right to focus on creating real life
chances. I speak as someone whose mother grew up on
a council estate and whose father worked for 37 years in
Devonport dockyard—he had to work hard with his
hands to get what he could for his family. That is
important: this is about social mobility and achievements
such as those.
A Scottish National party Member noted in an
intervention that it makes sense to measure these things
not just at 16, but all the way through education. There
is perhaps more work to be done, therefore, and I look
forward to what the taskforce says, but it is important to
look at what our education system turns out at the end
of the day. One example that has been given is that, a
few years back, more children came out of Eton with
three As at A-level, allowing them to get to top universities,
than came out of the entire cohort of children on free
school meals in England. That really is a thought-provoking
point. We may disagree about how best to tackle it, but
it is certainly no great compliment to our system.
Employers with jobs want people with skills. They
want to employ people and to put them into high-paid
job. However, they find that people just do not have the
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skills or the ability to take those jobs up. That is where
educational outcomes have an impact on life outcomes
and on whether people stay in poverty. If people do not
have the skills to move into employment, that opportunity
is not there. That is why looking at the life chances side
is so important in tackling poverty and preventing
people from being locked into a cycle, with parents
being in a low-paid job, children going into a low-paid
job and grand-children going into a low-paid job.
5 pm
We have had an interesting debate about WRAG.
The figure regularly quoted is that every month only
one in 100 of those in this group gets off benefits and
into work. I cannot imagine any other policy with a
success rate of one in 100 where we would be hearing
furious arguments defending it. In contrast, the figure
for jobseeker’s allowance is one in five, yet many people
will equally have had difficulties and barriers in getting
back into work, and challenges in seeking alternative
employment if they have been made redundant in one
industry and need to transfer to another. I could understand
it being a slightly higher rate, but the fact that the figure
for those leaving WRAG is a twentieth of the rate for
JSA shows that things are going wrong. Some may
argue that it may be partly due to whether the assessments
of who should be in the support group are being done
correctly. The recent investigation of this issue by the
Public Accounts Committee—I am a member—perhaps
partly explains the figure, but it does not go to the core
of why it is a twentieth of the rate of people coming off
JSA. That is not something to shout about and defend,
but to condemn.
I am pleased that the Government are looking to
tackle this and bring forward these measures. The details
that will come from the taskforce will give us more of
a plan. The current system is not working—that is
starkly obvious. I am therefore prepared to support the
Government in making sure that we have support systems
that work in helping people back into work, as well as
the right targets to ensure that people can develop their
potential and that more sons of dockyard workers and
school teaching assistants can end up in this place.
Dr Whitford: Following the comments of the hon.
Member for Torbay (Kevin Foster), people in the ESA
WRAG have been classed as not fit for work, unlike
those on jobseeker’s allowance, so one would not expect
the same success rate.
My concern about this change—in essence, this repeal
of the Child Poverty Act 2010—is that the policy seems
no longer to be about wanting to eradicate child poverty
but about airbrushing it out of existence by removing
the phrase, the measurements, and not just the reporting
but the statutory aim of eradication. We see many
measures: a benefit cap being reduced or a benefit
freeze, changes to tax credits after having two children,
and people in the ESA WRAG losing £30 a week. I
dealt with patients like that as a breast cancer surgeon.
These people are stuck at home; they do need to keep
the house warm and they do need that extra bit of help.
They have been classed as not yet fit to work. We have
had impact assessments on some of these measures, but
we have not had a cumulative impact assessment. Some
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families will be hit by all these measures, and the IFS is
talking about losses of between £1,000 and £1,500 a
year. To take that kind of money away from the poorest
people will have a huge impact.
Like the hon. Member for Oldham East and Saddleworth
(Debbie Abrahams), I had the honour of taking part in
the all-party group investigation into the impact of
these changes on child poverty. We heard evidence from
the Faculty of Public Health and from many charities
on the changes that we can expect in child poverty and
the impact that child poverty has on health. The University
of Liverpool has estimated that we lose 1,400 children
a year under the age of 15 because of poverty. That
number is equivalent to the size of a big secondary
school. If the roof of a secondary school was collapsing
every year, we would be out there doing something
about it, but we do not. This is about neonatal mortality,
infant mortality, accidents, violence, suicide, addiction
and alcoholism, and the problem is that we think we
can just ignore it.
Earlier in the debate, we talked about mental health.
Children in the poorest quartile have three times the
incidence of mental health problems. If their parents
suffer from depression and stress, which we know is
aggravated by poverty, they have a 60% increase in
mental health problems. There is a five times higher
incidence of infant mortality. The Marmot report estimated
that the deaths of one in four children before the age of
one could be prevented if their mothers had had the
same nutrition, health, chances and lack of stress as the
people who are most comfortable.
Five times as many children who are in the poorest
quartile are likely to die as a result of road traffic
accidents, while 15 times as many are likely to die as a
result of a fire. Malnutrition is on the increase. There is
evidence of low iodine and low folate in teenage girls as
a result of poor nutrition. That leads to cretinism and
spina bifida. We are going to produce generations of
children who will suffer in the future. Marmot said
that disadvantage starts before birth and accumulates
through life.
I am not against including a measure of life chances.
I do not accept that we have to choose between two
separate horses. We can measure both. The only life
chances that are being talked about are worklessness
and educational attainment at 16, which is long after
the horse has bolted. Two thirds of children in poverty
have a working parent, so they will simply be dismissed.
At 16, we have no chance to do something.
I accept the argument of the hon. Member for Torbay
that we need to develop measures, but we also need
interventions. We keep hearing that there is going to be
a focus on changing these children’s lives, but how are
we going to do that? There should have been a White Paper
first so that we could know what was being offered to
change their lives, because they will cost us throughout
their lives, through failed education, worklessness, ending
up in the justice system and addiction.
It makes sense to invest money in their childhood so
that they are not a year behind. American research has
also found that their brains do not develop to the same
level as others. We need to change that, but we must not
simply think that by ignoring the phrase “child poverty”
it will disappear. There should be a statutory obligation
to report it and we should aim, as was promised, to
eradicate it by the end of this Parliament.
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Stephen McPartland (Stevenage) (Con): It is a great
pleasure to be given the opportunity to speak in this
debate. I consider myself to be a proud and loyal
member of the Conservative party, and as such I believe
it is my duty to hold the Government to account and to
help them when they lose their way. I am very proud
to have had a number of conversations with the
Minister for Employment, who is very happy to listen
and talk. She is very welcoming and tries to work with
others to achieve change. I was very happy with some
of the reassurances she gave me, but I am sure that
Opposition Members will be delighted to know that I
will join them in the Lobby when we vote on Lords
amendments 8 and 9 in about half an hour, because I
am not happy with all the assurances I was given by
others in the Department.
I want to clarify a few things. On the ESA WRAG
and ESA support group, we are talking about 500,000
people who have been defined as being too ill to work
under the measures introduced by the coalition Government
in 2010. They have already been assessed as needing
more support to go into work.
The fact that one in 100 are leaving that group and
going into work is our failure. Something has gone
wrong with the back to work programme. I am not
proud of that. I was very keen to support the back to
work programme, and disabled constituents of mine
were very happy when we introduced it, because they
felt that, for the first time in their lives, they would be
given the opportunity to get out there and get real,
practical support to get back into work. They do not
want training sessions or to be taught new skills that are
of no use whatsoever to them by a company that gets
paid to do so. They are interested in getting back to
work, and that is what I and the Government are
interested in, too, but the problem is that, although we
all want the same thing, we differ on how to get there.
The ESA support group consists of people who are
just too ill to work. We are effectively saying, “We’re not
writing anybody off, but if you’re in the support group
you don’t need to find work, we won’t really give any
support and we’ll just leave you there.” I am concerned
that, by abolishing the ESA WRAG for new claimants—the
Minister has been clear that that does not apply to
existing claimants—from April 2017, we will push more
people into the support group. Someone with a progressive
disease such as motor neurone disease, which is getting
worse and worse, will end up being pushed into the
support group as fast as possible. I have a problem
with that.
The Disability Benefits Consortium has said that
almost half of those in the ESA WRAG have mental
and behavioural disorders, which include mental health
issues, learning disabilities and autism. Before the debate,
we had an urgent question about the Government providing
an extra £1 billion for mental health. Almost half—
248,000—of the 500,000 people in the ESA WRAG
have mental health issues. With that £1 billion going to
the NHS, we have to wonder what we can do to support
back into work those who have learning difficulties,
autism or a variety of other issues. Some employers
simply do not want them. Some small businesses find it
very difficult to employ them. How do we go out and
find them that opportunity? How do we find them a
real job, as opposed to a fake job?
Parkinson’s UK, Rethink and Mind jointly say:
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“This policy is poorly conceived. It will ultimately cause unintended
harm and push sick and disabled people further from employment.”

Scope has said that the changes will disincentivise disabled
people from finding work and will create a greater
incentive for people to want to be placed in the support
group. Macmillan has said that the changes will have a
significant, detrimental impact on people affected by
cancer. The bottom line is that the charities with which
the Government will work in the taskforce to help to
deliver the changes that will be in the White Paper are
very concerned about the changes and do not see how
they will work.
I do not accept that £30 a week is an incentive for
somebody not to go to work. Most Conservatives do
not accept that. Most Conservatives consider it to be
their proud duty to look after the disabled. Ideologically,
we have no issue about providing a welfare system that
is a safety net for those who need support when they
fall on hard times, to help people back into work. My
concern is that the way in which the Bill will be perceived,
and its practical implications, will lead some people
who have disabilities to feel as though they are being
pushed into the support group or into work.
I have a technical question for the Minister, which I
hope she will be able to answer later this evening or in
the next few weeks. If some of the original 500,000 people
in the ESA WRAG find work but cannot cope with it,
will they be able after April 2017 to go into something
like the ESA WRAG, which will no longer exist? Or will
they just have to push themselves towards the support
group? Will there be an incentive to do so?
There are lots of other points that I would like to
make, but as we are running out of time I will make one
quick point. We have heard that £100 million is being
reinvested, but we are taking £640 million away, so
£540 million is going. If we are that keen on it, why do
we not reinvest the whole £640 million into helping
people back into work?
Gerald Jones (Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney) (Lab): I
will be brief, because other Members have covered some
of the points that I wanted to make. The Welfare
Reform and Work Bill will create hardship across our
country and push people further into poverty. Child
poverty is rising, and independent projections from the
IFS show that the fall in child poverty rates that we saw
under Labour is at risk of being reversed. We hear from
the Children’s Society that if the proposals in the Bill
are enacted, we should expect child poverty to rise even
more steeply.
Research by End Child Poverty identified that 4.1 million
families and 7.7 million children have been affected by
below-inflation rises in child benefit and child tax credit
over the past three years. One in five families said that
they had cut back on food and heating because benefits
have been increased below inflation. The Government’s
attempts to mask the impact of child poverty by removing
income as a measure will fool nobody. Child poverty
should be something that we all recognise and want to
combat. Sadly, the Government seem to be trying to
bury the effects of their social security policies on child
poverty; it appears that the Government are far from
taking the situation seriously.
The Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission
has indicated that 1.5 million children live in poverty
because their working parents do not earn enough to
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secure a basic standard of living. As was mentioned
earlier, the commission stated in its December 2015
report that
“it is not credible to try to improve the life chances of the poor
without acknowledging the most obvious symptom of poverty,
lack of money.”

I believe that the Government’s position is just not
credible.
I turn to the Government’s proposals to cut ESA in
the WRAG. If clauses 13 and 14 of the Bill are accepted,
the financial support for claimants in that group will be
cut by 25%, from £102 to £73. That will have a drastic
impact on both disabled people who are in work and
disabled people who are out of work. In view of the fact
that the Government have committed to protecting
support for disabled people, that is deeply worrying.
This cut will not incentivise people, which is what the
Government say they want to do. The cut has been
opposed in the other place, and I hope that the Government
will now listen and scrap clauses 13 and 14.
5.15 pm
I am concerned about the impact of the assessments
on people with mental health problems. The significant
cut, if clauses 13 and 14 are approved, may well mean
that people with mental health problems become more
unwell and that they cannot spend money on support
and activities that would help them to recover, which
will have an impact on their ability to move closer to
work. Rather than increasing the number of people in
work, the cut may actually hinder recovery and push
people further away from work. Currently, there are
nearly 500,000 disabled people in the WRAG nationally.
The largest group is made up of those with mental and
behavioural disorders, which includes mental health
issues, learning disabilities and autism. We know from a
parliamentary review that 69% of disabled people said
that such a cut in ESA would cause their health to
suffer.
Finally, I believe the Government should accept Lords
amendments 1, 8 and 9. I hope that the Minister will
signal that she is willing to consider what action she and
the Government will take to review this situation and to
end the huge amount of undue worry and stress that the
proposals are causing, particularly for disabled people.
The Government need to show some common sense
and compassion, and they should support the Lords
amendments.
Mr Burrowes: I will speak to Lords amendments 1, 8
and 9. Let us be realistic: we can get involved in adversarial
politics on poverty, but we are all in the same business
of wanting to alleviate child poverty. Whether or not
Lords amendment 1 is agreed to, we need to recognise
that it would not in itself transform the lives of children
in poverty. Similarly, the previous Government’s focus
was on income-related measures, but they were not in
themselves going to transform child poverty.
The issue could be used, as it was in the speech by the
hon. Member for Bishop Auckland (Helen Goodman),
to parade the child poverty credentials of the previous
Labour Government. We could spend our time—we
have not got much time—criticising that approach and
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saying that it did not get to the root causes of poverty
and truly transform the outcomes for those most in
need.
Lords amendment 1 is about reporting data and
about how to focus activity, including Government
measures, on those who are most in need. We need to
ask what will focus Government policy on this issue like
a laser. Despite some of the lurid claims, not least those
made by the hon. Lady, the policy was not in any way a
device to hide cuts. Let us get rid of that idea, because
that is not what this is about. This is about making a
genuine attempt not so much to redefine child poverty,
but to refocus attention on its root causes.
As has been seen during the long passage of the Bill,
this reiteration of the policy has had cross-party support,
as well as support from many NGOs involved in fighting
child poverty, particularly the Centre for Social Justice,
which has worked hard in this area. The right hon.
Member for Birkenhead (Frank Field), the Chair of the
Work and Pensions Committee, hit the right tone. We
want to ensure that we do not distract attention from
what is needed to transform people’s life chances. That is
what the issue is about.
I am concerned about what Lords amendment 1
would do. This well-intentioned amendment received
support from many in the other place, but it would go
back to and reintroduce arbitrary measures. Such points
have been made—I will not repeat them—by my hon.
Friends the Members for Torbay (Kevin Foster), for
North Devon (Peter Heaton-Jones) and for Sutton and
Cheam (Paul Scully). For example, Lords amendment 1
would risk the reintroduction of measures based on
current parental income, which would take away the
focus on raising attainment and on increasing life chances
for disadvantaged children.
I do, however, have a way forward to propose. I
cannot deal with it in relation to Lords amendment 1,
which will simply reintroduce child poverty measures
with all their failings, but we must look for such a way
that recognises the potential opposition in the Lords.
As we all acknowledge, financial poverty has a significant
effect on life chances. We cannot ignore that, and
Government publications on such measures have proved
that point. We must therefore look at how to make
reference to financial poverty, but keep the particular
focus on tackling the risks to life chances.
Eventually, if the Bill goes back to the other place, I
propose that consideration is given to an income measure
that will act not as a focus in itself, but as a gateway to
other measures, and that will ensure Government policy
is directed, as it currently is, to those most in need of
support. We should consider introducing a gateway
measure for families based both on whether they have a
low income and on life chances risk measures, with a
particular focus on those in permanent poverty. It would
ensure that maximum support is given to those stuck in
poverty, and that the Government focus on those who
are most in need.
Briefly on Lords amendments 8 and 9, I share the
concerns that were well rehearsed by my hon. Friends
the Members for South Cambridgeshire (Heidi Allen),
for Stevenage (Stephen McPartland) and for Stafford
(Jeremy Lefroy). We met the Minister together. I recognise
that the Minister and the Secretary of State have a
genuine commitment to this as a reforming measure.
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We really need to get the White Paper out there so that
the Government’s commitment to reform can be seen
clearly.
I recognise that the WRAG is not fit for purpose, as
only 1% are getting into work, but it does have a purpose.
It has a purpose for the most vulnerable individuals, for
whom the financial element of £30 really matters. The
way we show our compassion is in how we treat the few,
not the many. For those few people, that £30 will have a
big impact on their lives. Whether we like the WRAG or
not, whether we think these people should be in the
support group, which they may well be moved into, or
benefit from PIP, they are concerned about the loss of
this payment. When dealing with those with progressive
illnesses, remitting illnesses or mental health conditions—the
Government’s commitment of £1 billion of investment
is wonderful—what we do must be matched by careful
concern.
As we move towards 2017, with the flow of new
applicants, we must do all we can to reassure everyone
that we are in the business of reform. We must not only
enable more people to get into work, but deal with the
practical elements. My hon. Friend the Member for
Stafford mentioned energy costs. That is undeniably an
issue that must be dealt with practically. I will support
the Government tonight, but we must get the White
Paper out and show our practical support in meaningful
ways before 2017.
I will hold the Government to account, as will my
hon. Friends, to ensure that we deliver. We must show
that we are on the side of these people, we must show
our compassion and we must do all we can, for example
through Disability Confident events like the one that I
have on Friday, to show that we are on this in a way that
previous Governments have not been. We must show
that we want to see people’s lives transformed through
work, but also that we will support people with the
safety net, which we are proud of. Even after the WRAG
measures, we are more generous than the previous
Government were in relation to the disabled. We must
not be deflected from the task of supporting people
into work and supporting people in the safety net. It is
not a pull factor—let us not make that case. We want to
reform the measure to ensure that it really works for
people who need support and are not able to get into
work immediately, but let us keep our focus, as the
poverty measures will do, on those who are most in
need. I will hold the Government to account over the
coming months to ensure that they really mean what
they say.
Dr Eilidh Whiteford: Earlier today, I attended the
vigil outside Parliament that has been organised by
Disabled People Against Cuts to draw attention to this
debate and to urge the Government to listen to what the
House of Lords said about the cuts to support for
disabled people and to accept its amendments. I will
focus on Lords amendments 8 and 9.
The proposal to reduce employment and support
allowance for WRAG by about £30 a week for new
claimants has been a focal point of this debate, precisely
because the Government promised that they would not
cut the support for disabled people and yet are doing
exactly that. They have done it indirectly through policies
such as the bedroom tax and the inclusion of carer’s
allowance in the benefit cap, on which I am glad the
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courts have forced a U-turn; and they have done it
directly through cuts to the independent living fund,
DLA, Motability and Access to Work. Now, they are
cutting direct financial support to disabled people through
the measures in this Bill. They are putting sick and
disabled people on the frontline of their austerity agenda,
hitting the incomes of those who are already disadvantaged.
These people are being asked to take the biggest hit,
even though they had the least to begin with.
The first critical point that we need to understand
today is that to receive ESA, a person has to be assessed
as unfit for work. Believe me, the bar on that is already
pretty high. People who are too sick or disabled to work
are placed either in the support group, meaning that
they are not expected to look for work, or in the WRAG,
where it is recognised that they have only limited capacity,
but could potentially undertake preparatory activity
with a view to returning to the labour market at some
point. So let us be quite clear: the people who are set to
lose out from the Government’s £30 a week cut to ESA
are people who are not able to work because of their
health.
That is why the Chancellor was talking nonsense
when he spoke about this measure removing “perverse
incentives” in the benefits system. It is his logic that is
perverse, although his choice of language is damning
and revelatory. If someone is seriously sick or disabled,
reducing their income will not make them better quicker.
There is not a shred of evidence to support that ill-founded
fantasy, but there is plenty of evidence that financial
worries and the stress associated with work capability
and PIP assessments have a negative impact on people’s
health. A large and growing body of evidence suggests
that hardship and stress slow down recovery and push
people further away from the labour market.
Some people affected by the proposed cuts will have
faced long-term disadvantage because of a serious health
condition or disability, and they may find it difficult to
access the labour market or sustain employment. In
contrast to ESA, jobseeker’s allowance is for the most
part a short-term benefit. Depending on the state of the
economy, the vast majority of jobseekers move off JSA
in a few weeks or months, but those with long-term
health conditions and disabilities are far more likely to
face long-term unemployment. The barriers we face are
very real, and many people will have to live on extremely
low incomes for lengthy periods. Many also incur extra
living costs simply because of their condition or disability.
Having to get by on an extremely low income for an
extended period is one factor that entrenches poverty
among disabled people and those with long-term illness.
People use up their savings and end up selling their
assets, and they depend on others. The poverty experienced
by disabled people is well documented, but it often
becomes family poverty as other family members try to
support loved ones financially from their own incomes,
while providing unpaid care that limits their own earning
potential.
The cuts to ESA will cause real hardship and are
quite unnecessary. They are based on a flawed and
frankly offensive misconception that people with serious
long-term health conditions are malingerers who need
to be prompted into work with “tough love”. A large
proportion of the people who rely on ESA are those
who have become disabled or developed a condition in
adult life—people who have paid taxes and national
insurance contributions for many years previously, with
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the perfectly reasonable expectation that if they become
unable to work for health-related reasons, there will be a
safety net for them. That safety net must take realistic
account of the extra costs of living with disability, and
to reduce support is callous and plain wrong. Even
the Lords recognise that, and the Government must
acknowledge it and think again.
The Lords also expressed concern about the implications
of universal credit for working disabled people. We
know that disabled people are more likely to work in
low-paid jobs, and they are at higher risk of living in
poverty. The disabled worker element of working tax
credit currently provides support for disabled people
who are in work to cover the extra costs that they incur
by holding down a job—costs that in some cases would
otherwise make it financially disadvantageous to be in
work. With the move to universal credit, the loss of the
limited capability for work element to everyone except
those in the support group means that a lot of working
disabled people will be around £1,500 worse off every
year. Among those who will be worst affected are
disabled working parents who currently receive the disabled
worker’s element of working tax credit. Under universal
credit, disabled working parents will lose that extra
support.
Around 43,000 families in the UK with at least one
working disabled parent will take a substantial drop in
income when universal credit is rolled out. As Baroness
Tanni Grey-Thompson pointed out in the Lords, a
couple with two children and both parents working in
low-paid jobs, where one parent has become disabled,
could receive a massive £3,000 less in 2017. The Government
say that they want to improve employment support for
disabled people, but slashing the incomes of those who
are already in work, and who depend on that support to
keep them in work, is not the way to go about it. Surely
the Government have learned lessons from the failure of
the Work programme—we have heard quite a lot about
that today, and I think they acknowledge that it has
not worked.
Surely it is far more effective, empowering and dignified
to provide extra support directly to working disabled
people, so they can spend it on the transport or equipment
that they need to make work viable for them. Instead,
the Government seem to think that it is more effective
to take money out of the pockets of working disabled
people, and give it to highly paid executives and private
sector companies to tell those disabled people how to
stay in work, without any of the resources to back that
up. It makes a mockery of the Government’s claim that
they want to support disabled people into work.
The Government have based their whole argument
on the notion that work is the way out of poverty, but
they have conveniently ignored the fact that two thirds
of children in poverty have parents in work, and that
the introduction of universal credit will leave millions
of working families financially worse off. The Minister’s
claim that the Government want to support disabled
people into work would be a lot more plausible if they
had not already cut the independent living fund, mobility
allowances and DLA—the very forms of support that
help disabled people to get a job and stay in work. The
Government now plan to cut support for working disabled
people on universal credit. Their position is simply not
credible.
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If the Government choose to ignore the Lords today
and push ahead with these measures, it will be testament
to an arrogance and unwillingness to recognise the
needs of disabled people that has already seen them
dragged through the courts for indirect discrimination.
The Lords have made eminently reasonable amendments
to the Bill that would ensure that those who need
support get support at perhaps the most difficult time
of their lives.
I urge Conservative Members who are wondering
what to do this evening to take heed of the experiences
of sick and disabled people in their own constituencies—
maybe even in their own families—and support the
Lords amendments in this group this evening.
5.30 pm
Jim McMahon (Oldham West and Royton) (Lab): I
place on record my thanks to my constituency neighbour,
my hon. Friend the Member for Oldham East and
Saddleworth (Debbie Abrahams), for the work that is
being done to shine a light on the Government and
expose them for what is a cruel attack on the people
who can least afford it.
It is clear that the Minister believes poverty is an
inconvenience. On the Labour Benches, we believe strongly
that poverty is an evil. What is the Government’s response?
To see no evil, to hear no evil and to speak no evil. Why
would the Government seek to hide the true scale of
poverty, if not because they realise that, through their
targeted attacks on the poor, including the working
poor, poverty will increase? The Government do not
want to see poverty, because to see it would be to expose
it and would be a cause of guilt—if guilt is possible with
this Government. That is why, through the benefits cap,
communities will be displaced as towns and cities are
socially cleansed.
The Government do not want to hear the truth about
poverty, either, because to hear it would create a noise
so loud that the country would not sit back and take it.
That is exactly why they want to silence charities such as
Barnardo’s and the Children’s Society with the gagging
Act that is the Transparency of Lobbying, Non-party
Campaigning and Trade Union Administration Act 2014.
The Government do not want to speak the truth
about poverty, because to speak it would be hypocritical.
They know that their actions are pushing more and
more people into poverty and on to the breadline. That
is precisely why they are blocking their own officials
from publishing data on the number of people living in
true poverty. We can talk about life chances, and we
know how important education, health and housing
are, but let us be honest: if you have to put the electricity
or gas on, or put a uniform on the backs of your
children, or make a decision about whether you or your
children eat, then money is very, very important.
That evil affects too many families in Oldham West
and Royton. Take the Coldhurst ward in my constituency,
where more than 51% of children are growing up in
families in poverty. Take Oldham as a town, where
40% of children are growing up in families living in
poverty. It is getting worse, not better, under this
Government. That is not surprising. Could any Member
in this Chamber really live on £13 a day to cover food,
heating, electricity, clothes, transport and toys for the
children? There are too many mothers who go hungry
just to feed their children. By 2021, it is estimated that
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1 million more children will have been pushed into
poverty. No wonder the Government do not want to
report on how many people are living in poverty. It is a
national scandal.
Research by the Children’s Society—a charity still
able, at the moment, to give a voice to those who need
one—highlights that 14,400 children in my constituency
alone live in working households that will be affected by
the freeze on benefits. As corporations such as Google
laugh all the way to the bank, it is for my constituents to
queue at the food bank. Not measuring how many
people are in poverty is like driving a car with the
instrument dashboard disconnected: you do not know
how fast you are going; you do not know how long you
have been going, or the distance you have travelled; you
do not know whether you have enough fuel to last the
distance; and you do not know if the car is overheating
until it is too late. This is the real crux of the issue: the
Government’s view is clearly that the welfare system is
not a well maintained machine to be looked after and
to last but a banger to drive into the ground and send to
the scrapheap.
Marie Rimmer (St Helens South and Whiston) (Lab):
It has been a regular occurrence in my nine months in
Parliament that we face another lamentable situation
in which this Government, and specifically the Secretary
of State for Work and Pensions, are called upon to
think again. Opposition Members in the other place
have once again provided us with an opportunity to
pause for reflection.
I wish to focus my remarks on the cruel and utterly
devastating cuts to employment and support allowance
for those in the work-related activity group. Let me set
that out in context. A cut of £30 a week would have a
huge impact on nearly all affected families and individuals
in this country. We have heard in previous debates
about tax credits and universal credit about the kind of
impacts such a drop in income would have. The amount
of £30 a week is equivalent to raising council tax for
a household in a band D property in St Helens by
7.5% every year for the next decade. This cut does it in
one go.
Child benefit is £20.70 a week for the first child and
£13.70 for an additional child. When the Government
proposed to withdraw those amounts from individuals
earning enough to pay the 40% tax rate, putting them
among the top 15% of earners in this country, they
produced huge outrage among Government Back-Bench
Members. There were newspaper campaigns—
5.36 pm
Three hours having elapsed since the commencement of
proceedings on Lords amendments, the debate was interrupted
(Programme Order, this day).
The Deputy Speaker put forthwith the Question already
proposed from the Chair (Standing Order No. 83F),
That this House disagrees with Lords amendment 1.
The House divided: Ayes 310, Noes 277.
Division No. 193]
AYES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter

Allan, Lucy
Allen, Heidi
Amess, Sir David

[5.36 pm
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Andrew, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Mr Steve
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Baron, Mr John
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Bellingham, Sir Henry
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Berry, James
Bingham, Andrew
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Borwick, Victoria
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Brokenshire, rh James
Bruce, Fiona
Buckland, Robert
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Sir Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burt, rh Alistair
Cairns, Alun
Carmichael, Neil
Cartlidge, James
Cash, Sir William
Caulfield, Maria
Chalk, Alex
Chishti, Rehman
Chope, Mr Christopher
Churchill, Jo
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Kenneth
Cleverly, James
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Costa, Alberto
Crabb, rh Stephen
Davies, Byron
Davies, Chris
Davies, David T. C.
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Dr James
Davies, Mims
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh Mr David
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Donelan, Michelle
Dorries, Nadine
Double, Steve
Dowden, Oliver
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Drummond, Mrs Flick
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Sir Alan

Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Evans, Mr Nigel
Evennett, rh Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Fernandes, Suella
Field, rh Mark
Foster, Kevin
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Frazer, Lucy
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Fysh, Marcus
Gale, Sir Roger
Garnier, rh Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Ghani, Nusrat
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Greening, rh Justine
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Halfon, rh Robert
Hall, Luke
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hancock, rh Matthew
Hands, rh Greg
Harper, rh Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, rh Mr John
Heald, Sir Oliver
Heappey, James
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Heaton-Jones, Peter
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoare, Simon
Hollingbery, George
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Howlett, Ben
Huddleston, Nigel
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Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, rh Sajid
Jayawardena, Mr Ranil
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Jenkyns, Andrea
Jenrick, Robert
Johnson, Boris
Johnson, Gareth
Johnson, Joseph
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kennedy, Seema
Knight, rh Sir Greg
Knight, Julian
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Lancaster, Mark
Latham, Pauline
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leigh, Sir Edward
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Lumley, Karen
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackintosh, David
Main, Mrs Anne
Mak, Mr Alan
Malthouse, Kit
Mann, Scott
Mathias, Dr Tania
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Jason
McCartney, Karl
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
McPartland, Stephen
Menzies, Mark
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Mrs Maria
Milling, Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Milton, rh Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, rh Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Morton, Wendy
Mowat, David
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Neill, Robert
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Osborne, rh Mr George
Patel, rh Priti
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Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, rh Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Philp, Chris
Pickles, rh Sir Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Poulter, Dr Daniel
Prentis, Victoria
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quin, Jeremy
Quince, Will
Raab, Mr Dominic
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, Mr Jacob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Mary
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, rh Amber
Rutley, David
Sandbach, Antoinette
Scully, Paul
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Simpson, rh Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Julian
Smith, Royston
Soames, rh Sir Nicholas
Solloway, Amanda
Soubry, rh Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Graham
Sturdy, Julian
Sunak, Rishi
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thomas, Derek
Throup, Maggie
Timpson, Edward
Tolhurst, Kelly
Tomlinson, Justin
Tomlinson, Michael
Tracey, Craig
Tredinnick, David
Trevelyan, Mrs Anne-Marie
Truss, rh Elizabeth
Tugendhat, Tom
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, rh Mr Andrew
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Robin
Wallace, Mr Ben
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Warburton, David
Warman, Matt
Watkinson, Dame Angela
Wharton, James
Whately, Helen
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, rh Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Craig
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Williamson, rh Gavin
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wood, Mike
Wragg, William
Wright, rh Jeremy
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Simon Kirby and
Sarah Newton

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ahmed-Sheikh, Ms Tasmina
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Arkless, Richard
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bardell, Hannah
Barron, rh Kevin
Beckett, rh Margaret
Benn, rh Hilary
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive
Black, Mhairi
Blackford, Ian
Blackman, Kirsty
Blackman-Woods, Dr Roberta
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Boswell, Philip
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brake, rh Tom
Brennan, Kevin
Brock, Deidre
Brown, Alan
Brown, Lyn
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Butler, Dawn
Cadbury, Ruth
Cameron, Dr Lisa
Campbell, rh Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Champion, Sarah
Chapman, Jenny
Cherry, Joanna
Clegg, rh Mr Nick
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Julie
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, rh Jeremy
Cowan, Ronnie
Cox, Jo
Coyle, Neil
Crausby, Mr David
Crawley, Angela
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon

Cryer, John
Cummins, Judith
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
David, Wayne
Davies, Geraint
Day, Martyn
De Piero, Gloria
Docherty-Hughes, Martin
Dodds, rh Mr Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr Jeffrey M.
Donaldson, Stuart Blair
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Dowd, Peter
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Elliott, Tom
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Farron, Tim
Fellows, Marion
Ferrier, Margaret
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Fletcher, Colleen
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Foxcroft, Vicky
Gibson, Patricia
Glindon, Mary
Goodman, Helen
Grady, Patrick
Grant, Peter
Gray, Neil
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Haigh, Louise
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mr Mark
Hendry, Drew
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hermon, Lady
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Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Dame Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Huq, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Graham
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Kane, Mike
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Kerevan, George
Kerr, Calum
Kinahan, Danny
Kinnock, Stephen
Kyle, Peter
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Law, Chris
Leslie, Chris
Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma
Lewis, Clive
Lewis, Mr Ivan
Long Bailey, Rebecca
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian C.
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, rh Fiona
Madders, Justin
Mahmood, Mr Khalid
Mahmood, Shabana
Malhotra, Seema
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr Gordon
Maskell, Rachael
Mc Nally, John
McCabe, Steve
McCaig, Callum
McCarthy, Kerry
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonald, Stewart Malcolm
McDonald, Stuart C.
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGarry, Natalie
McGinn, Conor
McGovern, Alison
McInnes, Liz
McKinnell, Catherine
McLaughlin, Anne
McMahon, Jim
Meale, Sir Alan
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh Edward
Monaghan, Carol
Monaghan, Dr Paul
Morden, Jessica
Morris, Grahame M.
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Mulholland, Greg
Mullin, Roger
Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Newlands, Gavin
Nicolson, John
O’Hara, Brendan
Onn, Melanie
Onwurah, Chi
Osamor, Kate
Oswald, Kirsten
Paisley, Ian
Paterson, Steven
Pearce, Teresa
Pennycook, Matthew
Perkins, Toby
Phillips, Jess
Powell, Lucy
Pugh, John
Qureshi, Yasmin
Rayner, Angela
Reed, Mr Jamie
Reed, Mr Steve
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Rachel
Reynolds, Emma
Reynolds, Jonathan
Rimmer, Marie
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, rh Angus
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mr Geoffrey
Rotheram, Steve
Ryan, rh Joan
Saville Roberts, Liz
Shah, Naz
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Sheppard, Tommy
Sherriff, Paula
Shuker, Mr Gavin
Siddiq, Tulip
Simpson, David
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Cat
Smith, Jeff
Smith, Owen
Smyth, Karin
Spellar, rh Mr John
Starmer, Keir
Stephens, Chris
Stevens, Jo
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, rh Ms Gisela
Tami, Mark
Thewliss, Alison
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, Nick
Thompson, Owen
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turley, Anna
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
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Weir, Mike
West, Catherine
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mr Mark
Wilson, Corri
Wilson, Sammy
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Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Dame Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Woodcock, John
Wright, Mr Iain
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Noes:
Holly Lynch and
Sue Hayman

Question accordingly agreed to.
Lords amendment 1 disagreed to.
The Deputy Speaker then put forthwith the Questions
necessary for the disposal of the business to be concluded
at that time (Standing Order No. 83F.)
Clause 13
EMPLOYMENT AND SUPPORT ALLOWANCE: WORKRELATED ACTIVITY COMPONENT

Motion made, and Question put, That this House disagrees
with Lords amendment 8.—(Priti Patel.)
The House divided: Ayes 306, Noes 279.
Division No. 194]

[5.51 pm

AYES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Allan, Lucy
Amess, Sir David
Andrew, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Mr Steve
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Baron, Mr John
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Bellingham, Sir Henry
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Berry, James
Bingham, Andrew
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Borwick, Victoria
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Brokenshire, rh James
Bruce, Fiona
Buckland, Robert
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Sir Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burt, rh Alistair
Cairns, Alun
Carmichael, Neil

Cartlidge, James
Cash, Sir William
Caulfield, Maria
Chalk, Alex
Chishti, Rehman
Chope, Mr Christopher
Churchill, Jo
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Kenneth
Cleverly, James
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Costa, Alberto
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, rh Stephen
Davies, Byron
Davies, Chris
Davies, David T. C.
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Dr James
Davies, Mims
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh Mr David
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Donelan, Michelle
Double, Steve
Dowden, Oliver
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Drummond, Mrs Flick
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Sir Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
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Evans, Graham
Evans, Mr Nigel
Evennett, rh Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Fernandes, Suella
Field, rh Mark
Foster, Kevin
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Frazer, Lucy
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Fysh, Marcus
Gale, Sir Roger
Garnier, rh Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Ghani, Nusrat
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Greening, rh Justine
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Halfon, rh Robert
Hall, Luke
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hancock, rh Matthew
Hands, rh Greg
Harper, rh Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, rh Mr John
Heald, Sir Oliver
Heappey, James
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Heaton-Jones, Peter
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoare, Simon
Hollingbery, George
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Howlett, Ben
Huddleston, Nigel
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, rh Sajid
Jayawardena, Mr Ranil
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
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Jenkyns, Andrea
Jenrick, Robert
Johnson, Boris
Johnson, Gareth
Johnson, Joseph
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kennedy, Seema
Knight, rh Sir Greg
Knight, Julian
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Lancaster, Mark
Latham, Pauline
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Lumley, Karen
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackintosh, David
Main, Mrs Anne
Mak, Mr Alan
Malthouse, Kit
Mann, Scott
Mathias, Dr Tania
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
Menzies, Mark
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Mrs Maria
Milling, Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Milton, rh Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, rh Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Morton, Wendy
Mowat, David
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Neill, Robert
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Osborne, rh Mr George
Patel, rh Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, rh Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Philp, Chris
Pickles, rh Sir Eric
Pincher, Christopher
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Poulter, Dr Daniel
Prentis, Victoria
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quin, Jeremy
Quince, Will
Raab, Mr Dominic
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, Mr Jacob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Mary
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, rh Amber
Rutley, David
Sandbach, Antoinette
Scully, Paul
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Simpson, rh Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Julian
Smith, Royston
Soames, rh Sir Nicholas
Solloway, Amanda
Soubry, rh Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Graham
Sturdy, Julian
Sunak, Rishi
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
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Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thomas, Derek
Throup, Maggie
Timpson, Edward
Tolhurst, Kelly
Tomlinson, Justin
Tomlinson, Michael
Tracey, Craig
Tredinnick, David
Trevelyan, Mrs Anne-Marie
Truss, rh Elizabeth
Tugendhat, Tom
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, rh Mr Andrew
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Warburton, David
Warman, Matt
Watkinson, Dame Angela
Wharton, James
Whately, Helen
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, rh Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Craig
Williamson, rh Gavin
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wood, Mike
Wragg, William
Wright, rh Jeremy
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Simon Kirby and
Sarah Newton

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ahmed-Sheikh, Ms Tasmina
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Arkless, Richard
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bardell, Hannah
Barron, rh Kevin
Beckett, rh Margaret
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive
Black, Mhairi
Blackford, Ian
Blackman, Kirsty
Blackman-Woods, Dr Roberta
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Boswell, Philip
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brake, rh Tom
Brennan, Kevin
Brock, Deidre
Brown, Alan
Brown, Lyn

Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Butler, Dawn
Cadbury, Ruth
Cameron, Dr Lisa
Campbell, rh Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Champion, Sarah
Chapman, Jenny
Cherry, Joanna
Clegg, rh Mr Nick
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Julie
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, rh Jeremy
Cowan, Ronnie
Cox, Jo
Coyle, Neil
Crausby, Mr David
Crawley, Angela
Creagh, Mary
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Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cummins, Judith
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
David, Wayne
Davies, Geraint
Day, Martyn
De Piero, Gloria
Docherty-Hughes, Martin
Dodds, rh Mr Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr Jeffrey M.
Donaldson, Stuart Blair
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Dowd, Peter
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Elliott, Tom
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Farron, Tim
Fellows, Marion
Ferrier, Margaret
Field, rh Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Fletcher, Colleen
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Foxcroft, Vicky
Gibson, Patricia
Glindon, Mary
Goodman, Helen
Grady, Patrick
Grant, Peter
Gray, Neil
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Haigh, Louise
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mr Mark
Hendry, Drew
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Dame Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
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Hunt, Tristram
Huq, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Graham
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Kane, Mike
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Kerevan, George
Kerr, Calum
Kinahan, Danny
Kinnock, Stephen
Kyle, Peter
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Law, Chris
Leslie, Chris
Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma
Lewis, Clive
Lewis, Mr Ivan
Long Bailey, Rebecca
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian C.
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, rh Fiona
Madders, Justin
Mahmood, Mr Khalid
Mahmood, Shabana
Malhotra, Seema
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr Gordon
Maskell, Rachael
Mc Nally, John
McCabe, Steve
McCaig, Callum
McCarthy, Kerry
McCartney, Jason
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonald, Stewart Malcolm
McDonald, Stuart C.
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGarry, Natalie
McGinn, Conor
McGovern, Alison
McInnes, Liz
McKinnell, Catherine
McLaughlin, Anne
McMahon, Jim
McPartland, Stephen
Meale, Sir Alan
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh Edward
Monaghan, Carol
Monaghan, Dr Paul
Morden, Jessica
Morris, Grahame M.
Mulholland, Greg
Mullin, Roger
Murray, Ian
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Nandy, Lisa
Newlands, Gavin
Nicolson, John
O’Hara, Brendan
Onn, Melanie
Onwurah, Chi
Osamor, Kate
Oswald, Kirsten
Paisley, Ian
Paterson, Steven
Pearce, Teresa
Pennycook, Matthew
Perkins, Toby
Phillips, Jess
Powell, Lucy
Pugh, John
Qureshi, Yasmin
Rayner, Angela
Reed, Mr Jamie
Reed, Mr Steve
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Rachel
Reynolds, Emma
Reynolds, Jonathan
Rimmer, Marie
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, rh Angus
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mr Geoffrey
Rotheram, Steve
Ryan, rh Joan
Saville Roberts, Liz
Shah, Naz
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Sheppard, Tommy
Sherriff, Paula
Shuker, Mr Gavin
Siddiq, Tulip
Simpson, David
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Cat
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Smith, Jeff
Smith, Owen
Smyth, Karin
Spellar, rh Mr John
Starmer, Keir
Stephens, Chris
Stevens, Jo
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, rh Ms Gisela
Tami, Mark
Thewliss, Alison
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, Nick
Thompson, Owen
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turley, Anna
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Weir, Mike
West, Catherine
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mr Mark
Wilson, Corri
Wilson, Sammy
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Dame Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Wright, Mr Iain
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Noes:
Holly Lynch and
Sue Hayman

Question accordingly agreed to.
Lords amendment 8 disagreed to.
Clause 14
UNIVERSAL CREDIT: LIMITED CAPABILITY FOR WORK
ELEMENT

Motion made, and Question put, That this House
disagrees with Lords amendment 9.—(Priti Patel.)
The House divided: Ayes 304, Noes 280.
Division No. 195]

[6.6 pm

AYES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Allan, Lucy
Amess, Sir David
Andrew, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Mr Steve

Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Bellingham, Sir Henry
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Berry, James
Bingham, Andrew
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
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Blunt, Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Borwick, Victoria
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Brokenshire, rh James
Bruce, Fiona
Buckland, Robert
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Sir Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burt, rh Alistair
Cairns, Alun
Carmichael, Neil
Cartlidge, James
Cash, Sir William
Caulfield, Maria
Chalk, Alex
Chishti, Rehman
Chope, Mr Christopher
Churchill, Jo
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Kenneth
Cleverly, James
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Costa, Alberto
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, rh Stephen
Davies, Byron
Davies, Chris
Davies, David T. C.
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Dr James
Davies, Mims
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh Mr David
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Donelan, Michelle
Double, Steve
Dowden, Oliver
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Drummond, Mrs Flick
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Sir Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Evans, Mr Nigel
Evennett, rh Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Fernandes, Suella
Field, rh Mark
Foster, Kevin
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Frazer, Lucy
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Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Fysh, Marcus
Gale, Sir Roger
Garnier, rh Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Ghani, Nusrat
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl
Glen, John
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Greening, rh Justine
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Halfon, rh Robert
Hall, Luke
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hancock, rh Matthew
Hands, rh Greg
Harper, rh Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, rh Mr John
Heald, Sir Oliver
Heappey, James
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Heaton-Jones, Peter
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoare, Simon
Hollingbery, George
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Howlett, Ben
Huddleston, Nigel
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, rh Sajid
Jayawardena, Mr Ranil
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Jenkyns, Andrea
Jenrick, Robert
Johnson, Boris
Johnson, Gareth
Johnson, Joseph
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kennedy, Seema
Knight, rh Sir Greg
Knight, Julian
Kwarteng, Kwasi
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Lancaster, Mark
Latham, Pauline
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Lumley, Karen
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackintosh, David
Main, Mrs Anne
Mak, Mr Alan
Malthouse, Kit
Mann, Scott
Mathias, Dr Tania
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
Menzies, Mark
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Mrs Maria
Milling, Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Milton, rh Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, rh Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Morton, Wendy
Mowat, David
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Neill, Robert
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Osborne, rh Mr George
Patel, rh Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, rh Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Philp, Chris
Pickles, rh Sir Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Poulter, Dr Daniel
Prentis, Victoria
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quin, Jeremy
Quince, Will
Raab, Mr Dominic
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, Mr Jacob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
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Robinson, Mary
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, rh Amber
Rutley, David
Sandbach, Antoinette
Scully, Paul
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Simpson, rh Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Julian
Smith, Royston
Soames, rh Sir Nicholas
Solloway, Amanda
Soubry, rh Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Graham
Sturdy, Julian
Sunak, Rishi
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thomas, Derek
Throup, Maggie
Timpson, Edward
Tolhurst, Kelly
Tomlinson, Justin
Tomlinson, Michael
Tracey, Craig
Tredinnick, David
Trevelyan, Mrs Anne-Marie
Truss, rh Elizabeth
Tugendhat, Tom
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, rh Mr Andrew
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Warburton, David
Warman, Matt
Watkinson, Dame Angela
Wharton, James
Whately, Helen
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, rh Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Craig
Williamson, rh Gavin
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wood, Mike
Wragg, William
Wright, rh Jeremy
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Simon Kirby and
Sarah Newton
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NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ahmed-Sheikh, Ms Tasmina
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Arkless, Richard
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bardell, Hannah
Barron, rh Kevin
Beckett, rh Margaret
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive
Black, Mhairi
Blackford, Ian
Blackman, Kirsty
Blackman-Woods, Dr Roberta
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Boswell, Philip
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brake, rh Tom
Brennan, Kevin
Brock, Deidre
Brown, Alan
Brown, Lyn
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Butler, Dawn
Cadbury, Ruth
Cameron, Dr Lisa
Campbell, rh Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Champion, Sarah
Chapman, Jenny
Cherry, Joanna
Clegg, rh Mr Nick
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Julie
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, rh Jeremy
Cowan, Ronnie
Cox, Jo
Coyle, Neil
Crausby, Mr David
Crawley, Angela
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cummins, Judith
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
David, Wayne
Davies, Geraint
Day, Martyn
De Piero, Gloria
Docherty-Hughes, Martin
Dodds, rh Mr Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr Jeffrey M.

Donaldson, Stuart Blair
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Dowd, Peter
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Elliott, Tom
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Farron, Tim
Fellows, Marion
Ferrier, Margaret
Field, rh Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Fletcher, Colleen
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Gibson, Patricia
Glindon, Mary
Goodman, Helen
Grady, Patrick
Grant, Peter
Gray, Neil
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Haigh, Louise
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mr Mark
Hendry, Drew
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Dame Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Huq, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Graham
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Kane, Mike
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Kerevan, George
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Kerr, Calum
Kinahan, Danny
Kinnock, Stephen
Kyle, Peter
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Law, Chris
Leslie, Chris
Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma
Lewis, Clive
Lewis, Mr Ivan
Long Bailey, Rebecca
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian C.
Lynch, Holly
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, rh Fiona
Madders, Justin
Mahmood, Mr Khalid
Mahmood, Shabana
Malhotra, Seema
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr Gordon
Maskell, Rachael
Mc Nally, John
McCabe, Steve
McCaig, Callum
McCarthy, Kerry
McCartney, Jason
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonald, Stewart Malcolm
McDonald, Stuart C.
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGarry, Natalie
McGinn, Conor
McGovern, Alison
McInnes, Liz
McKinnell, Catherine
McLaughlin, Anne
McMahon, Jim
McPartland, Stephen
Meale, Sir Alan
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh Edward
Monaghan, Carol
Monaghan, Dr Paul
Morden, Jessica
Morris, Grahame M.
Mulholland, Greg
Mullin, Roger
Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Newlands, Gavin
Nicolson, John
O’Hara, Brendan
Onn, Melanie
Onwurah, Chi
Osamor, Kate
Oswald, Kirsten
Paisley, Ian
Paterson, Steven
Pearce, Teresa
Pennycook, Matthew
Perkins, Toby
Phillips, Jess
Powell, Lucy
Pugh, John
Qureshi, Yasmin

Rayner, Angela
Reed, Mr Jamie
Reed, Mr Steve
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Rachel
Reynolds, Emma
Reynolds, Jonathan
Rimmer, Marie
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, rh Angus
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mr Geoffrey
Rotheram, Steve
Ryan, rh Joan
Saville Roberts, Liz
Shah, Naz
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Sheppard, Tommy
Sherriff, Paula
Shuker, Mr Gavin
Siddiq, Tulip
Simpson, David
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Cat
Smith, Jeff
Smith, Owen
Smyth, Karin
Spellar, rh Mr John
Starmer, Keir
Stephens, Chris
Stevens, Jo
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, rh Ms Gisela
Tami, Mark
Thewliss, Alison
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, Nick
Thompson, Owen
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turley, Anna
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Weir, Mike
West, Catherine
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mr Mark
Wilson, Corri
Wilson, Sammy
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Dame Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Woodcock, John
Wright, Mr Iain
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Noes:
Sue Hayman and
Vicky Foxcroft
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Question accordingly agreed to.
Lords amendment 9 disagreed to.
Lords amendments 2 to 7 and 10 to 33 agreed to, with
Commons financial privileges waived in respect of Lords
amendments 2 to 6 and 11.
Lords amendment 34 disagreed to.
Government amendment (a) made in lieu of Lords
amendment 34.
Lords amendments 35 to 57 agreed to.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 83H), That a Committee be appointed to
draw up Reasons to be assigned to the Lords for disagreeing
to their amendments 1, 8 and 9;
That Neil Gray, Holly Lynch, Amanda Milling, Guy
Opperman, Priti Patel, David Rutley and Owen Smith
be members of the Committee;
That Priti Patel be the Chair of the Committee;
That three be the quorum of the Committee.
That the Committee do withdraw immediately.—(Guy
Opperman.)
Question agreed to.
Committee to withdraw immediately; reasons to be
reported and communicated to the Lords.
The Secretary of State for Scotland (David Mundell):
On a point of order, Madam Deputy Speaker. May I
confirm that this afternoon the United Kingdom and
Scottish Governments have reached agreement on the
fiscal framework? This is the arrangement that underpins
the significant new powers being delivered to the Scottish
Parliament by the Scotland Bill, which is currently
being considered in the other place. I believe that this
agreement will allow the Bill to proceed through this
Parliament, and I hope very much to receive a legislative
consent motion from the Scottish Parliament. I intend
to make a full statement to the House tomorrow, and I
will this evening appear by video link before the Scottish
Parliament’s Devolution (Further Powers) Committee,
but I wanted to use this opportunity to draw the House’s
attention to the fact that this significant agreement has
been concluded. It will allow the Scottish Parliament,
after the forthcoming Scottish elections, to take on the
significant new powers in tax and welfare that will make
it one of the most powerful and accountable devolved
Parliaments in the world. I am sure that the whole
House will welcome the fact that this agreement has
been concluded.
Madam Deputy Speaker (Mrs Eleanor Laing): I am
grateful to the right hon. Gentleman for his point of
order. The House will note that he will make a statement
to the House tomorrow, which will be the opportunity
for the House to discuss this matter, but he was absolutely
right to bring this information to the House as soon as
he was able to do so.
Angus Robertson (Moray) (SNP): Further to that
point of order, Madam Deputy Speaker. Is it in order
to congratulate the Scottish and UK Governments on
reaching a funding deal for devolved Government in
Scotland, and is it appropriate to take this opportunity
to thank the Secretary of State for giving me personal
advance notice of his point of order? I look forward
to his statement tomorrow. I think it is appropriate to
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commend First Minister Nicola Sturgeon and Finance
Secretary John Swinney for their efforts in fending off
Treasury attempts to short-change Scotland to the
tune of £7 billion. It would also be churlish not to
acknowledge the final acknowledgement by the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury that the rule of no detriment
was key to reaching success between the Scottish and
UK Governments.
Madam Deputy Speaker: I thank the right hon.
Gentleman for his point of order. He has duly given
notice to the House of the arguments he will make
tomorrow.
Ian Murray (Edinburgh South) (Lab): Further to that
point of order, Madam Deputy Speaker. May I add my
congratulations to the Secretary of State and the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury, and indeed to the First Minister
and the Finance Secretary in Scotland, on reaching this
agreement? It shows us that when two people want to
tango, they certainly can dance. Will the Secretary of
State indulge the House by letting us know whether we
will see some of the documentation before the statement
tomorrow? This is a hugely complex agreement with
significant figures, and I wonder whether it will be
possible to get advance sight of the fiscal framework
well ahead of tomorrow’s statement.
David Mundell: Further to that point of order,
Madam Deputy Speaker. I am able to confirm that the
documentation will be available for scrutiny. On the timing
of my statement, I cannot commit to exactly when it
will be.
Mr Chuka Umunna (Streatham) (Lab): On a point of
order, Madam Deputy Speaker. I wonder whether you
might provide some advice and give me your view. This
afternoon in our proceedings, we were scheduled to
have a Backbench Business Committee debate on serious
youth violence and gang violence, which are blighting
many of our inner-city areas. Unfortunately, because
our business is overrunning, we will not have time for
that debate and I will not be able to move my motion.
However, do you not think it appropriate that we send
out a message today, for those who may not be familiar
with the proceedings of the House of Commons, that
the fact that this debate has been delayed in no way
sends a signal that this House does not appreciate the
importance of the issue? I am pleased to inform the
House that the Chair of the Backbench Business Committee
has indicated to me that an alternative slot will be found
for us to have the debate at the earliest opportunity,
which I hope will be next week.
Madam Deputy Speaker: The hon. Gentleman is well
aware that that is not strictly a point for the Chair to
deal with. However, I commend him for taking the
opportunity to make that very important point for
those who are not familiar with the proceedings of this
House, and to emphasise the fact that the subject matter
of the debate that he tried to instigate today is extremely
important and taken very seriously by Members from
all parts of the House. I sincerely hope that the Backbench
Business Committee will find time in the near future,
when I am quite sure that the House will welcome the
opportunity, to debate the hon. Gentleman’s very important
motion.
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EDUCATION AND ADOPTION BILL
(PROGRAMME) (NO. 3)
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 83A(7)),
That the following provisions shall apply to the Education and
Adoption Bill for the purpose of supplementing the Orders of
22 June 2015 (Education and Adoption Bill (Programme)) and
16 September 2015 (Education and Adoption Bill (Programme)
(No.2)):
Consideration of Lords Amendments
(1) Proceedings on consideration of Lords Amendments shall
(so far as not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion
one hour after their commencement at today’s sitting.
Subsequent stages
(2) Any further Message from the Lords may be considered
forthwith without any Question being put.
(3) The proceedings on any further Message from the Lords
shall (so far as not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion
one hour after their commencement.—(Margot James.)

Education and Adoption Bill
Consideration of Lords amendments
6.27 pm
The Minister for Schools (Mr Nick Gibb): I beg to
move, That this House agrees with Lords amendment 1.
Madam Deputy Speaker (Mrs Eleanor Laing): With
this it will be convenient to consider the following:
Lords amendments 2 to 6.
Lords amendment 7, and amendments (a) to (d)
thereto.
Lords amendment 8, and amendment (a) thereto.
Mr Gibb: I am pleased to welcome the Education and
Adoption Bill back to the House for consideration of
amendments made in the other place. As a result of the
careful scrutiny of both Houses and the strong advocacy
of my noble Friend Lord Nash, the Bill returns to the
House in good shape and with the potential to ensure
that many more children and young people have the
opportunity to realise their full potential.
Since 2010, educational standards in England have
risen rapidly, and 1.4 million more pupils are now
taught in schools that are judged by Ofsted to be good
or outstanding. More than 80% of our schools are now
good or better. Further improvements are required,
however; 1.5 million pupils are still taught in schools
that Ofsted judges to be less than good. To deliver
educational excellence in every part of the country, we
need a school system that consistently delivers high
academic standards. This Bill brings forward important
reforms to raise standards across the country. It will
speed up the process by which failing maintained schools
become sponsored academies, introduce new measures
to allow us to intervene in coasting schools for the first
time and ensure that we have consistent powers to take
swift and decisive action when academies underperform.
Alongside reforms to improve school standards, the
Bill introduces a reform of the adoption system so that
more of our most vulnerable children can find stable,
loving homes without delay. The way the sector has
embraced the challenge of regional adoption agencies
has been impressive, and my hon. Friend the Minister
for Children and Families has recently announced that
future funding will be available to support the sector
during the transition. The move to regional adoption
agencies is a widely supported manifesto commitment,
and I have been delighted to see the support from across
the House and in the other place for the Government’s
vision. I am pleased to confirm that the adoption
clause, clause 13, stands unchanged from when the Bill
was first introduced.
There are eight Lords amendments to the education
provisions for the consideration of the House, and the
Labour party has proposed changes to two of the Lords
amendments. All eight of the Lords amendments were
either Government amendments or amendments that
were supported by the Government, and each was
accepted by all sides in the other place without a Division.
I hope that we will be able to reach the same conclusion
today.
Lords amendments 1 to 5 relate to coasting schools.
I want to speak to the most substantive amendment
in the group first, Lords amendment 5, regarding
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parliamentary scrutiny of the coasting regulations. The
Government recognise the importance of Parliament
scrutinising the detail of the coasting definition. Lords
amendment 5 therefore requires that coasting regulations
to be made under the Bill will be subject to the affirmative
procedure the first time they are laid. Subject to
parliamentary timetabling, we hope that that will take
place once the 2016 performance data have been published
and before any school is formally identified as coasting
for the first time. In making the change, the Government
have listened carefully to the concerns raised in both
this House and the other place regarding appropriate
parliamentary scrutiny of the coasting definition.
Subjecting the regulations to the affirmative procedure
when they are laid for the first time represents the most
proportionate approach. It will allow both Houses to
scrutinise and approve the detail of the final coasting
regulations without creating an ongoing burden on
parliamentary time. Minor and technical changes could
be required to the regulations following the publication
of school performance data, which currently takes place
twice each year, or as a result of changes to the layout
or content of performance tables. Such changes would
of course be uncontroversial, but if the regulations were
subject to the affirmative resolution procedure each
time we made such changes, they would require a full
debate in both Houses. Under the negative procedure,
Members of both Houses can still call a debate should
they have any concerns about the changes proposed.
Lords amendment 1 seeks to improve the drafting of
the Bill and to remove any unintentional element of
subjectivity that could be read into its original wording.
The original text states that a school will be eligible for
intervention when it has been notified that the Secretary
of State “considers” it to be coasting. We have been
clear from the outset that we want schools to be certain
about whether or not they meet the coasting definition.
That is why our proposed definition is firmly based on
school performance data. To ensure that schools are not
left in any doubt about this, Lords amendment 1 proposes
to revise the wording of clause 1 to remove the term
“considers”. In doing so, it clarifies that whether or not
a school is coasting is based on the absolute terms of
the definition.
Lords amendment 2 provides the Secretary of State
with the power to disapply the coasting clause of the
Bill from certain types of schools. As currently drafted,
the Bill would apply to all maintained schools, as defined
in the Education and Inspections Act 2006, including
special schools and maintained nursery schools. We
have no intention of applying the coasting definition to
some of those schools, such as maintained nursery
schools, which is why we have proposed this change.
Lords amendment 3 would change the Bill’s wording
to ensure the Secretary of State must make regulations
to define coasting. Amendments seeking this change
were tabled by the Labour party in this House, and the
Government supported the amendment when it was
brought forward in the other place. It has always been
our intention that coasting regulations be made, and
this Lords amendment will remove any doubt.
The final amendment to the coasting schools
clause, Lords amendment 4, is consequential to Lords
amendment 1, and is a technical change to ensure correct
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cross-referencing within the clause. Lords amendment 6
is also a consequential and technical amendment to
make explicit two further sections of the Education and
Inspections Act. I will not go into any further detail
about that.
Lords amendment 7 will ensure that parents are kept
informed when their child’s school is causing concern.
Their ability to understand the action that is being
taken to bring about improvements has been an important
issue throughout the passage of the Bill. In response,
the Government brought forward Lords amendment 7,
which we hope will provide assurance that parents will
always be kept informed when underperforming maintained
schools are becoming sponsored academies.
Every parent wants their child to attend a good
school. It is right that they demand quick, effective
action when concerns arise. We are clear that becoming
a sponsored academy will always be the solution for a
maintained school that is judged inadequate by Ofsted.
The Bill delivers on our manifesto commitment in that
respect.
John Pugh (Southport) (LD): The Minister mentions
parents. Does the balance of the Bill not concern him in
that it gives at least seven new powers to the Secretary
of State, but not one new power to parents?
Mr Gibb: The amendments we are debating give
parents an additional entitlement to receive communication
from the new sponsor of an academy while the process
is being undertaken. We are unapologetic about the
powers we are taking in the Bill, because we want to
tackle all failing schools from day one when they become
failing. That was in our manifesto, so this Bill is helping
us deliver yet another manifesto achievement.
Mike Kane (Wythenshawe and Sale East) (Lab): Does
the Minister not worry that there is no proper procedure
for a good school to decouple from a failing multi-academy
trust? Time and again in my constituency, we see MATs
that are not doing so well. I do not want to name the
schools, but the Secretary of State knows about them
because I have written to her personally about the issue.
There is no proper procedure for such schools to decouple
and we need one.
Mr Gibb: The hon. Gentleman raises an important
point, but the regional schools commissioners, of which
there are eight around the country who know the local
conditions and the local schools, will take action—indeed,
they are taking action—when a multi-academy trust is
failing to raise standards in its schools. We have taken
action over 120 times to remove schools from multi-academy
trusts that have not been delivering the support and
sponsorship that we seek.
Once a sponsor has been identified for a failing
school, it is commonplace for the sponsor to engage
with parents about its plans for the school to ensure
that they know what to expect. Often, parents are given
the opportunity to share their views about any changes
that the sponsor proposes to make. Lords amendment 7
will ensure that there is greater consistency for parents
because the sponsor that is identified to take over a
maintained school that is eligible for intervention will
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always be required to communicate to parents its plans
for improving the school before the school is converted
into a sponsored academy.
The hon. Members for Manchester Central (Lucy
Powell), for Scunthorpe (Nic Dakin) and for Manchester,
Withington (Jeff Smith) have proposed four amendments
to Lords amendment 7 that would replace the requirement
on the proposed sponsor to communicate information
about its plans to parents with a requirement for sponsors
to consult parents about their improvement plans. I
hope the House will recognise that that proposed change
is more than just semantics. To ensure that underperforming
schools are turned around as quickly as possible, clause
8 removes the requirement to consult on whether the
school should become an academy so that that process
cannot be misused to delay decisive action.
Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab) rose—
Mr Gibb: The Government consider that to be an
important step that will allow failing schools to begin
receiving the expert leadership and support that the
hon. Gentleman seeks from day one.
Underperforming schools are carefully matched to
sponsors. Trusting educational professionals to improve
schools based on their experience and expertise is central
to the academies programme. The proposal to impose a
requirement on sponsors to consult parents about their
plans to improve a school would represent a return to
the rigid approach that allowed vested interests to prevent
sponsors from taking decisive action and to delay the
process of transformation.
Lucy Frazer (South East Cambridgeshire) (Con): Does
my hon. Friend agree that the Government’s proposals
offer flexibility? Although there is no obligation to
consult and discuss, it is always open to the regional
schools commissioner and the school to discuss the
issue and consult as much as possible. For example,
there is a school in special measures in my constituency,
and the regional schools commissioner and I have had a
meeting with parents to discuss the situation at the
school and the potential new sponsor. It is always open
to those who are involved in education to consult as
widely as possible.
Mr Gibb: My hon. and learned Friend is right, and
nothing in the Bill prevents any amount of consultation,
or a new sponsor from talking to staff, parents and so
on. The amendment imposes a requirement on sponsors
to communicate with parents. Elsewhere the Bill also
prevents ideologically driven organisations and community
groups that are determined to prevent a failing or
underperforming school from becoming an academy
from doing so. We will not tolerate failure in our school
system, and we want to take action from day one.
Nic Dakin: Nobody will tolerate failure in schools.
Will the Minister provide evidence of where the consultation
has resulted in obstruction by vested interest?
Mr Gibb: In Committee I gave the hon. Gentleman
and other members of the Committee ample illustrations
of that. One example was Downhills school in Haringey,
which was deeply underperforming. The process of
conversion to an academy—it is now run by the Harris
Federation—was drawn out, which delayed improvement
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in that school. It is now a highly performing primary
school in Haringey, and it provides a much better
quality of education. I hope that the hon. Gentleman
does not want such a process to be delayed in future.
Amendment 8 relates to underperforming academies.
We have always been clear that we will tackle underperformance wherever it occurs, whether in a maintained
school or an academy. We recognise, however, that our
formal powers on failing and coasting academies vary
depending on the terms of an academy’s funding agreement.
In some cases, particularly in earlier academies, that
can restrict our ability to take action as strongly or as
swiftly as we would want. Regional schools commissioners
already take swift and effective action to secure improvements
in a minority of academies that underperform. We have
issued 134 formal notices to underperforming academies
and free schools, and we have moved to change the
sponsor in 124 cases of particular concern.
Andrew Gwynne (Denton and Reddish) (Lab): The
Minister will know that I have an academy in my
constituency, which my middle son attends. It was an
excellent school when he started out, but unfortunately
it began to require improvement and is now inadequate—
indeed, Ofsted is there today. The regional schools
commissioner has no powers to intervene in that academy,
so will the Minister clarify that these powers will give
Vicky Beer, the north-west regional schools commissioner,
the powers she needs to go in and sort out the school?
Mr Gibb: The hon. Gentleman gives an example of
where such powers are needed. Regional schools
commissioners are industrious and energetic in tackling
underperformance in academies, but some have older
funding agreements. The new funding agreements have
explicit powers for the Secretary of State to intervene,
and amendment 8 seeks to give the powers of the
Secretary of State, and through her the regional schools
commissioners, to all academies, even those with old
funding agreements that do not have the powers to
intervene.
In practice, Lords amendment 8 will mean that when
an academy’s performance meets one of two triggers in
legislation—an inadequate Ofsted judgment or performance
that falls within the coasting definition—its funding
agreement will be read as having broadly the same
provisions as apply to failing and coasting schools in
our latest model funding agreement. That will give
regional schools commissioners consistent powers to
move a failing academy swiftly to a new sponsor, and to
require a coasting academy to demonstrate that it can
make sufficient improvement. The same coasting definition
will apply to academies and maintained schools, and
where an academy is coasting, as with a maintained
school, it will be given the opportunity to demonstrate
that it can improve sufficiently.
Andrew Gwynne: Does the Minister also recognise,
when the regulations are drawn up, that it is possible
for a school to be “coasting” at what appears to be a
relatively high level, but that nevertheless the children
are underperforming compared with what they should
be achieving?
Mr Gibb: Yes. Again, the hon. Gentleman makes a
very good point. The definition of coasting incorporates
a progress measure, because schools that on the surface
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may look as though they are performing well could
easily fall within the definition of coasting when we
look at the progress the children in that school make.
We are determined that every child, regardless of starting
point, will fulfil their absolute potential. Whether they
are high performing or struggling, all pupils deserve
the best education possible. That is the purpose behind
using a progress measure in the definition of coasting.
6.45 pm
The Labour party proposed an amendment to Lords
amendment 8, which would remove the requirement
for the Secretary of State to give the proprietor of an
academy the opportunity to make representations before
terminating the agreement on the grounds of an inadequate
Ofsted judgment. The Government have included this
step in their amendment as it is a requirement under the
current model funding agreement, the contract between
the Secretary of State and the academy trust. As I have
set out, the effect of the Government’s amendment is to
bring academies with older funding agreements broadly
in line with the provisions of failing and coasting academies
in the latest model funding agreement. Removing the
requirement to seek representations would go beyond
that and would fundamentally change the funding
agreement, which is a contractual agreement for all
academies. I assure the House that we have not set a
particular timescale for the representations process in
relation to failing academies, and we will ensure it is not
lengthy and bureaucratic.
I hope the House will recognise the clear progress
made on the Bill since it was last debated in this place
and will welcome in particular the amendments to
ensure parents are kept informed of consistent, effective
powers to address underperforming academies. I am
confident that the Bill before us today illustrates the
Government’s commitment to building a fairer society
in which every child receives an excellent education and
the best possible start in life. I hope that hon. Members
are able to support the amendments. I commend them
to the House.
Nic Dakin: First, I pay tribute to my hon. Friends the
Members for Cardiff West (Kevin Brennan) and for
Birmingham, Selly Oak (Steve McCabe), who led for
the Opposition when the Bill came through the House,
as I do to all other right hon. and hon. Members who,
as the Minister bore witness in his opening statement,
contributed in Committee and in the Chamber to improving
the Bill. I commend those in the other place who have
worked hard at least to extract some small movements
in the right direction, which come before us today in the
form of Lords amendments.
It is quite amazing that, when there are so many real
challenges facing the education system on the Conservatives’
watch, the first education Bill of the new Parliament
does nothing to tackle them: parents concerned about
the crisis in school places; parents anxious about the
crisis in teacher supply; parents worried about changes
to the school assessment system. Parents get no answers
to the things that matter to them from the Bill and this
Government. Instead, the Education Secretary brings
forward another Bill obsessed with structures, seizing
more powers for herself while marginalising parents
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and local communities—the very people who understand
their areas, their local economy and what their children
need to succeed.
Let us take the amendments in turn. I welcome the
Government’s proposals in Lords amendments 1 to 5
that the coasting regulations will be subject to an affirmative
procedure the first time they are laid. Hopefully, things
will then become much clearer—they are still pretty
murky at the moment. We do know, however, that
primary and secondary schools will be identified on the
basis of their 2014 to 2016 pupil results through a
devised progress measure. We do not know when that
final designation will occur for primary and secondary
schools, with GCSE results about a month behind final
key stage 2 results. We can only wonder how many
schools will be identified. It could be 200, it could be
2,000.
We do not know whether the measures will work.
After all, the Schools Minister has form on promising
to fix the problem of coasting schools. He came to this
House in November 2011 to say that we must concentrate
on the schools in the leafy suburbs that are not challenging
their pupils as well as they should be. He promised that
all schools would be subject to scrutiny to make sure
that they raised standards and he placed his faith in the
new performance tables that would identify how schools
perform in relation to children of high academic ability
as well as to those of lower academic ability. There is no
evidence that the new panacea of academisation will be
any more effective than the old panacea of performance
tables.
We welcome amendment 7, as it finally recognises
that parents exist and have an interest in their children’s
school. Frankly, though, it does not go far enough. The
2015 Conservative party manifesto boldly states that
“power to the people” is “a core Conservative belief ”.
[Interruption.] Thank you. I am not sure whether that
is right, but I do know that in this Bill that belief is not
extended to the people most concerned about their
children’s education—their parents. Surely parents deserve
to be as fully engaged as possible in decisions affecting
their child’s education. Where the ownership of the
school is changing, they should surely have the right to
be consulted, and not simply, in the Secretary of State’s
words,
“given the opportunity to understand just how a sponsor aims to
transform their child’s school.”

The right hon. Lady serves up advertising jargon when
she should be giving power to parents.
The selection of a sponsor is a critical strategic
decision. As the Sutton Trust has shown, not all sponsors
are as effective as others. Some are failing to provide an
acceptable standard of education. Indeed, Ofsted recently
said that the Academies Enterprise Trust, the largest
academy chain, is “failing too many pupils” and that
poorer pupils are doing “particularly badly”. None of
us wants that. We are agreed across the House on that,
but the reality is that that is what is happening in a
number of multi-academy trusts. Ofsted has also branded
standards at secondary schools at another multi-academy
trust, E-ACT, as “too low”, while the performance of
pupils from poorer backgrounds was “causing serious
concern.” This is the chain that wants to cut local
people out of governance arrangements, replacing them
with “academy ambassadorial advisory bodies”—more
jargon.
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Stephen Twigg (Liverpool, West Derby) (Lab/Co-op):
My hon. Friend mentions Ofsted and power to local
people. He may have seen the comments of Michael
Wilshaw about Liverpool and Manchester. Does he
agree that it vital to have solutions to bring about
school improvements in great cities such as Liverpool
and Manchester that are owned by local people and by
local communities? Will he welcome the Liverpool challenge,
which is seeking to address precisely the issues that
Michael Wilshaw was talking about?
Nic Dakin: Absolutely; my hon. Friend makes a very
good point, and I pay tribute to him for the work he is
doing with the Liverpool challenge to make sure that
those schools continue to transform and deliver the best
for the children in their care.
Mike Kane: To follow the comments of my hon.
Friend the Member for Liverpool, West Derby (Stephen
Twigg), Michael Wilshaw also commented today from
London that Greater Manchester and Merseyside schools
should have greater local involvement or more direction
from local politicians. Has Government policy changed—
we should now have a devolved structure for school
administration—or has Ofsted under Sir Michael’s
stewardship between 2012 and 2016 failed to improve
standards?
Nic Dakin: I think everybody recognises the very
good work that Sir Michael Wilshaw has done, but he
lays down a challenge to us all when it comes to
connecting what we want to do in a way that empowers
local communities. In a sense, that is one of the things
missing from this Bill.
Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): To
follow that up with another quick intervention, does my
hon. Friend agree that too few MPs get involved in
school improvement in the local area? Many MPs of all
parties talk about schools as though they were experts,
but they do not roll up their sleeves and do what our
hon. Friend the Member for Stoke-on-Trent Central
(Tristram Hunt) is doing—actually trying to make a
difference on the ground.
Nic Dakin: I always listen carefully to what the former
Chair of the Education Committee has to say, and he is
right on this occasion. We all have a leadership role in
our communities when it comes to supporting our
schools and colleges and ensuring that they deliver.
This is the second occasion on which AET and
E-ACT—the two largest multi-academy trusts in the
country, responsible between them for 85 schools—have
received significant criticism from the Independent Schools
Inspectorate. That is telling. The Secretary of State is
ultimately responsible for holding academies to account,
but, two years after Ofsted’s warning that the trusts
were failing to raise standards, we are again being told
that their schools are not delivering for many pupils. I
am sure we all agree that that is not good enough, and
that it illustrates the size of the challenge.
Parents have a fundamental wish to be involved in
their children’s education. A recent survey by PTA-UK
found that 97% of parents wanted to be consulted when
big changes were made to how their schools were run.
When a school becomes a sponsored academy and the
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sponsor is chosen, that represents a big change and a
big deal. Parents have an important role to play in
challenging—and helping—school communities to improve,
and their views should be taken into account at such
important moments.
Steve McCabe (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): Might
there be a risk that the Government are laying the
foundation for future legal challenges against academy
trusts if the duty to inform turns out to be a duty to
misinform, because they misrepresent the information
to parents and they are not allowed to consult on it?
Nic Dakin: My hon. Friend has done a great deal of
work on the Bill, and I am sure that Ministers have
heard what he has said. No doubt their legal advisers
will have already looked into the point very carefully,
but they may want—with his assistance—to double-check
the position. Why the Government cannot trust parents
is beyond me, but the House has an opportunity to put
that right by voting for our amendments (a) to (d).
There is real concern about whether the pool of
current and potential academy sponsors has the capacity
to improve additional schools. The Government’s own
statistics show that only 15% of the 20 largest chains are
performing above the national average, compared with
44% of maintained schools. Since September 2012,
75% of maintained schools have gained good or outstanding
judgments, compared with 69% of academies. According
to the National Foundation for Educational Research,
in 2014 pupils at maintained schools achieved the same
high standard of GCSE results as those attending
academies. The facts suggest that the Government would
help schools to improve by ending their ideological
obsession with academisation, and pragmatically removing
the bureaucratic barriers that prevent councils from
intervening in underperforming schools.
In my constituency, Priory Lane school received an
Ofsted judgment that meant that it needed significant
improvement. The governors indicated that they wanted
to go down the academy route, but that they wanted a
choice of academy sponsor. Owing to a lack of academy
sponsor capacity, the Department for Education and
the regional schools commissioner could offer only one
option, so governors and parents were presented with a
“take it or leave it” choice. Despite representations from
all and sundry—including myself—the Government
remained adamant that the shotgun wedding would go
ahead.
I understand where the Government were coming
from, and, indeed, their sense of urgency and exasperation
has been made clear today. In the event, however, owing
to the skilled intervention of the local authority, a
better solution was found. The school formed a federation
with a successful partner, Westcliffe Primary, and that
process is now benefiting both school communities.
Ultimately, the local authority’s skilled intervention has
produced a better outcome for children and parents—the
very people on whom we should all be focusing. That is
the sort of best practice that should be applauded and
learnt from in the interests of children and parents
everywhere. Of course we are pleased that the Government
acceded to our arguments, and have included academies
in the “coasting arena” so that action can be taken
when necessary.
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We come to the 80 lines of amendment 8, which was
inserted to recognise that academies—as we already
know—can also fail or be coasting and need improvement.
Academy governance is a mess. There are 5,000-plus
academies and 5,000-plus funding agreements. The private
contract, as opposed to public law, cannot work for
such a large number. It is a bureaucratic nightmare.
It baffles me that this Bill insists on treating schools
differently depending on what type of school structure
they have. If Ministers truly believe that no parent
should have to put up with their child spending a single
day in a failing school—to be fair, they have reiterated
that today, and we agree wholeheartedly with them on
it—and that leadership and governance should be replaced
immediately, I simply cannot fathom why that would
not apply to failing academies, too. Rather than double
standards for pupils, there needs to be robust, purposeful
action taken over any school that should be doing
better.
In conclusion, let me remind Members of the words
of Sir Keith Joseph, one of the Secretary of State’s
illustrious predecessors, in introducing his 1984 Green
Paper:
“Parents care about their children’s progress—how they develop
and what they learn. They share the general desire for higher
standards of education…We have not yet… allowed parents
sufficient scope for discharging their unique responsibilities. Our
education system is poorer for this. The Government now intends—
while fully respecting the responsibilities of local education
authorities—to extend its policies for raising standards in schools
by enabling parents to improve the work of the schools.”

This is an old-fashioned one nation Tory who respected
local authorities and wanted to empower parents. I applaud
his words.
How times have changed when it is now a Labour
Opposition who have to remind a Conservative Government
of the need to respect parents and recognise the role of
local government in providing oversight and accountability.
Amendment 8 goes a tiny way towards bringing
improvement by stating what funding agreements should
say—whether they say or do not—about Government
action when a school causes concern. Much more robust
legislation is required, and the Minister might like to
indicate whether it is true that the Government’s much
touted next White Paper will ideologically academise
the rest of the school estate. If so, will there be further
reams of words trying to make sense out of nonsense?
The Labour amendment highlights the fact that when
an academy has an Ofsted inadequate judgment, the
Secretary of State must listen to representations from
the school’s academy trust before taking further actions.
No such opportunity is afforded to local authoritymaintained schools.
The noble Lord Nash said amusingly in the other
place when introducing amendment 8 that a myth had
grown that Government
“somehow favour academies and hold them to account less
robustly than maintained schools”,

adding:
“That is not the case.”—[Official Report, House of Lords,
16 December 2015; Vol. 767, c. 2095.]

He is clearly a dab hand at irony. The reality is that this
clause further treats academies more favourably than
maintained schools by giving them the right of appeal
to the Secretary of State in these circumstances when
maintained schools cannot.
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Mike Wood (Dudley South) (Con): Is it the shadow
Minister’s party’s policy to retain existing academies?
We are a little confused as to where it currently stands
on the issue of the academy system.
Nic Dakin: There is absolutely no confusion. We are
just arguing that, whatever title there is above the door
to the school—academy, free school, maintained school,
university technical college or whatever—the same rules
should apply, and all those rules should recognise the
importance and the role of parents.
Labour believes that all schools should be treated
equally. There should not be preferential treatment of
schools that are academies compared with maintained
schools when either are failing or coasting. Academies
that are failing should have no more rights than maintained
schools that are failing. There should be a level playing
field for children, parents and communities, whatever
the structure of the school. Labour believes that a
partnership with parents is key to a strong education
system, which is why we continue to argue that when
their child’s school is to academise or the academy’s
sponsor is to be changed, parents should be consulted.
Lords amendment 1 agreed to.
Lords amendments 2 to 6 agreed to.
After Clause 12
Amendment (a) proposed to Lords amendment 7.—
(Nic Dakin.)
Question put, That the amendment be made.
The House divided: Ayes 187, Noes 302.
Division No. 196]

[7.6 pm

AYES
Abrahams, Debbie
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Barron, rh Kevin
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive
Blackman-Woods, Dr Roberta
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Butler, Dawn
Cadbury, Ruth
Campbell, rh Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Champion, Sarah
Chapman, Jenny
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Julie
Cooper, Rosie
Corbyn, rh Jeremy
Coyle, Neil

Crausby, Mr David
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
David, Wayne
Davies, Geraint
De Piero, Gloria
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Dowd, Peter
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Elliott, Julie
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Field, rh Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Fletcher, Colleen
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Goodman, Helen
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Haigh, Louise
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Hanson, rh Mr David
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mr Mark
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Huq, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Graham
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Kane, Mike
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Kendall, Liz
Kinnock, Stephen
Kyle, Peter
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Leslie, Chris
Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma
Lewis, Clive
Lewis, Mr Ivan
Long Bailey, Rebecca
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian C.
Lynch, Holly
Mactaggart, rh Fiona
Madders, Justin
Mahmood, Mr Khalid
Mahmood, Shabana
Malhotra, Seema
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr Gordon
Maskell, Rachael
McCabe, Steve
McCarthy, Kerry
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGinn, Conor
McGovern, Alison
McInnes, Liz
McKinnell, Catherine
McMahon, Jim
Meale, Sir Alan
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh Edward
Morden, Jessica
Morris, Grahame M.
Mulholland, Greg

Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Onn, Melanie
Onwurah, Chi
Osamor, Kate
Owen, Albert
Pearce, Teresa
Pennycook, Matthew
Perkins, Toby
Phillips, Jess
Powell, Lucy
Pugh, John
Qureshi, Yasmin
Rayner, Angela
Reed, Mr Jamie
Reed, Mr Steve
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Rachel
Reynolds, Emma
Rimmer, Marie
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robinson, Mr Geoffrey
Rotheram, Steve
Ryan, rh Joan
Saville Roberts, Liz
Shah, Naz
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Sherriff, Paula
Shuker, Mr Gavin
Siddiq, Tulip
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Cat
Smith, Jeff
Smith, Owen
Spellar, rh Mr John
Starmer, Keir
Stevens, Jo
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, rh Ms Gisela
Tami, Mark
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, Nick
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
West, Catherine
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Williams, Mr Mark
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Dame Rosie
Wright, Mr Iain
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Sue Hayman and
Vicky Foxcroft

NOES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Allan, Lucy
Allen, Heidi
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Amess, Sir David
Andrew, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, Edward
Atkins, Victoria
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Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Mr Steve
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Bellingham, Sir Henry
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Berry, James
Bingham, Andrew
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Borwick, Victoria
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Brokenshire, rh James
Bruce, Fiona
Buckland, Robert
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Sir Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burt, rh Alistair
Cairns, Alun
Carmichael, Neil
Cartlidge, James
Cash, Sir William
Caulfield, Maria
Chalk, Alex
Chishti, Rehman
Chope, Mr Christopher
Churchill, Jo
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Kenneth
Cleverly, James
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Costa, Alberto
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, rh Stephen
Davies, Byron
Davies, Chris
Davies, David T. C.
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Dr James
Davies, Mims
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Dodds, rh Mr Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr Jeffrey M.
Double, Steve
Dowden, Oliver
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Drummond, Mrs Flick
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Sir Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Elliott, Tom
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George

Evans, Mr Nigel
Evennett, rh Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Fernandes, Suella
Field, rh Mark
Foster, Kevin
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Frazer, Lucy
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Fysh, Marcus
Gale, Sir Roger
Garnier, rh Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Ghani, Nusrat
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl
Glen, John
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Greening, rh Justine
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Halfon, rh Robert
Hall, Luke
Hammond, Stephen
Hancock, rh Matthew
Hands, rh Greg
Harper, rh Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Heald, Sir Oliver
Heappey, James
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Heaton-Jones, Peter
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoare, Simon
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Howlett, Ben
Huddleston, Nigel
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, rh Sajid
Jayawardena, Mr Ranil
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Jenkyns, Andrea
Jenrick, Robert
Johnson, Boris
Johnson, Gareth
Johnson, Joseph
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Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kennedy, Seema
Kinahan, Danny
Knight, rh Sir Greg
Knight, Julian
Lancaster, Mark
Latham, Pauline
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lilley, rh Mr Peter
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Lumley, Karen
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackintosh, David
Main, Mrs Anne
Mak, Mr Alan
Malthouse, Kit
Mann, Scott
Mathias, Dr Tania
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Jason
McCartney, Karl
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
Menzies, Mark
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Mrs Maria
Milling, Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Milton, rh Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, rh Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Morton, Wendy
Mowat, David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Neill, Robert
Newton, Sarah
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Osborne, rh Mr George
Paisley, Ian
Patel, rh Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, rh Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Philp, Chris
Pickles, rh Sir Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Poulter, Dr Daniel
Prentis, Victoria
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Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quin, Jeremy
Quince, Will
Raab, Mr Dominic
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, Mr Jacob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mary
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, rh Amber
Rutley, David
Sandbach, Antoinette
Scully, Paul
Selous, Andrew
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Simpson, David
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Julian
Smith, Royston
Soames, rh Sir Nicholas
Solloway, Amanda
Soubry, rh Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Streeter, Mr Gary
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Graham
Sturdy, Julian
Sunak, Rishi
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thomas, Derek
Throup, Maggie
Timpson, Edward
Tolhurst, Kelly
Tomlinson, Justin
Tomlinson, Michael
Tracey, Craig
Tredinnick, David
Trevelyan, Mrs Anne-Marie
Truss, rh Elizabeth
Tugendhat, Tom
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, rh Mr Andrew
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Warburton, David
Warman, Matt
Watkinson, Dame Angela
Wharton, James
Whately, Helen
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, rh Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Craig
Williamson, rh Gavin
Wilson, Sammy

Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wood, Mike
Wragg, William
Wright, rh Jeremy

Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Noes:
George Hollingbery and
Simon Kirby

Question accordingly negatived.
Lords amendments 7 and 8 agreed to.

Business without Debate
DELEGATED LEGISLATION
Madam Deputy Speaker (Mrs Eleanor Laing): With
the leave of the House, we shall take motions 7 to 10
together.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 118(6)),
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING
That the draft Infrastructure Planning (Onshore Wind Generating
Stations) Order 2016,which was laid before this House on
14 January, be approved.

CRIMINAL LAW
That the Andrey Lugovoy and Dmitri Kovtun Freezing Order 2016
(S.I., 2016, No. 67), dated 22 January 2016, a copy of which was
laid before this House on 22 January, be approved.

COMPANIES
That the draft Register of People with Significant Control
Regulations 2016, which were laid before this House on 25 January,
be approved.

LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIPS
That the draft Limited Liability Partnerships (Register of
People with Significant Control) Regulations 2016, which were
laid before this House on 25 January, be approved.—(Stephen
Barclay.)

Question agreed to.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 118(6)),
ROAD TRAFFIC
That the draft Passenger and Goods Vehicles (Tachographs)
(Amendment) Regulations 2016, which were laid before this
House on 12 January, be approved.—(Stephen Barclay.)

The Deputy Speaker’s opinion as to the decision of the
Question being challenged, the Division was deferred until
Wednesday 24 February (Standing Order No. 41A).
ESTIMATES
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 145(3))
That this House agrees with the Report of the Liaison Committee
of 10 February:
(1) That a day not later than 18 March be allotted for the
consideration of the following Estimates for financial year 2015-16:
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, insofar as it
relates to the science budget; and
Department of Health, insofar as it relates to end of life care.
(2) That a further day not later than 18 March be allotted for
the consideration of the following Estimates for financial year
2015-16:
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Foreign & Commonwealth Office, insofar as it relates to the
Spending Review 2015; and
Home Office, insofar as it relates to reform of the police
funding formula.—(Stephen Barclay.)

The Deputy Speaker’s opinion as to the decision of the
Question being challenged, the Division was deferred until
Wednesday 24 February (Standing Order No. 41A).
HIGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON – WEST
MIDLANDS) BILL
Ordered,
That the High Speed Rail (London – West Midlands) Bill
Committee shall have leave to sit twice on the first day on which it
shall meet.—(Stephen Barclay.)

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO INDUSTRY
Ordered,
That the Motion in the name of Secretary Sajid Javid relating
to Financial Assistance to Industry shall be treated as if it related
to an instrument subject to the provisions of Standing Order
No. 118 (Delegated Legislation Committees) in respect of which
notice has been given that the instrument be approved.—(Stephen
Barclay.)

PETITION
Election of FIFA President
7.23 pm
Damian Collins (Folkestone and Hythe) (Con): The
petition to the House of Commons from a resident of
the UK states:
The petition of a resident of the UK,
Shows that in August 2009, Sheikh Salman, then Bahrain
Football Association (Bahrain FA) President, was accused of
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using FIFA-financed sports development budgets to fund his
unsuccessful campaign for the FIFA Executive Committee election;
and that in a leaked letter received by the Al Bilad newspaper it
was claimed that Sheikh Salman had spent upwards of 855,000
dinars (£1.6 million GBP) on his campaign and that some of this
money had come from FIFA-financed football development projects,
in particular Goal 1 (intended to help fund a new Bahrain FA
headquarters), and Goal 3 (intended to provide facilities for the
development of youth and women’s football); that after FIFA
requested urgent information from the Bahrain FA regarding the
misappropriation of funds Sheikh Salman did not comment until
early September 2009, at which point he denied those claims,
however the Bahrain FA did not dispute the contents of the
leaked documents; also notes that prior to Sheikh Salman’s
election to the Presidency of the Asian Football Confederation
(AFC) in May 2013, details of the flights that the Football
Federation of Kyrgyz Republic’s (FFKR) delegation would be
taking to and from Kuala Lumpur for the AFC vote were emailed
to the private account of the ‘IT manager’ at the Olympic Council
of Asia (OCA), of which a close associate of Sheikh Salman was
Head; that three days before the vote, requests for support for
53 projects for Kyrgyzstan football to the tune of millions of
pounds were discussed although there seems to be no legitimate
reason for the FFKR, part of FIFA, to be seeking funding from
the OCA, part of the International Olympic Committee; notes
that the FFKR approached the OCA again after the AFC election
asking when they would receive payment for their projects, which
gives strong grounds to suspect that the FFKR voted for Sheikh
Salman because they believed they would receive significant
financial support from the OCA (including that OCA officials
appear to have met officials from the FFKR during the AFC vote
in 2013); and believes that this is a fresh ‘cash for votes’ scandal
which needs urgent investigation.
The petitioner therefore requests that the House of Commons
urges the Government to confirm that it would not support bids
from the English Football Association to host FIFA tournaments
should Sheikh Salman be elected as President of FIFA on Friday
26 February 2016.
And the petitioner remains, etc.
[P001673]
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Waste Recycling: South Gloucestershire
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House
do now adjourn.—(Stephen Barclay.)
7.27 pm
Chris Skidmore (Kingswood) (Con): After the heady
political events of the past few days, I wish to turn the
House’s attention to a matter that is rather more local,
but nevertheless of the utmost concern to residents in
my local area. It is a matter that has the power to win or
lose elections—a matter that, as I am sure the Minister
knows, local councillors mess around with at their peril.
I am, of course, talking about local waste collection
and bins.
This is not the only occasion I have used an Adjournment
debate to raise my concerns about waste collection
services in my local area of South Gloucestershire. I am
sure, Madam Deputy Speaker, that you will recall the
memorable debate I had in the House on 30 June 2014,
in which I raised constituents’ concerns regarding the
introduction of a separate charge for green bin waste
collection—dubbed the green bin tax—which was opposed
by local Conservative councillors, but voted through by
Labour and Liberal Democrat councillors. In that debate,
the Minister was highly critical of the council for introducing
what has been termed a stealth tax and imposing extra
charges on residents for services that, if we are honest,
should quite simply be paid for by council tax.
Together with my hon. Friend the Member for
Thornbury and Yate (Luke Hall)—he is in his place and
will contribute to the debate later—who had not yet
been elected to this place, I collected more than 4,000
signatures on a petition opposing the introduction of
the green bin tax. Local Conservatives also pledged in
their manifesto to scrap the charge over the next council
term. It is therefore welcome that, only last week, local
Conservative councillors signalled their first move towards
removing the green bin charge, reducing it by £6, with
the aim of phasing it out over four years. The Conservativecontrolled council was elected on a mandate to do that,
and I expect it to meet its manifesto commitment.
That just goes to show that debates such as this have
the power to sway local opinion and to lead to a sea
change in local policy. It is with that optimism in mind
that I wish to speak about the potential changes to
waste recycling in South Gloucestershire. South
Gloucestershire is soon to face its greatest shake-up in
waste recycling services in over a decade. As the local
MP—I should probably declare my interest in that I am
also a South Gloucestershire council tax payer and user
of its waste recycling services—I wish to use this debate
to ensure that my constituents’ concerns about this
massive change are properly represented.
The changes can be broken down into two components.
The first is the welcome introduction of weekly recycling
for all recyclable materials. Currently, we have a system
where metals, glass and cartons are collected in a 55-litre
green box every two weeks, alternating with the collection
of paper, plastics and cardboard in three separate 60-litre
bags. It is a messy, overly complicated system which, as
any resident will know, clutters up the house and, once
the bags are emptied, they risk getting blown across the
streets. Thankfully, that will end, to be replaced with the
weekly collection of a single recycling box with dividers
to separate the various recyclable materials. So far so
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good: residents will now have the chance to recycle all
their materials weekly, rather than having to wait for
them to be collected every two weeks. But the second
change will be far less welcome, as the black bin, which
will still be collected every fortnight, is set to be reduced
in size from 240 litres to 140 litres.
The council’s reasoning for making these changes is
clear. As a council, South Gloucestershire needs to do
more to increase its recycling and composting rates,
which have fallen from 53.1% in 2010 to 47.5% in
2015—though it would be interesting to know to what
extent the introduction of a green bin charge has proved
counter-productive in causing fewer people to recycle
green waste. The council’s research shows that of the
44,868 tonnes of black bin waste that was collected last
year, 52% could have been recycled. Given that any
rubbish that goes into the black bin is sent to landfill,
costing the council approximately £80 a tonne, we are
literally throwing away council tax payers’ money. In
2014-15, £4.5 million was spent on disposing of black
bin waste—23% of the council’s total waste budget. If
the recyclable material in the black bins had been recycled,
the council would have saved an extra £3 million—in
effect, £11 for every man, woman and child in South
Gloucestershire. In making this change, the council will
be following Bristol City Council and Bath and North
East Somerset Council in making similar reductions in
their black bin size.
While the rationale behind the reduction in size of
the black bins is clear, I nevertheless feel that many
residents will struggle with the change. Personally—I
must put my personal thoughts on record—I feel that
the reduction in the size of the black bin from 240 litres
to 140 litres is a reduction too far. Other councils with
far higher recycling rates have not reduced their black
bin size by as much. South Oxfordshire District Council,
which has a 67.3% recycling rate, has a black bin size of
180 litres, and Vale of White Horse District Council,
with a 65.6% recycling rate, has the same bin size. Again
personally, I believe that the change to weekly recycling
will do enough to drive up recycling rates alone without
penalising residents with the introduction of vastly
smaller black bins, which, after all, have a significant
initial capital cost.
Although my hon. Friend and I welcome the weekly
recycling, we have written to the leader of the council,
Matthew Riddle, setting out our concerns over the
proposed changes and suggesting amendments that could
be made to the future of waste services in South
Gloucestershire. In the letter, we have called for three
key amendments to the council’s waste policy. First,
there should be no reduction in the overall capacity of
the waste services for householders. Indeed, we wish to
make the case that South Gloucestershire Council should
use the opportunity of this change to increase the
amount of waste that it collects from residents, giving
far greater value for money. To do this, we are calling
for the council to give an unlimited number of the new
recycling boxes to residents who request them. It will be
up to local people to request the number they would
like, but there should be no cap, so that people will be
able to recycle as much as possible without restraint in
capacity. A reduction in the size of the black bin—or
the landfill bin, to give it its proper name—should be
accompanied by a clear understanding that people will
be given the chance to recycle more and to do so more
often.
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Secondly, we have been contacted by many families
with young children who are concerned that the change
will impact heavily on them. I know exactly how they
feel, as I am the father of an 18-month-old girl, and my
wife is expecting our second child in less than a month—
[HON. MEMBERS: “Hear, hear!”] Thank you. Indeed, I
feel their pain, as I am sure does the Minister, given that
he has a young toddler roughly the same age as mine.
Therefore, to help those families who are struggling and
overloaded with nappies and other waste that no one
would ever consider fit to be recycled, I am calling for
the establishment of a free universal nappy collection
service for any family that requests it.
Thirdly, the new single recycling box will, in all
honesty, make things a lot easier for my constituents,
but I would prefer a single recycling wheelie bin, which
is what has been adopted by many other councils.
However, if a single recycling box is to be adopted,
elderly, vulnerable and disabled people may be unable
to carry a heavy box and their needs must be taken into
consideration. That could include allowing them either
to keep a larger bin or to have some form of adaptive
device that would allow the recycling box to be wheeled
in place for collection.
I hope that my and my hon. Friend’s requests will be
considered seriously by the council when it makes its
decision. This change will be significant for many residents
and needs to be handled sensitively. I hope that my
proposals do precisely that, and that they will help to
create a better and more efficient way to recycle waste in
South Gloucestershire.
7.36 pm
Luke Hall (Thornbury and Yate) (Con): I am grateful
to be called to speak in a debate that, as my hon. Friend
the Member for Kingswood (Chris Skidmore) has said,
the record books may not show to be as animated as
others held this week. Nevertheless, the issue is still
important to people in South Gloucestershire. I thank
my hon. Friend both for securing this debate and for his
tireless work and commitment on the issue over the
years I have known him.
Before being elected to this place, I made the case as
strongly as possible, alongside local Conservative councillors
and my hon. Friend, that recycling services should be
enhanced and protected, so the issue is close to my
heart. In that vein, I want to comment on South
Gloucestershire’s draft waste strategy.
I welcome the council’s proposed additional measures
to provide the means for local people to reuse, repair
and refurbish items from their homes, as well as the
council’s affirmation of its confidence in the success of
the Thornbury Revive shop and its commitment to
consider avenues to expand that service.
The draft waste strategy document produced by South
Gloucestershire Council suggests that bulky waste is a
significant contributor to waste going from our area to
landfill. It states that the reuse strategy
“aims to reduce landfill to below ten percent by addressing large
bulky waste material.”

Given that bulky waste is an identified significant
contributor to landfill, I welcome the potential savings
to South Gloucestershire that would result from a reduction
in such waste going to landfill. That will help the
council significantly in its aim to reduce the amount
spent on landfill tax. In fact, the Thornbury Revive shop’s
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success in reusing more than 160 tonnes of material
itself represents a reduction in that liability of more
than £13,500. It is clear, therefore, that that approach
has real potential to achieve an important part of the
5% reduction target for the total waste going to landfill.
I also welcome the council’s proposed introduction of
a weekly food waste recycling scheme. On recycling
rates, it is clear that the majority of the best performing
authorities provide a weekly food or compostable collection
service. The proposed weekly collection of residents’
household recyclable waste is also welcome, because it
will simplify the current service of three bags and one
container.
My hon. Friend and I anticipate that the proposed
changes in recycling services will help to reduce the
amount of money South Gloucestershire spends on
sending waste to landfill. They will reduce the burden of
paying £80 per tonne of waste sent to landfill while at
the same time increase income through increased recycling
revenue. I urge South Gloucestershire Council, as we
have done in our letter, to use the total amounts of
money generated under the proposals to continue to
phase out the green bin tax. I join my hon. Friend in
welcoming the £6 reduction in the green bin charge as a
first step to the council’s fulfilling its manifesto pledge,
and I urge the council to use the extra funding generated
by the changes to deliver that pledge fully.
Although I welcome the proposed changes to recycling
services, the proposal to reduce residents’ standard black
bin, or landfill bin, capacity from 240 litres to 140 litres
is of considerable concern. The dramatic reduction in
capacity could put real pressure on families across
South Gloucestershire, leaving some families unable to
adapt. The Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs compiled waste statistics from our 16 nearest
neighbour authorities. Of those, the nine authorities
with a higher recycling rate than ours—from 48% to
more than 60%—have a black bin capacity larger than
the 140 litres proposed by South Gloucestershire Council.
The only exception is Bath and North East Somerset
Council, which provides reusable bags.
Among the authorities with higher rates of recycling,
there is an almost even split between those that offer a
reduced bin size of 180 litres and those that offer a
240-litre bin. The only authority with a 140-litre bin,
Northumberland, has a shown rate of below 40%,
which is 7.9% lower than that in South Gloucestershire.
In short, reducing the size of the black bin to 140 litres
does not result in a directly proportionate increase in
recycling. The widespread replacement of bins, in addition
to the new recycling bins, would prove costly to local
taxpayers with little absolute evidence that it would
help families or the council achieve the stated aims of
the strategy.
The proposed changes will affect residents across the
area. I hope that the suggestions that my hon. Friend
and I have made will help to inform the best possible
service for local people across South Gloucestershire.
7.41 pm
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Rory Stewart): I
thank my hon. Friends the Members for Kingswood
(Chris Skidmore) and for Thornbury and Yate (Luke
Hall) for bringing this important subject forward for
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[Rory Stewart]
debate. I do not say that facetiously; the question of
waste recycling in South Gloucestershire has its equivalents
across the country. It is not simply a South Gloucestershire
issue.
I take this opportunity to congratulate my hon. Friend
the Member for Kingswood on the forthcoming birth of
his child. It is very good news that in a month’s time a
baby is coming. It is good that my hon. Friend is
already thinking about the nappies. He focused on the
reduction in the size of the landfill bin to 140 litres; the
decision to move from a separate waste collection to a
single collection in a box in which the different types of
waste—plastic, paper, metal and glass—are separated
by dividers; and the question of whether elderly people
will be able to move the recycling boxes.
Those are good points to raise, particularly as we
are coming to the great moment of “Clean for the
Queen”. It is a great ambition to create, for the Queen’s
90th birthday, that green and pleasant land of which
Blake spoke. In Britain, we should take particular pride
in that, because Britain has been famous for a long time
for its neatness. Tourists who come here have long
respected this country for being a tidy place. The steps
that South Gloucestershire is taking show that continued
commitment.
The points made by my hon. Friend the Member for
Thornbury and Yate are particularly important because
this country has more than 300 recycling systems. It is a
little bit absurd. As we go from council to council, we
see that some collect waste commingled, some—about
40—separate food waste, and about another 260 do not.
There are different sizes and colours of bin, different
types of truck, different types of recycling system and
different types of anaerobic digester consuming waste.
That all adds cost.
Stephen Barclay (North East Cambridgeshire) (Con):
Rubbish!
Rory Stewart: It is indeed. In London alone, we could
probably save £19 million a year if we had a single
standard recycling system. Across the country as a
whole, the savings would be extraordinary. We spend
more than £3 billion a year simply collecting waste. If
we had a single, harmonised system across the country,
we could drive up recycling rates, massively reduce the
cost for ratepayers and achieve extraordinary things for
the environment and for councils themselves. South
Gloucestershire Council is therefore a good example on
which to focus.
That South Gloucestershire example is also a good
illustration of some of the problems involved in realising
such a dream. The council has taken some fantastic
steps. It has separated the waste, which, as my hon.
Friend the Member for Kingswood has pointed out,
means we can get out the value. If we commingle the
waste—putting the glass, paper and card together in the
same box—it can be a real problem, even with modern
methods, to extract the glass as it goes through the
system. We should be able to get much more value out
of the paper or the glass, which can go back to the
council and the rate payer, if we keep the waste separate.
The council has a good system for doing that in South
Gloucestershire—a single box, with dividers to make
separation easier.
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The challenge, as my hon. Friend pointed out, is
making sure that the system is comprehensible to the
public and something to which the public can respond
and relate. I therefore encourage South Gloucestershire
Council to take on board the points made by my two
hon. Friends, along with our congratulations on the
direction in which they are going and on the national
leadership it is showing.
It seems sensible, as my hon. Friend the Member for
Kingswood said, to look at the needs of the vulnerable
and of large families. I believe that South Gloucestershire
Council already takes into account the fact that if a
family has six members, it may need a larger bin. The
council may wish to show additional flexibility for
exactly the kind of people mentioned by my hon. Friend.
I do not wish to talk simply about the negative
aspects—both my hon. Friends made very good points—
but to look at the positives. If South Gloucestershire
Council gets this right, we will have a national model.
Why do we need a national model? We need one because
South Gloucestershire Council is recycling only about
47% of its waste at the moment, which is not quite good
enough. Wales, which has a pretty challenging geography,
is currently recycling about 53% of its waste. If Wales
can do it, there is no reason why England cannot do it
as well. There are no profound cultural differences there.
We are committed to getting to a recycling target of
50% across the country by 2020. We will get there by
following the lead of places such as South Gloucestershire.
I therefore urge my hon. Friends to work with the council
to reach out to surrounding councils in Gloucestershire,
Oxfordshire and the south-west and try to encourage
harmonisation. That can be done. Manchester has now
got 10 councils together to come up with a single
recycling system. It is investing hundreds of millions of
pounds over the next 25 years to make that work.
South Gloucestershire Council could be showing exactly
that lead for the country—and, my goodness, we need
it. The reason we need it is that we live in a world in
which such resources are under pressure. We have talked
about separating food waste. We are currently consuming
70% of the world’s water just on producing the food
eaten by the current population. The average household
in Britain wastes £65 a month by throwing away food
that does not need to be thrown away. We are consuming
and depleting resources—oil, precious minerals—that
could be recycled and used again. We are creating a lot
of unnecessary carbon by creating materials that could
be recycled. We put into landfill 50% of the stuff that
does not need to go into landfill, as my hon. Friend the
Member for Kingswood pointed out.
If we can get this right, Britain can be a national
example, our great environmental industries can take
off, we can export some of these skills and we can show
the world that we are an environmental leader. We can
also make British jobs and generate energy out of it, we
can have a much better circular economy and it will be
good for our production. Thanks to the fantastic
contributions from my hon. Friends, the South
Gloucestershire example could be a very important part
of such a solution.
Question put and agreed to.
7.49 pm
House adjourned.
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Westminster Hall
Tuesday 23 February 2016
[NADINE DORRIES in the Chair]

Under-occupancy Penalty
9.30 am
Jo Stevens (Cardiff Central) (Lab): I beg to move,
That this House has considered the regional effects of the
under-occupancy penalty.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Ms Dorries.
Our debate today on the regional impact of the
bedroom tax is important and comes on the back of the
Government’s recent judicial review defeat in the Court
of Appeal, where it was determined that the bedroom
tax discriminates against victims of domestic violence
and the families of severely disabled children. I pay
tribute to campaigners throughout the country who
have put considerable energy and effort into challenging
this iniquitous tax and raising public awareness of the
Government’s continuing attempt to defend the indefensible.
People such as Paul and Susan Rutherford have led the
charge in one of the Court of Appeal cases on behalf of
their severely disabled grandson, Warren, and Alan
Lloyd of Cardiff Against the Bedroom Tax gives voluntary
help to victims of the bedroom tax in my constituency
of Cardiff Central and across south Wales by preparing
and presenting appeals. I spoke to Alan Lloyd yesterday
as he was on his way to appear at yet another tribunal to
present an appeal on behalf of a woman whose long-time
home is at risk because of the tax.
It is clear from the number of hon. Members present
here today that the impact of the tax remains an important
issue to many people and is not limited to those who
pay the tax itself. The Opposition have opposed the
bedroom tax since its introduction. Since this grossly
unpopular Conservative and Liberal Democrat policy
was forced on the public, exactly what we warned would
happen has happened. The bedroom tax is not working;
it is not achieving the aims that the Government set out
to implement; and it is hurting some of the poorest and
most vulnerable in our society and giving them a problem
that is absolutely no fault of their own.
Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): I thank my hon. Friend,
who has been a lawyer for many years, for bringing this
important issue to the Floor of the House. Normally,
people adhere to Court of Appeal judgments, but in the
case of the bedroom tax, the Government are once
again ignoring what the court said. In what way—the
right, decent and honourable way—should the Government
deal with the Court of Appeal judgment and listen to
what is happening to the thousands of people out there
who are suffering as a consequence of this now unlawful
and illegal tax?
Nadine Dorries (in the Chair): Can we keep interventions
short and not make speeches, please?
Jo Stevens: I thank my hon. Friend for his intervention.
The honourable thing would be to accept the decision
of the Court of Appeal, but instead the Government
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are proceeding to the Supreme Court, where a decision
is expected at the end of this month or early next
month.
The bedroom tax and the tripling of tuition fees for
students are two of the most painful scars left by five
years of the Conservative and Liberal Democrat coalition,
and I will take every opportunity to continue to remind
the House that the bedroom tax would never have been
introduced without the eager help of the Liberal Democrats,
including my predecessor. Nearly 500,000 households
and almost 750,000 people have been hit by this cruel
policy. Two thirds of the households affected by the
bedroom tax include a person with a disability. The tax
impacts on 60,000 carers—people who undertake
demanding and challenging responsibilities and are
punished for doing so. Some 57% of those who have to
pay the tax have had to cut back on household basics
such as food and heating—things that we all take for
granted. The bedroom tax has had a corrosive effect on
many different households, including the single parent
who needs a spare room for when their children visit as
part of agreed contact visit arrangements following
separation or divorce; grandparents who help with looking
after their grandchildren, allowing parents to manage
shift working and other working patterns, or following
family breakdown; and people with severe disabilities
who use their spare room for their medical equipment
or care, such as kidney dialysis.
Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): This issue is big in my constituency of Hackney
South and Shoreditch. There is an invidious part to this
tax. If two children are of an age when they are supposed
to share a bedroom, but one is within reach of their
next birthday, when they would qualify for their own
bedroom, the family are hit by the bedroom tax. So it is
a fluctuating tax that hits people particularly hard.
Jo Stevens: My hon. Friend makes a very good point;
the tax increases uncertainty. People cannot budget.
Their circumstances change and the fluctuating nature
of the tax impacts on them more heavily at different
times. Then there are victims of domestic violence and
rape whose lives are at risk and need the protection of a
panic room.
The particular focus of this debate is the regional
impact of the bedroom tax, and I want to outline its
impact on my constituents in Cardiff Central and more
broadly within the nation of Wales, where 31,217 people
are affected by the tax. Across Wales, just under
500,000 people live in social rented accommodation.
The tax has had a huge impact, affecting proportionally
more housing benefit claimants than anywhere else in
Great Britain. Some 46% of claimants in Wales pay the
tax, compared with 31% for the UK as a whole. In
Cardiff, 3,015 households currently pay the tax, and
nearly 500 of those live in my constituency of Cardiff
Central.
The cost of the bedroom tax to each household
affected will be £3,500 during this Parliament. I am
sure I do not need to explain to most hon. Members
what £3,500 means to the families in our constituencies,
especially the poorest families who visit our surgeries
every week. That £3,500 would otherwise be spent on
basic necessities such as food, heating, clothes and
shoes. The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions
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[Jo Stevens]
claimed that the bedroom tax would encourage societal
movement. However, when the bedroom tax was introduced,
it affected about 3,500 households in Cardiff, and only
just over 100 smaller properties were available for people
to move into. I readily admit that maths is not my
strong point, but even I can work out that that sum does
not work.
David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): I congratulate
the hon. Member on securing this debate. She knows
that Northern Ireland did not implement the bedroom
tax, although it has cost us financially not to do so. We
looked at the issues that she has rightly highlighted,
especially those affecting our older generation. In the
first place, we did not have the housing stock, but, from
a moral point of view, we felt that the hardship was
simply too great to impose on older people.
Jo Stevens: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
intervention, which again shows the iniquitous nature
of the bedroom tax.
Therein lies the truth about the bedroom tax and its
impact and the number of properties that are available
for people to move to. The Government knew before
they introduced the policy that insufficient smaller properties
were available for people to move to. That was the
picture right across the country. Even if we gave the
Government the benefit of the doubt about their motives
before implementation, their own interim report on the
bedroom tax after implementation revealed that the
policy was not meeting its key aim of freeing up larger
council properties. Only 4.5% of affected tenants have
been able to move to smaller accommodation. At the
same time, with just 4.5% of people able to move and be
rehoused, 60% of people affected were in arrears within
the first six months of the introduction of the tax. The
policy is simply not working. People are not able to
move to smaller accommodation because that
accommodation simply does not exist, so long-standing,
reliable tenants who were previously able to budget and
pay their rent regularly now cannot pay it and have built
up significant arrears.
Meg Hillier: In parts of London we are seeing people
pushing to get two-bedroom properties because they
are frightened they will be hit by the bedroom tax, but
that also reduces, if there was availability, the stock for
people to move down to, if they have the extra bedroom,
so it causes a squeeze in both directions.
Jo Stevens: My hon. Friend makes a valid point.
The most vulnerable have been hit the hardest and, in
the words of the Lord Chief Justice and his colleagues
just a few weeks ago, the Government’s “admitted
discrimination” in the judicial review cases to which I
referred earlier
“has not been justified by the Secretary of State”.

We now have a farcical situation in which the Government
have appealed that decision and the legal costs of pursuing
the appeal are likely to be greater than the amount it
would cost them to exempt all victims of rape and
domestic violence with panic rooms who are paying the
bedroom tax. I can conclude only that the Government
would rather pay money to lawyers than to rape victims.
I challenge the Minister to justify that action.
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I think I can predict that, when he responds to the
debate, the Minister will say that the Government have
made additional funding available to local authorities
in the regions and in Wales in the form of discretionary
housing payments, but my local authority, City of Cardiff
Council, has had its DHP funding cut by more than
26% between 2013-14 and 2015-16. The regional impact
of Cardiff losing more than a quarter of its DHP
funding has been hard, so it is disingenuous to argue
that the DHP system justifies the bedroom tax.
At the same time as imposing the tax and relying on
DHP as justification, the Government are cutting DHP
funding. Their own report, which they sneaked out in a
huge data dump on the very last day of the parliamentary
term in December 2015—obviously in the hope that no
one would notice—admitted that 75% of bedroom tax
victims did not get DHP; that three quarters of those
hit by bedroom tax were cutting back on food; that only
5% had been able to move; and that 80% regularly ran
out of money.
The policy implementation of DHP has also been
called into question. Evidence on its use has raised
serious questions about local authorities adopting different
practices, leading to allegations of a postcode lottery.
There are references to disabled tenants—particularly
those living in specially adapted properties—struggling
to get DHP in some areas, and needing to submit
repeated applications, with the consequential uncertainty
and anxiety. That is not to mention the exclusion of
people with lower levels of literacy.
This debate is not the first time that DHP and its
impact on disabled people has been raised here. As long
ago as 9 April 2014, five Welsh Government Ministers
wrote to Lord Freud to call for an exemption from the
bedroom tax for disabled tenants who had had adaptations
made to their homes. They cited issues with DHP as one
reason why such a broad exemption was necessary.
They said:
“Disabled tenants cannot easily up sticks and move home.
They should be exempt from these reforms and should not be left
to rely on help from the discretionary housing benefit system…Our
analysis of the discretionary housing payments system shows that
demand far outweighs the number of applications being approved.
In the first half of the financial year 2013/14 demand increased by
around 260 per cent compared to the same period a year earlier in
15 Welsh local authorities.”

Cardiff’s 26%-plus cut in DHP funding, coupled with
the increase in applications, presents another one of
those stark sums that even I can work out. It simply
does not add up to have households with disabled
tenants having to pay the bedroom tax if that cannot be
offset through DHP because DHP funding has been
cut. It is another example of the Government’s policy
hitting hardest those who can least afford it.
Tomorrow, we have an Opposition day debate on
another of the policy responsibilities of the Secretary of
State for Work and Pensions: the adverse impact on
around 2.6 million women of the speeding up of the
state pension age. I know from discussions with constituents
that many of those being advised and represented in
bedroom tax appeals in my constituency are those very
same women who are adversely affected by the changes
to the state pension age. They are also women who are
disabled or carers, so there is a double, triple or quadruple
whammy on women. As with so many of the Government’s
policies, it seems that women are bearing the brunt
yet again.
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It is time for the Government finally to accept that
the bedroom tax is a bad policy. In the words of David
Orr, the chief executive of the National Housing Federation,
it is:
“an unfair, ill-planned disaster that is hurting our poorest families”.

It does not work, it causes severe hardship and it hits
the most vulnerable, so I say to the Minister: please,
listen to the public. It is time for the bedroom tax to be
binned.
9.44 am
Corri Wilson (Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock) (SNP): I
welcome this debate, which was secured by the hon.
Member for Cardiff Central (Jo Stevens).
We already know that the bedroom tax is nothing
more than an ideological attempt to reduce the housing
benefit bill and make better use of social housing stock
by penalising low-income households deemed to be
under-occupying their homes, but the problem of underoccupation will not be solved by shuffling people around.
That will do absolutely nothing to resolve the underlying
problems, which we all know are related to the supply of
affordable housing.
A house is not just somewhere we live: it is a home.
For all the people it affects, the bedroom tax can mean
having to move out of the place that they have lived in
for many years, where they raised their children. They
have to move away from friends, family, schools, work
and, in some cases, their support networks. Each and
every one of us is emotionally attached to our homes,
and people in social rented accommodation are no
different. Just because someone does not own their
house, that does not mean that it is not theirs.
The reality is that the under-occupancy penalty affects
thousands and will hit the most disadvantaged members
of the community. Is it really working? The Centre for
Housing Policy at the University of York tested the
Department for Work and Pensions’ assessment of
the impact on housing benefit costs and found that the
expected savings might have been overestimated. The
increased post-implementation costs faced by local
authorities and the third sector should be taken into
account in the overall assessment. Research carried out
by Ipsos MORI on behalf of the National Housing
Federation concluded that housing associations would
spend, on average, an additional £109,000 in 2013-14 to
address the implications of the under-occupation deduction.
We must consider not only the effects of the bedroom
tax but the associated impacts, such as tenants being
unable to move to smaller properties because of rent
arrears; an estimated 46% of tenants reporting having
to cut back on heating; landlords stating that some
tenants face severe poverty and are unable to pay the
shortfall; and the risk of homelessness. All that causes
stress and worry and affects tenants’ health and wellbeing.
Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
The hon. Lady touched on the issue of arrears. Thankfully,
Northern Ireland is exempt from this policy—at some
considerable cost to us—but in many instances elsewhere
there are vulnerable people, particularly the elderly,
who find themselves in a very difficult situation, with
minimal arrears, which are going to be compounded if
this policy is continued over the next year and the year
beyond.
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Corri Wilson: I absolutely agree with the hon. Gentleman.
People find themselves in a vicious circle and can never
see the end. That is the problem. In other words, we are
putting people through absolute misery for nothing.
As we have heard, the Government tell us that
discretionary housing payments are available to tackle
the shortfall, but Shelter says that that provision is
already overstretched. With such extensive reforms to
welfare, a shortage of affordable housing and drastically
rising rents in the private sector, the reality is that there
is only so much that discretionary housing payments
can cover. They are a mere sticking plaster and will not
solve the problem. Even the House of Lords has deemed
the welfare reforms a step too far, causing the Government
embarrassment. Worse still, the UK is, shamefully, the
first country ever to be investigated by the UN in
relation to the convention on the rights of persons with
disabilities. The UN is currently looking at our welfare
policies for the disabled.
Before the Scottish Government invested millions of
pounds to alleviate the bedroom tax in Scotland, many
people in my constituency of Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock
were a thrown into turmoil by the policy, with some
tenants receiving eviction letters that caused unnecessary
anxiety and worry. We should not be spending our
already diminishing budget on mitigating Westminster
austerity policies. That money should be spent elsewhere.
Meanwhile, the Scottish Government will ensure that
housing continues to be a priority by building affordable
housing, creating jobs and boosting our economy. I am
pleased that the Scottish Government have committed
to abolishing the bedroom tax as soon as they have the
powers to do so. I ask the Tory Government to think
again and to put the needs of people back at the centre
of their welfare policy.
9.49 am
Carolyn Harris (Swansea East) (Lab): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairmanship, Ms Dorries. I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff
Central (Jo Stevens), a fellow Welshwoman, on securing
this debate.
This is a contentious issue of great concern to many
people in my consistency. The bedroom tax is discriminatory
and punishing. I want to share two short stories. The
first is of Megan Wheatland from Bonymaen in my
constituency, whose husband passed away in January
2013. He was of pensionable age and Megan was not;
therefore, she was liable for the bedroom tax on the
three-bedroom house she shares with her teenage daughter.
Megan pays £11.85 a week for a small box room.
Because of this, she is unable to pay for the extracurricular
activities her daughter would like to take part in. She
worries greatly that her daughter is missing out on all
the other things that her teenage friends do. It really is
an issue for Megan.
Then there is Sarah, a single mother with two children.
She suffers from severe depression and has an arched
spine. She struggles to engage socially and has suicidal
thoughts. Because of this, her two children have been
taken into care. Now Sarah is paying the under-occupancy
penalty for a house that she should be sharing with her
two children. It is an absolutely appalling situation.
We have heard about DHP, but it only kicks in after
tenants have taken steps to downsize or—God forbid—take
in a lodger. Some people who take in a lodger lose out
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on other benefits, because the rent on that room is
classed as extra income. I am worried that taking in a
lodger when there are children in the house is potentially
dangerous, because it means that people are effectively
taking a stranger into their home.
If disabled people have to move to smaller properties
to avoid paying the bedroom tax, there is the inevitable
cost of making adaptations. Surely supporting those
who pay the bedroom tax—or, better still, scrapping
it—would be a better use of public funds. It is estimated
that 10% of disabled people renting properties live in
homes specifically adapted to their needs. The cost of
adapting a smaller property—or, potentially, a larger
property—to suit the personal requirements of the new
tenants surely outweighs any income gain from charging
for the extra room in the first place. Of course, people
can always move to the private sector. In Swansea, an
above average number of homes were built between
1919 and 1944, but 15% of those old houses contain
category 1 hazards, meaning that they have failed basic
health and safety standards.
The Government do not hold data on how many
disabled people are affected by the bedroom tax, so I
contacted my local authority. I knew the number would
be high, but I was shocked by just how high it is. In
Swansea, the bedroom tax is paid on a total of 2,467
homes, of which 1,138 are in my constituency. Of the
total number, 1,129 people paying bedroom tax are in
receipt of at least one of the following benefits: attendance
allowance, disability living allowance, personal independence
payments or severe disability living allowance. That
means that in Swansea a staggering 45.7% of the people
paying the bedroom tax are considered to be disabled.
The DWP’s evaluation of the removal of the spare
room subsidy, which it published in December 2015,
estimated that 75% of claimants have either a long-term
illness or a disability, and they are living in homes to
which the bedroom tax applies.
Historically, social housing policy in Wales has
focused on creating sustainable communities and
enabling families to become established, so there is
a shortfall of one and two-bedroom homes. The Welsh
Government’s pattern book for new social housing
development requires landlords to build lifetime homes,
so social landlords generally see one-bedroom homes as
an inflexible and ineffective housing solution. The bedroom
tax contravenes the principle of a lifetime home. Those
in social housing at the start of their tenancy will have
very different commitments and requirements from those
they will have further down the road. The bedroom tax
therefore creates a transient housing pattern, forcing
continual relocation to suit housing needs. That is in
direct contradiction to the concept of lifetime homes.
The effect will be to damage communities, as they lose
the momentum to develop as communities. If a resident
is short term, they will not be there long enough to
engage with the community and get active in social
groups.
I go back to my original point: the bedroom tax is
discriminatory and punishing. It financially punishes
those forced to pay it and it discriminates—

Under-occupancy Penalty

8WH

Jo Stevens: On the point about the bedroom tax
financially punishing people, does my hon. Friend think
that it causes people to go to payday lenders such as
Wonga and take out loans with extortionate interest
rates to survive?
Carolyn Harris: I certainly do. I have casework involving
people who have taken out payday loans from Wonga
and other organisations and have been unable to repay
them without not paying their bedroom tax. It is a
Catch-22.
The bedroom tax financially punishes those forced to
pay it. It discriminates against communities and individuals,
and makes them unable to gel and enjoy stable, sustainable
and adequate housing in a community where they can
nurture and mutually support each other, and be part of
a productive citizenship and community enterprise.
9.56 am
Gerald Jones (Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Ms Dorries.
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff
Central (Jo Stevens) on securing this debate.
The spare room subsidy, or the bedroom tax as it is
more commonly known, is causing stress and hardship
across the country. It is the most unfair and pernicious
tax since Margaret Thatcher’s poll tax. We are here to
debate the regional impact of the tax, so I will outline
some of the issues it is causing in my consistency and in
the south Wales valleys more generally.
The principle of providing larger properties for families
and smaller properties for single people and couples is
understandable. People often decide for themselves to
move to a smaller property when their children leave
home or their circumstances change, but that is a choice.
Unfortunately, there are not many one and two-bedroom
properties in many communities in my constituency, so
people affected by the bedroom tax must decide either
to stay in their property—thereby incurring a financial
penalty that places great strain on their ability to
manage—or move to a smaller property in a village or
community some miles away.
Before being elected to this place, I was cabinet
member for housing at Caerphilly Council, which covers
a third of my constituency. In that role, I met a number
of people who wished to remain in the homes they had
lived in for many years. They did not want to move to a
smaller property miles from their family and friends.
Unfortunately, the strain of paying the bedroom tax in
addition to their utility costs and household bills meant
that they often had little money left to put food on the
table.
Meg Hillier: My hon. Friend is rightly highlighting
the practical difficulties and the unfairness of the policy.
Does he think that the fact that there is not a single
Government Back Bencher present suggests that there
is not widespread support for its implementation, even
if it is Government policy?
Gerald Jones: As my hon. Friend says, the vacant
chairs on the Government side of the Chamber speak
volumes.
I know that the Government will say that they have
provided discretionary housing payments, but that is
only a temporary fix to an ongoing problem. I would
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like to reiterate the practical difficulties of moving miles
away from family and friends. Many communities in the
south Wales valleys are geographically isolated, which,
coupled with public transport challenges in semi-rural
areas, means that people often feel very lonely and
isolated if they are moved to unfamiliar surroundings
away from their families.
Last week I spoke to representatives of voluntary
organisations that work with people affected by poverty
and the welfare changes. I was told the story of a lady
who, after being affected by the bedroom tax, was
forced to move from her home village to another village
some miles away. The isolation caused her to become
depressed, which led to her taking her life. Tragically,
that is not an isolated case. It is the reality of what can
happen and is happening as a result of this unfair tax.
I have talked to the local authorities and housing
agencies in my constituency, and I have heard about a
number of situations that are causing great concern,
not least to the tenants themselves. In one such case, a
couple who are joint tenants of a two-bedroom house
are under-occupying by one room and are thus affected
by the bedroom tax, which reduces their housing benefit
entitlement by 14%. They are on the transfer list and are
eager to move to any one-bedroom property. They both
have health issues and have lived in the same close-knit
community all their lives. Staff at the council housing
department have visited and have applied for discretionary
housing payments to assist the tenants in the short
term. The tenants are concerned about how they will
pay the charge, because they are trying to repay rent
arrears that have accrued on their account. They would
like to stay in the same area, but, as I outlined earlier,
the local authority have few one-bedroom properties in
their areas of choice.
I recently spoke to staff at my local citizens advice
bureau in Merthyr Tydfil who told me about the many
people who come through their doors on a regular
basis. People have nowhere else to turn. Such clients
often have several other significant issues going on in
their lives and, to add to that, they are now in rent
arrears due to the bedroom tax. These people could lose
their homes, leading to massive consequences. For those
who are physically or mentally disabled, it could bring
about even more severe issues, such as homelessness,
suicidal thoughts, substance misuse or further debt. It
just becomes a downward spiral.
In parts of my constituency, the demand for threebedroom properties is not great. The local authority
often advertises them for rent in the hope of getting
tenants, yet people are being forced out of these properties
and into smaller homes, creating more vacancies. I
appreciate that that is not the case everywhere—certainly
not in larger cities—but today we are considering the
regional impact of the bedroom tax, and that is the
reality in parts of my constituency. Of particular concern
in my area is the view that the disability living allowance
and personal independence payments should be disregarded
when considering DHP applications. A recent court
case resulted in a ruling of indirect discrimination when
DLA or PIP is taken into account as income. It specifically
quoted section 29(6) of the Equality Act 2010 and
article 14 of European convention on human rights.
The DWP’s discretionary housing payment guidance
manual of February 2016 also refers to the court case.
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My local citizens advice bureau feels strongly that DLA
and PIP should not be treated as income for DHP
applications.
Another example involves a single tenant living alone.
The tenant does not want to move, as he has lived in the
property all his life and classes it as not only a council
house, but a home. The property has three bedrooms
and the tenant is affected by the spare room subsidy
charge, which reduces his housing benefit by 25%. The
tenant has to pay an additional £23 a week out of his
welfare benefits to cover the charge, leaving him with
£50 a week to buy food and pay for all other essentials,
including utility bills. The tenant also has support needs,
which are provided by his family, who live in the same
area. Staff from the council have visited and applied for
discretionary housing payments to assist the tenant in
the short term. They also arranged for a food parcel to
be delivered because the tenant was cutting back on
food to pay the shortfall. The property was cold when
the visit took place in late December because the tenant
could not afford money for the prepayment meter. That
is the reality of what is happening across our country.
Organisations such as Citizens Advice and others
want to make a difference to their clients’ lives. There is
a feeling that people are being penalised unfairly. With
further reforms in the pipeline, many people’s ability to
cope will become increasingly uncertain. I urge the
Minister to take on board the real concerns about the
bedroom tax policy and to recognise the hardship that
this pernicious charge is causing. This charge—or tax;
whatever you want to call it—is discredited, indefensible
and should be abolished.
10.4 am
Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): It was not my intention
to speak, but today’s debate really brought back to me
the reality of the Government’s merciless attack on the
most vulnerable people in our society. It must be said
and reinforced that the attack is mainly on disabled
people. Of the 600,000 who initially suffered as a result
of bedroom tax, 400,000 were disabled. I wonder whether
the Minister, who is shaking his head, can clarify or
indicate whether those figures are correct. If he can, it
will be the first time that anybody has ever challenged
them. I am sure that he will want to comment.
The bedroom tax is about ideology. It is nothing else
than an attack on those who can least afford it. I wish
the room was full of Government Members listening to
my hon. Friends’ contributions, but that is unfortunately
not the case. The Minister should be ashamed of what
the Government have done. Those affected are disabled
people and people who are already in poverty. They are
not living a life of luxury; they are on benefits. The
policy is increasing child poverty and pushing more
ordinary people into poverty. I will say it again: the
Minister should be ashamed of himself and of the
Government for continuing with the policy. A court
judgment only a matter of weeks ago stated that the
bedroom tax was illegal and unlawful, yet the Government
still pursue the matter through the courts. The policy
represents a concerted attack on communities. The slashing
of benefits does not help people at all.
I am unsure whether the Minister has seen the video,
which formed part of the Daily Mirror’s campaign,
about a 47-year-old individual who used to live with his
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elderly mother and then his 49-year-old brother in a
four-bedroom property that had been adapted for his
cerebral palsy. The local authority paid £70,000 for the
changes so that the man could wash in a walk-in shower,
but the tenants fell foul of the bedroom tax, which they
could not afford to pay. They ended up in a bungalow,
where the man has to be bathed by his brother in an
inflatable paddling pool in the sitting room. That is the
sort of thing that the bedroom tax has reduced tens of
thousands of people to. Treating disabled people like
that is not something that a society such as ours should
be proud of, but that is what the bedroom tax is about.
This debate is about what is happening regionally,
and the situation in my constituency is pretty bleak.
Even the Conservative MPs in my area have suggested
that the bedroom tax is not working. Almost 40,000
people are affected by the deduction, and the £454,000
discretionary housing payment fund for 2015-16 has
been totally used up and is no longer available, which is
causing huge problems. In the past few months, 442,000
homes across the country have seen an increase in the
bedroom tax from £14 two years ago to £15.27 this year.
That is up more than 9% for people who can barely
afford to put bread on the table—£66 more per year—and
hitting those who are already suffering even harder than
the Tory Government thought would be the case back
when the bedroom tax was introduced. It is an absolute
outrage that the tax was introduced in the first place.
As a politician, I sometimes wonder where that emanates
from, where it comes from. Someone has sat down
somewhere and thought, “Well, we could claim money
back from people who are disabled”—people who most
need the money and who need the finances even to live.
We are not talking about a life of luxury, but simply
existence. Someone has sat there and developed the
spare bedroom policy, “Oh, we’ll charge disabled people.
There are 600,000 people out there who are living in a
house or a bungalow or a property where they might
have an extra bedroom. Why don’t we tax them?”
Where does that come from? It is ideology.
Before people suggest that the Government were
unaware of the consequences, they should please bite
their tongues, because it is the finest brains in this
country that devise policies on behalf of whichever
Government, and they have been to the finest universities.
They understand absolutely who will suffer as a consequence
of whatever they put in place. That is the reality. This is
a pernicious tax, which is focused on those less well off
in society, mainly disabled people, and those who cannot
afford it. That is the reason why it was introduced in the
first place.
The situation in my area is exactly the same as that
described by my hon. Friends. We have people who are
looking to move because they cannot afford to pay the
bedroom tax, but not enough properties are available.
We have people now in rent arrears who have never been
in arrears in their life, because of the bedroom tax. One
of the big housing companies in my area has had an
increase of 42% in rent arrears. These are proud people
who are suffering. They have always made their way,
but the burden of the bedroom tax has meant that lots
of them are now in arrears. Latterly, rent arrears in the
sector have increased to somewhere in the region of 50%.
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All in all it is not a great picture—it really is not. At
times we have got to tell it as it is, not pussyfoot around
and talk about looking at different ways of doing
things. The bedroom tax needs to be scrapped. If the
Minister has anything about him, he would agree with
the court judgment and scrap it as soon as possible.
10.12 am
Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Ms Dorries. I had not expected to speak today, but I felt
moved to do so because of the huge impact of the
bedroom tax on my constituents. In Hoxton, on the
Wenlock Barn estate alone, 74 households out of several
hundred are affected.
We have heard from colleagues about the practical
issues, so I will touch on some of those. Any policy that
starts life with discretionary money provided by the
Government as a workaround fund clearly does not
stack up in the first place. The invidiousness of a
discretionary housing payment when local government
budgets are being slashed, and are expected to be slashed
further in coming years, is an extra burden on the
people affected. People speak to me about the bedroom
tax with uncertainty and fear. Even if it does not affect
them now, they worry that it will affect them in future.
In my constituency there is no housing stock to move
to and no smaller homes that do not already have a
huge waiting list. I have been elected in different roles
for more than 20 years, and now is the worst time that I
have ever seen for housing. My surgeries and those of
my council colleagues are full of people desperate to
find a home, but unable to afford one in the private
rented sector in Hackney. Private rents are now unaffordable.
In fact, in the private sector in my constituency, not a
single three or four-bedroom property can be rented to
meet the housing benefit cap. There is no alternative,
and there is a huge waiting list for all social housing.
The likelihood of being able to move to a smaller
property in the same area, even through mutual exchange,
is very slim.
While we are on the subject, will the Minister clarify
an issue that came up in a Public Accounts Committee
hearing a couple of years ago? Apparently, income
from lodgers has no negative impact on universal credit
and is completely disregarded. Will he clarify whether
that is the case? On Wenlock Barn estate, were people
minded or able to have a lodger—this might shock my
colleagues from south Wales—they could charge £200
for a room on an estate so close to Old Street and the
City of London. Having a lodger might be a solution
for some of my constituents, but it is invidious for them
to be able to do that because they are in Hoxton, close
to Old Street and Silicon Roundabout—I suspect there
is not the same opportunity for people in Swansea,
Merthyr Tydfil or Cardiff. I am interested in the Minister
responding on that point in particular.
As I said, the private sector provides no alternative,
and even paying some social housing rents is impossible
for many of my constituents on the minimum wage,
even with the increases due in it. I remember a man who
was a kitchen porter coming to one of my surgeries. He
was not very skilled—we all want to see people more
skilled up in their jobs, but let us face it and be honest, a
kitchen porter will probably not have an employer who
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gives someone a significant amount of training and
development opportunity. He was on the minimum
wage and was asked by the Department for Work and
Pensions to look for work in zones 5 and 6. That is not
unreasonable, and he was certainly willing to work. His
wife worked part time to help support the bringing up
of their two young children. His extra journey time,
however, meant difficulties with childcare times, and the
extra cost of travel outside zone 2 to zones 5 or 6 was
beyond him.
That grown man, who found dignity in work and
wanted to find work again, was in tears in front of me in
my surgery. He is only one example of the many others
who have come to me hugely distressed. At the time he
was not hit by the bedroom tax, which can be another
worry for such people, but my point in mentioning him
is to hammer home to the Minister that the Government
need to see all their policies in the round. Many of my
constituents have no financial resilience and do not
have the opportunity to turn to friends and family for it,
because their friends and family are in a similarly difficult
position. They have nowhere to turn. They might be
poor, but there is no poverty of ambition in my constituency.
Many people want to do well, to get jobs and to
improve their lot, but those sorts of things keep them
down, hammering them into difficult roles.
People who get jobs in local supermarkets, for example,
are often restricted to 15 or 16-hour contracts. A number
of them have expressed the concern to me, which I have
passed on to one of the Minister’s colleagues, that they
can never increase their hours to full time, although
more people are being recruited part time. Many were
pleased, some in their first job, and excited to be able to
say to their children, “I’m off to work now”—real
pride, doing all the right things and doing all the things
that Government want them to do and that we know
work for people—but then they could not get the extra
hours. That causes real problems for them, including
paying their housing bills, which is certainly completely
impossible in the private sector anyway.
I have practical examples to show how the bedroom
tax is simply not working. One constituent who came to
see me was temporarily unemployed. Her eldest son
had left home, so her three-bedroom social rented property
was deemed too large. Her landlord was an active
manager in trying to get her to reduce the size of her
property, persuading her to move to a nearby two-bedroom
property with a different social landlord. She thought
that that was the right thing to do to avoid the bedroom
tax. What she had not really clocked until she started
thinking about work again was that the rent for the
two-bedroom property is higher than that for the threebedroom property, which is not unusual in the sector.
She has struggled to find work that can cover the rent.
She does not want to be reliant on housing benefit, but
she will be costing the taxpayer in housing benefit
partly because she has moved house. Had she stayed in
the other property, it would have been cheaper for the
taxpayer and better for her.
Another constituent, a single mother, is ambitious to
get into work and training and to improve herself, but is
at the moment unemployed. She has 15-year-old and
10-year-old boys. Under the rules, they are deemed to
share a bedroom, so her three-bedroom property is
considered too large. What does she do? Does she wait
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six months for the 15-year-old to reach his 16th birthday
and accrue the arrears, or does she try to downsize in
that time?
Those are the choices—if we can call them that—that
people are having to consider day in and day out. They
are not good choices. I have worked and campaigned on
housing for more than 20 years and one thing I am
passionate about is that a stable, secure home is the
absolute basis for getting on in life. Without that it is
hard to concentrate on studies or securing a job and
that causes stress and strain to the individual and
family’s mental and physical health. I suspect that those
of us in the Chamber do not have that worry. I know
that I can go home to my flat and that it will not be
ripped away from me. I am not reliant on anyone but me
to ensure that I can keep my home, but that is not the
case for so many of my constituents.
An additional factor in London is that many households
are reluctant to move into properties that meet their
needs. Over the years I have had an increasing number
of overcrowded families, but increasingly people, even
those in two-bedroom properties, do not seek to get a
three-bedroom property. It is true that it is hard to get
one, but they know that if they got such a property and
a child leaves home or their circumstances change, the
threat is that they will be hit by the bedroom tax and
that fear stops people from looking to move into the
right sized property. There is not a hope of doing that in
the private sector and the risks in moving to a larger
property in the social housing sector are also an issue.
The Minister must remember that fluctuating
employment is a real concern. Many of my constituents
are on zero-hours or short contracts and their work and
pay fluctuate. Many of them are in arrears because
while they have been working, they cannot be sure that
every week they will get the hours they need to pay the
rent. They are so delighted when they do get a job. I had
one woman at a surgery on Monday who had got a
good job, but she was still paying off a couple of
thousand pounds of arrears from when she had uncertain
employment.
That is the reality of people’s lives. If the Government
are really keen to promote social mobility, they need to
give people at that moment in their lives a leg up to help
them fulfil their proper ambitions of wanting to work
and support themselves, but instead the Government
are pulling the rug out from under people’s feet. I hope
the Minister has considered the bedroom tax’s value for
money and practicality and that he has asked his officials
to look at the cost to the Exchequer, let alone the
human cost. My fear is that the bedroom tax is ideological,
dog-whistle-based politics that appeals to certain people
in parts of the country where it is a distant, remote and
probably unheard-of policy, but I am stopped on the
streets of my constituency by people who want to talk
about it, both those directly affected and those whose
children are at school with people affected by it or those
who live next door to people affected by it. There is
general concern overall.
The poorest and most vulnerable are being hit from
all directions and those without the financial resilience
to cope have nowhere to go. The despair and depression
that comes through my surgery door is the worst it has
ever been. I hope the Minister is really listening and that
he will go back with the concerns of hon. Members,
which were made in a measured way. This is about not
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just ideological party politics but people’s lives, futures
and opportunities. If he believes in opportunity, he
needs to have a radical relook at this invidious tax.
10.23 am
Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye and Lochaber) (SNP): It is
a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship for the
first time, Ms Dorries, and to sum up the debate for the
Scottish National party. Let me congratulate the hon.
Member for Cardiff Central (Jo Stevens) on both securing
the debate and speaking so powerfully about the policy’s
human cost and impact. I know that she has worked
hard on that in her constituency.
Many pertinent points were made by the six Back
Benchers who spoke in the debate. It has been referred
to that no one from the Government Back Benches
cared enough to come along and participate. That tells
us everything about the Government’s priorities and
how they look on this issue. For the record, nine Opposition
Back Benchers have been present, but where are the
Government Members? Why are they not taking this
seriously? Where is their concern for the ordinary people
up and down the country who have been affected?
The hon. Member for Cardiff Central talked about
the legal costs of the appeal. The Government are quite
happy to spend ridiculous sums of money defending an
indefensible policy rather than doing the right thing. As
she put it, it is money for lawyers rather than for the
rent victims. She and others talked about problems with
DHP. My hon. Friend the Member for Ayr, Carrick and
Cumnock (Corri Wilson) made the point that that is
not working, a theme that came across from numerous
speakers, so the Government must take the opportunity
given by the debate to reflect on what happened at the
Court of Appeal and stop this nonsense.
My hon. Friend and others talked about the policy’s
impact on the health and wellbeing of many people
and, when we are talking about that, we are talking
about people with disability. The most vulnerable in our
society have been put under pressure. The hon. Member
for Swansea East (Carolyn Harris) spoke movingly
about the human cost to people in her constituency. We
should listen to the stories of the people who have been
affected so disgracefully. She said that it was both
“discriminatory and punishing”, which is exactly the
point. That is why the Government must listen.
We had a moving speech from the hon. Member for
Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney (Gerald Jones). Again,
the point is that there is a lack of one and two-bedroom
properties. Where in the name of heaven are people
supposed to move to? If the Government in the rest of
the UK had done what they should be doing and
ensured a supply of affordable housing and social housing,
perhaps that could have been addressed, but they certainly
have not addressed that. We end up in a situation where
so many people up and down the country—proud people,
as was said—are in rent arrears. That is what the
Government have done through their actions.
We heard from the hon. Member for Wansbeck (Ian
Lavery) who talked powerfully about the attack on the
vulnerable in our society. We keep hearing the same
stories—we would have heard others if other Members
were in the debate—about the impact that the policy
has had in constituencies up and down the country.
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Lastly, we heard the story from London, because this is
a story about the impact on not just Wales, the north of
England and Scotland but urban centres such as London.
I hope that the debate presents an opportunity to
focus on what is a mean-spirited piece of legislation,
which has ultimately led to the Government’s defeat in
the Court of Appeal. I say that it is mean-spirited, but it
is worse than that. It is cruel. It seeks to demonise folk
and those who are the most vulnerable in our society.
That should shame us all, as the hon. Member for
Wansbeck said, yet sadly it does not seem to shame this
Conservative Government.
We can all reflect on the policy’s results, but perhaps
there is a clue in its name: the spare room subsidy. Here
is the nub of the problem. We in Scotland see social
security as providing a safety net, accepting society’s
obligation to look after the vulnerable among us, while
we seek to deliver policies that are aspirational and
deliver a road out of poverty. The Government take a
very different view, with necessary support for the vulnerable
seen as providing a subsidy. Who has ever heard the
like? With that kind of approach, the problem is that
the wrong decisions are made, just as has been done.
It is not about subsidy; it is about cutting the entitlement
to benefits of people who desperately need them. What
mentality sees a problem in that? It is little wonder that
the Government are deaf to the cries about the impact
of their policy on so many people. They should stop
using such language as “spare room subsidy” and just
come clean on what this is: a reduction in the incomes
of some of the poorest in our society. That is all it is.
The Government want to fix the deficit and they are
doing so by putting their hands in the pockets of the
poor at the same time as doing a cosy, cut-price deal
with the likes of Google. As we would say in Scotland,
“It’s the same old Tories.” Thank heavens the Court of
Appeal has intervened, but, for now at least, the
Government still refuse to see sense. Even their own
report, “Evaluation of Removal of the Spare Room
Subsidy”, in December 2015 found that the tax is a
failing policy, hitting the most disadvantaged in society.
It found that 55% of tenants affected by the legislation
were in arrears. Where is the sense in a policy that
creates such outcomes? Why will they not accept that
it is wrong? They have made a mistake, so reverse it
today—do the right thing! The effect of the policy is to
push folk into ever greater debt, with all the difficulties
that that causes. To many of the rest of us that is no
surprise. The bedroom tax is after all a direct assault on
the incomes of the disabled, the poorest and the most
vulnerable.
The Prime Minister said at his party conference that
he wanted a war on poverty— fine words. However,
what we actually have is a war on the poor. In Scotland
we have an SNP Government committed to abolishing
the bedroom tax; and when the powers are passed to us
we will take that responsibility. In the meantime, the
Scottish Government have been mitigating the effects of
the bedroom tax. We have a Scottish Government on
the side of ordinary folk and a Tory Westminster
Government punishing the poor, ignoring the social
consequences of their actions and turning a blind eye to
the Court of Appeal.
One of the major flaws in the Government’s thinking
was that those with spare bedrooms would move to
smaller properties—a point that many have made in this
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debate. That would be a big enough challenge in any
part of the UK, but in a large rural constituency such as
mine it is almost impossible. What are people supposed
to do? Are people in Skye who have an extra bedroom,
for example, supposed to move elsewhere in the highlands,
and uproot themselves from family and friends? We
have been revisited by Tebbit and his “on your bike”
philosophy. Caring compassionate Conservatives? Give
us a break. It is little wonder that the Tories are so
decisively rejected by the people of Scotland. Of course,
at the root of the issue is the austerity agenda, but in
their lemming-like rush to reduce the deficit they refuse
to acknowledge the pain and suffering inflicted through
actions such as the introduction of the bedroom tax.
Tory ideology is a cover for them to do their worst, and
never mind the consequences. To use a saying of the
Thatcher period, “If it’s not hurting, it’s not working.”
Well, what the Government are doing is not working,
but it is certainly hurting. It is time to make a change.
We all want to restore the country’s finances and we
all want to reduce the deficit, but the question is what
path we take. There is no argument based on economic
literacy that suggests there is a need to get to a fiscal
surplus in the current Parliament. Yes, progress has to
be made, and the SNP demonstrated that the UK
Government could increase spending by £140 billion in
this Parliament and still have the deficit fall to around
2% of national income. That would be a balanced,
sensible approach, which would allow for the removal
of the bedroom tax and a more meaningful house
building programme, for example. The issue is leadership,
or in this case a failure of leadership, from the Government.
The Court of Appeal said that the policy was
discriminatory and unlawful. I urge the Government to
accept that judgment: show leadership and for once,
Minister, do the right thing.
10.32 am
Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth)
(Lab): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship
today, Ms Dorries. I congratulate my hon. Friend the
Member for Cardiff Central (Jo Stevens) and everyone
who has participated in today’s debate. The speeches
have been exceptional. As has already been mentioned,
the lack of participation from the Government side is
notable, and is hopefully a sign of embarrassment at a
policy that is clearly not working.
The Government’s policy of reducing the amount of
housing benefit payment to current social housing tenants
who are deemed to have superfluous bedrooms—the
bedroom tax as the Opposition call it—is deeply unfair,
discriminatory and divisive. The fact that the policy was
introduced for existing tenants who took out their
tenancies based on the knowledge of how much they
could afford, only to be told that their income was to be
reduced, is unjust and unfair. Added to that, the
Government’s inept handling of the housing market,
with the lowest level of house building since the 1920s,
means that there are not properties for people to move
into. That just adds insult to the injury that people feel.
The latest figures for 2015 show that approximately
443,000 people are affected, with an average weekly
income reduction of £15.27; that is more than £61 a
month or £800 a year—up about 10% from what the
Government originally estimated. As many people today
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have said, those figures are significant for families on
low incomes. The bedroom tax is discriminatory because
the Government failed to listen to claims that it would
affect many older people, disabled people and their
carers. As we have heard, two thirds of those affected
are disabled, and more than 60,000 carers are also
affected. It is also divisive, as it splits families and hits
regions that have historically high levels of social housing.
The effect in Wales is significant, as we have heard, but
in England the National Federation of ALMOs found a
distinct north-south divide in relation to the percentage
of tenants affected. One year after the bedroom tax was
introduced, 13% of tenants in the north were affected,
compared with 7% in the south. I wonder if that is
really what we call the northern powerhouse.
The Work and Pensions Committee investigated what
was happening with housing benefit and raised concerns
about the reduction in the number of households affected.
At the time there were few data on what was happening.
As the Select Committee said in its report, the reduction
“could be related to changes in household structure, moving
house, entering work, or increasing hours”

and
“a result of claimants ceasing to claim because their entitlement
was reduced to zero, or to such a low level…or because they were
already in the process of moving.”

I must note the fact that that report was produced in
2014 and the Government have still not responded to it.
Professor Steve Wilcox indicated in his analysis that
tenant moves prior to the introduction of the policy
may have accounted for some of the reduction in the
number of claims—in addition to the reclassification of
bedrooms by landlords—but urged caution in interpreting
the decline in relation to social sector tenants. However,
the Government’s own evaluation which, as has been
mentioned, was slipped out on the last day before the
Christmas recess, gives an insight of the impact on
people of the bedroom tax. It revealed that the majority
of people originally affected by the bedroom tax were
still affected nine months later. Of those still affected,
only 5% had found work. Claimants were using savings,
borrowing from family or friends or accruing debt to
pay rent. The implication of accruing such debt is a
downward spiral. It is impossible to overestimate the
effect of having debt hanging round family’s necks.
Three out of four families are having to cut back on
essentials such as heating and food.
We have heard poignant constituency case studies in
the debate, and I want to mention an example from
a Barnardo’s project. A dad asked the staff for some
nappies, and when the project worker attended the
house to see how things were going she discovered that
there were only biscuits and crisps in the cupboard and
that the parents were missing meals to feed the children.
They had not asked for help because they were too
proud. That family’s example is a window into the
reality of life for many people. We could see that situation
replicated across the country.
The Government’s evaluation also reported that 55%
of tenants were in arrears, contrasting with the National
Housing Federation’s figure of 59%. The important
thing is that the arrears of two thirds of them were
attributed directly to the bedroom tax. It has been
mentioned that for some people, in some local authority
areas, discretionary housing payments have helped where
there has been a shortfall between rent and housing
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benefit, but the clue is in the name—it is a discretionary
payment, not an entitlement. It is certainly seen as
something for the short term, within a wider context
where local authorities face significant cuts. Seventy-five
per cent. have not had support in the form of discretionary
housing payments. Their availability is a postcode lottery.
The recent Court of Appeal judgment agreed that the
bedroom tax was indeed discriminatory against a domestic
violence victim and the family of a disabled teenager. It
was ruled that, in the two cases, the Government’s
policy amounted to unlawful discrimination. Although
other Members have referred to them, I too want to
mention Susan and Paul Rutherford, who argued that
they needed a specially adapted spare room in their
Pembrokeshire home to care for their disabled grandson
Warren. Ms A, who is a single mother living in a
three-bedroom council house fitted with a secure panic
room to protect her from her violent ex-partner, also
argued that that room was needed. We await the outcome
of the Government’s appeal to the Supreme Court at
the end of this month.
The discriminatory, unfair and divisive nature of the
bedroom tax is why Labour has consistently called for it
to be abolished. I hope the Minister will recognise that
and comment on why the Government continue to
pursue this policy, which, as we have heard, is not
delivering what it is meant to. It is not making the
savings that were anticipated and it is certainly not
freeing up family accommodation.
The Government have tried to regenerate the economy
on the backs of the poor and disabled. Their modus
operandi is about division and blame. Instead of denigrating
claimants and our social security system, we should be
recognising the importance and value of that system.
Like the NHS, our social security system is based on
principles of inclusion, support and security for all,
assuring us of our dignity and the basics of life, should
any one of us become ill, disabled or fall on hard times.
The Government need to remember that and stop their
attacks on the poor and vulnerable.
10.41 am
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Disabled
People (Justin Tomlinson): It is a pleasure to serve under
your chairmanship, Ms Dorries. I wish to pay tribute to
the hon. Member for Cardiff Central (Jo Stevens), who
made a passionate, informed and determined speech
that was well received by her colleagues supporting her
today. Some measured and well thought-out speeches
have been made, and cases have been strongly put
forward on behalf of each Member’s constituents. I
have worked closely with the hon. Member for Swansea
East (Carolyn Harris) on a number of measures, and we
have been able to find a lot of common ground and
ways to move forward in a number of Westminster Hall
debates, but I am afraid I am a little way from her
arguments on this issue. I will try my best to answer as
many of the points made as I can.
Let us first look at the history of this. One of the
main thrusts of the opposition to this policy is that it is
ideological and was dreamed up by the finest brains of
the Conservative-Lib Dem coalition. To be clear, it was
the previous Labour Government who introduced this
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policy in the private sector. When challenged in the
House in January 2004 on whether the policy would be
introduced more widely than the private sector, the
Minister then responsible said:
“We hope to implement a flat rate housing benefit system in
the social sector, similar to that anticipated in the private rented
sector to enable people in that sector to benefit from the choice
and flexibility that the reforms can provide.”—[Official Report,
19 January 2004; Vol. 416, c. 1075W.]

Debbie Abrahams: Does the Minister recognise the
point I tried to make in my opening remarks about this
being a retrospective tax? It applies to tenants already in
existence. There was a very different application for
private sector tenants. The policy applies to current,
existing tenants who had already budgeted for what
they could afford.
Justin Tomlinson: I will cover in detail some of those
points, but I can tell the hon. Lady that a significant
difference was that no additional discretionary housing
payment was provided when the policy was implemented
in the private sector. It was very much a case of, “Cross
your fingers and hope for the best. You will not be
getting any support.”
The legal case mentioned is ongoing, so I cannot
dwell on it too much. The Court of Appeal previously
said that discretionary housing payments were appropriate
support. Crucially, it was not about the wider policy; it
was about just these very specific categories. In that
particular case, those people were in receipt of discretionary
housing payments, but that is an ongoing legal dispute.
Jo Stevens: In relation to the receipt of discretionary
housing payments, is it not the case that the Rutherfords
had been denied DHP in the first instance?
Justin Tomlinson: My understanding is that that is
right, but they then got the money on appeal. This
comes down to whether we should have discretion in the
powers of local authorities or an exhaustive list of those
who should be exempted. My view is that if we try to set
strict categories, we will not be able to ensure with 100%
certainty that everyone will be covered, because people—
particularly those with unique issues—do not neatly
conform to tidy boxes. If an individual falls just below
the line, they will miss out; that is a crucial point. If it is
black and white, there will be winners and losers.
Discretionary housing payments allow for everybody’s
individual circumstances to be considered and for a
flexible multi-agency approach. For example, that approach
could involve working with the police, social services
and medical professionals. Underlying all those decisions
is the public sector equality duty to ensure that the
vulnerable in society are protected.
A number of speakers talked about support for
the disabled, victims and those who are homeless. I will
reel off some of the measures we have introduced to
provide support in those areas: £400 million to deliver
8,000 specialist homes for the vulnerable, elderly and
those with disabilities; a 79% increase, from £220 million
to £394 million, in the disabled facilities grant, which
helps about 40,000 people; £40 million for victims of
domestic abuse, which triples the support previously in
place, so that no one is turned away; £500 million to
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tackle homelessness since 2010; and £25 million a year
to support disabled people living in significantly adapted
accommodation.
Ian Blackford: I am grateful to the Minister for giving
way; he is being generous with his time. What he is
outlining is what the Government are having to put into
place because the policy is quite simply wrong. How
does he respond to the Court of Appeal saying that this
policy is discriminatory and unlawful? Those are the
words he must reflect on, and that is why he must do the
right thing and scrap the policy.
Justin Tomlinson: I gently remind the hon. Gentleman
that I have not yet finished my remarks, in which I will
set out why I think trusting local authorities with discretion
is far better than having an exhaustive list of exemptions.
The people who would come up with that list may have
the finest minds, but I am sure they would never cover
all the people who should be covered. I do not wish to
see people who should be protected being missed because
of some sort of arbitrary winners and losers line. I will
cover more of those points as I progress.
We must remember that it was the former Labour
Government who first dreamed up this policy. The
pretext for our introduction of this policy is that we had
a quarter of a million households living in overcrowded
accommodation and 1.7 million people on waiting lists
in England alone. Members have talked about the casework
they deal with as constituency MPs. I, too, have dealt
with a number of similar cases, but I have also been into
the properties of families in overcrowded accommodation
who are every bit as angry as those whom Opposition
Members have mentioned. Those people are in overcrowded
accommodation while their neighbours have spare rooms
in their family houses because their children have grown
up and gone.
Ian Blackford rose—
Justin Tomlinson: I will make some progress and then
take more interventions.
Members ask whether this is a popular policy. I can
tell them that it is a very popular policy with the people
on waiting lists. Some 820,000 bedrooms in social housing
were sitting empty while being paid for by the taxpayer.
Those rooms were being looked at enviously by families
in overcrowded accommodation.
Meg Hillier rose—
Justin Tomlinson: I promise I will take more interventions,
but let me make some other points first.
A small issue that will not generally have to trouble
Opposition parties—that is the advantage of not being
in government—is the financial aspect. Members asked
whether this policy is saving money. It has saved about
half a billion pounds a year, which is a significant
amount of money.
Research has shown that social landlords are altering
their allocation policies and are no longer putting single
people into family-sized homes. In the first six months
of the policy, around one third of developing landlords
altered their build plans, and that figure is now up to
51%. There has been a reduction of more than 100,000
in the number of households seeing a reduction in their
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housing benefit award due to the policy since May 2013.
There are a number of possible reasons for that. Landlords
are not wrongly allocating single people to family homes.
There are more one-bedroom properties—I will come
on to the numbers on that—and there are people who
have downsized. There are also more people either
increasing their hours of work or finding work, and we
are seeing around 200 people a week come off housing
benefit as they are able to do that.
The evaluation report published last December showed
that 20% of people affected by the policy had, as a
result, looked to earn more through work. Some 63% of
unemployed people affected said they were looking for
work as a result of the policy, and 20% of people no
longer affected said that that was because someone in
their household had found work or increased their
earnings. As I said, 200 people a week are coming off
housing benefit completely.
We believe—I say this as someone who was a local
councillor for 10 years—that local authorities remain
best placed to ensure that discretionary housing payments
are targeted at those most in need, based on local
circumstances and working with a number of other
agencies, so that there is a multi-pronged approach to
providing support.
Since 2011, we have provided £560 million to local
authorities and have already committed a further
£870 million for the next five years. Since 2013-14, we
have also allocated £5 million each year to help the
21 least densely populated areas across Great Britain,
which addresses a point made by the hon. Member for
Upper Bann (David Simpson). This additional funding
aims to avoid any disproportionate impact on those
affected by the removal of the spare room subsidy in
remote and isolated communities.
Of the £150 million of discretionary housing payment
funding that is being allocated to local authorities for
2016-17, £60 million is allocated by reference to the
removal of the spare room subsidy. Local authorities
are able to top up the Government’s contribution by an
additional 150% in England and Wales, and there is no
limit in Scotland.
The title of the debate on the Order Paper refers to
regional effects, and there is clear evidence that regional
areas are now adjusting to the removal of the spare
room subsidy. Across all regions of England and Wales,
the number of households subject to a reduction has
fallen by between 14% and 26% since May 2013. In
both the north-west and London, where the biggest
change can be seen, there has been a 26% fall in the
number of households subject to a reduction since May
2013. However, in Scotland, where discretionary housing
payments have been used to buy out the policy, only an
8% reduction has been seen over the same period, and
over the past year it has been the only region to see an
increase in caseloads.
Ian Blackford: The Minister talks about Opposition
Members opposing the measure. Actually, the Scottish
National party is in government in Scotland and we are
committed to getting rid of it, but at the same time, we
are building more houses, because that is exactly what is
required. The rate of social house building in Scotland
is far in excess of what is happening in this country. This
Government have a housing crisis, and that is what they
should be addressing. What they should not be doing is
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punishing the poor. Why do they not do what Scotland
is doing, and abolish this measure and make sure that
enough social houses are built?
Justin Tomlinson: I thank the hon. Gentleman for
that point, because it links nicely to the next part of my
speech, which is about housing numbers. However, I
gently remind him that Scotland is the only region that
has seen an increase in caseloads this year. That is
hardly a record of success. I urge him to think very
carefully about that, because those are the people who
are on the waiting list looking to get appropriate family
homes, and the ones who support this policy.
On the supply of housing numbers, 700,000 new
homes have been built in the past five years, including
270,000 affordable homes. Housing starts are at their
highest annual level since 2007. More council housing
has been built since 2010 than in the previous 13 years.
The number of empty homes across England is at its
lowest since records began and, crucially, we are broadening
opportunities for people to access housing through
schemes such as Help to Buy and the right to buy, along
with a number of other measures.
Meg Hillier: The Minister made a point earlier about
people being allocated oversized properties to start
with. He has also talked about under-occupying by
people whose children have left home. However, they
are different from people whose life circumstances are
fluctuating—their income has fluctuated; their children’s
ages are changing. They are living in the home that they
will want to continue to live in, and yet they have to go
cap in hand to the council for these discretionary housing
payments, which in my area are severely squeezed. Does
the Minister not acknowledge that this policy really hits
people at a point in their lives when they are trying to
move out of that situation and get stability?
Justin Tomlinson: That was exactly the same thought
process and debate that went on when the Labour
Government introduced the policy in the private sector.
They faced exactly the same challenges, and it was
intended, had there been a general election win for
Labour in 2010, for this to be done under that Labour
Government. We have done it, but the difference is that
when the Labour Government introduced the policy in
the private sector, they did not give any additional
discretionary housing payments. We are providing
£870 million over the next five years and entrusting
local authorities and local communities to shape and
deliver what they feel is the appropriate support. In the
hon. Lady’s constituency, it could be that the local
authority wishes to support those with fluctuating
conditions, or they may wish to target the money on
other areas, but £870 million is being provided.
A number of points were raised, and I shall do my
best to go through as many of those as I can. The hon.
Lady asked about how income from lodgers would have
an impact. Income from lodgers is fully disregarded in
universal credit, so there is certainly an opportunity
there. I accept that that is an easier way to generate
additional income in certain parts of the country than
in others.
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The hon. Member for Cardiff Central raised an
important point about payday loans. I am very proud to
have served as part of an incredibly important cross-party
campaign that delivered significant changes in the
regulations protecting vulnerable consumers. In summary,
we secured the delivery of financial education and
support through parts of the national curriculum. All
loans have to be displayed fully in cost rather than with
complex annual percentage rates, which I discovered
even Treasury Ministers could not calculate. Crucially,
there has been the capping of costs, the ending of
rip-off rates and relentless roll-overs, the freezing of
debt and compulsory credit checking to protect vulnerable
consumers who should never be lent the money in the
first place, as well as signposting to external and, crucially,
independent advice for those consumers. It was something
that we all welcomed.
Debbie Abrahams: As good as all the initiatives that
the Minister has outlined are, is not the point that this
Government policy is requiring people to go to payday
lenders to keep their heads above water and stay in their
family home, regardless of the additional security that
may have been introduced?
Justin Tomlinson: This is a Government policy continuing
the initial good work of the former Labour Government
to make sure that the 1.7 million people left on the
housing waiting list, which is now down to 1.2 million
in England—a significant reduction—
Debbie Abrahams: Then build more homes. The lowest
building since 1920—
Justin Tomlinson: The hon. Lady can shake her head,
but we cannot turn a blind eye and ignore the people
who are angry that they are unable to access appropriate
housing for their families, whereas others who have the
benefit of a family home and whose circumstances have
changed no longer have the same need as families who
are in overcrowded accommodation.
The hon. Member for Wansbeck (Ian Lavery) discussed
the impact on people receiving attendance allowance.
They would be pensioners, and pensioners are exempt.
The hon. Member for Swansea East raised a point
about discretionary housing payments not kicking in
until a tenant has downsized. That is not correct: they
can kick in from day one if the local authority feels that
it wishes to support that individual. It is very much
down to the discretion of local authorities.
The hon. Member for Cardiff Central raised a point
about Cardiff’s discretionary housing payments being
cut. The overall funding will be £870 million over the
five years, but that reflects the level of caseload. In
Cardiff’s case, as the numbers have fallen, the funding
will follow accordingly.
The hon. Member for East Londonderry (Mr Campbell)
raised a point about housing associations and their rent
collection. The reports we have had back from housing
associations are that rent collection is 99% on average,
and 92% of housing association providers continue to
report that, in terms of current levels of arrears in rent
collection and voids, they are within or outperforming
their business plans. Of those that are in rent arrears,
over 50% already were prior to the introduction of the
spare room subsidy, although again we will continue to
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work with housing association providers and local
authorities to look at what further support might help
to break that cycle.
A specific point was made about the impact relating
to PIP and DLA. To quote the guidance:
“When deciding how to treat income from disability-related
benefits such as Disability Living Allowance or the Personal
Independence Payment, you should have regard to the decision of
the High Court in R v. Sandwell MBC…In particular, you should
consider each DHP claim on a case by case basis having regard to
the purpose of those benefits and whether the money from those
benefits has been committed to other liabilities associated with
disability.”

In effect, therefore, that still remains part of the discretion.
In conclusion, the Government have taken action to
protect the public purse and bring a spiralling housing
benefit bill under control. The removal of the spare
room subsidy has already saved over £1 billion since its
introduction. We are protecting the most vulnerable by
giving them access to direct housing payments if they
need extra help to meet housing costs. The policy is
encouraging people to enter work and increase their
earnings and we are seeing better use of our housing
stock. This is a welcome measure for those who are on
the housing waiting list or in overcrowded accommodation.
10.58 am
Jo Stevens: I thank the Minister for his response and
all my Opposition colleagues for their contributions to
today’s debate. It is very disappointing that no Government
Back Benchers were here to participate. Although I
have listened to the Minister’s points, I do not recognise
what he has said in the impact of the bedroom tax that I
see every day in my constituency and which I am sure
my hon. Friends do too. I ask him to take away the case
studies, stories and points that we have made, and to
review the policy again. It is iniquitous, unfair and
discriminatory, and it really needs to go.
Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,
That this House has considered the regional effects of the
under-occupancy penalty.
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Jim Fitzpatrick (Poplar and Limehouse) (Lab): I beg
to move,
That this House has considered compensation for victims of
the Canary Wharf bombing.

It is a pleasure to see you presiding over the debate,
Ms Dorries. It is also very good to see the Minister, for
whom I have the highest regard, in his place. I know
that the Treasury, the Foreign Office and the Ministry
of Justice have been passing or sharing responsibility
for this issue among them. I am grateful that a Treasury
Minister is here, because I think that this is a financial
question. Some issues of compensation are an MOJ
responsibility and some issues are a Foreign Office
responsibility, but a number of the key questions that I
want to ask relate to British financial policy, as I hope
to make clear. I am grateful that the Treasury is represented
here today to respond to the debate. To be honest, I do
not really care which Department takes responsibility
and responds. What the victims and I want to see is
action.
Two weeks and 20 years ago today, the Canary Wharf
bomb detonated. The bombing marked the end of a
17-month IRA ceasefire. It was recently the subject of
an excellent BBC Four documentary, broadcast to
commemorate the event, entitled “Executing the Peace”.
The half-tonne bomb was left in a small lorry about
80 yards from South Quay station on the docklands
light railway. It exploded at 19:02 GMT 90 minutes
after coded warnings were telephoned to Dublin and
Belfast media. Inam Bashir and John Jeffries died when
the bomb went off outside their shop on 9 February 1996.
Many more people were injured, a number seriously.
I have been trying for a number of years to assist the
Docklands Victims Association to secure compensation
for the victims who suffered, and are still suffering in
many cases, and for the families of those who were
killed. The Docklands Victims Association is not alone
in seeking justice; many other victims are also trying to
do so.
The starting point for all this seems easy enough.
Semtex explosive was sold by the Czechs to the Libyan
regime of Colonel Gaddafi. It then supplied that Semtex
to various terrorist organisations, including the IRA.
That Semtex killed and maimed people. But from there
things get much less clear. To its credit, the Select
Committee on Northern Ireland Affairs—I am pleased
to see its Chair, the hon. Member for Tewkesbury
(Mr Robertson), in his place—is engaged in an inquiry
trying to get to the bottom of this. I cannot do justice,
in my brief remarks, to the evidence that it has already
heard or the conclusions and recommendations that it
will deliver, but its report, I suspect, will not be kind to
successive British Governments over the last almost
20 years. I simply wish to ask the Minister why UK
citizens have not been compensated, unlike citizens in
the United States, Germany and France who were also
victims of Semtex supplied by Gaddafi.
One of the most powerful statements that I heard in
the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee sessions was
from Mr Jason McCue, representing victims in Northern
Ireland. He said:
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“Victims…are front-line troops in the war on terror...We have
a duty of care to them, and yet we do not seem to value them in
our society, like others do—like the French or the Americans do.
We do not give them that value; we do not give them that respect.
We do not see the humanity in them, and their strength in the war
on terror. There is no stronger counter-terrorism measure than a
victim standing up”.

The question for me and many colleagues—a number
are in the Chamber today—is not whether the victims
should be compensated but how. There are several
possible ways, and all have been mentioned in the
Northern Ireland Affairs Committee hearings, in which
members are examining those ways and have suggested
a number of parliamentary questions to tease out even
more information on this very difficult issue.
Mr Nigel Dodds (Belfast North) (DUP): I congratulate
the hon. Gentleman on raising this very important issue
again on behalf of his constituents. The Docklands
Victims Association is doing tremendous work and
working with victims elsewhere whose victimhood came
about as a result of Semtex supplied by Gaddafi. I am
sure that the hon. Gentleman will accept that Members
from Northern Ireland fully support the campaign
for compensation in this case, because it will mean
compensation right across the board for many other
victims as well. We fully support the case and wish
him well.
Jim Fitzpatrick: I am grateful to the right hon. Gentleman
for that expression of support. He, too, has campaigned
strongly on this issue for many years. This is a more
general case; it is not exclusively about the Docklands
Victims Association. Obviously, those victims are in my
constituency, but many others across the country are
also involved, and what we want to see is justice for
them all.
I was exploring the possible ways forward. The first
way forward would have been for the British Government
to join a class action with the US Government in their
claim for compensation. I would like to quote Mr McCue
again. He said in response to a question from the hon.
Member for Ribble Valley (Mr Evans):
“There was no reason why the British Government could not
have, first of all, petitioned for the British citizens to be in it.
There is nothing in American law preventing them from espousing
a claim, which is the technical term for it, with another state to
bring compensation for a class action. The Americans could have
done it.”

A Mr Jury, another witness at the Northern Ireland
hearings who was also representing victims, said:
“Can I add to that that the Libya Claims Settlement Agreement
is a court-accepted statement of liability towards the UK victims?
Under US law, there has been an acceptance of liability, and
under judicial international comity, the UK courts would accept
that anyway.”

Therefore there is, or at least was, the possibility of an
international legal route to compensation, but my main
question to the Government is why is there not, or why
can there not be, a UK domestic route?
There have been reports that the UK Government
have frozen Gaddafi or Libyan assets in UK banks. I
suspect that the Treasury was behind that, which is why
I have targeted the question in this debate at Treasury
Ministers. The amount of funds is not clear. Some
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commentators suggest £900 million; others suggest that
it runs into billions of pounds. That raises a number of
questions for the Minister, of which I gave his office
notice last evening. I must congratulate the Minister’s
private office, because it was still emailing me at half-past
8 last night to try to get to the bottom of some of this.
First, do such frozen accounts exist and, secondly,
what are they worth if they do exist? More importantly,
there are international legal precedents that enable frozen
assets of a terrorist or dictator—in this case, Gaddafi—to
be used to pay compensation to victims, so my third and
most important question, to which I will return at the
end of my remarks, is why do the UK Government not
go down that route?
A third route is now apparently being explored. An
article in The Daily Telegraph on 16 January quoted the
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs, the hon. Member for Bournemouth East
(Mr Ellwood), who, to his credit, attended the memorial
service in my constituency two weeks ago, on 9 February.
He did not tell me that he was coming, but it was good
to see him there anyway, and other parliamentary colleagues.
The article stated:
“Tobias Ellwood, a Foreign Office minister, told The Telegraph
that he had met new Prime Minister designate of Libya, Fayez
el-Sarraj, and raised the case for compensation with him in
person.”

The hon. Gentleman was quoted as saying:
“We will certainly make the case with the Libyan government
in order to pursue this as best we can.
As soon as there is a government to work with I am planning
to facilitate bringing the victims’ groups and the Libyan authorities
together. It is for the Libyans themselves to say whether or not
there would be a case for a request for compensation.”

There are, therefore, three possible ways to compensate
victims: join a class action in the US, use interest from
frozen assets in the UK or get the new Libyan Government
to cough up.
James Cartlidge (South Suffolk) (Con): I thank the
hon. Gentleman for initiating this debate, because it
enables me to raise the case of Charles Arbuthnot, who
is a constituent of mine in Holbrook and whose sister
Jane, a 22-year-old WPC, was murdered in the Harrods
bombing. I have had extensive correspondence with the
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs, my hon. Friend the Member for Bournemouth
East (Mr Ellwood), and it seems to me that there is still
not explicit acceptance that American citizens were
compensated by the Libyan Government. Previously,
there would be reference only to direct compensation,
for example for the Lockerbie bombing, and not to
compensation for those cases in which the Semtex
was supplied.
Jim Fitzpatrick: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for that intervention. I know that this is one of the key
issues that the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee is
looking at, because evidence was given about the way
the Americans secured compensation. That is why I am
raising with the Treasury the question whether the
frozen assets and the interest on them could be used to
compensate the docklands victims, as well as the Harrods
bomb victims and others from Northern Ireland. It is a
key question.
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The Canary Wharf bombing victims do not care
which is best. All they want is to secure the justice that
they have been denied for more than 20 years for them
and for other victims. Victims are represented by other
colleagues, a number of whom are here today. Just
yesterday I had two emails about this. One was from the
office of the hon. Member for Battersea (Jane Ellison)
on behalf of Felicity Prazak, whose husband died on
flight LN1103. The other email was from my hon.
Friend the Member for Feltham and Heston (Seema
Malhotra), who raised the case of Mina Jadeja, a victim
of the Harrods bomb.
This is not, and has never been, about the money.
However, media accounts of payouts for IRA members—
for example, the reports on 30 January that £1.6 million
was paid to a republican kidnap gang—can only add to
and intensify the sense of injustice and frustration for
the victims of the Gaddafi Semtex. Successive UK
Governments have failed victims. I was a Minister in
both the Tony Blair and Gordon Brown Administrations,
and evidence to the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee
suggests that the Blair Government were more interested
in the glory of bringing Libya in from the cold, closing
down its support for and sponsorship of international
terrorism, opening up economic ties and securing UK
business contracts.
Gavin Robinson (Belfast East) (DUP): Does the hon.
Gentleman share my profound disappointment in the
evidence given to the Select Committee on Foreign
Affairs on 11 December by former Prime Minister Tony
Blair, who said that he did not pursue compensation
because, clearly, compensation was available? There was
a scheme in Northern Ireland, but the same provisions
were not available for the hundreds of victims in mainland
Great Britain.
Jim Fitzpatrick: The hon. Gentleman makes a powerful
point, and I am sure that will be a focus of the report of
the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee, of which he is
a respected member. I am not able to develop the
powerful point as much as I would like to, but I am sure
that the Committee will do so in due course.
Mr Laurence Robertson (Tewkesbury) (Con): I thank
the hon. Gentleman for securing the debate. I was at the
memorial service last week with him and a number of
other people. On the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee,
we find it frustrating that former Prime Ministers Blair
and Brown seem reluctant to give evidence on this very
point. If we have to go to America to speak to people
there to find out the truth, we certainly will.
Jim Fitzpatrick: The Chair of the Northern Ireland
Affairs Committee makes a powerful point that reinforces
the concern I raised about the way the Blair Administration
dealt with the situation. The Committee was also told
that the Brown Government only became interested
when the flak started flying over the Megrahi case,
when he was being released back to Libya. The Foreign
Office then set up the dedicated unit for victims, which,
initially, was very enthusiastic, and the current Prime
Minister, the right hon. Member for Witney (Mr Cameron),
made some very positive statements about helping the
victims when he was Leader of the Opposition.
Notwithstanding all the reluctance, tokenism and lack
of a conclusion, the victims just want results.
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To return to the original question I asked a few
minutes ago, I obtained this debate to ask a Minister
from the Treasury whether there is a route, through
frozen assets in the UK, to end the misery and delay. In
my view, that is a Treasury question. If there is not a
route, why not and when will the victims see justice? My
final quote is from Mrs Hamida Bashir, whose son,
Inam, was killed aged 29 at Canary Wharf. She wrote in
correspondence:
“we do not require or will not accept any financial compensation
for the loss of my Inam. However, due to the murder of Inam and
John”—

John Jeffries—
“we do feel a tremendous moral obligation to support all those
who have been left severely disabled. A victim such as Mr Zaoui
Berezag who desperately needs your help as he is blind, paralysed,
has the mental age of a small child and is an amputee. He is cared
for by his wife Gemma within a modest council home in East
London.”

What further eloquence do the Government need?
Danny Kinahan (South Antrim) (UUP): I thank the
hon. Gentleman for securing the debate. From the
evidence received by the Northern Ireland Affairs
Committee, it seems that we do not actually care about
the victims. Does the hon. Gentleman agree that it is
about time that we sat down and started looking at
those who really need help?
Jim Fitzpatrick: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
because his intervention brings me to my concluding
comments. This is not a party political issue, as is
demonstrated by the fact that members of various
parties are here expressing concerns about the issue. We
all want the Government to address the issue and to
come up with a solution, which successive Governments
have not done over the past 20 years. The question
affects constituencies across the country, including in
Northern Ireland, which I have not really mentioned.
The victims have been waiting too long.
The Northern Ireland Affairs Committee will require
a formal Government response to its report when it is
published. Today, the Government have a chance to
signal further commitment not only to the victims, who
they have failed, but to the country, by acknowledging
that the frontline troops fighting against terrorism are
innocent civilians and by assuring us that when those
civilians suffer at the hands of terrorists, their Government
are ready to ensure that the sacrifice is acknowledged
and the debt paid. So far, after 20 years, that sacrifice
has not been acknowledged and the debt has not been
paid. I look forward to the Minister’s response.
11.15 am
The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Damian
Hinds): I am grateful for the opportunity to serve under
your chairmanship, Ms Dorries. I thank the hon. Member
for Poplar and Limehouse (Jim Fitzpatrick) and commend
him for securing this important debate on a subject that
is of particular importance to his constituents and on
which he has campaigned consistently. I also commend
the hon. Members from four different political parties
who are attending this debate.
The docklands bombing of February 1996 was an
horrific event—a black day for London and the United
Kingdom. I add my condolences to all those whose lives
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were affected by the terrible events that day. The horror
will not be forgotten. Two people died and 39 were
injured, some permanently. It was a breaking of the
IRA ceasefire and a failure of humanity. The involvement
and support of the Gaddafi regime in this and other
events marks a low point even in Gaddafi’s reign of
terror. It is right that those whose lives were affected by
these senseless bombings seek redress and compensation,
and we will do what we can to ensure they get it. I know
how important this issue is to the hon. Gentleman and
to other hon. Members who are here today.
The hon. Gentleman specifically asked about the
Libyan assets frozen in the UK, and the potential use of
those to compensate victims of Gaddafi-sponsored
terrorism. To answer that, it is important to set out the
background of how those assets came to be frozen in
the UK, and to explain the limits on the use to which
they can be put.
In 2011, the United Nations took action against
those involved in, or complicit in, ordering, controlling
or otherwise directing the commission of serious human
rights abuses against persons in Libya. This included,
among other measures, the imposition of an asset freeze
against a number of individuals and entities, including
Muammar Gaddafi and some members of his family.
On 2 March 2011, the European Union implemented
these asset-freezing measures through regulation 204/2011,
which has direct effect in the UK. The UK Government
have no additional domestic freezing measures under
the Libyan sanctions regime.
The approximate aggregate value of funds frozen in
the UK under the Libyan financial sanctions regime is
just under £9.5 billion. It is very important, for the
purposes in which the hon. Gentleman is interested, to
recognize that the whole Libyan Government are not
subject to sanctions. A small number of entities associated
with the Libyan Government are subject to asset freezes.
The names of those entities are published in the Treasury’s
consolidated list of financial sanctions. They include
the Libyan Investment Authority and the Libyan African
Investment Portfolio, which are subject to partial asset
freezes, which means they are free to deal with new
funds generated after 16 September 2011. The Libyan
Government additionally hold further unfrozen funds
in the UK and elsewhere. Therefore, existing financial
sanctions would not prevent the Libyan Government
from agreeing compensation with victims and making
payments to them from unfrozen funds.
Kate Hoey (Vauxhall) (Lab): Given that it could be
some time before there is a genuinely workable Libyan
Government, why could this Parliament not—the Minister
will tell me if this would not be legal—decide to unfreeze
a certain proportion of those frozen assets so that we
can sort out the issue of compensation to victims in
the UK?
Damian Hinds: I will come to that. As for the financial
sanctions that are in place, an asset freeze means that
the assets of the individual or entity must be frozen
where those assets are. The funds continue to belong to
the individuals and entities listed under the sanctions
regime and are not seized or held by the United Kingdom
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Government. The funds remain frozen in the bank
account they were in at the time of designation and, for
individuals and entities subject to a full asset freeze,
interest may be credited to those accounts provided that
the interest is also frozen. The sanctions prevent any
person from dealing with those funds or making funds
available to the individuals or entities listed under the
sanctions regime without a licence from the competent
authority—in the United Kingdom, as the hon. Gentleman
rightly identified, the competent authority is Her Majesty’s
Treasury.
Access to frozen funds can only be licensed in accordance
with the grounds set out by the United Nations and the
European Union, and there are seven licensing grounds
applicable to this sanctions regime. To summarise, the
grounds allow for payments in the following categories:
first, for the basic needs of the designated person;
secondly, for the legal fees of that person; thirdly, for
fees for the routine maintenance of frozen assets; fourthly,
for the extraordinary expenses of the designated person;
fifthly, for the satisfaction of judicial or administrative
orders enforceable in the EU; sixthly, for humanitarian
purposes; and seventhly, for obligations arising under
contracts prior to the imposition of sanctions.
To clarify further, a Treasury licence would not compel
a payment to be made, but would simply provide that
the payment would not be a breach of financial sanctions.
It is clear that none of the licensing grounds would
allow the Treasury to select a frozen account at will and
require that funds be paid from it to a third party.
James Cartlidge rose—
Kate Hoey rose—
Gavin Robinson rose—
Damian Hinds: I am conscience of the time, so if all
three hon. Members will allow me, I want to ensure that
I get through what I need to say. If time allows, I will of
course be happy to give way.
Although the entities designated under the Libyan
financial sanctions are generally ultimately owned by
the Libyan Government, they are entities in their own
right and are governed by boards of directors who
make decisions about the use of their assets. If the
Libyan Government came to an agreement with victims
to pay compensation, and came to an agreement with
individuals or entities that their frozen funds should be
used to pay that compensation, the Treasury would
be in a position to consider such an application for a
licence under the current framework. However, depending
on the licensing ground that applies, approval for granting
the licence would also need to be obtained from the
United Nations.
Although I very much understand and share the
concern of hon. Members for the victims of the docklands
bombing and other Gaddafi-sponsored terrorism, I am
afraid that the legal framework relating to financial
sanctions is focused on preserving the funds for the
benefit of the Libyan people and does not allow the UK
Government to use them as we wish, no matter how
worthy or how important to us and to all hon. Members
a cause may be. Indeed, the UN Security Council has
repeatedly made clear its determination that, when sanctions
are lifted, frozen assets must be made available to, and
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for the benefit of, the people of Libya. The Security
Council has held that position in a series of resolutions
going back a number of years.
The hon. Member for Poplar and Limehouse asked
about the 2008 US-Libya compensation settlement. In
May 2008, it became clear that the US and Libya were
proceeding on a bilateral agreement to settle outstanding
claims. The then Government made representations to
the US and Libyan authorities to include UK claimants
on the list of recipients. Unfortunately that proved not
to be possible, mainly because international and US law
does not allow the US to espouse the claims of foreign
nationals. Furthermore, the Libyans made it clear that
they had answered questions about their support for the
IRA in 1995 and that they considered the matter to be
closed.
Important questions have also been raised about the
similarities and differences between this case and the
case of the Lockerbie bombing, in which victims were
paid compensation. I stress that there are important
differences between the two cases. First, the Lockerbie
bombing was an act of terrorism directly committed by
agents of the Libyan state, not indirectly through IRA
terrorists with Libyan supply.
James Cartlidge: Will the Minister give way?
Damian Hinds: If my hon. Friend will forgive me, I
will continue.
Secondly, in the case of Lockerbie, the Libyans
approached the US Government tacitly acknowledging
their guilt for the atrocity. Thirdly, Gaddafi wanted
something in return from the United States, namely
readmission to the international fold, from which his
actions had excluded him. Finally, the Lockerbie claims
were supported by a UN Security Council resolution.
Above all—this is important—it is highly unlikely that
a future Libyan Government would acknowledge
themselves as guilty in the same way as Gaddafi, the
individual. The Libyans see themselves as victims of
Gaddafi, not the bearers of his legacy.
We believe that the best approach in these difficult
cases is to support and facilitate contact between victims
and the relevant Libyan authorities so that claims can
ultimately be settled directly. Unfortunately, the current
political and security situation in Libya makes it difficult
for victims, their families and representatives to pursue
their claims. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office
already provides facilitation support to victims, their
families, legal representatives and campaign groups where
it has been requested and is appropriate. However, it is a
long-standing decision for the Government not to espouse
private claims, so we do not provide funding for victims’
campaigns. As the hon. Member for Poplar and Limehouse
may be aware, there has recently been important progress
towards the establishment of a new Libyan Government.
The Presidency Council has announced a revised list of
Government Ministers, and the next step is for the
House of Representatives to endorse that list and
the Government programme. We urge the House of
Representatives to do that without delay.
The hon. Gentleman may also be interested to know
that the Foreign and Commonwealth Office Minister
with responsibility for the middle east, my hon. Friend
the Member for Bournemouth East (Mr Ellwood), raised
the issue of redress for UK victims when he met the
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Prime Minister-designate in November 2015. I assure
the hon. Gentleman that the Minister will continue
to raise that issue in our engagement with the new
Libyan Government, and he will encourage the Libyan
authorities to engage with UK victims, their families
and representatives, including those seeking compensation,
once stability returns and our embassy reopens. The
Minister will also meet UK victims in March, and I
know that he will also be happy to meet the hon.
Gentleman to discuss the issue in greater detail, if the
hon. Gentleman would like to do so.
There is going to be time, so I will happily give way to
the hon. Member for Belfast East (Gavin Robinson).
Gavin Robinson: I thank the Minister for giving way,
which I greatly appreciate. He has fairly outlined the
restrictions associated with the asset-freezing sanctions.
One issue with which the Northern Ireland Affairs
Committee has wrestled is the representations made, at
either EU or UN level, when the sanctions were imposed
to advocate on behalf of victims, recognising that there
were outstanding requests for compensation. I know he
is not a Foreign Office Minister, so if he is unaware of
the representations that were made, perhaps he could
ask those questions and report back to the Chair of the
Select Committee, the hon. Member for Tewkesbury
(Mr Robertson), or to me.
Damian Hinds: I will have to write to the hon. Gentleman
with the detail in answer to that question, but of course
the sanctions regimes are not unique to the UK and are
governed by international law and UN and EU conventions.
A great wrong was inflicted on innocent victims on
that day in 1996, and a key part—
Kate Hoey: Will the Minister give way?
Damian Hinds: If the hon. Lady will forgive me, I will
make progress.
Kate Hoey: You have three minutes.
Damian Hinds: Will the hon. Member for Poplar and
Limehouse be responding, Ms Dorries?
Nadine Dorries (in the Chair): That is up to you,
Minister. If Mr Fitzpatrick is going to wind up, you will
have to stop very soon.
Damian Hinds: I want to make sure that the hon.
Member for Poplar and Limehouse has brief time at the
end.
A great wrong was inflicted on that day, and clearly
part of the responsibility lies with the Libyan dictator,
Gaddafi. At some stage, the Libyan people will want to
come to terms with what was done in their name and
consider the issue of reconciliation and compensation
for victims, both Libyans and foreigners. When they do,
we will have something to offer from our experience in
Northern Ireland, and we will of course also push for
the inclusion of Gaddafi’s UK victims in any compensation
scheme.
11.28 am
Jim Fitzpatrick: I am grateful for this opportunity to
wind up the debate. I am grateful to the Minister for his
comments, and I am grateful for the attendance of a
number of colleagues, including my former colleague
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from Thurrock, Andrew MacKinlay, who has been
supporting the victims for many years. I am grateful to
the Minister for supplying new information on the
£9.5 billion in frozen assets—that figure was not previously
clear to me. I hope that information is of assistance to
the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee.
I did not expect today’s debate to provide a conclusion;
I sought another little piece of the jigsaw to create a
bigger picture and to help the Northern Ireland Affairs
Committee to produce a report that will get the Government
to a position where, hopefully, they can bring the matter
to a satisfactory conclusion. The victims have been
waiting too long, and it is time to bring the matter to a
satisfactory conclusion. This debate has not concluded
the matter, but I hope it is another step towards a
conclusion.
Question put and agreed to.
11.29 am
Sitting suspended.
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2.30 pm
Derek Thomas (St Ives) (Con): I beg to move,
That this House has considered community pharmacies.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Streeter. In a letter to community pharmacies on
17 December, the Department of Health discussed the
potential for far greater use of community pharmacies
and pharmacists. The letter refers to the role of community
pharmacists in preventive health, support for healthy
living, support for self-care for minor ailments and
long-term conditions and medication reviews in care
homes, and as part of a more integrated local care
model. That is exactly the right direction. As an MP
representing a Cornish seat where every effort is being
made to integrate health and social care, I see community
pharmacists as essential players in a new national health
service equipped to meet the demands placed on it by
modern society.
Westminster Hall debates are rarely secured in order
to praise the Government and celebrate all that is good.
I would love to be able to do so, but—wait for it—in the
same letter to which I just referred, the Department set
out its plans to reduce its funding commitment to
community pharmacists by £170 million. Therein lies
the problem. We have a front-line NHS service that is
valued and depended on and able to embrace new
clinical responsibilities and meet the demands of an
ageing population, but it is unsure about its future.
Tom Brake (Carshalton and Wallington) (LD): Does
the hon. Gentleman share my concern? As Members of
Parliament, we all, I suspect, refer constituents to pharmacy
services, because we know the impact that that has on
reducing the pressure on the NHS. If we cannot refer
them to smoking cessation services, cholesterol testing
and blood pressure testing, the NHS and hospitals will
have to pick up the burden.
Derek Thomas: I welcome that intervention. That is
exactly the point that I hope to make, particularly for
independent pharmacists in rural areas, where it is
much more difficult to access acute services and GP
practices.
Mr John Spellar (Warley) (Lab): The hon. Gentleman
ought to see that that is true across the whole country.
In urban areas, people are finding it more and more
difficult to get appointments with their GPs and are
going to accident and emergency. The best way to
relieve that pressure is to encourage more people to go
to our well-resourced local community pharmacies, maybe
even rather than chain pharmacies.
Derek Thomas: That is absolutely right. The community
pharmacist is part of the solution, not part of the
problem, in what we want to do for the NHS. I hope to
make the point in my speech that we need to do all we
can to support the development of community pharmacists
rather than take away money that they need.
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Andy Slaughter (Hammersmith) (Lab): Urban and
rural areas share those problems. It is because people
will only wait for so long for GP appointments—my
hospital has exceeded waiting times for more than a
year—that there is pressure is on community pharmacists.
They are stepping up to the plate. Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that they are being let down by this cut, when they
are trying to do their best?
Derek Thomas: I hope to make the point that we need
clarity about how the money will be found, if it must be
found. I believe that there are other ways to save money,
particularly involving the use and waste of drugs.
Community pharmacists are unsure about their future
and unclear what support they can expect from the
Government. The letter sets out the £170 million reduction
in support for community pharmacists and asks them
to prepare for the cut, but gives little detail about where
the money will be cut, who will lose and what services
can no longer be funded.
Paula Sherriff (Dewsbury) (Lab): Does the hon.
Gentleman agree that local pharmacies are part of the
fabric of local communities? That is particularly the
case for independent pharmacies, which are embedded
in communities and whose owners and staff often come
from those communities. Perhaps the Minister can tell
us what impact assessments have been undertaken in
terms of health and economic and social wellbeing by
individual constituency.
Derek Thomas: I welcome that intervention, but I am
concerned that the hon. Lady might have read my
speech, and I have not yet put it on my Facebook page.
In my constituency, I have several community pharmacists,
and I am not sure that I have too many. It is simply that
my patch is large and includes areas of social deprivation,
which has an inherent impact on health. A car journey
from the north to the south of my constituency takes an
hour. The journey from the most westerly point to the
most southerly point takes an hour and nine minutes. In
a rural area such as mine, community pharmacists
provide invaluable access to the NHS and invaluable
support to vulnerable people.
To follow on from the hon. Lady’s helpful intervention,
over and above their obvious healthcare roles, I see
community pharmacies’ input into society as comparable
to that of post offices, police community support officers,
libraries, local churches or chapels, local pubs, village
shops and our postmen and women. They all play an
important part in local communities. They are the glue
that holds communities together, the people and
organisations that know when things are not as they
should be, and the people who look out for our elderly,
the sick and the vulnerable. Although it is difficult to
put a price on the work they do, without those people
and institutions, society would be a poorer place and
the added strain on public services would be significant.
It is perverse that we judge reducing support for services
such as community pharmacists to be a saving.
Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab): I congratulate the
hon. Gentleman on securing this timely debate. It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Streeter.
The loss of pharmacists’ expertise and experience and
their knowledge of the people who come in and out
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could be enormous if pharmacies such as the Whitworth
family pharmacy in my constituency are forced to close
as a result of this initiative.
Derek Thomas: I think we all share those concerns. I
am pleased to have secured this debate, so as to give
people an opportunity to share their experiences in
their own constituencies.
Reform of community pharmacies is not something
that we can afford to get wrong. Many of the community
pharmacies in my constituency are independent businesses
that have been established for decades. A wrong move
by the Government now might make those community
resources unviable. We all know that community
pharmacists provide important services, including the
safe dispensing of medicines. They are often the first
port of call for people with minor ailments and health
concerns, and are a key support for elderly and vulnerable
patients in the community.
Alex Chalk (Cheltenham) (Con): General practitioners
in my constituency are under significant strain. Although
no one is against sensible savings, does my hon. Friend
agree that nothing should be done to undermine the
excellent job done by community pharmacists in diverting
patients from primary care, or to add to the burden on
hard-pressed GPs?
Derek Thomas: That is absolutely superb—my next
line is: “Community pharmacies have a vital role in
giving advice and in diverting patients from GPs and
emergency departments,” exactly as my hon. Friend
said. In tourist areas such as Cornwall, they take their
share of the extra demand during the height of the
season. Most recently, my local community pharmacists
administered flu jabs to increase uptake. Pharmacies
regularly get prescriptions to patients out of hours
when no alternative is otherwise available, and Cornwall
has led the way, with ground-breaking work in enhanced
services. That is an example of how community pharmacists
are very much part of the solution to integrated community
health provision.
Healthwatch Cornwall recently surveyed Cornish
residents about access to community pharmacies. Some
69% of participants said that they regularly visit their
pharmacy, and 74% of those felt comfortable talking to
the pharmacist about their health, while 78% felt well
informed by their pharmacists when taking new drugs
and 93% said that the pharmacist was polite and helpful.
One constituent of mine, a retired doctor, Professor
Dancy, wrote to me as follows:
“I am a warm supporter of Nigel, our local pharmacist, and
proud to be so. He is always ready to help when I forget (as one
does at the age of 95) to re-order a medicament, and when my
doctor is unavailable, or just pushed for time, I do not hesitate to
ask Nigel for advice, which I follow with a confidence that is
always rewarded.”

Community pharmacists are highly trained and trusted
healthcare professionals, qualified to masters level and
beyond. Their knowledge base covers far more than just
drugs, making them the ideal healthcare professionals
to relieve pressure on GPs and other areas of the NHS.
Equally importantly—perhaps even more importantly—
community pharmacists are welcoming change and
embracing new clinical opportunities.
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However, the proposed funding cut will not sustain
the transition from a supply-based service to the more
clinically focused service that the Government desire
and our patients deserve. Cuts will discourage progress
and can only result in small, independent and much-loved
businesses failing, at the expense of patients, the public
and the wider NHS.
Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): In York,
the local authority has made cuts to smoking cessation
services, as well as NHS health checks, and the community
pharmacists I have spoken to have said that they see
their future role as filling some of those gaps. However,
with further cuts to community pharmacy itself, where
are people meant to go—back to queues in GP surgeries?
Derek Thomas: I thank the hon. Lady for that
intervention. That is exactly why we are having this
debate. I want the Government to examine the value of
community pharmacists and to consider how they can
do some of the work—in fact, a large part of the
work—that would save money for NHS acute services.
I am well aware that there is a need to secure better
value for money in areas of the NHS. Over the weekend,
I met four community pharmacists and they all talked
of the opportunities to make savings that they have
identified. They are willing and able to see more patients.
Pharmacists give free, over-the-counter advice to thousands
of people every day, promoting self-care and diverting
patients from GP and urgent care services. However, it
is estimated that £2 billion-worth of GP consultations a
year are still being taken by patients with symptoms
that pharmacists could treat.
Pharmacists want to have a greater role in prescribing
drugs, so as to reduce waste. Last year in Cornwall
alone, £2 million-worth of unused drugs were returned
to community pharmacists to be destroyed. Pharmacists
are best placed to reduce this waste. They want to do
more to support people with mental illnesses; they are
keen to provide continued care of people with diabetes
and other long-term conditions; and my local community
pharmacists want to work with the Department of
Health to improve services, engage in health and social
care integration, reduce drug waste and improve access
to records, in order to support the giving of prescriptions.
Peter Dowd (Bootle) (Lab): On that point, does the
hon. Gentleman agree that what is needed is a joint,
co-ordinated approach to planning investment and
implementing change, in partnership with national and
community pharmacy bodies, rather than pushing things
through at a great pace?
Derek Thomas: I thank the hon. Gentleman for that
intervention. In my experience so far of looking at this
subject, I have found that those in the pharmacist
community do not feel that they have been properly
consulted or engaged with. Pharmacists believe that
they have many of the solutions that the Government
wish to see.
Before I conclude, I will read one final letter that I
received on Monday from a GP in my constituency.
Dr Rebecca Osbourne writes:
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“As you will no doubt be aware, General Practice is facing a
crisis with too few GPs managing an ever-growing demand.
Demand for appointments outstrips availability of doctors and
allied surgery staff, and patient needs are increasingly complex
with an ageing population with multi-morbidity.
A good Pharmacist helps to take some of the pressure off a
local surgery—offering advice about self-limiting conditions, and
prescribing over the counter medications for presentations that
do not need to be taken as ‘on the day’ appointments with a GP;
patients who are on complex medications can receive education
and advice from their pharmacist regarding their regime, including
the importance of compliance, which can further reduce the
burden elsewhere in the system; vulnerable patients, whether
elderly or experiencing mental ill-health, have an extra professional
keeping watch over them, and a pharmacist may be better placed
than a GP”—

it was a GP who wrote this—
“to see a trend developing or a change that requires further
attention.”

Tom Brake: I do not know whether the hon. Gentleman
is aware from the conversations he has had with pharmacists
that they often do things that are outside the terms of
their contract. A couple of examples were cited to me.
First, a pharmacist was involved in spotting someone
who was having a cardiac arrest in their pharmacy, and
then in helping someone else who had fallen outside the
pharmacy and damaged their face quite severely. If we
lost pharmacists and their extra input, that would have
a significant impact on patients in a way that has really
not been explained so far.
Derek Thomas: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for
that intervention. What I have learned from many patients
and from the pharmacists themselves is that patients see
pharmacists as the first port of call for health, so there
is no doubt that there will be times when pharmacists
are picking up things that otherwise would have to be
picked up in A&E.
Oliver Colvile (Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport)
(Con): Does my hon. Friend agree that it is important
not to confuse the role of pharmacists with the number
of pharmacies? It is vital that we protect the pharmacists,
who are very important in delivering in the national
health service.
Derek Thomas: That is exactly right: it is pharmacists’
skills that we must be careful to maintain and develop.
I know that you have concerns about this matter as
well, Mr Streeter, especially concerning the pharmacy
in Modbury in your constituency, so I appreciate your
support on this issue and the way you are chairing this
wonderful Westminster Hall debate.
David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): I congratulate
the hon. Gentleman on securing this debate. The letter
that he read out hits a lot of the points. Removing the
funding will make waiting lists longer, when GPs are
already under pressure; in fact, we are losing hundreds
of GPs every year, as they go to other countries. Pharmacies
can see people at the point in time that they would
usually see GPs; sometimes people have to wait two or
three weeks to get an appointment with the GP. So this
proposed cut seems to defeat the purpose of the planned
change.
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Derek Thomas: I am pleased that we are so supportive
of the community pharmacists, and hopefully we will
get a good result from this debate.
I have three straightforward questions and a personal
plea to put to the Minister, if you will bear with me,
Mr Speaker—[Interruption.] Sorry, Mr Gary Streeter.
[Laughter.]
Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): It is okay, I will let
you off.
Derek Thomas: Have the Government made any impact
assessment in relation to their position of reducing
community pharmacy numbers and the impact that this
change might have on the health, and economic and
social wellbeing of people living in our area? What
assessment have the Government made of the impact
that such a reduction would have on the workload of
GPs, those in A&E and those providing out-of-hours
services, if patients cannot access their regular pharmacy
and then visit these other services?
Caroline Ansell (Eastbourne) (Con): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on securing this timely debate on an
important issue that could have far-reaching consequences,
should the decision go through. Equally, I join him in
urging the Minister to ensure that during the
consultation—we understand that there is still to be
consultation with patient groups—we will take, to echo
a comment by a former Member, a constituency-byconstituency approach. I am sure that everybody will
bring to the fore the particular characteristics of their
own constituency. My constituency has the record number
of octogenarians in the country and the fastest growing
town in the south-east, and it routinely hosts tourism-driven
events such as Airbourne, when 600,000 people come
into the town. Pharmacies are a sometimes uncelebrated
and unseen force that we rely on.
Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): Order. Interventions
should be brief.
Derek Thomas: I thank my hon. Friend for her
intervention and she is absolutely right to say that in a
tourist area, where the population increases dramatically
at times, we need to be careful that the core services are
available for everyone who needs them.
My second question is: what assurances can the
Government give to independent community pharmacists?
The third question is: what consultation has been conducted
with pharmacy patients, and what would their concerns
be if community pharmacies were to close?
My personal plea to the Minister is please not to
write pharmacies off until they have been given the
resources to realise their full potential in society. I feel
excited about the potential opportunity that exists for
the NHS through the proper use of community pharmacists.
While reforms to NHS services are essential and the
way that community pharmacists are utilised needs to
be reviewed, a blanket removal of funds to pharmacies
will only hinder progress and limit this opportunity.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): Order. We have six
colleagues trying to catch my eye and roughly 40 minutes.
If they could show self-restraint and limit themselves to
seven minutes each, that should see us through.
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2.49 pm
Kevin Barron (Rother Valley) (Lab): I congratulate
the hon. Member for St Ives (Derek Thomas) on securing
this debate.
I am the chair of the all-party group on pharmacy in
Parliament and I have been for more than five years. I
have a keen interest in public health and lifestyle issues,
and I have quite enjoyed chairing the group. After the
letter of 17 December, the all-party group—three Members
of this House and one from the other place—met the
Minister, on 13 January. We had what I described
afterwards as “straightforward talking”about the letter—a
letter that posed more questions about the future of
pharmacy than it gave answers. The Minister was
straightforward, and he said that one issue was that, in
October of this year—so just for the second half of the
financial year—£170 million will be taken out of the
community pharmacy budget. That leaves a number of
questions to be answered, including that of what will
happen in a full financial year.
The Government make great claims about putting an
extra £8 billion into the national health service, but the
truth is that that £170 million, which is part of the
£22 billion of efficiency savings, is being taken out of
the NHS, so it is hardly new money. It is not the
£8 billion—that comes in a few years’ time. We are
talking here about major cuts to vital services.
Since the publication of that letter, it has become
clear that as many as 3,000 community pharmacies
could close in England alone—a quarter of them. How
would that happen? Would it be by stealth, which is
suggested in the letter and in the consultation currently
coming out of the Department, or is there some sort of
plan? We have seen in the letter, and in others, that if
there is a 10-minute walk between pharmacies, that
might be looked into, but there seems to be no
plan whatsoever.
What we have to accept—I put to this to the Minister
in that meeting on 13 January—is that pharmacists do
not work for the national health service, yet more than
90% of community pharmacies’ income comes from the
NHS. The idea that we could change that mechanism
and close community pharmacies is outrageous. The
pharmacists may not work for the national health service,
but their income depends massively on it—I wish it did
not.
For many years I have been promoting lifestyle issues
and the idea of pharmacists getting paid for doing
things other than just turning scrips over, but that is
how it works at the moment and there needs to be some
serious talking. What happens if someone who has a
10-year lease on a property they took over to run the
local pharmacy is forced out of business? All those
questions remain unanswered, yet there is the threat of
up to 3,000 pharmacies in England closing.
Rachael Maskell: I am following the argument that
my right hon. Friend is putting forward. Does he agree
that, instead of cutting services, we should be looking at
opportunities for community pharmacies to extend
healthcare further into their communities? It should be
about investment at this time, particularly in prevention,
which is all about saving money further down the line.
Kevin Barron: I agree with my hon. Friend. That is
one of the reasons I took over as chair of the all-party
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group more than five years ago. I believe that our
pharmaceutical services should be taking that route of
travel.
It would help if the Government provided details of
how they will ensure access to pharmacy services in
remote or deprived communities. If the market will
drive closures, there will be chaos, and something substantial
needs to be in place.
Mr George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab): My right
hon. Friend makes a powerful case. He mentioned the
market. Does he agree that one difficulty that smaller
independent pharmacies, such as John Davey in my
constituency, have is that unlike the big chains they are
unable to negotiate favourable deals on the drugs they
dispense and, therefore, they are already at a disadvantage
in market terms? Before the Government go any further
with the programme they need to address that important
issue.
Kevin Barron: I do not disagree with my right hon.
Friend. I will not use the name of the company, but I
can go into the store of one of the major chains, which
is not in my constituency but not far away, and it takes
me a minute to walk to the prescription counter, whereas
in most of the pharmacies in my constituency I can get
there in two or three seconds. We must recognise that, at
constituency level, we are not comparing like with like.
Another thing is that key payments for pharmacies
will be phased out, and there might be a drive towards a
commoditised medicine supply service with an increased
focus on warehouse dispensing and online services.
Again, the possibility of added value in a local pharmacy
regarding lifestyle issues potentially goes out of the
window, and we really need to look at that. I have no
direct experience, but I am told that they have that in
the United States.
As well as dispensing medicines, community pharmacy
teams help people to stay well and out of GP surgeries,
to get the most benefit from their medicines and to
manage their health conditions. The NHS spends £2 billion
a year on GP consultations for conditions that pharmacy
teams could treat. Community pharmacy can and should
do more. A national community pharmacy minor ailments
service could save the national health service some
£1 billion a year. In some of the pharmacies in my
constituency, there is already a minor ailments service. I
understand that the Government recently changed their
mind about developing such a service at a national level,
and I would like to know why. Such a service makes
great sense to me. It keeps pressure off not only GP
surgeries but the local A&E.
In 2014-15, pharmacies delivered more than 3.17 million
medicines use reviews, to increase people’s understanding
and help them to take their medicines correctly. We get
a lot more from our pharmacies than their just turning
scrips over. Our communities and our constituencies
need that, and if there are to be any changes, they
should be carried out in a sensible and planned way,
and not in the chaotic way of some of the suggestions
of recent weeks.
2.56 pm
Huw Merriman (Bexhill and Battle) (Con): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Streeter.
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I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives
(Derek Thomas) on introducing this important
debate.
Some 28% of my constituents, across our 200 square
miles of East Sussex, are over the age of 65. Losing our
pharmacies would affect all my constituents, but I am
particularly concerned about the impact on the elderly
and vulnerable. I spoke today with a pharmacist in the
village of Ticehurst in my constituency, who told me
about his concerns. First, he is concerned that the
Government might cut 6% from his dispensing fees.
Secondly, he is concerned that they might withdraw the
£2,500 that all pharmacists are paid annually. Thirdly,
he is concerned that the Government might impose a
clawback, meaning that if a budget is overspent, pharmacists
might be required to reimburse their fees. Fourthly, he is
concerned that the pharmacy will have to cover the
welcome introduction of the national living wage and
the cost of new pension arrangements.
I understand that it is essential for the NHS to make
savings—£22 billion over this term—and it therefore
seems reasonable to expect the £2.8 billion pharmacy
budget to contribute to that. The Government rightly
point out that many of our pharmacies are situated in
walking distance clusters, but I am concerned that the
proposed funding changes, if not sensibly targeted,
could affect not just pharmacies in clusters but the rural
pharmacy that is miles from another one and more than
just a dispensing chemist. Because a pharmacist knows
his or her customers, he or she is able to advise them on
solutions more cost-effectively than if they were to
utilise the wider NHS, including GPs and A&E.
Mr Steve Baker (Wycombe) (Con): In an unscientific
Twitter survey, which I kicked off at the beginning of
the debate, 62% of respondents say they would prefer to
see a community pharmacist first. Does my hon. Friend
agree that the Government should be clear when making
their funding allocation about the extent to which people
would prefer to make use of community pharmacists
before they see GPs?
Huw Merriman: Much as I prefer to disagree with
everything that is said on Twitter, I could not disagree
with that particular scientific survey.
Julian Sturdy (York Outer) (Con): My hon. Friend is
making a powerful argument about rural pharmacies. A
pharmacist in my constituency contacted me. He said
that, if the proposed cuts go through, he will have to cut
staff and the apprentices he is training, as well as reduce
opening hours and stop the free services, such as the
deliveries to housebound patients. The cuts would not
just stop the important services that my constituents
and many others get from rural pharmacies; it would
also deeply impact on skills, and on skills going back
into the services that we have to protect.
Huw Merriman: I very much agree with my hon.
Friend’s point, and I can give another two reasons why
pharmacists are so important. Like the post offices, our
pharmacists also act as the eyes and ears for the welfare
of certain vulnerable constituents. As a staple part of
our village and town centres, pharmacies provide the
footfall that allows our pubs, restaurants and shops to
survive in an increasingly difficult environment.
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I am not a deficit denier, and it would be hypocritical
to be elected on the platform of balancing the Government
books by 2020 and then to refuse to countenance savings
in this area. It strikes me, however, that a better focus
for efficiency is not the fees for dispensing, but the
volume of drugs wasted by over-dispensing. For example,
some drugs may be dispensed for a period of three
months, only for the individual to change a course of
treatment or stop treatment altogether. As soon as
those drugs leave the pharmacy, they have to be used or
destroyed. I wonder exactly how much money could be
saved by dispensing for shorter periods of time.
Additionally, I find it extraordinary that pharmacists
deliver NHS prescriptions free of charge to all who
want that service. I understand why those who cannot
collect their prescriptions should get them delivered,
but to provide free delivery, effectively on the NHS,
appears to be an area that is ripe for efficiency savings. I
welcome the Government’s proposal for a pharmacy
access scheme. That would provide more NHS funds to
certain pharmacies based on factors such as location
and the health needs of the population. To that end, I
ask the Government to distinguish and make a special
case for rural pharmacies and to focus their efficiencies
on those pharmacies that are within closer proximity to
each other. If difficult choices are to be made, let us
ensure that our constituents can still access a pharmacy
within their locality.
3.1 pm
Stephen Pound (Ealing North) (Lab): As ever, it is a
pleasure to serve beneath your firm but benevolent eye,
Mr Streeter. I congratulate the hon. Member for St Ives
(Derek Thomas) on bringing this important, relevant
and timely matter before us. It is similar to an Adjournment
debate I secured in the previous Parliament, to which
the right hon. Member for North Norfolk (Norman
Lamb) responded, and to a question I put to the Minister
the week before last on this very subject. In both cases,
the response I received was one of warm words but few
concrete proposals and little reassurance for the community
pharmacies.
Like everyone else in this Chamber, I happen to
believe that the Minister is a good and decent man, but
I fear I can see the handcuffs of the Treasury holding
him tight. I feel that he is beneath the terrifying thrall of
the Treasury. The proposals are nothing to do with
improving patient service. They are nothing other than
a pathetic attempt to balance the books on the backs of
one of the most productive, hard-working, positive and
excellent groups of people in our society: the modern
community pharmacist. Every day, they perform a miracle
on the high street. They have changed from the oldfashioned world of the dispensing retail chemist to the
modern world of preventive medicine. In fact, in many
ways pharmacies are multi-speciality community providers.
It will not have escaped your notice, Mr Streeter, that we
have here Members representing the highlands and
islands, the Isles of Scilly, the Isle of Wight, Southendon-Sea, and Members from Armagh to Ealing. This
issue is one that the whole nation is concerned about.
Mr George Howarth: I am sure it was an oversight by
my hon. Friend that he did not include Knowsley in
that long list. I hope that the high street pharmacies are
not depending on miracles. I rather hope that they are
dependent on science.
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Stephen Pound: Not for the first time in my life, I have
been corrected by my right hon. Friend. When I referred
to a miracle on the high street, I was referring to the
contrast between the traditional chemist that we have
known in the past and the modern community pharmacist.
To go into the modern community pharmacy is to see a
treatment room or an interview room, to get a blood
pressure test or travel advice or to get advice on smoking
cessation, healthy eating or obesity. Those are all things
that we would never have thought of before with a
pharmacy. To my mind, that is miraculous, mostly
because it has been organic and has not come about by
Government diktat. As a great believer in state centralism,
I find that quite shocking, but that is all the more reason
for this area to be nurtured, supported and not threatened.
The point that greatly concerns me is that the proposals
go against the grain of all current thinking—not just
the Carter review and the “Five Year Forward View”,
which is the NHS document that talks about an enhanced
role for the community pharmacist—and against every
single professional body. That is not just Pharmacy
Voice and the royal colleges. Everyone seems to feel that
the proposals are a retrogressive step that will not only
make the situation worse, but that cannot be justified
because the knock-on costs to overcrowded GPs, A&E
departments and urgent care centres will ultimately end
up costing us so much more.
This issue concerns me greatly. One cannot imagine a
more different constituency from that of the hon. Member
for St Ives than mine in west London. I represent a
tightly knit urban community. People are close together
and tightly packed, as opposed to the great rural beauty
of the Isles of Scilly. We are, however, what is known as
an under-doctored area, which is typical of the big
cities. The typical GP in my constituency is a single-handed
elderly practitioner, often operating out of a terraced
house. That is changing, but as it is changing there is a
period in which a great many of my constituents—many
of them are transient constituents who are moving in
and moving out, and cannot register with a GP nor wait
two or three weeks to see a GP, and they queue up at the
A&E department or the urgent care centre and cannot
be treated—are asking, “Where can we go?” The answer
is that they can go to a source of good, sound advice
that is both responsive and preventive. They can go to a
person who is qualified and skilled. In many cases in my
part of the world, we have community pharmacies with
two or three pharmacists who are experts in their area.
We can even do minor injuries. There is no reason why
we should not expand the community pharmacies.
There is much talk of the seven-day NHS, and the
model exists before our eyes. The NHS can be a seven-day
service in the community pharmacies and, I profoundly
hope, everywhere else. The opening hours of the community
pharmacies—they are sometimes found in hospitals
and supermarkets—are a great model that we should be
working to support. I know that the Minister’s heart is
in the right place. I know that he wants to stand up and
say, “I will resist the Treasury diktat and support the
community pharmacists for the sake not just of all our
constituents, but of future generations, too.” Community
pharmacists deserve that, and they are certainly entitled
to it.
3.7 pm
Oliver Colvile (Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport)
(Con): May I say what a pleasure it is to serve under
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your chairmanship, Mr Streeter. I have been involved in
the whole business of pharmacies since 10 to 15 years
ago, when I worked commercially on the campaign for
resale price maintenance. Members may remember that
the then Government were seeking to get rid of resale
price maintenance on many prescription medicines. So I
have been following the area closely.
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives
(Derek Thomas) on securing the debate. Members should
be aware that I am the Government’s pharmacy champion,
as well as the vice-chairman of the all-party pharmacy
group. The right hon. Member for Rother Valley (Kevin
Barron) is the chairman.
Just before Christmas, the Government announced
that they wanted to review community pharmacies, and
I very much welcomed that. The Government’s consultation
process on community pharmacies needs to ensure that
health service money is targeted better on where it can
deliver the best results. The consultation process has
highlighted that there is an oversupply or clustering of
pharmacies in specific locations. The other day, I was
driving back to London from my constituency, and I
noticed that there were three or four pharmacies within
two or three minutes’ walk of each other. To my mind,
that has to be looked at.
The issue is how we ensure that the changes to the
funding mechanism ensure the desired results, namely,
the reduction of clusters while ensuring that we do not
damage key parts of the pharmacy network. Using
funding to make the changes is potentially a blunt
instrument, and it will impact on smaller volume pharmacies
in rural areas in particular. They are a part of the
network that is desperately needed. What mechanisms
are envisaged to achieve those goals? I understand that
some large pharmacy groups might be willing to give up
the leases on some of their shops, but they want to
know whether the Government will give them an assurance
that the leases will not be handed over to another chain
of pharmacies. Perhaps my right hon. Friend the Minister
will explain what approach the Government will take to
ensure that that does not happen.
Pharmacies, particularly community pharmacies, are
undergoing unprecedented changes. They want to expand
and to assist in meeting primary care demand, diverting
activity from A&E to support more patients with self-care
and in the prevention of ill health. Pharmacy is increasingly
seen as a large part of the solution to the shortage of
doctors and nurses in primary care. We are watching the
spiralling demand for practices and community pharmacies,
which are about delivering that patient care.
We need to support the innovation in roles to facilitate
change in the infrastructure: information exchange,
organisation, and working practices. Current investment
in the innovation fund will probably not provide the
level of investment needed, and access to transformation
funds for this purpose seems unlikely. The change is
needed to manage demand more effectively, but, unless
supported, we place the system and the patients it serves
at high risk. Can we therefore ensure that higher priority
is given to ensuring that the changes are effectively
supported?
Stephen Pound: On the subject of changes, and bearing
in mind that the increase in prescribing is about 2.5% per
annum, does the hon. Gentleman honestly believe that
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the Government’s proposal for a hub-and-spoke prescribing
model, breaking the link between the patient and the
pharmacist, represents value for money, or even sanity?
Oliver Colvile: There are two things. First, it is important
that the consultation process reaches a conclusion. For
us to try to premeditate on that would be unhelpful.
Secondly, there are examples of where the Government
have been able to make sure that money is better
focused and better used. They can make budgets
sweat quite well, and we should certainly take that into
account.
I very much welcome the review, as I believe that
community pharmacies should have a much wider role
than simply dispensing prescriptions. They can take the
pressure off hectic GP surgeries and our hard-pressed
accident and emergency units. Such venues should
provide alternative services such as help with mental
health conditions, smoking cessation and suchlike. The
Government need to ensure that pharmacies are the
first point of contact when patients are looking for
minor help, such as flu jabs. We also need to make
sure that patients in our rural villages have access to
pharmacies, although in urban conurbations, such as
my Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport inner city
constituency, there should not be a plethora of chemists
just for the sake of having them. We need to make sure
that patients’ safety is paramount when pharmacies are
dispensing medicines.
Over the past five years I have consistently campaigned
for the Government to decriminalise dispensing errors
made by pharmacies. At present, GPs can only be
struck off if they make a prescription error, whereas
pharmacists can be sent to prison for exactly the same
thing. We need a level playing field. Despite being the
Government’s pharmacy champion, I am going to be
slightly critical of the Government over this issue. We
hoped that it would be sorted through secondary legislation
before the general election. During a debate on the
Access to Medical Treatments (Innovation) Bill, which
was promoted by my hon. Friend the Member for
Daventry (Chris Heaton-Harris), I questioned the
Department of Health’s decision to delay the necessary
legislation until after the devolved Assembly elections
and the new Executives and Governments had had a
chance to introduce their own legislation. This means it
is unlikely to be introduced before the summer, so
English pharmacists are now dependent on legislation
being passed for other pharmacists. So much for fair
devolution. When my right hon. Friend the Minister
sums up, will he explain why English pharmacies have
to wait until the Welsh, Scottish and Northern Irish
Assemblies have passed the necessary legislation?
I understand that the Government are keen for
pharmacies to be able to share summary care records to
ensure that they are fully informed of patients’ medical
history when giving medical advice. What progress is
my right hon. Friend’s Department making?
Yesterday, I met the General Pharmaceutical Council,
the pharmacy regulator since 2010. Various issues were
raised by the GPC, especially the Pharmacy (Premises
Standards, Information Obligations, etc.) Order 2016,
which was in its Grand Committee stage in the House
of Lords yesterday. I welcome this section 60 order, as it
will bring much-needed transparency to the GPC’s reporting
on inspections. There must be transparency. The section 60
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would also allow the GPC to take proportionate action
when pharmacies fail to meet essential standards. This
is just one of the reasons why I support the section 60
order.
Pharmacy has the potential to play a huge part in
community healthcare in Britain. However, we need to
address the fundamental flaws in the system so that our
communities are better served by pharmacy and our
healthcare system is used responsibly.
3.15 pm
Mr Mark Williams (Ceredigion) (LD): I note the
time, Mr Streeter, and your stipulation about when
Front-Bench speeches will start. I thank the hon. Member
for St Ives (Derek Thomas) for initiating this important
debate. As I look around the Chamber today, I see that
Members from Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland
are outnumbered, which is appropriate, given the letter
that was sent and the cuts that pharmacists might
endure. In Wales, the issue of health is almost entirely
devolved, so much of what is being discussed today will
be different in Wales from in England. However, the
community pharmacy contractual framework is an England
and Wales arrangement, so what happens in England
could impact on Wales.
The hon. Member for Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport
(Oliver Colvile) mentioned the issue of devolved
Administrations and delays. Our understanding is that
the consultation will conclude, the Minister will reflect,
and an announcement will be made during the Assembly
election campaign period. We will not have a health
Minister in Wales if decisions made in Whitehall impact
on the delivery of services in Wales. I think that it has
something to do with the respect agenda and waiting
for a health Minister to be in place.
Oliver Colvile: Does the hon. Gentleman recognise
that if there were delays in Wales, Scotland or Northern
Ireland, the English pharmacies would end up waiting
behind that queue?
Mr Williams: The hon. Gentleman should address
that question to the Minister. The timing represents an
unfortunate mismatch, for which pharmacists in England
might pay the price. The timetable is of the Government’s
making, not mine, so the Minister needs to reflect on
that.
I want to talk about two facets of this debate that
have been touched on by the hon. Members for St Ives
and for Bexhill and Battle (Huw Merriman): the issue
of rurality and the impact of the cuts. The consultation
document stated:
“40% of pharmacies are in clusters of 3 or more meaning that
two-fifths of pharmacies are within 10 minutes walk of 2 or more
other pharmacies”.

Tom Blenkinsop (Middlesbrough South and East
Cleveland) (Lab): I am sure that the hon. Gentleman is
going to make an excellent point about rural pharmacies,
but there is another element in my constituency, where I
met my local pharmacist, Mike Maguire of Marton
Pharmacy. Two of our minor injury units have closed
and there is a proposal to close another walk-in centre,
after the last one was closed. The collateral impact of
the withdrawal of those services reduces the ability of
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the average patient and customer to access services.
There is not only the rural aspect but the specific need
at the time.
Mr Williams: The hon. Gentleman is right. That has
been the message of many contributions. The work of
our community pharmacies complements the work of
the national health service. When the hon. Gentleman’s
constituency is hit in the way that it has been, that
represents the proverbial nail in the coffin of decent
community-based services for his constituents.
On the urban point, to reiterate the point made by
the right hon. Member for Rother Valley (Kevin Barron),
we are talking about well-established community businesses
that impact on many people in the locality. Two or three
businesses clustered in the same area doing a generally
good job will have an impact on the local economy, but
the rural point is fundamental. We have heard about
the pressures on GPs and the difficulties in getting
appointments. In my vast rural constituency of Ceredigion,
we have a district general hospital in Aberystwyth:
Bronglais hospital. We have a good many GPs throughout
the county. We also have a network of very effective
pharmacists, and it is a jigsaw that works in providing
good services. There are 716 community pharmacies in
Wales—in high streets, villages and towns—with 50,000
people visiting those facilities every single day, proving
the efficiency of the much-maligned Welsh national
health service and bridging the real difficulty that people
have in visiting the closest hospital or a GP for something
as routine as blood pressure or cholesterol checks. It is
really important that the outcome of the debate is that
we support community pharmacies. That is fundamental.
In Wales we have developed our services. I visited the
pioneering pharmacy of Mr Richard Evans in the town
of Llandysul 11 years ago. He was clearly of the view
that we could develop services much more, to relieve
pressure on the national health service, and he achieved
that. In Wales pharmacies have offered NHS flu jabs for
at-risk groups for the fourth winter running. Almost
20,000 people in Wales benefited from that last winter.
After four years of that provision in Wales, the NHS in
England introduced the same service for the first time.
Community pharmacies in Wales can treat about 30% of
the common ailments that people would normally go to
a GP for. That is a huge saving for the national health
service. Pharmacies also promote meaningful public
health campaigns. I visited the pharmacy in Borth,
where there is a campaign on Parkinson’s disease. The
staff are doing a good job talking with victims of
Parkinson’s disease about their medication, and promoting
awareness in the community.
Finally, having praised what is being done in Wales,
in a rural area, I want to seek an assurance from the
Minister that if his consultation has an effect on the
three levels of services in the framework, there will be
meaningful consultation with Assembly Ministers in
Cardiff, and that any negotiations on changes to the
contract will involve Welsh Government officials at the
negotiating table. This is one of the small areas where
health is not devolved, and that is particularly relevant
on the Welsh border; it requires the respect agenda, on
anything that the Minister concludes.
Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): As a reward for his
patience, Mr Graham Jones has eight minutes.
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3.21 pm
Graham Jones (Hyndburn) (Lab): I congratulate the
hon. Member for St Ives (Derek Thomas) on securing
the debate. It is somewhat of a rerun of the post offices
debate mentioned earlier. Post offices provide a commercial
service, but the key point is that they also provide a
public service. My view is that the UK’s pharmacy
network must be protected. They are vital because they
are accessible and have good geographical coverage:
95% of the population can currently get to a pharmacy
on foot within 20 minutes. For deprived populations,
the elderly and young families whose car may be taken
to work, such services that can be reached by walking
are essential.
Local pharmacies provide advice and reassurance.
Rebecca Harris (Castle Point) (Con): Will the hon.
Gentleman give way?
Graham Jones: No, I will not; I am sorry, but there is
not enough time.
Pharmacies are also vital because they are beginning
to be part of a better national health service, providing
a first point of contact; 1.8 million people visit a pharmacy
each day. They are an essential part of the pyramid of
care that has been mentioned. Accident and emergency
departments are stretched, and the solutions that will
bring about better healthcare must start further upstream,
with pharmacies. A pharmacist wrote to me:
“Pharmacies need to evolve and we have always engaged with
the governments in the past to deliver the targets, and greater use
of pharmacies must be made to reduce the hospital attendances
in the AE”.

There are 36,000 patient visits to my local walk-in
centre, which is a fraction of the number of visits to
GPs. Yet A&E, the walk-in centre and GPs are all
stretched. Local pharmacies are vital for access and as
part of a model of healthcare delivery in the UK that
relieves some of the current pressures and dispenses
advice that puts prevention rather than cure at the heart
of healthcare.
My local pharmacy in Baxenden is part of an innovative
model of care: the healthy living pharmacy framework
is a tiered commissioning framework, aimed at achieving
consistent delivery of a broad range of high-quality
services through community pharmacies to meet local
health needs, improving the health and wellbeing of the
local population, and helping to reduce health inequalities.
What that means in plain English is that those pharmacies
are the first point at which healthcare and health advice
is delivered. That includes workforce and workplace
development—developing a skilled team who can
proactively support and promote behaviour change and
improve health and wellbeing. Work done by the healthy
living pharmacy initiative has shown that 70% of people
who visit pharmacies do not regularly access other
healthcare services. Those pharmacies are well placed
to support the health and wellbeing of people in the
community by, as has been mentioned, providing improved
choice, and access to early interventions on such issues
as optimal use of medicines, obesity, alcohol and smoking.
That should improve outcomes in the short and long
term, and have an impact on the cost of care in the
future.
The Pharmaceutical Services Negotiating Committee
evaluations of HLPs to date found that they
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“demonstrate an increase in successful smoking quits, extensive
delivery of alcohol brief interventions and advice, emergency
contraception, targeted seasonal flu vaccinations, common ailments,
NHS Health Checks, healthy diet, physical activity, healthy weight
and pharmaceutical care services.”

The report also indicates that the HLP model is working
in areas with different demography and geography. I
cannot vouch for the PSNC evaluations, but I welcome
the actions taken by my local pharmacy to be available
to local people and offer better health advice.
Across Lancashire, pharmacists such as Linda Bracewell
at Baxenden pharmacy are keen to see HLP rolled out
across Lancashire. That requires support from the
Government and the NHS. All pharmacies, including
HLPs, are a vital part of the healthier Lancashire
agenda. Yet today pharmacies are under threat from
two directions. Those threats are the reductions in
Government support—the 6.1% cut by the Department
of Health in community pharmacy funding, which comes
to a total reduction in funding of £170 million—and
market forces. I want to move on to consider that other
threat.
My right hon. Friend the Member for Rother Valley
(Kevin Barron) mentioned changes in the market, such
as the growth of warehouse pharmacies that seek profit—
this is the Amazon model—at the expense of both the
public service element and geographical access points.
That is a cause for concern. Not everyone is online, or
comfortable with such remote arrangements. There is
no guarantee that such a method of providing pharmacy
services has a role in a healthy living environment, or a
better healthcare delivery system. Will it engage with
hard-to-reach communities?
Over Christmas I was shown a letter by Linda Bracewell
that was sent to a constituent by Pharmacy4U, a mail
order pharmacist. Worryingly, it was passed off as an
official letter. People would feel obliged to fill it in and
send it off. It was personalised, and, crucially, it redirected
customers with repeat prescriptions to Pharmacy4U.
Worse, Pharmacy4U is just one of several emerging
online mail order warehouse companies—box shifters.
It was not clear that the letter was not official but a
marketing ploy. It is a matter of great concern that the
letter was part of a mass mailing, sent specifically to
people with existing prescriptions. Their GP practice
was named on the letter as though it came from that
practice. That is a worry for pharmacies.
How did Pharmacy4U get access to patient practice
details? Is it right that the letter I saw was allowed to
look like an official document and a request for detail,
when in fact it was simply permission to transfer existing
prescriptions—a huge business for local pharmacies—to
a warehouse pharmacy? Even more worrying was the
fact that all the patients of GP practices with electronic
data systems had been mailed, while patients of GP
practices without such electronic patient systems had
not been mailed. Does Pharmacy4U have business
connections to the data company that provides GPs
with electronic patient data systems, and the patients of
those practices? The Minister should be aware that
those issues are serious, and that such sharp business
practices and models threaten existing pharmacies. The
presence of warehouse pharmacies operating on an
Amazon model is of concern to me and, I am sure, our
constituents, because it erodes the public service element
of the current pharmacy network—particularly the healthy
living pharmacies.
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In conclusion, does the Minister recognise the public
service element of pharmacies? Does he want to preserve
the current pharmacy network? Does he see pharmacies
as having an increasing role in healthcare delivery?
Does he think that there will be more or fewer pharmacies
after his review is implemented?
3.30 pm
Roger Mullin (Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath) (SNP):
It is a great pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Streeter. As this is a health debate, I hope you will
not consider it inappropriate if I start by saying that my
thoughts are very much with Pauline Cafferkey. Earlier
today she was hospitalised in Glasgow for the third time
after contracting the Ebola virus. She is being flown to
London for treatment at the Royal Free hospital. I am
sure that the whole House will join me in wishing her
the very best.
The debate has been extraordinarily good, so I extend
my thanks to the hon. Member for St Ives (Derek
Thomas) for this timely initiative on his part. I had
a standard speech prepared, but such has been the
debate that I would like instead to reflect on the
contributions we have heard so far. Some might be
wondering why a Scot representing a Scottish
constituency is here at all. At least some people present
have emailed me to say, “Even though this debate is not
about Scotland, we would very much appreciate hearing
a Scottish voice.” What I bring to the debate is shared
by everybody present: a concern to maintain community
pharmacies because they are a vital part of all our
communities.
When making his compelling case, the hon. Member
for St Ives said that patients see pharmacists as the first
port of call. They do indeed. My own wife, Barbara,
has a condition known as post-polio syndrome, which
means that she has to take a wide variety of medicines
that often vary. It is essential for her that she is able to
go along and talk to a pharmacist as her condition
varies over time. If she always had to burden a GP when
she needed such advice, that would put an unnecessary
strain on local GP services.
Rebecca Harris: A lot of people who go to community
pharmacies in my constituency such as Bharat Patel’s
and Asif’s go there with problems that they would not
wish to burden their GP with, but that are a burden to
themselves, so it is a great relief for them to be able to
talk things through with someone. Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that sometimes people go to a pharmacist because
they would be uncomfortable or embarrassed to go to
their local, perhaps single-handed, GP? They might
want to ask for alcohol advice or about something that
they find embarrassing, or perhaps a young girl might
want to ask for emergency contraceptive but not wish to
see the receptionist, who is her mother’s friend whom
she has known all her life.
Roger Mullin: I agree entirely with the hon. Lady’s
point. Moving on a little, the right hon. Member for
Rother Valley (Kevin Barron) described very clearly the
long-term funding consequences of the Government’s
proposals. As he indicated, they are planning to insert
£8 billion more into the NHS while at the same time
seeking to cut £170 million from pharmacies. The use of
market forces to cull pharmacies does not really make
any sense. The hon. Member for Bexhill and Battle
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(Huw Merriman) made a telling point that relates to the
intervention that the hon. Member for Castle Point
(Rebecca Harris) just made: he said that pharmacists
can act as the eyes and ears of the vulnerable in our
communities. That is the other side of the coin to the
point she made about people who feel under stress or
strain in their immediate circumstances very often seeing
the pharmacist as their first port of call.
The hon. Member for Ealing North (Stephen Pound),
in his typical style, with quiet presentation, pointed out
that the proposals will affect every community, whether
up in the highlands and islands or down in Ealing
North. Indeed, he said that they will affect every community
in terms of both the science and the magic that is
involved. Everybody here is, I think, as one in our desire
to develop pharmacies, yet, as he pointed out, the
Treasury is seeking to put on the shackles for the sake of
a £170 million saving. As I have previously spoken in
Treasury debates, I made a note to point out that that
saving would amount to less than half of what the
Government could save if they simply closed the so-called
Mayfair loophole. Pharmacists provide a service far
beyond that supplied by many financial advisers in our
society.
The hon. Member for Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport
(Oliver Colvile) discussed the need to reduce clusters.
When he was talking, I immediately thought of the hon.
Member for Ealing North, who would no doubt advise
him that perhaps we would do better by going back to
some old-fashioned central planning to do things more
coherently, rather than using market forces. If we use
only market forces, the people who are going to be
served least well are those in the large rural communities,
whether in Wales or many parts of England. The hon.
Member for Ceredigion (Mr Williams) made an excellent
case about the importance of such far-flung rural
communities and the critical services provided by
community pharmacies.
Finally, I was very taken by one of the statistics cited
by the hon. Member for Hyndburn (Graham Jones)
early in his speech. I have to say I was not aware that
1.8 million people visit pharmacies each day, not merely
for the dispensing of drugs but to see someone from
whom they can get advice and in whom they can place
their trust. Everybody who has contributed to the debate
has pointed out that pharmacists supply a service to our
communities that goes far beyond that provided by
what we used to call in the old days the local chemist.
They are highly qualified people who can provide a
range of expertise. As the hon. Member for St Ives
pointed out, many have masters degrees in specialist
areas. In all honesty, in some areas of medicine they can
provide advice that goes beyond the expertise of a GP.
To lose that in any way, particularly in the most vulnerable
communities, would be a sad loss indeed. I am very
aware of wanting to leave some time for the hon.
Gentleman to say a few words at the end, so I simply
congratulate him again on an excellent debate.
3.37 pm
Barbara Keeley (Worsley and Eccles South) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Streeter.
I congratulate the hon. Member for St Ives (Derek
Thomas) on securing this important debate. I join the
Scottish National party spokesperson, the hon. Member
for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath (Roger Mullin), in
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My hon. Friend the Member for Denton and Reddish
(Andrew Gwynne) passed me a note about the Windmill
Pharmacy in his constituency. In a couple of hours on
Saturday, its pharmacists dressed an elderly man’s superficial
wound, gave advice on a fungal infection, advised on
vaccines and malaria tablets for people travelling abroad,
counted and sorted the tablets for many patients with
multiple conditions, gave an antibiotic eye drop for a
child with an infected eye, gave repeat blood pressure
tablets to a patient whose GP was away, and, of course,
had their technicians set up the dosette boxes for patients,
including those with dementia, who rely on that service.
All those services are freely provided in pharmacies.
That is an excellent example from my hon. Friend’s
constituency. How does the Minister expect community
pharmacies to improve their services and continue to do
all of those things when they face a significant decrease
in funding and are simultaneously being asked to provide
greater support to GP practices, care homes and accident
and emergency units?
It has been suggested that we should facilitate huband-spoke arrangements, but there are real concerns
about that system. My right hon. Friend the Member
for Rother Valley said:

sending good wishes to Pauline Cafferkey, which I am
sure we all wish to do. It is very disturbing to hear that
she has become ill again.
In what has been a wide-ranging debate, we have had
heard from Members about the importance of community
pharmacies to their constituents. I thank my hon. Friend
the Member for Ealing North (Stephen Pound) for not
only giving us an impressive list of the additional services
available from community pharmacies but, importantly,
discussing the role that they can play in under-doctored
areas, which is an issue in my constituency. We must of
course consider rural areas, but urban areas can also be
very short of services. In my constituency, we have lost
walk-in centres and other forms of community support,
such as active case-management pilots. It is a pity that
such excellent services that keep people away from GPs
and hospitals are being cut.
As we have heard again and again in the debate,
community pharmacies provide an essential service in
dispensing both medication and the essential information
and advice that can prevent people from having to visit
their GP for common health problems. On 17 December,
the day the House rose for the Christmas recess, the
Government announced a £170 million cut to community
pharmacy services, with further cuts to follow. That
initial 6% cut in the funding for community pharmacies
will put significant financial pressure on many of them
and will result in closures and job losses. Can the
Minister assure us that the service offered to patients
will not suffer due to the cuts? It is hard to see how there
will not be a loss to patients. Will he comment on the
additional pressures that will be placed back on the
NHS as a result of that loss?
As my right hon. Friend the Member for Rother
Valley (Kevin Barron) said, the Minister had a meeting
with members of the all-party parliamentary group on
pharmacy. I understand from the note of that meeting
that he estimated that between 1,000 and 3,000 pharmacies,
out of the overall total of 11,700, could close. He also
recognised that smaller pharmacies are likely to be
squeezed. Such a significant number of pharmacy closures
will have a substantial impact on the way that the
pharmacy sector operates. The sector called the cuts a
“profoundly damaging move”, so it is important that
the Minister updates us on the number of pharmacies
at risk of closure. The Government failed to outline
funding plans for subsequent years, raising concerns
that there could be even deeper cuts later in this Parliament.
Will the Minister tell us what further cuts are planned?
Despite the cuts, the Government say they want

“Warehouse dispensing, or ‘hub and spoke’, raises questions
around safety, quality and access. The supply of prescription
medicines cannot be treated like buying clothes and DVDs. High
quality, safe dispensing depends on the opportunity for a face-to-face
discussion between the pharmacist and the patient. I don’t see
how that can be done in a warehouse.”

“greater use of community pharmacy and pharmacists: in prevention
of ill health; support for healthy living; support for self-care for
minor ailments and long term conditions; medication reviews in
care homes; and as part of more integrated local care models.”

“can only impair pharmacies’ contribution to keeping people well
and out of GP and urgent care settings.”

As with everything else to do with care, a letter from the
Department for Health suggests that the reforms can be
carried out by integrating community pharmacies into
a range of primary care settings. Integration is fine in
itself, but it will not be achieved through funding such
as the pharmacy integration fund, which is set at £20 million
and will rise to £100 million by year five. I understand
that the majority of the funding will focus on providing
pharmacy services at GP practices, but that overlooks
the wider role that community pharmacies play, which
hon. Members have talked about in the debate.

I share those worries, which were expressed very well by
my hon. Friend the Member for Hyndburn (Graham
Jones), who asked some important questions about
warehouse chemists’ practices and the data security
implications of what they do. Most importantly, the
Government must tell us how they will ensure that the
essential face-to-face contact between pharmacists and
patients is maintained.
Pharmacy Voice outlined the negative consequences
of the cuts to community pharmacy services. It is
concerned that the funding cuts will increase the risks to
patient safety and will decrease patient access to medicines
and vital support. The cuts risk job losses and will
diminish community assets and the long-term potential
of community pharmacies. Pharmacy Voice also warned
that the cuts are likely to undermine existing health
improvement plans and recent initiatives to integrate
and develop community pharmacy services. We heard
about some wonderful examples of integration and new
ways of working in this debate, but all of that will be
dashed.
Sue Sharpe, the chief executive of the Pharmaceutical
Services Negotiating Committee, said that the plans

The Government are, in her words,
“proposing to drive ahead to radically change the market with a
real paucity of knowledge essential for good decision making.”

We want decisions to be based on better information
than we have heard about here.
In my constituency, I have been in contact with the
chair of the Salford and Trafford local pharmaceutical
committee, Varun Jairath, who is a board member of
Community Pharmacy Greater Manchester. He believes
that patient safety and welfare are at risk from the
planned funding cuts, which means that the community
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pharmacy network will have to reduce staffing levels
and the services it offers for free, such as the home
delivery of medication, which has been referred to
again and again. I went with a delivery driver from a
local pharmacy to hand out information to carers in
homes who receive medication. Vital extra things such
as that can be done, but only with the existing service
levels.
The additional services provided by community
pharmacies are at risk from the funding cuts. The minor
ailments scheme, which was piloted in Eccles in my
constituency, was shown to free up capacity and cash
for other areas of primary care by allowing GPs to
focus on the more complex patients. That service can
continue at £3 per consultation only if community
pharmacies continue to be funded at current levels.
Such services, which improve quality and save cash, are
under threat due to the proposed cuts.
As a number of right hon. and hon. Members said,
one of the most worrying effects of the cuts is the
potential reduction in rural pharmacy services. Access
to pharmacy services should not be reduced for people
who live in areas with widely dispersed populations. I
ask the Minister—he has been asked this question
already—what his assessment is of the impact that the
funding cuts will have on rural pharmacies.
To reduce pressure on NHS services, the Government
have repeatedly suggested that people should visit their
local pharmacy for advice and the extra services we
have talked about in the debate. Putting extra pressure
on GPs through these funding cuts to community
pharmacies is risky. GPs have warned that their workload
is becoming unmanageable, which is likely to have an
impact on patient safety. In a recent survey of about
3,000 GPs, 55% said that the quality of the service they
provide has deteriorated in the past year, and 70% said
they feel that their workload is unmanageable some or
all of the time. I spoke to a local GP in my constituency
recently in a practice whose list size had just been
increased by 15%. The GPs at that practice cannot cope
with that increase plus any extra that they gain from the
losses that have been outlined in the debate.
We recognise the need to integrate pharmacy services
better with the rest of primary care, but introducing
cuts on this scale to community pharmacy services will
not improve primary care outcomes. It will do the
opposite. I fear that pharmacies will struggle to provide
safe, good-quality services to patients. In proposing the
cuts, the Government failed to recognise the value of
community pharmacies and to put patients at the heart
of their plans for pharmacy services. Patients will bear
the brunt of these inappropriate cuts to an essential
community service. A joint co-ordinated approach to
planning and investment is needed across primary care
to ensure that the pharmacy sector can play the important
role it could fulfil, and, as I know from all the contacts I
have had, wants to fulfil, and ensure that patients get
the most out of both the NHS and pharmacies.
3.48 pm
The Minister for Community and Social Care (Alistair
Burt): As others have said, it is a great pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship, Mr Streeter. Thank you for
chairing this debate. I also thank my hon. Friend the
Member for St Ives (Derek Thomas) for bringing this
debate to Westminster Hall and giving colleagues the
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opportunity to make such a range of comments. They
all have a good knowledge of things in their areas, and
some have more specialised knowledge. We heard from
the right hon. Member for Rother Valley (Kevin Barron),
my hon. Friend the Member for Bexhill and Battle
(Huw Merriman), the hon. Member for Ealing North
(Stephen Pound), my hon. Friend the Member for
Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport (Oliver Colvile), the
hon. Member for Ceredigion (Mr Williams), the hon.
Member for Hyndburn (Graham Jones) and, not least,
the hon. Member for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath (Roger
Mullin), in whose constituency I have spent many happy
hours—my father was born in Auchterderran, so I
know the area very well. Although the hon. Gentleman
is from Scotland, his contribution was welcome, and he
made some pertinent points.
Before I make some prepared remarks, I want to put
some things on the record. I would be foolish if I did
not understand the widespread interest in this debate. I
would also be naive if I believed that this is the last time
we will discuss this issue. Many questions were asked,
so this will run for a while. Let me set out the background
before I make my prepared remarks.
First, we are having this debate at a relatively early
stage of the negotiations between the Government and
the Pharmaceutical Services Negotiating Committee,
which is handling matters on behalf of the pharmacy
profession. Many of the questions and issues raised by
colleagues on both sides are at the heart of those
discussions. What sort of services will there be? Where
is pharmacy going? How exactly will the reduction in
finance be handled and distributed? Not all the answers
are available at this stage because a proper negotiation
process is being undertaken. Understandably, colleagues
will look at the most adverse potential consequences to
make a point when representing their constituents. I
understand that, and the points have been perfectly fair.
We are at that point in the process. We think we know
what the worst may be, but we do not know the outcome
or what changes there will be for the better.
Secondly, on finance, we are all realists here. We
would love to work in a world where the status quo is
not changed except for improvements, where the only
issue with money is where more can be spent and where
change, if there is to be any, takes forever to bring in.
Life is not like that. The Government’s spending
commitment for the national health service—an extra
£10 billion a year by 2020—has to start being found
early. It is not only about extra money, but about the
efficiencies that the NHS chief executive identified,
which are to be found across the board and could partly
come from the pharmacy sector’s £2.8 billion of funding,
which the Government propose to reduce. It may be an
appropriate place. Again, we often approach such matters
with the view that no possible reduction could ever
improve services anywhere. That is not true, as we know
from the experience of successive Governments.
The third bit of the background is where we are in
relation to where pharmacy is going. The Royal
Pharmaceutical Society’s November 2013 report, “Now
or never: shaping pharmacy for the future”, states that
the traditional model of community pharmacy needs to
change due to
“economic austerity…a crowded market of local pharmacies,
increasing use of…automated technology to undertake dispensing,
and the use of online and e-prescribing”.
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The Nuffield Trust’s report, “Now more than ever: Why
pharmacy needs to act”, states:
“Community pharmacy is subject to a particularly complex set
of commissioning arrangements, which appear to support the
status quo and inhibit innovation at scale.”

We would love to be in a situation where, as the hon.
Member for Ealing North described, everything is absolutely
great and every pharmacy offers all the services and
delivers them marvellously, but that is not necessarily
the case. Accordingly, change is sometimes inspired by
necessity and can be for the better. That is part of the
background to where we are.
Graham Jones: The Minister makes the point that, to
pay for the £10 billion increase in NHS funding, funds
are being shifted from other sources, including the £2.8
billion spent on pharmacies. However, the principle
should not be to shift funding from primary care to
secondary care. Our fundamental principle should be to
shift—if we have to—money from secondary care to
primary care, which is preventive and will cut costs in
the long term.
Alistair Burt: The hon. Gentleman makes a fair point,
and that is indeed being done in the NHS, but we are
looking at where efficiencies can be made and at what
different parts of the health sector can contribute. In
doing so, we can see what changes are inspired in the
service provided to patients.
To emphasise where we are with pharmacy, there
are 11,674 pharmacies in England, which has risen from
9,758 in 2003—a 20% increase—while 99% of the
population can get to a pharmacy within 20 minutes by
car and 96% by walking or using public transport. The
average pharmacy receives £220,000 a year in NHS
funding. On clusters, which my hon. Friend the Member
for Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport mentioned, the
Government contend that money can perhaps be saved
in one place and used elsewhere for the delivery of new
services. That is the reality of life. It would be great if
new money was always coming from somewhere, but
bearing in mind that the Government are dealing with
an Opposition who could not commit to the extra
£8 billion that the NHS was looking for, we have to
make the changes that others were not prepared to
make and still deliver services.
Let me move on to where we are going. Everyone in
this room, Government Members included, recognises
the quality of the best pharmacy services around the
country. We are familiar with the valued role that
community pharmacy plays in our lives and those of
our constituents. I am grateful to my hon. Friend the
Member for St Ives for giving me the opportunity to put
on public record the high esteem that we hold them in
and to set out our plans for the future.
I am a firm believer that the community pharmacy
sector already plays a vital role in the NHS. I have seen
at first hand quite recently the fantastic work that some
community pharmacies are doing across a wide range
of health services that can be accessed without appointment.
Many people rely on them to provide advice on the
prevention of ill health, support for healthy living,
support for self-care for minor ailments and long-term
conditions, and medication reviews. There is also real
potential for us to make far greater use of community
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pharmacy and pharmacists in England. For example, I
am due to speak at an event tomorrow that is looking at
the role that pharmacy can play in the commissioning
of person-centred care for vulnerable groups.
Our vision is to bring pharmacy into the heart of the
NHS. We want to see a high quality community pharmacy
service that is properly integrated into primary care and
public health in line with the “Five Year Forward
View”. I cannot answer all the questions that the hon.
Member for Worsley and Eccles South (Barbara Keeley)
asked, but she did at least mention the integration fund
for the first time in the debate.
Barbara Keeley: There is a difficulty, in that funding
for integration should recognise that the extra work
needs to be done. The point of today’s debate has been
about the Government using blunt instruments, such as
a 6% cut in funding, reducing the number of pharmacies
in clusters, changing dispensing charges, and the warehouse
pharmacy that my hon. Friends mentioned. It is the use
of those blunt instruments, not the working with the
sector, that is the fault.
Alistair Burt: That working with the sector is ongoing.
That is what the negotiations with the Pharmaceutical
Services Negotiating Committee are all about. I take
the hon. Lady’s point, but those discussions are under
way. We are consulting with a wide range of groups, not
just the PSNC, including patients and patient bodies.
As part of what we are doing for the future of
pharmacy, we want pharmacists and their teams to
practise in a range of primary care settings to ensure
better use of medicines and better patient outcomes
and to contribute to delivering our goal of truly seven-day
health and care services. As part of that, I want to work
with NHS England to promote local commissioning of
community pharmacy within the health community, so
that we can ensure the best use of this valuable resource.
That is why we are consulting on how best to introduce
a pharmacy integration fund to help to transform the
way pharmacists and community pharmacy will operate
in the NHS of the future. By 2020-21, we will have
invested £300 million in the fund.
While it is understandable that the focus of most
colleagues’ comments today was access to existing services,
little was said about where pharmacy might be going
and what new opportunities there will be. That is part of
the overall development that we are hoping to achieve,
which will include the work not only of the access fund,
but of the integration fund.
Colleagues asked several questions about access. I
want to provide some reassurance. We recognise that
some of the Government’s proposals have caused concern,
and that will take some time to distil as the negotiations
are worked through. We are committed to maintaining
access to pharmacies and pharmacy services. We are
consulting on the introduction of a pharmacy access
scheme, which will provide more NHS funds to certain
pharmacies compared with others, considering factors
such as location and the health needs of the local
population, both of which were raised today. Qualifying
pharmacies will be required to make fewer efficiencies
than the rest of the sector. We certainly recognise that
rural pharmacies will need to be considered in that, and
we want to ensure that location matters in areas of
sparsity. That work is ongoing.
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In conclusion, the process has some way to run. I
simply put it to colleagues that, in relation to good
community services on the high street, there is more for
modern pharmacy to do. Looking at the proposals of
the past, we hope that the profession shares the
Government’s determination to move pharmacy into a
new future, and I am convinced that the future will be
good.
Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): Derek Thomas has
40 seconds in which to respond coherently.
3.59 pm
Derek Thomas: Thank you, Mr Streeter, and I thank
Members for their contributions, which have been really
helpful. I thank my right hon. Friend the Minister for
seeking to tackle the many issues that have been raised.
We all agree that the NHS is a fantastic institution.
Community pharmacists hold some of the keys to
improving patient care in the community and reducing
pressure on GPs and other NHS services. I hope that
the debate has gone some way to empower pharmacists
to offer the solutions that the Government are seeking
in order to secure a modern-day NHS, but this is all
about the best care for patients, which we all agree is
what really matters.
Motion lapsed (Standing Order No. 10(6)).
[MR PHILIP HOLLOBONE in the Chair]
Mr Philip Hollobone (in the Chair): Will those who
are not staying for the next debate please leave quickly
and quietly? We now come to a very important subject
to be addressed by the Member for the sunniest place in
the United Kingdom, Caroline Ansell.
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Caroline Ansell (Eastbourne) (Con): I beg to move,
That this House has considered opportunities for mental health
resilience in military training.

All of us in this place realise the debt we owe to our
armed forces personnel and to their families for the
sacrifices they make to keep us safe. It has to be
acknowledged that unless we, too, have seen active
service, faced danger and death, witnessed carnage and
experienced loss we cannot fully appreciate or understand
the impact and the price that some pay.
I had second-hand experience of such sacrifice when
working in a boarding school. I was in loco parentis to
25 teenage girls whose fathers were serving in Bosnia. I
saw something of the impact of protracted periods of
lives lived apart and of relationships stretched. I saw
something of the fear and anxiety of children for their
father, and the loneliness and challenge for the parent
left behind. Boarding school often provided the continuity
that families need and, for the overwhelming majority,
service life is one of purpose, identity and fulfilment,
with men and women going on to lead successful lives
thereafter. For the estimated one in five who bear the
unseen scars, however, every opportunity to build resilience
or mental toughness needs to be recognised.
The Ministry of Defence recognises mental illness,
including post-traumatic stress disorder, as a serious
disabling condition, but—importantly—as one that can
be treated. My question today is, can it be prevented? In
the US Battlemind programme, mental resilience training
has been dubbed “armour for your mind”. Can we put
mental health resilience on the same footing as physical
fitness or, indeed, physical armour?
David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): This is an
important debate and I am sure that the hon. Lady
agrees with the importance of having full implementation
of the military covenant throughout the whole of the
United Kingdom. I am sure she shares my frustration
that in Northern Ireland we cannot achieve that. The
points she is making are very important.
Caroline Ansell: I absolutely subscribe to the hon.
Gentleman’s passionate support for the military covenant.
I will say more about that later.
The new and growing recognition for mental health
and veterans’ care on returning home is very welcome,
and I pay tribute to the work of charities, of hon. and
gallant and hon. Members and of the Government for
their unswerving commitment to the military covenant.
We are living amid a sea change in our understanding
and recognition of mental health issues as we strive for
parity of esteem between physical and mental health in
our NHS. Times are changing.
Our commemorations of the centenary of the first
world war remind us of a different time, when mental
health issues bore a stigma and the social view was that
wounds that could not be seen could not really be there.
Veterans did not seek help and many could not even
speak of their experience. Henry Allingham, God rest
his soul, was an Eastbourne resident and a supercentenarian.
He only started to share his story at the age of 105, but

63WH

Military Training: Mental Health
Resilience

23 FEBRUARY 2016

[Caroline Ansell]
between his 110th and 111th birthdays he is reported to
have made more than 60 public appearances. I met him
the once.
“It’s good to talk”—the time-honoured role of the
padre reflects that and initiatives such as the armed
forces’ mental health first aid programme recognise it.
After operational deployment, decompression is another
hugely valuable opportunity to safeguard resilience.
Furthermore, the stress and resilience training centre
within the Defence Academy at Shrivenham runs a
course called “START Taking Control”. Perhaps the
Minister will elaborate on whether such training, which
was designed for postgraduate and leadership roles,
might soon be extended to initial training.
Mrs Flick Drummond (Portsmouth South) (Con): My
hon. Friend is making an excellent speech on a subject
that is incredibly important, in particular to someone
who has a close relative serving in the armed forces.
Alcohol misuse is one of the most frequently reported
mental health problems for deployed UK troops. It is
the only mental disorder to have increased in prevalence.
Comparison of alcohol misuse in the same age and
gender group shows that armed forces personnel are
more likely to misuse alcohol than the rest of the
population. Does she agree that the dangers of alcohol
misuse must be incorporated into any training to improve
the resilience of personnel?
Caroline Ansell: I acknowledge the great wisdom of
what my hon. Friend says. It has been recognised for
some time that alcohol abuse has too long been part of
a work-hard, play-hard culture. Alcohol has also evidently
been used to some extent to cope with the inevitable
strains of conflict and combat. It is worth noting that
young soldiers between the ages of 18 and 24 are three
times more likely than their civilian counterparts to be
consuming harmful levels of alcohol. The problem is a
serious cultural issue that we must consider, in particular
in connection with mental health.
Along with the many good things that the Government
are doing to support mental health—I have touched on
only some of those—I urge us not to overlook the most
effective support system of all, which is the family. The
UK Government implemented an operational mental
health needs evaluation for those serving in the field
during operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Despite
obvious operational difficulties in ensuring a full rate of
participation, evaluation of a statistically significant
15% of all serving personnel in Iraq and 16% in Afghanistan
greatly aided our understanding of the mental health
challenges faced by our servicemen and women. The
fact that 99% of those asked to participate did so
suggests to me that the military has been successful in
breaking down barriers to the point that armed forces
personnel want to share their experiences, albeit
anonymously.
The results of the survey, as broken down in The
British Journal of Psychiatry, also showed the prevalence
of the most common mental health disorders, with an
incidence rate of about 20%. That, too, is significant.
The results were used to match the correlations between
family stress and the development of mental health
disorders, further underlining how vital it is for us to
support military families.
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The past 15 years have been a time of strain for many
armed forces personnel, given the extended interventions
in Iraq and Afghanistan. We know that the mental scars
of conflict can emerge many years after people are
relieved of active duty. Many trigger points can be
completely unrelated events that take place in the home,
far from the field of battle. Problems at home such as
financial trouble, relationship breakdown or even childrelated stress can all trigger mental health issues. It is
therefore imperative that we equip our soldiers and,
crucially, their families with all the mental resilience
skills necessary to hurdle the challenges of military life
and beyond. Family is the best support system, as
soldiers themselves testify. How we promote and protect
the military family will be defining for mental health
outcomes.
Mental health is likely to be a ticking time bomb.
According to Combat Stress, the veterans’ mental health
charity, 13 years is the average length of time between
service discharge and a veteran seeking help. Next month
marks the 13th anniversary of the US-led invasion of
Iraq, so the demand for mental health services for
veterans is likely to increase in the short term. Combat
Stress has already seen a 28% increase on 2013-14 in the
number of veterans seeking assistance in 2014-15.
I am pleased that we are making it easier for our
armed forces personnel to get the support that they
need and to come forward in the first place, although a
report this week suggests that a significant number of
them—perhaps up to 40%—are still not seeking such
support. Is there a case for more training, particularly
in initial training? The received wisdom is still that
prevention is better than cure. Do we need to offer more
specific training and dedicate time to building mental
resilience, just as we push physical speed, strength and
stamina? Does that need to be universally rolled out
and not hostage to self-awareness, self-selection or selfreferral?
I am a patron to the Military Preparation College. As
I shake those graduates’ hands and see them walking off
into the sunset, I need to know that we are doing
everything in our power to mitigate what is certain
occupational hazard, looking overseas for best practice,
looking at initial training and training at every stage of
military service and beyond. We are looking to change
culture by lifting up mental health awareness and we
will need to have that as a focus for the foreseeable
future.
4.10 pm
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence
(Mark Lancaster): It is a pleasure to serve under your
chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I remind the House of
my interest as a serving member of the Army Reserve. I
start by congratulating my hon. Friend the Member for
Eastbourne (Caroline Ansell) on securing the debate to
discuss mental health resilience in military training.
The Government are committed to maintaining and
improving the mental health of members of our armed
forces. According to research, the armed forces generally
show similar rates of common mental health disorders
to the civilian population. Deployment on operations
does not in itself appear to be a factor in mental health
problems overall, although exposure to combat is associated
with an increased risk of more serious conditions such
as post-traumatic stress disorder.
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We are extremely grateful to our armed forces for the
work that they do. It is our duty in return to provide
care and treatment for them if they become ill. Evidence
shows that most mental health disorders can be successfully
treated and we have a range of trained medical personnel
and facilities to do that, but it is clearly much better to
provide our people with the knowledge, training and
support that will enable them to build up both their
physical and mental resilience before they deploy on
operations.
It is important to look at health and wellbeing together,
because overall they involve both the mind and the
body. Mental wellbeing is very much enhanced by feelings
of self-esteem and people having belief in their ability
to do the things that they want to do. Good relationships—
confidence in leaders and trust in friends and colleagues—
are also vital. Good mental health does not mean never
experiencing difficult feelings or situations, but it does
mean having the strength and resilience to cope when
things become difficult.
To that extent, building resilience is one of the principles
that underlies all our training programmes, which are
designed to be robust, challenging and realistic enough
to prepare our people to carry out their operational
roles effectively and efficiently, under inspirational and
caring leadership. The Defence Academy is a world
leader in the provision of military training. It has its
own stress and resilience training centre, which is responsible
for managing stress and resilience training and educational
requirements within the armed forces. Its aim is to build
psychological resilience in defence personnel and ensure
that compatible training is delivered across the three
services.
The stress and residence training centre has developed
an all-inclusive stress and resilience training package
called “START taking control”. Its purpose is to assist
students in gaining the knowledge and practical skills to
manage everyday experiences of mild to moderate stress
and build psychological reliance to prepare them better
to meet the physical, emotional and psychological challenges
in defence.
In addition to the stresses encountered in everyday
life, service personnel are often required to undertake
extremely hazardous duties, which potentially expose
them to traumatic and life-threatening situations, risking
both physical and psychological damage. Psychological
resilience is considered to be an essential component of
military fitness. Personnel are taught how to spot potential
indicators of a problem both in themselves and in their
colleagues such as changed behaviour patterns, isolation
and increased use of alcohol.
In particular, concerted efforts are being made to
de-stigmatise the issues around mental health and to
promote awareness of the professional care and support
available. Stigma is one of the biggest obstacles facing
those with a mental illness. It prevents many people
from seeking help, which results in a worsening of the
symptoms to a point where significant damage can be
caused to their health, wellbeing and relationships. In
many ways, the stigma associated with mental illness
can be more disabling than the condition itself. The
Army has been running a major campaign called “Don’t
bottle it up”, which aims to break down stigma and
encourage personnel to seek help earlier as well as
signposting the support and treatment available.
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A specially designed project known as mental health
first aid has been developed for the armed forces community,
which provides the basis for increased mental health
resilience among serving personnel and their families. It
trains individuals to recognise the signs of problems
and offer non-judgmental listening as well as offering
help in accessing professional assistance. By making all
personnel aware of the services available and by making
clear to them that no stigma will be attached to them
owing to their illness, we hope to encourage them to
seek help as soon as they feel that they might have a
problem. That will enable us to provide rapid diagnosis
followed by appropriate and effective treatment.
One programme that has proved to be successful,
both in the operational environment and back in the
UK, is TRiM, which stands for trauma risk management.
It is a method of peer-group assessment, mentoring and
support for use in the aftermath of traumatic events.
Trained TRiM practitioners are usually non-medical
staff who are given the skills to enable them to identify
those who might have been affected by traumatic events.
That enables people’s comrades and leaders to provide
them with appropriate support and refer them for specialist
help if necessary. A key element of TRiM is that it aims
to reduce the stigma associated with mental health
problems and its roll-out across the services has certainly
made people more aware of the importance of nurturing
the mental wellbeing of those on deployment.
Personnel returning from operations normally go
through a process known as decompression. Indeed, I
experienced it on my return from Afghanistan. It consists
of a short period—usually a couple of days—between
leaving the operational theatre and return to the UK in
which personnel can begin to unwind mentally and
physically and talk to their colleagues and superiors
about their experiences. That can give them an opportunity
to discuss any issues of concern about their mental
health and those of their colleagues, which can be
followed up as appropriate. People are also provided
with a stress brief, which aims to highlight normal
reactions to traumatic events and give some strategies
to help with readjustment. They are also given advice
about risk-taking behaviours and the homecoming
experience in general.
To sum up, the overall aim of those training, educational
and support packages is to ensure that our personnel
are ready both mentally and physically to carry out
their duties, however potentially hazardous and traumatic
they may be. Our personnel can be confident that any
concerns will be treated seriously and sensitively and
that a high quality of medical treatment will be provided
if required.
My hon. Friend mentioned the importance of the
family and the support we should offer service families
so that they in turn can support service personnel. She
may be aware that, over the next two years, we will
allocate £4 million of covenant funding to support
families in stress, which is a major step forward. Equally,
she will be aware that, at the end of last year, we
launched our family strategy, which is specifically designed
to begin to address some of the concerns that families
face, while they are spouses of serving personnel, in an
effort to support them so that they in turn can support
members of our armed forces.
I congratulate my hon. Friend again on securing the
debate. We are proud of the work that we have done to
date, but we are equally mindful that much more work
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needs to be done in the future. I assure her and hon.
Members across the House that this subject is at the
forefront of my mind.
Question put and agreed to.
4.19 pm
Sitting suspended.
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Motability Car Scheme
4.30 pm
Alan Brown (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP): It is
a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship for the
first time, Mr Hollobone. I am glad to be able to bring
this motion forward and to have secured the debate,
but—
Mr Philip Hollobone (in the Chair): Order. Would the
hon. Gentleman be kind enough to move the motion
and then do his speech?
Alan Brown: Apologies. I beg to move,
That this House has considered the Motability car scheme.

I am glad to bring the motion before the House
today, but in truth it would be much better if this topic
did not require consideration at all. The origins of this
stem back to the previous Parliament and the change
from the disability living allowance to the personal
independence payment in April 2013. At the time, some
of the changes were dressed up as fairness and giving
people more control, but there is no doubt that there
were concerns that DLA self-assessment, the automatic
qualification process and, sometimes, the fact that there
was no follow-up could possibly be abused.
That was the thought process that definitely drove
the Tory ideology, and that has overshadowed how best
to manage the system to help people with disabilities.
Throw in a projected £2.5 billion saving and the fact
that an estimated 600,000 fewer people would end up
on PIP compared with DLA and we can see that this
was just another assault on the disadvantaged. For me,
the key change in assessing enhanced mobility was the
reduction in the distance of the walking assessment
from 50 metres down to 20 metres. Imagine it: somebody
can go into an assessment centre and sit down and
possibly be at risk of already meeting the walking test.
The enhanced rate is critical. The Motability scheme
allows those receiving the highest rate of DLA or PIP
to lease a suitable adapted vehicle, powered wheelchair
or mobility scooter, in return for their weekly award.
The Motability scheme is particularly important for
enabling disabled people to be independent and to
manage their condition. It allows users to participate in
social activities and do the things that many of us take
for granted, such as being able to continue to care for
their children.
If we look back at the history, the Motability scheme
was founded in 1977. It started out with a single car and
has grown into a scheme that operates on a completely
UK-wide basis, with nearly 650,000 users at present,
which includes 15,000 using electric scooters and
wheelchairs. It is a massively respected scheme, it is a
charitable body and it has been praised by the National
Audit Office for providing good value for money.
The Motability scheme plays a vital role for many
disabled people across the country. Restricting access to
Motability vehicles for those who have relied on them
will undoubtedly increase the isolation that many disabled
people feel.
Mr Mark Williams (Ceredigion) (LD): I congratulate
the hon. Gentleman on securing this very important
debate. As he develops his speech, will he reflect on the
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particularly bad impact that the loss of Motability
vehicles has had on people living in rural areas, to the
extent that when constituents are waiting for an appeal
to a tribunal decision, they cannot get to the meetings
because there is no alternative transport? There is no
public transport and they do not have a vehicle any more.
Alan Brown: That is a fine intervention, and I agree
with the point the hon. Gentleman makes. I was not
going to focus particularly on rural issues, but he is
absolutely right. I live in a rural area and I know that,
particularly in England and Wales, the cuts to public
transport and dial-a-bus services have compounded the
problem of people being unable to manage when they
lose their Motability vehicle, so I agree wholeheartedly
with that sentiment.
Stuart Blair Donaldson (West Aberdeenshire and
Kincardine) (SNP): I congratulate my hon. Friend on
securing the debate. My constituent, Claire Ross, is
15 years old. She lives in a rural area and has a brain
tumour, meaning that she becomes tired easily. Her
Motability vehicle was used to take her to school and to
hospital appointments. A recent reassessment removed
the component from Claire and now the vehicle sits,
unable to be used, at her parents’ house. Does my hon.
Friend share my concern for Claire now that the Motability
component has been taken away from her, and does he
agree that it is shameful of the Government not to
respond to my numerous representations on her behalf ?
Alan Brown: I wholeheartedly agree, and I find it
incredible that nobody has responded following my
hon. Friend’s inquiries. I think most hon. Members here
will have very similar examples from their constituencies,
which highlights how unfair the measures are. I will
come back to that, which is something the Government
really need to take stock of. They should be working
tirelessly to support the independence and inclusion of
disabled people, using all means possible through
Government channels.
An example of the concerns we have heard is highlighted
in a briefing paper from Muscular Dystrophy UK.
Trailblazers, which comes under the umbrella of that
organisation, is a group of young disabled campaigners
aiming to tackle the social issues affecting young disabled
people, such as their access to higher education,
employment, and social and leisure opportunities. These
are young people who fully understand the difficulties
they face in life. They are campaigning to raise awareness
of this issue and to support others. They also know the
possible consequences of the new PIP assessment.
One trailblazer commented:
“I suffer from muscular dystrophy and I am still able to walk,
although it is difficult. I frequently push myself to live my life as
much as I can, despite fatigue and anxiety that comes with it. I am
absolutely terrified that one day, be it tomorrow or in a year, I will
receive the letter that tells me I need to be reassessed for PIP. As
someone who can stand and does not ‘look’ disabled at times, I
believe I will have no chance of retaining my car.”

They added:
“If I don’t have my car, I simply would not go out.”

This is a young person who knows how independent
they have become since being able to access a car
through the Motability scheme. Imagine being aware of
the life transformation that they went through and the
absolute dread of being forced to return to the pre-car
state.
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Dr Lisa Cameron (East Kilbride, Strathaven and
Lesmahagow) (SNP): I thank my hon. Friend for giving
way and for bringing this extremely important debate to
the Chamber today. Does he agree that, given the impact
on people’s mental health, including depression and
anxiety—at some points, due to social exclusion—as
well as the fact that people feel very isolated and the
possible risk of suicide, we are at risk of creating an
increased call on the NHS through co-morbid mental
health problems, as well as physical disability in this
case?
Alan Brown: I recognise my hon. Friend’s expertise
and agree with her point, which touches on what I was
saying. In some cases, it is not even about the stress of
losing the Motability vehicle; it is about the stress and
panic about getting to that stage, so we are talking
about an ongoing mental condition.
Siobhain McDonagh (Mitcham and Morden) (Lab):
On the point about increased cost, I would like to make
the Chamber aware of my constituent, Lorna George.
She lost her higher rate mobility component of DLA
when she transferred to PIP and, as a result, lost her
vehicle. Because she is in full-time employment, she was
entitled to the Access to Work scheme, which meant
that she received £150 a week from the public purse to
get to and from work, as a result of losing her DLA
mobility component of £54 a week. How is that saving
anybody money?
Alan Brown: That was another fine intervention. These
examples are what make it real for everybody, and I will
touch on what I think is the madness of the financials
later.
To be clear, we have heard some personal examples,
but the statistics back up the concerns that I highlighted
from the young person with muscular dystrophy. To
date, of the 31,200 people on the Motability scheme via
the higher rate DLA who have subsequently been reassessed
for PIP, some 14,000 have lost the higher PIP mobility
rate and, therefore, their car as well.
Going back to the stress and trauma of losing a car,
we are lucky that Motability takes its duties seriously
and goes above and beyond to support people in that
position. It supports them with financial assistance—for
example, through a transitional lump sum that might
aid in the purchase of a car. Motability also provides
advice packs for customers and advises on insurance,
maintenance, adaptation services and even local transport
options. We should be clear that Motability should not
be filling in these gaps for people who are effectively left
stranded.
It is no wonder that 91% of those who left the scheme
were satisfied with the support that they had received
from Motability. I commend the organisation, but that
does not mask the fact that we are still only at the early
stages of the PIP reassessment, with the reality that
nearly one in two people lose their higher mobility
access. I put this to the Minister: are we really to believe
that almost half the people on enhanced DLA either
exaggerated or fabricated their conditions to access
Motability or, at best, suddenly no longer need that
support?
In Scotland, 70,000 people are using the Motability
scheme, so, using statistical analysis, we know that up to
31,500 people could lose out—I accept that some people
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beyond working age will not be reassessed. If we take
that down to the level of my constituency, 1,500 people
are using the Motability scheme at present, so up to
670 people are possibly at risk.
I will give the example of one of my constituents.
Lynne Paton has written to me to say:
“I am due a new car in July. I haven’t been assessed for 2 years.
I have the higher rate at present and I have”

had it
“since my 2 strokes. I have been in the hospital 3 times lately with
chest infections. I am now struggling to get up and down my stairs
because of the difficulties trying to get a breath. I am now using
my electric Scooter again because I now can’t walk very far
because of my breathing. The car we have just now was picked
because the scooter can go in the car. I don’t know if I will get
assessed again in the near future but if we were to lose the car I
wouldn’t be able to get out and about. Also John is due to retire so
our income will drop and we won’t be able to buy a new car
suitable…I hope you can fight for people like me who need their
cars. I know you will do your best for disabled people”.

That should be a clear case. If Lynne goes to be
reassessed, there should not be a problem, but we all
know that there are problems. She could go through a
wee bout of better health and suddenly be deemed not
to meet the requirements for the higher mobility rate. I
should also say that I know Lynne as a fantastic community
volunteer, who understandably has had to scale back
recently, but with what she has put into the community
over the years, there is no way she should have this
worry hanging over her head. I dread having to go back
to her and say, “You know what? I raised this in a
debate at Westminster, but as usual the Government
didn’t listen.”
I have already touched on the fact that this is not
about giving disabled people greater flexibility and control
over their budgets and lifestyle choices; it is part of the
austerity agenda. The original suggested saving of
£2.5 billion by 2018 confirms that, but it is also worth
noting that the Government were willing to give assessment
contracts worth some half a billion pounds to be able to
get those savings. That is not value for money, and by
the way, it can be no coincidence that the previous
Minister for the disabled was one of the few Tories who
lost their seat last year.
When it comes to the overall PIP strategy, the money
has been so well spent and the strategy so well managed
that the timescales have been a disaster, with the High
Court ruling in June 2015 that the delays were unacceptable
and unlawful. At the same time, the Office for Budget
Responsibility noted that
“costings associated with structural changes to the welfare system…are
subject to even greater uncertainty.”

It highlighted that its previous “Welfare trends report”
had
“noted that our latest forecasts suggested higher than expected
success rates for new claims to PIP across the forecast, which had
in effect reduced the savings originally expected for this reform”.

It is not achieving the savings that were anticipated and,
worryingly, with 45% of people who have been reassessed
losing access to the Motability scheme, we have to
wonder what the real purpose of the original target was.
Let us consider the irony of the Tories’ manifesto pledge
to halve the disability employment gap and support
disabled people. Perhaps it is just me, but I simply

Motability Car Scheme

72WH

cannot connect the dots. How does the Conservative
party strip the freedom that a Motability vehicle brings
to a disabled person from them and still aim to break
down the barriers to work?
The Multiple Sclerosis Society, for example, has said
that the Motability scheme can have positive impacts in
terms of employment for users and their families. It
claims that use of a Motability vehicle has enabled
many of its members to gain employment, enabling
disabled people to have a much more rounded, independent
life. The recent Mencap review, “Halving The Gap?”,
proved that the Tory policies are driving disabled people
away from work rather than into work. That is why
access to Motability vehicles is so important.
On a more positive note, the disability charity Scope
undertook a report to assess the economic impact of
getting more disabled people into employment, which
was published in April 2015. It found that the impact on
the economy of a rise in the disability employment rate
would be significant. Indeed, a 10 percentage point rise
would result in a £12 billion gain for the Exchequer by
2030. When we hear Tories in the main Chamber
announcing that unemployment in their constituency is
down by 50%, we should compare and contrast those
statistics with the benefits of small increases in the
employment rate for disabled adults. My hon. Friend
the Member for Banff and Buchan (Dr Whiteford) has
written to the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions
to express concern that a lack of access to the Motability
scheme will prevent disabled people from getting to
work. It is clear that the Government should focus on
that, rather than on savings.
Not content with one failure, the Government also
have a proposal to cut the employment and support
allowance work-related activity group payment, taking
£30 of benefit a week from those in need and taking
sick people even further away from getting back into
work.
We in the Scottish National party are committed to
supporting disabled people, which means opposing the
regressive and punitive measures deployed by the Tories,
not just for those eligible for DLA or PIP, but for the
disabled people who rely on ESA and have been subjected
to the unfair and failing work capability assessments.
The SNP in Scotland are doing all we can, within the
resources and powers that we have, to help disabled
people, who are disproportionately affected by welfare
reform. New powers over disability benefits in the Scotland
Bill will provide opportunities to develop different policies
for Scotland. In the Scottish Government, the Cabinet
Secretary for Social Justice, Communities and Pensioners’
Rights, Alex Neil, wants policies that are
“fairer and ensure people are treated with dignity and respect.”

We must remember that this comes against the backdrop
of the UK trying to cut the Scottish budget through the
fiscal framework agreement and the fact that, due to the
Tory austerity agenda and ideological cuts, the Scottish
Government are currently spending £104 million to
mitigate the worst aspects of welfare reform.
It is my contention that the Government should
think again. All of us here, as lawmakers, owe it to those
we represent to protect the most disadvantaged. The
SNP has already demonstrated our commitment in that
regard and will do so again with new powers over
disability benefits, but I repeat: I urge the UK Government
to think again.

73WH

Motability Car Scheme

23 FEBRUARY 2016

Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Philip Hollobone (in the Chair): Order. The debate
finishes at 5.30 pm. I will start to call the Front Benchers
at eight minutes past 5, with five minutes for the SNP,
five minutes for Labour, 10 minutes for the Minister
and two minutes for Alan Brown to sum up at the end.
There are six hon. Members standing. We have just less
than 20 minutes. I am a bear of little brain, but I reckon
that is three and a half minutes each, so I will impose
that time limit, starting with Ben Howlett.
4.47 pm
Ben Howlett (Bath) (Con): Thank you, Mr Hollobone.
I congratulate the hon. Member for Kilmarnock and
Loudoun (Alan Brown) on securing this debate on a
subject that I care about a great deal. I should declare
an interest, in that my mother has benefited from a
Motability vehicle for more than 10 years.
I want to make it clear that I agree with the Government
about ensuring that everyone who needs a Motability
vehicle should have access to one. However, for decades,
the system has not been reformed and it must be changed
in a fair and cost-effective way if we are to ensure its
future effectiveness. To ensure that the most vulnerable
receive the support that they need, those who no longer
have a medical condition need to be told that reform
must occur to ensure the future viability of the system.
That is only fair to people such as my mother who really
depend on the Motability scheme.
Before I move on to my substantive points about
improvements to data sharing between the Department
of Health, the Department for Work and Pensions and
the NHS, I would like to seek assurances from my hon.
Friend the Minister that the high volume of appeals
that are currently being seen are constantly being reviewed.
Although I understand that new systems take a while to
embed, as we know from what happened when the
previous Labour Government introduced the Atos system
to handle work capability assessments, these things
should be constantly reviewed.
Ever since I began to work alongside the NHS eight
years ago, the UK has had a significant problem with
data. Although I freely admit that it is not the most
interesting subject in the world, it certainly is the most
important when it comes to producing evidence-based
policy. While I sadly do not have time to discuss the
problems with evidence-based data collection and
information governance, I want to focus for the last
couple of minutes on the need for improved data sharing.
All too often constituents come to my surgeries and ask
why it is so complicated in today’s digital age to ensure
that patient information is shared with the Department
for Work and Pensions.
Peter Dowd (Bootle) (Lab): Will the hon. Gentleman
give way?
Ben Howlett: I will not give way because I have very
limited time.
Sharing information would make a huge difference to
all disabled people as well as people on the Motability
scheme. It would save so much time and money if there
were one joined-up system to enable a GP to identify a
disability and to refer that person directly to a DWP
contact in a joined-up and efficient way. Currently, it
takes two sets of paperwork and a vast amount of time
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and communication, which can only be described as
lacklustre at best. I completely back the Government in
getting this sorted.
For too long, the most vulnerable have been let down.
If there were a joined-up system, the GP could notify
the DWP quite effectively if someone was no longer in
need of a Motability vehicle. The efficiency savings that
would be made could be driven into increasing support
for those who desperately need it and would also help
disabled people feel that the process is much more
joined up when they probably need as smooth a process
as possible to get through those tough experiences.
How can the Government achieve this? The Government
have to identify weaknesses in the law that prevent data
sharing between the Department of Health and the
Department for Work and Pensions. As the Government
look to produce a Green Paper on the impact of welfare
on health and wellbeing, it is important for the DWP to
formalise discussions with the Department of Health
and consider the benefits of direct and indirect data
sharing. Although I appreciate the sensitivities around
data protection, charities are screaming out for changes
and we should be doing everything that we can to help
facilitate that.
I specifically ask for the Minister to work with his
counterpart in the Department of Health to look into
the Health and Social Care Act 2012 to understand why
there is a problem with data sharing. Under that Act,
the law allows personal data to be shared between those
offering care directly to patients, but it protects patients’
confidentiality when data about them are used for other
purposes. While I agree that these secondary uses of
data are essential if we are to run a safe, efficient and
equitable health service, we should consider new legislation
that will further enable swift and effective data sharing
between the NHS and the DWP.
4.51 pm
Daniel Zeichner (Cambridge) (Lab): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I
congratulate the hon. Member for Kilmarnock and
Loudoun (Alan Brown) on securing this important
debate.
I want to tell hon. Members about Lisa, who I
recently met in my constituency. After a stroke left Lisa
paralysed on one side of her body, she was thrown a
lifeline and received a Motability car. For the past
10 years, the specialist car has helped keep her independent
and active, meaning that she was able to remain motivated,
to fulfil her ambitions and to go to university to study
graphic design. Now, after a decade of working hard to
maintain her freedom despite the hand she was dealt
and the severity of her condition, her car has been torn
away from her by the Government. Why did the
Government sever her vital lifeline? Because Lisa was
two points short under the new disability benefit rules,
which are seeing disability living allowance replaced by
the personal independence payment. Although she was
awarded the enhanced rate of the care component of
PIP, she was awarded only the standard rate of the
mobility component. When I visited her, Lisa had trouble
even walking to the kitchen to make a cup of tea.
We have heard anecdotally in the media, as well as in
this Chamber, about other vulnerable people denied the
enhanced rate of the mobility component under PIP—those
affected by spina bifida, those who have had a leg
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amputated and those who struggle to walk a few metres.
Whether those cases are the exception or the rule, it is
unacceptable. If such people are not qualifying, it has
to be accepted that either there is a problem with the
criteria for the enhanced rate of the mobility component
or the assessments are not being carried out appropriately.
Lisa’s mother described how it took almost eight
hours to fill in the 40-page benefit claim, only to be told
that Lisa was two points short. Lisa told me that she
does not feel physically able or safe to use the bus.
Despite having a decent support network and people
who care about her, she worries that now she will be
trapped at home.
The Government keep telling us that it is possible to
appeal if one disagrees with their assessment. Well, I
would appreciate some information from the Minister
about the proportion of those appeals that are successful.
I fear that for those undergoing that process, the appeals
will all too often seem to be little more than kangaroo
courts. Furthermore, the length of the appeals process
is such that too many disabled people are forced to
return their vehicles before the outcome of their appeal.
The Minister has assured us that the appeals process
“enables disputes to be addressed more quickly”—[Official Report,
2 November 2015; Vol. 601, c. 712.]

However, in answer to a written question recently, he
stated:
“The Department does not routinely collect information on
the numbers of people who have had to return a Motability
vehicle nor on whether they were successful on appeal.”

It appears that the Government really do not know
about the impact of their policies, so let me tell them a
little bit about what we know. In March last year,
Motability told us that more than 100 disabled people
every week are losing their Motability vehicles. We have
now heard that, of those previously on the higher rate
of DLA who have so far been reassessed for PIP, almost
half—almost 14,000 people so far—have lost their car.
Motability has estimated that if three out of every eight
of their customers lose their eligibility for a Motability
vehicle, the number forced to hand them back could
reach 135,000. That estimate looks accurate, if not a
little low. Figures show that 45% of those reassessed so
far did not secure the enhanced rate of the mobility
component under PIP.
It is fair to conclude that we are facing a hidden crisis.
For Lisa and for all others across the country like her, I
hope that the Minister will—to use a well-known, worn
phrase—pause the policy and think again.
4.55 pm
Patricia Gibson (North Ayrshire and Arran) (SNP):
It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Hollobone.
Everybody in this room knows that the removal of
the Motability vehicles will cause huge difficulties and
distress for those who currently benefit from this scheme.
With PIP replacing DLA, we know that the eligibility
criteria will increase. It is estimated that the Government
expect to save £2 billion. How much will this really cost?
It will cost the taxpayer more than it will ever save.
What will it cost in social isolation? There is a clear
correlation between social isolation and loneliness and
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poor health. Even the Prime Minister has recognised
that. What cost in terms of social justice? DWP figures
suggest that the number who will lose out could be in
the region of 428,000 people. Are we really to assume
that all of those people do not really face challenges
with their mobility?
Those currently in receipt of the higher rate mobility
component of DLA face real and pressing challenges to
their mobility every single day. Are these the people the
Government wish to remove support from and on whose
backs the Government wish to balance the books? We
have all heard that those with disabilities must be given
all the support they need to access the jobs market. I
participated in a debate on that issue in this very room.
How will removing the Motability vehicle scheme from
those who rely upon it help people to access the jobs
market more readily and easily?
Disabled members of our community who are able to
work want to do so. Again, even the Prime Minister has
recognised that. However, they must be supported into
employment. Research has shown that a rise in the
employment of disabled people would give significant
economic benefit to the whole UK, but this is not just
an economic argument and nor should it be. It is an
argument, ultimately, about social justice. If we do not
address the barriers to employment that exist for disabled
people—and they do exist and are very real—we are
simply turning our back on whole swathes of people in
our communities, the contributions they can make, the
skills they have, and the fulfilment that work can offer
them.
Many disabled people already work and changing the
criteria for the Motability scheme could actually lock
disabled people currently in work out of the jobs market.
Furthermore, it could slam the door of the jobs market
in the face of those who currently qualify for the
scheme and are actively looking for work. This cannot
be the outcome the Government seek. Surely they must
be alive to those dangers?
With PIP replacing DLA, eligibility will change, with
the reduction of employment and support allowance by
£30 a week for those in the work-related activity group.
We now also have the widely discredited work capability
assessments. There is a danger that this Government are
rapidly showing themselves to be no friend of those
who need support due to illness or disability. I urge the
Minister to stand up for people who are disabled and to
reflect not on how much money it will save the taxpayers,
but on how much it will ultimately cost.
4.59 pm
Joan Ryan (Enfield North) (Lab): I congratulate the
hon. Member for Kilmarnock and Loudoun (Alan
Brown) on securing the debate. I am here today to raise
the issue of my constituent Cathy Walsh, though her
case is representative of many others. She suffers from
severe generalised dystonia, a condition that results in
uncontrolled spasms, affecting her limbs and speech.
She has been disabled since birth and has tremendous
difficulty moving unaided. With a seriously disabling
disability, she has been on disability living allowance for
23 years. On Friday 18 December, Ms Walsh was notified
that her application for the advanced-rate mobility
component of PIP had been turned down, and she was
distraught—her car, which had been invaluable in allowing
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her to lead an independent life, would be taken from
her. That life-changing decision was based on one
assessment conducted over an hour. It took the Atos
consultant longer to write the report than it took to
undertake the assessment. Ms Walsh’s neurological
consultant has
“strong reservations about the value of this assessment.”

I agree. Atos said that Ms Walsh was able to walk
between 50 and 200 metres, but her consultant has
“no idea how ATOS’ assessment could have been made, it is
clearly incorrect… At best she can walk up to 20 metres and on a
bad day significantly less.”

On those terms, it is obvious that Ms Walsh has a very
strong case to qualify for the higher-rate mobility allowance.
Instead, she has had to go down the extremely stressful
route of a mandatory reconsideration and an appeal to
a tribunal, which is making her condition worse. Her
independence has been severely curtailed, at least until
the tribunal decision is known, which could be months
away.
Ms Walsh will have to rely on others even to help her
cash the £2,000 transitional support cheque from Motability,
as she cannot get to the bank on her own. That raises
another issue: why cannot this money be transferred
directly into her account? Even when the £2,000 has
been deposited, Ms Walsh will be in a state of financial
limbo. If she wins her appeal but decides to keep the
money, she would not be able to return to the Motability
scheme for six months.
Let us assume that Ms Walsh wins her case and wants
to return to the scheme as quickly as possible, which she
is keen to do. She would then have to return most of the
£2,000. I do not disagree with that in principle. However,
if the tribunal drags on for several months, Ms Walsh
will inevitably need to use some, if not all, of the
transitional payment to pay for other forms of assistance
and transport. She would then be in debt while having
to go through the process of reapplying for the scheme
when her car should never have been taken from her in
the first place. The Government say that what we have
now is a “fairer assessment process.” Well, it does not
feel fair to Ms Walsh. She is deeply distressed. I do not
think it is fair; her friends do not think it is fair; and,
more to the point, her consultant, who understands her
condition as well as anyone, thinks it is very unfair. If
her treatment is typical of the way in which thousands
of other cases have been dealt with, the process has not
been fair to them, either. The Government must be
willing to conduct a thorough review of the process,
which is not fit for purpose in its current state. I look
forward to hearing how the Minister intends to resolve
these issues.
5.2 pm
Corri Wilson (Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock) (SNP): I
thank my hon. Friend the Member for Kilmarnock and
Loudoun (Alan Brown) for securing this important
debate. I represent the neighbouring constituency of
Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock, which is not only a beautiful
part of the world but is populated by many inspiring
and talented people, such as Kayleigh Haggo.
Kayleigh is an exceptional young lady who, through
hard work and dedication, has achieved much for someone
only 17 years of age. She holds 13 world records and
four national age group records and has a real chance of
representing Britain in Tokyo in 2020. She was a
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Commonwealth games baton bearer in 2014, and she
won three gold medals at the European Paralympic
youth games.
Members are probably wondering what that has to
do with today’s topic. Well, Kayleigh has a form of
cerebral palsy that affects her balance and motor skills,
and she is largely wheelchair-bound, which makes her
achievements all the more incredible. Although she is
still at school, she keeps up a strict training regime that
is only possible because of the mobility car—driven by
her mum—that she receives as part of her disability
living allowance. The car has allowed her to become one
of the country’s most promising young disabled athletes,
and it is only through her tough training that she is able
to walk as far as 20 metres.
Last July, Kayleigh was moved from disability living
allowance on to PIP and was informed that she was no
longer considered disabled enough. Without her mobility
allowance, she would not be able to benefit from her
participation in sport. It took a 10,000-signature petition
and intense media interest before the Department for
Work and Pensions was forced to reverse its decision on
Kayleigh’s entitlement to a mobility car. Yes, she can
walk 20 metres, but she cannot walk 50 metres. Yes, she
has the mental capacity to plan and follow a journey,
but she does not have the physical capacity to undertake
that journey—she is physically unable to navigate public
transport. The withdrawal of her mobility car would
have seen Kayleigh’s Paralympic dreams in tatters. It
would also have destroyed her dreams of going to
university and her hopes of a meaningful career. Where
is the benefit to the state of withdrawing that support
and leaving people such as Kayleigh confined to their
homes, with resultant impacts on their health, their
employment prospects and their ability to contribute to
the community?
From the outset, the Government made it clear that
the aim of PIP was to make savings. Of those previously
on higher-rate DLA, more than 30,000 have been reassessed
for PIP, and of those 50% have kept their car. PIP
should ensure a level of independence for disabled
people, and Kayleigh is just one example of many
constituents who have contacted me after having their
mobility car removed and their independence shattered.
I am proud to represent people such as Kayleigh, and
the Government should be ashamed of what they are
doing to people just like her.
5.5 pm
Siobhain McDonagh (Mitcham and Morden) (Lab): I
thank the hon. Member for Kilmarnock and Loudoun
(Alan Brown) for securing this debate and for giving me
the opportunity to have a quick “round the office” look
at some of the anomalies affecting people as they transfer
to PIP and its higher-rate mobility component.
I have already spoken about Ms George, who was in
work and lost her higher-rate mobility payment only
now to receive £150 a week from the Access to Work
programme—tripling the amount of money paid to
help her mobility, yet causing greater problems for her
13-year-old daughter, who is her main carer and now
has to do even more tasks for her mother.
Looking at Ms George’s case for this debate allowed
me to follow on to the case of Mr Abrahams, who is
also in full-time employment. He suffers from spina
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bifida and cannot walk more than 20 yards. He had a
specially adapted car with hand controls, which is about
to be removed on Tuesday, so it would be great if the
Minister could help us while Mr Abrahams’ appeal is
being considered, as he lost his mandatory reconsideration.
We are going to get him to apply to the Access to Work
programme, so he will probably cost the Government a
lot more money than if he had just retained his higher-rate
mobility payment.
Patrina Ross suffered a stroke in 2014 and was awarded
the lower-rate care component and higher-rate mobility
component of DLA. When she was reassessed for PIP,
the rates were swapped, so she got higher-rate care and
lower-rate mobility. Her car was taken away, but she
was paid £25 a week more. She does not want more
money; she wants the adapted car.
Daisy Tadros was shifted from DLA to PIP without
being informed. The first she knew of the transfer was
when she got a letter from Motability saying that her
car was going to be taken away. There had been no
assessment of her case, yet there is a date for the
removal of her car. We discovered that the Atos database
does not work with the DWP database, so when Motability
was trying to find out the status of Ms Tadros’ claim for
PIP, the DWP could not tell Motability her status
because the DWP does not have a system that works
with Atos’s system. The only way the DWP, Motability
and Atos could talk to one another was through the
involvement of Ross in my office. He spoke to each of
them so that they could co-ordinate and consult each
other. The hon. Member for Bath (Ben Howlett) spoke
about swapping information and access to information,
which is clearly a problem within the system. The Minister
might find that lots of people who are entitled to PIP
but who are not getting it because of administrative
error will have their car taken away without their ever
getting as far as Atos or a decision.
5.8 pm
Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye and Lochaber) (SNP): It is
a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone.
I thank my hon. Friend the Member for Kilmarnock
and Loudoun (Alan Brown) for securing this important
debate. Time does not allow me to reflect on all the
speeches, but I thank everyone who has spoken so
passionately about the casework they have come across
showing that people have been disadvantaged by the
changes. I hope the Minister has listened and will
respond to what has been said this afternoon.
Restricting access to mobility vehicles will increase
the institutionalisation and isolation of disabled people,
when we should be focusing on promoting their integration
and inclusion in communities. The Scottish National
party is extremely concerned that taking transport away
from disabled people will make it extremely difficult for
them to travel to and from work. The Government have
pledged to halve disability unemployment, but their
policies for disabled people fundamentally fly in the
face of that aim. The Motability scheme provided
independence for disabled people and helped them to
live as normal a life as possible. As has been said,
almost 14,000 disabled people’s specialist cars have
already been taken away from them following reassessment.
According to Motability’s 2014-15 annual report, 70,000

Motability Car Scheme

80WH

people in Scotland use the service. If the current level of
loss continues, 31,500 people in Scotland will no longer
be able to access this vital scheme, which should shame
us all.
We know that we are facing these challenges because
of the Tory obsession with reforming welfare. People
are losing their Motability vehicles because the eligibility
criteria in PIP assessments are different from the eligibility
criteria for DLA, as many hon. Members have said. The
Government should listen to those who have pointed
out the consequences of the changes. For example, the
MS Society has condemned them, stating that the
Motability scheme plays a vital role for many people
with multiple sclerosis. They conducted a survey of MS
sufferers and found that the Motability scheme was
particularly important to sufferers, enabling them to
manage their condition and live more independently,
which is something that we should all support. It also
helped users participate in family and social activities.
Let us look at a typical case of someone who is being
reassessed. Mrs C has been in receipt of DLA since
2014, after being hospitalised for five months, and she
still has serious health problems. She got her Motability
car in October 2014. As DLA is being phased out, she
was asked to claim PIP instead. She did so, and received
a decision letter dated 1 January 2016, which told her
that her entitlement to DLA would end on 26 January.
It also told her that, although she qualified for the daily
living component at the enhanced rate, she scored only
eight points for the mobility component, four less than
the number required for the enhanced rate. Because her
award does not include the enhanced rate mobility
component, she will no longer be eligible for a Motability
car. The letter told her that she had until 1 February to
ask for a reconsideration of the decision.
She submitted a letter asking for reconsideration on
20 January, and on following up, she was told that it
could take up to nine weeks—until 21 March—for a
decision to be made. She had been told that she needed
to return the car by 16 February: that is, nearly five
weeks before she was likely to know the result of the
reconsideration. Mrs C did not know how she was
supposed to bridge that five-week gap and was unable
to make any proper plans to meet her transport needs
beyond 16 February. Should she buy a wee cheap car for
just a few weeks? Did she need to find the money to
replace her Motability car? Can the rules be changed so
that Motability vehicles remain with the claimant pending
their appeal? That would be the right thing for the
Government to do.
The SNP in Scotland is doing all that we can to help
disabled people, who are disproportionately affected by
welfare reform. New powers over disability benefits in
the Scotland Bill will provide opportunities to develop
different policies for Scotland that are fairer and ensure
that people are treated with the dignity and respect that
are lacking from this Government.
5.12 pm
Angela Rayner (Ashton-under-Lyne) (Lab): It is a
pleasure to speak under your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone.
I congratulate the hon. Member for Kilmarnock and
Loudoun (Alan Brown) on securing this important
debate, and I welcome to his place the Under-Secretary
of State for Disabled People. We have heard passionate
speeches from many Members here about the devastating
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impact of the changes to mobility criteria on the lives of
many people who are already struggling with everyday
tasks. I thank all hon. Members for their contributions
to this debate.
The purpose of Motability is to help those who
would otherwise be unable to afford full mobility. As
many hon. Members have outlined, the recent change
from the disability living allowance to the personal
independence payment for people of working age has
had various damaging effects on those with disabilities.
Peter Dowd: Is my hon. Friend aware of any action
taken by the Government to ensure that the most vulnerable
people with disabilities are protected from being isolated
in their communities if they lose their eligibility for
mobility service under the changes from DLA to PIP? I
do not know of any, and neither do many disability
organisations, including Muscular Dystrophy UK.
Angela Rayner: Many Members have also raised that
concern. I hope that the Minister will respond to it
when he sums up.
Many speakers in this debate have given examples
involving their constituents and told us of the devastating
impact on their needs and self-esteem. Significant numbers
of people who currently benefit from the higher rate
DLA mobility component will fail to qualify for the
enhanced rate mobility component in PIP. That is a
deliberate outcome; it is what the Government said up
front that they wanted to do. They wanted to cut those
benefits. It is not based on need; it is based on making
cuts and financial savings.
Many people have had the adapted vehicles that are
vital to their lives and livelihoods withdrawn as a result.
I thank the hon. Member for Bath (Ben Howlett) for
raising the need for joined-up services, and my hon.
Friend the Member for Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner),
who told us the story of Lisa’s experience and the
impact of the cuts on her life. The hon. Member for
North Ayrshire and Arran (Patricia Gibson) spoke
passionately about the responsibilities of society and
community, and the cuts to the work-related activity
group of employment and support allowance.
My right hon. Friend the Member for Enfield North
(Joan Ryan) spoke of her concerns about the quality of
the PIP assessment and the conflict with medical experts
who know the person’s needs. It is simply not fit for
purpose. The hon. Member for Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock
(Corri Wilson) discussed Kayleigh’s experience and how
only 50% of people get to keep the car after being
assessed for PIP, and my hon. Friend the Member for
Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain McDonagh) discussed
the devastating impact of the removal of the cars before
an appeal has been heard.
The reality is that £24 billion in support will be
removed from nearly 4 million disabled people by 2018.
The policy will hinder disabled people, not help them. It
is about removing support, not providing it, for people
to live and work independently. The Extra Costs
Commission has shown that disabled people face an
average of £550 in extra living costs a month as a result
of their disability, which is the main reason why disabled
people are twice as likely to live in poverty as non-disabled
people. PIP is meant to help with those extra costs. The
Government’s determination to maintain such a flawed
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rule is a direct assault on independent living for many,
and it greatly hinders opportunities for those with disabilities
to contribute to society.
Any one of us is likely at some time to be affected by
disability, either directly or in caring for a disabled
friend or relative. I know; my son is registered disabled.
I urge the Government to rethink this policy.
5.17 pm
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Disabled
People (Justin Tomlinson): It is a pleasure to serve under
your chairmanship, Mr Hollobone. I pay tribute to the
hon. Member for Kilmarnock and Loudoun (Alan
Brown); he is clearly passionate about this important
subject and gave a well thought-out and well delivered
speech. I also pay tribute to all the other Members who
contributed, particularly those who raised concerns on
behalf of their constituents, showing that they will
always champion the people they represent.
I will pick up on a few of the questions raised before
going into my speech, which will cover the rest of them.
There are a few points that are slightly away from the
subject of Motability. First, we are committed to halving
the disability employment gap. We all welcome the fact
that, in the last 12 months, 152,000 more disabled
people were in work, and the number is 292,000 over the
last two years. There is still a long way to go, but we are
making considerable progress in that area.
Numerous speakers mentioned a 50-metre rule becoming
a 20-metre rule. There never was a 50-metre rule. It is
not that if someone can walk 20 metres and 1 cm, they
get no benefit, but if they can walk only 19 metres, then
they get the full benefit; it is about moving safely to an
acceptable standard repeatedly and in a reasonable time
period. The rule is a bit of an urban myth, and I wanted
to flag that up.
Alan Brown: Will the Minister give way?
Justin Tomlinson: I will make some progress, and then
we will see how much time is left.
On the wider issue of the money that we spend on
disability support, we are increasing it year on year, all
the way to 2020, compared with 2010. It is about
£50 billion a year. We are also spending 14.6% more on
supporting disabled people and people with long-term
health conditions than those out of work for more than
two years who are trying to find work.
The hon. Member for Mitcham and Morden (Siobhain
McDonagh) mentioned a specific case involving three
Departments. I have never heard of that before, which
suggests that it is an isolated case. We will talk further
on that and try to get to the bottom of it. Also, the hon.
Member for North Ayrshire and Arran (Patricia Gibson)
said that a decision was reversed on the back of a
petition. That had no bearing on the reversal. I will
discuss how the appeals process works later, but a
petition would have no bearing on it. A decision is
either right or it is wrong, and it will go through appeal.
Individuals do not need to secure a petition. They may
feel that it is an important part of their campaign, but it
does not influence how things are done.
Motability is a fantastic scheme that was founded in
1977, following the introduction of mobility allowance
in 1976. The scheme was founded by Lord Sterling, who
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[Justin Tomlinson]
I have had the great pleasure of meeting on a number of
occasions, and the late Lord Goodman, with cross-party
support that still continues today. Before Motability,
there was the invalid carriage, which was a small, blue,
motorised trike. It had a poor safety record and was
unable to carry passengers, so it was of no use for the
most severely disabled, who needed carers to drive
them, or for those with children. As well as being
unsociable, it was—frankly—awful-looking.
Today the Motability scheme helps about 600,000
people and they can choose from 2,600 vehicles. It
comes as a “worry-free” package, with insurance and
repairs included, and its average cost is more than
40% less than that of the equivalent commercial lease. I
have had the pleasure of handing the keys to a Motability
vehicle to one of my constituents, so, like many Members
who have spoken today, I have seen what a difference
the scheme makes to people’s everyday lives.
Most Motability users qualify through enhanced-rate
personal independence payment mobility or higher-rate
disability living allowance. A small number of people
qualify through the armed forces independence payment
and the war pensioners’ mobility supplement schemes,
which are run by the Ministry of Defence.
DLA was inconsistent, subjective and out of step
with the needs of a 21st century welfare system. The
reality was that more than 70% of people on DLA had
received a lifetime award, yet the conditions of one in
three people on DLA significantly changed every year.
Because people were on lifetime awards, time and time
again those people who might not have been on the
highest rate and whose conditions had worsened were
not being reassessed, and so were missing out on benefits.
It is no surprise that under PIP the percentage of those
people who qualify for the highest rate of benefit is
about 22.5%, whereas under DLA the figure was only
16%. Therefore, it is wrong to try to convey the impression
that DLA was the utopian benefit; there was widespread
support for its reform.
There are still things that need to be done and those
things are part of our ongoing work. PIP is designed to
determine awards consistently and objectively, with most
people having a face-to-face consultation with an
independent health professional to help them to build
their case. Members should remember that the assessors
are not awarding benefit; that is done by us in the
Department and we set the rules and the levels of
benefit. The assessors are there to help people to build
their cases. So, rather than being presented under DLA
with a complex 50-page self-assessment form, which
many people could not do justice to, PIP is there. I have
sat through PIP assessments and I have seen how the
assessors help to support people, particularly when
individuals have a mental health condition or a learning
disability and therefore need to be guided through the
process, to ensure that their case is as strong as possible.
The Government are committed to delivering PIP in
a safe and secure way. Full roll-out of PIP started in
July in a controlled way, allowing us to test and improve
the service before scaling it up. From October, and in
line with previously published plans, we began the full
national roll-out of PIP. I look at the statistics twice a
week. We control PIP and it has been in a settled state
for about nine months now, which is widely reflected
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among all the stakeholder groups that I engage with.
That process and the claimant journey will continue to
improve. We continue to work with stakeholder groups
and claimants, looking at ways to improve communication
and the process. Nevertheless, it is widely recognised
that the process is now in a settled state. Claims are now
taking an average of 11 weeks from start to finish,
which is much quicker than we anticipated when we
produced PIP. As of October 2015, 611,000 are receiving
PIP and new applicants to Motability are now split
50:50 between PIP and DLA.
The hon. Member for East Kilbride, Strathaven and
Lesmahagow (Dr Cameron) talked about mental health.
Unlike DLA, PIP considers the impact of someone’s
condition on them and not just what condition they
have, and it treats all impairment types equally. So,
21% of PIP claimants with a mental health condition
get an enhanced rate of mobility, compared with just
10% of such DLA claimants, and 68% of PIP claimants
with a mental health condition get enhanced-rate daily
living, compared with just 22% of such DLA claimants.
That is an example of how the improved assessment
process is getting people to the right level of benefit—the
level they should be receiving. We considered mental
health at every stage of the design process, and that
awareness has been built in to the activities that are
examined.
A number of hon. Members have highlighted individual
cases. Without all the evidence, it would be inappropriate
for me to comment on a specific case. However, it is
important to point something out. Many people have
talked about a figure of 14,000 people; actually, there
are now 24,000 more people using the Motability scheme
than there were at the start of 2013, when we began
introducing PIP. So, there are many, many more winners
now, which is an important point to remember.
If people in individual cases, like those set out today,
believe that an assessment is wrong, they have the
option of a mandatory reconsideration, which looks at
evidence afresh and allows for a late submission of
evidence—
Ian Blackford: Will the Minister give way?
Justin Tomlinson: I am just tight on time, but if I can
give way, I will. If people are still unsatisfied, they can
go to an independent appeal that is separate from our
Department. Those who lose an appeal, which is a
relatively small proportion of the total number of claimants,
have had that opportunity to present their case.
My hon. Friend the Member for Bath (Ben Howlett)
made a brilliant point when he said that in a utopian
world, and former Governments have tried this, as a
Department we would have all the relevant information
at our fingertips. However, the “supercomputer” did
not quite work, which is a shame as it could have helped
hugely. A lot of the appeals that are won are not won
because we made the wrong decision. We made the right
decision on the evidence that was presented. However,
when we send out the letter explaining why an applicant
has not been unsuccessful and has not received what
they believe they are entitled to, it sets out why. A lot of
people then go, “Oh, actually, while I submitted my
GP’s”—
Ian Blackford: Will the Minister give way on that
point?
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Justin Tomlinson: I will be tight for time, but I will do
my best. Very quickly.
Ian Blackford: Given the fact that in many cases
people are going through the appeal process, would it
not be right for them to retain the ownership of their
vehicle until the appeal process is finished, rather than
losing the vehicle, particularly if they live in a rural area
where losing a vehicle puts them at a massive disadvantage?
Justin Tomlinson: I understand that point, but it is a
long-standing principle that benefits are not paid pending
an appeal. A negative decision means that there is no
entitlement to benefits, so we would not normally pay
benefits unless the decision is overturned on appeal.
That is true of all Governments for all time, which is a
point that the hon. Gentleman himself has made. Again,
with devolution there will be opportunities to do things
differently. However, as it stands, that is how things are.
Generally, decisions are overturned on appeal because
additional evidence is presented. We will continue to do
all we can to make it as easy as possible for people to get
hold of that information, because it makes a significant
difference.
For those people who are no longer entitled to Motability,
there is a transitional support package, and discussions
conducted by staff in my Department before I became a
Minister meant that the Department was able to secure
a £175 million package for transitional support. That
gives significant help to DLA claimants who leave the
Motability scheme. They can keep their car for seven
weeks; they are allowed to buy their own vehicle; and
most of them will receive up to £2,000 in benefits, which
is normally enough to buy a used car. Motability helps
to pay to adapt new non-scheme cars and it provides
advice on matters such as car insurance. That support is
paid for by donations from Motability Operations, to
make things as smooth as possible.
A number of Members have powerfully raised important
points. We keep a very close eye on the Motability
scheme, but the overriding factor is that PIP is being
delivered in a controlled and measured manner, and we
are making sure that we deliver it to the most vulnerable
people in society. As I have said, we see a much higher
number of applicants securing the highest rate of benefit
under PIP compared with the number who secured it
under DLA.
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Mr Philip Hollobone (in the Chair): I call Alan Brown
to sum up.
5.27 pm
Alan Brown: Thank you, Mr Hollobone, for calling
me to speak again.
I started out by saying that it would be ideal if this
debate did not need to happen. Unfortunately, it needs
to happen and the convincing testimonies from all
around Westminster Hall today show us that we have a
long way to go.
There have been some excellent contributions. I thought
that the Minister gave an excellent response, and was
very genuine. However, his response still seemed to
ignore the fact that the system is wrong; it is not
working, and he must reflect on that. I believe that he is
much more genuine than his predecessor was, but, as I
say, the testimonies given here today prove that the
system is not working.
The Minister also said there were more winners than
losers. Again, when we consider the testimonies that we
have heard, it does not feel like that at all. I go back to
the 20 metres/50 metres argument. I accept that there is
not an absolute rule, but I will quote the Library
briefing paper on the Motability scheme:
“Under the final PIP Regulations, individuals who do not need
a wheelchair only qualify for the enhanced rate mobility component
if they can only move short distances of no more than 20 metres,
rather than 50 metres as in the previous draft.”

I am reading that from the Library briefing paper. It is
possible that the Library is wrong, but can the Minister
confirm that? And if the 20-metre distance is not part of
the guidance, even though there might be a repeat test,
can he ensure that every assessment centre in this country
knows that and does not use it to remove enhanced
mobility from people?
I finish with those remarks and I thank all hon.
Members for their contributions.
Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,
That this House has considered the Motability car scheme.

5.28 pm
Sitting adjourned.
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Written Statements
Tuesday 23 February 2016
CABINET OFFICE
Single Departmental Plans
The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster (Mr Oliver
Letwin): On 19 February, 17 Government Departments
published their single departmental plans. All plans can
now be accessed on departmental gov.uk pages, as well
as on: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/singledepartmental-plans-for-2015-to-2020.
The plans set out how Departments will deliver the
Government’s programme for this Parliament. They
include each Department’s priority objectives, the key
programmes and policies that will deliver these, together
with a number of performance indicators. They also set
out the common efficiency measures that Departments
will be undertaking in order to deliver the Government’s
commitments in full within the resources available.
Single departmental plans are owned by Departments
and have been designed by Cabinet Office and HM
Treasury working in partnership.
Statistical information published in the plans will be
updated as new data becomes available.
[HCWS543]

TREASURY
ECOFIN; 12 February 2016
The First Secretary of State and Chancellor of the
Exchequer (Mr George Osborne): A meeting of the
Economic and Financial Affairs Council was held in
Brussels on 12 February 2016. Ministers discussed the
following items:
Anti-tax avoidance package
The Commission presented its proposals for tackling
corporate tax avoidance, including implementing the
UK Government’s country by country reporting template
for multinationals. This was followed by an exchange of
views. The UK intervened to welcome the package and
to urge EU Ministers to go further, including seeking a
multilateral agreement on making details of the tax
paid by companies publicly available on a country by
country basis.
Current legislative proposals
The presidency updated the Council on the state of
play of financial services dossiers.
Implementation of the banking union
The Commission provided a brief update on several
dossiers linked to the banking union: the single resolution
fund, the bank recovery and resolution directive and
the deposit guarantee scheme directive.
Fight against the financing of terrorism
The Commission presented its action plan to reinforce
the European framework in the fight against the financing
of terrorism. Following an exchange of views, the Council
adopted conclusions on the new measures.
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Preparation of the G20 meeting in Shanghai on
25-27 February 2016
The Council adopted the EU’s terms of reference
ahead of the G20 meeting of Finance Ministers and
central bank governors in Shanghai.
Discharge to be given to the Commission in respect of the
implementation of the budget for 2014
On the basis of a report from the Court of Auditors,
the Council voted on the discharge to be given to the
Commission in respect of the implementation of the
EU’s general budget for the financial year 2014. The
UK voted against, alongside Sweden and the Netherlands.
Budget guidelines for 2017
Council conclusions were adopted on the EU budget
guidelines for 2017. These will inform the Commission
of high-level priorities in preparation of the draft budget.
High-level group on own resources
Mario Monti, the chair of the high-level group on
own resources, provided a state of play update on the
EU’s financing system, followed by a short exchange of
views.
[HCWS544]

International Monetary Fund: UK Subscription

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Mr David
Gauke): On 23 February, the UK will increase its quota
subscription to the IMF by 9,416.6 million special
drawing rights (SDRs), equivalent to £9,270.2 million
using exchange rates on 22 February 2016. This raises
the UK’s total quota subscription from 10,738.5 million
SDRs to 20,155.1 million SDRs.
On 20 January 2016, a sufficiency of IMF members
notified the IMF of the completion of relevant legislative
procedures to implement resolution 66-2 of the Board
of Governors of the IMF (DEP2011-0977), thereby
bringing increases to IMF members’ quota subscriptions
envisaged by that resolution into effect. Parliamentary
approval in the UK for implementation of resolution 66-2
was secured via the International Monetary Fund (Increase
in Subscription) Order 2011, which came into force on
19 July 2011.
On the same day as the UK increases its quota
subscription, two temporary loan facilities with the
IMF will change. These facilities act as a second line
of defence behind quotas. The UK’s commitment to
the new arrangements to borrow will roll back by
9,178.2 million SDRs—equivalent to £9,035.5 million—and
a bilateral loan commitment of the same value will
become effective.
Worldwide quota increases form part of a wider
reform package which makes the IMF stronger and
more legitimate. It is vital at this time that we have an
IMF equipped to strengthen the resilience of the global
economy against risks and spillovers.
An SDR is the unit of account used by the IMF. Its
value is calculated daily as a weighted average of the US
dollar, euro, yen and pound sterling.
[HCWS542]
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Petitions
Tuesday 1 March 2016
OBSERVATIONS

HEALTH
Compensation for negligent medical treatment
The petition of residents of the UK,
Declares that private healthcare patients have less
access to adequate redress and compensation following
negligent treatment in comparison to NHS patients;
further that insurance companies can withdraw cover
from healthcare professionals who are alleged to have
breached the terms of the insurance policy; and further
that healthcare professionals under investigation for
negligence should not be able to work in either the NHS
or the private sector until the disciplinary proceedings
have concluded to the satisfaction of the General Medical
Council and patient or patients concerned and, in case
of fatalities, the patients’ families.
The petitioners therefore ask the House of Commons
to legislate to require insurance companies to provide
affordable cover for every aspect of healthcare professionals’
work including in cases where the work was found to be
negligent, and for all healthcare professionals under
investigation for negligence to be suspended until the
complaint has been fully resolved.
And the petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by
Mrs Caroline Spelman, Official Report, 6 January 2016;
Vol. 604, c. 402.]
[P001660]

Observations from the Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State for Health (Ben Gummer): There are nine
independent healthcare regulatory bodies with statutory
responsibilities in respect of the regulation of healthcare
professionals in the UK. These are the General Chiropractic
Council, the General Dental Council, the Health and
Care Professions Council, the General Medical Council,
the General Optical Council, the General Osteopathic
Council, the General Pharmaceutical Council, the Nursing
and Midwifery Council and the Pharmaceutical Society
of Northern Ireland. A healthcare professional must be
registered with the relevant healthcare regulatory body
to practise in the UK.
The purpose of regulation is to protect the public by
ensuring that all who practise a health profession are
doing so safely. Legislation gives the healthcare regulatory
bodies four main functions:
Setting the standards of behaviour, competence and education
that health professionals must meet;
Dealing with concerns from patients, the public and others
about health professionals who are unfit to practise because
of poor health, misconduct or poor performance;
Keeping registers of health professionals who are fit to
practise in the UK; and
The healthcare regulators can also remove healthcare
professionals from their registers and prevent them from
practising if they consider this to be in the best interests of
the public.
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In order to comply with the cross border healthcare
EU directive, legislation came into force in the UK in
July 2014 requiring all regulated practising healthcare
professionals in the UK to hold adequate insurance or
indemnity cover as a condition of their registration.
It is the healthcare professional’s responsibility to ensure
that they have the cover required. This cover may be
provided by the employer or directly through a Medical
Defence Organisation or an insurance company to the
individual practitioner. Where it is provided by the
employer, it is the healthcare professional’s responsibility
to ensure it is adequate and that additional indemnity
or insurance is not needed. Regulatory bodies can remove
a healthcare professional from their register if they do
not have the appropriate cover.
The petition covers two distinct but separate points
(a) to legislate to require insurance companies to
provide affordable cover for every aspect of healthcare
professionals’ work including in cases where the work
was found to be negligent,
(b) for all healthcare professionals under investigation
for negligence to be suspended until the complaint has
been fully resolved
Taking the two points separately
(a) Legislate to require insurance companies to provide
affordable cover for every aspect of healthcare professionals’
work including in cases where the work was found to be
negligent.
All employers should ensure that practitioners employed
directly or under contracts for services, have both up to
date registration with their relevant regulatory body to
cover them for all procedures they are providing, and
adequate indemnity or insurance to support their role
in the organisation.
Commissioners have a role in ensuring that providers
have adequate cover to sensibly manage their risk of
exposure to potential claims where the work is found to
be negligent.
Currently, in secondary care, staff working in NHS
Trusts and NHS providers are covered by the Clinical
Negligence Scheme for Trusts (CNST), which is a riskpooling rather than an insurance system. The cost is not
covered by the healthcare professional but through
their employer.
In primary care, indemnity cover will be by the individual
practitioner, usually through one of the Medical Defence
Organisations (MDOs) or possibly a private insurance
company.
For private healthcare, cover will usually be held by
the individual practitioner through an insurance company,
with rates set based on the risk of the individual and the
role they fulfil in the organisation. This may include a
cap on the value of the claim, or a restriction on
practices that might be covered.
The insurance market is driven by market forces and
probability of risk - so the higher risk attached to an
individual practitioner the higher the premium.
There is currently joint work ongoing between
Department of Health and NHS England looking at
options that are available to improve affordability of
insurance for primary and secondary care practitioners.
There has been recognition that the increasing costs of
indemnity have become problematic across the board.
To this end, NHS England announced that £2.5 million
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has been made available in order to support indemnity
cover for out of hours GP services during the winter
period. Both NHS England and the Department of
Health are continuing to identify possible solutions and
areas for improvement to limit the rising costs of indemnity
for medical professionals.
Providing affordable cover for all practitioners where
an incidence of negligent practice is found would potentially
increase the risk of an individual practitioner who may
not meet the professional standards required in the UK
continuing to practise.
Therefore it is not deemed appropriate to legislate to
require insurance companies to provide affordable cover
for healthcare professionals’ work where that is found
systematically to be negligent.
Already the GMC, or other relevant regulatory body,
has a duty to investigate any incidents reported to them
and, where necessary, take action to safeguard the
health and well-being of the public.
In serious cases, fitness-to-practise proceedings can
result in practitioners being removed from the register,
thereby preventing them from legally practising in the
UK.
(b) for all healthcare professionals under investigation
for negligence to be suspended until the complaint has
been fully resolved
Serious or persistent failure to follow regulatory guidance
set out by the regulatory bodies will put the registration
of a healthcare professional at risk.
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If an allegation is made about a medic, or other
healthcare professional, who may not meet the professional
standards required in the UK, their regulatory body has
a duty to investigate and where necessary take action to
safeguard the health and well-being of the public.
In serious cases, fitness-to-practise proceedings can
result in practitioners being removed from their respective
register, thus preventing them from legally practising in
the UK.
Interim orders can be put in place to stop a registrant
from practising, or limit what they can do, during an
investigation so patients are not put at risk.
In addition the employer has a role in ensuring that
they are providing a duty of care to patients by ensuring
where limitations are imposed on an individual by their
regulatory body, they adhere to these requirements.
All healthcare professionals working in the UK have
a responsibility to ensure they are following the guidance
and best practice set out by their regulatory body and
that they have the appropriate indemnity or insurance
in place.
This is a requirement whether they are working in the
private sector, not for profit sector or the NHS.
In order for the indemnity cover to be valid, it requires
individuals to comply with any requirements and/or
restrictions in place from (a) their relevant regulatory
body and (b) their employer or contractor.
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JUSTICE
Prisons and Probation
The following are extracts from the Opposition day
debate on Prisons and Probation on 27 January 2016.
Kit Malthouse (North West Hampshire) (Con): My
right hon. Friend has made an important point about
reoffending. I wonder whether he has had a chance to
consider my suggestion that the probation and police
services should be merged so that offender management
outside the prison estate became the responsibility of
the police, who, in the end, are having to pick up the
pieces. Might we not see a step change in the numbers
that he has just outlined if we made that move, as well
as quite a large financial saving?
Michael Gove: I thank my hon. Friend for the work
he did as Deputy Mayor of London, when he was
responsible for policing and crime and made a significant
contribution to reducing knife crime on our streets and
in deploying the Metropolitan police more effectively. I
think all of us would agree that prisons and probation
cannot work effectively unless there is a close working
relationship with the police service. However, I would
caution against making a change at this point of the
kind my hon. Friend suggests. It is a fascinating idea,
and it has been put to me by others whom I respect, but
we are just 12 months into the transforming rehabilitation
programme initiated by my predecessor, and it is only
appropriate that we acknowledge that that programme
has already seen an increase in the number of frontline
probation officers, again of more than 500.
[Official Report, 27 January 2016, Vol. 605, c. 341.]
Letter of correction from Michael Gove:
An error has been identified in the response I gave to
my hon. Friend the Member for North West Hampshire
(Kit Malthouse) in the Opposition day date on Prisons
and Probation.
The correct response should have been:
Michael Gove: I thank my hon. Friend for the work
he did as Deputy Mayor of London, when he was
responsible for policing and crime and made a significant
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contribution to reducing knife crime on our streets and
in deploying the Metropolitan police more effectively. I
think all of us would agree that prisons and probation
cannot work effectively unless there is a close working
relationship with the police service. However, I would
caution against making a change at this point of the
kind my hon. Friend suggests. It is a fascinating idea,
and it has been put to me by others whom I respect, but
we are just 12 months into the transforming rehabilitation
programme initiated by my predecessor, and it is only
appropriate that we acknowledge that that programme
has already seen an increase in the number of frontline
probation staff, again of more than 500.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Andrew Selous): We have created the National Probation
Service, and I should tell Members that 19 of the
22 CRCs are being run with a staff mutual or a voluntary,
charitable or social enterprise sector body alongside
their owners. We monitor their performance very carefully
indeed, and the October 2015 performance figures showed
that we are advancing in performance in almost all
areas. South Yorkshire CRC has developed an action
plan to deal with the issues it faces, but I can tell the
House that no CRC is in a formal remedial plan. I can
also tell the House that there are 560 more probation
officers than there were 12 months ago. That is the
largest intake of newly qualified probation officers for
some considerable period.
[Official Report, 27 January 2016, Vol. 605, c. 376.]
Letter of correction from Andrew Selous:
An error has been identified in the response I gave to
the Opposition day debate on Prisons and Probation.
The correct response should have been:
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Andrew Selous): We have created the National Probation
Service, and I should tell Members that 19 of the
22 CRCs are being run with a staff mutual or a voluntary,
charitable or social enterprise sector body alongside
their owners. We monitor their performance very carefully
indeed, and the October 2015 performance figures showed
that we are advancing in performance in almost all
areas. South Yorkshire CRC has developed an action
plan to deal with the issues it faces, but I can tell the
House that no CRC is in a formal remedial plan. I can
also tell the House that there are 560 more probation
staff than there were 12 months ago. That is the largest
intake of newly qualified probation officers for some
considerable period.
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