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The House met at half-past Two o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions

WORK AND PENSIONS

The Secretary of State was asked—

Pension Investments

1. Seema Kennedy (South Ribble) (Con): What steps
the Government are taking to ensure that people have
accurate and clear information to inform decisions on
the use of their pension investments. [909473]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Pensions
(Richard Harrington): The Government are committed
to providing free and impartial guidance through Pension
Wise to help people make informed and confident
decisions about how they use their defined contribution
pension savings in retirement.

Seema Kennedy: I am grateful for that answer. Will
my hon. Friend reassure me that the Government are
taking steps to protect people from being scammed out
of their savings as well as ensuring that people have
access to information to help them to decide how to
draw down their pension savings?

Richard Harrington: My hon. Friend is absolutely
right to ask that question. The Government take the
threat posed by scams very seriously indeed. We run
campaigns to highlight the risk posed by scams to

savers, and we have established a cross-government
taskforce to gather and share intelligence, and to co-ordinate
enforcement action. We have also consulted on further
measures to tackle scammers, including a proposal to
ban cold calling in relation to pensions. Our next step
will be announced very soon.

Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): Well,
that is the point I was going to ask the Minister about.
Will he tell us when he will crack down on cold calling?
These people are trying to scam others out of their
hard-earned life savings, taking advantage of the notion
that there are these freedoms, but potentially putting
pensioners at great risk. When will the legislation be
brought forward?

Richard Harrington: As is to be expected, the hon.
Gentleman asks a pertinent question; very soon, is the
answer.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): Preying on
elderly people in order to take advantage of their pension
pots by giving them bad advice is a despicable crime. Is
the Minister satisfied that the number of prosecutions
of those who do this frankly evil activity is nearly
enough?

Richard Harrington: I would like to be able say that it
is enough, but I do not think it is. The steps we intend to
take should make prosecutions for scam cold calling
much easier. If I am asked the question again in the
future, I hope to be able to answer in the affirmative.

Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye and Lochaber) (SNP): On
the issue of accurate and clear information, the Cridland
report, published last week, stated:

“An increase of the State Pension age every ten years—and by
only one year per decade—represents an appropriate pace of
change”.

Does the Minister agree with that statement? If so, will
he revisit the issue of the WASPI women, who face an
increase in the state pensionable age of more than five
years this decade?
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Richard Harrington: I know that the hon. Gentleman
has read the Cridland report in detail, and I thank him
for doing so. It will suffice to say that the Government’s
response will be published at the end of May and will be
comprehensive. As far as the WASPI women are concerned,
he knows—I have said this many times at this Dispatch
Box and elsewhere—that the Government have made
the concession that they are going to make in terms of
transitional arrangements from the Pensions Act 1995.
I have no further news. That is it.

Mr Alan Mak (Havant) (Con): Reducing fees and
charges levied by pension companies is important to
helping customers to get the most from their investments.
Will the Minister update the House on what progress
has been made in that area?

Richard Harrington: My hon. Friend and I have
discussed the matter, and I am pleased that he has
highlighted it. There has been consultation on the subject,
and the Government will make an announcement ourselves
and through the regulator very soon.

Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab): The
Government missed an opportunity this year to tackle a
wide range of issues in the pensions industry, but they
chose to ignore most of them, instead bringing forward
the narrow Pension Schemes Bill. The Secretary of
State then failed to further his own agenda by instructing
his Ministers to resist any attempt to introduce transparency,
member engagement and greater clarity on costs. Why
does he choose to protect the industry instead of savers?
What will the Government do to correct this failure and
help us all to build trust in our pensions industry?

Richard Harrington: I thank the shadow Minister for
voting for the Bill on Second Reading, and for his
generally constructive approach to it. As the hon.
Gentleman well knows, the transparency agenda is part
of a much broader agenda, and the Government will
make a proposal very soon.

Martin Vickers (Cleethorpes) (Con): I am currently
dealing with two constituency cases in which old people
have been robbed of their life savings. In both cases,
they have been disappointed with the police response.
Will the Minister’s cross-departmental work include
contact with the Home Office and individual police
forces to ensure that more work is done to address this?

Richard Harrington: I can confirm that the police
and anti-fraud authorities are involved in this cross-
governmental body.

Self-employment Trends

2. Justin Madders (Ellesmere Port and Neston) (Lab):
What assessment he has made of recent trends in the
level of self-employment. [909474]

The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (Damian
Green): This Government support those who aspire to
be their own boss. Self-employment grew by 148,000—
3.2%—in the last year to reach a record level of 4.8 million.
Self-employment has contributed 30% of the rise in
employment since 2010 to the current record levels.

Justin Madders: It seems that not a week goes by
without another story emerging of the outrageous treatment
of the self-employed. This is exploitation. The Deane
review of self-employment reported back to the
Government over a year ago, and one recommendation
it made was that there should be equal treatment for the
self-employed, but all we have is yet another review
from the Government. When will they actually take
some action?

Damian Green: As the hon. Gentleman knows, the
Government have commissioned Matthew Taylor to
review the rights and protections available to self-employed
workers. He asked what we have already done. The
self-employed now have access to the new state pension,
worth an extra £1,800 a year in retirement. We have
doubled the amount of free childcare, which is particularly
useful for the self-employed and worth up to £5,000 per
child per year. We have also increased the personal
allowance, worth £1,000, to the typical basic rate taxpayer.

Mr Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): The Secretary
of State is right: we have definitely helped the self-employed.
However, it was put to me at my listening campaign this
weekend by self-employed people that they actually
want the Government out of their business. They do
not want to pay higher taxes, and they do not want
more benefits; they just want to get on with their
business. Is that something the Secretary of State could
support?

Damian Green: I do, and the Government, of course,
support that more widely. We are looking all the
time at regulations that might hinder the growth of
entrepreneurship and self-employment. The actions taken
by my Department—for instance, the new enterprise
allowance—actively encourage people into self-employment.
Some 96,000 new businesses have been set up as a result
of the NEA.

Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth)
(Lab): The Government’s proposed increase to national
insurance contributions for self-employed workers in
this month’s Budget showed a scandalous detachment
from the reality of the majority of self-employed workers’
lives, a failure to understand the boom in self-employment
and a lack of the will to address the issues self-employed
workers face, including the fact that one in three is
concerned about becoming sick or being injured during
their work. What discussions did the Secretary of State
have with the Chancellor on this before the Budget, and
is he concerned about the reliability of the minimum
income floor calculation, given the Office for Budget
Responsibility’s comment?

Damian Green: I am confident in the minimum income
floor calculation. As the hon. Lady would expect, we
have discussions all the time with the Treasury on a
wide range of matters. My right hon. Friend the Chancellor
said in his letter subsequent to the Budget:

“It is very important…that we are compliant not just with the
letter, but also the spirit, of the commitments that were made.”

That is why he decided not to proceed with the class 4
NIC measures set out in the Budget. Also—this is
important—all the spending measures set out in the
Budget, including on social care, technical education
and new schools, will be delivered in full.
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Mr David Nuttall (Bury North) (Con): My right hon.
Friend is right to note that 96,000 new businesses have
been started by jobseekers, but many jobseekers still do
not know what help is provided under the universal
credit system and the new enterprise allowance. Will he
say what his Department is doing to increase awareness
of these measures?

Damian Green: My hon. Friend makes a good point.
Obviously, universal credit is still a relatively new benefit,
and many of the self-employed may not be fully aware
of the many benefits that arise from it for them specifically.
Under UC, self-employed claimants will, for the first
time, be offered help to increase their earnings. We will
be testing the offer of work coach support to self-employed
tax credit claimants. Also, there is an assured level of
earnings, but new self-employed claimants will be exempt
from this for up to 12 months following their application,
which people thinking of setting up their own business
will find extremely helpful.

Personal Independence Payments

3. Lilian Greenwood (Nottingham South) (Lab): What
steps his Department is taking to ensure that personal
independence payment assessments are undertaken fairly
and efficiently. [909475]

17. Mr Stephen Hepburn (Jarrow) (Lab): What steps
his Department is taking to ensure that personal
independence payment assessments are undertaken fairly
and efficiently. [909490]

The Minister for Disabled People, Health and Work
(Penny Mordaunt): The Department robustly monitors
provider performance and independently audits assessments.
Assessment reports deemed unacceptable are returned
for rework. A range of measures, including contractual
remedies, are used to address performance falling below
those standards.

Lilian Greenwood: A constituent contacted me after
she submitted a claim for personal independence payment
and then had to wait 12 weeks for the home assessment
appointment she needed. Capita finally telephoned,
giving less than 48 hours’ notice of the visit, only to
cancel 10 minutes before the appointed time. After three
and a half months, she is still no nearer receiving the
support she needs. I know from my discussions with the
Meadows Advice Group that she is just one of dozens
of disabled people being let down by the Minister’s
Department. When will the Minister address this catalogue
of failure?

Penny Mordaunt: If the hon. Lady would let me have
sight of that case, I will look into it in particular,
because it is unacceptable and falls below the performance
and the courtesy, quite frankly, that we would want
from our providers. People’s personal experience is very
important in getting this process right. I am pleased to
be able to say that from April we will commence the
user rep panels, with about 300 people initially, across
the UK, to whom we will give real-time experience of
PIP and ESA—employment and support allowance.

Mr Hepburn: We have all had cases like that, but
could it not only be an arrogant Tory Government who
ignore legal decisions that override expert medical opinion
in order to deprive people with mental health issues of

the right to benefits? What level of cuts has the Minister
promised the Chancellor in order to get this policy
through?

Penny Mordaunt: I am afraid that the hon. Gentleman
is being very irresponsible in saying that. He knows that
there is no change to policy, to budget or to award
amounts. I remind him that people with mental health
conditions are receiving higher levels of benefit than
they did under DLA. This benefit is not about people’s
conditions; it is about the impact that those conditions
have on the individual’s ability to thrive and live their
life as they would wish. It is quite wrong and irresponsible
to suggest anything otherwise.

Justin Tomlinson (North Swindon) (Con): The vast
majority of successful appeals are due to late additional
submitted evidence. Therefore, to avoid unnecessary
appeals, what steps is the Minister taking to automatically
access medical reports with the consent of the claimant?

Penny Mordaunt: This is one of the key reasons why
not only is 3% of the PIP caseload being overturned at
appeal, but we are not getting the right decision at
mandatory reconsideration stage. We have been doing a
number of trials to improve that, including telephoning
claimants to ensure that all the healthcare information
that is required for a good assessment and a good
decision is in place. There are other measures as well. I
hope that this will improve the situation.

Caroline Ansell (Eastbourne) (Con): Any delay in
making the PIP award is stressful for the person in need
of that support and creates inefficiencies in a very
pressed system. A number of cases successful at first
tier tribunal are challenged by the Department and then
ultimately upheld. Can the Minister assure me that this
number is monitored, statistically insignificant, and, in
light of improvements in assessment, falling?

Penny Mordaunt: I can give my hon. Friend those
assurances. In addition to the measure that I have
mentioned, there are a number of other trials going on
and a number of changes that our providers are making—
for example, sitting down with someone and talking
about the effects of their condition on their ability to
live their lives prior to a medical history being gathered.

Ronnie Cowan (Inverclyde) (SNP): One thousand and
ninety-nine people currently use the Motability scheme
in Inverclyde. It can be over eight weeks before a successful
appeal, and during that time claimants are without
their car. What is being done to address this specific
issue?

Penny Mordaunt: As I have reported to this House
before, we have been working ever closer with Motability—
a great scheme in its 40th year. We are looking at a
number of issues, such as appeals; people who may wish
to leave the country, whether for study, work experience,
or any other reason; and potentially extending the
scheme to other groups. We will report on that review as
soon as we can.

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Can the Minister confirm that far from cutting support
for disabled people, disability spending will increase
every year to 2020 relative both to 2010 and today?
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Penny Mordaunt: My hon. Friend is absolutely right
that spend will increase, but it is also vital that this
Government look at other issues, as we are doing—for
example, on the consumer agenda. It is no good our
spending money and getting the employment support
right if buildings are not accessible and people cannot
make use of these opportunities.

Ms Marie Rimmer (St Helens South and Whiston)
(Lab): Last Thursday, at business questions, the Leader
of the House stated that there would be a debate on the
Government’s emergency PIP regulations, which will
affect the eligibility for PIP of more than 160,000 people,
mainly those with mental health conditions. However,
he failed to give a date, and the praying against period
comes to an end on 3 April. If there is no debate and
vote before the House rises for Easter, even if the House
votes against the regulations next month they will not
automatically be revoked. That represents a huge democratic
deficit. Will the Minister now commit to scheduling a
debate and vote this week?

Penny Mordaunt: The hon. Lady will know that that
is not within my gift; it is for the usual channels. It is not
correct to say that the regulations will affect 160,000 people.
[Interruption.] No, there is no policy change. There is
no change to the budget, and there is no change to the
guidance that we have issued to our assessment providers.
It is quite wrong to raise fear by saying to people that
they will be affected. No awards will be affected, and we
are operating exactly the same policy and guidance in
our assessment practices as we have done before.

4. Dr Philippa Whitford (Central Ayrshire) (SNP):
What assessment he has made of the effect of recent
personal independence payment changes on the income
of people with mental illnesses. [909476]

14. Mr David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab): What estimate
he has made of the number of disabled people who will
be affected by the changes introduced by the Social
Security (Personal Independence Payment) (Amendment)
Regulations 2017. [909487]

16. Paul Blomfield (Sheffield Central) (Lab): What
estimate he has made of the number of disabled people
who will be affected by the changes introduced by
the Social Security (Personal Independence Payment)
(Amendment) Regulations 2017. [909489]

The Minister for Disabled People, Health and Work
(Penny Mordaunt): Recent changes to the PIP regulations
clarify the original criteria used to decide how much
benefit a person receives. This is not a policy change or
a budget change, and it will not result in any claimants,
regardless of their health conditions, seeing a reduction
in the amount of PIP they have been awarded.

Dr Philippa Whitford: Former Sergeant William Bradley,
who is one of my constituents, developed severe PTSD
and depression while serving in the Gulf war, and he
was medically discharged from the Army in 2003. He
had been on the enhanced PIP rate since 2014, but it
was cut to the lower rate last year. Following an appeal,
it has now been removed completely. The reply from the
PIP hotline was that someone with mental health issues
can work, and that this is really a benefit for people with

severe physical disabilities. Will the Minister meet me to
discuss this awful case, or, if PIP is not the right benefit
for those with mental illness, can she explain what is?

Penny Mordaunt: What the hon. Lady tells me has
happened is truly shocking. I would be incredibly surprised
if somebody who was manning that hotline said those
things to the hon. Lady. I am not saying that I doubt her
story, but I would like to see that and I would like to
know, if possible, the exact time that that conversation
took place, because that is quite wrong. I would be
happy to meet the hon. Lady.

The statistics show that if someone has a mental
health condition—if they have PTSD, dementia, a
psychological disorder or another mental health condition
—they are better served under this benefit. It is important
that people know that.

Mr Hanson: Why did the Minister not consult the
Social Security Advisory Committee, where her contentions
about the impact of this benefit could have been challenged?

Penny Mordaunt: The Committee is within its rights
to look at the decision. It did so, and it concluded that it
would not formally review that decision. We have used
the urgency procedure, as it was within our rights to do,
to establish certainty. We do not want there to be a long
period of uncertainty around this, and we do not want
to be in the position of having to take money off
people. What we have done is to restore that certainty.
Everyone knows where they are, and people know that
there is no change and their awards will not be changing.

Paul Blomfield: It was a constituent of mine whose
case led to the recent tribunal ruling that clarified the
eligibility criteria for PIP, and to the Government’s
subsequent amendments to the regulations. She lives
with multiple health problems and was supported by
Sheffield Citizens Advice, which is due to publish a
report later this week on the wider impact of the shift
from DLA to PIP and the particular effect that it is
having on the over-65s. Will the Minister agree to meet
me and Citizens Advice to discuss its recommendations?

Penny Mordaunt: I would be very happy to meet the
hon. Gentleman to do so. PIP is a better benefit than
DLA—it better serves a wider range of people with a
wider range of conditions better—but we can always
make improvements to the system, and I would be very
happy to meet him.

Kevin Foster (Torbay) (Con): In relation to PIP, will
the Minister assure me that the DWP is engaging with
those with experience of mental health conditions to
ensure that our programmes and our frontline staff
have a proper understanding of how a mental health
condition can have an impact on someone’s life?

Penny Mordaunt: I can give my hon. Friend such
an assurance. In addition to the user rep panels that we
are introducing in April, we have been conducting a
trial since mid-March—it will take about six weeks—
looking at audio recording, which should involve about
400 claimants. That is a tool not just to guarantee
quality, but to provide reassurance to the claimant.
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Mr David Burrowes (Enfield, Southgate) (Con): Some
of those who are eligible for PIP may well lose entitlement
to the work-related activity group element come 1 April.
Will the Minister reassure me that whether through the
flexible support fund, the hardship fund or indeed
third-party deals, there will be full mitigation for the
losses they incur from 1 April?

Penny Mordaunt: I can give my hon. Friend such an
assurance. People are open to apply to the financial
channels he mentions if they need further support. We
have been doing some work in the Department on
social tariffs and budgeting, which will be rolled out
across our Jobcentre Plus network, and all the elements
of the support offer for that group are already in place.

Mr Alistair Carmichael (Orkney and Shetland) (LD):
Last week I had to deal with a constituent whose
benefits had been stopped because she missed an
appointment to be assessed for PIP. She missed that
appointment because she was an in-patient in hospital
in Aberdeen. Even after evidence of that had been
exhibited to the Minister’s Department, it twice refused
to reinstate her benefits because it said that it had done
nothing procedurally wrong. Is the Minister content
that that is how the system is supposed to work?

Penny Mordaunt: The right hon. Gentleman will know
that that is not how the system is supposed to work. If
there is a reasonable reason why someone has not
attended an appointment, missing it should not count
against them. I am quite happy to look at the case that
he cites, but that should not be happening.

Young People in Work

5. James Berry (Kingston and Surbiton) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of trends in the number
of young people in work. [909477]

The Minister for Employment (Damian Hinds): The
number of 16 to 24-year-olds in work is 3.94 million,
which is up 28,000 on the quarter and 225,000 on 2010.

James Berry: At the last count, there were 145 jobseeker’s
allowance claimants aged 18 to 24 in Kingston, yet
when I go to businesses such as New England Seafood,
Genuine Solutions and Meeting Point, they tell me that
they have vacancies, particularly for young people. What
can my hon. Friend do to ensure that young people are
matched up with the many opportunities that businesses
in my constituency and others have for them?

Damian Hinds: The number of young people in my
hon. Friend’s constituency claiming out-of-work benefits
has fallen by more than half in the past four years, and
he is right to highlight the large number of vacancies—over
three quarters of a million nationwide. Alongside promoting
work experience and apprenticeships, the Government
will soon be rolling out the youth obligation, providing
additional intensive support for young people from day
one.

Jenny Chapman (Darlington) (Lab): The Minister
can highlight what he likes, but long-term youth
unemployment in Darlington and the Tees valley is
completely stagnant: the situation has not improved at
all. What is he going to do to make sure that in six
months’ time the picture has improved?

Damian Hinds: Long-term youth unemployment is
down 111,000 overall since 2010, and it is down 30,000 on
the year. We put particular resource into and focus on
the individual areas around the country that need additional
support. I encourage more firms to come forward and
join the work experience programme, because we know
that the experience of actual work is one of the most
fundamental things to help young people to move into a
regular job.

Mrs Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
Young autistic people have a great contribution to make
to our economy and society, yet a recent survey by the
National Autistic Society reckons that only 16% are in
full-time work, and that trend has not changed during
the past 10 years. In World Autism Awareness Week,
will the Minister tell us how the Government could
help? Not only are our employers missing out on the
skills and potential of this group of people, but we are
wasting an awful lot of talent. How can the Minister
help to highlight their plight?

Damian Hinds: May I first acknowledge and recognise
my right hon. Friend’s particular expertise in this area?
I met the National Autistic Society at the party conference,
as a number of colleagues did, and some of the statistics
she mentions are indeed very striking. The Minister for
Disabled People, Health and Work is bringing forward,
through the Green Paper process, a particular focus on
the talents, abilities and potential of people with autism,
which will be key.

Greg Mulholland (Leeds North West) (LD): Research
just published shows that the forthcoming apprenticeship
levy will make the north-south divide worse, because
investment will be focused on the south-east, not where
it is needed in the north. What will the Minister do to
address that?

Damian Hinds: This is a generational shift in investment
in the skills base. The levy is an important part of
ensuring that all firms of a particular size are incentivised
to take part, and the new Institute for Apprenticeships
will guarantee the quality of apprenticeships. I think
that that will benefit the entire country.

Employment: Mental Health

6. Helen Whately (Faversham and Mid Kent) (Con):
What steps the Government are taking to ensure that
employers are encouraged to recruit and retain people
with mental health conditions. [909478]

The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (Damian
Green): We are making progress on the independent
mental health and employers review, which is led by
Lord Stevenson and Paul Farmer. We are also taking
forward an internal review of discrimination law in
relation to mental health and work. We continue to
look at how we can improve employment support for
people with mental health conditions, and this approach
is reflected in the work and health Green Paper.

Helen Whately: I recently trained as a mental health
first-aider. Such training helps people to support others
with mental health problems, as well as to look after
their own mental health. Will my right hon. Friend
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encourage more employers to take part in initiatives
such as mental health first aid to create a culture in
which everyone feels able to seek mental health support
in the workplace?

Damian Green: I congratulate my hon. Friend on
taking that training, which is very important. She is
right that more employers should act. We are now
providing a range of support to help employers to
recruit and retain people with mental health conditions,
including the Disability Confident campaign and the
mental health support service in the Access to Work
scheme, which many firms and those who suffer from
mental health conditions find useful.

Helen Goodman (Bishop Auckland) (Lab): The Secretary
of State should beware of being so enthusiastic that he
ignores the real needs of people who cannot go to work.
I had an email this morning from one of my constituents
saying that her husband had taken his life on Friday. He
first came to us in 2016 when his award of employment
and support allowance was under review. Despite his
doctor’s protest, he was made to have a face-to-face
assessment. We sought an extension of the six-month
award; that was refused. At that point, he was so
stressed that he attempted suicide. The PIP award was
reviewed again in January. Will the Secretary of State
please ensure that when doctors say that people with
mental health conditions should not have face-to-face
assessments, they do not have face-to-face assessments?

Damian Green: The case that the hon. Lady raises is
clearly dreadful. I am sure that the whole House will
want to send condolences to the family and friends of
her constituent, particularly his widow. We are, of course,
not just investing more in mental health than ever
before—£11 billion this year—but succeeding specifically
in improving clinical assessments. More clinical expertise
is now available to the assessors who look at individual
cases. As she will know, we have now ended reassessment
for those who have conditions that can only stay the
same or get worse. We are taking steps to try to minimise
those effects.

22. [909495] John Howell (Henley) (Con): Ensuring that
people with mental health conditions are able to start
businesses and also remain in business is very important.
What is the Minister doing to encourage employers to
make that a possibility?

Damian Green: My hon. Friend is right. We are
taking action through Access to Work and Disability
Confident, which I mentioned in response to my hon.
Friend the Member for Faversham and Mid Kent (Helen
Whately), but this needs to be part of a much wider
programme of education specifically for employers. We
have set up a Disability Confident business leaders
group because I suspect that employers will listen more
to other business people than they necessarily will to
politicians.

Dame Rosie Winterton (Doncaster Central) (Lab): Is
not the main issue to make sure that people have good
access to occupational health services—particularly so
that preventive action can be taken if an individual feels
that they are suffering from a mental health problem—
meaning that they can get to an occupational health
service quickly and easily to get proper advice?

Damian Green: I completely agree with the right hon.
Lady. She will have seen that the work and health Green
Paper lays great stress on occupational health services.
We have more than doubled the number of employment
advisers in talking therapies to make sure that we can
help people with the necessary support that will enable
them to stay in work. We will need to do more of this
important job in the future.

Universal Credit

7. Lucy Powell (Manchester Central) (Lab/Co-op):
What progress the Government have made on the roll-out
of universal credit. [909479]

The Minister for Employment (Damian Hinds): The
roll-out of universal credit continues to roll out to
plan—[Laughter.] About a million claims have now
been taken, and the full universal credit service for all
claimant types is available in 53 jobcentres.

Lucy Powell: I shall not mention hon. Members’
ridicule of the Minister’s answer, but I want to raise
another point about universal credit: the interaction
between passported benefits and universal credit, and
the progress on this that the Government are making.
My constituents tell me that as they get into work and
move through universal credit, they lose free school
meals, bus passes for their children and entitlement to a
free uniform, so they are much worse off in work than
they would be if they were not in work.

Damian Hinds: We continue to work closely with
partners and stakeholders to ensure that this service is a
success. There are some questions about passported
benefits and we continue to work through them.

Sir Julian Brazier (Canterbury) (Con): I thank my
right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for coming
down to see the successful roll-out of universal credit in
Canterbury, where nearly a third of the unemployed
now enjoy universal credit. That has not only pushed
down the level of unemployment, but resulted in remarkably
few cases coming to my surgeries.

Damian Hinds: Universal credit is a transformational
benefit. It converts six benefits into one, which means
working with one organisation and not three. It supports
people into work and makes sure not only that work
pays, but that it is visible to the individual that work pays.
It is indeed transformational in our system.

Dr Eilidh Whiteford (Banff and Buchan) (SNP): In
just a few days’ time, austerity cuts to universal credit
come into effect that will further cut the incomes of
millions of working families, including families with
disabled children, who could lose about £1,600 a year,
while single parents in full-time, low-paid work could
lose almost £200 a month. Was the intention of universal
credit to drive up poverty among disadvantaged children?
If not, why will Ministers not accept that the system is
failing those whom it was designed to help?

Damian Hinds: No such cuts are about to happen in
universal credit. The taper change from 65% to 63% will
eventually benefit 3 million households.
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Dr Whiteford: Mounting evidence from the full service
roll-out areas exposes the fact that the universal credit
system is beset with failure. It is simply not working.
Rent arrears are soaring, claimants are waiting up to
three months to have their claims processed and some
people have even lost their homes. The Government
need to get their head out of the sand, so will Ministers
call a halt to the full service roll-out while they conduct
an immediate review?

Damian Hinds: We will not call a halt to the roll-out,
because it would be unfair and wrong to deprive people
in Scotland or elsewhere of the advantages that the
universal credit system brings. We continue to work on
improving processes and accelerating delivery, including
with respect to housing, and a number of improvements
have already been made, with more in train.

Margaret Greenwood (Wirral West) (Lab): Last week’s
report by the Equality Trust illustrates just how extreme
inequality is in the UK, with the average pay of chief
executive officers of FTSE 100 companies standing at
£5 million a year. From this April, families on low
incomes who are claiming tax credits or universal credit
will not receive support for the third and subsequent
children in a family, except when the child is disabled. In
that instance, however, the money will be withdrawn
from one of the other children. Will the Government
address this injustice and scrap the two-child limit?

Damian Hinds: The purpose of the limit on support
through universal credit or tax credits to the first two
children, in the case of new claims and new births, is to
reduce our welfare spending and to target it in a particular
way—[Interruption.] In some 85% of families that include
children, there are one or two children. When it came to
determining where necessary reductions must be made,
this was the correct way of doing that.

The hon. Lady talks about rising inequality. I simply
mention to her that inequality is down, and that household
incomes are at a record level.

Jobcentre Plus Closures

8. Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East) (Lab): What
assessment his Department has made of the potential
effect of the proposed closure of Jobcentre Plus offices
on claimants’ travel times and costs. [909480]

The Minister for Employment (Damian Hinds): The
Department has sought to maintain the services that it
offers claimants while minimising the impact on claimants
as far as possible. These proposals may mean slightly
longer and slightly shorter journeys for some individual
claimants, and that has been taken into account in the
setting of the criteria.

Mr Betts: I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member
for Sheffield, Heeley (Louise Haigh) on the campaign
that she has run with the Public and Commercial Services
Union and local residents to keep open the Eastern
Avenue jobcentre, which serves both our constituencies.
Will the Minister confirm that the only reason for
closing Eastern Avenue is to save money, and that if it
closes, extra capacity will be needed at Cavendish Court
and Woodhouse jobcentres? In the light of that need for

extra capacity, will he produce figures showing whether
there will actually be any net saving as a result of the
closure of Eastern Avenue?

Mr Speaker: It is very cheeky to ask three questions
even when asked with the skill and confidence of the
Chair of the Select Committee.

Damian Hinds: I hope that I can provide the hon.
Gentleman with some comfort. First, let me say that
saving money is not a bad thing in itself; it is a good
thing, and this overall programme will save some
£180 million nationwide. That means that we can reinvest
in frontline staff, which will have the biggest effect on
helping people to return to work. As for the specific
case of Sheffield, the changes will increase the utilisation
of the entire estate from 51% to 69% when some of the
business moves, as the hon. Gentleman rightly said, to
the other two sites.

Michael Tomlinson (Mid Dorset and North Poole)
(Con): I congratulate the Minister on surviving a recent
grilling from young ambassadors at a meeting of the
all-party group on youth employment. I welcome the
news that fewer young people are unemployed to start
with but, at 554,000, the figure is still too high. Will the
Minister read the all-party group’s report with a view to
ensuring that there are fewer young claimants in the
first place?

Damian Hinds: I look forward very much to reading
the report. We know that any day spent unemployed
can have a lasting effect on people, especially at the start
of their careers when they are young, and it is therefore
particularly important for us to redouble our efforts.

Louise Haigh (Sheffield, Heeley) (Lab): It is clear
from the Minister’s answer to the question asked by my
hon. Friend the Member for Sheffield South East (Mr Betts)
that he does not know how much the closure of East
Avenue jobcentre will save. We do not know how much
rent is being spent there, and we do not know how much
needs to be spent on Woodhouse or Cavendish Court to
increase capacity for the additional claimants whom
they will have to serve. Will the Minister commit himself
to giving the House those figures before he makes his
final decision and final statement to the House?

Damian Hinds: All the staff and services from Eastern
Avenue will move to Bailey Court in West Street and
Cavendish Court in Bank Street. I can reassure the hon.
Lady that we have, of course, taken account in our
projections and modelling of the exact space that will
be required for those people and that level of workload.

Mike Freer (Finchley and Golders Green) (Con): The
proposed closure of the Jobcentre Plus at Finchley
Central, which is a major transport hub, will mean
moving the jobcentre to High Barnet, which is on the
periphery of London. That will mean a 40-minute
journey and a £3 bus ride for my constituents. Will the
Minister agree to revisit these proposals?

Damian Hinds: We have embarked on a programme
of change which comes at the end of a 20-year private
finance initiative contract. There is both an opportunity
and a requirement to review what is needed on the
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estate. Rents are particularly high in London, and are
therefore particularly challenging in the commercial
market. We have sought to minimise the effect on
claimants, to ensure that there is a good coverage of
services within reach, and to run a consultation when a
new jobcentre is more than 3 miles away and a journey
on public transport takes more than 20 minutes.

10. Heidi Alexander (Lewisham East) (Lab): When
his Department plans to publish its equality impact
assessment on the proposed closure of Jobcentre Plus
offices. [909482]

The Minister for Employment (Damian Hinds):
Throughout the development of these proposals, we
have been mindful at every turn of the impact on staff
and customers. Both statistical analysis and local knowledge
have informed the proposals, which are still subject to
consultation with staff and, when appropriate, with the
public.

Heidi Alexander: Nearly a quarter of the jobcentres
earmarked for closure are in London, and, as the Minister
will know, both the disability and the black and minority
ethnic unemployment rates are higher in the capital
than elsewhere. Is the reason for the delay in the equality
impact assessment the fact that it will show a
disproportionate impact on the groups that typically
need the most support to gain access to employment?

Damian Hinds: No, we have been mindful throughout
of our duties under section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. Equality analysis will help to inform the final
decision-making process, and it is an integral part of
the thinking and process throughout.

Ben Howlett (Bath) (Con): Following the publication
of the Women and Equalities Committee report on
Muslim women in the workplace, what work is the
Minister doing to ensure that minority groups in which
unemployment remains stubbornly high are prioritised
at jobcentres across the UK?

Damian Hinds: There are a number of very good
local projects working with local organisations. I do not
have the list in front of me, but there is some good work
going on, and we seek to find where best practice exists
and see how far it can be replicated.

State Pension Age: Women

11. Rosie Cooper (West Lancashire) (Lab): What recent
discussions he has had with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer on improving pension transition arrangements
for women born in the 1950s. [909483]

20. Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North) (Lab):
What recent discussions he has had with the Chancellor
of the Exchequer on improving pension transition
arrangements for women born in the 1950s. [909493]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Pensions
(Richard Harrington): I give the same answer I gave to
the hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber (Ian
Blackford): the Government have been clear that the
introduction of further transitional arrangements cannot
be justified, given the imperative to focus public resources

on helping those who are most in need. There are no
plans to go beyond the £1.1 billion concession introduced
when Parliament considered the changes.

Rosie Cooper: In response to the Minister’s answer, I
ask him whether he will respond to the comments of his
Government’s former Pensions Minister Baroness Altmann,
who said she regretted the Government’s failure to
properly communicate state pension age equalisation,
an approach she described as

“a massive failure of public policy”,

and the comments of Steve Webb, another of their
former Pensions Ministers, who said that the last
Government made a bad decision on changing the state
pension age? Will the Minister look at rectifying that?

Richard Harrington: In the latter case, Steve Webb
was Pensions Minister at the time, so I do not think
there is much further I can say about that.

There were very extensive communications on the
1995 changes. Millions of people checked their state
pension requirements; it was publicised and leaflets
were produced. This has been said many times on the
Floor of the House, and I simply reiterate it.

Diana Johnson: It is not good enough for the Minister
to say, as he did earlier, that that is it for the WASPI
women and that everything has been done that is going
to be done. Has he given any consideration to the
recommendation from the Work and Pensions Committee
talking about allowing the WASPI women the chance
to claim their pensions early at a reduced rate, which I
believe is cost-neutral and fits with other areas where
the Government have allowed pensioners to take their
pensions earlier at a reduced rate?

Richard Harrington: The proposal is not cost-neutral;
I must make that clear. It is very impractical and it is
impossible to do in the time concerned. I have made it
very clear that the transitional arrangements that were
made when the Pensions Bill went through Parliament
are all that will be provided.

Sir Desmond Swayne (New Forest West) (Con): What
was the minimum notice received by those facing the
maximum increase in age?

Richard Harrington: These changes took place under
two Acts of Parliament: the Pensions Act 1995, which
brought in the main change, and the Pensions Act after
that. I want to make it clear that after the 1995 Act,
18 months was the maximum increase.

Graham Evans (Weaver Vale) (Con): Last week, the
John Cridland report indicated that there may well be
an increase in the pension age. As life expectancy rises,
it is right and proper for any Government to consider
increasing the state pension age. However, will my hon.
Friend reassure the House that if there are indeed any
changes to the state pension age, they will be communicated
in a timely and appropriate manner, so that those
affected know about them?

Richard Harrington: The Government will be making
a full response to the Cridland report. The review is
forward-looking and, I must make it clear, will not
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make recommendations for any changes to happen
before 2028. That was a commitment in the 2013 autumn
statement.

19. [909492] Rob Marris (Wolverhampton South West)
(Lab): The Minister said in terms that the Government
cannot afford to fund transitional arrangements or any
of the proposals in the report referred to by my hon.
Friend the Member for Kingston upon Hull North
(Diana Johnson). May I suggest that he look again,
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer, at spending over
£30 billion on tax relief for pension contributions, for
which there is no evidence that it encourages pension
savings?

Richard Harrington: There is a lot happening in pensions
at the moment. The point the hon. Gentleman mentions
in relation to the Chancellor of the Exchequer is something
completely different, but there will be no change to the
transitional arrangements at £1.1 billion.

Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab): Labour
will oppose the earlier increase in the state pension age
and the end of the triple lock, recommended in last
week’s Cridland report, but we welcome the statement
from John Cridland that at least 10 years’ notice should
be given of any age increase, so there is yet another
chance for the Minister. Do the Government agree with
Cridland? If they do, will the Minister now admit that
they got it badly wrong with the WASPI women and at
least back Labour’s proposals to extend pension tax
credit?

Richard Harrington: As I said before, the Government
will respond to the Cridland review by the end of May.

Leaving the EU: Departmental Policy Implications

12. Steven Paterson (Stirling) (SNP): What assessment
he has made of the policy implications for his Department
of the UK leaving the EU. [909484]

18. Gavin Newlands (Paisley and Renfrewshire North)
(SNP): What assessment he has made of the policy
implications for his Department of the UK leaving the
EU. [909491]

23. Kirsten Oswald (East Renfrewshire) (SNP): What
assessment he has made of the policy implications for
his Department of the UK leaving the EU. [909496]

The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (Damian
Green): Every Government Department is preparing
for a smooth and orderly exit from the European Union.
We are confident that we will be able to secure a deal
that works in the mutual interests of both the UK and
the rest of the EU. We are considering various policy
options.

Steven Paterson: Some 472,000 people who have retired
to the EU currently get automatic increases in the state
pension, but it is unclear whether this Government will
strike a deal on that after departure from the EU, if they
manage to do so. Can the Minister guarantee today that
elderly EU expats will not join the 550,000 retirees
whose payments no longer increase in line with the state
pension triple lock?

Damian Green: The Prime Minister has been clear
that she wants to protect the rights of British citizens
currently living in European member states, in the way
that we want to protect the status of EU nationals
already living here. That will clearly be an important
matter for negotiation in the months ahead.

Gavin Newlands: Does the Secretary of State agree
that his Government have form on failing to protect
workers’ rights? Any illusion about ability to deliver
social justice for workers went up in smoke with the
Dickensian Trade Union Act 2016. How can we trust
his Department to guarantee workers’ rights after article 50
is triggered?

Damian Green: I am glad that the hon. Gentleman
has drawn the House’s attention to the fact that the
Government have pledged to maintain workers’ rights
in the course of the negotiations. I am happy also that
he gives me the chance to remind the House that the
greatest workers’ right is the right to a job, and that
employment is at its highest ever level in this country.

Kirsten Oswald: Reports at the weekend suggest that
the UK Government intend that EU migrants currently
living here will retain access to benefits, but those who
arrive after the triggering of article 50 will be denied
access. Does the Secretary of State agree that that is
actually dependent on the will of the EU member
states, and his Government cannot guarantee any of
those rights as they press ahead, dragging us into the
unknown without any credible plan?

Damian Green: I am sure the hon. Lady knows that
no one standing at this Dispatch Box would ever comment
on speculative leaks. She will know as well that we are
about to enter a negotiation. We are confident that we
will get a good result for the people of Britain, and that
is what we will be doing.

Benefit Cap

13. David Mackintosh (Northampton South) (Con):
What assessment he has made of whether the benefit
cap encourages people into work. [909486]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Welfare
Delivery (Caroline Nokes): The evaluation of the previous
cap speaks for itself: capped households were 41% more
likely to move into work than similar uncapped households,
contributing to the record levels of employment we see
today. Since 2013, over 26,000 previously capped households
have moved into work.

David Mackintosh: Can my hon. Friend give me some
examples of how the benefit cap is working in my
constituency?

Caroline Nokes: In Northampton South, of 110 house-
holds capped since April 2013, 90 are no longer capped.
Of those, about 48%—40 households—have moved into
work, demonstrating that my hon. Friend’s constituency
is outperforming the national average.
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Topical Questions

T1. [909463] Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central)
(Lab): If he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.

The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (Damian
Green): I would like to draw the attention of the House
to the more generous universal credit taper rate coming
into effect over the Easter recess, on 10 April. It
demonstrates our commitment to helping people to
gain independence in their own lives by getting on and
progressing in work. The new taper rate of 63% will
boost the incomes of about 3 million families by
£700 million a year; a couple with two children could
benefit by as much as £425 a year. When combined with
the introduction of the national living wage and increases
in the personal tax allowance, those changes equate to
the biggest pay rise for the lowest earners in a generation.

Chi Onwurah: Newcastle has paid a high price for
being the first city to go full service with universal
credit, with claims routinely lost, delayed or repeatedly
deleted. However, the six-week wait period is doing the
most to drive so many into destitution and cause people
to lose their home. With 80% of Newcastle council
house tenants on universal credit now in rent arrears,
will the Minister end the wait period, or will he explain
how they are supposed to keep a roof over their head
with no money?

Damian Green: I have two points for the hon. Lady.
First, the National Federation of ALMOs—social housing
providers—calculates that some 75% of tenants are in
arrears under the legacy benefits, so she is not right in
her suggestion.

Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab): Just 75%!

Damian Green: Yes, quite; this has been happening
for a long time. The idea that universal credit causes
housing arrears is just nonsense.

Secondly, the hon. Member for Newcastle upon Tyne
Central (Chi Onwurah) will know that my Department
is working on a pathfinder arrangement with Newcastle
City Council precisely to address the problems that may
be there now and have been there for many, many years.

T2. [909464] Mrs Sheryll Murray (South East Cornwall)
(Con): I warmly welcome the latest fall in
unemployment, particularly the 52% reduction since
2010 in my constituency. Will the Minister please
endorse the work of Motiv-8 South West, which
supports young people into employment and training,
and continue to do all that he can to help those who are
still struggling to find employment?

The Minister for Employment (Damian Hinds): I welcome
the news from my hon. Friend’s constituency, which has
seen such a strong fall in unemployment. I certainly
acknowledge the key role played by third sector
organisations. We continue to work with outside
organisations and on programmes such as work experience,
sector-based work academies, the new youth obligation
and, of course, the roll-out of universal credit.

Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth)
(Lab): We heard earlier about the cuts to PIP support
for people with mental health conditions that were
brought in 10 days ago. The Government estimate that
they will affect 160,000 people. This time next week,
half a million sick or disabled people who have been
found not fit for work and have been placed in the
employment and support allowance work-related activity
group will start to see a cut in support of £1,500 a year.
Given that disabled people are twice as likely to live in
poverty as non-disabled people and the recent analysis
showing that that has increased significantly, how does
the Secretary of State justify the cumulative cuts to
disabled people?

Damian Green: First, when the hon. Lady talks about
cuts to 160,000 people, she is of course wrong. Nobody’s
original DWP award will receive a cut. She also asked
me how I justify the changes to ESA, but disabled
people and people with health conditions deserve better
than the current system, under which only one in 100 ESA
WRAG claimants leave benefit each month. I hope that
the hon. Member for Stockton North (Alex Cunningham),
who is cheering from a sedentary position, agrees with
me that we need to change the system. That is why we
are proposing a huge number of different types of help
across the board, including financial help and advice,
which will help them into work.

T5. [909467] Lucy Allan (Telford) (Con): Some of my
constituents have also raised concerns about changes
to their personal independence payments. Will the
Minister assure me that claimants will not see any
reduction in their PIPs and that the changes are to
ensure that help is targeted to those most in need?

The Minister for Disabled People, Health and Work
(Penny Mordaunt): I can give my hon. Friend that
assurance. There will be no change to award amounts,
the budget or the policy. The benefit does not relate to a
particular condition, but to how a condition has an
impact on someone’s life. It is about the social definition
of disability. I assure her constituents that that will
continue to be the case.

T3. [909465] Owen Thompson (Midlothian) (SNP): Last
week, the Scottish Government wrote to the UK
Government to express concern over how universal
credit is pushing people into more hardship and debt. I
also understand that the SNP-led Midlothian Council
has written to the Minister to ask for a complete and
immediate halt to the full service roll-out of universal
credit, which is having an appalling impact on people
across my constituency and a further knock-on impact
on council resources. When will the Minister realise that
the changes being pushed through are punishing some
of the most vulnerable people in society? Will he heed
warnings from the Scottish Government and others
across Scotland that the process should be stopped
now?

Damian Hinds: Universal credit is a massive reform. I
know of no other country with a comparable system
that stays with people from being out of work to
supporting them in work. Are there challenges in
implementing that? Yes, of course there are, but the
transformational benefits in sight are immense.
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T6. [909468] Sir Henry Bellingham (North West Norfolk)
(Con): I put it to my hon. Friend the Minister that,
although no MP wants a DWP office closure, there may
nevertheless be significant advantages if the King’s
Lynn DWP office were to co-locate with the borough
council, as there would be synergies, for example, on
housing benefit. We could then create a public service
centre of excellence for the borough council, the clinical
commissioning group and the DWP.

Damian Hinds: I take that point on board, and we are
embarking on a number of co-locations as part of the
current programme. Co-location can be good both for
claimants and for the taxpayer: for claimants because
more of the services they need to access are in one place,
and, of course, for the taxpayer by making better use of
the public estate.

T4. [909466] Gill Furniss (Sheffield, Brightside and
Hillsborough) (Lab): My constituent obtained a court
order granting him custody of his two sons, and they
were handed over to his care. He informed the DWP but
was denied tax credits because, although a letter had
been sent to his former wife, she had not responded.
During that time, the tax credits were still being paid to
her, and it took four months and my intervention
to ensure that my constituent received the tax credits to
which both he and his young sons are entitled. Will the
Minister review the process to ensure that that does not
happen any longer so that people do not have to depend
on food banks and the kindness of relatives?

Damian Green rose—

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Welfare
Delivery (Caroline Nokes): The hon. Lady will of course
be aware that tax credits fall within the remit of Her
Majesty’s Treasury, and I will be happy to ensure that
that is raised with the relevant Minister.

Mr Speaker: Forgive me, I could not hear the Secretary
of State and did not lip read effectively, but I now
realise at what he was hinting. No doubt an answer will
be furnished in due course.

T7. [909469] Mr David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab): Has any
of the team seen today’s news about the one-hour-a-month
contract offered by Santander bank? Will the Minister
guarantee that under no circumstances will any job like
that ever be advertised in a jobcentre in this country?

Damian Hinds: I cannot comment on an individual
case, but I can say that, in general, we know that less
than 3% of people report that they rely on a zero-hours
contract. We know that, on average, those people get
25 hours a week and actually have above-average levels
of job satisfaction. Zero-hours contracts are certainly
not for everybody, but they do work for some people.

T9. [909471] Huw Merriman (Bexhill and Battle) (Con):
Some 17% of the working-age population suffer from a
disability. With labour shortage an issue in my constituency,
I have committed to signing up 30 employers to be
Disability Confident organisations. Given that I am
meeting my chamber of commerce this week, does the
Minister have a recruitment message for its members?

Penny Mordaunt: I thank my hon. Friend not only for
signing up to be a Disability Confident employer himself
but for accepting that challenge, as many Members on
both sides of the House have. If every Member of this
House accepted the challenge, we would sign up enough
employers to reach a quarter of the working population
of the UK. I thank him for his leadership in that and
wish him well on his visit to his chamber of commerce.

T8. [909470] Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/
Co-op): The Secretary of State spoke earlier about
workers’ rights. Surely workers’ rights should also include
the right to some certainty. Will he talk to his fellow
Ministers in the Home Office about the fact that many
European nationals have lived here for years, have British
spouses and British children but are now told that they
will have to have comprehensive health insurance in
order to stay here?

Damian Green: The hon. Gentleman has made his
point very forcefully. I am, of course, in constant discussion
with ministerial colleagues in the Home Office about a
wide range of issues involving the labour market.

T10. [909472] Maggie Throup (Erewash) (Con): When
it comes to women in work, Erewash leads from the
front, with 83% of working-age women in full-time or
part-time employment. What steps is my right hon.
Friend taking to help more women in other parts of the
country to return to employment and follow the example
set by my constituents in Erewash?

Damian Hinds: We have female employment at a near
record rate, which is to be celebrated. We have seen the
gender pay gap come down, but there is more work to
do. A number of things have to fall into place for that to
happen, but one of the key things happening this year
is, of course, the extension of childcare to 30 hours a
week for three and four-year-olds. Parents on universal
credit get 85% reimbursement, rather than 70%, and we
have tax-free childcare, too.

Thangam Debbonaire (Bristol West) (Lab): The Fawcett
Society found last year that 25% of women over 30 are
saving nothing for retirement, compared with 15% of
men. What does the Secretary of State think is responsible
for that, and what is he doing to change it?

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Pensions
(Richard Harrington): Automatic enrolment was designed
specifically to help those who were under-represented in
pension savings, including women. With the current
rate of £10,000 a year, 70% of the new people coming
into the system in 2017-18 will be women.

Kate Green (Stretford and Urmston) (Lab): Six out of
10 people with epilepsy who were migrating from DLA
to PIP and were surveyed by Epilepsy Action saw their
benefit removed or reduced. That compares with two
out of 10 people who are migrating overall. Are Ministers
confident that assessors and decision makers properly
understand the fluctuating, sporadic and life-limiting
condition of epilepsy, so that they can make the right
decisions?

Penny Mordaunt: We are aware of that. That is one
reason why we have increased the clinical support that is
available to assessors. They are all healthcare professionals,
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so they will have that expert advice on hand in the
assessment centres. That is something that we brought
in recently.

Ms Tasmina Ahmed-Sheikh (Ochil and South Perthshire)
(SNP): Has the Secretary of State watched or listened
to an appeal hearing for PIP applicants? I have received
information and representations from a number of
constituents who feel intimidated and misrepresented
by the process. What steps is he taking to ensure that the
people involved in the process are treated with the
respect, dignity and compassion that they deserve?

Penny Mordaunt: I thank the hon. Lady for her
comments. We think about every stage of this process.
Clearly, if people appeal and those appeals are upheld,
we have not got it right earlier in the process. I have
mentioned some things that we are doing to build trust,
confidence and support. We are also introducing a
video relay service in April, which will be of particular
help to those who are deaf or hard of hearing. There
are a number of small changes like that that we can
make to ensure that we get a good result earlier in the
process.

Catherine McKinnell (Newcastle upon Tyne North)
(Lab): I have a 28-year-old constituent who was injured
in the line of duty in 2010. He was awarded a tier 3
military pension, which is reserved only for the most
severely injured, but he is due to lose his Motability
vehicle and that decision was upheld on mandatory
reconsideration. Is that seriously the type of person the
Government wish to leave housebound?

Penny Mordaunt: I would say two things in response
to that question. First, we have been considering particular
issues around our armed forces in the Green Paper,
which gives opportunities not just for ESA but for PIP.
We are also looking at being able to passport information
that may be in someone’s war pension record or medical
history into our benefits system. I am quite happy to
look at the case the hon. Lady raises with regard to
Motability.

Melanie Onn (Great Grimsby) (Lab): What does the
Minister say to the private landlord who came to see me
with his tenant with concerns about future eviction
rates if there is no option under universal credit for rent
to be paid directly to landlords?

Damian Hinds: There is, of course, the facility for
rent to be paid directly to landlords where necessary,
and we are streamlining the process for doing that.
However, we think that the general principle is right
that most people in receipt of universal credit should
know what their housing liabilities are and pay their
rent when they are out of work and when they are in
work.

Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab): We have been
reminded that new claimants of employment and support
allowance will get a much lower rate of benefit, starting
in about 10 days. Some of those people will find themselves
in serious difficulty. Do Ministers have any new proposals
to help?

Penny Mordaunt: We do. In addition to the support
offer, all the elements of which are in place, the Department
has been doing a number of things, one of which is a

big piece of work on social tariffs, which is about
enabling people to have the right tools and information
to reduce their household outgoings and giving them
budgeting support.

Neil Gray (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP): In November
last year, my motion calling on the Government to at
least pause employment and support allowance cuts
until mitigation or Green Paper proposals were brought
in was carried unanimously by the House. Given that
this is the last parliamentary week before the cuts take
place on 3 April, will the Minister confirm whether the
mitigations she promised will be laid before the House
for scrutiny?

Penny Mordaunt: They are already in place. I think
this is a misunderstanding that the hon. Gentleman
had. The elements that were outlined in the Green
Paper were not speculative or things that we would be
consulting on; they were things we were going to do. All
the elements, including all the recruitment for all the
community partners around the country, are in place
now.

Chris Stephens (Glasgow South West) (SNP): Let me
return to the issue of the DWP estate and travel times.
Given that this information has been gathered via Google
Maps, which has been shown to be inaccurate as some
bus services are no longer operational, will the Minister
tell me what tests have been carried out to check the
accuracy of the information? If there is a possibility of
the ministerial guidance being breached, will any further
proposed closures will go to public consultation?

Damian Hinds: The hon. Gentleman and I, and many
of his colleagues and others from across the House,
have had a number of opportunities to debate these
matters and to go through individual cases, on individual
locations, one by one. We used a variety of sources to
determine travel times and “reasonableness” of travel.
The ministerial criteria say that if somewhere is within
3 miles or 20 minutes by public transport, it is reasonable
to ask somebody to make that journey; otherwise, we
have a public consultation.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Speaker: Order. Time is against us and we must
hear the voice of Batley and Spen.

Tracy Brabin (Batley and Spen) (Lab): Thank you,
Mr Speaker.

A constituent of mine, whom I have spoken of before,
lost her job on Christmas eve. She is denied universal
credit because she is over 60 and she is denied jobseeker’s
allowance because her husband has a small private
pension. This couple’s lives have been thrown into financial
turmoil. Does the Minister agree that it is time the
Government paid some compensation to this constituent,
as she has paid in all her life?

Damian Hinds: Jobseeker’s allowance or universal
credit should be available to people of working age. I
will have to look at the details of the case the hon. Lady
mentioned, if she would like to get in contact.
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Magnox: Early Contract Terminations

3.41 pm

Rebecca Long Bailey (Salford and Eccles) (Lab) (Urgent
Question): To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy if he will make a statement
on the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s early contract
terminations at the Magnox estate?

The Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy (Greg Clark): This morning, I informed the House
that the NDA has terminated its contract with the
Cavendish Fluor Partnership for the decommissioning
of 12 redundant Magnox sites. The NDA ran a £6.1 billion
tender process from April 2012, which resulted in a
14-year contract being awarded in September 2014 to
the partnership, which is a joint venture between the
British firm, Cavendish Nuclear, and Fluor Inc.

CFP started work on the estate on 1 September 2014
and there then started a consolidation process to ensure
that the scope of the 2012 tender matched the actual
status of decommissioning. It became clear to the NDA
that there is a significant mismatch between the work that
was tendered for and the actual scale of the work that is
required to be carried out. The NDA board concluded
that it should terminate the contract on two years’
notice. Termination is made with the agreement of CFP
and is no reflection whatsoever on its performance.

Dealing safely with the UK’s nuclear legacy is
fundamental and non-negotiable. Decommissioning work
will continue under CFP for a further two and a half
years. The NDA will establish arrangements for a
replacement contracting structure to be put in place for
when the current contract ends. The NDA has also
settled outstanding claims against it by Energy Solutions
and Bechtel in relation to the 2014 Magnox contract.
The NDA was found by the High Court to have wrongly
decided the outcome of the procurement process. It is
clear that the 2012 tender process was deeply flawed.
The NDA has agreed settlement payments with Energy
Solutions of £76.5 million, plus £8.5 million of costs,
and with Bechtel of $14.8 million, plus costs of about
£462,000—approximately £12.5 million in total.

Those are very substantial costs, which could have
risen further if the case had proceeded. Taxpayers must
be able to be confident that public bodies are operating
effectively and securing value for money. Where that
has not been achieved, such bodies should be subject to
rigorous scrutiny. I have therefore established an independent
inquiry into the original procurement process and why
the 2014 contract proved unsustainable. Those are separate
issues, but they need to be examined thoroughly. I have
asked Mr Steve Holliday, the former chief executive of
National Grid plc, to lead this inquiry. It will take a
cradle-to-grave approach, beginning with the NDA’s
procurement and ending with the contract termination.
The inquiry will set out the lessons learned and recommend
any further actions it sees fit, including any disciplinary
investigations or proceedings that may be appropriate.
The inquiry will report jointly to me and to the Cabinet
Secretary, and his report will be available to this House
and to the Select Committee.

This was a defective procurement with significant
financial consequences, and I am determined that the
lessons to be learned should be exposed and understood;
that those responsible should be properly held to account;
and that this should never happen again.

Rebecca Long Bailey: The NDA has withdrawn its
appeal against the judgment that was handed down in
late July last year, so will the Secretary of State explain
why this decision has been taken now, why the matter
was brought to appeal in the first instance, and whether
both actions were sanctioned by him or his predecessor?

The judgment confirmed that the NDA had not
acted properly in the tender process, and that it was

“acutely aware that an unsuccessful bidder might challenge the
outcome of the competition.”

The court stated that the NDA had fudged the evaluation
to achieve a particular outcome. More worryingly, the
judge also confirmed that the NDA attempted to get rid
of information that might have been detrimental to its
case, and there was reference to the shredding of notes.
Given the serious nature of the judgment, will the
Secretary of State assure the House that there will be
full public disclosure of the investigations, and a public
hearing? Does he agree that this case has called into
question the future operation of the NDA? Will he
explain what structural changes are necessary, and when?
Can he offer any assurances to Magnox workers?

Finally, the Secretary of State’s written statement
confirms:

“It has become clear to the NDA…that there is a significant
mismatch between the work that was specified in the contract as
tendered in 2012”.

Will he tell the House when he or his predecessor was
first aware of that mismatch and whether it would have
been apparent from the work that had already been
carried out by previous contractors?

Greg Clark: The hon. Lady is quite right to ask her
questions, and I hope she will agree that the written
ministerial statement I have made today is thorough
and comprehensive. I am very happy to have conversations
with her and the Select Committee over the weeks and
months ahead.

The hon. Lady asked some specific questions about
the termination of the contract and the litigation. On
the latter, there was indeed a Court hearing and judgment
in July last year, and there was another one in December
on which the NDA has reflected. On 1 March this
year—a few weeks ago—a new chief executive and
chair of the NDA took office. It seemed to me appropriate
that a new set of eyes should consider these matters and
the course of action, rather than those people who were
responsible for and involved in the procurement exercise
looking into it. In answer to the hon. Lady’s question, it
was a decision for the NDA board—that is how it is
constitutionally established—but its decision required
ratification by me, the Chief Secretary to the Treasury
and the accounting officer in my Department.

The hon. Lady asked some very important questions
about the conduct of the original procurement process
and its management. That is exactly why we need to
have an independent figure—independent of Government
and of the NDA—to make a report available to the
House, to me and to the Cabinet Secretary, not only so
that we can learn the lessons and ensure that things
cannot happen again, but so that, if there is fault and an
error has been made, the recommendation of disciplinary
action can follow.

The hon. Lady rightly asked about the Magnox
workforce, for whom this will be a difficult day. I am
happy to confirm to the House that there is no question
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[Greg Clark]

about the operational good performance of the contract;
it was a question of the terms of the letting of the
contract. Good progress has been made, and the workforce
employed on the decommissioning contract will continue
as planned. When the report is made available, lessons
will be learned about the NDA’s structure, as well as any
particular procedural aspects.

Mr John Whittingdale (Maldon) (Con): Will my right
hon. Friend join me in paying tribute to the workforce
at Bradwell-on-Sea in my constituency? They are doing
a magnificent job in decommissioning the power station
there. Will he confirm that nothing in his statement will
prevent that work from continuing? Will he also listen
to their concerns about the effect on their pension
entitlements of certain changes that have been made
regarding the cap on exit payments?

Greg Clark: I join my right hon. Friend in paying
tribute to the workforce. As he will be aware, good
progress has been made in decommissioning the site in
Bradwell, with the underground waste vaults containing
intermediate level waste having been cleared and
decontaminated. That is a reflection of the hard work.
There is a separate set of discussions and consultations
going on with regard to the pension arrangements,
which is not related to today’s announcement.

Margaret Ferrier (Rutherglen and Hamilton West)
(SNP): I thank the Secretary of State for his response
and the shadow Secretary of State for securing this
urgent question. This debacle shows that the UK
Government cannot even manage their current nuclear
project, which comes at great cost to the taxpayer,
leaving their case for a nuclear energy future more
threadbare than ever. Given the bizarre and illogical
decision to leave Euratom, the trade union Prospect is
right to be concerned and to seek reassurances that
uncertainty over the future of decommissioning will not
lead to a deterioration in standards. What assurance
can the Secretary of State give today?

This should be a wake-up call. The UK Government’s
nuclear obsession will do nothing to lower energy bills
and will only burden the next generation with unprecedented
economic, environmental and security instability and
risk. The Tories should do the responsible thing and
scrap their nuclear obsession in favour of investment
and renewable energy in carbon-capture technology.
Scottish Renewables recently reported that one in six
renewable energy jobs in Scotland will be under threat
in the next year. Will the Government acknowledge that
their energy policies need to be reviewed to allow the
Scottish Government to continue with their competent
and ambitious vision of a prosperous green future?
Finally, when can we expect full details of the timetable
of the investigation into this matter?

Greg Clark: A little humility might be appropriate
here, because the Scottish Government provided oversight
of this procurement as part of the NDA competition
programme board. I am sure that the lessons to be
learned from 2012 to 2014 also apply to the Government
in Scotland. I am sure that, whatever the view on future
new nuclear power, the people of Scotland, as well as
those of the whole of the United Kingdom, would want

the existing nuclear power stations to be decommissioned
safely and to have arrangements in place to ensure that
that can be done reliably. On the independent review,
which I hope the hon. Lady welcomes, I have asked
Mr Holliday to give some interim findings by October,
so that they can inform the further decisions about the
re-letting of the contract.

Sir Oliver Letwin (West Dorset) (Con): I am sure that
my right hon. Friend will pay no attention whatsoever
to the bizarre asseverations of the Scottish National
party spokesman. In asking Steve Holliday, in whom we
have considerable confidence, to do this review, I hope
that my right hon. Friend will seek to bring the review
to a final conclusion reasonably soon after the interim
report in October so that we can get to the bottom of
this matter and ensure that it does not repeat itself in
future years.

Greg Clark: I agree with my right hon. Friend: it is
important quickly to learn the lessons and to apply
them. This is very important work. The work is being
carried out to a high standard, but those lessons must
be learned and applied.

Mr Iain Wright (Hartlepool) (Lab): May I thank the
Secretary of State for his courtesy call on this matter
this morning and for his subsequent letter? The Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy Committee will challenge
hard, but work constructively with him and with Steve
Holliday on this important issue. Will he clarify whether
the inquiry will be confined to the procurement process,
which led to this specific contract? Will it consider other
contracts such as the one to decommission Dounreay,
which was awarded to essentially the same consortium
that won the Magnox contract? I think that he has
already confirmed this, but will he say whether the
inquiry will be broad enough to consider whether the
governance and management arrangements of the NDA
have always been, and will continue to be, fit for purpose?

Greg Clark: I am grateful to the Chairman of the
Select Committee for what he said. I can confirm that
the governance and the management arrangements
of the NDA are very much in scope. I put the terms of
reference in the Library of both Houses of Parliament
this morning. It is open to Mr Holliday to go where the
evidence takes him—to use that phrase on this. The
particular concern is over this contract, but if he feels
that he needs to look at other aspects of the NDA’s
management, he is absolutely free to do so.

Edward Argar (Charnwood) (Con): I welcome the
characteristic candour and openness with which the
Secretary of State has approached the issue. Will he
reassure me and the House that the scope of the inquiry
will look not only at the NDA, but—as I think he just
alluded to—at the role, if any, of UK Government
Departments and the Scottish Government in the process?

Greg Clark: I will, indeed. The terms of reference
that were published with my written statement this
morning make it very clear that, as is absolutely right
and proper, the inquiry applies to the NDA and
Government Departments, from the beginning of the
procurement in 2012 to the conclusion of the litigation
and the termination of the contract.
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Liz Saville Roberts (Dwyfor Meirionnydd) (PC): Under
current plans, Trawsfynydd power station will lose most
of its jobs in less than 10 years. The Government are
now in a position to commit to a programme of continuous
decommissioning, as recommended by the Select
Committee on Welsh Affairs. When will the Secretary
of State publish revised plans following today’s
announcement, and will he agree to meet me to discuss
the future of the Trawsfynydd site?

Greg Clark: I will certainly meet the hon. Lady. I am
glad that she has given me the opportunity to emphasise
that the work will continue as planned at all the sites. As
she will know, work is ahead of schedule in the plant
she mentioned. In the light of that, I will meet her to
update her on the latest timings.

Antoinette Sandbach (Eddisbury) (Con): This was
clearly a defective procurement with quite serious financial
consequences. I welcome the Secretary of State’s
determination that the reasons will be exposed, but will
he assure the House that people found to be responsible
or at fault will be brought to account?

Greg Clark: I can confirm that the terms of reference
make it very clear that the inquiry can make any
recommendations that it sees fit, including as to any
disciplinary investigations or proceedings that may, in
its view, be appropriate as a result of its findings.

Catherine West (Hornsey and Wood Green) (Lab):
Will the Secretary of State please confirm that the
thousands of people waiting for an outcome on their
pensions will not be ripped off?

Greg Clark: Yes. There have been constructive discussions
with the representatives of the workforce. Those discussions
and consultations continue. Of course, we want to bring
them to a satisfactory conclusion.

Mike Freer (Finchley and Golders Green) (Con): The
NDA settlement payments are very substantial. Will my
right hon. Friend confirm that although the payments
were made without accepting liability, the cost had the
potential to rise much further were the matter taken to
court?

Greg Clark: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. We
have a duty to consider the further risks to public
money, which is why my accounting officer, the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury and I accepted on advice that,
however painful it is—these are significant sums of money,

as my hon. Friend the Member for Finchley and Golders
Green (Mike Freer) said—we should prevent the sums
of money from being even greater.

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton South West) (Lab):
Given the cost problems with the NDA’s Magnox
decommissioning contract, how can the Secretary of
State have any confidence whatever in the cost figures
for Hinkley Point C, which will itself need decommissioning,
especially given the farce of the massive cost overruns
and huge time delays in building the EDF sister reactors
in Finland and Normandy, neither of which has yet
opened and each of which is years late?

Greg Clark: This is about a procurement process that
was mis-specified around decommissioning; it is not
against the build costs of a future reactor. If Steve
Holliday’s report includes wider lessons for the industry,
we will be sure to take them.

Huw Merriman (Bexhill and Battle) (Con): All public
sector organisations can learn much from procurement
processes and public-private initiatives, as the £3,700 a
minute spent by the NHS on private finance initiatives
would attest. Will the Secretary of State assure me that
all public sector organisations will be given the opportunity
to learn best practice from the Holliday review?

Greg Clark: I will. It is important when there is such a
serious set of consequences for public money that the
conclusions should be publicly available, and available
to this House and to other Government Departments
that may want to reflect on them.

Mr David Nuttall (Bury North) (Con): Will the Secretary
of State confirm that the Holliday inquiry will have
reached its final conclusions and issued its final report
in time for any lessons learned to be taken into account
before the new contract process begins?

Greg Clark: One reason I have asked Mr Holliday to
make a report by October is so that that can happen. I
will meet him in the coming days, as he sets out the
scope and timetable, but that is one of the key reasons
for the report, and I am sure he will want to make his
recommendations available for the new process.

Mr Dennis Skinner (Bolsover) (Lab): What were the
terms of the pay-off ? The Secretary of State has not
mentioned it.

Greg Clark: I have mentioned the settlement—it is
nearly £100 million for the settlement of the litigation.
The chief executive of the NDA has come to the end of
his contract.
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Declarations of Interest

4 pm

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
On a point of order, Mr Speaker. Following a report
made on 14 February by the Parliamentary Commissioner
for Standards, I would like to apologise to the House for
the failure to disclose a financial interest in a Westminster
Hall debate on High Speed 2 on 25 March 2015. I
should have declared that, owing to a court order
caused by my divorce, I was in the final act of selling my
house to HS2 under the extreme hardship scheme. I
point out to the House that I did declare an interest in
the previous HS2 debates on 28 January 2013, 26 June 2013
and 28 April 2014.

In addition, I should, on reflection, have declared an
interest when I submitted a written question to the
Transport Secretary on 9 October 2013 and when I
spoke in the High Speed Rail (Preparation) Bill debate
on 31 October 2013. I also attended meetings with HS2
and responded to the consultation, when, with hindsight,
for purposes of clarity, I should have declared an interest.

I have sought to co-operate with the Commissioner
for Standards throughout this inquiry. I have never
made any secret of how close HS2 was running to my
then property in North West Leicestershire. That in no
way clouded my view of the HS2 project, which I
opposed before the route was announced, during my
interest and afterwards. I thank you for the opportunity
to put this all on the record, and I apologise to the
House profusely for any omissions I may have made.

Mr Speaker: I thank the hon. Gentleman for what he
has said.

Points of Order

4.2 pm

Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye and Lochaber) (SNP): On
a point of order, Mr Speaker. I would like to raise the
issue of correspondence between me and the offices of
the Minister of State responsible for universities and
the Minister responsible for energy, who is in his place. I
first wrote to the Minister of State to request a meeting
for a business in my constituency—the Underwater
Centre—on 14 November. It took some time to get a
reply from the Department. I finally received one on
22 December, with an apology for the lack of a response.
There was an unwillingness to meet and a suggestion
that I take the issue up with the Minister responsible for
energy and industrial supply. I did so on 22 December
last year. I have chased his office on several occasions,
by email and by phone, and we have yet to receive an
email. We indicated to the Minister’s office by email last
Friday at 12.33 pm that, given the unsatisfactory nature
of the situation, I would be raising it as a point of order.
I would like advice on what a Member can do when a
Minister’s office wilfully seeks to ignore a request from
a Member for a meeting with a company in his constituency.

Mr Speaker: Persist, persist, persist, I say to the hon.
Gentleman. That is the advice I give him. His attempted
point of order has opened an interesting window into
his life, the administrative support he enjoys and the
diary commitments—not least around lunchtime last
Friday—to which he was subject, for which I am sure
the House is immensely grateful, but I do not think we
can take the matter any further. He knows that my
advice will always be to persist—he himself is nothing if
not a dogged terrier.

Mrs Maria Miller (Basingstoke) (Con): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker. In the past few days, almost 1,000 people
have been arrested, beaten or imprisoned in Belarus—a
country still under an effective dictatorship here in
Europe. How can we show our solidarity with those
in Belarus who are fighting for democracy, for freedom
of speech, and for the rule of law?

Mr Speaker: I struggle immediately to see how the
right hon. Lady’s observations constitute a point of
order. That said, I recognise and respect the seriousness
of her concern, and I acknowledge on the Floor of the
House her long-standing track record of support for
the Belarus Free Theatre. My initial answer is that I
think that, by persistence and the good fortune of the
ballot, she has probably secured her own salvation, and
possibly an opportunity to press for the salvation of
those who need it more intensely and immediately,
because she has Question 9, if memory serves, at Foreign
Office and Commonwealth questions tomorrow. I cannot
anticipate the sequence of events, but it wold be a very
unfortunate and unsatisfactory Foreign Office questions
if we did not get to Question 9. I think I can say with
some confidence that we will, and that the right hon.
Lady, speaking on behalf of those people who need her
help and will value it, will have her chance. What is
more, if she expresses herself with her usual force,
clarity and eloquence, she might motivate other right
hon. and hon. Members to spring to their feet with
supplementary questions following her own. If so, I will
be all eyes and all ears.
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Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): On a point of order,
Mr Speaker. As you know, at 4 o’clock the deadline
passed in Northern Ireland. I do not want to make any
accusations against the Government, but the Secretary
of State for Northern Ireland is making a statement
elsewhere about what he expects now to happen in
Northern Ireland, and I wonder whether you have had
any notification of a statement to the House so that the
House can express a view.

Mr Speaker: I am very grateful to the hon. Gentleman.
The short answer is that I have not received any indication
that the Secretary of State is minded to come here.
From the record of dealing with this Secretary of State—this
particular right hon. Gentleman—I can say that he has
always been fastidious in wanting to come to the House,
often telephoning me and trying to make contact. Indeed,
I am advised that he has sought to make contact with
me by telephone. I have, however, received no written
communication from him at all and no indication of an
early statement. I think that one would have been
forthcoming anyway, and in the light of my exchange
with the hon. Gentleman I feel even more confident
that it will be.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy (Jesse Norman): Further
to the point of order raised by the hon. Member for
Ross, Skye and Lochaber (Ian Blackford), Mr Speaker.
I am afraid that I did not have notice of it, and I was not
clear from what he said whether it was me to whom he
referred. If it was, I would of course be delighted to
meet him to discuss the issue he raised.

Ian Blackford: I am grateful for that clarification, but
just to be absolutely clear—

Mr Speaker: No, no, no—no additional clarity is
required. The hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Ian Blackford) is a very cheeky fellow. A simple nod of
the head would suffice, which he has provided. In my
experience, the Under-Secretary for Business, Industry
and Industrial Strategy is as courteous as Members in
this place come, so I think we will leave it that the hon.
Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber and the Minister
will get together, possibly over a cup of tea, and discuss
these important matters.

Bus Services Bill [Lords]
Consideration of Bill, as amended in the Public Bill

Committee

New Clause 1

NATIONAL STRATEGY

“(1) The Secretary of State must, within 12 months of the day
on which this Act is passed, publish a national strategy for local
bus services setting out the objectives, targets and funding
provisions for rural, urban and inter-urban local bus services in
the ten years after Royal Assent is given to this Act.

(2) The national strategy must include a consideration of a reduced
fare concessionary scheme for young people aged 16 to 19.”
—(Andy McDonald.)

This new clause would require the Secretary of State to publish a
national strategy for buses.

Brought up, and read the First time.

4.8 pm

Daniel Zeichner (Cambridge) (Lab): I beg to move,
That the clause be read a Second time.

Mr Speaker: With this it will be convenient to discuss
the following:

New clause 2—Report on the provision of concessionary
bus travel to apprentices aged 16 to 18—

‘(1) The Secretary of State must, within 12 months of the day
on which this Act is passed, lay a report before each House of
Parliament setting out possible steps to support local transport
authorities in providing concessionary bus travel to persons aged
16 to 18 who are participating in statutory apprenticeships.

(2) Any report under subsection (1) shall include, but will not
be limited to, an evaluation of whether section 93(7) of the
Transport Act 1985 should be amended to enable local transport
authorities to provide concessionary bus travel to persons aged
16 to 18 who are participating in statutory apprenticeships on the
same terms as that which may be provided to persons aged 16 to
18 receiving full-time education.

(3) In this section—

(a) “local transport authorities” has the meaning given in
section 108(4) of the Transport Act 2000; and

(b) “statutory apprenticeships” has the meaning given in
section A11 of the Apprenticeships, Skills, Children
and Learning Act 2009.’

This new clause would require the Secretary of State to publish a
report setting out possible steps to support local transport authorities
to provide concessionary bus travel to apprentices aged 16 to 18.

New clause 3—Assessment of possible concessionary
travel schemes: impact on use of bus services—

‘(1) A local transport authority that does not provide travel
concessions under a scheme established under section 93 of the
Transport Act 1985 to persons specified in subsection (7)(c) of
that section shall be required to prepare an assessment of the
impact of establishing such a scheme on the use of bus services
by persons specified in that subsection.

(2) Any assessment under subsection (1) shall consider, but
will not be limited to, the impact of establishing such a scheme
on—

(a) the ability of persons aged 16 to 18 to attend schools
and further education institutions by means of bus
travel,

(b) the cost of bus travel to persons aged 16 to 18 receiving
full-time education, and

(c) traffic congestion and emissions at peak times in the
local transport authority’s area.
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(3) In this section—

(a) “travel concessions” has the meaning given in section
112 (1)(f) of the Transport Act 1985; and

(b) “local transport authority” has the meaning given in
section 108(4) of the Transport Act 2000.’

This new clause would require local transport authorities to assess
how creating an authority-wide travel concession scheme for 16 to
18-year-olds in full-time education would affect how these students
use bus services.

Daniel Zeichner: New clause 1 stands in my name and
those of my hon. Friends the Members for Middlesbrough
(Andy McDonald), for Birmingham, Northfield (Richard
Burden) and for North West Durham (Pat Glass). It
would require that the Secretary of State for Transport
publish a national strategy for local bus services within
12 months of the day on which the Act is passed, setting
out the objectives, targets and funding provisions for
buses over the next 10 years. It would also require that
the national funding strategy include a consideration of
a reduced fare concessionary scheme for young people
aged 16 to 19.

New clauses 2 and 3, in the name of the hon. Member
for Southport (John Pugh), also relate to bus funding
generally, and to young people’s concessionary fares
specifically. New clause 2 would require the Secretary of
State to lay a report before Parliament setting out
possible steps to support local transport authorities in
providing concessionary bus travel to apprentices aged 16
to 18, and new clause 3 would require local transport
authorities to assess how creating an authority-wide
travel concession scheme for 16 to 18-year-olds in full-time
education would affect the way in which students use
bus services.

It is clear that a long-term national discussion from
central Government on the funding of the bus industry
is long overdue. Since the bus market in England outside
London was disastrously deregulated in the 1980s by a
Conservative Government, public support for bus services
has been provided in a far from transparent way. The
effects of deregulation have been stark.

Judith Cummins (Bradford South) (Lab): Does my
hon. Friend agree that the drop of more than half in
passenger journey numbers in Yorkshire and Humber
since 1985 is no coincidence—it is down to deregulation?

Daniel Zeichner: I very much agree with my hon.
Friend, and I will return to other examples of the
failure of deregulation in a moment. It is not just about
the number of services. Fares have risen faster than
inflation, and patronage overall has fallen by more than
a third. Bus market monopolies have become the norm
in far too many places.

Back in October, we noted the 30th anniversary of
bus deregulation, but it was far from a cause for celebration.
It meant 30 years of bus users being ripped off by a
handful of big bus operators, which have carved the
market into chunks and which go largely unchallenged
in their own territories.

Catherine West (Hornsey and Wood Green) (Lab):
Does my hon. Friend agree that for people on low
incomes in rural areas, and in some urban areas as
well, it is almost impossible to job hunt without a
decent bus service?

Daniel Zeichner: Once again, I agree with my hon.
Friend. In too many parts of the country, it has become
very difficult for people to get to and from work.
Throughout the 30 years since deregulation, fares have
shot up even at times when fuel prices have been falling.
For 30 years, while patronage in the still-regulated capital
increased, passenger numbers declined in the rest of
England.

This month, the Campaign for Better Transport
published its latest “Buses in Crisis”report. The organisation
made more than 100 freedom of information requests
to local councils to get a full picture of recent bus cuts,
and it found that funding for buses across England and
Wales has been cut by 33% since 2010, and by nearly
£30 million in just the last year. Last week I was in
Somerset, where support from the county council will
fall by another 19% next year. Across the country, more
than 500 routes were reduced or completely withdrawn
in 2016-17.

Despite the seemingly endless rounds of bus cuts, the
Government seem reluctant to look at whether anything
can be done in the round to improve the current system
of bus funding. The Government’s argument is well
rehearsed: the bus industry is a private industry and
thus has nothing to do with central Government or
central Government’s money. But that is just not the
case. Around half of bus industry funding comes from
the public purse. In 2014-15, total public support for
buses accounted for 41% of overall industry funding. In
the past, the figure has been higher; in 2010-11 it was
more than 46%.

I do not think that asking the Government to publish
their strategy regarding such funding for buses in a
single document is really asking that much. We just
want a little clarity in a system that has become convoluted
and confusing. The strategy would set out the plan and
objectives for the public money that goes towards local
authority-supported bus services, the reimbursement of
bus operators for trips made by concessionary pass-holders
and the payment of the bus service operators grant to
bus operators. Public money is being spent on buses,
but the Government lack a strategy regarding how that
money is spent. We believe that that needs to change.

I have previously raised the fact that operators are
being reimbursed by public money for trips made by
concessionary pass holders, but those operators can cut
services and routes; the public have no say. That leads to
the bizarre situation in which someone may have a
concessionary bus pass, but no bus on which to use it.
That is not a good deal for anybody.

We already have national strategies for roads and rail,
and we are told that the cycling and walking investment
strategy is imminent. Buses are being singled out within
the transport family. Our new clause 1 would redress
that imbalance and bring buses into line with other
modes of transport.

We believe the Government need to do far more to
help young people to afford the cost of bus travel. That
is why we are asking the Government to include
consideration of a young person’s concessionary fare
scheme in the national bus strategy. Young people rightly
have to stay in school, further education or training
until they are 18, and many of them use the bus to get
there. It is quite right that the Government should look
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at how they can reduce the financial burden on young
people who are only trying to get to their school, job or
apprenticeship.

4.15 pm

Although some local authorities still provide
concessionary fares for young people, many do not.
Local government is already under huge financial
pressure—hence the cuts to supported bus routes and
services that the Campaign for Better Transport has
identified. Unfortunately, the number of local authorities
able to provide a discretionary young person’s pass has
dropped from 29 to just 16 since 2010. That is why we
want the Government to publish a national strategy
for buses, and to include proper consideration of a
concessionary scheme for young people.

Ultimately, there is not a word about funding in the
Bill as it stands, yet cuts to local authority budgets
mean that thousands of routes and services have been
withdrawn since 2010, and young person’s concessionary
fare schemes have been cut, while large operators have
experienced generous profit margins.

Andy Burnham (Leigh) (Lab): Young people in Greater
Manchester have told me that it is sometimes cheaper
for four of them to get a Uber than to travel on buses in
Greater Manchester. How on earth can that possibly
make sense, and how on earth can that lead to anything
other than complete gridlock on our roads?

Daniel Zeichner: My right hon. Friend is absolutely
right. On Second Reading, we heard a number of cases
from across the country about the excessive costs of
travelling locally, particularly for families. Such a cost is
bad for congestion, it is certainly bad for employment
and it is bad for social justice.

The way in which buses are funded in this country is
clearly not working. We need a proper governmental
strategy to address these funding issues and enable the
country to have the national conversation about buses
that is long overdue and much needed. I therefore urge
the Government to accept our new clause 1. It may help
the House if I suggest that we will press it to a Division.

Mrs Maria Miller (Basingstoke) (Con): New clause 1
calls for a national strategy that sets out various targets
and objectives. I feel sure that the Opposition spokesman,
the hon. Member for Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner),
sees one of the targets as the need to have accessibility
for all who use the buses. I understand that the Government
have already considered that issue after it was raised in
Committee, and that they have very valid reasons for
not going forward with a national strategy. However, by
tabling the new clause, the hon. Gentleman has raised
several important issues, and I want to mention some of
them briefly.

In particular, there is a need for consistency. I welcome
the change the Government have made with regards to
information for bus passengers, which will help all our
constituents. Some of my constituents have contacted
me about the importance of having information available
on the routes that they are taking. That is important not
only for partially sighted or blind passengers, but for
one constituent with autism and special needs who
contacted me. This will help that individual, as well as a
broader group.

As my noble Friend Baroness Campbell pointed out
in the other place, other issues of national importance
for people who use buses would fall within the national
strategy proposed by the hon. Gentleman, such as
wheelchair priority and access policies more generally.
The Minister’s comments in Committee on wheelchair
priority are very heartening. Following the Paulley case,
it is important that an advisory committee will be set
up. I hope that the Minister will confirm that he has
given further thought to the composition of the group’s
membership. Does he intend to involve the Equality
and Human Rights Commission and the Disabled Persons
Transport Advisory Committee? He should consider
that carefully. The Minister did not touch on that detail
in Committee—perhaps it had not been all worked
through at that stage—but perhaps he could take this
opportunity to assure the House that, subsequent to
our debate in Committee, the discussions as part of that
advisory group will be acted on quickly and that all
relevant people will be involved.

Mrs Louise Ellman (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab/Co-op):
Does the right hon. Lady agree that these measures in
the national strategy would give bus services the status
they deserve and recognise the fact that so many more
people travel on buses, and make more bus journeys,
than they do on trains, which are much more widely
recognised in national policy making?

Mrs Miller: The hon. Lady makes an interesting
point about the difference in the way trains and buses
are treated. I do not necessarily agree that there is a
need for the national strategy to ensure parity, but she
makes an important point. There should not be undue
differences in how we treat bus operators and train
operators, in particular on disability issues. I will take
that point one stage further before I finish.

When the Bill was discussed in the other place, my
noble Friend Baroness Campbell said that there is a
need for an accessibility policy with teeth to ensure that
it is effective. As the hon. Lady said, there is a real
contrast between how the Government treat buses and
trains in respect of disability access and the conditions
for licences for those who operate these important
public services. It is a condition of a train operator’s
licence that they comply with disabled people’s protections
policy and state how they will protect the interests of
disabled customers. That is enforceable by the regulator,
with fines associated with lack of compliance. Why,
therefore, is that not the case for bus operators? Perhaps
in the absence of a national strategy, a condition could
be put in place to ensure that such provisions exist for
bus operators. Buses are an important way for disabled
passengers to get to work and to social engagements,
and to be a part of the community. Such provisions for
bus operators would ensure parity between train operators
and bus operators in how they support disabled people.

John Howell (Henley) (Con): My right hon. Friend
makes an interesting distinction between buses and
trains. Surely the point is that there are policy initiatives
the Government could take, for example on access for
disabled people, but that does not mean that a national
strategy will take away from the requirements of a local
strategy, which is what the buses are based on.
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Mrs Miller: I am not arguing against having local
strategies, but a number of issues to do with the provision
of services have a national resonance. The Government
have identified this problem in the provisions on information
that is available to bus passengers when they are on
buses. That is nationally applicable. I am simply asking
the Minister whether he will confirm what further thoughts
he has given to ensuring that what is good enough for
train operators is good enough for bus operators in
respect of disability access.

Graham Stringer (Blackley and Broughton) (Lab): I
support the amendment and want to reflect the huge
consensus in Committee on this issue. We divided on a
number of matters, but it was a relaxed Committee and
the Minister gave reasoned answers. The Bill represents
a first step towards a change in attitude to buses. It was
brought about following negotiations between the then
Chancellor of the Exchequer and various metropolitan
areas. A deal was reached whereby elected mayors could
re-regulate bus services. I hope that this is just the first
step.

I ask the Minister to reflect on this issue in a developing
situation. The new Prime Minister has brought in an
industrial strategy, and there is a strategy for the railways,
as has been mentioned, as well as a strategy for aviation.
It is rightly difficult to think of areas where large
amounts of public money are spent where it is not the
responsibility and the right of the Government and
elected representatives to define the objectives that that
public money should provide.

John Pugh (Southport) (LD): The hon. Gentleman
mentioned a connection between directly elected mayors
and bus deregulation. Does he see any logical or sensible
connection between the two? Is there any reason why
the two should go hand in hand?

Graham Stringer: It was a pragmatic decision taken
by the then Chancellor and the combined authorities in
metropolitan areas. There is obviously no rational basis
for deciding to have a different bus system in Greater
Manchester from that in Southampton, for example.
What would be the rationale for that? Clearly, there is
none.

The point I was making is that, having taken the first
step—not necessarily consistently, but in a sensible way
in the metropolitan areas—it is right to look for a
strategy that would help us to get rid of a relic of
ideological Thatcherism from the early 1980s, which
was seen in the Transport Act 1985 that deregulated
buses. What the absence of strategy says is that we do
not care how many millions of pounds have gone into
the bus industry since 1986 when the 1985 Act came
into force. I do not know, but I would have thought that
over 31 years we are talking about a large chunk out of
£100 billion being spent without any policy direction at
all over that spending.

What we have been left with is a rather sterile debate.
On the one side it is said that buses are declining and
they would have declined in any case over this period.
On the other side, there are those who think that that
decline was not necessary. They say that without on-road
competition, which has failed, with better competition
at the tender stage and with a clearer decision on what
bus services were needed and what fares should be
charged, we would not have lost so many bus routes and

bus passengers as we have. Not having a strategy over
the last 31 years is saying that it does not matter that
two thirds of bus passengers have disappeared in Greater
Manchester and that bus fares have gone up considerably
more than the rate of inflation. But these things do
matter.

As both the right hon. Member for Basingstoke
(Mrs Miller) and my hon. Friend the Member for
Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner) have said, the vast majority
of the people we represent, particularly the poorer
people who do not have access to a car, rely on buses to
get to work, to get to a hospital and to see relatives at
weekends, but after deregulation, many of those bus
routes no longer existed. How could we not have a
strategy in view of that? How could we abandon those
people?

Victoria Borwick (Kensington) (Con): Following on
from what the hon. Gentleman says about a strategy, it
is important to ensure that we have better records on
bus safety. I ask the Minister to look again at what
record keeping we have on this issue. Of course we
publish the number of people killed or seriously injured,
known as the KSI, but many other injuries are caused
by buses. I can speak only about the London experience,
but it would be really helpful if, as we put into place our
overall plans for transport, we think of some way of
recording minor as well as major incidents, so that we
can provide everyone with assurances about the safety
of buses.

Graham Stringer: That is a pertinent point. However,
a bus strategy would cover all the issues: personal
safety, disabled access, fares, and where buses were
running. It is clear from the interventions and the
speeches that we have heard from Conservative Members,
both today and in Committee, that that is where the
central view of the House lies, and I think that that will
be the direction of travel even if the new clause is not
accepted on this occasion.

4.30 pm

There will, of course, be a bare-knuckle fight. This is
not just about having a rational look at how best to
provide bus services. Because there has been no
accountability, a small number of people who have set
up what are more or less monopolies in our great
conurbations have made a huge amount of money. The
Souter family, the owners of Stagecoach, have become
billionaires. I am not against people who make a profit,
and I do not suggest that people who innovate should
not be rewarded for that, but I am against people who
game the system and are parasitic on public money
while those whose responsibility it is to look after that
public money do not say what should happen.

The new clause may well not be accepted today, but I
think that in the fairly near future, when the Bill becomes
an Act and the benefits of re-regulation are seen, we
will move towards regulation throughout the country.

Mrs Ellman: My hon. Friend is making some important
points. Does he recall that, over three Parliaments, the
Transport Committee has investigated bus deregulation
on five occasions, and does he agree that that reinforces
the case that he is making for fundamental reform,
starting with this Bill?
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Graham Stringer: I do indeed recall the time and
effort spent on the Committee’s reports with my hon.
Friend. They show that competition does not take place
on the road—that is a myth—and that we have left the
public purse vulnerable to parasites like Brian Souter
who have taken money out of it while putting up prices
and reducing the service.

There will be a rearguard resistance from people who
have benefited from the system, but we, as parliamentarians
who have a duty to look after raised taxes, should
support the consensus in favour of a bus strategy that I
believe exists in the House. After all, there are strategies
throughout the rest of our transport system.

Huw Merriman (Bexhill and Battle) (Con): Like the
hon. Member for Blackley and Broughton (Graham
Stringer), I was a member of the Bill Committee, and
was pleased to contribute to what was, as the hon.
Gentleman said, a consensual discussion. It was very
well piloted by the Minister, to whom I was grateful for
sending a Double Decker chocolate bar through the
internal mail. Sadly, owing to the internal mail system,
it looked more like a bendy bus by the time it was
opened, but I was grateful none the less.

There is much in new clause 1 that is attractive, but I
think that, given the improved local data requirements
in the Bill, it should be perfectly possible to fix the
strategy on a local basis rather than needing some form
of Government top-down approach. The essential aim
of the Bill is surely to bring about more localism.

Andy Burnham: The right hon. Member for Basingstoke
(Mrs Miller) made the important point that a national
strategy, or consistency, would really help disabled people,
who may travel to a different part of the country and
not know what to expect from the public transport
system. Can the hon. Gentleman not see that basic
minimum standards for disability access or ticketing,
for instance, would be very helpful to those who travel
across the country using different public transport systems?

Huw Merriman: I can certainly see the attraction of
that, but I also think there is a danger that if local
authorities think that Government will deliver the strategy,
they might then not put anything in place themselves.

Another mechanism in the Bill will make it easier for
local authorities to get more involved in the actual
policy of how the Bill is implemented and how partnership
should operate. Rather than talking of a national strategy,
I would state that the Bill has some excellent points that
should assist strategy at a local level.

Mrs Miller: Will my hon. Friend give way?

Huw Merriman: Of course: I will give way one last
time and then move on to 16 to 19.

Mrs Miller: I understand the point my hon. Friend is
making and have a huge amount of sympathy with his
wanting to make sure that we have a local approach to
our bus services. Does he not then agree with me that we
need to make sure that our law, through the Equality
Act 2010, has more teeth, so that individuals are able to
make the law work for them when they encounter
problems, such as discrimination against them because
they are disabled?

Huw Merriman: My right hon. Friend is correct.
Indeed, I had been going to retort that perhaps our laws
need to be tightened up so that there is that combination.
I absolutely agree with my right hon. Friend’s point,
therefore.

Moving on to subsection (2)—

Madam Deputy Speaker (Natascha Engel): Order. I
remind the hon. Gentleman that we are discussing only
new clauses 1, 2 and 3 in this group. The amendments
that I think he wants to speak to—amendments 16 and
onwards—are in the next group. If he wishes to speak
to them, he can do so when the next group comes up.

Huw Merriman: I thank you for your guidance, Madam
Deputy Speaker, but I was referring to subsection (2) of
proposed new clause 1, which talks about the reduced
fare concessionary scheme for 16 to 19-year-olds. Am I
within order?

Madam Deputy Speaker: Yes.

Huw Merriman: Thank you. I have no desire to talk
on other proposed measures.

On new clause 1, I agree with the hon. Member for
Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner), and see the advantages
of this scheme. I serve a rural constituency where it is
incredibly difficult for young people in particular to
travel by bus. I would also extend his point: in my view,
this relates to our desire to increase social mobility. If
our young people cannot access work, perhaps at weekends,
because it is too far for them to travel, and they cannot
afford motor insurance premiums—which we all know,
and have debated, are incredibly expensive—then there
is something to be said for the argument about lack of
social mobility. I am therefore attracted to the idea that
this should be looked at.

We on the Conservative Benches would point out
that we need to make sure that we cost those measures
up, however, and that is the matter that would give me
concern. If we increase the national debt through policies
such as this one, that will have a negative impact on
young people, because it is they and future generations
that will have to repay it.

Perhaps we could consider the overall cost of
concessionary travel, and whether it is time for
concessionary travel, perhaps for the over-65s, to be
given only to those who cannot afford it. We would
therefore be looking more at means testing than giving
concessionary travel to those who can well afford it and
perhaps would therefore like to share that benefit with
16 to 19-year-olds, who, after all, we are requiring to
stay in education and training and so need some assistance.

Andy Burnham: Does the hon. Gentleman accept that
it may not be necessary to throw money at this? The
powers in this Bill could be used cleverly to extract
value. For instance, if longer-term franchises were given
to the bus operators on condition that they could give
free travel to 16 to 18-year-olds, they might then become
more regular bus users in their 20s, in which case the
bus operators would capture the upside of that. Does
the hon. Gentleman therefore accept that this could be
done cleverly if more areas were given the ability to use
these powers?
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Huw Merriman: The right hon. Gentleman is absolutely
right. Anything that can be done to get young people on
to the buses so that they stay on the buses has much to
recommend it. I am also conscious that subsection (2)
of new clause 1 refers to “consideration” of a reduced
fare scheme, as, indeed, do the points I am talking to. So
perhaps a mission for Government should be that money
that can be saved, or perhaps reinvested, could go
towards this measure, which I believe would help young
people and social mobility.

John Pugh: I rise to speak in support of new clauses 2
and 3 in my name and also new clause 1.

Both my new clauses are basically about coherence;
neither is about dictating to local authorities, as was
mischievously suggested by the Secretary of State on
Second Reading. I am not trying to dictate to local
authorities what they should do. Both of them are also
obviously about concessionary travel for young people,
which has been a thorny issue throughout the passage
of this Bill.

Support for young people’s transport is variable, as
the hon. Member for Bexhill and Battle (Huw Merriman)
said, and worsening. Since 2008, 50,000 16 to 18-year-olds
have had free transport withdrawn—a 42% drop, I
believe. Two thirds of local authorities no longer provide
free transport to 16 to 18-year-olds, and the price of bus
passes for 16 to 18-year-olds varies incredibly across the
country, ranging from £230 to more than £1,000. The
number of transport authorities offering concessions
right across their area has dropped since 2010 from
29 to 16, and 10 authorities have no arrangements that
benefit the older age groups. The roll of shame of
authorities that do not offer any concessionary fares
for young people comprises Cheshire West and
Chester, Halton, Warrington, Lincolnshire, Nottingham,
Peterborough, Bracknell Forest, Oxfordshire, Portsmouth
and Slough.

The situation is hardly good and the impacts are
fairly obvious. The hon. Gentleman mentioned the
impact on educational progress. According to the
Association of Colleges, a fifth of students consider
dropping out during their course, and often the reason
is transport costs or, if the cost is not foremost in their
mind, transport difficulties. There is an impact on students:
a survey by the National Union of Students shows that
two thirds of further education students pay more than
£30 a week for transport—a lot of money for a young
person. There is a clear impact on traffic congestion
and pollution—the hon. Gentleman mentioned that,
too—as more young people get a car, perhaps sooner
than they should, or rely on parental transport, which
affects congestion at all the wrong times in most towns.
There is also an impact on educational choice—I emphasise
the hon. Gentleman’s point that the worst affected are
probably residents of rural areas and poorer students
generally.

Within the system are clear anomalies that need to be
resolved. We raised the age of compulsory education,
but local authority transport obligations remain very
much as they were.

Andy Burnham: I agree with everything the hon.
Gentleman says about the withdrawal of concessionary
support for young people, but does he concede that the

withdrawal of the education maintenance allowance
under the coalition Government made the problems for
young people much worse?

John Pugh: The right hon. Gentleman might be surprised
to learn that EMA was mentioned in my notes, but for
some reason I omitted to mention it just then. He has
drawn attention to it, and I dare say it was a factor.

Another anomaly in the system—this is where new
clause 2 comes into its own—is that while we all accord
parity of esteem as between the academic route and the
technical route, and the apprenticeship route is now
being sold fervently by almost all Government Members,
apprentices do not really get a look in: an apprentice
aged 16 to 18 gets a bare £4 minimum wage. We want to
make the apprenticeship route more attractive, and
there is some evidence that where schemes are introduced,
they are highly successful. Anecdotal evidence suggests
that the MyTicket scheme in Liverpool city region
improved attendance quite appreciably. Developing
transport in line with the apprenticeship system is very
much a part of the city region agenda, which the hon.
Member for Blackley and Broughton (Graham Stringer)
touched.

The aim of my new clauses is relatively modest. They
would not change the character of the Bill, which I
broadly support. Essentially, they oblige local authorities
to take a broader view of the environmental and educational
impacts of transport policy.

Lilian Greenwood (Nottingham South) (Lab): Does
the hon. Gentleman share my concern that while the
Government make huge cuts to local authority funding,
even where authorities want to provide concessionary
fares they are in many cases being forced to withdraw
them? We heard evidence to that effect from Nexus,
which said that, as much as it would like to support
young people, the point was being reached in the north-east
where it would no longer be able to do so.

John Pugh: Desperate times call for desperate remedies,
and the financial situation in most local authorities at
this moment is desperate, as is evident from the Audit
Commission’s recent study of local authorities’ financial
sustainability. Whether the Government accept that
point or not, I think they will accept that there is a case
for joined-up policy. The Government need to link the
apprenticeship opportunity agenda with real-time transport
problems and impacts. That is where new clause 2
comes into its own, and if I am supported, I will happily
press it to a vote unless the Minister can assure me that
all these things are within his frame of reference for the
moment.

4.45 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Andrew Jones): It will be useful for me to cover all the
amendments in one, hopefully fairly detailed, set of
replies.

New clause 1 would require the Secretary of State to
develop and publish a national bus strategy—which we
discussed at some length in Committee, where I am glad
the discussions were considered, reasonable and helpful—
and to consider a reduced fare concessionary scheme
for young people aged 16 to 19 as part of the strategy.

43 4427 MARCH 2017Bus Services Bill [Lords] Bus Services Bill [Lords]



New clause 2 would require the Secretary of State to
publish a report setting out the possible steps to support
local transport authorities to provide concessionary bus
travel to apprentices aged 16 to 18.

While the Government fully appreciate the importance
of public transport for young people, particularly those
living in more isolated areas, we also recognise that the
cost of transport can be an issue for some young people,
including those who are participating in apprenticeships.
One reason for the introduction of the 16-to-19 bursary
fund was to help with transport costs. Funding is allocated
to schools and colleges and is used to support disadvantaged
young people who need the most help with education
and training costs, and the 2015 evaluation showed that
nearly 400,000 young people were being supported.
However, the statutory responsibility for transport to
education and training for 16 to 19-year-olds rests with
local authorities, enabling them to make decisions that
best match local needs and circumstances. Many authorities
and operators already offer discounts for passengers in
that age group.

Both issues relate to funding. In Committee, I made
it clear that the Bill is not about funding; it is about
providing authorities with new tools to help them improve
local services in a way that best suits their areas. As part
of the 2015 spending review, my Department is protecting
the bus service operators grant at current funding levels
until 2020-21, already providing significant certainty of
funding for bus services without the strategy proposed
by the hon. Member for Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner).
The funding is provided directly to local authorities and
to bus operators and is not broken down into categories
of service or by route. Attempting to do so would be a
burdensome exercise that could risk embroiling central
Government in the fine detail of local bus service
provision.

At the heart of the question about a national strategy
is the fact that the Bill relates to local bus services. It is
not about a top-down, national plan. Buses are local by
definition and play a key role in local transport planning.
That is why we are seeking to support local councils
with more powers. A national plan is not the answer.
More powers for local authorities are part of the answer,
and they are what the Bill provides.

Graham Stringer: One of our few disagreements in
Committee was about what should be determined locally
and what should be determined nationally. When the
Government are spending billions a year on bus services,
does the Minister not think that they should take an
interest in there being more bus passengers and more
bus miles and in what the fares should be? That could
be stated as part of a strategy. In that respect, what is
the fundamental difference between buses and trains?

Andrew Jones: I am happy to agree entirely that buses
are a critical part of any local transport mix. I am a
great champion of bus travel, which has been made
clear in all my work as a Minister and in Committee.
However, this is about a local issue, not a national
solution. I made a joke in Committee that one of the
great truths of business is, “I’m from head office, and
I’m here to help.” I often was that person from head
office, and I was not always quite so welcome.

This should be about local transport needs, not about
a national top-down strategy. Are the Government neutral?
Of course we are not, which is why we introduced the

Bus Services Bill and protected the bus service operators
grant, but ultimately this is about local authorities
working in partnership with local bus operators to
deliver the right services for their area.

Graham Stringer: The Minister is being typically
generous in giving way. If it is about local decisions, why
will he not devolve the bus service operators grant to
local authorities or elected mayors?

Andrew Jones: Some of the grant is already devolved
to bus operators, but the key reason not to devolve it
further is that it goes direct to bus operators, which very
frequently operate routes that cross council boundaries.
Council boundaries and bus routes are not the same
thing. Transport to work has nothing to do with a local
authority’s geography, so it would potentially be a
bureaucratic nightmare to change the system.

Having said that, we are considering how to reform
the BSOG operation. The grant pays a flat 34.57p a litre
in subsidy, which is why it used to be called the fuel duty
rebate. We are considering how to incentivise better
practice, rather than just rewarding bus operators for
using fuel, which is not good practice.

Lilian Greenwood: It feels as if the Minister is trying
to devolve all responsibility for the state of our bus
services. It was announced in the 2015 local government
settlement that core central Government funding to
local authorities would fall by 24% in real terms, which
is partly why local authority support for buses is falling.
Does he not take any responsibility for the impact that
is having on bus services and on people’s ability to use
the buses?

Andrew Jones: Of course I recognise that the pressures
on local government finance are quite acute. In fact, I
was in charge of my local council’s financial affairs
throughout the financial crash in 2008-09, so I am fully
aware of that. At the same time, it does not change the
requirement to recognise that buses are a local service
and should be determined locally.

Andy Burnham: Has my hon. Friend the Member for
Blackley and Broughton (Graham Stringer) not just
exposed a major contradiction at the heart of the
Government’s position? The Minister says that he wants
local delivery but, when it comes to cross-border issues,
he says that Whitehall knows best. Surely the Government’s
position on bus services should be for maximum devolution,
including of the budget.

Andrew Jones: I am not saying that Whitehall knows
best; I am saying that the grant is best delivered to bus
operators that are running cross-border services, and
then to take it from there. It is not a question of
Whitehall knows best. We are not determining the
routes that operators should be operating. We are keen
to see more support for buses and more routes available,
but the way to achieve long-term sustainable bus growth
is to have more passengers on the buses.

My right hon. Friend the Member for Basingstoke
(Mrs Miller) mentioned the Paulley case, which took
five years to go through our legal system and reached
the High Court. Specifically, we will be inviting the
Equality and Human Rights Commission to attend the
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[Andrew Jones]

meetings of our working group, on which progress has
been made. We seek to have a small working group that
will look at the practical implications of the Paulley
case. Among the members invited so far is the Disabled
Persons Transport Advisory Committee, because we
want the voice of disabled groups. We also want the
voice of the bus operators, so we have invited the
Confederation of Passenger Transport and the Association
of Local Bus Company Managers. We also want the
voice of passengers, so Transport Focus has been invited.
I hope we will see the Equality and Human Rights
Commission, which has been invited to attend but not
as a formal member. I hope to get things under way
with our first meeting next month.

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): I apologise to the
Minister, but may I take him back to the cross-border
issue? Even in areas that do not have a landscape drawn
out for elected mayors, local authorities have for the
past three decades worked in partnership with one
another where bus routes go across their local authority
boundaries. I do not understand his point about devolving
the grant to the bus company and not to groups of local
authorities in travel-to-work areas.

Andrew Jones: The devolution of the funding goes
straight to local bus companies. We are looking at how
we can reform BSOG and I will take the hon. Gentleman’s
points as a contributory suggestion. I do not want to
change the system unless we are clear that it will keep
more routes operational. We would have no guarantee,
unless we ring-fenced the funding, that if we granted
the devolution of BSOG to a local authority it would be
used to support buses. It could go towards other forms
of local transport. I want to keep it focused on buses.
That is why it is with operators. However, I will take his
point on board as we think about how to take this
matter forward.

To answer my right hon. Friend the Member for
Basingstoke a little more fully, the working group needs
to be very action-oriented. The High Court encountered
practical challenges in dealing with the issue of disabled
access. We need to get the balance right. The space that
is used for wheelchairs may also be used for parents
with disabled children, the owners of assistance dogs
and people who use walking frames. I want to protect
everyone’s needs.

Disabled transport plans such as DPPPs are important
in providing confidence and consistency for disabled
people when using transport. I have much sympathy
with the reason underlying my right hon. Friend’s
suggestion. We will take forward a recommendation in
the guidance supporting the Bill that authorities ensure
that information is made available to passengers. That
might be in a form that is provided by the authority or
by individual operators. Again, we have been working
on this issue with DPTAC, which has developed a
template. I am keen to publish that with the guidance
and encourage bus companies to use it. I therefore
expect us to make progress in this area, which I hope
will assist my right hon. Friend.

Mrs Miller: I welcome the Minister’s clarification
with regard to the guidance being made available to
passengers, but I gently remind him that when it comes

to rail passengers, not only is there a regulator breathing
down the neck of providers, but there are fines for
non-compliance. How can he give this real teeth?

Andrew Jones: My right hon. Friend makes an interesting
point, but I am not sure that there is a straightforward
read-across from rail to buses. There are 30 or so rail
companies in this country and 1,000-plus bus companies.
We need to have something that is proportionate. For
the very largest groups, what she suggests might be
appropriate. For the smallest companies, which might
be operating a single route, what we are suggesting
would clearly be more appropriate to provide information
to disabled passengers, which is ultimately our joint
objective.

New clause 3, which was tabled by the hon. Member
for Southport (John Pugh), would require local authorities
that do not provide a concessionary scheme for 16 to
18-year-olds in full-time education to produce a report,
setting out the impact on that group of young people
and on local traffic of not providing such a scheme. As I
have said, the legal responsibility for transport to education
and training for 16 to 19-year-olds rests with local
authorities, which are free to put in place appropriate
arrangements. Those arrangements do not have to be
free, but we expect local authorities to make reasonable
decisions based on the needs of their population, the
local transport infrastructure and the available resources.

Local authorities already have a duty under the Education
Act 1996 to publish a transport policy statement each
year, specifying the travel arrangements they will make
to support young people to access further education
and training. New clause 3 would simply replicate that
duty.

In short, I do not believe that new clauses 1, 2 and
3 would add anything of value to the delivery of a bus
service on a local basis or directly benefit passengers. I
therefore hope that hon. Members will not press them.

Daniel Zeichner: Once again, we have had a constructive
exchange; the points made about disabled access are
welcome and will be pursued. As in Committee, much
of the discussion has hinged on issues of localism. My
hon. Friend the Member for Blackley and Broughton
(Graham Stringer) and my right hon. Friend the Member
for Leigh (Andy Burnham) described well what we and
many others see as the failures of the systems over the
past 30 years. We discussed at length in Committee
the value of a national framework, and I did not hear a
huge amount of opposition to that in the contributions
from Government Members, with many seeming to
suggest that they, too, could see the benefits. The Minister
heroically stuck to the script and clearly does not wish
to go down that route just at the moment, but as we
consider in future the way we fund bus services, be it the
concessionary fares schemes or the bus service operators
grant, there will clearly be a debate to be had.

5 pm

Lilian Greenwood: Does my hon. Friend agree that it
would be helpful to have that national discussion, involving
not only passengers but the industry and the local
authorities, about the most sustainable way to fund
buses? As local authorities develop different emissions
standards as part of their own partnership and franchising
schemes—the Campaign for Better Transport has said
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this—would a national strategy not provide some certainty
for the UK’s bus vehicle manufacturers as well? There
are many advantages to doing this, are there not?

Daniel Zeichner: As always, my hon. Friend is absolutely
right. She has raised the important issue of air quality,
which is clearly becoming more important in many of
our cities across the country. I just suggest to the
Government that having a national framework within
which to discuss these things might be extremely helpful,
for a whole range of reasons. I fear that we are not
going resolve or agree on this issue, so we will press new
clause 1 to a Division.

Question put, That the clause be read a Second time.

The House divided: Ayes 193, Noes 278.

Division No. 188] [5.1 pm
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Thornberry, rh Emily

Timms, rh Stephen

Turley, Anna

Turner, Karl

Twigg, Stephen

Vaz, Valerie

West, Catherine

Whitehead, Dr Alan

Wilson, Phil

Winnick, Mr David

Winterton, rh Dame Rosie

Woodcock, John

Wright, Mr Iain

Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Nick Smith and

Vicky Foxcroft

NOES

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

Benyon, rh Richard

Beresford, Sir Paul

Berry, James

Blackman, Bob

Blackwood, Nicola

Bone, Mr Peter

Borwick, Victoria

Bottomley, Sir Peter

Brady, Mr Graham

Brazier, Sir Julian

Bridgen, Andrew

Brine, Steve

Buckland, Robert

Burns, Conor

Burns, rh Sir Simon

Burrowes, Mr David

Burt, rh Alistair

Cairns, rh Alun

Carmichael, Neil

Cartlidge, James

Cash, Sir William

Caulfield, Maria

Chalk, Alex

Chishti, Rehman

Chope, Mr Christopher

Churchill, Jo

Cleverly, James
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Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey

Coffey, Dr Thérèse

Colvile, Oliver

Costa, Alberto

Courts, Robert

Cox, Mr Geoffrey

Crouch, Tracey

Davies, Byron

Davies, Chris

Davies, David T. C.

Davies, Glyn

Davies, Dr James

Davies, Mims

Davies, Philip

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Donelan, Michelle

Double, Steve

Dowden, Oliver

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drax, Richard

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, James

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 David

Fabricant, Michael

Fallon, rh Sir Michael

Fernandes, Suella

Field, rh Mark

Foster, Kevin

Francois, rh Mr Mark

Frazer, Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

Fuller, Richard

Fysh, Marcus

Gale, Sir Roger

Garnier, rh Sir Edward

Gauke, rh Mr David

Ghani, Nusrat

Gibb, rh Mr Nick

Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl

Glen, John

Goodwill, Mr Robert

Graham, Richard

Grant, Mrs Helen

Gray, James

Grayling, rh Chris

Green, Chris

Green, rh Damian

Greening, rh Justine

Grieve, rh Mr Dominic

Griffiths, Andrew

Gummer, rh Ben

Gyimah, Mr Sam

Halfon, rh Robert

Hall, Luke

Hammond, Stephen

Hancock, rh Matt

Harper, rh Mr Mark

Harrington, Richard

Harris, Rebecca

Harrison, Trudy

Hart, Simon

Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan

Heald, rh Sir Oliver

Heappey, James

Heaton-Harris, Chris

Henderson, Gordon

Herbert, rh Nick

Hinds, Damian

Hoare, Simon

Hollingbery, George

Hollinrake, Kevin

Hollobone, Mr Philip

Holloway, Mr Adam

Howarth, Sir Gerald

Howell, John

Howlett, Ben

Huddleston, Nigel

Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy

Hurd, Mr Nick

Jackson, Mr Stewart

James, Margot

Jayawardena, Mr Ranil

Jenkin, Mr Bernard

Jenrick, Robert

Johnson, rh Boris

Johnson, Gareth

Johnson, Joseph

Jones, Andrew

Jones, rh Mr David

Jones, Mr Marcus

Kennedy, Seema

Kinahan, Danny

Kirby, Simon

Knight, rh Sir Greg

Kwarteng, Kwasi

Lancaster, Mark

Latham, Pauline

Leadsom, rh Andrea

Lee, Dr Phillip

Leigh, Sir Edward

Leslie, Charlotte

Letwin, rh Sir Oliver

Lewis, rh Dr Julian

Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian

Lidington, rh Mr David

Lopresti, Jack

Loughton, Tim

Mackinlay, Craig

Mackintosh, David

Main, Mrs Anne

Mak, Mr Alan

Malthouse, Kit

Mann, Scott

Mathias, Dr Tania

Maynard, Paul

McCartney, Jason

McCartney, Karl

McLoughlin, rh Sir Patrick

McPartland, Stephen

Menzies, Mark

Mercer, Johnny

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

Opperman, Guy

Paisley, Ian

Parish, Neil

Patel, rh Priti

Pawsey, Mark

Penning, rh Mike

Penrose, John

Percy, Andrew

Perry, Claire

Philp, Chris

Pickles, rh Sir Eric

Pincher, Christopher

Poulter, Dr Daniel

Pow, Rebecca

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, Gavin

Robinson, Mary

Rosindell, Andrew

Rutley, David

Sandbach, Antoinette

Scully, Paul

Selous, Andrew

Shapps, rh Grant

Sharma, Alok

Shelbrooke, Alec

Simpson, rh Mr Keith

Skidmore, Chris

Smith, Henry

Smith, Julian

Smith, Royston

Solloway, Amanda

Soubry, rh Anna

Spelman, rh Dame Caroline

Stephenson, Andrew

Stevenson, John

Stewart, Bob

Stewart, Iain

Stewart, Rory

Streeter, Mr Gary

Stride, Mel

Sunak, Rishi

Swayne, rh Sir Desmond

Swire, rh Sir 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

Vaizey, rh Mr Edward

Vara, Mr Shailesh

Vickers, Martin

Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa

Walker, Mr Robin

Warburton, David

Warman, Matt

Wharton, James

Whately, Helen

White, Chris

Whittaker, Craig

Whittingdale, rh Mr John

Wiggin, Bill

Williams, Craig

Williamson, rh Gavin

Wilson, Mr Rob

Wollaston, Dr Sarah

Wragg, William

Wright, rh Jeremy

Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Noes:
Mark Spencer and

Graham Stuart

Question accordingly negatived.

5.15 pm

New Clause 2

REPORT ON THE PROVISION OF CONCESSIONARY BUS

TRAVEL TO APPRENTICES AGED 16 TO 18

“(1) The Secretary of State must, within 12 months of the day
on which this Act is passed, lay a report before each House of
Parliament setting out possible steps to support local transport
authorities in providing concessionary bus travel to persons aged
16 to 18 who are participating in statutory apprenticeships.

(2) Any report under subsection (1) shall include, but will not
be limited to, an evaluation of whether section 93(7) of the
Transport Act 1985 should be amended to enable local transport
authorities to provide concessionary bus travel to persons aged
16 to 18 who are participating in statutory apprenticeships on the
same terms as that which may be provided to persons aged 16 to
18 receiving full-time education.

(3) In this section—

(a) “local transport authorities” has the meaning given in
section 108(4) of the Transport Act 2000; and
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(b) “statutory apprenticeships” has the meaning given in
section A11 of the Apprenticeships, Skills, Children
and Learning Act 2009.”—(John Pugh.)

This new clause would require the Secretary of State to publish a
report setting out possible steps to support local transport authorities
to provide concessionary bus travel to apprentices aged 16 to 18.—

Brought up, and read the First time.

Question put, That the clause be read a Second time.

The House divided: Ayes 193, Noes 277.

Division No. 189] [5.15 pm

AYES

Abbott, rh Ms Diane

Abrahams, Debbie

Alexander, Heidi

Ali, Rushanara

Allin-Khan, Dr Rosena

Anderson, Mr David

Ashworth, Jonathan

Bailey, Mr Adrian

Barron, rh Sir Kevin

Beckett, rh Margaret

Benn, rh Hilary

Betts, Mr Clive

Blenkinsop, Tom

Blomfield, Paul

Brabin, Tracy

Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben

Brennan, Kevin

Brown, Lyn

Brown, rh Mr Nicholas

Bryant, Chris

Buck, Ms Karen

Burden, Richard

Burgon, Richard

Burnham, rh Andy

Butler, Dawn

Cadbury, Ruth

Campbell, rh Mr Alan

Campbell, Mr Ronnie

Chapman, Jenny

Clwyd, rh Ann

Coaker, Vernon

Coffey, Ann

Cooper, Julie

Cooper, Rosie

Cooper, rh Yvette

Corbyn, rh Jeremy

Coyle, Neil

Crausby, Sir David

Creasy, Stella

Cruddas, Jon

Cryer, John

Cummins, Judith

Cunningham, Alex

Cunningham, Mr Jim

Dakin, Nic

Danczuk, Simon

David, Wayne

De Piero, Gloria

Debbonaire, Thangam

Doughty, Stephen

Dowd, Peter

Dromey, Jack

Dugher, Michael

Eagle, Maria

Efford, Clive

Ellman, Mrs Louise

Elmore, Chris

Esterson, Bill

Evans, Chris

Field, rh Frank

Fitzpatrick, Jim

Flello, Robert

Fletcher, Colleen

Flint, rh Caroline

Flynn, Paul

Fovargue, Yvonne

Foxcroft, Vicky

Furniss, Gill

Gapes, Mike

Gardiner, Barry

Glass, Pat

Glindon, Mary

Godsiff, Mr Roger

Goodman, Helen

Green, Kate

Greenwood, Lilian

Greenwood, Margaret

Griffith, Nia

Gwynne, Andrew

Haigh, Louise

Hanson, rh Mr David

Harman, rh Ms Harriet

Harris, Carolyn

Hayes, Helen

Hayman, Sue

Healey, rh John

Hendrick, Mr Mark

Hepburn, Mr Stephen

Hillier, Meg

Hodgson, Mrs Sharon

Hollern, Kate

Hopkins, Kelvin

Howarth, rh Mr George

Huq, Dr Rupa

Hussain, Imran

Jarvis, Dan

Johnson, rh Alan

Johnson, Diana

Jones, Gerald

Jones, Graham

Jones, Helen

Jones, Mr Kevan

Jones, Susan Elan

Kane, Mike

Keeley, Barbara

Kendall, Liz

Kinnock, Stephen

Kyle, Peter

Lamb, rh Norman

Lavery, Ian

Leslie, Chris

Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma

Lewis, Clive

Lewis, Mr Ivan

Long Bailey, Rebecca

Lynch, Holly

Mactaggart, rh Fiona

Madders, Justin

Malhotra, Seema

Mann, John

Marris, Rob

Marsden, Gordon

Maskell, Rachael

Matheson, Christian

McCabe, Steve

McDonagh, Siobhain

McDonald, Andy

McDonnell, rh John

McFadden, rh Mr Pat

McGinn, Conor

McGovern, Alison

McInnes, Liz

McKinnell, Catherine

McMahon, Jim

Meale, Sir Alan

Mearns, Ian

Miliband, rh Edward

Moon, Mrs Madeleine

Morden, Jessica

Mulholland, Greg

Murray, Ian

Olney, Sarah

Onn, Melanie

Onwurah, Chi

Osamor, Kate

Pearce, Teresa

Pennycook, Matthew

Perkins, Toby

Phillips, Jess

Phillipson, Bridget

Pound, Stephen

Pugh, John

Qureshi, Yasmin

Rayner, Angela

Reed, Mr Steve

Rimmer, Ms Marie

Robinson, Mr Geoffrey

Shah, Naz

Sheerman, Mr Barry

Sherriff, Paula

Siddiq, Tulip

Skinner, Mr Dennis

Slaughter, Andy

Smeeth, Ruth

Smith, rh Mr Andrew

Smith, Angela

Smith, Cat

Smith, Jeff

Smith, Nick

Smith, Owen

Smyth, Karin

Snell, Gareth

Spellar, rh Mr John

Stevens, Jo

Streeting, Wes

Stringer, Graham

Stuart, rh Ms Gisela

Tami, Mark

Thomas-Symonds, Nick

Thornberry, rh Emily

Timms, rh Stephen

Turley, Anna

Turner, Karl

Twigg, Stephen

Vaz, Valerie

West, Catherine

Whitehead, Dr Alan

Wilson, Phil

Winnick, Mr David

Winterton, rh Dame Rosie

Woodcock, John

Wright, Mr Iain

Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mr Alistair Carmichael and

Tom Brake

NOES

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

Benyon, rh Richard

Beresford, Sir Paul

Berry, James

Blackman, Bob

Blackwood, Nicola

Bone, Mr Peter

Borwick, Victoria

Bottomley, Sir Peter

Brady, Mr Graham

Brazier, Sir Julian

Bridgen, Andrew

Brine, Steve

Buckland, Robert

Burns, Conor

Burns, rh Sir Simon

Burrowes, Mr David

Burt, rh Alistair

Cairns, rh Alun

Carmichael, Neil

Cartlidge, James

Cash, Sir William

Caulfield, Maria

Chalk, Alex

Chishti, Rehman

Chope, Mr Christopher

Churchill, Jo

Cleverly, James

Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey

Coffey, Dr Thérèse

Colvile, Oliver

Costa, Alberto

Courts, Robert

Cox, Mr Geoffrey

Crouch, Tracey

Davies, Byron

Davies, Chris

Davies, David T. C.

Davies, Glyn

Davies, Dr James
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Davies, Mims

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Donelan, Michelle

Double, Steve

Dowden, Oliver

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drax, Richard

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, James

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 David

Fabricant, Michael

Fallon, rh Sir Michael

Fernandes, Suella

Field, rh Mark

Foster, Kevin

Francois, rh Mr Mark

Frazer, Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

Fuller, Richard

Fysh, Marcus

Gale, Sir Roger

Garnier, rh Sir Edward

Gauke, rh Mr David

Ghani, Nusrat

Gibb, rh Mr Nick

Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl

Glen, John

Goodwill, Mr Robert

Graham, Richard

Grant, Mrs Helen

Gray, James

Grayling, rh Chris

Green, Chris

Green, rh Damian

Greening, rh Justine

Grieve, rh Mr Dominic

Griffiths, Andrew

Gummer, rh Ben

Gyimah, Mr Sam

Halfon, rh Robert

Hall, Luke

Hammond, Stephen

Hancock, rh Matt

Harper, rh Mr Mark

Harrington, Richard

Harris, Rebecca

Harrison, Trudy

Hart, Simon

Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan

Heald, rh 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

Howarth, Sir Gerald

Howell, John

Howlett, Ben

Huddleston, Nigel

Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy

Hurd, Mr Nick

Jackson, Mr Stewart

James, Margot

Jayawardena, Mr Ranil

Jenkin, Mr Bernard

Jenrick, Robert

Johnson, rh Boris

Johnson, Gareth

Johnson, Joseph

Jones, Andrew

Jones, rh Mr David

Jones, Mr Marcus

Kennedy, Seema

Kinahan, Danny

Kirby, Simon

Knight, rh Sir Greg

Kwarteng, Kwasi

Lancaster, Mark

Latham, Pauline

Leadsom, rh Andrea

Lee, Dr Phillip

Leigh, Sir Edward

Leslie, Charlotte

Letwin, rh Sir Oliver

Lewis, rh Dr Julian

Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian

Lidington, rh Mr David

Lopresti, Jack

Loughton, Tim

Mackinlay, Craig

Mackintosh, David

Main, Mrs Anne

Mak, Mr Alan

Malthouse, Kit

Mann, Scott

Mathias, Dr Tania

Maynard, Paul

McCartney, Jason

McCartney, Karl

McLoughlin, rh Sir Patrick

McPartland, Stephen

Menzies, Mark

Mercer, Johnny

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

Opperman, Guy

Paisley, Ian

Parish, Neil

Patel, rh Priti

Pawsey, Mark

Penning, rh Mike

Penrose, John

Percy, Andrew

Perry, Claire

Philp, Chris

Pickles, rh Sir Eric

Pincher, Christopher

Poulter, Dr Daniel

Pow, Rebecca

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, Gavin

Robinson, Mary

Rosindell, Andrew

Rutley, David

Sandbach, Antoinette

Scully, Paul

Selous, Andrew

Shapps, rh Grant

Sharma, Alok

Shelbrooke, Alec

Simpson, rh Mr Keith

Skidmore, Chris

Smith, Henry

Smith, Julian

Smith, Royston

Solloway, Amanda

Soubry, rh Anna

Spelman, rh Dame Caroline

Stephenson, Andrew

Stevenson, John

Stewart, Bob

Stewart, Iain

Stewart, Rory

Streeter, Mr Gary

Stride, Mel

Sunak, Rishi

Swayne, rh Sir Desmond

Swire, rh Sir 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

Vaizey, rh Mr Edward

Vara, Mr Shailesh

Vickers, Martin

Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa

Walker, Mr Robin

Warburton, David

Warman, Matt

Wharton, James

Whately, Helen

White, Chris

Whittaker, Craig

Whittingdale, rh Mr John

Wiggin, Bill

Williams, Craig

Williamson, rh Gavin

Wilson, Mr Rob

Wollaston, Dr Sarah

Wragg, William

Wright, rh Jeremy

Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Noes:
Mark Spencer and

Graham Stuart

Question accordingly negatived.

New Clause 4

BUS SAFETY

“(1) An operator of a local service may not participate in any
scheme under sections 1, 4, 7 or 9 of this Act, and an authority or
authorities may not approve the participation of an operator as
part of any such scheme, unless the operator has given a written
undertaking to the applicable authority or authorities that—

(a) it has subscribed to the Confidential Incident
Reporting and Analysis System (CIRAS) and that it
has made all possible efforts to ensure that all staff of
the operator have been made aware of their right to
use CIRAS as a confidential reporting channel in
respect of any safety concerns,

(b) it will collect and monitor bus casualty data in a
manner to be prescribed by the applicable authority
or authorities from time to time, and

(c) it will make its bus casualty data available to the
applicable authority or authorities by way of a report
on at least a monthly basis.

(2) The authority or authorities must publish on their own
website every quarter the bus casualty data that they have
collected from operators.” —(Ian Mearns.)
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This new clause would require bus operators taking part in any
scheme to subscribe to the Confidential Incident Reporting and
Analysis System and to make bus casualty data available to local
authorities at least monthly. It would also require local authorities
to publish that data quarterly.

Brought up, and read the First time.

Ian Mearns: I beg to move, That the clause be read a
Second time.

Madam Deputy Speaker (Natascha Engel): With this
it will be convenient to discuss amendment 14, in clause 4,
page 14, line 13, at end insert—

“(2A) A franchising scheme may not be made unless the
franchising authority can demonstrate that the benefits for
passengers could not be provided by a quality partnership
scheme, an advanced quality partnership scheme or an enhanced
partnership scheme.”

This amendment would ensure that a Local Transport Authority
cannot make a franchise scheme if the passenger benefits can be
provided by a quality partnership scheme, an advanced quality
partnership scheme or an enhanced partnership scheme.

Amendment 16, page 15, leave out line 36 and insert—

“(3) A franchising authority or authorities shall consider an
assessment and shall not proceed with the proposed scheme
unless it is satisfied that—”

This amendment and amendments 17 to 23 would tighten the
criteria against which an authority must consider a franchise proposal.

Amendment 17, page 15, line 37, leave out “whether”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 18, page 15, line 43, leave out “whether”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 19, page 16, line 1, at beginning insert
“they know”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 20, page 16, line 3, leave out “whether”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 21, page 16, line 5, leave out “whether”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 22, page 16, line 7, leave out “the extent
to which”.

This amendment is consequential on amendment 16.

Amendment 23, page 16, line 7, leave out “are likely
to” and insert “will”.

This amendment is related to amendment 16.

Amendment 15, page 16, line 9, at end insert—

“(g) the specific passenger benefits that would result from
a franchise scheme, with an explanation of why those
benefits could not be delivered by a quality partnership
scheme, an advanced quality partnership scheme or
an enhanced partnership scheme.”

This amendment would require a franchise assessment to specify
the benefits of the proposed scheme for passengers and to explain
why these benefits cannot be delivered by a quality partnership
scheme, an advanced quality partnership scheme, or an enhanced
partnership scheme.

Amendment 24, page 16, line 9, at end insert—

“(g) whether the proposed scheme would be more efficient,
effective and economic than any other option, taking
into account any compensation payable to bus operators
whose businesses would be wholly or partially
expropriated by the scheme.”

This amendment would ensure that the value for money test of a
franchise scheme must factor in the cost of compensation to bus
operators who lose part or all of their business as a result of a
franchise.

Government amendments 2 to 4.

Amendment 25, page 17, line 7, at end insert—

“(3A) A person may not act as an auditor under this section if
the person or company for whom the person is employed has
been an auditor for the franchising authority at any time in the
previous five years or has had any other commercial relationship
with the franchising authority at any time in the previous five
years.”

This amendment would ensure that any auditor appointed by the
franchising authority had no commercial interest or association
with the franchising authority which might create, or might be
perceived to create, a conflict of interest.

Government amendment 5.

Amendment 6, page 19, line 37, at end insert—

“(4A) An award of any new franchise or contract shall not be
made on the basis of labour costs estimated by the potential
franchisee or contractor assuming labour costs for new employees
at less than the labour cost of workers who are covered by TUPE
protections in accordance with section 123X transferring to the
new franchisee or contractor.”

This amendment would ensure that any new franchise or contract
will not be awarded on the basis of estimated labour costs being
lower for new employees than the labour cost of workers covered by
TUPE protections.

Amendment 26, page 20, line 24, after “(or further
postponed)” insert “or cancelled”.

Amendment 27, page 20, line 24, at end insert—

‘(1A) If an authority or authorities decide to cancel a
proposed franchising scheme under subsection (1) they may not
initiate a revised or alternative franchising scheme until the end
of the period of five years beginning with the date on which the
decision to postpone the original scheme was taken.”

This amendment would provide greater certainty for bus operators
and passengers by specifying that, if a franchising authority fails to
make a case for a franchise scheme or decides not to progress its
proposals, it should not be permitted to bring forward fresh
proposals for five years.

Amendment 7, page 30, line 2, leave out “at the same
time,”.

Amendment 8, page 30, line 14, leave out “at the
same time”.

Amendment 9, page 32, line 27, at end insert—

“123Y Employees not covered by TUPE protections

Employees of local bus service providers who are not covered
by TUPE protections may not be employed on terms and
conditions less favourable than those provided by TUPE.”

This amendment would ensure that employees working under local
service contracts not covered by TUPE protections may not be
employed on terms and conditions less favourable than those provided
by TUPE.

Amendment 10, page 32, line 27, at end insert—

“123Z Effect on employees of introduction of local service
contract

(1) Where, either before or after the introduction of a local
service contract following an assessment under section 123B, any
employee of an operator in the area to which the scheme relates is
dismissed, that employee is to be treated for the purposes of
Part 10 of the Employment Rights Act 1996 as unfairly dismissed
if the sole or principal reason for the dismissal is the introduction
of the relevant local service contract.

(2) Paragraph (1) applies whether or not the employee in
question was part of an organised grouping of employees principally
connected with the provision of local services, under section 123X(4).
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[Madam Deputy Speaker]

(3) Where section 123X(4) applies, a new operator may not
engage employees or workers on terms and conditions less
favourable than those of the employees whose employment
transferred from the former operator.”

This amendment would make dismissal of an employee for the sole
or principal reason of the introduction of a franchising scheme
automatically unfair dismissal.

Amendment 28, in clause 9, page 41, line 17, at end
insert—

“(6A) The requirements that may be specified under
subsections (4)(b), (4)(e) and (4)(h) in relation to fares and the
prices of multi-operator tickets may only be specified if all
operators party to the enhanced partnership scheme are in
agreement with those requirements.”

This amendment would specify that fares structures could only be
specified as part of an enhanced partnership scheme if the operators
involved agree.

Amendment 11, page 57, line 3, leave out “at the
same time,”.

Amendment 12, page 57, line 14, leave out “at the
same time,”.

Amendment 13, page 59, line 42, at end insert—

“138T Effect on employees of introduction of enhanced
partnership scheme or plan

(1) Where, either before or after the coming into force of an
awarded contract in an area to which the relevant enhanced
partnership scheme relates, any employee of an operator in the
area to which the contract relates is dismissed, that employee is to
be treated for the purposes of Part 10 of the Employment Rights
Act 1996 as unfairly dismissed if the sole or principal reason for
the dismissal is the introduction of the awarded contract.

(2) Paragraph (1) applies whether or not the employee in
question was part of an organised grouping of employees
principally connected with the provision of local services, under
section 138S(4).

(3) Where section 138S applies, a new operator may not engage
employees or workers on terms and conditions less favourable
than those of the employees whose employment transferred from
the former operator.”

This amendment would make dismissal of an employee for the sole
or principal reason of the award of a contract under an enhanced
partnership scheme automatically unfair dismissal.

Ian Mearns: I declare an interest inasmuch as I am
chair of the RMT parliamentary group and vice-chair
of the Unite parliamentary group, both of which unions
have members in the bus industry.

The transport sector is a safety-critical environment.
This is not a loose use of language. The sector involves
carriages travelling at speed, individuals working long
hours on repetitive tasks on repetitive routes, and people
maintaining equipment at all hours of night and day.
Hard lessons have been learned following a series of fatal
road and rail crashes in the 1980s and 1990s. However,
continuing financial pressures, declining support from
Government through the bus service operators grant,
and commercially oriented initiatives towards potentially
reducing staff could threaten safe working practices.

Bus drivers are aware of where corners are being cut.
In theory, they may be empowered to use their employers’
whistleblowing policies to speak out. In practice, however,
workers who do so are frequently subject to all sorts of
pressure and have been known to be dismissed for
whistleblowing. This invariably leads to serious safety

failings being increasingly ignored and not adequately
investigated, or the results of an investigation not being
acted on by bus companies.

To counter the dysfunction, a confidential reporting
service known as CIRAS was introduced. This system,
initially only for rail, has been successful in enabling
workers properly to ventilate their concerns, resulting in
lessons being learned and an accumulation of failings
being halted, with serious harm prevented. All the
major rail companies, many of which also own bus
companies, such as FirstGroup, Go-Ahead Group and
Stagecoach, have signed up to CIRAS.

I should declare another interest inasmuch as I am a
frequent user of my local bus services in Gateshead, as I
do not own a car. A very good bus service is provided by
Go-Ahead Group in my locality, but unfortunately not
all my constituents can benefit from such great services.
The bus company tries its best and provides excellent
bus services during the peak hours, but as the evening
goes on, unfortunately, their frequency dwindles.

Bus workers outside London should also be able to
access CIRAS. That would be the effect of the new
clause, which would reproduce CIRAS in franchises or
quality partnerships. In response to a spate of deaths
and serious injuries involving buses on London’s roads,
Transport for London successfully extended the CIRAS
scheme to London buses. London has one of the best
resourced bus networks and some of the newest buses
anywhere in the country. CIRAS itself supports the
extension of the scheme to bus operators nationwide. In
line with other aspects of the Bill—including matters
unconnected to franchising and partnerships, such as
audio and visual announcements—a nationally mandated
approach is warranted and would be greatly desirable.

5.30 pm

The cost of membership of CIRAS is in no way, shape
or form prohibitive. It is relatively modest and based on
a bus operating company’s turnover. A bus operating
company with a turnover of less than £1 million would have
an annual fee of only £300 to pay. For a very big operator
with an annual turnover of, for instance, £200 million,
the fee would still be only £25,000. The fees are low and
modest, and they are unlikely to present a serious obstacle.

If the Government are not willing to consent to the
new clause, I hope that Ministers will agree to make
regulations or at least guidance in this area, or to
consult all bus companies throughout the United
Kingdom—not just those that participate in a franchise
or quality partnership scheme—on signing up to CIRAS.
The consultation should indicate Government support
for signing up to CIRAS.

The amendments would ensure that employees working
under local service contracts and not covered by TUPE
protections could not be employed on terms and conditions
less favourable than those provided by TUPE. There is
a concern that in anticipation of changes in local provision,
a bus service operator might curtail a route, rendering
the drivers on the route redundant, and another operator
might start up the same route only a week or 10 days
later. As the Bill stands, those drivers would not have
automatic TUPE protection, although I am sure that
their representative unions would fight for it. Workers’
terms and conditions should be no worse for the duration
of the franchise, and new employees must not be employed
on terms worse than those of existing employees.
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There are precedents for such agreements. For example,
with Government support, the contracts for the public-
private partnership for the tube protected workers’
conditions. More recently, the Scottish Government’s
contracts for rail and ferries provided similar protections.
For ferries, an additional protection was provided by
stipulating that the successful bidder could not make
savings by reducing staff jobs or conditions.

Not only would the amendments prevent a race to
the bottom in conditions, but they would aid recruitment
and retention within the industry and thus help to secure
a high-quality, stable workforce, the lack of which blights
many franchise areas. Since the introduction of privatised
franchises, I have been on many buses where, frankly,
the driver did not know the route and had to ask
passengers which way to go. Legislating or regulating
that out is not beyond the realms of possibility.

More importantly, the amendments would prevent a
further worsening of the bus driver shortage, which
has affected services. BusMark, the bus and coach
benchmarking club of the professional logistics and
transport body the Chartered Institute of Logistics and
Transport, has published its findings from a survey
about addressing the current driver shortage in the
industry. Out of 15 reasons given for the problems with
recruitment and retention, the three most cited, by
some distance, were poor pay, poor conditions and
industry image. If the Government are not willing to
concede the amendments, I hope that Ministers will
agree to consider making regulations or, at the very
least, giving some guidance to the industry.

Amendment 10 would automatically make the dismissal
of an employee for the sole or principal reason of
introducing a franchising scheme an unfair dismissal,
and amendments 12 and 13 would automatically make
the dismissal of an employee for the sole or principal
reason of the award of a contract under an enhanced
partnership scheme an unfair dismissal. There is concern
about the potential for a company that has lost a bid to
run a franchise or that does not wish to participate
in the franchising process simply to abandon its route,
as has happened on numerous occasions. For a company
to do so, it needs only to deregister the route by notifying
the traffic commissioner. We want the Bill to protect
workers and passengers from a company conducting itself
in such a manner, and we are also concerned about
workers slipping outside the protective net of TUPE.

If a company abandons a franchise, the passengers
who rely on the bus service day in, day out will often be
left without the means of getting to and from their
place of work. Transport Ministers have criticised rail
unions about disruption that has had an impact on the
ability of people to get to and from their places of
work, and they should equally be concerned about the
scope for a bus franchise owner to abandon its franchise
for business reasons. Given the particularly loose way in
which the bus sector is currently arranged, there is an
elevated risk of that occurring.

At the moment, the Bill provides TUPE protection
only at the point of transfer, or earlier if agreement is
reached with the successful bidder. These amendments
mean that the termination of a worker’s employment
for a reason connected with the introduction of a
scheme or a transfer to a new scheme would automatically
be considered unfair dismissal. Not only would the
amendments protect bus workers jobs, but in doing so

they would help to ensure the continuity of the service if
the bus service operator sought to stop providing services
or to reduce services because of the threat of a franchise
or because it did not win the bid for a franchise.

The Manchester Evening News of 21 March showed
that bus companies in Manchester are already cutting
services in readiness for the Bill, no doubt as a show of
strength in advance of negotiations on bus franchising.
Indeed, we have been reliably informed that the whole
timetable for the Bill is being driven by Manchester as
part of the devolution deal. My right hon. Friend the
Member for Leigh (Andy Burnham) mentioned that on
Second Reading.

Again, if the Government are not willing to concede
these amendments, we hope Ministers will agree to
make regulations or, at the very least, to issue guidance
to the industry.

Sir Henry Bellingham (North West Norfolk) (Con): I
rise to support amendments 14, 16 to 23, 15 and 24
to 28, which are in my name and those of my right hon.
and hon. Friends. Amendment 14, which is very
straightforward, would ensure that a local transport
authority could not make a franchise scheme if passenger
benefits can be provided by a quality partnership scheme,
an advanced quality partnership scheme or an enhanced
partnership scheme.

Amendments 16 to 23 are mainly drafting amendments,
but it is important that a franchising authority should
be satisfied, rather than that it should just have considered
the issues in a franchising assessment. As we heard in
the debates on clause 4, it is clear that franchising
should not be an easy option. A local transport authority
should not be allowed to take a simple punt at franchising
without having given full and detailed consideration to
all the other options available. There will of course be
other options, not least the partnership arrangements
that we have looked at, and to which we will surely
return in the near future.

The Bill contains stringent tests, but I think it would
be very easy for a local authority to say that it has
considered whether a proposed franchise regime would
contribute to its transport policies; whether it has the
capability and resources to operate the scheme; or, just
as importantly, whether it can afford the scheme and
that it represents value for money for local taxpayers—in
other words, our constituents. It is quite another thing,
however, for the authority to say that it is satisfied that
its proposals will do these things. Surely, given the
importance of the step the local authority is proposing
to take in implementing a franchise scheme, it is not too
much to ask whether it is convinced that its proposals
will do exactly what they intend. That is what my group
of amendments sets out to achieve.

Amendment 15 simply complements amendment 14,
although it looks at the issue from a slightly different
angle. I will not say anything more about amendment 15,
except that we cannot really have amendment 14 without
amendment 15. Amendment 15 requires a franchise
assessment to specify the benefits of a proposed scheme
for passengers and to explain why those benefits can be
delivered by a quality partnership scheme, an advanced
quality partnership or an enhanced partnership scheme.

Amendment 24, probably the most important
amendment in this group, is all about compensation.
The key is to bring into play a degree of fairness.
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[Sir Henry Bellingham]

The Bill is silent on the matter of compensation and I
think that is wrong. I know what the Minister will say in
his response. He will probably say that he will go along
with the Transport Committee when it said in its recent
report that there is no case for compensating operators
who lose their business. I am fully aware that compensation
would not have been available under a quality contract
scheme, but the days of quality contracts are severely
numbered. The fact that there was no compensation
under that scheme does not mean to say that it is not
right to have compensation for the new arrangements.
The loss of business would be bad enough for the large
plcs, which would have to redeploy their staff and their
assets, but what about the smaller operators?

Graham Stringer: I am listening carefully to the hon.
Gentleman. Will he explain—so far, he has not done
so—on what basis compensation would be given when
every bus company is able to compete to run buses via a
franchising process?

Sir Henry Bellingham: I am not an expert on this, but
the small and medium-sized bus companies in my
constituency tell me that they are very concerned indeed.
They have established their businesses on the back of a
lot of hard work, and they have taken a lot of risks. One
company that came to see me said that its directors had
re-mortgaged their homes and invested their life savings
to ensure that the company grew. They stand to lose—not
because they have not performed properly, not because
they are a bad company, and not because the passengers
have decided that they no longer want to use those
services—if they do not win a bid to continue to do
what they have been doing successfully for many years. I
suggest to the hon. Gentleman that this is a fair measure
and I ask the Minister to consider it.

The wider point is this: what message does it send to
businesses looking to invest in the UK? We want businesses
to come to the UK to invest. We should be saying to
them, “You’ve come to the UK to invest, and if local
authorities take your business off you there will at least
be some compensation.” This measure will, in the longer
term, represent good value for the taxpayer, because it
shows that taxpayers’ money will be put to a good use.
If businesses are put out of business because of measures
in the Bill, then surely there should be some recourse to
compensation.

Bridget Phillipson (Houghton and Sunderland South)
(Lab): The hon. Gentleman rightly talks about the
importance of delivering value for money for the taxpayer.
In the north-east, as in many parts of the country, there
is not good value for the taxpayer. The Competition
Commission has shown that a very limited number of
bus operators have a monopoly over our services. The
competition that was meant to follow deregulation has not
materialised. This is not good value for the taxpayer.
The Bill would allow smaller operators to break into a
market on which the big boys currently have a stranglehold.

5.45 pm

Sir Henry Bellingham: The hon. Lady makes a fair
point. I can judge only on the basis of what is going on
in my area, but I hope that the Minister will take into
account what she said. I want more competition and
more small operators. There are a lot of big operators

around; I want to see the small ones flourishing. It is
certainly the case in Norfolk that the small operators,
companies such as Norfolk Green, were able to move in
on routes and bring a new culture and new service ethic
into place—it has done a fantastic job. I defer to the
right hon. Member for Leigh (Andy Burnham), who
knows a lot about this subject, but these operators have
been able to get more customers on to routes and even
to re-open routes that had previously been closed down.

Andy Burnham: The trouble with what the hon.
Gentleman is saying is that it has not worked that way
under the current regime; passenger numbers have gone
down in Greater Manchester. My worry is that he seems
to be speaking for the bus companies rather than for the
travelling public—that is what it sounds like to me. Can
he assure me that this is not a wrecking amendment? Is
he hoping that the fear of paying compensation will
persuade local authorities not even to try to use these
powers because they cannot afford to pay that
compensation? Is that what he is trying to do?

Sir Henry Bellingham: I can assure the right hon.
Gentleman that I am not trying to wreck the Bill in any
way or do anything that is untoward. I am simply trying
to make sure that SMEs are treated fairly.

Let me move on quickly to amendment 25. It is a
simple amendment that is designed to ensure that any
auditor appointed by the franchising authority has no
commercial interest in or association with the franchising
authority that might create or could be perceived to
create—perception is very important as well—a conflict
of interest. I very much hope that the Minister will accept
this amendment. It is reasonably anodyne, but quite
important. I urge him to look at it very carefully indeed.

Amendments 26 and 27 are quite small amendments,
too, but they are important. If a franchising authority
fails to make a case for a franchise scheme or decides
not to progress its proposals, should it be permitted to
come back to that scheme the following year, the year
after that or indeed within months? I suggest that it
should not. These amendments to clause 4 would prevent
the authority from coming back with fresh proposals
within five years.

In the autumn statement, my right hon. Friend the
Chancellor said:

“I know how much business values certainty and stability”.—
[Official Report, 23 November 2016; Vol. 617, c. 908.]

I think he was right. One thing that business dreads is
uncertainty, which affects investment plans, recruitment
decisions and the way that businesses, particularly SMEs,
conduct their everyday activities. Bus operators are
understandably and justifiably concerned that some of
these measures could put their businesses under threat—in
the worst-case scenario, with the franchise authority
coming back to the franchise time and again within the
five-year period. We want to create a situation in which
there is a workable franchise scheme and the franchise
authority cannot keep chipping away at it.

These amendments are not vital, they would also
help local authorities. We know that the burdens on
local authorities are growing the whole time. They are
under massive pressure to deliver better services and
better value for money, whether it be in respect of refuse
collection, care for the elderly, street lighting, planning
and so on, with ever-dwindling resources. The local

63 6427 MARCH 2017Bus Services Bill [Lords] Bus Services Bill [Lords]



authority might have a lot of pressure put on it by its
elected members or other bodies to devote time and
energy to bringing back a franchise exercise that was
not progressed in the first place, which I think would be
a mistake.

Andy Burnham: I would like clarification and reassurance
from the hon. Gentleman. It sounds to me as if the
combined effect of these amendments is to open up
some confusion, to create possibilities for bus operators
to use legal challenge, and to delay and tie the hands of
the combined authority in the case of Greater Manchester
and in other combined authorities elsewhere. Can he be
absolutely clear that that is not what he is trying to do?
It sounds to me for all the world as if that is the real
intent behind these amendments.

Sir Henry Bellingham: I have a lot of time for the
right hon. Gentleman. I remember asking him questions
in past times, when he was a Minister and I was on the
Opposition Benches, and we have engaged in debates in
Committee. I assure him that I do not intend to do what
he has suggested. I think that small and medium-sized
enterprises and the smaller bus companies will support
the amendments.

Lilian Greenwood: Will the hon. Gentleman not
acknowledge that the very fact of having the opportunity
to take franchising powers enables local authorities to
put pressure on operators, not all of which are small
and medium-sized companies—in fact, most of them
are very large—in order to bring them into partnership
arrangements? If a local authority does not have the
potential to develop franchising schemes, many operators
will not seriously enter into negotiations on either advanced
quality or enhanced partnerships.

Sir Henry Bellingham: I was under the impression
that authorities had those powers anyway, but the Minister
will obviously have heard what the hon. Lady has said.
It is up to the Minister to listen to what we have said,
and then to make a decision.

I now want to say something about amendment 28. I
will be brief, because I have already taken up a fair
amount of the House’s time. The amendment would
allow fares structures to be specified as part of an
enhanced partnership scheme only if all the operators
involved agreed. The key issue is the ability of commercial
bus operators to set their own fares, which is an important
feature of a deregulated market. Of course fares structures
are set competitively. In the same way, a commercial
enterprise looks at what its competitors are charging,
and structures its own charges accordingly. The competition
authorities have introduced important safeguards to
ensure that bus companies do not collude to stitch up
the market and set fares at levels that disadvantage
passengers. There are checks and balances, and that is
extremely important.

Ian Mearns: What the hon. Gentleman is saying
seems to suggest that the powers of a local authority, or
collection of local authorities, in the areas that he
represents would be less than those currently enjoyed by
the voters of London when it comes to oversight of the
running of an integrated transport system. Why should
electors in all the other parts of England have an
inferior set of arrangements?

Sir Henry Bellingham: I simply say to the hon.
Gentleman—for whom I have a huge amount of respect—
that I have listened to bus operators and passengers in
my constituency. We now have more bus services in our
remote communities and villages that we did, say, 20 years
ago, when the hon. Member for Cambridge (Daniel
Zeichner) was standing for election to a rural Norfolk
seat—and he nearly won that seat in 1997; I think it was
Mid Norfolk—because SMEs have stepped up to the plate.

I have taken enough of the House’s time. Let me
simply say this to the Minister. I believe that the
amendments go a modest way towards improving the
Bill, without undermining or sabotaging parts of it. I
think that they will help bus operators—especially the
smaller ones—and passengers and local authorities by
providing clarity.

Mrs Ellman: I want to talk about the new clauses
and amendments relating to franchising, including
amendments 14 to 23, 26 and 27.

The strength of the Bill lies in devolution, and its
proposal that decisions on how to provide local bus
services should be devolved to local transport authorities,
which should consider what works best in their areas. It
is important to remember that the Bill has come about
because of dissatisfaction among members of the public—
people who want to use buses—with the way in which
the current system operates. There have been a number
of attempts to change the Transport Act 1985, which
deregulated transport services, but none of those attempts
—which have been made under successive Governments—
has resolved the problem. The Bill is important because
it tries to address the difficulties that the public have
experienced, and to create a thriving bus sector.

The Transport Committee examined the Bill in detail
from the perspective of passengers. We welcomed the
possibility of new and smaller entrants to the bus
market, but what worries me about the new clauses and
amendments is they may prevent the proposed devolution
from taking place. There are two aspects of that. The
first relates to combined authority areas with directly
elected mayors having the power to proceed with
franchising. There is a lack of clarity about the regulations
that will be introduced, or imposed, to impede the
ability of the mayors to do that. Will it be an absolute
right, or will onerous, complex and perhaps unknown
regulation be imposed? I hope that the Minister will
clarify that issue, because it relates to a fundamental
part of the Bill.

Secondly, the Bill proposes that transport authorities
in areas that are not run by combined authorities with
directly elected mayors may have powers to introduce
franchising in certain circumstances. The amendments
make that proposal extremely complex. It would be
impossible to assess whether the transport authorities
would be able to proceed with franchising if they wished
to do so. The Transport Committee looked at good
practice, and concluded that transport authorities should
consider existing ways of operating in partnership with
operators before moving to a franchising system, but we
did not think that that should be part of the regulations.
This proposal introduces new hurdles, but it is not fully
specified what those hurdles are, or—this is equally
important—how they would be assessed before the
authority could adopt the franchising system. That, I
believe, strikes at the heart of the Bill.
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[Mrs Ellman]

The Bill is intended to improve transport services in
localities and devolve to local transport authorities the
ability to act on the needs of their areas, but the hurdles
introduced by the amendments might enable future
Ministers to impede its objectives, and I am sure that
present-day Ministers would not wish that to happen. I
am extremely concerned about the amendments. I hope
that the Minister will tell us more about what they
mean, and will make clear whether the Government
intend franchising to go ahead, as they have stated,
without introducing complex hurdles which would make
the proposed system extremely difficult to achieve.

Graham Stringer: It is a pleasure to follow my hon.
Friend the Member for Liverpool, Riverside (Mrs Ellman),
who chairs the Transport Committee. As she said earlier,
the Committee has considered this issue on a number of
occasions, and—my hon. Friend the Member for Gateshead
(Ian Mearns) mentioned this—we have never been able
to find a reason why London should have one system
and the rest of the country should have another. The
hon. Member for Wimbledon (Stephen Hammond) grins
at that, and I do not blame him, because the regulated
system in London is superior to the system in the rest of
the country.

I listened to the responses of the hon. Member for
North West Norfolk (Sir Henry Bellingham) to my
right hon. Friend the Member for Leigh (Andy Burnham)
about his not wanting to wreck the Bill, and I take that
at face value. However, I do not think the amendments
reflect the reality of the nature of bus services, certainly
in urban areas. I am not an expert on bus services in
Norfolk and suspect the hon. Gentleman knows more
than I do about Norfolk, but if he is concerned about
small bus companies, he should support this Bill as it is
or seek to improve it, because what has happened in the
west midlands, Merseyside, Tyne and Wear, Greater
Manchester and the great urban areas of this country is
precisely the opposite of what he wants: small companies
have been driven off the road by large companies.

6 pm

Ian Mearns: I could not agree more with my hon.
Friend about the impact on the small bus service providers.
When bus services franchising was introduced, I remember
visiting Merthyr Tydfil to see Gateshead football club
play Merthyr in a Conference fixture, and—lo and
behold—there in Merthyr Tydfil were Go-Ahead Gateshead
buses being used in a local bus war to destabilise a local
small bus company. So in terms of the impact on small
and medium-sized bus companies, that particular horse
bolted long ago.

Graham Stringer: My hon. Friend is right: the
deregulation of bus services has not led to greater
competition and has not benefited SME companies.
They have been literally driven off the roads, because on
the odd occasions when there has been on-the-road
competition, it has led to congestion and eventually a
large monopoly operator taking over. FirstGroup,
Stagecoach, Arriva, Go-Ahead and one or two other
companies have taken control and have therefore been
able to exploit the situation through introducing high
bus fares and sometimes withdrawing services for other
areas.

Robert Jenrick (Newark) (Con): I have listened with
interest to the hon. Gentleman’s comments on small
and medium-sized bus companies, and there is a lot of
truth in what he says about the smallest bus companies,
but does he agree that the greatest concern is for medium-
sized operators? There are not many medium-sized
companies in the country, but there are some in counties
such as mine, Nottinghamshire, and neighbouring
Derbyshire: Marshalls of Sutton on Trent and trentbarton
—which the hon. Member for Nottingham South (Lilian
Greenwood) will be familiar with—are good medium-sized
bus companies and they stand to lose a lot from this.
They will grow exponentially if they win a franchise or,
in the case of either of those companies, they could find
30 years of hard work going down the toilet with no
compensation whatsoever.

Graham Stringer: The hon. Gentleman makes a fair
point, and I will come on to it. He is right to be
concerned about that, but I want to develop the logic of
the argument that I am making as to why these are not
sensible amendments. In large parts of the country,
where most bus passengers are, we do not have competition.
The basis of the Transport Act 1985 was that there
would be on-the-road competition and that would
provide good services, and if bus companies lost out
because of on-the-road competition, they lost out as in
any other capitalist-competitive market situation.
That has not happened, however; we have moved to
monopoly.

Incidentally, when the 1985 Act was implemented in
1986 no compensation was paid to those bus companies—of
which there were a number—running on regulated routes.
Mayne in east Manchester, for instance, had run for
many years in that area; when it had to compete, it did
not get compensation.

We are now moving—through principled objectives,
in a different way—to a competitive system, in those
areas that choose that, because there will be choices for
Norfolk, Greater Manchester and other areas at some
stage. As with rail franchising, in a competitive situation,
when a company loses out, it loses its business, even if it
has invested in it previously. In fact, one of the difficulties
with franchising is that we end up with investment up
front and a lack of investment at the end; that is just the
nature of franchising.

On the point made by the hon. Member for Newark
(Robert Jenrick) about medium-sized bus companies,
that can of course be taken into account in the way that
franchises are set up, by local choice. Areas can set them
up in as many different ways as they wish, so medium-sized
companies could be given the right to tender for routes
that fit the size of the company if that was what the
franchising authority wanted to do.

That brings me to a point I made in Committee, and
which was rejected. Rather than the amendments we
have here, I would have preferred the Bill to say that the
regulations should not be overly burdensome and that
they should reflect local conditions. If they were reflecting
local conditions, they could take into account those
small and medium-sized companies. There is a large
point here, however, and, as my right hon. Friend the
Member for Leigh said, the large companies would be
more pleased than the small bus companies if these
amendments were passed.
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There is not a single quality contract in this country,
and that is because when they were brought in under the
Transport Act 2000, it contained a clause that is very
similar to measures here, saying that they are the only
practical way of delivering a better bus service. That is
an incredibly high hurdle to jump, which is why there
are no such contracts. Quality partnerships were referred
to; I asked the Minister in Committee how many of
them there were in the country, and, after a little help
from the officials, we discovered that there were 10. So
even quality partnerships are not abundant on the
ground in this country. We do not need overly burdensome
regulations. We want to make this work because it will
improve the service for passengers, be more competitive
and lead to better services.

We are not discussing them now, but there are huge
guidance notes associated with this Bill, which I think
tend to be overly prescriptive. I prefer to rely on the
good sense of local councillors; they will make some
good decisions and some bad decisions, but there are
many bus companies with vested interests who are
opposed to this, and if local authorities behave in an
unreasonable way, they have the right to apply the
Wednesbury principle and go for judicial review.

Rather than having lots of prescriptions, and putting
ever more hurdles in the way of locally elected people
making decisions, we should rely on their good sense.
Sometimes they will get it wrong, as sometimes national
politicians in Governments and Cabinets get things
wrong, but we can rely on them and the common law,
which will ensure that if bus companies feel that they
are being unfairly treated and that transport authorities
are behaving in an unreasonable way, they can take that
to court.

So I hope the Minister will reject these amendments.
We have held in the balance throughout our discussions
the question of what is central and what is going to help
local authorities, transport authorities and elected mayors
to make these decisions, and these amendments do not
help move us towards having a better local transport
system.

Daniel Zeichner: There is a wide range of amendments
in this group, many of which we support, but some we
do not.

I genuinely hope that the Minister will consider new
clause 4 on bus safety, despite his comments in Committee.
More disappointment has been expressed to me on that
aspect of our Committee discussions than on any other,
partly because the comments of the Minister in the
other place had been encouraging, but also because I
cannot believe that there is any disagreement on the
value of improving bus safety, and this is widely seen as
an effective and cost-effective way of achieving that
goal.

I think the Minister suggested in Committee that he
might be minded to insert some guidance to encourage
bus operators to sign up, but the evidence on voluntarism
is clear: to my knowledge, no bus operator outside the
London franchises is signed up to any independent,
confidential incident reporting system. We have an
opportunity now to end that situation. As my hon.
Friend the Member for Gateshead (Ian Mearns) said,
such a system is not expensive. It works in the railway
industry, and I have not heard a strong case made
against it. It seems to work well and I urge the Minister
to grasp the opportunity.

Amendments 14, 16 to 23 and 15 appear to us to be
unnecessary and to go against the spirit and devolutionary
nature of the Bill. The assessment process laid out in
the Bill and the extensive guidance—168 pages—available
for it are extremely thorough and tough, and do not
need to be added to. Amendment 24 undermines the
assessment made by the Government of the issues
relating to compensation and sufficient time to enable
operators to plan. Provisions already in the Bill fully
satisfy all value-for-money considerations. We are pleased
that the Minister confirmed on Second Reading and in
Committee that the aim of the process is not to put
barriers in the way of authorities proceeding to franchising.
We fear that the amendment threatens the very heart of
the Bill. Amendment 25 also seems to be unnecessary,
as additional appropriate independence, rigour and structure
for the audit process will be ensured by the Government,
to which I think the Minister is about to speak.
Amendments 26 and 27 also seem at odds with the
devolutionary nature of the Bill, because it should be
for elected authorities to make the decisions, based on
their local judgments.

We strongly support amendments 6, 7, 10, 11 and 13,
tabled by my hon. Friend the Member for Gateshead.
The arguments were well made in Committee, and
perhaps even more strongly today. In any transfers
workers should be properly protected, and we have the
opportunity to ensure that. I fear that the Government
will choose not to take the opportunity, but I urge them
to do so.

Andrew Jones: The respective roles of central Government
and local government were a running theme in Committee,
and I think we are back to it this afternoon. I will begin
with the amendments that deal with the franchising
schemes.

The decision to move to a franchising system is a big
one for any authority or combined authority to take,
and it is therefore not to be undertaken lightly. It must
have at its heart improvement for bus passengers, but it
must be very much a local decision. That principle has
underlain the Bill right from the beginning. We want to
ensure that authorities contemplating franchising do so
with their eyes wide open to the opportunities, the risks
and the costs, and we expect them to have consulted
widely on their proposals.

The Bill sets out clearly the processes that authorities
must follow before they can implement franchising.
Those include developing an assessment of the proposed
franchising scheme—in effect, a business case. As part
of that assessment, the authority must consider the
value for money and affordability of the proposal and
must compare making the proposed scheme with other
courses of action, such as a partnership—very much as
my hon. Friend the Member for North West Norfolk
(Sir Henry Bellingham) suggested.

Several of the amendments in the group would change
how those arrangements are operated. Amendment 24,
tabled by my hon. Friend, would require an authority to
include in its assessment consideration of whether the
proposed scheme will be more efficient, effective and
economic than any other option, taking into account
any compensation payable to operators. Given the extensive
requirements I just set out, I do not see a need to make
those similar additional matters a separate part of the
assessment. Also, it is not necessary or appropriate to
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[Andrew Jones]

refer to compensation in this part of the Bill, or indeed
any other. Any move to a franchising scheme will not
come as a surprise to bus operators; the clear processes
and consultation arrangements we have set out will give
them sufficient warning and sufficient opportunity to
express their views on the proposed scheme, as statutory
consultees.

6.15 pm

Bus operators are required to give 56 days’ notice of
their intention to vary or cancel a bus service. The Bill
contains provisions to enable authorities to extend that
notice period to a maximum of 112 days, to enable the
authority to take steps to ensure that services continue
to operate. That is an important point in relation to the
amendments tabled by the hon. Member for Gateshead
(Ian Mearns). Bus operators of all sizes will still be able
to compete when a franchising system is implemented,
if that is what is decided locally. Competition will take
place off the road for contracts, rather than on the road
at bus stops, but competition will still exist. Generally,
only operators that choose not to compete or do so
unsuccessfully will no longer be able to run services
once a franchising model is implemented, and in any
event they are free to register new services elsewhere.

Graham Stringer: The Minister says that competition
will continue, but does he accept the evidence that the
Transport Committee took from the Competition
Commission, which was that the commission was unable
to find much evidence of any on-road competition?

Andrew Jones: My point is that competition will
move, but it will not disappear from the market.
Competition now takes place on the road; it will move
from the roadside to the tender. I do not accept that
competition disappears from the marketplace. I came to
this place from a robust private sector background,
where competition was the daily bread-and-butter activity,
and I am sure that it can have a positive impact on
customer service, innovation, price and so on.

Robert Jenrick: The Minister kindly met my constituent
John Marshall, who in addition to running a medium-sized
bus company chairs the east midlands passenger transport
organisation that represents other small and medium-sized
bus companies in the region. He tells me that for him
and his members, the question of compensation remains
unanswered by the Bill. For the sake of clarity for bus
operators, will the Minister say whether the Government
intend that in the event that franchises are lost, no
compensation will be or should be paid to any bus
company in the UK?

Andrew Jones: We do not think that it will be a
requirement to pay compensation, but an authority that
goes down the route of developing a franchising model
will of course be free to offer payments as it sees fit. It is
not Government policy that such compensation will be
mandatory.

Amendments 16 to 23, which were tabled by my hon.
Friend the Member for North West Norfolk would
require a franchising authority to be satisfied of, rather
than to consider, certain matters when making its assessment
of a proposed franchising scheme. That is a significant
distinction. The assessment as set out in the Bill does

not require the authority to pass certain tests or to
prove that franchising would achieve certain outcomes.
Instead, it reflects the standard approach for public
sector investment decisions of requiring a view to be
taken on the overall merits of the scheme.

That is a deliberate move away from the quality
contract scheme process, under which no local transport
authority has established a franchising system. A
requirement for a franchising authority to satisfy itself
that franchising will deliver certain outcomes risks raising
an impossible hurdle. It would be difficult for authorities
to satisfy themselves with certainty, as their analysis, by
its very nature, will be based on assumptions and projections
about the future. The amendments therefore risk making
the Bill unworkable in practice. We agreed to deliver as
part of our devolution commitments franchising powers
that would be more usable than the existing quality
contract schemes, and that is what the Bill does. I hope
that, on the basis of the explanations I have given, my
hon. Friend the Member for North West Norfolk will
not press amendments 16 to 24.

In addition to requiring a franchising authority to
prepare an assessment, the Bill requires the authority to
obtain a report from a qualified auditor. In relation to
the consideration of affordability and value for money,
the report must set out whether the authority has used
information and conducted an analysis of sufficient
quality. The authority must publish the auditor’s report
as part of its consultation process. Amendments 2 and
3 make it absolutely clear that the auditor appointed for
this purpose must be independent. It has always been
our intention that the auditor should be independent,
but we wanted to make that absolutely clear and put it
beyond any doubt. Amendment 3 imposes duties on the
Secretary of State to issue guidance on the matters that
a franchising authority is to take into account when
selecting an auditor and on the criteria to be taken into
account by an auditor in reaching a view on the relevant
aspects of the authority’s assessment. An authority or
auditor must have regard to such guidance.

I am happy to say that I am in total agreement with
my hon. Friend the Member for North West Norfolk on
amendment 2. He may be surprised to hear that I also
agree with the principle behind amendment 25, but the
nuances of how independence from the authority can
be demonstrated are better addressed through guidance
rather than on the face of the Bill. That is the thinking
behind amendment 3. For example, amendment 25
would require an auditor to have five years of independence
from the authority, which could be difficult to deliver.
For the combined authority of Manchester, for example,
it would have to be demonstrated that none of the bigger
accountancy firms had dealt with any of the constituent
authorities on any issue over the past five years, which
could be quite a challenge. However, the principle of
independence has absolutely been in the Government’s
thinking since the beginning. I support that principle,
which is behind my hon. Friend’s amendment, and that
is why I hope that he will feel able to withdraw
amendment 25.

Sir Henry Bellingham: I am grateful to the Minister
for his comments on amendment 25, but will it be
possible to include the spirit of the amendment in the
guidance that the Secretary of State will issue? If he can
give an undertaking that that could happen, I would be
prepared to withdraw amendment 25.
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Andrew Jones: I can give my hon. Friend that assurance.
We will deal with independence in the guidance, and
independence from the decision-making body will be a
basic criterion for the auditor.

Andy Burnham: I am reassured by what the Minister
said this afternoon in rejecting amendment 14 and
other related amendments. I ask him to go a little
further and commit to the House that the spirit of his
remarks today will be carried into the guidance and
regulations that will follow the Bill—the consultation
on them closed sometime last week. Will he also work
closely with Transport for Greater Manchester and
other metropolitan transport authorities to ensure that
the wording of the regulations and the guidance is
consistent with what he has said today and what is in
the Bill?

Andrew Jones: I can provide the right hon. Gentleman
with that assurance. We are not seeking to stand in the
way; we want to create a suite of powers for local
authorities to make decisions about what is right for
their area. In some cases, it will be a franchising model,
but that will be at the margins and not what will happen
in most parts of the country. However, some parts, such
as Greater Manchester, have indicated much interest in
that model. It is not one of our objectives to block local
authorities from choosing what is right for their area.
We want a thriving bus industry, with local authorities
working with bus operators to deliver a better network
with a better deal for passengers and more passengers
on buses. That is our objective with this Bill.

Amendments 4 and 5 make clear the precise requirements
that a person has to satisfy to be appointed as an
auditor. We are proposing the changes in response to
effective representations we have received from a number
of Members and following meetings that the Secretary
of State and I have had to discuss the practicality of
existing provisions with potential auditors. I hope that
the amendments will be broadly supported by Members
across the House.

The aim of amendments 14 and 15, once again tabled
by my hon. Friend the Member for North West Norfolk,
is to prevent a franchising scheme from proceeding if
the passenger benefits it is expected to deliver could be
achieved by making a partnership scheme. I sympathise
with much of my hon. Friend’s intentions. Indeed, my
hon. Friends the Members for North West Norfolk and
for Wimbledon (Stephen Hammond) have done a significant
job in speaking up on behalf of bus passengers for a
considerable time. I do not want to see franchising
pursued for any reason other than passenger benefit,
and certainly not for ideological reasons. Passenger
benefit is a theme that runs throughout the Bill. We
want to see passenger experiences improve.

As I have made clear, however, the Bill already requires
a local transport authority to compare making a franchising
scheme with one or more other options. I hope that my
hon. Friend the Member for North West Norfolk will
be reassured to know that that should be a proper
consideration of the options available. Indeed, the draft
guidance, on which we recently consulted, states:

“Identifying realistic options should not be a desk exercise…

and authorities should engage with bus operators in the area”

to see whether there is “a realistic partnership proposition”.
It also states that an

“authority should not dismiss realistic”

alternatives without detailed assessment. The decision-
making arrangements for franchising in the Bill are
appropriate. Following a consultation on its assessment
of the options, which should include bus operators and
passenger representatives, an authority that decides to
implement franchising must have satisfied itself that
franchising is the right option for its area. Importantly,
it should have a clear rationale for that decision with
passengers at its heart. I therefore hope that my hon.
Friend the Member for North West Norfolk will feel
able to withdraw amendments 14 and 15.

The final set of amendments relating to franchising
decisions are also from my hon. Friend the Member for
North West Norfolk. Amendments 26 and 27 aim to
prevent an authority that has developed a franchising
proposal, but not progressed it, from making another
franchising scheme for a period of five years. Those
amendments go against the spirit of devolution. Banning
the introduction of a franchising scheme for an arbitrary
time period would severely restrict the capacity of an
elected mayor, or other franchising authority, to take
local situations into account and to act accordingly. It
could also undermine the democratic process by preventing
a new mayor elected within the five-year period from
developing a franchising scheme, even if he or she had
had franchising in their manifesto. In practice, if an
attempt to franchise were to fail, it is highly unlikely that
an authority would seek to make another scheme without
devoting a reasonable and significant period of time to
learning lessons from the experience. Given that, I hope
that my hon. Friend will withdraw the amendments.

I will now move on to consider how much freedom a
mayor or local transport authority should have in
implementing franchising and partnership schemes.
Amendments 6 to 13 and new clause 4, tabled by the
hon. Member for Gateshead, seek to limit that freedom
in various ways. As I said in Committee, I do not believe
that mandating the basis upon which contracts are
procured by local transport authorities, or the contents
of those contracts, is appropriate, but that is exactly
what amendments 6 and 9 propose in relation to the terms
and conditions of employees. I can assure the hon.
Gentleman that the power to achieve the outcome that
the amendments seek will already rest with the franchising
authority that will be letting the contracts. Employees
and their representative groups will have plenty of
opportunities to raise such points during the consultation
process for the respective schemes. Indeed, it may be
appropriate to put the proposals to the mayoral candidates
of each of our parties.

I am a little surprised that the amendments have been
tabled, because we discussed the practical concerns
about them in Committee. For example, it is not clear
which terms and conditions would apply where people
with different arrangements had previously transferred
under TUPE, and the cost of the proposals could also
prove sufficient to prevent some authorities from pursuing
a franchising scheme.

6.30 pm

Amendments 10 and 13 address potential dismissals.
Again, I have some sympathy with the intention behind
the first two proposed subsections, concerning redundancies
of employees before or after the introduction of a local
service contract, but the scenario that they seek to
address is unlikely to occur. I very much doubt that any
employer would choose to dismiss an employee and
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bear the redundancy costs if it were able to transfer
them under TUPE instead. In any event, employment
law already deals with the unfair dismissal of employees.

For similar reasons, I cannot accept amendments 7,
8, 11 and 12, which would broaden the Bill’s provision
so that TUPE protections apply where a new operator
begins providing local services sometime after the previous
service ceased. The Bill already enhances employee
protection by prescribing that TUPE and pension
protections will apply in particular circumstances. We
strike the right balance in that regard, and it would not
be appropriate to broaden the provisions further. Indeed,
one of the first things we established in preparing the
Bill was for TUPE and pension protection in the event
of franchising.

The hon. Member for Gateshead also proposes in
new clause 4 to require bus operators to subscribe to a
confidential reporting system in order to participate in
any bus scheme provided under the Bill. The new clause
would require operators to collect and monitor bus
casualty data and make them available for publication.
I assure the House that I take road safety very seriously.
Although the number of pedestrians killed or seriously
injured outside London in incidents involving a bus or
coach is falling, we cannot be in any way complacent.
There have been a number of debates on that matter,
both in Committee and in the other place. Although I
can agree with the objective of this new clause, it is not
appropriate to mandate it in primary legislation.

Ian Mearns: Does the Minister accept that injuries
can also occur to passengers? As a regular bus user, I
have witnessed such injuries on a number of occasions.
This is not only about pedestrians and other road users.
Bus passengers, often without the vehicle being involved
in any sort of collision, can be injured when, for instance,
the bus brakes abruptly. Surely the travelling public on
buses—the customers of the bus operators—have a
right to some Government protection.

Andrew Jones: I recognise the hon. Gentleman’s point.
There is no doubt that passengers can be injured on a
bus. I am also a regular bus user—not that that is
particularly relevant—and all of us who travel on buses
will have seen such injuries. He makes a reasonable
point, but it does not necessarily mean that we need to
mandate a reporting system in primary legislation.

Transport for London is the main example of confidential
reporting by a bus operator, and it has featured in our
debates in Committee. I understand that TfL pays the
CIRAS subscription. When the London Underground
and rail contract came up for renewal, the CIRAS
contract was extended to cover buses at no extra cost to
TfL. That prospect is different from mandating that
every bus operator subscribes to such a system.

As I mentioned in response to an intervention by my
right hon. Friend the Member for Basingstoke (Mrs Miller),
there are 30 rail companies and 1,000-plus bus companies
in this country. We also need to consider the evidence. I
have not been made aware of any robust evidence to
suggest that arrangements introduced in London have
had a significant impact on safety. If a franchising
authority wishes to stipulate a system such as CIRAS as
part of its conditions of contract, it is of course free to
do so—that is what TfL has done here in London.
Authorities that negotiate partnerships could also include
bus safety measures as part of such an arrangement,

so I will explore through guidance how we could encourage
operators and local transport authorities to consider
the benefits of an independent confidential reporting
system, but we will probably limit that only to a franchising
or partnership scheme to start with.

I hope that, in the light of my comments, the hon.
Member for Gateshead will feel able not to press
amendments 6 to 13 and new clause 4.

I have been speaking for far too long, Mr Deputy
Speaker. I am sure that you and Members on both sides
of the House will be pleased to hear that I am coming to
the end of my remarks.

Amendment 28, tabled by my hon. Friend the Member
for North West Norfolk, addresses decision making
in enhanced partnership schemes. It would prevent
requirements on how tickets are purchased or fares
paid, on how fares or ticketing arrangements are publicised
and on the price of multi-operator tickets from being
specified in such a scheme unless all parties agree.
Ticketing is a key element of the Bill’s partnership
proposals, and one of the key principles of the enhanced
partnership regime is that it does not require consensus
by all operators.

Instead, affected operators may object to the enhanced
partnership proposals at key points in the process, and
the authority cannot proceed with its proposals if more
than a sufficient number of operators object. Details of
what amounts to that sufficient number will be set out
in the draft regulations, on which we have recently
finished consulting.

Leaving aside the objection mechanism, there are
further safeguards to ensure that individual operators
are treated fairly when ticketing requirements are included
in an enhanced partnership scheme. A key safeguard is
the ability for any proposals relating to ticketing, or any
other element of an enhanced partnership scheme, to be
subject to scrutiny by the Competition and Markets
Authority, which will be a statutory consultee on the
proposals. Our draft guidance on enhanced partnerships
also makes it clear that all documents should include a
section on competition, and it provides clear advice on
how individual operators can raise concerns with the
CMA at any point during the development or
implementation of a scheme.

Perhaps most importantly, I can reassure my hon.
Friend that an authority making a scheme has to be
satisfied that any restrictions on competition introduced
by an enhanced partnership, such as setting the price of
a multi-operator ticket, are balanced by the benefit to
passengers. The effect on small and medium-sized bus
operators should also be taken into account as part of
that process, and we have built protection for small and
medium-sized operators into the Bill by requiring them
to be considered, whichever regulatory model is chosen
locally.

I make it clear that the provisions are about fairness,
and not about protecting the commercial interests of
operators. Bus operators may well prefer their passengers
to buy a ticket for use only on their buses, rather than
one that can be used on any bus service. That is of
course in a bus operator’s commercial interest, but it
might not necessarily be in the interest of a bus passenger.

If my hon. Friend’s amendment were to be accepted,
only one operator would need to put its commercial
interests first to block an improvement to ticketing for

75 7627 MARCH 2017Bus Services Bill [Lords] Bus Services Bill [Lords]



passengers that might grow the entire market in its area.
Overall, the safeguards I have outlined are enough to
ensure that proposals relating to ticketing are fair and
reasonable to bus operators while delivering improvements
that benefit passengers. I hope he finds my explanation
reassuring and will therefore not press his amendment.

I believe the Bill already has decision making right
and is in the right place to get the best outcome for
passengers. In doing so, it will deliver on our devolution
commitments, and I trust the House will agree.

Ian Mearns: I would like to think that the Minister
will provide within the guidance to the Bill, once it is
enacted, a reference to the Confidential Incident Reporting
and Analysis System as best practice in the industry.
Notwithstanding that, I do not seek to press the new
clause or amendments 6 to 13. I beg to ask leave to
withdraw the clause.

Clause, by leave, withdrawn.

Clause 4

FRANCHISING SCHEMES

Amendments made: 2, page 16, line 38, after “an” insert
“independent”.

This amendment and amendment 4 make plain the status of the
persons who may audit an assessment under section 123B produced
by a franchising authority or authorities.

Amendment 3, page 17, line 2, at end insert—

“( ) The Secretary of State must issue guidance as to the
matters to be taken into account by a franchising authority when
selecting a person to act as an auditor.

( ) Franchising authorities must have regard to any such
guidance.

( ) The Secretary of State must issue guidance concerning the
matters to be taken into account by an auditor when forming an
opinion as to whether the information relied on, and the analysis
of that information, by an authority is of sufficient quality for
the purposes of subsection (2).

( ) Auditors must have regard to any such guidance.”

This amendment imposes duties on the Secretary of State to issue
guidance on the matters to be taken into account by a franchising
authority when selecting a person to act as an auditor and to issue
guidance on whether the information relied on, and the analysis of
that information, by an authority is of sufficient quality. It also
imposes duties on franchising authorities and auditors to have
regard to any such guidance.

Amendment 4, page 17, leave out line 3 and insert
“For the purposes of this section an auditor is independent, in

relation to an assessment of a proposed franchising scheme, if the
person would not”.

See explanatory statement for amendment 2.

Amendment 5, page 17, line 8, leave out from “person”
to end of line 9 and insert
“eligible for appointment as a local auditor by virtue of Chapter 2
of”.—(Andrew Jones.)

This amendment alters the definition of “auditor” so that it means
an individual or firm eligible for appointment as a local auditor by
virtue of Chapter 2 of Part 42 of the Companies Act 2006 as
modified by the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014.

Clause 22

BUS COMPANIES: LIMITATION OF POWERS OF

AUTHORITIES IN ENGLAND

Daniel Zeichner: I beg to move amendment 1,
page 78, line 4, leave out clause 22.

This amendment would remove Clause 22.

Amendment 1, which appears in my name and those
of my hon. Friends the Members for Middlesbrough
(Andy McDonald), for Birmingham, Northfield (Richard
Burden) and for North West Durham (Pat Glass), would
remove the clause that bans county and district councils
in England, combined and integrated authorities in
England and passenger transport executives in England
from setting up companies to provide local services. In
short, we seek to overturn the Government’s ban on
municipal bus companies.

This clause is a piece of ideological dogma that has
no place in an otherwise agreeable piece of legislation.
We visited this issue in Committee and I fear that the
Government are not minded to budge, but I and many
others found the Government’s arguments there extremely
unconvincing. In Committee, the Minister said:

“Our view is that passengers will see the most benefit where the
commissioning and provision of bus services are kept separate…as
such we do not think authorities should be able to set up new bus
companies.”––[Official Report, Bus Services Public Bill Committee,
14 March 2017; c. 57.]

The Opposition also want passengers to see benefits; we
simply do not agree that municipal bus companies
cannot be a part of achieving those benefits.

The latest annual Transport Focus bus passenger
survey, which was published just last week, demonstrates
once again that municipal bus companies provide some
of the best services in the country. Nottingham City
Transport and Reading Buses—municipal bus companies
—had higher overall satisfaction results than the big
five private national bus operators. The Government’s
attempted ban on new municipals therefore flies in the
face of all the evidence.

The ban also flies in the face of the Government’s
purported commitment to the spirit of localism and
devolution, which they claim the Bill encapsulates. Although
they say that the Bill will provide local authorities with
a range of options and tools, and that local authorities
are best placed to make a decision about how local
bus services are organised and run, they are imposing
an arbitrary ban on one of those options—and not just
any option, but one that has been shown to work very
well for passengers.

Of course, many of us suspect that the clause is about
pacifying some private bus operators, which the Minister
once said
“are already on a journey here”.

Without wishing to rehash every fine point from the
Committee, we do not see municipalisation and competition
as necessarily antithetical. In fact, it is the Government
who are undermining their long-held admiration for
competition by imposing barriers to the market to stop
municipal bus companies competing with private bus
companies. Are the Government really afraid that local
authority-run bus companies might just be better? The
Competition Commission has reported that it has seen
no evidence that municipal operators distort competition
in the bus market.

Ian Mearns: Ministers have short memories about
how an awful lot of the big bus franchise companies
came about in the first place. Some of them were based
on old municipal bus companies, which were sold off at
a pittance with their entire estates of bus depots, bus
parks and vehicles, only to be floated on the market a
matter of months later for 10, 15 or 20 times the price at
which they were bought in the first place.
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Daniel Zeichner: My hon. Friend is absolutely right.
Some of the people who worked on the buses in that
period still feel very aggrieved by the process that was
gone through 30 years ago, which left so much of our
country with services far poorer than the universal
coverage that was available at the time.

The Competition Commission suggested that municipal
companies might be minded to run services and routes
that make less sense for economic reasons—perhaps
those unprofitable routes and services that bus operators
have been cutting left, right and centre. The Institute for
Public Policy Research has also described municipal
bus companies as an innovative transport solution that
demonstrates that

“conventional commercial operations are not the only option.”

Sadly, they soon will be if the Government have their
way with this measure.

6.45 pm

Graham Stringer rose—

Lilian Greenwood rose—

Daniel Zeichner: I will give way to my hon. Friend the
Member for Blackley and Broughton (Graham Stringer)
first.

Graham Stringer: Two have come at once! Does my
hon. Friend agree that, aside from the reasons given by
the Competition Commission, municipal bus companies
can provide a benchmark? In a rational debate, we
should be able to get from the Government a reason
why, when municipal bus companies have performed in
an excellent way, they are not allowed to compete. Does
he agree that that reason was not forthcoming in
Committee?

Daniel Zeichner: I very much agree with my hon.
Friend. The point about keeping the market honest is
important. When I was first elected as a local councillor,
the housing officer told me that one of the roles of an
in-house operation was to keep the market honest. That
is an important role.

Andy Burnham: Will my hon. Friend give way?

Daniel Zeichner: I give way first to my hon. Friend
the Member for Nottingham South (Lilian Greenwood).

Lilian Greenwood: Is not one reason that Ministers
have given for objecting to municipal operations that they
would prevent the market from operating effectively?
When we look at the latest bus passenger survey, is it
not interesting that Nottingham City Transport has the
highest value for money of any single operator in the
country?

Daniel Zeichner: My hon. Friend consistently makes
the case for Nottingham. That is made far easier for her
by the excellent local services she has. People from my
city of Cambridge have gone to Nottingham to see how
to do it. Part of the lesson is that a municipal can do it
really well, but according to the Bill, that will not
be possible.

Andy Burnham: The Minister stressed the importance
of vigorous competition. Is it not the case that if a
franchising process were used, the existence of the

municipally owned option would enable those doing the
franchising to drive an even harder bargain on behalf of
the public, because there would be that fall-back option
if the private sector could not come up with the goods?
Therefore, would it not enhance competition and enable
the passenger transport authority to get an even better
deal for the public?

Daniel Zeichner: My right hon. Friend is correct yet
again. Interestingly, much of the discussion in Committee
was about moving competition from on the road to off
the road. I think we agree that in areas where there has
not been competition, franchising would be far from a
less competitive system. People in London talk about
just how competitive the system is, so no Government
Member should be worried about a lack of competition.
My fear—this is why it is so important that we have
protection for the workforce—is that if we are not
careful, competition can bring the risk of a race to the
bottom. That is why we believe that we should have the
provisions that we have just debated. I think the evidence
is clear that the franchising system would benefit from
having municipals as an alternative.

The conclusion of the Opposition is that banning
local authorities from running their own bus companies
is slightly unworthy of the spirit behind the Bill. The
evidence is clear that they work for bus passengers and
are able to put social values at the heart of what they do.
This measure has drawn the attention of the public more
strongly than other parts of the Bill. It has rightly brought
a strong reaction from local councils across the country.
They do not understand why they should be prevented
from doing something that they strongly believe is in
the interests of their local constituents. Some trade
unionists feel strongly about this measure, as do passengers,
and I pay particular tribute to the organisation We Own
It, which has campaigned strongly against it. We believe
that this is a petty measure that sits uneasily with the
rest of the Bill, and I urge the Government to look at it
again and accept our amendment today.

Sir Henry Bellingham: I just wish to say that I am
grateful to the Minister for his response to my amendments
in the previous group. I was not quick enough on my
feet to catch your eye at the time, Mr Deputy Speaker,
but I have been in this place long enough to know that
one should quit when in front. I am grateful to the
Minister for saying that my amendment 25 is going to
be incorporated in the guidance and for the useful
reassurances he has given me on amendments 15, 26,
27 and 28. I was disappointed on the issue of compensation,
but, as he pointed out, there can indeed be scope for the
authorities to compensate if need be. On that basis, I
will not seek to press those amendments to a vote,
although I say so a touch belatedly.

Mrs Ellman: I rise to support amendment 1, for the
reasons given by my hon. Friend the Member for
Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner). This is all about devolution
and local transport authorities deciding what is best for
their areas. No good reason has been put forward for
not permitting new municipal operators as an option.
The Government have expressed concern about possible
conflicts of interest, but that cannot be taken seriously.
We need look no further than the experience in Nottingham,
as cited by my hon. Friend the Member for Nottingham
South (Lilian Greenwood), and in Reading to see that
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there is the perfect ability—this has already been done
in those areas—for the proper distance to be established
between the local authority as a local authority and the
transport operator as an operator in terms of letting
out franchises. The Bill is about giving more local
choice, and it is entirely unjustifiable to remove from
local authorities the option of having a municipal operator.
The Department has found a way to put forward complex
regulations on franchising and if it still has concerns
about this topic, regulations could also be introduced
on setting up municipal bus operations. I therefore urge
the Government to think again.

Lilian Greenwood: I support amendment 1, and we
had a long discussion on this issue in Committee. I
spoke then and on Second Reading about the success of
Nottingham’s municipal operator, and so, much as I
love Nottingham City Transport, I will restrain myself
and not repeat myself.

I continue to question the Government’s motivation
for their determination to ban local transport authorities
from establishing new municipal bus companies, as
Ministers have simply not made the case for such a ban.
The Transport Committee, chaired so ably by my hon.
Friend the Member for Liverpool, Riverside (Mrs Ellman),
describes it as a “disproportionate response”. Clearly,
this measure is anti-localism and it prevents councils
from acting in the best interests of their residents. In
Committee, the Minister said that there should be a
split between the commissioning and the provision of
bus services. I do not disagree on that, but this ban goes
far beyond that. As was noted in Committee, local
authorities with municipal operators have proved themselves
very capable of managing just such a split when tendering
for supported services.

In Committee, the Minister also suggested that the
existence of municipal bus operators

“could easily deter investment from the private sector”.

When I asked him what evidence he was drawing on in
making such an assertion, he admitted

“of course we do not have any evidence for it. I am just looking at
what the risks may be.”––[Official Report, Bus Services Public Bill
Committee, 14 March 2017; c. 67.]

The Minister’s risk aversion is simply unnecessary and
can be shown to be such. Nottingham has an excellent
municipal operator, but it does not deter private sector
investment; as the hon. Member for Newark (Robert
Jenrick) mentioned, we have excellent private sector
operators in Nottinghamshire, such as trentbarton. I
hope that even at this late stage the Government will
rethink their commitment to what I can only describe as
an ideological obsession, and take this opportunity to
end their unreasonable position and accept amendment 1.

Andrew Jones: This amendment, tabled by the hon.
Members for Cambridge (Daniel Zeichner) and for
Middlesbrough (Andy McDonald), proposes to remove
clause 22. We debated this at length in Committee and I
wish to reiterate that the several existing municipal bus
companies, including Nottingham City Transport and
Blackpool Transport, which serves the area of the rail
Minister—my hon. Friend the Member for Blackpool
North and Cleveleys (Paul Maynard)—deliver a high
standard of service, and I will expect that to continue.
Their ability to provide that is not affected in any way
by this clause. The franchising and enhanced partnership
tools in the Bill will provide authorities with more

influence over bus services than they have now, and
striking that right balance between local authority influence
and the role that the private sector bus operator can
play is important. Our view is that passengers will see
the most benefit where the commissioning and provision
of bus services is kept separate. As such, we do not
think that authorities should be able to set up new bus
companies.

We have seen encouraging innovations from the private
sector—although not exclusively within that sector—such
as the introduction of smartcards, the installation of
wi-fi and increased accessibility in our bus network.
Those improvements have all been delivered through
private sector investment and they show overall that the
industry is always innovating and delivering a good deal
for its passengers.

Ian Mearns: The Minister will be aware that over the
past six and a half years local authorities up and down
the country have seen significant and ongoing reductions
in their revenue support grant. Ministers from the
Department for Communities and Local Government
have always been encouraging local authorities to be
entrepreneurial and enterprising, and to go out there
and earn money to backfill where the RSG once existed.
By this measure, the Minister is precluding local authorities
from doing just that.

Andrew Jones: I recognise what the hon. Gentleman
says, but it is also fair to say that no local authority has
either set up a municipal bus company or approached
me with a view to doing so. Therefore, this is in some ways
a slightly notional or theoretical debate—[Interruption.]
Making sure we get clarity is the entire point here.

This Bill seeks a balance between local authority
influence—we are providing local authorities with a
variety of tools to address local issues—and the role
that private sector bus operators can play, in order to
ensure that both are incentivised to deliver the very best
services for passengers. This Bill is about local authorities
and commercial bus operators working together to
improve local bus services. It is about co-operation, all
designed to improve the benefits for bus passengers. I
hope that this has made the Government’s position
clear and that the hon. Member for Cambridge will not
press this amendment to a vote.

Daniel Zeichner: The Minister has finally let the cat
out of the bag. If there has not been a queue of local
authorities coming to him with requests to form companies,
he does not really need to legislate to ban them from
doing so. This is pure ideology. There has been a great
deal of agreement on the Bill—we have found a lot of
common ground—but on this issue, I assure the wider
world that there is clear red water between the Opposition
and Government Benches. We will press the amendment
to a Division, and its effect will be achieved by a future
Labour Government.

Question put, That the amendment be made.

The House divided: Ayes 188, Noes 276.

Division No. 190] [6.58 pm

AYES

Abbott, rh Ms Diane

Abrahams, Debbie

Alexander, Heidi

Ali, Rushanara

Allin-Khan, Dr Rosena

Anderson, Mr David

Ashworth, Jonathan

Bailey, Mr Adrian
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Barron, rh Sir Kevin

Beckett, rh Margaret

Benn, rh Hilary

Betts, Mr Clive

Blenkinsop, Tom

Blomfield, Paul

Brabin, Tracy

Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben

Brake, rh Tom

Brennan, Kevin

Brown, Lyn

Brown, rh Mr Nicholas

Bryant, Chris

Buck, Ms Karen

Burden, Richard

Burgon, Richard

Burnham, rh Andy

Butler, Dawn

Campbell, rh Mr Alan

Campbell, Mr Ronnie

Chapman, Jenny

Clwyd, rh Ann

Coaker, Vernon

Coffey, Ann

Cooper, Julie

Cooper, Rosie

Cooper, rh Yvette

Coyle, Neil

Crausby, Sir David

Creasy, Stella

Cruddas, Jon

Cryer, John

Cummins, Judith

Cunningham, Alex

Cunningham, Mr Jim

Dakin, Nic

Danczuk, Simon

David, Wayne

De Piero, Gloria

Doughty, Stephen

Dowd, Peter

Dromey, Jack

Dugher, Michael

Eagle, Maria

Efford, Clive

Ellman, Mrs Louise

Elmore, Chris

Esterson, Bill

Evans, Chris

Field, rh Frank

Fitzpatrick, Jim

Flello, Robert

Fletcher, Colleen

Flint, rh Caroline

Fovargue, Yvonne

Foxcroft, Vicky

Furniss, Gill

Gapes, Mike

Gardiner, Barry

Glass, Pat

Glindon, Mary

Godsiff, Mr Roger

Goodman, Helen

Green, Kate

Greenwood, Lilian

Greenwood, Margaret

Griffith, Nia

Gwynne, Andrew

Haigh, Louise

Hanson, rh Mr David

Harman, rh Ms Harriet

Harris, Carolyn

Hayes, Helen

Hayman, Sue

Healey, rh John

Hendrick, Mr Mark

Hepburn, Mr Stephen

Hillier, Meg

Hodgson, Mrs Sharon

Hollern, Kate

Hopkins, Kelvin

Howarth, rh Mr George

Huq, Dr Rupa

Hussain, Imran

Jarvis, Dan

Johnson, rh Alan

Johnson, Diana

Jones, Gerald

Jones, Graham

Jones, Helen

Jones, Mr Kevan

Jones, Susan Elan

Kane, Mike

Keeley, Barbara

Kendall, Liz

Kinnock, Stephen

Kyle, Peter

Lamb, rh Norman

Lavery, Ian

Leslie, Chris

Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma

Lewis, Clive

Lewis, Mr Ivan

Long Bailey, Rebecca

Lynch, Holly

Mactaggart, rh Fiona

Madders, Justin

Mahmood, Mr Khalid

Malhotra, Seema

Mann, John

Marris, Rob

Marsden, Gordon

Maskell, Rachael

Matheson, Christian

McCabe, Steve

McDonagh, Siobhain

McDonald, Andy

McDonnell, rh John

McFadden, rh Mr Pat

McGinn, Conor

McGovern, Alison

McInnes, Liz

McKinnell, Catherine

McMahon, Jim

Meale, Sir Alan

Mearns, Ian

Miliband, rh Edward

Morden, Jessica

Mulholland, Greg

Murray, Ian

Olney, Sarah

Onn, Melanie

Onwurah, Chi

Osamor, Kate

Pearce, Teresa

Pennycook, Matthew

Perkins, Toby

Phillips, Jess

Phillipson, Bridget

Pound, Stephen

Powell, Lucy

Pugh, John

Qureshi, Yasmin

Rayner, Angela

Reed, Mr Steve

Reynolds, Jonathan

Rimmer, Ms Marie

Robinson, Mr Geoffrey

Shah, Naz

Sheerman, Mr Barry

Siddiq, Tulip

Skinner, Mr Dennis

Smeeth, Ruth

Smith, rh Mr Andrew

Smith, Angela

Smith, Cat

Smith, Jeff

Smith, Owen

Smyth, Karin

Snell, Gareth

Spellar, rh Mr John

Stevens, Jo

Streeting, Wes

Stringer, Graham

Stuart, rh Ms Gisela

Tami, Mark

Thomas-Symonds, Nick

Timms, rh Stephen

Turley, Anna

Turner, Karl

Twigg, Stephen

Vaz, Valerie

West, Catherine

Whitehead, Dr Alan

Wilson, Phil

Winnick, Mr David

Winterton, rh Dame Rosie

Woodcock, John

Wright, Mr Iain

Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Thangam Debbonaire and

Nick Smith

NOES

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

Benyon, rh Richard

Beresford, Sir Paul

Berry, James

Blackman, Bob

Blackwood, Nicola

Bone, Mr Peter

Borwick, Victoria

Bottomley, Sir Peter

Bradley, rh Karen

Brady, Mr Graham

Brazier, Sir Julian

Bridgen, Andrew

Brine, Steve

Buckland, Robert

Burns, Conor

Burns, rh Sir Simon

Burrowes, Mr David

Burt, rh Alistair

Cairns, rh Alun

Carmichael, Neil

Cartlidge, James

Cash, Sir William

Caulfield, Maria

Chalk, Alex

Chishti, Rehman

Chope, Mr Christopher

Churchill, Jo

Cleverly, James

Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey

Coffey, Dr Thérèse

Colvile, Oliver

Costa, Alberto

Courts, Robert

Cox, Mr Geoffrey

Crouch, Tracey

Davies, Byron

Davies, Chris

Davies, David T. C.

Davies, Glyn

Davies, Dr James

Davies, Mims

Davies, Philip

Dinenage, Caroline

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Donelan, Michelle

Double, Steve

Dowden, Oliver

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drax, Richard

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, James

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 David

Fabricant, Michael

Fallon, rh Sir Michael

Fernandes, Suella

Foster, Kevin

Francois, rh Mr Mark

Frazer, Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

Fuller, Richard

Fysh, Marcus

Gale, Sir Roger

Garnier, rh Sir Edward

Gauke, rh Mr David

Ghani, Nusrat

Gibb, rh Mr Nick

Gillan, rh Mrs Cheryl

Glen, John

Goodwill, Mr Robert

Grant, Mrs Helen

Gray, James

Grayling, rh Chris

Green, Chris
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Green, rh Damian

Greening, rh Justine

Grieve, rh Mr Dominic

Griffiths, Andrew

Gummer, rh Ben

Halfon, rh Robert

Hall, Luke

Hammond, rh Mr Philip

Hammond, Stephen

Hancock, rh Matt

Harper, rh Mr Mark

Harrington, Richard

Harris, Rebecca

Harrison, Trudy

Hart, Simon

Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan

Heald, rh 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

Howarth, Sir Gerald

Howell, John

Howlett, Ben

Huddleston, Nigel

Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy

Jackson, Mr Stewart

James, Margot

Jayawardena, Mr Ranil

Jenkin, Mr Bernard

Jenrick, Robert

Johnson, Gareth

Johnson, Joseph

Jones, Andrew

Jones, rh Mr David

Jones, Mr Marcus

Kennedy, Seema

Kinahan, Danny

Kirby, Simon

Knight, rh Sir Greg

Kwarteng, Kwasi

Lancaster, Mark

Latham, Pauline

Leadsom, rh Andrea

Lee, Dr Phillip

Lefroy, Jeremy

Leigh, Sir Edward

Leslie, Charlotte

Letwin, rh Sir Oliver

Lewis, rh Dr Julian

Liddell-Grainger, Mr Ian

Lidington, rh Mr David

Lopresti, Jack

Lord, Jonathan

Loughton, Tim

Mackinlay, Craig

Mackintosh, David

Main, Mrs Anne

Mak, Mr Alan

Malthouse, Kit

Mann, Scott

Mathias, Dr Tania

Maynard, Paul

McCartney, Jason

McCartney, Karl

McLoughlin, rh Sir Patrick

McPartland, Stephen

Menzies, Mark

Mercer, Johnny

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

Opperman, Guy

Paisley, Ian

Parish, Neil

Pawsey, Mark

Penning, rh Mike

Percy, Andrew

Perry, Claire

Philp, Chris

Pickles, rh Sir Eric

Pincher, Christopher

Poulter, Dr Daniel

Pow, Rebecca

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, Gavin

Robinson, Mary

Rosindell, Andrew

Rutley, David

Sandbach, Antoinette

Scully, Paul

Selous, Andrew

Shapps, rh Grant

Sharma, Alok

Shelbrooke, Alec

Simpson, David

Simpson, rh Mr Keith

Skidmore, Chris

Smith, Henry

Smith, Julian

Smith, Royston

Solloway, Amanda

Soubry, rh Anna

Spelman, rh Dame Caroline

Stephenson, Andrew

Stevenson, John

Stewart, Bob

Stewart, Iain

Stewart, Rory

Streeter, Mr Gary

Stride, Mel

Sunak, Rishi

Swayne, rh Sir Desmond

Swire, rh Sir 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

Turner, Mr Andrew

Vaizey, rh Mr Edward

Vara, Mr Shailesh

Vickers, Martin

Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa

Walker, Mr Robin

Warburton, David

Warman, Matt

Wharton, James

Whately, Helen

White, Chris

Whittaker, Craig

Wiggin, Bill

Williams, Craig

Williamson, rh Gavin

Wilson, Mr Rob

Wollaston, Dr Sarah

Wragg, William

Wright, rh Jeremy

Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Noes:
Mark Spencer and

Graham Stuart

Question accordingly negatived.

Mr Speaker: Consideration completed. I will now
suspend the House for no more than five minutes in
order to make a decision about certification. The Division
bells will be rung two minutes before the House resumes.
Following my certification, the Government will be
tabling the appropriate consent motion, copies of which
will be available shortly in the Vote Office and will be
distributed by Doorkeepers.

7.11 pm

Sitting suspended.

7.16 pm

On resuming—

Mr Speaker: I can now inform the House of my
decision about certification. For the purposes of Standing
Order No. 83L(2), I have certified the following provisions
of the Bus Services Bill [Lords] as relating exclusively to
England and within devolved legislative competence:
clauses 1, 3 to 7, 9 to 14, 16 and 18 to 22 of, and
schedule 2 to, the Bill, as amended in the Public Bill
Committee, and including amendments made on Report.
Copies of my certificate are available in the Vote Office.

Under Standing Order No. 83M, a consent motion is
therefore required for the Bill to proceed. Does the
Minister intend to move a consent motion?

Andrew Jones: I beg to move.

Mr Speaker: A simple nod of the head would suffice,
but the Minister said it with eloquence and charm to
which he is no stranger.

The House forthwith resolved itself into the Legislative
Grand Committee (England) (Standing Order No. 83M).

[MR LINDSAY HOYLE in the Chair]

The Chairman: I remind hon. Members that, if there
is a Division, only Members representing constituencies
in England may vote on the consent motion.

Resolved,

That the Committee consents to the following certified clauses
of, and schedule to, the Bus Services Bill [Lords]:—
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[The Chairman]

Clauses and schedule certified under Standing Order No. 83L(2) as
relating exclusively to England and being within devolved legislative
competence

Clauses 1, 3 to 7, 9 to 14, 16 and 18 to 22 of, and Schedule 2 to,
the Bill as amended in the Public Bill Committee (Bill 158)
including any amendments made on Report.—(Andrew Jones.)

Question agreed to.

The occupant of the Chair left the Chair to report the
decision of the Committee (Standing Order No. 83M(6)).

The Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair; decision reported.

Third Reading

7.19 pm

Andrew Jones: I beg to move, That the Bill be now
read the Third time.

I am grateful to all hon. Members who have engaged
so constructively with the passage of the Bill, and
demonstrated their shared commitment to improving
bus services and increasing bus passenger numbers.

Buses are already England’s most used form of public
transport, accounting for more than 4.5 billion passenger
journeys a year. They are vital to the economy, connect
our rural and urban communities to employment, schools,
hospitals and leisure, and are used by people of all ages.
That is why the Bill has bus passengers at its heart. It
allows local authorities and operators to adopt measures
to improve services and grow passenger numbers. This
is, therefore, an enabling Bill that is fundamentally
about improving bus services for passengers, and that
recognises the need for local solutions to local transport
problems.

By working together, local authorities and operators
can tackle key transport issues, such as pollution and
congestion. They can support local businesses and help
to drive the local economy. The Bill introduces a range
of tools that will achieve those aims. It builds upon the
success of partnership working. Local authorities and
operators can agree the standard of services in a particular
area. This could include multi-operator tickets, better
connections between transport modes and improved
vehicle standards, all of which will drive an increase in
bus usage and increase performance. I emphasise that
this part of the Bill has been widely welcomed by local
authorities, operators and hon. Members, although it is,
of course, not the only opportunity that the Bill brings.

The Bill will bring the opportunity to refresh powers
for local authorities to franchise, delivering on our
devolution agenda. It is only right that many of our
larger cities have the opportunity to make franchising a
success, just as TfL has done in London. Of course,
franchising is not for everyone, and authorities must
have a compelling case to implement such a scheme. I
am of the firm belief that the Bill, as amended by this
House, will deliver a better standard of bus services. It
reinstates automatic franchising powers to mayoral
combined authorities, which will preserve a degree of
commercial certainty and help to maintain the significant
private sector investment that we have already witnessed
in the bus market. In addition, the requirement of an
independent auditor as part of the assessment for
franchising schemes will ensure that a scheme is
implemented only with proper scrutiny.

A necessity to buy separate tickets or to pay with cash
when travelling by bus can be frustrating and costly.
Authorities will, therefore, have improved advanced
ticketing powers to create multi-operator ticketing schemes
that cover not only buses but other modes of transport
such as tram or light rail. They can also make use of
emerging technologies such as contactless and Bluetooth
ticketing. The Bill will make it easier for passengers to
access information on timetables, fares and routes. App
developers will be encouraged to develop innovative
products that will make this information available to
passengers. I firmly believe that these improvements
will deliver significant benefits to passengers, and will
therefore attract more people on to public transport.

The Bill will also deliver accessibility improvements.
Indeed, the audio-visual provision introduced in the
other place has attracted more public attention than
any other part of the Bill. It has certainly dominated my
inbox more than any other matter by a factor of many.
The provision will ensure that bus services in England,
Wales and Scotland are accessible to those with a
hearing or sight loss disability and, at the same time,
will provide valuable information to all passengers. I
know from personal experience the importance of next-stop
announcements in London and elsewhere. All passengers
will benefit from this significant improvement.

I want to see the bus market thrive and encourage
more people on to public transport. As I said at the
beginning of this speech, the Bill will have significant
benefits for the environment, congestion and the local
economy. Ultimately, we seek to reverse a decline in bus
usage and put passengers at the heart of bus services. I
thank all hon. Members who have engaged and contributed
to the Bill, especially those on the Bill Committee, as
well as the Committee Clerks and parliamentary counsel
for all their work. I particularly thank my team within
the Department. A significant amount of hard work
has got us to this point. We have a good Bill that has
been welcomed widely and reflects the importance of
buses in local communities. We want the bus industry to
thrive, and that is what has driven the Bill. I commend it
to the House.

7.24 pm

Andy McDonald: I will pick up where the Minister
left off and thank everyone who has contributed to the
Bill, especially my hon. Friends who served on the
Public Bill Committee, and the officials. I pay tribute to
the wonderful work of the Transport Committee and
everything it has done on this matter. I also thank hon.
Members’ staff for their efforts, particularly Juliet Eales,
who is soon to leave the shadow Transport team, but
whose contributions have been invaluable throughout
the passage of the Bill.

The Bill is ultimately underlined by broad consensus,
which has been reflected in the generally cordial spirit
of our debates. At its heart, the Bill offers local authorities
the opportunity to improve the way in which buses are
run in their areas, should they choose to take it. We have
fought for this over many years—first, 17 years ago
through legislation that failed to make the impact we
had hoped, and then from the Opposition Benches for
seven years. Since 2010, we have sadly heard, time and
again, of bus routes axed, constituents campaigning
hard to keep their vital local bus service, and disabled
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people, jobseekers and students unable to afford the
rocketing cost of travel. We have heard these issues, and
we have fought for a revision of the bus market to give
local areas the power and flexibility to control their bus
services as local circumstances best allow.

Although the Bill is not perfect and is certainly not
the silver bullet to fix the bus system across the whole
country, there is much to be positive about. Mayoral
combined authorities will now be able to unlock powers
to regulate their bus services, increasing parity between
areas such as Greater Manchester and London. We
have fought to ensure that those powers can be accessed
without delay, and that the process for bringing in those
powers will be clear and free from hidden barriers. We
had hoped that all areas of the country, whether they
have an elected mayor or not, would have access to
those powers, but we will have to continue that argument
another day.

The Bill provides new partnership options to local
authorities for working alongside bus operators. We
hope that local authorities will be encouraged to use
these new tools to improve journey times and vehicle
standards, and consequently to reduce congestion—huge
environmental and health issues that affect us all. The
Bill gives the Secretary of State the power to make
regulations requiring buses providing local services to
have in place audio-visual information systems. We are
so pleased that the Government included this provision
following strong pressure from Labour in the other
place, and an excellent campaign from Guide Dogs.
That measure could make a real difference to people’s
lives.

What is missing? Stronger employment protections,
clearer accessibility provisions and bus safety improvements.
We fought for those and we won the arguments, but we
lost the votes. That is the tragedy of being in opposition.
The Bill could have been better, and we were disappointed
by the lack of movement from the Government in these
areas. The Bill is not perfect, but it will go some way to
reversing the damage of deregulation that we have
fought to fix for three decades. Going some way to
reversing that damage is better than going no way at all.
For that reason, and on behalf of all those constituents
waiting at bus stops right now, we will support the Bill
on Third Reading.

7.28 pm

Mrs Theresa Villiers (Chipping Barnet) (Con): I assure
the House that my contribution on this important Bill
will be brief.

The partnership provisions in the Bill are welcome
and important. Partnership working between local
authorities and private sector bus companies has delivered
a whole range of improvements for passengers in many
parts of the country. The goal of the Government here
should be to focus on encouraging that kind of
co-operation, whereby the business acumen and expertise
of the private sector can work alongside the local
understanding and commitment of local authorities, so
those provisions in the Bill are welcome. During the
passage of the Bill, hon. Members have cited a number
of positive examples of different parts of the country,
such as Brighton, where partnerships between private
sector operators and local authorities have had a
transformative and positive effect on services.

I regret that I was not able to be here for the debate
on the amendments that I and my hon. Friend the
Member for North West Norfolk (Sir Henry Bellingham)
tabled, but I very much welcome the assurances given
by the Minister on a number of them and the recognition
of the importance of a number of the principles contained
in them. In particular, I urge him to take seriously the
objectives of amendments 14 and 15, and I hope the
guidance issued will clearly set out the fact that franchising
schemes should be a last resort and will be approved
only if partnership working will not deliver the benefits
that are sought for passengers.

I warmly welcome the Secretary of State’s support
for amendment 2. Ensuring that those who audit a
franchise assessment are properly independent significantly
strengthens the Bill. It would be unfortunate if those
checking out a franchise assessment were not independent
of the local authorities essentially making the decisions
on franchising authorities.

To return to a theme I talked about at some length on
Second Reading, I hope the Government will do everything
they can to facilitate certainty in the private sector bus
operators market, because that certainty is the key to
investment in new fleet, better ticketing measures and a
range of passenger improvements. Anything that leads
to uncertainty could jeopardise investment, which would
have a negative effect on passengers. I particularly have
in mind the importance of delivering smarter ticketing,
which is crucial not only for passengers’ convenience
but in persuading them that the bus can more often be
an attractive and viable alternative to the car.

There is a certain irony in the fact that it is a Conservative
Government who are taking through this Bill, which, as
the House is aware, partially rolls back one of the major
privatisations of the Thatcher era. There are mixed
views on the role of private sector bus operators in
delivering transport services, but I believe they have
brought significant benefits for passengers, and I hope
nothing in the Bill is allowed to jeopardise the reliance
on the expertise and investment that the private sector
has brought to bus operations over the years.

Andy Burnham: Will the right hon. Lady give way?

Mrs Villiers: I am afraid I am about to conclude, but
the right hon. Gentleman will get his chance very soon.

I close by once again thanking the Minister for his
assurances that he takes seriously the points raised in
the amendments and for commending partnership working
between the private sector and local authorities, which
is one of the best ways to deliver improvements for
passengers.

7.32 pm

Mrs Ellman: The Bill is an important step in achieving
a modern, thriving bus sector, and I welcome it. In
doing so, I pay tribute to the Minister and his colleagues
and to the shadow team for the work they have done. I
also commend all the members of the Transport Committee
for the work they did in scrutinising the Bill. Although
some of the points we made have not been acted on,
some have been considered, and this is now a better Bill.

I first spoke on bus deregulation a very long time ago.
When it was introduced through the legislation in 1985,
I was the leader of Lancashire County Council. I opposed
the legislation very strongly because I was concerned it
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would result in a reduction in bus patronage outside
London, and the intervening years have indeed shown
that it did. The Bill does not repeal that legislation, but
it does make substantial changes to it, which I very
much welcome.

A thriving, comprehensive bus network across England
is not an optional extra but an absolute necessity. The
basic principle of the Bill—that there should be more
devolution, and that local transport authorities should
decide what is best for their areas—is the right one, and
I welcome it very much. Although I am disappointed
that the Government have not gone as far as I would
have wished in some areas, I welcome the Bill as we have
it now.

I welcome the provisions on the accessibility of buses,
and particularly those on access and information for
people who are impaired. If information about bus
services and the operation of individual buses is made
more accessible to people who have a disability, everybody
else benefits as well, so it improves the bus sector as a
whole.

I thank everyone who has been involved in the Bill. It
makes major strides in producing better bus services for
the people of this country—those who currently use
our buses and those I hope will do so in future—and I
am pleased to support its Third Reading.

7.35 pm

Andy Burnham: Bus services are the mainstay of the
public transport system, yet, historically, the House has
given them comparatively little attention, and I am
pleased that the Bill begins to correct that.

I congratulate the Secretary of State, the Minister
and, indeed, the Government on the way they have
stuck to the terms of the devolution deal and delivered
a Bill that will bring real benefits to the travelling public
in Greater Manchester and beyond. I also congratulate
those on the Labour Front Bench on the constructive
way in which they have engaged in this debate.

It is also appropriate to congratulate council leaders
in Greater Manchester. The Bill was a clear demand of
Labour leaders in Greater Manchester as part of the
devolution deal struck with the former Chancellor of
the Exchequer, so it is, in effect, as I think the right hon.
Member for Chipping Barnet (Mrs Villiers) was hinting
a moment ago, a Labour Bill and, I am proud to say, a
Greater Manchester Bill. In that sense, the Opposition
take great pride in it clearing its Third Reading tonight.

Ian Mearns: My right hon. Friend is making a very
interesting speech, but he should not put bad ideas into
the Government’s mind—they might change their mind
and vote against the Bill.

Andy Burnham: Well, I will call it a partnership Bill, if
that makes my hon. Friend feel a bit more at ease. It is
certainly a rare example of common sense breaking out
on both sides of the House.

I want to pay particular tribute to my hon. Friend the
Member for Liverpool, Riverside (Mrs Ellman). As she
said a moment ago, she has consistently spoken of the
damaging effects of bus deregulation—the free-for-all,
the decline in the quality of services and the increase in
fares. She has been consistent, and she is vindicated

tonight as the Bill finally goes through the House. So,
too, is my hon. Friend the Member for Blackley and
Broughton (Graham Stringer), who made the same
argument throughout the years, including under the
Labour Government, and who has waited a long time
to see this Bill come to pass.

To be successful in the new role that I seek, I will seek
to use the powers in the Bill for the benefit of the
travelling public in Greater Manchester. For 32 years,
we have had a bus service that has been run for private
vested interests rather than in the public interest. Only
last week, a whole new series of service alterations were
announced that will decrease the quality and coverage
of services across Greater Manchester, with no real
ability for communities to challenge those decisions. Well,
that way of running bus services is coming to an end.

Lilian Greenwood: I am very much enjoying my right
hon. Friend’s speech. Does he agree that, contrary to
what the right hon. Member for Chipping Barnet
(Mrs Villiers) said, the Bill seeks to enhance competition
and the role of the private sector by having really
effective competition off the road? On-road competition
has not delivered for passengers.

Andy Burnham: That is absolutely the point. If we
construct a franchise process that really puts the public
interest first, and we then ask the private sector to meet
that public interest, that will be a much better system;
indeed, it is the system the right hon. Lady’s constituents
benefit from in London. The question I was going to
ask her was, why, if she thinks that is okay for her
constituents, is she seeking to deny it to ours? That is
not an acceptable position for her to take.

Mrs Villiers: Obviously, I do not want to go back
over the whole debate we had on this, but there is a
range of ways in which the bus sector is very different in
London, not least the fact that Londoners pay millions
of pounds in congestion charges, which support the bus
network. That is one of the major reasons why bus
services in London are different from those in the rest of
the country; it is not necessarily the regulatory structure
that makes the difference.

Andy Burnham: That is, if I am honest, the kind of
London-centric argument that gets this House a bad
name—“London’s different and therefore it needs different
rules and all the extra attention.” If the system works in
London, why can it not work in a city region like the
west midlands, Merseyside or, indeed, Greater Manchester?
If the principles are good ones that deliver a good bus
service for people here, then surely they should be
extended to the other major cities of our country, and
those decisions should be devolved.

If I am to be in a position to use the powers in this
Bill, I would use them to bring fares down. Fares are
much more expensive in Greater Manchester than they
are in London, for instance. I would use them to increase
and improve disability access, including audio-visual
provision. I would use them to pave the way for an
integrated ticketing system. We are currently denied an
Oyster-style system. Because of the free-for-all, all the
operators use different ticketing systems and cannot
provide an integrated system. I would use the powers to
give every community a decent, reliable service. I would
use them to introduce a free bus pass for all 16 to
18-year-olds.
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Ian Mearns: Will my right hon. Friend muse for a
moment on why companies are making twice as much
profit on routes that they operate in places like Tyne
and Wear and Greater Manchester than on routes that
they operate in London? They are the same companies,
but the operating profit on the routes that they run in
those two places is twice as much as it is in London.

Andy Burnham: It is simple, is it not? We have, in
effect, an unregulated system, and because of that
companies are able to increase fares outside London
faster than they have been increasing in London. That is
how they make those profits. There are good bus operators
out there, and I would not want to punish them. I have a
smaller operator, Jim Stones Coaches, in my constituency
—a brilliant bus operator. We would want those good
operators to be part of the new regime. It is time to call
time on the profiteering off the backs of the travelling
public in places like Greater Manchester.

The decline in quality and the rise in the cost of bus
travel in places like Greater Manchester has, over the
32 years since buses were deregulated, put more and
more cars on the roads, to the point where conurbations
like Greater Manchester are becoming increasingly
congested. As I said earlier, it is cheaper for young
people in some parts of Greater Manchester to get a
taxi than to use a bus service. That cannot possibly
make sense. It tells us that something is seriously wrong
with the way that the system is operating. I say to the
right hon. Member for Chipping Barnet that the people
of Greater Manchester deserve a bus system as good as
London’s, if not better. That is what, using this Bill, we
will now seek to deliver.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read the Third time and passed, with
amendments.

Alison Thewliss (Glasgow Central) (SNP): On a point
of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. On Monday last week I
asked for an emergency debate under Standing Order
No. 24. I do not seek to reapply for that debate, but last
week Mr Speaker said that he would

“hope and anticipate that the usual channels would find time for
it to be debated.”—[Official Report, 20 March 2017; Vol. 623,
c. 655.]

Business collapsed at 4.35 pm last Tuesday and it is
finishing at 7.43 pm tonight. This is completely illogical
to me and to everybody else watching elsewhere. Can
you advise on how I could get a debate on the significant
concerns that I still have about the Tories’ two-child
policy and rape clause before it is implemented in
10 days’ time? If now is not the time, when is?

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): That is not
a matter for the Chair but it is a matter for the Government.
The main thing is that it is definitely on the record, and
I would hope that the usual channels would have picked
up on the comments that have been made.

Business without Debate

DELEGATED LEGISLATION

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): With the
leave of the House, we shall take motions 2 to 7 together.

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 118(6))

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

That the draft Industrial Training Levy (Engineering Construction
Industry Training Board) Order 2017, which was laid before this
House on 23 February, be approved.

IMMIGRATION

That the draft Immigration Skills Charge Regulations 2017,
which were laid before this House on 20 February, be approved.

MENTAL CAPACITY

That the draft Public Guardian (Fees, etc.) (Amendment)
Regulations 2017, which were laid before this House on 9 February,
be approved.

EMPLOYMENT

That the draft Prescribed Persons (Reports on Disclosures of
Information) Regulations 2017, which were laid before this House
on 20 February, be approved.

ELECTRICITY

That the draft Electricity and Gas (Energy Company Obligation)
(Amendment) Order 2017, which was laid before this House on
8 February, be approved.

CAPITAL GAINS TAX

That the draft Enactment of Extra-Statutory Concessions
Order 2017, which was laid before this House on 6 February, be
approved.—(Mr Syms.)

Question agreed to.

EUROPEAN UNION DOCUMENTS

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 119(11)),

EU-TURKEY COOPERATION ON MIGRATION AND THE

IMPACT ON THE SCHENGEN FREE MOVEMENT AREA

That this House takes note of European Union Document
No. 15429/15, a Commission Communication: Eighth biannual
report on the functioning of the Schengen area 1 May-10 December
2015, European Union Document No. 15397/15, a Proposal for a
Regulation amending Regulation No. 562/2006 (EC), also known
as the Schengen Borders Code, as regards the reinforcement of
checks against relevant databases at external borders, European
Union Document No. 6798/16 and Addendum, a Commission
Communication: Back to Schengen–A Roadmap, European Union
Document No. 5985/16, a Council Implementing Decision setting
out a Recommendation on addressing the serious deficiencies
identified in the 2015 evaluation of the application of the Schengen
acquis in the field of management of external borders by
Greece, European Union Document No. 7183/16, a Commission
Communication: Next operational steps in EU-Turkey cooperation
in the field of migration, European Union Document No. 8175/16
and Addendum, a Commission Communication: First Report on
the progress made in the implementation of the EU-Turkey
Statement; and supports the Government in continuing to work
alongside EU partners as part of a comprehensive approach to
global migration issues.—(Mr Syms.)

Question agreed to.
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SITTINGS OF THE HOUSE

Ordered,

That, notwithstanding the provisions of Standing Order
No. 10(2)(b), the sittings in Westminster Hall on Tuesday 18 April
and Tuesday 2 May shall begin at 11.30am, shall be suspended
from 1.30pm to 4.30pm and may then continue for up to a further

three hours.—(Michael Ellis.)

Tyne Marine Office
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Mr Syms.)

7.44 pm

Mrs Emma Lewell-Buck (South Shields) (Lab): South
Shields has a proud maritime history, present, and, I
hope, future. The shipping industry is a major employer
in South Shields, its contribution to the industrial and
social history of the region being well documented. As
one seafarer commented to me, South Shields used to
be the centre of the universe for the maritime industry.

The Tyne marine office was previously based at Compass
House inside the port of Tyne. It provided seafarers and
our local area with a range of vital services, including
managing and issuing seafarers’ documentation, and
conducting oral exams and eye tests. Our surveyors
fulfilled the UK’s legal obligation to conduct port state
control inspections of foreign-registered vessels working
from our ports in the UK, as well as providing a public
counter service for advice and complaints from ship
owners, seafarers, and members of the public.

The Maritime and Coastguard Agency’s consultation
on the future of the Tyne office stated that it would
close by September this year, yet it closed on 6 March,
with the lease expiring just a week later—a move that
was supported by the Government’s maritime growth
study. I accept, of course, that some alternative provision
has now been made at South Tyneside College for an
initial period of five years, but the move has seen a
depletion in crucial parts of the service. Not only was
the office closed ahead of schedule, but what is in its
place does not, quite frankly, fit the bill. The new office
will not have on-site surveyors, nor a counter service.
The 18 surveyors have been redeployed in the “flexible,
customer-focused” way the Government believe to be
an essential strand in their plans for maritime growth.
The consultation proposed

“to put in place a remote, IT-enabled working regime to minimise
any adverse impact. This would be based around our surveyors
working remotely, from other suitable MCA or Government
locations or from home.”

This is now in practice. However, can the Minister
advise me on when the new IT system for remote
working will begin to be used by MCA surveyors? It is
important that ports and ship owners in the north-east,
but also taxpayers, know how much the IT procurement
exercise will cost, in order to balance it against the
estimated £330,000 total annual savings that the MCA
will make from the marine office closures.

The loss of the Tyne marine office has left a 350-mile
stretch of UK coastline between Aberdeen and Bridlington
with no physical base for MCA surveyors who are
required to inspect and, if necessary, detain a diverse
range of UK and internationally registered shipping.
Its loss has increased the prospect of the private sector
carrying out port state control work at ports where an
MCA surveyor may not be available at short notice.
This was recognised by some local RMT members in
the north-east who made their feelings clear to the
Government and to the MCA, stating that

“the closure of the Port of Tyne office and opening an office in
Bridlington will open the North East coast to be exploited by
shipping companies when inspectors are working from home and
do not have a centre to coordinate their inspections and monitor
shipping movements along the North East coast.”
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In November 2013, a Panama-registered ship called
the Donald Duckling was detained in the Tyne by MCA
surveyors. This cargo vessel of over 46,000 tonnes was
found to be unsafe and crewed by 18 Filipino seafarers
who had run out of food. The vessel owners then
abandoned the ship and the crew, who were stranded on
the vessel, without pay and reliant on international
freight transport and our brilliant South Shields Mission
to Seafarers and assistance from our port of Tyne to
survive. The crew had to wait nearly a year before
receiving any pay or safe passage home. Moving MCA
survey work away from a physical base may compromise
response times when a substandard vessel of concern is
in the north-east ports, even if only for a relatively short
period.

The other change is the loss of counter service. Marine
offices traditionally provide that service to cater for
matters such as discharge books, training record books,
seamen’s cards and other certification, including duplicates
of lost certificates. As our marine office covered Berwick
to Whitby, this is a loss not just for my constituents but
for the whole north-east and parts of Yorkshire. Seafarers
now have to travel to Hull or send their documents by
post, all at increased cost and risk. Providing the service
is an administrative task, and I am led to believe that
the same number of administrative staff are to be
retained at the college, so I am completely at a loss as to
why the service has been removed, especially when the
range of certification required to work at sea is extensive
and subject to regular updates.

Just this January, the key convention on standards of
training, certification and watchkeeping, which sets out
basic requirements for all seafarers, was subject to changes,
and the MCA is in the process of reforming its fee
structure, including for the basic medical certificate,
without which a seafarer cannot work at sea. Marine
information notice 541, issued by the MCA earlier this
month, states that the Hull marine office will offer a
number of services previously provided in the Tyne
marine office. The Hull office, which was under threat,
is to remain open, but that does not take away the
fact that the counter office for seafarers in South
Shields and in the north-east will be 100 miles down the
coast.

The number of seafarers at work or in training in the
UK shipping industry is in long-term decline, with
records showing that there has been a 60% decline in the
number of merchant seafarers over the last 30 years. We
are seeing a decline in offshore supply activity in the
North sea following the collapse in oil prices, and there
is a constant threat, especially for ratings, of being
replaced by low-cost crew from overseas. In that context,
I cannot see how the loss of the Tyne marine office will
encourage my region to recover jobs and skills in this
industry. The Government speak of wanting to recruit
and train more British seafarers, but surely taking steps
such as the closure of this office and the removal of the
counter service will have exactly the opposite effect.

Mr Alan Campbell (Tynemouth) (Lab): My hon.
Friend will be aware of the planned merger between
South Tyneside College and TyneMet in my borough.
With our history of seamanship and engineering excellence,
should we not be encouraging young men and women
who seek a career at sea, rather than discouraging
them?

Mrs Lewell-Buck: It will come as no surprise that I
agree completely with my right hon. Friend. In an era
when our seafaring industry is declining, we should be
doing everything we can to encourage growth, so I
would like the Minister at least to commit today to
restoring the counter service in South Shields.

The seafarer projections review published by the
Department for Transport in January forecasts big increases
in the demand for seafarers from the UK shipping
industry over the next decade. If UK ratings and officers
are to fill those jobs, the Government have to go beyond
the maritime growth study to tackle the effect of the
low-cost crewing model in constituencies such as mine.
I understand from the maritime unions that the Government
are taking encouraging steps on applying the national
minimum wage for seafarers. We need significant reforms
such as that, not the closure of marine offices, to revive
our traditional seafaring communities.

I am pleased that South Tyneside College will retain
responsibility for conducting seafarers’oral exams, because
the Tyne marine office conducted the highest number
on the national network. Between 2009 and 2016, it
carried out nearly 7,700 seafarer oral exams. The total
number of UK seafarers working today is just over
23,000, so a significant number will have been through
the marine office in my constituency. I sincerely hope
that the Minister will be able to offer some assurances
that that service will remain firmly in place in South
Shields for the long term.

I am a little confused about why, in all those changes,
the office has retained the ensign unit, which carries out
services for the large or super-yacht sector. I think all
my constituents will agree that South Shields is not an
area awash with super-yachts. It is, however, awash with
seafarers. Can the Minister explain the rationale for
keeping that service but not the much-valued counter
service that my constituents wanted us to retain?

It is short-sighted to cut the marine office network,
particularly in traditional seafaring centres such as South
Shields. Marine offices such as that on the Tyne should
be seen as assets in an industrial strategy that strengthens
the links between maritime communities and seafaring
jobs and skills, particularly for women, who remain poorly
represented in the seafarer workforce domestically
and internationally. The loss of the Tyne office in my
constituency will save the MCA only just over £100,000 per
year. Its closure tells my constituents that the Government
do not value seafarers in the north-east, and I fear that
the long-term effects of these changes will far outweigh
the short-term and short-sighted financial gain.

7.56 pm

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): I will not detain the
House for long, but I want to put on record the fact that
I agree with every word that my hon. Friend the Member
for South Shields (Mrs Lewell-Buck) has just said. The
UK maritime workforce continues to diminish, and
important skills are being lost to the industry. We must
never forget that we are a maritime nation. We seek to
increase our trade significantly beyond the confines of
the European Union, but we are reducing our protective
infrastructure for looking after the interests of UK-based
seafarers in a growing international market.

The offshore oil and gas industry along the North sea
coast has been in the doldrums, and many ships and
vessels are tied up in ports along the north-east. Yet we
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are losing our regulatory capacity to make sure that the
people who work on those vessels are the right people
and of the right nationality, and that they have the
requisite skills and work permits to do so. I find it
beyond belief that the Government are taking the measures
that my hon. Friend has talked about in this important
Adjournment debate. We need to reverse this retrograde
step for an industry that needs the Government to act
on its behalf rather than abandoning it.

7.57 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Andrew Jones): I start by congratulating the hon. Member
for South Shields (Mrs Lewell-Buck) on securing this
debate about the closure of the Tyne marine office. The
second thing I should do is to offer a bit of an apology,
because I am not the maritime Minister. My right hon.
Friend the Member for South Holland and The Deepings
(Mr Hayes), who has responsibility for maritime, is
away on important Government business in China. It
may well be that I cannot answer all the hon. Lady’s
questions in my speech, but I undertake to go through
the entire Hansard report of this debate and take the
questions back to the Department to ensure that she
receives the answers that she seeks. I wanted to clarify
that before we went any further.

Before I talk specifically about the recent closure of
the Tyne marine office, it might help the House if I set
out some background to the decision. The House will
recognise our people’s strong connection to the sea and
our impressive maritime heritage. The British have always
looked beyond our shores and built strong trade links
with the rest of the world. Ships and the related maritime
industries have historically been crucial to our economic
wellbeing, and that remains as true now as it has ever
been. We are an island nation, and the UK relies on
shipping for 95% of its trade by volume. Maritime
industry directly contributes at least £11 billion to the
UK economy each year. Those maritime industries are
expected to grow significantly in the next decade, and
the public needs the assurance that commercial ships
visiting our ports, whether or not they are actually
registered in the United Kingdom, are operating safely.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I apologise to the
initiator of the debate, the hon. Member for South
Shields (Mrs Lewell-Buck) that, although I rushed to
get to the Chamber—I actually ran very fast—I was a
wee bit late, for which I also apologise to the House.
Does the Minister agree that the closure will undoubtedly
compromise the ability of the Maritime and Coastguard
Agency survey and inspection unit to carry out its
duties and that, although it is difficult to quantify, the
impact on local seafarers living and working in the area
will certainly be adverse, to say the least?

Andrew Jones: I am not sure I can agree with the hon.
Gentleman, but I will come on to discuss that very point
later.

Operational safety matters for the sake of the seafarers
on ships, and for protecting our cherished and highly prized
marine environment. That is why we need a robust,
strong and effective ship survey and inspection regime.
Within my Department, the Maritime and Coastguard

Agency is responsible for providing the broad safety
regime. In that effort, the agency and its staff are guided
by its mission statement:

“Safer lives, safer ships, cleaner seas”.

The ship survey and inspection regime we have established
must be capable of ensuring the safety of the shipping
industry, while at the same time being supportive of the
industry it serves and commercially attuned to what
the industry needs. That view is shared by the industry
itself, and it was highlighted in the “Maritime Growth
Study” report published in September 2015. Lord
Mountevans’s report set out a number of recommendations
to support the growth of the whole maritime sector.
The Government and the industry have been working
tirelessly, in unison, since the report’s launch to put into
effect its excellent recommendations.

For the Maritime and Coastguard Agency, we have
implemented some of the recommendations by separating
the UK ship register into a bespoke, commercially
focused directorate. We have appointed Doug Barrow,
formerly the chief executive of Maritime London, as
the new director of the UK ship register. He has been
supporting the MCA on a part-time basis since January,
and will take up his appointment full-time on 10 April.
Mr Barrow brings with him an expert and forensic
understanding of the commercial needs of the shipping
industry. The MCA’s leadership has also been bolstered
by the appointment of its first non-executive chairman.
Michael Parker, who will fill that role, brings with him
over 40 years of experience and knowledge. He, too, will
support the MCA’s greater commercial awareness and
responsiveness, which is critical to what I will come on
to talk about shortly.

Another transformational change for the agency,
which is linked to balancing its role as a regulator with
the need for greater commercial responsiveness—this
recommendation was at the heart of the “Maritime
Growth Study”—is the modernisation of our ship survey
and inspection arrangements. Ship survey and inspection
is at the heart of the Government’s responsibilities as
both a flag state, running a shipping register, and as a
port state, with many ships visiting UK ports and
harbours daily. Both roles are about balancing safety
and the protection of the environment with facilitating
legitimate commercial activity and trade.

The safety of shipping, ports and the marine environment
is dependent on effective and proportionate regulation,
robust technical standards and the comprehensive oversight
and inspection of national and international merchant
shipping fleets. Effective survey and inspection is key to
compliance, and it must be robust if it is to support the
level of growth in the maritime sector envisaged by the
“Maritime Growth Study”. Overseeing shipping and
protecting the marine environment carries a degree of
risk that needs to be properly managed. A failure in
regulatory governance by those operating ships could—very
sadly, as we all know, it sometimes does—result in
serious accidents, with damaging consequences for those
involved and for our environment.

The MCA carries out its ship survey and inspection
regime for the UK through a frontline cadre of some
130 marine surveyors located around the UK. The
marine surveyors are experienced seafarers, many of
whom are master mariners, chief engineers or qualified
naval architects. The frontline marine surveyors are
supported by experienced and equally qualified colleagues
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working in policy, technical and in-house advisory positions,
providing oversight and advice, and monitoring technical
and professional standards.

Notwithstanding its strong global reputation for
competence and its positive influence on worldwide
safety standards, the MCA has struggled in recent years
to meet its remit and its ability to discharge its statutory
obligations for maritime safety. In part, that has been
because it has proved difficult to attract qualified marine
surveyors in what is a highly competitive marketplace.
The marine surveyor cadre has been operating with
some 30% vacancies, and has for the past few years
found it very difficult to attract and retain high-quality
staff.

Recognising the need for change, the agency carried
out a comprehensive review of the way in which it
delivers its ship survey and inspection obligations. By
listening to the needs of customers and the industry,
and by considering the Government’s estate strategy
and optimising the potential benefits of technology, the
MCA has identified a number of areas where improvements
can be made. With the support of the trades unions,
new terms and conditions have been agreed for the
agency’s frontline marine surveyor workforce. The
modernised terms are designed to improve availability,
deployability and responsiveness to industry and wider
demand, while at the same time retaining and attracting
new talent to the workforce.

A key element to the new terms and conditions is the
concept of remote working, which is made increasingly
possible by modern technology. The hon. Lady asked
about new IT systems, and I can tell her that they are
already in place. Marine surveyors will no longer be
required to work from one of the relatively few marine
offices around the UK. They can instead work remotely
anywhere, serving a much greater proportion of our
customers in and around the UK’s ports.

Mrs Lewell-Buck: Will the Minister share with the
House the cost of the new IT programme?

Andrew Jones: I cannot do so, because I do not have
that information with me, but I will find out and write
to the hon. Lady.

The key is to build on remote working, which is made
possible by modern technology, to provide a more
customer-oriented service. With frontline marine surveyors
based closer to their customers, the MCA can simply
respond quickly to customer needs. That ability is a
further direct response to an industry that increasingly
needs support at all times of the day. The changes
address particular industry concern and call for change.
That is the background: a more customer focused and
responsive sector driven by technology, and the needs of
a sector that we wish to see grow.

That brings me to the specific issue of the closure of
the Tyne marine office. As part of the overall package
of change, the MCA consulted last year with the public
and industry on the new proposed estate footprint.
Following the consultation, the agency concluded that
there should be nine marine offices across the UK. The
proposal to close the Tyne marine office was confirmed.
The Tyne marine office has played a key role in maritime
safety, alongside others, in the north-east for many
years. That point was made by the hon. Lady. It is
without question. Its close relationship with local industry

and with South Tyneside College has seen over 1,000
seafarers, both new and experienced, visit the marine
office every year to sit their seafarer examinations.

Recognising that local need, I can inform the House
that the same number of marine surveyors will continue
to be located in the Tyne area to meet demand. The
Tyne marine office has closed, but the MCA has opened
a bespoke examination facility in the area to respond to
the needs of the customers and industry. The new
examination centre, which has MCA branding, is situated
within South Tyneside College. As I am sure the hon.
Lady is aware, it opened on 13 March 2017. The MCA’s
commercial large yacht unit, known as Ensign, will
operate from the same examination centre. It might not
be a venue for that many super yachts, but it is a venue
for expertise within the MCA. That is why the unit was
there in the first place. Remote working marine surveyors
based in the Tyne area will be able to use the facility as a
remote office when required.

The hon. Lady raised concerns about there no longer
being a counter service on the Tyne. There is no longer a
counter service, but I would highlight that the MCA
still has in place service provisions to provide documents,
such as discharge books and seamen’s cards, in line
with other Government services. Applications for these
documents can be made online or via the post. It is
worth noting that over the past two years, there have
been approximately two visits per week to the Tyne
counter. That is in contrast to the 1,200 exams and over
100 port state control inspections per year. The provision
of a counter service fails to take into account the
direction of technology, the lack of demand and the
need to consider providing services in a way required by
customers.

Mrs Lewell-Buck: I thank the Minister for giving way
again. He is being very kind. I am aware of the figure of
two people a week going to get papers and documentation,
but does the Minister have figures for how many people
came into the office for help, advice or discussions
about future careers? That service mattered to my
constituents and they would want it to be brought back.

Andrew Jones: I can pick up that point, along with
some of the other points raised. The need to have a
presence in the area is understood, with the link to, and
the base at, South Tyneside College, which will deliver
1,200 oral exams and over 100 port state control inspections
a year. It is important to emphasise that the MCA and
its excellent marine surveyors have not in any way
abandoned the north-east of England. They are still
very much there. They are talking about the same
number of people providing the same services. They
will be supporting their local customers. What we are
trying to do is deliver that service in a way that is more
responsive to customer need. That is the feedback from
industry. We need to make our service more attuned to
its needs, so we no longer continue to see maritime
decline. They are just working differently and from a
different base at the South Tyneside College.

This was the first step in a national restructure intended
to secure a robust survey and inspection regime that
aims to deliver a more efficient service. It is a service
that can meet the needs of customers and industry. It is
a modernised service that will help to attract new ships
to fly the flag and join the UK ship register. I can assure

101 10227 MARCH 2017Tyne Marine Office Tyne Marine Office



[Andrew Jones]

the House that our modernised ship survey and inspection
arrangements will mean that we retain our place as one
of the most respected maritime nations in the world.

Question put and agreed to.

8.12 pm

House adjourned.
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Westminster Hall

Monday 27 March 2017

[MR GARY STREETER in the Chair]

Badger Culling

4.30 pm

Paul Flynn (Newport West) (Lab): I beg to move,

That this House has considered e-petition 165672 relating to
badger culling.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Streeter. The petition reads:

“Since 2013, thousands of badgers have been killed in a
Government cull attempting to control bovine TB. Against scientific
advice & before a 4 year trial has completed, the government is
now expanding the cull to new counties—tens of thousands of
healthy badgers could be killed.

Experts in disease control and animal welfare agree that pilot
badger culls have proven both ineffective and inhumane. Shooting
badgers is also expensive, costing tax-payers some £5,000 per
animal. Bovine TB is a serious problem but killing badgers is not
the solution, and could actually make the situation worse. It is a
costly distraction from an effective solution incorporating vaccination,
increased cattle movement control measures and improved testing.”

I have no special expertise in this area, but I am
grateful to the Petitions Committee for asking me to
move the motion. However, I have one claim to authenticity,
which I share with my hon. Friend the Member for
Newport East (Jessica Morden): a predecessor of ours,
Roy Hughes, who represented the areas we now represent,
sponsored a private Member’s Bill in 1991 that was
intended to control the abuse of badgers taking place at
that time by protecting their setts and making activity
against them illegal. We therefore have a good tradition
in Newport.

I share with most people a great affection for these
beautiful creatures. As the superior species, we have a
responsibility towards them; as the intelligent and thinking
species, we have a duty to ensure that all sentient, living
creatures are protected from gratuitous violence or cruelty.
I believe that the Government’s policy on badger culling
is evidence-free and prejudice-rich. The present Government
have a long record of appeasing farmers—everything
farmers want, normally farmers get from this Government,
however unreasonable the demands might be.

The case has been made powerfully in other parts of
the world for the futility of culling, which appears to be
a simple solution only to those who believe in shooting
first and thinking later. We heard similar nonsense in
the debate about hunting; some people thought that it
was a reasonable method of pest control to take 100 riders
and horses across the countryside to deal with one fox.
Sadly, that rural attitude is not as respectful as it should
be of all animal life.

Stephen Doughty (Cardiff South and Penarth) (Lab/
Co-op): My hon. Friend is making some strong points.
He spoke about the evidence-free approach being taken
in England. Does he agree that the approach being
taken in Wales has demonstrated clear evidence that the
cull was unnecessary? We have continued to see massive
reductions in bovine tuberculosis, much greater than

those in England—47% in Wales over eight years, compared
with 16% in England. Even this year infections have
continued to decrease, according to the latest information
provided by the chief veterinary officer.

Paul Flynn: The badger has an honoured place in
Welsh literature and history—it is known in Wales as
mochyn daear, the earth pig, which is a very descriptive
name for the animal—and the attitude taken to it in
Wales has been very much science-based. The UK
Government say that they are using every tool in the
box, but they are using the rusty tools out of a medieval
box, such as the crudest way to diagnose—with a skin
test rather than the other scientific tests available—and
culling. In Wales, however, the authorities have quite
sensibly said that the effective way is to use vaccination,
which we did for four years between 2011 and 2016.
Sadly, there is now a world shortage of the vaccine,
because it is needed against human TB, although some
nations have secured their future supplies.

Wales is in a fortunate position. The chief executive
of the Badger Trust rightly said:

“We are delighted to see confirmation that badger vaccination
is leading to a substantial reduction in the prevalence of TB in
badgers and that any temporary halt while the global stocks of
BCG vaccine recover, will not lead to an increase in the spread
of the disease in badgers.”

He was also disappointed to see criticism such as that
from the Farmers Union of Wales, which talked about
the £700 cost to vaccinate a badger even though the cost
of the cull is a great deal more.

Richard Drax (South Dorset) (Con): I am listening
carefully to the hon. Gentleman—I do not agree, clearly,
but I am listening carefully, as we should on both sides
of the argument. I accept that vaccination is one element,
but does he agree that experiences in Australia, Ireland
and New Zealand show that culling is also an important
element in the control of bovine TB?

Paul Flynn: We could go through every country in the
world—I will mention a few others—but I am talking
about a recent experience that is nearer home, in Wales.
I also want to talk about the Krebs trial, which is the
most ambitious trial carried out, and one that was
entirely science-based and prejudice-free. Furthermore,
the cost of killing one badger in the culling process in
England is not £700, but nearer £7,000.

Angela Smith (Penistone and Stocksbridge) (Lab):
Does my hon. Friend agree that the problem with
relating badger culling in England to killing possums in
New Zealand is that they are two very different animals,
with different ecologies, and in completely different
landscapes and environments?

Paul Flynn: Indeed, yes. It is deer in Australia, and
there are various problems throughout the world, but in
Wales, the neighbouring country to England, we have a
very satisfactory situation. Peter Martin was critical of
the Farmers Union of Wales for not appreciating what
had been done in Wales. He suggested that it should be
celebrating the success of the Welsh Government and

“calling on DEFRA and the NFU in England to follow the Welsh
example of reducing bovine TB by focusing on improved cattle
testing and movement controls. New incidents of bovine TB in
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cattle are now down by 28% in Wales with a 45% cut in the
number of cattle being slaughtered. This now leaves 94% of the
Welsh herd TB free, without killing any badgers.”

Ireland has had a fascinating experience. In the 1980s
the Irish decided to slaughter all the badgers in the
country, which were estimated at 70,000. They exceeded
their own expectations, however, because they have culled
96,000 badgers since 1985. The national operation consisted
of teams of 100 contractors setting up 6,000 snares a
night, working for eight months of every year. In 2012 a
whopping ¤3.4 million was spent culling 6,939 badgers,
yet after all that slaughter an examination found that
the reduction on the previous year in the number of
cattle diagnosed with TB was 55—after that huge expense.
That is ¤61,818 for every cow below the previous year’s
figure. It is staggering that that huge amount was spent
and so many animals were killed for so little benefit.

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): Is that
not even more perverse, given that the badger population
is responsible for only about 5.7% of the spread of TB
in any form whatever? Investing that money in other
biosecurity measures would surely be far better value,
let alone more moral.

Paul Flynn: As we know, there is a great deal of
confused and unscientific thinking about this issue. TB
can be spread from badger to badger, from badger to
cow, from cow to cow and from cow to foxhound,
among which there was recently a significant new outbreak.
The Government’s approach has been crude and crowd-
pleasing, not science-based. Strangely, in their reply to
the petition, the Government actually had the cheek to
mention the Krebs report, which was done under another
Government, as a matter of some credit to them.

Rachael Maskell: TB is also spread by the spreading
of slurry on fields. That is not tested, so other measures
could be taken. Badgers and cows do not share the
same space at the same time. Further research is really
needed in that area to prove whether even 5.7% of the
disease is spread via badgers.

Paul Flynn: That is a really serious problem. We have
been permissive in allowing the spreading of slurry. As
we know, there is a new case involving the Kimblewick
hunt, which hunts in five counties and spreads the
infection where it goes. There is permissiveness in not
recognising the importance of infection from slurry. It
is much easier to blame the badger—to find one culprit
and blame it. The Government have their policy. They
mentioned the Krebs report, which I believe is the
biggest and most scientific analysis that has been conducted
anywhere in the world.

Danny Kinahan (South Antrim) (UUP): I am sorry
that I was not here at the beginning of the hon. Gentleman’s
speech—there are certain things happening in Northern
Ireland—but is he aware that we have a pilot scheme in
Northern Ireland that is looking at capturing badgers,
testing them, vaccinating them and then releasing or, if
they have TB, euthanising them? We are looking at
different methods. We are not just saying, “Cull all
badgers,” but finding a new way forward. We need to
learn from that rather than blaming all badgers.

Paul Flynn: That is an entirely intellectually respectable
and humane approach to this issue. Krebs looked at the
problem and three approaches were trialled: a reactive
approach in which, following TB outbreaks, badgers
were culled on and around farms but not elsewhere; a
proactive approach in which as many badgers as possible
were culled in the whole area and badger numbers were
kept as low as possible; and a survey approach, where
no badgers were culled but the land was surveyed for
details of badger activity. The cull went on for nine
years, some £40 million was spent and 10,000 badgers
were slaughtered. Reactive culling was suspended in the
early days of the trial due to an increase in bovine TB
outbreaks in reactive culling areas compared with
areas in which no culling had taken place. That was a
surprising result, but the independent scientific group
advised that reactive culling should not be used to control
bovine TB.

After that long period, Mr Krebs announced his
decision. He said that the trial evidence should be
interpreted as an argument against culling. This is not
some prejudice-based release put out by a political party
seeking favours; this is scientific proof of the highest order.
He said:

“You cull intensively for at least four years, you will have a net
benefit of reducing TB in cattle of 12% to 16%. So you leave
85% of the problem still there, having gone to a huge amount of
trouble to kill a huge number of badgers… It doesn’t seem to be
an effective way of controlling the disease.”

He said that he had recommended randomised badger
culling trials in 1997 because it was not known then
whether a cull would be effective or cost-effective. His
view on the issue was formulated after he saw the
results—it was based on evidence. No party should have
returned to the idea of culling after that impressive
evidence and all the scientific reports that supported it
had come out.

Imperial College London researchers reported that

“reductions in cattle TB incidence achieved by repeated badger
culling were not sustained in the long term after”

culling took place. Within three or four years, badger
numbers were up to their previous level. The researchers
added:

“These results, combined with evaluation of alternative culling
methods, suggest that badger culling is unlikely to contribute
effectively to the control of cattle TB”.

Rachael Maskell: My hon. Friend is being incredibly
generous with his time. Is it not really perverse that,
throughout the culling process in 2016, badgers were
not tested to see whether they were carriers of TB and
we therefore really do not know what impact the cull is
having?

Paul Flynn: That demonstrates the Government’s
amateurish approach. They wish to get the animals out
of the way, but they have not made a serious attempt to
find out how bovine TB is spread.

We now have another worry: the Kimblewick hunt.
That must be taken into account, but there does not
seem to be a great deal of enthusiasm from the Government
to take it up. The Kimblewick hunt is an amalgamation
of three hunts. It hunts in Bedfordshire, Berkshire,
Buckinghamshire, Hampshire, Hertfordshire and
Oxfordshire. Campaigners discovered that the hunt’s
hounds are infected with bovine TB. There have long
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been complaints, as my hon. Friend the Member for
York Central (Rachael Maskell) pointed out, about
poor farm hygiene and hunts feeding disease-ridden
“fallen cattle” carcasses to foxhounds. The fact that
25 of that hunt’s foxhounds had to be put down because
they were infected with bovine TB and a further 120 are
undergoing testing is a cause for serious worry, and I
have asked the Government what they will do about it.

The infection of foxhounds was not seen as a threat
in the past, but few animals are free to cover and infect
more territory than hounds undertaking trail hunting
or chasing foxes, so this is a really serious new risk. The
news has been kept quiet since December. The hunt
itself suspended hunting but is apparently carrying on
using visiting packs. The problem could be widespread.
There are reports that some farmers have belatedly tried
to protect their cattle by banning hunts from their land.
Farmers local to the hunt’s kennels are refusing to let it
hunt on their land. As my hon. Friend the Member for
York Central said, it is suggested that the hounds were
fed raw, TB-infected meat, even though that contravenes
meat hygiene rules and bovine TB controls. Do the
Government believe that that is happening or there is a
risk of it happening? We are all familiar with the close
association that there has long been between hunts and
the farming industry, and the way that hunts were used
to dispose of fallen cattle. The danger seems to be
substantial.

I believe that there is sufficient evidence for a new
investigation into the prevalence of bovine TB among
foxhounds and a case for suspending hunting until that
has been proved to be a risk or otherwise. Let us put
that to the test. I have recently put down many questions
and had unsatisfactory answers to all of them. We now
have a chance to answer the concern of the great
majority of the public who do not believe that culling is
an effective way of controlling bovine TB and believe it
is inhumane and cruel. That is the view that the petitioners
have expressed.

Jessica Morden (Newport East) (Lab): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on his excellent speech. As he concludes
his remarks, does he agree that one thing the Minister
could take from the debate is to look again at the Welsh
Government’s experience, which has been less expensive,
more humane and ultimately more effective?

Paul Flynn: Indeed. Unfortunately, because the Welsh
Government are the only Labour Government in the
United Kingdom at the moment, the UK Government
have been tempted to use them as a bit of a punch bag,
almost always irrationally and always unfairly. The
Welsh Government have had a great many achievements,
and one that I would like to see copied in this House is
presumed consent for organ donations.

I urge the Minister to take a fresh look at the figures.
The Government’s ambition now is for a programme
that will go on for 25 years. That is an extraordinary
way to protect themselves. If we say, “It’s not working,”
they will say, “We’re only five years into the programme,”
or, “We’re only 10 years into it.” They are talking about
seeing a real improvement in 25 years. We have already
seen that improvement in Wales, and Ireland, after
32 years of trying to wipe out the entire badger population,
is now going for the vaccine—it has vaccine stocks. If it
has stocks of the vaccine, why can we not have them
here?

I applaud the sentiments of all those people who have
taken up this cause with great skill and a mountain of
scientific evidence. Now is the time for the walls of
Government prejudice to come down. We should adopt
a scientific and humane approach.

4.51 pm

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (The Cotswolds) (Con): It is
a great pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Streeter, and to see my hon. Friend the Minister on
the Front Bench. I start by drawing attention to my
entry in the Register of Members’ Financial Interests. I
am a farmer, but I do not have any livestock. However,
I represent one of the country’s greatest agricultural
constituencies and, unfortunately, one of those that has
been most affected by bovine tuberculosis. Sadly, I speak
with some experience on this subject.

My constituency is home to one of England’s largest
cull zones, spanning the whole of the north Cotswolds. I
take this opportunity to pay tribute to the hard work
and effort displayed by my farmers, who have committed
a great deal of time and money to maintaining and
protecting their badger cull zone in the face of numerous
attempts at sabotage. To all those who say that farmers
are not in favour of the culls, I simply say: why did they
go to such considerable effort and expense if they did
not believe that culling works?

The only real way to control TB in badgers is for
scientists to inventanoralvaccinethatcouldbe incorporated
into a bait to be fed to badgers. That method was
successful in eradicating rabies in foxes on the continent.
An oral vaccine for badgers has been “just around the
corner” ever since I became a Member of Parliament in
1992.IurgetheMinister todaytoredoubletheGovernment’s
efforts to find such a vaccine, because that would be the
ultimate solution to this unpleasant problem.

This is an unpleasant problem. TB is a nasty disease,
whether in cattle or badgers. Badgers who contract it
either go to the bottom of the sett and die a long, slow,
painful death from the disease, or lie semi-comatose at
the top of the sett, with up to a third of their body
covered by lesions. In that state, the animal is highly
infectious to other badgers, so no wonder TB spreads
from badger to badger.

It is important that we eliminate TB in badgers to
prevent that cruel death among badgers. TB is also in
cattle; not only does the disease cause them a great deal
of pain, but they become less productive. When the
disease is detected, they have to be slaughtered, so there
is considerable economic loss to both the taxpayer and
the farmers. In the past 10 years, a total of 314,000 cattle
were slaughtered, costing the taxpayer and farmers
more than £500 million; that will be £1 billion by the
end of the decade. One need only see the emotional
effect on farmers in my constituency of seeing the cattle
that they have bred and cared for prematurely slaughtered.
I think Opposition Members often forget the effect that
this dreadful disease has on farmers.

Richard Drax: I am listening carefully to my hon.
Friend’s excellent speech. Does he agree that those who
oppose the cull look at the badger as a friendly, lovable
animal, which in effect it is not? Factually, the badger is
responsible for destroying bee hives, hedgehogs and
ground-nesting birds such as skylarks, grey partridges
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and meadow pipits. [Interruption.] That is true. It is
also responsible for the loss of wood warblers, nightingales
and stone curlews. Those are facts. The badger is a
danger, and like all wild animals that have no natural
predator—just like deer and foxes—it should be culled,
so that numbers are maintained.

Mr Gary Streeter (in the Chair): Order. A reminder
that interventions should be brief.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I commend my hon. Friend
for putting some of the facts about wildlife on the record.
He is right about the reduction in some of our bird and
mammal species, such as the hedgehog.

Dr Paul Monaghan (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter
Ross) (SNP): Will the hon. Gentleman be kind enough
to cite the source of the evidence he just supported?

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: Well, the source is evident to
any countryman out there. There has been a rapid
decline in hedgehogs, and we know perfectly well that
badgers eat hedgehogs’ young, wild birds and birds’
nests. That, however, is not the subject of the debate,
and I do not want to get drawn on that red herring.

Stephen Doughty: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: Provided it is not on that
subject.

Stephen Doughty: It is on facts and evidence. The
hon. Gentleman is generous in giving way. Clearly TB is
a terrible disease, whether it is in badgers or cattle, and
everyone wants to see it reduced. Looking at the evidence
of the measures taken in Wales and the much less
effective methods taken in England, how can he explain
the disparity between the two?

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I am so glad that the hon.
Gentleman mentioned Wales. In Wales, although BTB
has decreased, the current vaccination programme operates
in only 1% of the country and is only in its second year,
so it is difficult to see how vaccinating has led to the
reduction in BTB.

Stephen Doughty rose—

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I suggest to the hon. Gentleman,
before he asks me to give way, that other factors are
involved. Having said that, I would like to comment on
the costs, which were mentioned by the hon. Member
for Newport West (Paul Flynn), who introduced the
debate. He has read all the literature, and he is an
intelligent chap of a scientific mind, so he knows perfectly
well that for a vaccination programme to be successful,
the badgers have to be vaccinated for five years. As he
said, each year costs £662; that is well over £3,000 for
every badger vaccinated. He also knows perfectly well
that vaccinations have no effect on the poor, diseased
badgers I described—the ones who are really suffering—that
go on to spread the disease to healthy badgers. I therefore
cannot see how a vaccination programme can be successful.

Stephen Doughty rose—

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: Will the hon. Gentleman
please be patient? I will give way in a minute. He is
jumping up and down like a yo-yo. The hon. Member
for Newport West and anyone who knows anything
about this subject will also know how difficult it is to
trap a badger. As my hon. Friend the Member for
South Dorset (Richard Drax) implied, badgers do not
just sit there in a trap and lie dormant; they bite and try
every way of getting out of the trap, so the people who
do the vaccinations have to be skilled and well trained.
It is not easy to get all badgers into vaccination traps. I
therefore suggest to the hon. Member for Cardiff South
and Penarth (Stephen Doughty)—I will give way to him
once more—that vaccination is not very effective in
itself. Where it is effective and has a role is in targeted
areas around trial cull areas to stop perturbations spreading
the disease further.

The hon. Member for Newport West, who mentioned
the shortage of BCG vaccine, made a point that was in
my speech: the BCG vaccine has been around for decades.
It would be useful if my hon. Friend the Minister could
say something about that, so that where we do want to
carry out vaccination on the edges of trial cull areas,
that option is available. We need to ensure that happens.
I will give way to the hon. Member for Cardiff South
and Penarth one more time. This is the last time I will
give way, because a lot of people want to speak in the
debate.

Stephen Doughty: The hon. Gentleman is generous.
I never suggested that vaccination alone was a solution.
The chief veterinary officer for Wales has been clear,
and has spoken of a combination of increased testing
frequency, improved biosecurity and other cattle
control measures, as well as vaccination. There is a huge
disparity between the 16% reduction in England and
the 47% reduction in Wales. Clearly, there is a difference
in the way the approaches work.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I was coming on to the issue
of biosecurity, which obviously has something to do
with it, as do more accurate tests. There are a number of
things that could help. In a spirit of constructive debate,
which I hope is what this afternoon is about, I want to
suggest to my hon. Friend the Minister methods by
which we can all help to eliminate the disease, and
support the 25-year elimination programme. It is important,
in the trial areas, that we eliminate TB in badgers, to
prevent this cruel death. Farm biosecurity has rightly
been improved, and that has been extended across the
country. The Minister has, in this Government and
the coalition Government, taken a number of steps to
improve testing and biosecurity on farms. Examples
include post-movement testing and more accurate skin
tests in certain areas. All those things have a role to play;
I hope we all agree on that.

Rachael Maskell: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: No. I did say that I was not
going to give way again. Other people want to speak. By
the time I finish, I will have spoken long enough and
will be reprimanded by the Chair.

In other countries, such as Australia, New Zealand
and, I am afraid, Ireland, controlling the TB reservoir
in wildlife has had a significant effect, eliminating or
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severely reducing the incidence of TB in cattle. Fifty per
cent. of England is set to be TB-free by next year, with
all 10 badger control operations achieving a successful
outcome, according to the targets that have been set.

5.2 pm

Sitting suspended for Divisions in the House.

5.25 pm

On resuming—

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: As I was saying, we need to
use all the methods at our disposal to get on top of this
dreadful disease; I have already described the suffering
in badgers and cattle that contract it. It is important
that we find a variety of mechanisms in our locker to
combat it.

I am sure that my hon. Friend the Minister will say
more about this, but the opposition to the culls always
harps on about biosecurity. However much the biosecurity
is improved—some simple things can be done, and have
been done over the years, such as putting the water
trough and feed trough in places where badgers cannot
get at them—the plain fact of the matter is that where
badgers roam on pasture, and cattle feed on pasture,
there is inevitably intermingling.

Dr Paul Monaghan: Will the hon. Gentleman give
way?

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I said I would not, but since
we have had a break, I will give way one more time and
no more.

Dr Monaghan: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for giving way. He is highlighting some alleged facts in
relation to the engagement that badgers have with cattle.
I would like to suggest that there is absolutely no
evidence to substantiate that view whatever.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: I simply say to the hon.
Gentleman, who is an intelligent chap, that every bit of
logic points to the fact that there must be a link. If
badgers have TB and cattle have TB—I do not think this
island is alone; this takes place in the rest of the world
—any scientific hypothesis would assume there is a link.
It is not credible for him to suggest otherwise.

We have to take every opportunity to improve biosecurity
in the ways I have mentioned. We also need to improve
the testing. We know that the traditional swelling test
leaves an element of cattle undetected. We need to work
on better tests, whether they be skin tests or others. We
need my hon. Friend the Minister to ensure that we
have the resources to research tests that are much more
reliable. The polymerase test is being adopted in some
areas, which gives a more reliable result. The problem is
that it also detects the disease in some animals that do
not have it, so they show up in the test as having it. We
need to keep trying to develop a more effective test. As
well as that, in edge vaccination areas, we need to stop
the perturbation effect that I described. We rely on the
Minister and the Government to ensure that we have
sufficient supplies available to do that, because there is
no doubt that that is part of the armoury.

The final part of our armoury is the trial culls. The
opposition to the culls tries to maintain that the culls
are not improving the situation. Any initial assessment

of my constituency would show that where trials have
taken place—for example, on the hard edge of the
Severn—the incidence of TB has reduced. It is early
days, but even the evidence from Krebs and pre-Krebs
of the gassing of badgers showed that where badgers
are eliminated, the incidence of TB declines.

One thing that my farmers want to know from the
Minister today is what regime will succeed the original
three cull areas. It seems that everybody has gone to a
huge amount of trouble to eliminate badgers in those
areas. If the whole thing were stopped dead now, it
would be rather a waste of time. They want to know
what sort of regime will succeed that. They hope that it
will be a light-touch regime and not too onerous. I can
tell my hon. Friend that getting the big trial area up and
running in the north Cotswolds was very onerous indeed
for the farmers involved. I think that he needs to look at
ways in which the regime can be made lighter-touch.

In conclusion, my local farmers suffer emotionally
and economically. The taxpayer suffers economically.
The badgers suffer a painful death. The cattle become
unproductive and have to be slaughtered prematurely. It
is essential that the Minister reassures the House today
that resources are being put into trying to find a satisfactory
oral vaccine for badgers; that would be the ultimate
solution to the problem. We need to find more effective
skin testing, so that all the animals that have this dreadful
disease are detected and eliminated from the national
herd. We also need to look carefully at the spread of the
disease to other species. There is increasing evidence
that this terrible disease is spreading into the deer
population. Perhaps my hon. Friend can say something
about that this afternoon, and about the total situation
in relation to TB. Is it stabilising in the main areas affected,
or is it still increasing? We need to find that out.

We need to use all the tools in our box. I urge the
Minister to keep on with the trial areas; that is what my
farming constituents want. They believe that that method
works; the proof will come when all the results are
evaluated, but anecdotally, so far, they believe that it
works.

5.31 pm

Angela Smith (Penistone and Stocksbridge) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Streeter.
I am pleased to follow the hon. Member for The Cotswolds
(Geoffrey Clifton-Brown)—I was going to say “my
hon. Friend”, but of course formally we are not friends.
The hon. Gentleman has made a passionate defence of
Government policy. I hope he understands that other
people feel equally passionately on the other side of the
debate. It is testimony to the nature of this place that we
will continue to have robust debates, in the best democratic
tradition, whatever happens.

Richard Drax: Will the hon. Lady give way?

Angela Smith: I will of course, although I have not
said anything yet!

Richard Drax: May I first refer to my entry in the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests, which I forgot
to do earlier? The hon. Lady rightly says that views are
passionately held on both sides. Certainly on one side,
there is sometimes, by a minority, mindless violence and
intimidation. Will she condemn that?
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Angela Smith: I am always happy to condemn violence
and intimidation of any kind.

I congratulate the lead petitioner, Simon King, who
has not been mentioned so far and who managed to
amass the 100,000 signatures needed to secure the debate.
That we managed to get over the 100,000 threshold
demonstrates the degree of interest in this topic outside
the House. At this point, it is important that I declare
an interest. I am a member of the Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust, in which the lead petitioner plays a very active
part, so I think I ought to put that on the record.

The debate was opened by my hon. Friend the Member
for Newport West (Paul Flynn), who made a very
thoughtful contribution. However, I take slight issue with
one of his points. For me, this is not about whether farmers
get whatever they want from the current Government. I
understand that farmers struggle very hard to secure a
decent living. Their way of life is often very hard. Currently,
many aspects of our agricultural sector are struggling
to make ends meet. I want to put that on the record.

I also think that if we are to find a way forward on
this issue, it is important in the long term to find
consensus and common ground. I applaud those charities,
including the Wildlife Trusts and the Save Me Trust,
that have tried very hard—and are in many instances
succeeding—to establish working relationships with farmers,
so that we can start to find a way forward that brings all
parties to the table, and so that we have constructive
attitudes and dialogue instead of the rather divisive
debate that has characterised all the discussions on badger
culling so far.

I will not rehearse the whole history of badger culling
over the past four to six years. Suffice it to say that at the
heart of all the debates, all the questions tabled in the
House on badger culling and all the disquiet relating to
badger culling is a very deep sense of unease about the
Government’s rather cavalier attitude towards the science
on this issue.

I will start with the randomised badger culling trial.
That 10-year project drew the conclusion, at the end of
the period, that no meaningful contribution to cattle
TB control in England could be made through the use
of badger culling. That was clear, and the Labour
Government in 2009-10 determined that culling was not
the way forward and invested in vaccination programmes.
The incoming Government, as was their right, decided
to act otherwise.

In April 2011, a panel of independent experts was
convened to set clear parameters for pilot culls. What
was really important about that period was that the
Government had parameters that reflected the discipline
established by the RBCT. I am referring, of course, to
the land boundaries for culling, the time period allowed
for culling, the percentage of animals to be culled and
the need for repeated culling over a period of years.
Those were the principal parameters put in place by
that panel of experts in April 2011, and it was according
to those parameters that the pilots were given the go-ahead.
Despite significant opposition from parliamentarians
such as myself and from huge numbers of people in the
country, the pilots were given the go-ahead, and they
were of course located in west Somerset and west
Gloucestershire.

For me, the first breach of the science was the decision
to go against the conclusions drawn by the experts at
the heart of the RBCT. The second breach came when

the first round of culling in the two pilot areas took
place in 2013, because the number of badgers killed in
the allotted six-week period was nowhere near the target
required to make the cull in any way effective and so the
time period was extended—I think it was nine weeks in
one of the cull areas and 11 weeks in the other. The
second breach, therefore, was of one of the key parameters
for the pilot culling. The extended time period was the
second breach of the science by Government policy.

The science was further breached when the independent
experts panel reported on humaneness after the first
round of culling. It stated that at least 7% of the
badgers killed were killed inhumanely. However, rather
than responding constructively to the panel’s findings,
Ministers disbanded the panel—got rid of it.

That was followed in 2014 by new culling areas being
announced. Let us remember that it was decided, when
the parameters for the pilot culls were established, that
a four-year culling period would be needed to demonstrate
whether the approach would be effective. Despite all
that, just two years into the pilot project, the practice of
culling was extended. That was despite the data on the
numbers at that point not demonstrating success in
terms of meeting the criteria set in 2011. That was
particularly the case in relation to the numbers that they
managed to kill in those first two years in the two pilot
areas.

Then, in 2015, the Government formally relaxed the
criteria for culling in relation to the land area. The
required land area was at least 150 square metres in
extent, but that was suddenly reduced to 100 square
metres, despite the majority of those responding to the
consultation saying that such a change would be wrong.
There was relaxation of the criteria in relation to the
period of time allowed for any one cull and the minimum
land area used for culling; the recommendation was
that a minimum of 70% of the land area in the zone
would need to be used for the culling, but that criteria
was relaxed.

In summary, as time has gone on we have witnessed a
blatant refusal by Government to follow the science.
They have not only pursued this policy in opposition to
the outcomes of the RBCT; they have gradually but
significantly moved further and further away from the
original scientific parameters established in April 2011.
They have moved so far, in fact, that at this stage it is
probably now impossible, in relation to the extended
culling areas, to determine whether the approach is
effective at all. They have moved so far away from the
original parameters that culling, as practised in the last
four years, has therefore been discredited. It has no
basis in science, because the science has been distorted,
twisted and, in the end, utterly abandoned.

The very least the Government can do is furnish
Parliament with a full evaluation of the impact of
culling in the two pilot areas—west Gloucestershire and
west Somerset—where four years of culling are now
complete. Back in the debate in September 2016, the
Minister failed to answer my question about whether an
evaluation would be commissioned. It is hard to imagine
that this policy can do anything—other than lose the
last desperate shreds of its credibility—unless such an
evaluation is not only completed but made available to
Parliament. The Government have an opportunity to
rescue at least some credibility in relation to this issue, if
they would only ensure that that is done. Having a pilot
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suggests that an evaluation will be made of whether it
has worked. The Government need to do that work and
present it to Parliament. If, on the basis of that evaluation,
it is then concluded that the approach has not been
effective, at that point the Government would have to
explain why they further relaxed the criteria in 2014 and
’15 and why, in particular, they allowed the culling to be
extended to other areas of the country.

In conclusion, we need to see a thorough, independent
assessment of the pilot culls. We also need the Government
to make international comparisons, and not only with
other culling practices. Somebody has said to me already
this afternoon, “You didn’t make your usual statement.”
I will make it now: badgers are not possums. They really
are not; they are completely different creatures. The
Government should be making international comparisons
with countries that have focused on vaccination as an
alternative, where vaccination is used, as it is with other
species, to establish a critical mass of immunity. That is
the key point about vaccination. It is not about individuals
necessarily; it is also about critical mass and ensuring
immunity at a level that gives a country a sense of
moving forward and eradicating diseases such as TB.
There are countries that have focused on vaccination as
an alternative. We have heard a lot about Wales this
afternoon, where the approach appears to be working,
and we know that Ireland is considering a shift to a
different approach that would involve vaccination. Finally,
and above everything, we need the Government to
commit to abandoning culling if an independent evaluation
of the pilot areas demonstrates a failure to deliver a
meaningful, long-term reduction in the incidence of
bovine TB.

5.44 pm

Sir Roger Gale (North Thanet) (Con): I, too, congratulate
the hon. Member for Newport West (Paul Flynn) on
leading the debate. I want to touch on two issues:
animal welfare and science. Anybody who has been
brought up in the countryside and who understands
rural England—I was brought up in rural Dorset,
surrounded by farm land and livestock—knows and
understands the devastating effect of epidemics and
pandemics of bovine TB, foot and mouth disease, swine
fever and bird flu. It is hard to describe how bad they
can be—bad for humans, certainly, but infinitely worse
for the wildlife and livestock affected.

My eldest son, who is now a vet in practice, began his
career before he had even joined a practice by seconding
himself to the Ministry of Agriculture and going out
and ordering the destruction of thousands of cattle. He
watched grown men, maybe twice or three times his age,
burst into tears as he gave them the verdict. You and I
know, Mr Streeter—you are from Devon—because we
have seen those piles of carcases in flames, and it is not
a pretty sight. I am not trying to suggest that bovine TB
has yet reached pandemic proportions, but to the individual
farmer and the individual holding the effect is the same:
it is devastating.

Of course, for the wildlife and livestock it is equally
bad. It has been said correctly on both sides of this
Chamber that bovine TB is a terrible, painful, awful
disease. It affects cattle, badgers, dogs and, we believe,
deer, and it appears to be spreading. To do nothing is
not an option, but we have to do the right thing. Just
doing something might superficially play to the gallery
and please a few people in rural England, but it is not

going to solve the problem. I will not put words into your
mouth, Mr Streeter—you are sitting in the Chair—but
I suspect that you and I both understand that.

Apart from the hon. Member for Newport West, I
am probably the only person in this Chamber who is old
enough and ugly enough to bear the scars of Krebs. I
have been through those debates and discussions and
know very well that the outcome was what can only be
described as conclusively inconclusive. People on both
sides of the cull debate took from it what they wanted
to prove their own cases. Post Krebs one could argue—I
would not, but one could—that it was worth a try. Well,
it has been tried, and it failed. With 15,000 badgers at a
cost of £7,000 each—let us be generous and say £6,000
a badger—hundreds of thousands of pounds have been
spent for virtually no proven effect whatsoever. That is
the bottom line.

My hon. Friend the Minister knows full well that I
am a member of the Conservative Animal Welfare
Foundation, which has been widely misrepresented by
some people in this House but is actually an organisation
committed to farm animal welfare. We support many of
the aims that the Government set out in their manifesto
and we want to help see them through, but on this issue
I believe that successive Ministers and Administrations
have got it wrong. One of the things we have always
tried to do is base our arguments on the science. The
British Veterinary Association—I am merely an honorary
member, but I do not think that I am misrepresenting
its view—does not regard this as a satisfactory way
forward. Why? Because it is wrong in science. That brings
me to the second of the few remarks I wish to make.

SimonHart (CarmarthenWestandSouthPembrokeshire)
(Con): I share a similar position to that of my hon.
Friend in the BVA, which believes:

“Badger culling in a targeted, effective and humane manner is
necessary in carefully selected areas where badgers are regarded
as a significant contributor to the presence of bTB”—

I thought it would be helpful just to set out the BVA’s
position.

Sir Roger Gale: I am afraid that the BVA is a faith of
many churches. To some extent, it probably depends on
which veterinary surgeons people listen to.

Angela Smith: I, too, am an honorary life member of
the BVA. The BVA has made it clear that it does not
support the free shooting of badgers, because it is
inhumane, as was proved by the independent expert panel.
As things stand, the BVA is not particularly happy with
how the culling is being conducted.

Sir Roger Gale: There is an attitude that we have to
use every shot—unfortunately literally in this case—in
the locker, and I believe that we are going down the
wrong path. I say that with no pleasure whatsoever. If
culling worked and eliminated TB in badgers and cattle,
I could probably live with the fact that it was necessary,
because in the long run it would be the kindest thing
to do. But we do not know how many of the 15,000
slaughtered badgers have even had TB, because they
have not been tested. Where is the science in that? We
do not know whether cattle are giving TB to badgers or
badgers are giving it to cattle, or both, because that has
not been proven.
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[Sir Roger Gale]

I accept that vaccination is costly and difficult, but it
is nothing like as costly and difficult as shooting badgers.
We know that in Wales, where vaccination has been
used much more widely—again, let us discount the
wilder claims of success and say that that has probably
had a 20% to 25% success rate—culling, at best, has had
a 4% success rate. If the Minister has other figures and
can demonstrate conclusively that the facts are otherwise,
I would be very interested to hear them. So far, we seem
to be a little short on statistics giving any indication that
the policy that we are currently pursuing works. I want
a policy that works. Whichever side of this argument we
are on, I guess we are all on the side of wildlife and
farmers, and everybody in the Chamber wants a policy
that works.

The Republic of Ireland has developed what it believes
will be an efficacious vaccine. The bottom line is that we
are all looking for that, and I want to see us go down
that road. Instead of wasting more time, money and
effort going down a blind alley—pursuing a policy that
does not work, has not worked and will not work—if
we put all those resources and all our effort into finding
a vaccination that works for cattle and badgers, we can
solve the problem. I urge the Minister to take that away
and think about it again. I am not saying that he has not
thought about this issue—patently he has; he probably
goes to sleep at night dreaming about it—but we need a
solution that works.

Two things have not been pursued: one is vaccination,
which I have mentioned; and the other, which others
have mentioned, is proper ecological bio-control of the
movement of cattle and of livestock generally. We know
that works because we tried it during the last pandemic,
so instead of messing around at the margins, let us get
this right.

5.54 pm

SimonHart (CarmarthenWestandSouthPembrokeshire)
(Con): I did not expect there to be time for me to
speak—I am a late entry—so I am extremely grateful to
you, Mr Streeter. I thank the hon. Member for Newport
West (Paul Flynn) and other Members who have spoken
for approaching the issue in such a reasonable and
measured way. Most of us have spent many hours debating
this topic in this Chamber, and debates have not always
been conducted in the most generous manner, so today
has been an interesting and significant improvement.

However, I will argue against a couple of points that
the hon. Gentleman raised—I know he will forgive me.
Let me begin with the Government’s position. It was
slightly suggested that the Government are interested in
only one way of dealing with this problem. I suspect
that the Minister will come to that, but throughout the
time I have spent observing the Government’s reaction,
they have always been adamant that culling is not the
only solution, but part of the wider package involving a
number of different measures that they are trying to test
and improve all the time. Culling forms part of that, but
of course it is not the only solution in town.

[IAN PAISLEY in the Chair]

To make a more light-hearted comment, the hon.
Gentleman referred to the Government’s policy as a
crowd pleaser. From the Minister’s point of view and

that of one or two colleagues, I suspect that a policy of
culling wildlife is seldom likely to be much of a “crowd
pleaser.”If there was another way in which the Government
could have approached the problem, I suspect that they
would have, so I am not sure that I would have used that
expression.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: The farmers would not want
a cull if there was another way of doing it, because it is
very expensive, time-consuming and everything else; it
is just that there is no other way of doing it. Even if it
means that there is a slight reduction, they are prepared
to go to the expense and take the time to do it.

Simon Hart: My hon. Friend makes a good point. I
am unlucky enough to represent a constituency in one
of the areas in the UK with the most herd breakdowns,
where TB is most prevalent, and farmers in my area
would absolutely endorse my hon. Friend’s comments.

Rather conveniently, I was about to come to the
Wales comparison. As the hon. Member for Newport
West will recall, not many years ago the Labour-Plaid
Cymru coalition in Cardiff first addressed the problem
in policy terms. At that stage the advice that they—and
the UK Government—had from the chief veterinary
officer was that culling could form an important part of
the overall control measures. It is being portrayed here,
as it has been before, that somehow the advice to the
Welsh Government has changed over the years; that
somehow the Welsh Government are working to a
different set of proposals. The truth is that the advice
they have today is exactly the same as the advice they
had then. For those who wish to go into the archives,
that advice still maintains a reference to culling as
potentially part of the programme for eradicating bovine
TB in Wales.

It is fair to say, as my hon. Friend the Member for
The Cotswolds (Geoffrey Clifton-Brown) did, that the
vaccination area in Wales, just north of where I live,
covers a small, limited area. That vaccination programme
has had to be suspended due to a reduced number of
vaccines, as the hon. Member for Newport West
commented. The reality is that the very encouraging
statistics that have been quoted from Wales for the
reduction in herd breakdowns from bovine TB are
universal across the whole country. They do not simply
reflect the activity in north Pembrokeshire and south
Ceredigion. The implication that the vaccination programme
has resulted in the 47% reduction in herd breakdowns
completely misrepresents the truth. Those figures relate
to a tiny land area just north of where I live, whereas the
statistics that are being bandied about in the same
paragraph relate to the whole of Wales. We keep talking
about the importance of relying on science, but we also
need to rely on proper, validated statistics. Making
comparisons about a few hundred square kilometres of
north Pembrokeshire and pretending that that is a
reflection of the rest of Wales is a bit misleading.

Sir Roger Gale: Does my hon. Friend quarrel with
the fact that in the vaccination areas there has been, at
worst, a reduction of 20%, whereas in the cull areas the
equivalent figure is miniscule—about 4%?

Simon Hart: My hon. Friend made my next point for
me. I absolutely recognise that there is a discrepancy
between those two numbers, but the problem is that we
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are trying to compare a non-identical set of figures and
a non-identical timeline of events leading up to the
particular measurement of the figures—I do not think I
put that very clearly.

It is misleading to compare the numbers acquired
over four years in north Pembrokeshire and south
Ceredigion, during a five-year programme that had to
be suspended, with a much longer process involving a
different set of calculations in England. I myself find it
frustrating, but we are not comparing apples with apples
when looking at the two systems and processes in those
two different areas. Saying, “Here is a solution that
works; why don’t the stupid Government use it?” is
massively over-simplifying the problem. Again, I do not
want to put words in the Minister’s mouth, but we have
known each other a long time, and if there was a
solution or a magic pill that he could administer to
make this all go away, I suspect that he would have done
so by now.

Angela Smith: The hon. Gentleman’s speech gives rise
to two suggestions. One is that he might argue, along
with me, that we ought to have a proper evaluation of
the pilots in England. The second is that if we want to
compare apples with apples, perhaps we need a proper,
Government-sponsored vaccination pilot project in
England.

Simon Hart: I think that you, Mr Paisley, would
come after us if we went down the road of discussing
the merits of devolution and having a different set of
policies in Wales, which I suspect might be the only way
to achieve those aims. However, I have no problem with
proper evaluation, and I suspect that the Government
have none, particularly given the importance of science,
of which we are rightly frequently reminded. As the
hon. Lady said herself, it is a pilot scheme, and we are
fairly early in the lifetime of the project. To come up
with figures now that present an absolute position on
where we are and where we should go is a little premature—
not necessarily that premature, but the moment is not
quite with us.

I have two further points. Reference has been made to
the Irish comparison. I made some brief inquiries when
we went to vote in the Divisions just now. To suggest
that the culling in Ireland was a success, but that it has
given way to a different regime that is a resounding
failure, is again not an absolutely accurate reflection of
the position. When herd breakdowns occur in Ireland,
as they still do, an epidemiological investigation is held
in the area, followed by an absolutely thorough cull.
The idea that culling forms no part of the Irish
Government’s approach to eradicating bovine TB is a
misrepresentation of what is happening.

We have talked about the cost of vaccination. My
hon. Friend the Member for The Cotswolds mentioned
a figure of about £672 annually for a vaccine that is
irrelevant in dealing with badgers already carrying the
disease, making the injection a completely pointless and
expensive approach. There is some doubt about the
exact number—I have not been able to ascertain it for
2016-17—of infected badgers that have been unnecessarily
vaccinated recently.

Paul Flynn: It seems extraordinary that the hon.
Gentleman brushes aside the fact that Ireland has
slaughtered 96,000 badgers without any beneficial effect.

If he wants to know about the number of infections, he
should ask his Government to test the slaughtered
badgers. Tests have been carried out on roadkill badgers,
and the percentage contaminated with TB is very small
indeed—about 5%.

Simon Hart: I suspect that the Minister will deal with
the second part of that intervention. As for the first
part, I will say only that the Irish Government would
not deem their approach to the eradication of bovine
TB quite the failure that the hon. Gentleman portrays it
to be.

On the cost of culls and/or vaccination, I agree that
both figures are eye-wateringly significant, but very
little attention seems to have been given in this debate to
the cost of the disease to taxpayers, farmers, contractors
and the great supply chain that survives on agriculture.
If the Minister was to mention the damage done to the
economy of rural Britain as a direct consequence of
this as-yet-unsolved problem—he probably has the figures
at the tip of his tongue—the figures that the hon.
Gentleman has quite reasonably mentioned would pale
into insignificance.

The British Veterinary Association has been mentioned.
Like many colleagues, I am not a scientist, but I hope
that I am reasonably practical about these issues. However,
I have not spent a career in this area of science, and
neither have most of my colleagues, so often what we
are treated to is a debate among high-powered, articulate
people representing entirely opposite views. As juries
who must listen to expert witnesses occasionally find, it
is sometimes difficult to separate fact from opinion, and
genuine, current science from bogus science. It is sometimes
difficult to get a proper measure. That is why—I should
have declared my interest; I apologise for forgetting to
do so at the beginning of my speech—I refer to and rely
on organisations such as the BVA.

To my mind, of all the organisations from which we
take evidence and to which we listen, one stands out
from the crowd as scientifically focused, objective, sensible,
measured and, above all, more experienced on this issue
than any of us ever will be. The BVA has done all that
for us: listened to the science, filtered out the nonsense
from the good sense, and listened to farmers and—I
hope—politicians. It has done all that, and has come to
this conclusion, which I mentioned just now but will
mention again:

“BVA believes badger culling in a targeted, effective and humane
manner is necessary in carefully selected areas where badgers are
regarded as a significant contributor to the presence of bTB in
cattle.”

That is not just the pro-cull members of the BVA versus
the anti-cull members; it is a policy position from one of
the country’s most respected veterinary resources. Frankly,
as much as I would love to know more, my view is that if
it is good enough for the BVA, it is good enough for me.

6.7 pm

Dr Paul Monaghan (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter
Ross) (SNP): I congratulate the hon. Member for Newport
West (Paul Flynn) on opening this debate with an
excellent speech. We last debated badger culling on
7 September 2016, in a debate that I led in this Chamber.
Today, we are debating e-petition 165672, which calls
for an end to badger culling, rather than an extension of
culls to new areas.
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[Dr Paul Monaghan]

Ending the badger culls is an eminently sensible and
empirically sound proposition supported by almost 110,000
members of the public. I welcome the public support
for the issue, and Mr King’s leading role in initiating the
petition. The e-petition notes that experts in both disease
control and animal welfare agree that badger culls have
proven to be ineffective and inhumane. I add that the
culls are also ruinously expensive, wasting taxpayer
money at the rate of more than £6,000 per badger
inhumanely slaughtered.

In September, I noted that bovine tuberculosis, or
BTB, affects beef and dairy cattle herds in England,
and that although Scotland has been officially free
from the disease since 2009 and Wales is increasingly
demonstrating how to bring it under control, the incidence
of infection in England is rising, particularly along the
edge areas, which threatens further herd outbreaks and
the perpetuation of absolute misery for England’s farmers.

Margaret Ferrier (Rutherglen and Hamilton West)
(SNP): I join my hon. Friend in commending the work
done in Scotland to ensure that we have been certified
free of the disease for the last eight years. Does he share
my concerns about the repercussions for TB control,
particularly among cattle, of the UK’s withdrawal from
the EU?

Dr Monaghan: I absolutely agree, particularly in relation
to the evident risks of the spread of infection if appropriate
cattle movement control and biosecurity measures are
not implemented. That is why the Scottish National
party is participating in this debate, even though it
relates primarily to England and to the impact of bovine
TB on England’s farmers.

We should be in no doubt that bovine TB is a very
serious problem, and that killing badgers on an industrial
scale is probably making the situation worse. Badger
culling is nothing less than a costly distraction from the
implementation of an effective solution, which requires
a focus on sound animal husbandry and biosecurity,
including vaccination, increased cattle movement control
measures, and improved infection testing.

We know that bovine tuberculosis is caused by
mycobacterium bovis, which is excreted by infected
cattle on to the land they graze, where it survives in the
soil and is then passed to other cattle and other species.
Nevertheless, the predominant mode of transmission in
cattle is nose-to-nose, and such transmission is encouraged
by trading and moving cattle between herds. Indeed,
evidence suggests that the number of new herd breakdowns
appears to double approximately every nine years.

In the last decade alone, the UK Government have
slaughtered 314,000 otherwise healthy cattle in an attempt
to control infection. In 2013, more than 6 million
bovine TB tests were performed in England in an ineffective
attempt to identify the disease, leading to the slaughter
of more than 26,000 cattle. Such skin tests are only 20%
to 50% effective. The Minister will be interested to
know that a new study, published just last week, shows
that, as I argued in September, the tuberculin skin test
fails to identify up to 50% of reactive cases. The skin
test has always been a herd test, not an individual test.
Its efficacy is hindered by the ability of the disease to
hide in animals whose immune response is suppressed.

In cattle, this could be due to a range of factors, including
age, history of exposure, pregnancy and fluke parasite
burden.

The ineffectiveness of the test means that in the last
decade, the rising incidence of the disease has cost the
UK taxpayer more than £500 million. Today, 20% of all
new herd breakdowns are detected only in the
slaughterhouse, such is the ineffectiveness of the overall
testing programme. The inability to bring the disease
under control resulted in a cost to the UK taxpayer of
almost £100 million in 2014 alone, and the additional
cost to farmers is estimated to run into tens of millions
of pounds annually. The financial costs are staggering.
The rise in the incidence of the disease in England is
giving rise not only to an increase in the number of beef
and dairy herds affected, but to increased geographical
spread and consequently a spiralling cost to the UK
taxpayer—more than £1 billion in the next decade
alone, by the estimate of the Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs.

The crisis that England’s cattle farmers, and their
families and communities, face cannot be overstated. If
the disease continues to increase unchecked in England,
it will also begin to threaten herds in other nations that
are currently free of the disease, such as Scotland, and
that are successfully combating it, such as Wales. I am
certain that we all want to avoid that. In that context, it
is frankly inexplicable that the rising incidence of bovine
tuberculosis in England is being attributed to badgers,
because research shows that, even in remote areas of
England where bovine TB is rampant, 86% of badgers
are clear of it.

The Government must stop allowing farmers to believe
that the level of infectious TB in badgers is much higher
than it is, and that culling might make a difference when
we know that it will not. Despite the huge amounts
being spent, no substantial or respectable body of scientific
work has ever been produced that contradicts the
conclusions of the study by the independent scientific
group on cattle TB, which initiated the randomised
badger culling trial in 1998. That study, as we have
heard, found that reactive badger culling resulted in
significant increases in cattle TB incidence, to the extent
that culling was abandoned early in the trial. The study
concluded, first, that

“badger culling cannot meaningfully contribute to the future
control of cattle TB”;

secondly, that

“weaknesses in cattle testing regimes mean that cattle themselves
contribute significantly to the persistence and spread of disease in
all areas where TB occurs”—

that is, cattle themselves are the disease reservoir; thirdly,
that

“cattle-to-cattle transmission…is the main cause of disease spread
to new areas”;

fourthly, that

“substantial reductions in cattle TB incidence could be achieved
by improving cattle-based control measures”;

and, finally, that

“agricultural and veterinary leaders continue to believe, in spite of
overwhelming scientific evidence to the contrary, that the main
approach to cattle TB control must involve some form of badger
population control.”

In short, the scientific evidence does not identify a
causal relationship between the presence of badgers
and a rising incidence of bovine tuberculosis in cattle.
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The current approach means that the people of England
can have as much bovine tuberculosis as the UK
Government are prepared to pay for.

History shows us that bovine tuberculosis is an ugly
opponent, and that dealing with it requires scientific
precision in testing, movement controls and selective
removal. In the 1960s, bovine tuberculosis infection was
reduced by around 80% in under four years. That reduction
involved short-term actions in return for long-term
benefit. The intelligent and evidence-led approach is to
deploy interferon gamma and apply the emerging late-stage
tests for hidden bovine tuberculosis, such as RPA 7,
alongside biosecurity measures and cattle movement
restrictions. Resources must be directed towards testing
and control, and plans for expensive and divisive badger-
culling pilots in England must be put on hold. There is
already more than enough evidence to show that the
controversial free-shooting method does not work. The
strategy must now be to seek to deploy gamma testing
in the pilot areas, and plans should be initiated to invest
heavily in supporting livestock controls, with unequivocal
backing from the UK Government.

Further attempts to disguise the failure of the badger
cull programme are futile. Compelling recent evidence
from Wales and Ireland shows that there is no value in
addressing the hypothetical contribution from badger
culling, especially while the overwhelmingly critical cattle-
to-cattle transfer remains uncontrolled. No other country
is seriously considering such a pitifully crude, wasteful
and ineffective solution to bovine tuberculosis as badger
culling.

In September’s debate, the Minister noted the policies
that he is overseeing:

“We have annual testing in the high-risk area and four-yearly
testing in the low-risk area. We have annual testing in the edge
area and six-monthly testing in hotspots in the edge area, and we
continue to consider rolling that out. We have contiguous testing
in the high-risk area where there is a breakdown, and we have
radial testing in the low-risk area, going out to 3 km, where we
have a breakdown. We are now consulting on greater use of the
gamma interferon test so that we can pick up the disease faster.
We are also looking at what more can be done in other species. We
are constantly trying to refine and improve our cattle movement
controls”.—[Official Report, 7 September 2016; Vol. 614, c. 219WH.]

There is scope for further work on those points. What
progress has the Minister made on controlling slurry
spreading, on managing deer populations, on limiting
hunting with hounds, on restricting cattle movements
and, above all, on challenging weak biosecurity measures,
including feeding infected cattle to hounds? I say “weak”,
because it has recently been brought to my attention
that Natural England has rolled back on farmers’ risk
assessments; indeed, I understand that in five of the
seven new cull areas, only 5% of participants’ farms had
received biosecurity visits from Natural England by
mid-September 2016. It is unsurprising, then, that Natural
England failed to release information from its biosecurity
monitoring forms for all the new cull areas and has
abandoned the assessment ratings of good, fair and poor
that were used up to 2014. Why is that, Minister?

By 2015, the percentage of participants’ farms with
cattle that had not—I emphasise not—been visited by
Natural England monitoring staff was 55% in west
Gloucestershire, 63% in west Somerset, and 68% in
Dorset. I repeat that those are the percentages of
participants’ farms that were not visited. That is not
science-led or evidence-led practice, Minister. Why was

a small team of between just seven and 10 people
monitoring biosecurity visits from 2012 to 2015? Has
the team been expanded to an appropriate level? I also
note that the UK Government no longer collect data on
the humaneness of culling badgers. Again, why, Minister?

There is also further evidence of a failure to assess
the wider ecological impacts of culling. A report by the
Food and Environment Research Agency in 2011 identified
a range of outcomes from the culling of badgers that
could result in disruption to ecosystems. The report
identified the potential impact of the resulting change
in the abundance of other species on a wide range of
habitats, and it indicated that screening exercises and
appropriate assessments should be carried out where
badger culling was proposed. However, with a total of
10 licences having been issued to date, the UK Government
have failed to conduct appropriate assessments to determine
whether badger culling is creating wider ecological impacts
that affect species and habitats protected under the
Bern convention. That is yet another reason why badger
culling should be suspended.

The historical and contemporary evidence increasingly
demonstrates that the true engine driving the ongoing
spread of bovine TB is, and always has been, the
so-called problem herds with recurrent and/or persistent
chronic TB. The proposition that the inhumane persecution
of badgers will miraculously control TB infections is
ridiculous, which is exactly why the Welsh Government
have abandoned badger culling and why the European
Union has never agreed with the UK’s policy in this
area. This is a disease more likely to be carried on the
boots of human beings than by badgers.

The UK Government should abandon the tuberculosis
skin test as the primary means of identifying infection
and new herd outbreaks, and should instead adopt
modern methods and technologies to address this disease.
Specifically, they should adopt gamma interferon tests
and robust systems of biosecurity. Combined with a
co-ordinated badger vaccination policy in high-risk areas
for bovine TB in England, and restricted movement of
cattle, this course of action would represent a more
progressive and intelligent approach, and it would realise
results within months. It would also be more humane
and better support England’s farmers.

Just as I did in September, I again ask the Minister to
please look to Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales;
to recognise the important contribution of rigorous
blood testing regimes and effective movement controls
to reduce the risks of cattle-to-cattle transmission; to
introduce a centrally co-ordinated and comprehensive
badger vaccination policy in high-risk infection areas in
England, focusing on reducing the incidence of this
dreadful disease in cattle; and to please stop the regressive
and medieval practice of badger culling, which the public
abhor, and which diminishes our collective humanity.

6.23 pm

Sue Hayman (Workington) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Paisley, and to have
the opportunity to respond to this debate today for the
Opposition.

I start by thanking my hon. Friend the Member for
Newport West (Paul Flynn) for opening the debate and
demonstrating, with his usual eloquence, his passion for
the subject. My hon. Friend the Member for Penistone
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and Stocksbridge (Angela Smith) made some important
and knowledgeable contributions to the debate. I stress
the fact that she talked about the importance of consensus.
If we are going to solve this problem and eradicate this
disease, we need to work together. The hon. Member
for North Thanet (Sir Roger Gale) clearly set out the
importance of using science and evidence, so that we
can develop a policy that works. He also stressed the
importance of developing a vaccination, as did the hon.
Member for The Cotswolds (Geoffrey Clifton-Brown).

As we have heard today, bovine TB has a significant
impact on farmers by causing loss of livestock, particularly
for small dairy farmers, who are already under significant
financial pressure on a daily basis. The compensation
they receive for slaughtered cattle is not good—up to a
maximum of £1,225 for non-pedigree dairy cows and
less for beef cows. Quite simply, bovine TB must be
urgently controlled and eradicated. However, I want to
be absolutely clear: the Labour party opposes badger
culling, because we do not believe that it is the most
effective way of managing the disease or that is it the
most humane.

My hon. Friend the Member for Penistone and
Stocksbridge also mentioned the fact that during the
last Parliament the independent expert panel, which
was appointed to monitor the effectiveness, humaneness
and safety of the first year of the badger culls, concluded
that the 2013 culls had failed on both effectiveness and
humaneness. A number of other hon. Members also
mentioned that during the debate.

Last August, the Government agreed that seven new
culling areas would be permitted in England, in addition
to the existing areas. Culling in these areas will be
carried out over four years. In 2016, culls took place in
each area between 29 August and 18 October. Although
the Chief Veterinary Officer has advised that the culls
were humane and effective, and show that culling can
help to achieve disease control benefits, environmental
experts have questioned the validity of the evidence
base and argue that there is no basis for drawing conclusions
about the effectiveness of culling in reducing bovine
TB.

We welcome the Government’s commitment to pursuing
other measures, including tighter cattle controls, biosecurity,
and the design of the new badger edge vaccination
scheme. However, it is disappointing that the Government
propose licensing a supplementary form of badger control
only after a cull has been completed over at least four
years.

Clearly, it is time for long-term solutions to combat
bovine TB. We would like to see an alternative, science-led
approach, combining a number of methods, to prioritise
the development of a vaccine, together with improved
cattle testing and cattle management, with tighter biosecurity
measures and improved animal husbandry. Evidence-based
and science-led policy must be at the heart of everything
we do.

We have heard extensively about the different approach
taken by the Welsh Government. Since 2012, they have
vaccinated more than 5,600 badgers in Wales and the
number of cattle herds under restrictions from bovine
TB is now at its lowest level there since 2006, with 95%
of Welsh herds TB-free. We have heard how there has
been a 47% reduction in new instances of the disease in

Wales, as a result of increased testing frequency, improved
biosecurity and other cattle control methods alone.
That compares, as we have heard, with the net reduction
of just 16% of new incidents of bovine TB over nine
years of randomised badger cull trials in England. We
have heard about the cost—the cull cost of £6,700 per
badger. I cannot believe that any hon. Member would
consider that to be anything other than an extraordinary
amount of money, considering—as the RSPCA notes
and as we have heard—an estimated cost of £662 per
badger vaccinated in Wales. The substantial amount of
money that would be saved by vaccination would be
better invested in supporting the farming industry.

Simon Hart: I am sorry to bore Members with this,
but that is an annual figure. The hon. Lady needs to
look at it over the lifetime, rather than as a single figure.

Sue Hayman: It may well be an annual figure, but
there is still an extraordinarily significant difference
between the two figures.

Simon Hart: It is 10 years.

Sue Hayman: Well, I consider it to be extraordinary,
and I think that many colleagues do, as well.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: The policing costs for the
cull areas would be zero if it were not for the effects of
the protesters; therefore we cannot compare one figure
with another. As my hon. Friend the Member for
Carmarthen West and South Pembrokeshire (Simon
Hart) just said, and as I said in my speech, when the
annual cost of vaccination is extended over five years
the actual cost is not £660 per badger but £3,000.

Sue Hayman: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
intervention. It only goes to show that we really need
proper evidence. However we look at it, it is much more
expensive, per badger, to cull.

Paul Flynn: Does my hon. Friend agree that vaccination
has the effect of giving immunity on a continuing basis,
by removing the disease, whereas culling has proved to
be effective for only short periods, with instances of the
disease then returning in great numbers? Last year there
was a large number of new cases and 35 areas that were
previously bovine TB-free were declared infected. The
culling is therefore failing.

Sue Hayman: I thank my hon. Friend for his intervention.
The important thing is that we have effective long-term
solutions, and vaccination has been shown to play an
important part in that.

The example of Wales has shown what we need to
emulate here in England. The randomised badger culling
trial—RBCT—which has been mentioned, is the largest
ever study conducted to examine whether culling badgers
would reduce TB in cattle. It concluded that

“badger culling can make no meaningful contribution to cattle
TB control in Britain”,

and went on to state:

“It is unfortunate that agricultural and veterinary leaders
continue to believe, in spite of overwhelming scientific evidence to
the contrary, that the main approach to cattle TB control must
involve some form of badger population control.”
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In 2012, Lord Krebs, President of the British Science
Association and a key scientist involved in the RBCT
study, called the Government’s cull policy “mindless”,
adding:

“The scientific case is as clear as it can be: this cull is not the
answer to TB in cattle. The government is cherry-picking bits of
data to support its case.”

An October 2012 letter to The Observer, signed by
31 eminent scientists, described the cull as a “costly
distraction” and stated:

“As scientists with expertise in managing wildlife and wildlife
diseases, we believe the complexities of TB transmission mean
that licensed culling risks increasing cattle TB rather than reducing
it.”

In 2015, a group of scientists and wildlife experts wrote
another letter, this time calling on the Government to
“reconsider, immediately, the decision to continue and extend the
culling of badgers.”

We have been falsely presented with the impression
that without large-scale badger culling, bovine TB cannot
be effectively controlled. It is all very well to say that
culling a certain percentage of badgers in an area will
halt the spread of the disease, but who is to say the
culled badgers are not disease-free and the surviving
badgers are carrying the disease? We must be careful
not to do more harm than good by dispersing infected
badgers into previously unaffected areas and spreading
the problem. That is something no one wants to see.

It is clear that we need urgent investment in a widespread
vaccination programme and a proper biosecurity strategy.
That means reducing the chances of cattle and badgers
coming into contact, directly or indirectly, to minimise
the risk of the disease entering a farm. We have heard
that in 2015 the British Veterinary Association withdrew
its support for the shooting of free-running badgers,
stating:
“it has not been demonstrated conclusively that controlled shooting
can be carried out effectively and humanely”.

In a letter to the Prime Minister last summer, Professors
John Bourne, Rosie Woodroffe and Ranald Munro wrote:

“We urge you to review the considerable evidence that culling
badgers is a risky, costly, and inhumane tool in the fight against
bovine TB. We submit to you that expanding this unpromising
programme would fly in the face of scientific evidence. We publicly
call on you at this time to halt—not expand—the failed badger
cull.”

They concluded that

“the roll out into many more areas will immediately increase the
risk of a considerable number of badgers being injured and
suffering”

for a cull that “doesn’t actually work.”

Bovine TB has been a problem for a long time, and
badger culling has been attempted as a solution for
many years, yet the disease has not gone away, so it is
clear that efforts are not working. Although it is very
welcome that the Government are pursuing other measures,
such as tighter cattle controls, biosecurity and the designing
of the new badger edge vaccination scheme, subject to a
global shortage of the vaccine, it is disappointing that
they continue to pursue culling.

Now is the time to change our approach. Vaccination
and biosecurity must be the priority, and I urge the
Government to prioritise them, along with improved
cattle testing and management. We must urgently find
long-term solutions to stop the spread of bovine TB,
but we must do so in a humane way, following scientific
advice.

6.35 pm

The Minister of State, Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (George Eustice): It is a real
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Paisley.
I congratulate all the petitioners. I understand that
more than 108,000 individuals signed the petition, led,
as has been said, by Mr King. That shows that this is an
emotive, but incredibly important, issue, and it is right
that we spend this time debating it.

The hon. Member for Penistone and Stockbridge
(Angela Smith) declared an interest, in that she is a
member of the Wildlife Trusts. If that is considered an
interest, I should probably join her by declaring that I
am a member of the Wildlife Trusts in Cornwall. They
do some fantastic work, but it has to be said that this is
one area on which I and my local Wildlife Trust have to
agree to disagree. The truth is that TB is an incredibly
difficult disease to fight. It is slow growing and not easy
to detect. We are constantly trying to improve diagnostics,
and I will come on to that. No vaccine is fully effective.
The best we have is the BCG vaccine, which we know is
only about 70% effective.

The disease has a huge impact on our livestock
industry. Last year, we slaughtered about 29,000 heads
of cattle. This is a disease that costs us £100 million a
year to manage and fight. There are no easy solutions
and there is no single measure that provides the answer
to a disease of this sort, which is why the Government
have set out a comprehensive 25-year strategy that
involves us using all the tools at our disposal to bear
down on the disease.

The hon. Member for Penistone and Stockbridge
pointed out that the previous Labour Government decided
not to proceed with a badger cull. I have to say that had
they acted as one should with any animal disease—swiftly
and assertively to get it under control—it might have
been easier to turn the situation around. The reality is
that we had 15 years that can be best described as a
period of dither, when clear action was not taken on all
the available fronts to tackle the disease.

Paul Flynn: Will the Minister compare that with what
the Irish Government did? They took every action
possible, in slaughtering every badger they could find—in
fact, they slaughtered more badgers than they thought
were in the country. That was wholesale, mass slaughter
and it failed, miserably. They are now going on to do
vaccinating. It is nonsense for the Minister to try to use
a political argument when there is no basis for it in
science.

George Eustice: I was going to return to that matter
later, but as the hon. Gentleman has raised it I can deal
with it now. There is a bit of a misconception about
what Ireland has done. They have pursued a successful
cull strategy, which has significantly reduced the incidence
of TB. Having got the badger population down to a
lower level, they are now exploring how to deploy
vaccination in the way that one should, as an exit
strategy from a cull once the population has been
reduced and not as an alternative. To make a comparison,
had the Labour Government grasped the nettle and
acted swiftly, we could have been in a similar situation
and had the disease under control by now.

Angela Smith: Will the Minister not acknowledge
that in their earliest days, the last Labour Government
did act by ensuring that they funded, organised and
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gave the green light to the 10-year study, which attempted
to establish a sound scientific base for how to intervene
effectively, especially in relation to culling and how to
respond to demands for it? Will he not also accept that
the lifting of controls with foot and mouth disease in
2001 necessarily had a major impact?

George Eustice: Obviously the 2001 foot and mouth
outbreak had an impact, but my point is that there was
a loss of 10 years when the science had been clear about
what was required since the ’70s. It would have been
possible to act earlier, although I will return to the
science, as a number of Members mentioned it.

Many Members talked about the importance of cattle
movement controls, and I completely agree with that. In
fact, it is not in doubt; we have a consensus on that.
Cattle movement controls are absolutely at the heart of
the Government’s strategy, and have been for many
years. I simply ask Members to look at the controls we
have now. We have annual testing in the high-risk area.
We have four-yearly testing staggered in the low-risk
area. We have annual testing in the edge area. In hotspots
in the edge area, such as Cheshire, we have six-monthly
testing, and we are exploring opportunities to expand
that methodology. We have contiguous testing in the
high-risk area when we have a breakdown and radial
testing in the low-risk area when we have a breakdown.
We have pre-movement testing before animals can be
moved off a holding, and we now have post-movement
testing once animals are moved to a holding in the
low-risk area.

Last year we consulted on, and have now implemented,
a new approach to using the interferon gamma test
much more often than before. When the skin test and
the surveillance test detect a problem, we are deploying
the interferon gamma test much more often, as the hon.
Member for Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross
(Dr Monaghan) highlighted. We have also just implemented
an approach of taking a much harsher interpretation of
some of the inconclusive tests, as some of the evidence
is that an inconclusive test often means a delayed response.
We are constantly looking at whether we can refine
things. Members should bear in mind that when we do
these tests and detect a problem, all those holdings are
placed under restriction. I agree that cattle movement
controls are a crucial part of the fight against the
disease, but I put it to Members that we are doing
everything possible that there is to do at the moment.
We are already doing what Members are asking us to
do, and we have been for some time.

A number of Members raised the issue of vaccination.
As I said earlier, we believe that vaccination of badgers
could give us an exit strategy from the cull once we have
reduced numbers. That is why we continue to spend
millions of pounds trying to develop an oral vaccine for
badgers, and that work is ongoing. In 2015, we had an
edge area vaccination pilot, where six voluntary groups
came together to support us in rolling out the trapping
and vaccination of badgers in the edge area. As a result
of the shortage of vaccine and a request from the World
Health Organisation that the vaccine we had be reserved
for medical use in humans only, we had to suspend that
programme, in common with Wales. We hope to secure
new supplies of vaccine and to resume that edge area
vaccination project in 2018.

Dr Monaghan: The Minister has accurately noted
some of the initiatives he mentioned at the conclusion
of his speech in September 2016. Can he tell us what
impact those measures have had? What action has he
taken to address other issues, such as slurry spreading
on fields and feeding infected cattle to hounds and
perhaps other animals?

George Eustice: We publish the disease surveillance
data annually in August. To pick up on the point that
the hon. Member for Penistone and Stockbridge made,
that includes data specific to the cull areas that we have
under way. Having just implemented the new use and
the adoption of the interferon gamma test, it is too
early to tell how much impact that will have. What we
do know is that the basic surveillance testing measures,
pre-movement testing and restrictions have been in
place for a number of years. As in Wales, they have
undoubtedly contributed to holding the disease in check,
but we know that, on their own, the measures will not
be enough to roll the disease back.

We continue to do work on developing a cattle vaccine.
The BCG vaccine can be used in cattle, but we know it is
not 100% effective. It probably gives between 65% and
70% protection to herds, but that would nevertheless be
beneficial if we could secure the right kind of test that
could differentiate the vaccine from TB. Some years
ago, we did manage to get in place an interferon gamma
blood test that could do that, but it unfortunately threw
up a lot of false positives, which is a common problem.
We are now doing work to consider the skin test. We
believe that we are close to getting a skin test that can
distinguish between the disease and the vaccine. When
we are able to get that in place, we will work towards
starting trials of that.

A number of Members have raised the issue of Wales.
As my hon. Friends the Members for Carmarthen West
and South Pembrokeshire (Simon Hart) and for The
Cotswolds (Geoffrey Clifton-Brown) pointed out, the
area in Wales under the vaccination pilot represented
just 1.5% of the country. Wales’s cattle movement
restrictions almost mirror ours; there is very little difference.
The differences tend to be in the types of restrictions on
cattle markets, but they are minor differences. All the
other approaches, on surveillance testing and restrictions,
are remarkably similar. If we look at the figures, the
latest statistics show that 95% of Welsh herds and
94.2% of English herds are TB-free, so the difference is
not enormous.

The large drop in TB in Wales that has been quoted
by a number of Members seems to be based on a
reference point of 2012-13, which was a year with a very
high prevalence of disease. In the past year, Wales has
seen a 23% increase in the number of cattle slaughtered
due to TB, while England has seen just a 4% increase, so
we can trade statistics, but I simply point out that the
approach in Wales to cattle movement controls is
remarkably similar to what we are doing in England.
The area covered by Wales’ vaccination pilot is nowhere
near large enough to draw the conclusions and inferences
that some Members are drawing.

To turn to the badger cull and the science, the hon.
Member for Newport West (Paul Flynn)—he opened
the debate, and he has a long track record of campaigning
on wildlife issues and animal welfare issues—rightly
pointed out that badgers are sentient creatures and that
we would not do the cull unless we needed to. As I have
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made clear many times before, I would not sanction the
cull unless I believed it was necessary to combat this
terrible disease. The advice we have from our chief
veterinary officer is clear that we cannot eradicate the
disease unless we also tackle the reservoir of the disease
in the wildlife population. While the policy is contentious,
it is the right policy. Sometimes Governments have to
pursue the right policy, even if it is not popular.

Sir Roger Gale: I have been listening very carefully to
what the Minister has been saying. I do not understand
how he and the chief veterinary officer can assert that
the reservoir is there when none of the animals that
have been eliminated have been tested.

George Eustice: The issue was looked at extensively
during the randomised badger culling trials, and we
know that in the high-risk area, where there is a strong
prevalence of the disease, around a third of badgers
have bovine TB. That has been demonstrated previously.

On the science, there is no example anywhere in the
world of a country that has eradicated TB without also
addressing the reservoir of the disease in the wildlife
population. TB was first isolated in badgers as long ago
as 1971. In 1974, a trial was conducted to remove
badgers from a severely infected farm, with the result
that there was no breakdown on that farm for five years.
Between 1975 and 1978, the Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food funded extensive work and
demonstrated conclusively that there is transmission
and a link between badgers and cattle. Subsequent work
in Ireland reaffirmed that finding.

The Krebs review observed that, between 1975 and
1979, TB incidence in the south-west fell from 1.65% to
0.4% after the cull—a 75% reduction. Subsequently, in
the late ’70s and early ’80s, more extensive work was
done in three exercises. One was in Thornbury, where
the TB incidence fell from 5.6% in the 10 years before
culling to 0.45% in the 15 years after, which was a reduction
of 90%. In Steeple Leaze, there were no breakdowns for
seven years after the badgers were cleared. In Hartland,
the incidence dropped from 15% in 1984 to just 4% in
1985—a reduction of more than two thirds. I have
pointed out the historical data, as I did in the previous
debate, because it is often tempting for this House to
feel that it is considering issues for the first time, but the
challenge of fighting TB is not new and a great deal was
learnt during the 1970s and ’80s.

Dr Monaghan: I am grateful to the Minister for being
so generous with his time. He has given various examples
that suggest that culling badgers has been successful in
reducing the incidence of bovine TB. Can he tell us the
full range of variables that were tracked and monitored
in each of those experimental cases? How do we know
that the assertion that badgers were responsible for the
infection rate is not just an artefact of poor experimental
design?

George Eustice: It was always recognised that the
trials did not have controls alongside them in a scientific
way. That is why, as I was going to explain, the RBCT
trials were carried out.

Angela Smith: I thank the Minister for being generous
in giving way, and just for people to be clear, my
constituency is Penistone and Stocksbridge, with an s in
the middle. That is very important.

The Minister referred to the review by Professor
Krebs. If the review was valid, presumably the 10-year
trial—the scientific study led by Professor Krebs—was
also valid, and its conclusions should have been taken
more seriously by the Government.

George Eustice: The full benefits of that RBCT trial
presented themselves in the years after the report was
concluded, as is now widely accepted. The average
reduction in incidence, even if we take account of the
theory of perturbation, was 16% during the trial, as
everybody accepts, but in the 18 months after culling
ended in the RBCT, there was a very sharp, 54% reduction
in the incidence of the disease. The average across the
period was 28.3%, so the evidence was pretty clear that
removing and reducing the badger population in a
proactive way could contribute meaningfully to this issue.

The issue was looked at again in 2013 by Professor
Charles Godfray, who conducted an independent review
of all of the science, which brought together leading
UK experts. It concluded that TB spreads within and
between populations of badgers and cattle, and that the
spread from badgers to cattle is an important cause of
herd breakdowns in high incidence areas. Policy is
based on evidence that has been clear since the 1970s.
The latest review conducted by Professor Charles Godfray
with leading experts supported that conclusion.

There are issues that we continue to look at. I have an
open mind to additional approaches that can help us
bear down on the disease. My hon. Friend the Member
for North Thanet (Sir Roger Gale) mentioned the
importance of biosecurity. I agree with him. In fact, a
couple of months ago I launched the cattle herd certification
standards scheme, an accreditation scheme where we
try to incentivise farmers to sign up to high levels of
biosecurity. We are now looking at new ways in which
we might incentivise them to do that and to put more
emphasis on that.

Some hon. Members mentioned the handling of
farmyard manure. We know that the disease bacterium
can spread through farmyard manure and through latrines
via badgers. That is recognised and not disputed. We
already have many restrictions in place on when farmyard
manure from infected herds can be spread and where it
can be spread. I constantly keep such issues under
review, and in recent months I have asked our policy
team to look again at whether there is anything further
we can do. We are continually looking at whether we
can strengthen and improve genetic resistance to the
disease.

The Holstein UK society is doing very important
work to try to breed resistance to TB into the dairy
herd. We support that and stand ready to assist if
required. There is also some novel research going on,
very much in the early stages, into whether we could
develop a self-disseminating vaccine for badgers. That
would mean using something like a herpes virus. The
vaccine would be inserted and would spread naturally
through a badger population. If we could perfect something
like that, it would be a major breakthrough, although
we are some way off.

Angela Smith: What we are hearing is all very welcome
news indeed. I am pleased to have it on the record, but it
would be good to have an answer to the key question:
when will we get publication of an independent evaluation
of the pilot culls?
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George Eustice: I was moving on to that. Data on
bovine TV incidence in the cull areas are published
annually. Because of the low prevalence rate, we need
aggregate data over a year. We have already published
the first two years. The third one will be published in
August, so we are already publishing the data on disease
incidence in the two cull areas.

I want to move on and cover some of the other points
that were raised. The hon. Member for Newport West
raised the issue of the Kimblewick hunt and dogs. Our
veterinary advice is clear that dogs are not a major
contributor to the spread of the disease. The incidence
of TB in dogs is very rare. We occasionally get incidents,
as we do with cats. Three years ago we had an outbreak
of TB in cats in a particular area, but the veterinary
advice is clear: it is not a key contributor. In the case of
the Kimblewick hunt, an epidemiological investigation
is under way. Until it is completed, it would be wrong to
speculate on what the origin or route of the disease was.
On the hon. Gentleman’s suggestion of stopping hunting,
although I understand that he has a wider objective to
do that, it would not be a proportionate step, based on
the risk that we have.

The hon. Member for Penistone and Stocksbridge
raised the issue of the independent expert panel. It was
only ever intended that that would be for the first year
to review data. It was never intended that it would
report each and every year. She asked about evaluation.
I have been clear that the evaluation is ongoing. We
have already published the first two years and the third
will be published in August. She mentioned the need to
reduce the population by at least 70% within six weeks.
I will simply point out that the RBCT never estimated
its badger population at the start. It retrospectively
guessed how many it thought it had reduced, so there is
a danger of having false precision around some of the
figures.

Angela Smith: Will the Minister give way?

George Eustice: I am afraid I have given way generously.
I will press on because I believe we may have a Division
shortly.

My hon. Friend the Member for The Cotswolds
asked what happens after the current culls have ended
their four years. As was pointed out by the shadow
Minister, in the two cull areas that have concluded four
years, we will—

6.58 pm

Sitting suspended for a Division in the House.

7.12 pm

On resuming—

George Eustice: I extend my gratitude to everyone
who has returned to the debate, as some hon. Members
will have detected that I was getting towards the end of
my contribution. I have gone through my notes to check
whether I overlooked anything earlier.

To pick up on the point made by my hon. Friend the
Member for The Cotswolds on the culls that have
completed their four years, as I explained just before we
suspended the debate, at the end of last year we consulted
on having low-level maintenance culling to keep the
population in check. That would very much be a small
operation with much-reduced numbers—not like the

culls we had for the first four years. My hon. Friend also
mentioned deer and other species, and he is right that
wild deer can carry TB, but our veterinary advice is that
their role in transmitting TB is significantly lower than
that of badgers, because of their nature and how they
move about. TB spreads less freely among deer, because
badgers live underground in close proximity to one
another. Nevertheless, deer are a potential concern, but
we believe badgers to be far more prevalent in spreading
the disease, and do so in far greater numbers, in particular
in the south-west, the high-risk area, so that is where we
are focusing our attention at the moment.

The hon. Member for Caithness, Sutherland and
Easter Ross asked us to learn lessons from other parts
of the UK. As I pointed out in his debate on badger
culling and bovine TB, Scotland is officially TB-free,
but Scotland has an incredibly low badger population.
It is the only part of the UK not to have a large badger
population.

In Northern Ireland, which was mentioned, the approach
is to trap, test, and vaccinate or remove. We follow the
evidence from that approach closely, but the difficulty is
that there are no good diagnostics for picking up the
disease, as I said earlier. The people in Northern Ireland
might therefore release up to 40% of badgers that have
the disease, although they would not have detected it. In
addition, they could be vaccinating and re-releasing
badgers that had already had the disease. That approach
is by no means perfect, even though superficially it sounds
logical.

The shadow Minister, the hon. Member for Workington
(Sue Hayman), mentioned costs. All I can say is that in
year 1, the costs were higher—a huge amount of surveillance
and post-mortem testing was going on, we had the
independent expert panel and policing costs were higher—
but the costs have been reducing as we have rolled out
the cull. We also have to put that in context: every year,
the disease is costing us £100 million, so doing nothing
is not an option.

Geoffrey Clifton-Brown: There has been universal
agreement across the House on one point in the debate:
if we can find an oral vaccine, that is a possible solution.
Will the Minister say something about the Government’s
research into oral vaccines? I am thinking in particular
about meningitis B and a vaccine for babies, on which I
have campaigned. That new vaccine is manufactured
in a totally different way. Will he look at the science
behind such vaccines to see what lessons can be learned?

George Eustice: One of the challenges of TB is that it
is a bacterial disease, and it is notoriously hard to get
vaccines to work in that context, whereas with a virus, if
the vaccine is cracked, the virus is cracked—as with, for
example, the Schmallenberg vaccine. We have to recognise
that despite decades of medical research, the best TB
vaccine available is still the BCG. As I have said, however,
we are spending millions of pounds on research to
develop an oral bait that badgers would take and that
would immunise them. As the hon. Member for Newport
West pointed out correctly, if we can get the vaccination
right, a herd effect in badgers could pass on the immunity.
We are also in the very early stages of looking at the
notion of self-disseminating vaccination with a positive,
contagious vaccine that could spread through the badger
population. My hon. Friend the Member for The Cotswolds
is right that that is an important area of research, but
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I go back to what I said at the beginning: vaccination is
only one of our tools for bearing down on the disease. I
am afraid, however, that a badger cull is an essential
part of any coherent strategy to eradicate TB. That is
why we are continuing with the policy.

A number of hon. Members mentioned the BVA
and its comments on the free shooting of badgers. As
I said before, I live quite near Bushy Park, across
the bridge from Kingston, and every autumn a sign is
put on the gate stating, “The park is closed today
because a deer cull is going on.” No one bats an eyelid.
People do not say, “This is terrible”, and we do not get
protesters running around dressed up as deer or in the
middle of the night, trying to disrupt things. People
seem to accept that.

I put it to hon. Members that we have to keep
some sense of perspective. We are trying to fight a
difficult disease and the veterinary advice is clear: a
badger cull has to be part of any approach to eradicating
that disease. Is it really that different from the approach
that we take to controlling other wildlife, such as foxes,
or deer in royal parks?

7.18 pm

Paul Flynn: The reply that we have had from the
Minister is very disappointing. He has said that he will
not take any action on hounds, because it is very rare
for bovine TB in dogs or hounds to be transferred to
other species. The Government cannot have it both
ways, if that is their policy, because the chief veterinary
officer, Mr Nigel Gibbens, took to the airwaves in 2013
to proclaim that it was not safe to take one’s pet
Labrador, or let one’s pet cat, out into the woods, as it
might catch bovine TB from badgers and subsequently
infect its owner. I think that that was taken as a rather
extreme view at the time, but if the veterinary view is
that bovine TB is infectious to other species from hounds,
we must take very seriously what is happening in a hunt
that has been trampling over six of our counties. We
should look, too, at other methods and ensure that, if
there is a new source of infection, such as hounds, we
carry out inspections. The reason we do not know
whether TB is in hounds is that we have not looked, and
it is about time that that was done.

An interesting claim was made about possums in
New Zealand. In 2009, the New Zealand Government
reported that the incidence of bovine TB in possums
was 0.004%, which is vanishingly small, and pointed
out that the virtual elimination of the disease from the
possum population was to do with cattle control—reducing
movements of cattle around the country—and nothing

to do with culling. It is entirely false to pretend that it
was. Some Government Members put forward a sort of
Enid Blyton view of wildlife—that wild animals should
abide by the ten commandments and not go out and eat
other animals, or follow their natural life. That view is
put forward sentimentally by some to defend what are
barbaric acts against these dumb animals.

Some other points made in this debate were entirely
false. The figures about Wales that one Government
Member gave were just untrue. We know that the system
in Wales is working, but the system in England is not.
Between November 2015 and 2016, there were 36 new
herd incidents in which official TB-free status was
withdrawn—we are going backwards with those—and
the number of cattle destroyed was up 8% in some
areas. We know, too, that the number of herds that are
identified as infected with bovine TB at slaughterhouses
is in the hundreds. The crude, unscientific system that
we have for detecting TB is not working. The Minister
gave some pie in the sky hope for the future about
things that are unlikely to come to fruition for many
years, but the Government have shown a lack of conviction
in this policy by setting a 25-year target for its delivery. I
do not think many of us will be around to see that, and
the Government will constantly use the excuse, “You
must give us time to deal with this.”

I accused the Government of being crowd-pleasing. I
was talking about the farming crowd, not the general
crowd. The Government have outraged the majority of
the public. It is not reasonable to mock those who
sacrifice their time and safety to protest vigorously
against unnecessary acts of cruelty that have no basis in
science or what happens throughout the rest of the
world. The worst mistake that politicians make is to say,
“Something must be done. We can’t think of anything
intelligent to do, we can’t think of any practical to do
that will work, but we must do something.” I am afraid
it is one of the great sins of this House and the way that
we legislate that the worst mistakes we make are often in
the pursuit of “something must be done”. Badger culling
is a very bad idea. It is cruel, and the country will rightly
show its contempt for a Government who continue
with it.

Question put and agreed to.

Resolved,

That this House has considered e-petition 165672 relating to
badger culling.

7.23 pm

Sitting adjourned.

33WH 34WH27 MARCH 2017Badger Culling Badger Culling





Written Statements

Monday 27 March 2017

BUSINESS, ENERGY AND INDUSTRIAL
STRATEGY

BEIS Non-departmental Bodies

The Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy (Greg Clark): I would like to inform the House
that the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA)
has today announced its decision to terminate its contract
with Cavendish Fluor Partnership (CFP) for the
management and decommissioning of 12 redundant
Magnox sites (including two research sites) which, together
with the Calder Hall reactor on the Sellafield site,
formed the UK’s first fleet of nuclear power stations.

The NDA ran a £6.1 billion tender process from
April 2012 which resulted in a 14 year contract being
awarded in September 2014 to the Cavendish Fluor
Partnership—a joint venture between the British firm
Cavendish Nuclear, a subsidiary of Babcock International,
and the US company Fluor Inc. This decision was
approved by the then Department for Energy and Climate
Change and HM Treasury.

CFP started work on the Magnox estate on 1 September
2014.There then started a process to ensure that the
scope of the contract assumed in the 2012 tender matched
the actual status of the decommissioning to be done on
each site—a process known as consolidation.

It has become clear to the NDA through this
consolidation process that there is a significant mismatch
between the work that was specified in the contract as
tendered in 2012 and awarded in 2014, and the work
that actually needs to be done.

The scale of the additional work is such that the
NDA board considers that it would amount to a material
change to the specification on which bidders were invited
in 2012 to tender.

In the light of this, the NDA board, headed by a new
Chair and Chief Executive, has concluded that it should
exercise its right to terminate the contract on two years’
notice. The contract will be terminated in September
2019, after five years rather than its full term of 14 years.
This termination is made with the agreement of CFP.

Dealing safely with the UK’s nuclear legacy is
fundamental and non-negotiable. It is important to
emphasise that this termination is no reflection on the
performance of Cavendish Nuclear or Fluor, and work
on decommissioning at all the sites will continue with
the management of CFP for a further two and a half
years.

During this period, the NDA will establish arrangements
for a replacement contracting structure to be put in
place when the current contract ends. This work will be
led by the NDA’s new Chief Executive, David Peattie.

I have every confidence that CFP will continue
to deliver to high standards during the remainder of
the contract.

Although this decision is one made by the board of
the NDA, it requires the consent of myself, the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury and the Accounting Officer of
my Department. That consent has been given.

We have a responsibility to ensure that the NDA’s
decisions reflect its legal obligations, including under
procurement law, that further risks to taxpayers’ money
are contained and that robust arrangements are put in
place to deliver this essential decommissioning programme.

In addition I can announce today that the NDA has
settled outstanding litigation claims against it by Energy
Solutions and Bechtel, in relation to the 2014 Magnox
contract award.

The NDA was found by the High Court in its judgment
of 29 July 2016 to have wrongly decided the outcome of
the procurement process.

As part of the settlements, NDA has withdrawn its
appeal against the judgment. While these settlements
were made without admission of liability on either side,
it is clear that this 2012 tender process, which was for a
value of up to £6.1 billion, was flawed. The NDA has
agreed settlement payments with Energy Solutions of
£76.5 million, plus £8.5 million of costs, and with
Bechtel of $14.8 million, plus costs of around £462,000—
approximately £12.5 million in total.

These are very substantial costs and had the potential
to rise much further if the case had proceeded to trial.

Taxpayers must be able to be confident that public
bodies are operating effectively and securing value for
money. Where this has not been achieved such bodies
should be subject to rigorous scrutiny.

I am therefore establishing today an independent
inquiry into the conduct of the 2012 procurement process
and the reasons why the 2014 contract proved unsustainable.
These are separate issues but both need to be examined
thoroughly by an authoritative and independent expert.

I have asked Mr Steve Holliday, the former Chief
Executive of National Grid, to lead the inquiry. The
inquiry will take a ‘cradle to grave’ approach beginning
with the NDA’s procurement and ending with the contract
termination.

The inquiry will also review the conduct of the NDA
and of Government Departments and make any
recommendations it sees fit—including what further
investigations or proceedings, for example possible
disciplinary proceedings, may be required as a result of
its findings.

The terms of reference for Mr Holliday’s inquiry will
be placed in the Libraries of both Houses. Mr Holliday
will report jointly to me and to the Cabinet Secretary,
and his report will be made available to this House,
including to the Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy
Committee.

This was a defective procurement, with significant
financial consequences, and I am determined that the
reasons for it should be exposed and understood; that
those responsible should properly be held to account;
and that it should never happen again.

[HCWS554]
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HOME DEPARTMENT

Justice and Home Affairs Pre-Council Statement

The Minister for Policing and the Fire Service (Brandon
Lewis): The first formal Justice and Home Affairs Council
of the Maltese presidency will take place on 27 and
28 March in Brussels. The Home Secretary, and I will
represent the UK.

Interior day (27 March) will begin with a discussion
on IT measures related to border management. The
presidency will provide a progress update on negotiations
on the European Travel and Information Authorisation
System (ETIAS) proposal and the Entry/Exit System
(EES) proposal. The Government recognise the importance
of increasing the security of the EU’s external borders,
however as the UK is not part of the border control
aspects of the Schengen agreement it will not take part
in either proposal. This item will be followed by a
progress update from the presidency on the implementation
of the European Border and Coast Guard Agency
(Frontex). Again, the UK will not take part in the new
agency. However, we will continue to provide support to
its operations on a voluntary basis, as we have done
with its predecessor.

Interior day will continue with a debate on the EU’s
returns policy. The Commission will present an action
plan to improve the effectiveness of returns from EU
member states to third countries, and a recommendation
for enhanced implementation of the returns directive.
The UK does not participate in the returns directive but
welcomes the Commission communications, and the
Home Secretary is likely to intervene to share UK
experience and best practice in the area of returns to
third countries.

Over lunch, Ministers will discuss implementation of
the EU migration policy. I expect the presidency to
reiterate its calls for member states to meet commitments
made under relocation measures, which the UK did not
opt in to, and to increase support to the European
Asylum Support Agency. The Home Secretary will
confirm the UK’s existing commitment to deploying
asylum and border experts to support Greece.

The afternoon session will start with a short item to
update on the recent activities of the Radicalisation
Awareness Network (RAN). The UK is supportive of
the work of the RAN to bring together practitioners,
civil society and policy makers to help develop tools to
tackle radicalisation.

The Council will then discuss external aspects of EU
migration policy, including follow up to actions contained
in the Malta declaration and the Valetta action plan.
The UK supports the Malta declaration and ongoing
efforts to stabilise Libya. The Home Secretary will press
for concerted action to tackle organised immigration
crime into and within the EU, and stress the importance
of using regional partnerships, specifically the Khartoum
process, to drive forward work under the Malta declaration.

Under ‘Any Other Business’, there will be an update
from Austria on the “Managing Migration Challenges
Together” Conference. The Commission will update on
follow-up to the December 2016 EU-Internet Forum,
specifically the outcomes of Commissioner Avramopoulous’
visit to the United States to discuss actions that internet
companies are taking to counter terrorist propaganda

and extremist content online. The presidency will also
provide an update on EU responses to the European
Court of Justice’s TELE2-WATSON judgment on data
retention, ahead of a substantive discussion on Justice
day. The Home Secretary will emphasise the importance
of law enforcement experts being engaged in identifying
appropriate responses.

The final substantive item of Interior day will cover a
progress report from the presidency on negotiations on
the reform of the Common European Asylum System
(CEAS). The UK has not opted in to the majority of
these measures, and is unlikely to intervene on this item.

Justice day (28 March) will begin with an update
from the presidency on its proposal to convene a friends
of the presidency group to facilitate a common reflection
process at EU level on the impact of the TELE2-WATSON
judgment on data retention. The UK is committed to
working with other member states to understand the
potential risks this judgment poses to investigating crime
and protecting the public. I will emphasise the need to
develop a common understanding on the necessity of
data retention in relation to law enforcement and public
safety.

On Criminal Justice in Cyberspace, the discussion
will focus on strengthening and further aligning the
legal frameworks and practical processes that allow
access to, and the transfer of, electronic communication
data to support the prevention and prosecution of
crimes. I will intervene to support efforts to improve
and co-ordinate member states’ capabilities in this area.

There will then be a policy debate on the criminal
justice response to foreign terrorist fighter returnees.
This will involve a discussion about policy recommendations
made by the European Counter Terrorism Co-ordinator
to tackle the threat from returning foreign fighters. I
will highlight the work the Foreign Secretary is leading
focused on the collection of evidence that can later be
used to convict returning foreign fighters.

On combating financial crime and terrorist financing,
the presidency will provide an update on the progress
made at the working groups for the directive on countering
money laundering by criminal law and the regulation
on mutual recognition of freezing and confiscation
orders. The UK is currently considering whether or not
to participate in these measures.

The morning will end with an update on the progress
of the negotiation of the directive on certain aspects
concerning contracts for the supply of digital content.
The UK is broadly supportive of the objectives of the
proposal.

The final agenda item on Justice day will be a lunch
discussion on the protections afforded to whistleblowers.
The UK will share information on its system for protecting
whistleblowers in response to presidency questions on
the matter.

[HCWS556]

JUSTICE

Boundary Commission for England: Deputy Chairman

The Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice
(Elizabeth Truss): I should like to inform the House that
I have made the following appointment under schedule
1 to the Parliamentary Constituencies Act 1986:
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The hon. Mr Justice Nicol has been appointed as
Deputy Chairman of the Boundary Commission for
England, effective from 27 March 2017 until 26 March
2020.

[HCWS557]

TRANSPORT

Bus Services Bill: EVEL

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Andrew Jones): I am pleased to announce the publication
of analysis of English Votes for English Laws in relation
to Government amendments made at Report stage to
the Bus Services Bill.

The English Votes for English Laws process applies
to public Bills in the House of Commons. To support
the process, the Government have agreed that they will
provide information to assist the Speaker in considering
whether to certify that Bill or any of its provisions for
the purposes of English Votes for English Laws. Bill
provisions that relate exclusively to England or to England
and Wales, and which have a subject matter within the
legislative competence of one or more of the devolved
legislatures, can be certified.

This analysis reflects the position should all the
Government amendments be accepted.

The memorandum can be found on the Bill documents
page of the Parliament website at: http://services.parliament.
uk/bills/2016-17/busservices/documents.html and I have
deposited a copy in the Libraries of the House.

It is also available online at: http://www.parliament.uk/
writtenstatements.

[HCWS555]

Rail Franchising

The Secretary of State for Transport (Chris Grayling):
I am pleased to inform the House that following a
rigorous competition I intend to award the South Western
rail franchise to First MTR South Western Trains Limited
pending the successful completion of a standstill period
of at least 10 days.

The House will know that this Government are
determined to transform the way that the railways work
to deliver a revolution in services for passengers. In
December 2016, I set out my vision for achieving this
through a new era of joined up working between train
operators and Network Rail. Earlier this month my
Department announced a consultation on the South
Eastern franchise which explained our ambition for
bringing together the operation of track and train, so
that one team of people is focused on providing the best
service to passengers. Today’s announcement that First
MTR South Western Trains Limited has been awarded
the South Western franchise means we are a step closer
to achieving that ambition.

The new franchise will see closer partnership working
between track and train. A railway that is predominantly
run by an integrated local team of people with a
commitment to the smooth operation of their routes,

improving services and performance is at the heart of
my vision for the network, and First MTR South Western
Trains Limited expects to work even closer with Network
Rail with the shared aim of giving passengers exactly
that. The joint teams will work to drive higher performance,
achieve greater productivity in operations, improve
maintenance delivery and infrastructure renewals, and
support infrastructure improvement delivery, all for the
benefit of passengers across the South Western network.

The new franchise will run for seven years from
20 August 2017 to 18 August 2024, with an extension of
11 railway periods callable at my discretion.

This is the 13th franchise award since 2013: a rapid
programme of renewal which represents the Government’s
determination to transform the travel experience for rail
passengers across the country. In the last 12 months
alone, new franchise agreements have released private
funding for brand new trains in the north and the east
of England. The new South Western franchise will also
see investment in brand new and refurbished trains.

This Government are funding the biggest investment
in rail since Victorian times, and the award of this new
franchise is the latest step in making journeys better:
simpler, faster and more reliable. Passengers across the
South Western network will see improvements to their
journeys, whether travelling into central London, or
between the towns and cities in the southern and south-
western counties of England. The new franchise will
support the communities and boost economic growth in
the regions it serves.

Passengers, local authorities, businesses and other
stakeholders across the area contributed to a highly
demanding and challenging specification for the new
South Western franchise. Bidders were invited to
demonstrate how they would meet this specification,
and I am delighted that First MTR South Western
Trains Limited set out an exciting plan for the franchise
that will not only meet but significantly exceed these
expectations.

First MTR South Western Trains Limited will oversee
a £1.2 billion investment programme to improve services
for passengers on all parts of the network from London
to the south west.

There will be 22,000 extra seats into London Waterloo
each morning peak and 30,000 extra seats out of Waterloo
each evening peak, and a fleet of 90 new trains will
provide more space for passengers on Reading, Windsor
and London routes.

The plans were designed to make optimum use of our
major investment to increase platform capacity at London
Waterloo. First MTR South Western Trains Limited
will use the experience of one of its major shareholders
MTR, who operate the busy Hong Kong metro, to
deliver smooth and rapid journeys for passengers travelling
around London’s suburban network. Faster journeys
will be delivered through a consistent fleet of new
suburban trains offering a regular, metro-style service.
Passengers can look forward to more space, ensuring
that the railway can support London’s growth.

The train journey is only one part of the passenger
experience, so we were very pleased with First MTR
South Western Trains Limited’s plans for significant
investment in station improvements. They will deliver at
least 1,500 new car park spaces, refurbished waiting
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rooms, more seats and new waiting shelters. There will
be investment to make Southampton Central station a
destination fit for the community it serves, with a new
entrance canopy, improved retail, and better facilities
for passengers.

The use of smart cards will be expanded, and there
will be a new smart card product, automatically offering
the cheapest walk-up single or day return fare. A new
flexible season ticket will benefit people working fewer
than five days a week, there will be a discount offered
for people buying 12 consecutive monthly season tickets,
and new discounts for student travel. Season, single and
return tickets will be made available on smart cards
across all of the franchise.

I am pleased to announce also that the new South
Western franchise will introduce new Delay Repay
compensation, including for delays of 15 minutes or
more, and with automatic claims for smart card season
tickets and advance purchased tickets bought through
their digital channels.

There will be better information for passengers, so
that they can make more informed decisions about their
journeys. Real time information will be available on
screens on trains and at stations, as well as on the
website, and through the new customer app. Station
staff will also be well informed through innovative use

of smart devices so they can better help passengers,
especially during times of disruption. There will also be
live information about seating availability and crowding
levels, so that passengers know the best place to stand
to board the train.

Reflecting the Government’s commitment to create
30,000 apprenticeships across all transport modes by
2020, First MTR South Western Trains Limited will
offer more than 100 apprenticeships each year. Their
plans also include funding to support Community Rail
Partnerships, Station Adoption Groups, and to encourage
community use and regeneration of available station
space. The franchisee will reduce energy use at stations
and depots by over 40%, and water use by over 18%.

This Government have set a clear vision for the future
of rail travel and is investing to deliver on that vision for
passengers across the country. Over the past few years
the franchise renewal programme has resulted in significant
new investment and exciting innovations for passengers.
The new South Western franchise represents the next
chapter in that journey and we look forward to working
closely with First MTR South Western Trains Limited
and Network Rail to ensure that passengers receive the
improvements they have demanded as we transform
their rail travel experience.

[HCWS553]
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Petitions

Monday 27 March 2017

OBSERVATIONS

BUSINESS, ENERGY AND INDUSTRIAL
STRATEGY

Post office in Westcliffe, Scunthorpe

The petition of residents of Scunthorpe County,

Declares that residents are opposed to the closure of
the Post Office branch on the Westcliff Estate in Scunthorpe.

The petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges North Lincolnshire Council to work
with residents of the Westcliff Estate in Scunthorpe to
try and stop the closure of the Post Office.

And the petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by
Nic Dakin , Official Report, 08 February 2017; Vol. 621,
c. 574.]

[P002009]

Observations from the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of
State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (Margot
James):

The Government recognise the value of Post Office
services to local communities across the country and
understands that any potential change to service provision
can cause concern for the community affected.

The Post Office operates as an independent business
and the Government and local authorities do not play a
role in day to day operational responsibilities of the
company, which includes decisions on the provision and
location of individual Post Office services.

Government understand that a planned redevelopment
of the local shopping precinct may result in the current
Westcliffe Post Office closing. The Post Office appreciates
how important its services are to local communities and
is committed to maintaining access to services wherever
possible. Unplanned closures can occur as a result of a
situation beyond the control of the Post Office, as may
be the case with the Westcliffe Post Office. Where this
happens, the Post Office works hard to try to maintain
services to the community, though this is not always
possible.

Government understand that the current position is
that the Westcliffe Post Office service remains open,
operating from the Co-op. If the community has further
concerns regarding the provision of local Post Office
services it should raise these direct with the Post Office.
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