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House of Commons

Tuesday 6 January 2026
The House met at half-past Eleven o’clock
PRAYERS

[MR SpEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions

ENERGY SECURITY AND NET ZERO

The Secretary of State was asked—

Energy Transition

1. Richard Foord (Honiton and Sidmouth) (LD):
What steps he is taking to help the transition away from
fossil fuels. [907139]

The Minister for Energy (Michael Shanks): Happy
new year to you, Mr Speaker, and to colleagues across
the House. I have temporarily lost hearing in one of my
ears so if I am shouting or do not hear every detail of
the questions, I apologise in advance.

This Government are determined to strengthen our
energy security by moving away from volatile fossil fuels
and delivering a clean power system. We have switched
off the last coal power station in the UK and have
consented enough clean power to power the equivalent
of 7.5 million homes. That is how we will tackle the
climate crisis, strengthen our energy security and create
good jobs across the country.

Richard Foord: The International Renewable Energy
Agency reports that in 2024, China installed five times
more renewable power than Europe and eight times
more renewable power than the United States. In the
same year, more than two thirds of our liquid natural
gas in the UK came from the United States. In the
difficult geopolitical situation we find ourselves in, how
are the Government making the UK more self-sufficient
for our energy supply?

Michael Shanks: It is a hugely important question. In
an increasingly uncertain world, our energy security
becomes more and more important, and that is why we
are determined not only that we build a clean power
system to tackle the most existential crisis that the
planet faces—the climate crisis—but that we have home-
grown power here in the UK that we control; that is
hugely important. Every step we are taking to invest in
renewable energy and a new generation of nuclear helps
us to do that, but it is also, of course, the economic
opportunity of the century, which delivers our energy
security and jobs at the same time.

Mr Speaker: 1 call the Chair of the Energy Security
and Net Zero Committee.

Bill Esterson (Sefton Central) (Lab): Happy new year,
Mr Speaker.

I hope that the Minister, in his new year’s resolutions,
will commit to building the case for the energy transition
through lower consumer bills, secure jobs, public health
improvements through reduced emissions, and indeed
energy security. Does he agree that those who oppose
climate action are denying our children and grandchildren
a future? Will he endeavour to make the case also to
fight against the misinformation, disinformation and
outright myths peddled by some Opposition Members?

Michael Shanks: Typically, my hon. Friend is right on
these points, and yes, it is one of my new year’s
resolutions—and I suspect one of my ministerial colleagues’
resolutions as well—for us to redouble our efforts to
make the case for this. Just this morning I was reading
about yet another study that shows that we underestimate
the level of support in the general public for climate
action. We have to remember that while there is a lot of
noise around this at the moment, the reality is that the
public back action on the climate, and it is the right
thing to do not just for future generations, as my hon.
Friend rightly says, but for our energy security and for
good jobs.

Dave Doogan (Angus and Perthshire Glens) (SNP):
Refined hydrocarbon fuels are excluded from the
Government’s carbon border adjustment mechanism,
meaning that although UK refineries face emissions
trading scheme costs of £50 per tonne, overseas fuel
producers do not. That is clearly incomprehensibly
damaging in economic terms and is self-evidently
counterproductive when it comes to climate goals. In
terms of energy security, it is pure madness. Refining at
Grangemouth and Prax Lindsey are two early casualties
of Labour’s failure to understand basic economics. Will
the Government now act to protect the four remaining
refineries in GB, or will Labour continue with its policy
of deindustrialisation dressed up as decarbonisation?

Michael Shanks: Well, I say a happy new year to the
hon. Gentleman, as we see his sunny disposition back in
this House again!

First, we committed in the Budget to looking at the
CBAM inclusion and are working to make that happen.
Secondly, of course I have been working with all the
refineries to make sure that they are as sustainable as
possible. Thirdly, I think the hon. Member has an
absolute cheek to come here and talk about
deindustrialisation when his party has failed to have an
industrial strategy in Scotland for the 18 years it has
been in power and when, just before Christmas, it
published the flimsiest of flimsy plans for energy security
in Scotland, which was mostly made up of pictures and
not by any detail. His party has absolutely no credibility
on these issues whatsoever.

Mr Speaker: I call the Chair of the Environmental
Audit Committee.

Mr Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): There are many
corporate customers who are keen to decarbonise but
find that grid connection forecasts of five or more years
stand in their way. Will the Minister tell us what he is
doing to speed up business connections to the grid and
to ensure that we prioritise those business customers
who will make the biggest difference in decarbonising?
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Michael Shanks: My hon. Friend raises a hugely
important point. The future of the grid is going to be
absolutely critical not only to how we get clean power to
homes and businesses across the country to bring down
bills, but to how we deliver the economic growth the
country needs. That is why we have taken two key
actions, the first of which is to build the grid we need for
the future. That has been opposed by some Opposition
Members, but it is critical that we build that future grid.
Secondly, we are clearing out the connections queue so
that there is space for more projects, like the ones he
mentions, to join. Both those actions are critical, and
those who oppose the building of new grid infrastructure
oppose the exact economic opportunities that my hon.
Friend has mentioned.

Richard Tice (Boston and Skegness) (Reform): Could
the Minister explain why the Government have rejected
a higher bid for the Lindsey oil refinery that would have
kept jobs, kept the refinery open and attracted more
investment in favour of a lower bid that is destroying
jobs, is mothballing the refinery and is against the
growth interests that the Government profess? Can he
also confirm whether or not the taxpayer is retaining
the decommissioning liabilities of the oil refinery?

Michael Shanks: First, on a positive note in the new
year, I believe the hon. Gentleman had some good news
over Christmas—I congratulate him on it. He is quite
wrong, though, on his question. I should set out, as
I did in my oral statement on the Lindsey oil refinery,
that this was an insolvency process and it was therefore
for the official receiver to conclude the sales process,
which it has done. It has taken the highest bid that was
on the table. P66 will now take forward the future of
that site in a sustainable way and I will continue to work
with it on that question. The Government do not retain
decommissioning liabilities; they were part of the deal
and P66 will take them along with the site.

Dr Jeevun Sandher (Loughborough) (Lab): Happy
new year, Mr Speaker.

We are facing an affordability crisis in this country,
and indeed across high-income nations, because of our
dependence on fossil fuels. That is why energy prices
here have risen by 40% since 2021. Our constituents feel
that this is damaging our country and, more importantly,
it is damaging the faith that people across this nation
have in our democracy to deliver for them. Can the
Minister set out how our transition to fossil fuels will
help to resolve the affordability crisis and restore faith
in this place?

Michael Shanks: That is an important question on
two fronts. My hon. Friend rightly mentioned that the
transition away from fossil fuels is hugely important for
our energy security and for future generations. We
in this place have a huge responsibility to safeguard
the future of our planet for the generations still to
come. His second point was, rightly, that we need to
make the case for why this is important now. It is about
how we get away from the volatility of fossil fuel prices,
which so many of our constituents are still paying the
price for, and how we industrialise communities right
across the country. Tens of thousands of jobs have been
created through the renewables that are already in place
and we want to see hundreds of thousands of jobs by
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building much more of this infrastructure in the UK;
that is how we get an economic advantage as well as
energy security.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister.

Harriet Cross (Gordon and Buchan) (Con): In the
consultation paper on the future of the North sea, the
Government defined windfall prices as $90 a barrel for
oil and 90p a therm for gas. Can the Minister tell me the
prices of oil and gas today?

Michael Shanks: We have been really clear that the
energy profits levy comes to an end in 2030. We have
also put in place what the future of that scheme looks
like to provide certainty for the long-term future. Of
course, the energy profits levy was introduced by the
hon. Lady’s party in government. We have been really
clear that the energy profits levy comes to an end in
2030 unless the price floor is triggered in the meantime.
If the Conservatives are in favour of scrapping the levy,
they also have to say where the billions of pounds that it
generates will come from in order to fund the public
services that our constituents rely on.

Harriet Cross: Either the Minister does not know the
current price or he does not want to tell us. Oil today is
$62 a barrel and gas 72p a therm—up to a third lower
than what the Government themselves define as windfall
prices. Despite that, they are still punishing our oil and
gas industry with massive windfall taxes. The cost is
1,000 jobs lost every month, production set to halve in
the next four years and almost complete dependence on
foreign imports of oil and gas by 2030. This Government
are going to be responsible for the death of one of our
most important industries. Will the Government now
end the oil and gas supertax, scrap the mad ban on new
licences and finally back the North sea?

Michael Shanks: There are a number of points that
I would challenge in the hon. Lady’s question. First, the
floor was set by the Conservative party in government
and we have not changed it. Secondly, she talks about
thousands of jobs lost every month. That is from an
important study that was done by a university; it is not
a reflection of what has actually happened in the last
few months. Although I absolutely take seriously modelling
like this, I think we do need to base it in the reality of
what has actually happened. Every single job that is lost
is of course hugely distressing for communities, but the
hon. Lady should talk up the opportunities in the
North sea. She says that we are talking down the North
sea—in fact, it is her party that repeatedly talks down
the opportunities for the future of the North sea in
carbon capture and storage, hydrogen, oil and gas
decommissioning work, and much, much more. She
should talk up those opportunities and be ambitious for
the future of the North sea, not talk it down.

Energy Costs: Businesses

2. Dr Danny Chambers (Winchester) (LD): What
recent discussions he has had with Cabinet colleagues
on the potential merits of supporting businesses with
the cost of energy. [907140]
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The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Chris McDonald): Happy new
year and happy Epiphany, Mr Speaker.

Alongside my right hon. Friends the Secretaries of
State for Energy Security and Net Zero and for Business
and Trade, I am committed to slashing energy costs for
British businesses. From April, eligible energy-intensive
industries will see an uplift in compensation for electricity
network charges, with 90% of costs being covered. We
are also consulting on a British industrial competitiveness
scheme that includes our plan to exempt over
7,000 businesses from covering the costs of some our
historic renewables levies.

Dr Chambers: Small and medium-sized businesses
are the absolute lifeblood of our economy. Many of
them, including the amazing Bar Lento—a Spanish
café in Winchester that I spend a lot of time in—are the
beating hearts of our communities. The average electricity
bill for a small business is now £240 a month, and
92% of such businesses say that they will increase prices
to deal with energy volatility. Unlike households, businesses
do not benefit from an energy price cap, so they face the
consequences of energy volatility all the time. Does the
Minister agree that this is failing small businesses, and
will he commit to a review of how to end the wild west
of energy regulation?

Chris McDonald: The hon. Gentleman raises the
issue of energy volatility. I hope that it was clear in my
previous answer that the Government are not satisfied
with the position as it is. Of course, that energy volatility
has historically been caused by our reliance on oil and
gas and on petrostates and dictators. Clearly, the
Conservatives wish to return to that policy. This
Government’s clean power mission will ensure that we
have energy security for the future. Unlike the climate-
denying policies of the Conservatives and Reform, which
would destroy jobs and investment in this country, our
policies will deliver energy security and green energy for
our small and large businesses, and for domestic consumers.

Rachel Taylor (North Warwickshire and Bedworth)
(Lab): Many pupils have returned to cold school classrooms
this week. That is why I am delighted that Kingsbury
school, St Michael’s Church of England academy and
All Saints Church of England academy in Bedworth,
and Ash Green school, have all received funding to
install solar panels. Will the Minister outline what support
those schools will receive to install the panels, and how
the panels will help them to cut their energy bills?

Mr Speaker: That kind of relates to education. Can
you bring it back to energy, Minister?

Chris McDonald: I think this shows how committed
the Government are to supporting a reduction in costs
across all our services, including education and health,
through the installation of solar panels. We saw a
massive increase in solar installations in the UK last
year—equivalent to enough energy generation to power
2 million homes. Not only do solar installations benefit
our domestic consumers and enable the creation of
green energy, but by installing solar on rooftops such as
those of schools and hospitals, we are taking maximum
advantage.
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Gas-fired Power Stations

3. Tom Collins (Worcester) (Lab): What estimate he
has made of the cost of building new gas-fired power
stations. [907141]

19. Ms Polly Billington (East Thanet) (Lab): Whether
he has made an estimate of the cost of building new
gas-fired power stations. [907160]

The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net
Zero (Ed Miliband): The 2023 generation costs report
published under the previous Government shows the
levelised cost of electricity to build and operate a new
gas-fired power station to be significantly higher than
the cost of onshore wind, solar and offshore wind in the
most recent renewables auction round. Renewables are
a cheaper technology to build and operate than new
gas-fired power stations.

Tom Collins: The National Energy System Operator’s
clean power 2030 plan relies on unabated gas power
stations, without a clear plan for their decarbonisation
after 2030. The forthcoming hydrogen strategy presents
a natural opportunity to set long-term goals for the
wider integrated energy system, including hydrogen-fired
combined cycle gas turbine generation, and long-term
salt cavern energy storage at scale. Will that strategy
include a quantified pathway with delivery milestones
for transitioning dispatchable power, and will NESO be
required to incorporate that pathway into its planning?

Ed Miliband: My hon. Friend asks an important
question. In our 2030 clean power plan, we talk precisely
about the importance of low-carbon dispatchable power
as a way forward. [ am really proud of what is happening
with our carbon capture and storage plans and Net
Zero Teesside. Additionally, it will be an important part
of our forthcoming hydrogen strategy, as he says.

Ms Billington: Current global instability, from Ukraine
to Venezuela, has shown the vital importance of having
domestic energy security. Does the Secretary of State
agree that investing in renewables will help with both
security and cost, particularly because they are cheaper
to build and operate, as well as providing us with vital
energy security in an uncertain world?

Ed Miliband: My hon. Friend is right. The figures
that came out from NESO over Christmas show that we
had extra renewable power in 2025 equivalent to powering
2 million homes; that is 2 million homes that will not be
powered by imported gas. That gives us the price stability
that we never had under the previous Government. The
fundamental lesson at a time of geopolitical instability
is that home-grown clean power is what gives us the
certainty we need.

Wera Hobhouse (Bath) (LD): According to Government
figures, output from new solar projects costs around
£41 per megawatt-hour compared with roughly £140 per
megawatt-hour for the lifespan costs of new gas power.
I know the Secretary of State agrees with me and
RenewableUK that clean energy remains the energy
with the lowest cost, but how do we ensure that the
British public agree with us?
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Ed Miliband: The hon. Lady has just done a good job
of highlighting the importance of this matter, and she
gets to the crucial point. The Opposition parties that
reject solar, onshore wind and offshore wind are rejecting
cheap, clean, home-grown power for the British people,
which we on the Government Benches are in favour of.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the Secretary
of State very much for his answers. Not only is cost
important when it comes to looking at gas-fired power
stations; it is also important to ensure that communities
have an input into the planning process. Has that been
central to the formation of any policy on gas-fired
power stations? Has he had the opportunity to share
those thoughts and that information with the Northern
Ireland Assembly, which wishes to look at the possibilities
for Northern Ireland?

Ed Miliband: We have regular discussions with the
Northern Ireland Assembly and the Executive on a
range of issues. On the hon. Gentleman’s point about
nationally significant projects, it is absolutely right that
communities have input into these questions. Certainly
in the case of home-grown low-carbon power, we want
communities to see the benefit, because by hosting
infrastructure, including low-carbon infrastructure,
communities are doing a service to the country.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Secretary of State.

Claire Coutinho (East Surrey) (Con): Happy new
year, Mr Speaker.

This is just nonsense on stilts from the Secretary of
State, and we know this because the biggest Al company
in the world has said that it will need gas power to
succeed in Britain. If a company wants to build its own
gas plant here, at no cost to the British taxpayer, the
warped green ideology of this Secretary of State, who is
obsessed with domestic emissions above everything else,
will block it. Those emissions will still exist, as that
company will start somewhere, just not here in Britain.
Does he agree that that is a completely mad reason to
block the growth we need in Britain?

Ed Miliband: T do not really understand what the
question was about, but we are in favour of Al and we
are working with our colleagues on Al. I have to say
that I am glad the right hon. Lady rose to speak on this
question, because she has been rumbled by the figures
I produced; they came out when she was the Energy
Secretary. She goes around saying how much more
expensive renewable power is, but the figures that she
produced show that renewable power is cheaper to build
and operate than gas-fired power stations. She used to
believe that, until she jumped on the latest passing
bandwagon to suddenly be a net zero sceptic.

Power Cuts: Rural Areas

4. Freddie van Mierlo (Henley and Thame) (LD):
What steps he is taking to reduce the impact of power
cuts on rural areas. [907142]

The Minister for Energy (Michael Shanks): Energy
resilience is one of my top priorities and I understand
the particular challenge in rural communities, which see
more frequent power disruption. We work with industry
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and with Ofgem to ensure that sufficient investment is
made into the rural power networks and that support is
provided when power cuts occur. I thank all the engineers
and support staff who work in difficult circumstances
to reconnect communities when power failure does
occur.

Freddie van Mierlo: With the increased frequency of
stormy weather as a result of climate change, the rural
communities [ know are sadly all too familiar with long
periods without power. What are the Government doing
to ensure that older and more vulnerable residents get
the support that they need during cuts? Will the Minister
commit to delivering a strategic plan to improve the
resilience of rural power networks?

Michael Shanks: We review lessons learned after every
significant power failure, particularly after storms. There
was a significant review after Storm Arwen in 2022, but
after every storm we look at whether there are any areas
in which we can improve. I regularly meet the Energy
Networks Association, which does much of the work
with the distribution network operators to ensure that
welfare provisions, in particular, are provided as quickly
and efficiently as possible. There is much more we can
do, but one of the fundamental things is to invest in the
future of the grid, which means building grid infrastructure
and improving existing infrastructure. Members across
the House have to support that grid infrastructure if
they want to see as resilient a grid as possible across the
country.

Chris Vince (Harlow) (Lab/Co-op): Nazeing in my
constituency is home to many rural businesses,
including—as I mentioned before recess—the Lea Valley
Growers Association. It has said to me that the biggest
challenges it faces are the considerable increase in the
cost of energy and energy security, so how does the
Minister think the British industrial competitiveness
scheme can support rural businesses in my constituency,
and the Nazeing growers in particular?

Michael Shanks: I thank my hon. Friend for his
question, and I congratulate the businesses in his
constituency on doing such a good job. We are determined
to bring down the cost of energy for households and
businesses across the country. Schemes such as the one
he has mentioned demonstrate our commitment to
doing that, but the Chancellor also announced in the
Budget that households right across the country will
have £150 coming off their bill as a result of the
decisions that this Government have made to tackle the
cost of living crisis. We are determined to support
businesses to do the same, and of course in the long
term we will reduce the bills of businesses, industry and
households by removing gas from the system and delivering
the clean power system that will help all of us to have
energy security and cheaper bills.

Energy Bills Reduction

5. Perran Moon (Camborne and Redruth) (Lab):
What assessment he has made of the potential impact
of reducing energy bills by £150 on family finances.

[907143]
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The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net
Zero (Ed Miliband): The decision by my right hon.
Friend the Chancellor to take an average £150 of costs
off people’s energy bills from April is a reflection of this
Government’s commitment to tackling the cost of living
crisis. It will make a difference to families across the
country and is estimated to reduce by over 1 million the
number of people paying more than 10% of their
income in energy costs.

Perran Moon: Kensa, based in my Camborne, Redruth
and Hayle constituency, is the largest manufacturer of
ground source heat pumps to neighbourhoods and council
flats, and I know that the Secretary of State and the
Chancellor have both visited that company. This technology
delivers low energy bills for family finances, but the
sector requires policy certainty and a plan to grow.
Ministers have been very generous with their time to
date, but will the Secretary of State meet me again to
discuss how we can provide the certainty and commitment
to public funding that will support this technology?

Ed Miliband: I really enjoyed my visit to Kensa—I would
recommend that all Members go—which is a really
innovative company that is leading in heat pump
manufacture. As my hon. Friend knows, we will shortly
be publishing our warm homes plan, which will be
really important in driving forward heat pump uptake
and helping companies such as Kensa, because there is
also a massive jobs story that is part of this.

Dr Caroline Johnson (Sleaford and North Hykeham)
(Con): Socialists do have a habit of taking money from
people and then asking them to be grateful for getting
some of it back, so could the Secretary of State tell us
how much the £150 reduction in fees will actually cost
taxpayers?

Ed Miliband: T will tell the hon. Lady. We are proud
of the fact that in the Budget we raised taxes on the
wealthy so that we could cut bills for millions of families
across this country. I am so grateful to her for her
question, because it illustrates the difference between
our parties. This was not an easy thing to do; it was a
decision made by this Government, because for too
long this country has been run for the wealthy and
powerful by the Conservative party. We are changing
that and cutting bills for millions of families across
Britain.

Mr Speaker: I welcome the shadow Minister to the
Dispatch Box.

Bradley Thomas (Bromsgrove) (Con): This Government’s
promise to cut energy bills by £300 is dead in the water,
as bills are now £190 higher than when they took office.
Now their big idea is to pull the wool over the eyes of
the British public by moving some of the costs of net
zero from people’s energy bill to their tax bill. Can the
Secretary of State answer a very simple question: after
the Government’s supposed bill cut takes place in April,
will the average energy bill be higher or lower than when
Labour came to power?

Ed Miliband: I can tell the hon. Gentleman that bills
are going to be lower. [Interruption. | If he just listens,
I will tell him. If we compare 2025 to 2024, energy bills
are lower in real terms than they were in 2024, and the
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price cap is also lower. Because bills are still too high,
we will make that situation better by taking £150 off
bills. The Conservatives opposed every measure in my
right hon. Friend the Chancellor’s Budget, yet they also
say that they want £150 off bills—they cannot have
both. It is this Government who are delivering on the
cost of living crisis.

Mr Speaker: I am intrigued, because question 6 has
been transferred. It has even got on to the Order Paper.
Why did the Department suddenly find out so late that
it has been transferred? I do not think it is good
practice, and I hope it will not happen again.

British Coal Staff Superannuation Scheme

7. Steve Yemm (Mansfield) (Lab): What assessment
he has made of the potential impact of the autumn
Budget 2025 on members of the British Coal staff
superannuation scheme. [907145]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Chris McDonald): In the autumn
Budget, the Chancellor announced the transfer of the
£2.3 billion reserve to members of the British Coal staff
superannuation scheme. Almost 40,000 former mineworkers
and colliery staff received their first bonus increase
before Christmas, with an average uplift of £100 a week,
or a one-off £5,500 lump sum for backdated pensions.
That is the difference that this Labour Government are
making for coalfield communities.

Steve Yemm: On behalf of many former mineworkers
in my constituency who have had that pension reserve
fund returned, I thank the Minister and his colleagues
for supporting coalfield communities like mine. He will
also be aware of my letter last month asking about the
future sharing arrangements for scheme surpluses for
both the mineworkers’ pension scheme and the BCSSS.
Will he provide some clarity on how the Government
intend to proceed to resolve this final outstanding injustice?

Chris McDonald: 1 thank my hon. Friend for the
leadership that he has shown on this issue in the House,
and for his letter last month. I can inform him that I am
meeting the trustees of the mineworkers’ pension scheme
on 4 February and of the British Coal staff superannuation
scheme on 18 February. The focus of both those meetings
is how we can deal with surplus sharing for the future,
and I am keen for it to be resolved as soon as possible.

National Grid: Supply Point Capacity

8. Peter Lamb (Crawley) (Lab): What steps his
Department is taking to help increase the capacity of
major national grid supply points. [907146]

The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net
Zero (Ed Miliband): The Government inherited a legacy
of huge under-investment in the grid, which piled up
constraint costs and created a chaotic system for grid
connection, which left crucial projects facing decade-long
delays. We are tackling this with a programme of investment
and reform, include sweeping changes to the grid
connections process, which saw the National Energy
System Operator last month set out a massive overhaul
of the queue, cutting its size by two thirds and giving
priority to the generation projects that we need.
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Peter Lamb: Despite its rural setting, Crawley’s travel-
to-work area has a larger economy than many of the
UK’’s core cities. Despite that, it has been held back over
recent years due to a lack of grid capacity at its major
connection point with the national grid, resulting in the
loss of several major investments under the previous
Government. Will the Secretary of State look into what
can be done to upgrade the connection point and
unleash that restrained economic growth?

Ed Miliband: My hon. Friend makes a crucial point.
There was this terrible backlog, where the queue had
something like five times as much capacity as was
required and the wrong priorities. We also had massive
problems for demand connection. Our significant reform
to overhaul the queue, which had not been done for
years and years, will free up demand projects to connect,
and I very much hope that projects in his constituency
can benefit.

John Milne (Horsham) (LD): Access to the grid for
new energy suppliers is patchy across the country, and it
leads to an overconcentration of solar farm and battery
energy farm applications in unexpected places, such as
the village of Cowfold in my constituency. What action
will the Government take to ensure a fair distribution of
renewable energy developments?

Ed Miliband: I know that my hon. Friend the Minister
for Energy has had discussions with the hon. Member
for Horsham (John Milne), and it is important that we
have those discussions with Members. One of the important
things for this year—it is slightly for the trainspotters,
or energy-spotters—is the strategic spatial energy plan,
which will set out a pathway for where we need power in
the coming years well beyond 2030. As part of that, we
should definitely be looking at where in the country are
the right places to put the power we need.

Warm Home Discount

9. Noah Law (St Austell and Newquay) (Lab): What
assessment he has made of the potential impact of
extending the warm home discount on levels of fuel
poverty. [907147]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Martin McCluskey): Happy new
year to you, Mr Speaker, and to other hon. Members.

I am proud that the Labour Government have extended
the warm home discount to an extra 2.7 million households,
extending the total to around 6 million. The Conservatives
opposed that change. It will make a vital difference to
so many families this winter, including approximately
an additional 220,000 households in the south-west.
That is almost double the number of households supported
year on year.

Noah Law: I greatly welcome these cuts to forthcoming
bills. Notwithstanding those potential improvements,
many of my constituents in Roche, for example, live in
areas not connected to the mains gas grid, and the
initial outlay associated with implementing renewable
technologies can be prohibitively expensive for people.
Can the scope of the warm homes plan be extended so
that areas rich in geological resources but exposed to
fuel poverty, such as Roche, can benefit from geothermal
heat networks and significantly reduce bills on the back
of those cheap renewable sources?
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Martin McCluskey: My hon. Friend is a champion
not just for his own constituency, but for Cornwall as a
whole. We support the development of geothermal projects
and recognise, in particular, the potential of geothermal
heat as a low-carbon source for heat networks. We will
have more to say about that in the warm homes plan,
which will be published soon.

Mr Joshua Reynolds (Maidenhead) (LD): Citizens
Advice notes that the warm home discount has not kept
pace with rising energy bills and will struggle to touch
the sides for families in energy debt. Will the Minister
therefore commit to a Government review of whether
the £150 discount provides sufficient support for the
families who really need it right now?

Martin McCluskey: The Government are gripped by
the need to get energy bills down. That is why in April
we will take £150 off the cost of energy for everyone in
the country, and why we extended the warm home
discount this year to 6 million households, almost doubling
the previous number, and we will continue to take
action to reduce bills for people across the country.

Net Zero: Local Authorities

10. Josh Babarinde (Eastbourne) (LD): What discussions
he has had with the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government on the steps councils
are taking to help local people achieve net zero. [907148]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Katie White): Happy new year,
Mr Speaker.

The Department works closely with the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government. Support
for councils includes the local net zero hubs—such as
the Greater South East net zero hub, which covers the
Eastbourne constituency—and Great British Energy,
enabling councils and communities to build a pipeline
of local clean energy projects, bringing growth and
attracting commercial investment.

Josh Babarinde: Happy new year to you, Mr Speaker,
and to the Minister.

Eastbournians without driveways—such as Laurain
on Winchcombe Road—are committed to acquiring an
electric vehicle in order to reduce their emissions, but
they are being let down by Conservative-run East Sussex
county council, which has failed to invest in pavement
gulleys to allow safe cross-street electric vehicle charging.
Will the Minister and her colleagues at MHCLG urge
the council to follow the lead of Lib Dem-run Oxfordshire
county council and pilot a cross-pavement electric vehicle
charging scheme?

Katie White: Local councils play a pivotal role. I work
closely with the local net zero delivery group and with
UK100, and T have been fortunate enough to visit the
Labour-run councils in Leeds and Sheffield to see the
excellent local work that they have been doing to support
net zero. The hon. Gentleman has made an excellent
point about the need to ensure that councils help local
people to do what they want to do in this regard, and
have the necessary EV infrastructure. It sounds as though
there are some good leadership opportunities to learn
from other councils.
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Anna Dixon (Shipley) (Lab): Happy new year,
Mr Speaker.

I hope that the Minister will join me in commending
another council, Bradford council, for its ambitious
climate action plan 2025-2028. The plan sets out a
pathway to net zero for the Bradford district, including
really innovative projects such as a district heat network,
new investment in a low-carbon hydrogen industry,
creating fantastic jobs, and a massive conversion of
street lighting to LED. When it comes to pathways to
net zero, does the Minister agree that other councils
should learn from councils such as Bradford?

Katie White: I thank my hon. Friend for her excellent
question, and for her championing of Bradford council
and her constituency. District heat presents a massive
opportunity, as [ have seen at first hand in Sheffield and
Leeds, and, as the Secretary of State pointed out, there
are some excellent projects in Cornwall as well. It is
great to see Bradford council leading the way. UK 100
and councils across the country are at the cutting edge
of leading our transition, and it is great to learn from
them.

Fuel Poverty

11. Baggy Shanker (Derby South) (Lab/Co-op): What
steps he is taking to help tackle fuel poverty. [907149]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Martin McCluskey): Tackling
fuel poverty is a priority for this Government. We will
publish a new fuel poverty strategy for England to
ensure that many more fuel-poor households are protected
by 2030, at the same time as publishing the warm homes
plan. We have also expanded the warm home discount
to nearly 6 million housecholds, adding approximately
2.7 million additional households to the scheme.

Baggy Shanker: Everyone deserves a warm and safe
place to call home, but for the 20% of families in Derby
South who live in fuel poverty this week’s cold snap is a
nightmare as they struggle to heat their homes. What
longer-term plans are being made so that families can
see the benefits of a Labour Government and do not
dread this sort of weather?

Martin McCluskey: I thank my hon. Friend for that
important question. Energy prices are still far too high
because of dither and delay from the Opposition when
they were in government. No one should have to make
the difficult choices that my hon. Friend describes. The
Government are totally focused on reducing the cost of
energy and making life easier for people throughout the
UK. That focus includes the £150 off the cost of energy
from next April—the removal of those costs from bills—and
the extension of the warm home discount. We are also
working with other Government Departments to improve
access to data so that we can properly target support for
households. We will come forward with more proposals
in due course.

Dr Ellie Chowns (North Herefordshire) (Green): Charities
estimate that more than 6 million households in the UK
live in fuel poverty. The Minister’s answer did not even
mention the warm homes plan, but he talked about
dither and delay. His Government have repeatedly
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postponed publication of the warm homes plan. They
have cancelled previous fuel poverty programmes without
replacing them with new insulation programmes. When
will the Minister finally publish the warm homes plan?
How many of those 6 million households in fuel poverty
will benefit from it?

Martin McCluskey: It is worth waiting for the warm
homes plan, which will be published very soon. Alongside
that there will be an ambitious fuel poverty plan for
England. The Chancellor has already announced £15 billion
of funding for that. We will set it out very soon and
I look forward to constructive discussions with the hon.
Member when it is published.

Mr Speaker: I call the Liberal Democrat spokesperson.

Pippa Heylings (South Cambridgeshire) (LD): Thank
you, Mr Speaker, and happy new year.

It is freezing outside and, tragically, more than
4,000 households in my constituency are living in fuel
poverty. The Government’s decision to cut the energy
company obligation, which was the key mechanism for
delivering home insulation and energy efficiency, without
any details about what will replace it, risks pushing
more families into fuel poverty. The businesses and
supply chains that have fulfilled ECO contracts for
more than a decade have been left in limbo. Again, we
have heard no date for the plan. Will the Secretary of
State or the Minister finally say when it will be released,
thus ending uncertainty for businesses and the suffering
of households?

Martin McCluskey: The warm homes plan will be
published soon and I look forward to conversations
with the hon. Member about how we roll out its ambitious
measures. ECO did not target those in fuel poverty
successfully enough—we spent far too much on something
that did not deliver the right results. Instead, the warm
homes plan will provide £1.5 billion of additional capital
support, targeted at people on low incomes. That is in
addition to, for example, local authority grants, which
target billions of pounds at low-income households.
However, I am more than happy to have further
conversations with the hon. Member when the warm
homes plan is published.

Energy Jobs: Yorkshire and the Humber

12. Mr Luke Charters (York Outer) (Lab): What steps
he is taking to create jobs in the energy sector in
Yorkshire and the Humber. [907150]

The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net
Zero (Ed Miliband): Our clean energy mission offers a
transformative opportunity to deliver thousands of high-
quality jobs and drive prosperity across the country. In
Yorkshire and the Humber, we estimate that there will
be up to 20,000 additional jobs by 2030. There are
opportunities in offshore wind, hydrogen and nuclear,
as well as in many other areas.

Mr Charters: Happy new year, Mr Speaker.

I am proud of York College in my constituency,
where talented students are mastering apprenticeships
that will power our clean energy future. York College is
considering becoming a clean energy technical excellence
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college under the outstanding leadership of Ken Merry.
Will the Secretary of State welcome that and visit the
college to see how it leads the way in further education
in preparing for the clean energy jobs of the future?

Ed Miliband: I congratulate York College on its work.
I know from my constituency in Doncaster, where we
are to get a second university technical college specialising
in green skills, the importance of that and the excitement
of young people about this future. By turning their
backs on clean energy, the Opposition turn their backs
on young people. Clean energy is the future—it is one of
the fastest growing sectors. We want it for Britain, we
want it for York and we want it for Doncaster, and we
will make it happen.

Martin Vickers (Brigg and Immingham) (Con): Sadly,
itis not job creation that faces many of my constituents,
particularly those who work at the Lindsey oil refinery.
The Secretary of State knows that Axiom and others
submitted bids that would have continued production
at the refinery. Instead, we now have a deal with Phillips
66 that transfers the assets but not the business. Will he
undertake to make a statement to the House and to
answer the many unanswered questions that surround
the deal?

Ed Miliband: First of all, what happened at Lindsey—we
should be clear that the responsibility lies with the
owner, which ran the business into the ground—is tragic
for the workers and their families, and I have talked to
those workers. The hon. Gentleman will know—my
hon. Friend the Energy Minister has spoken to him
about this—that the process involved the official receiver,
who looked for the best and most viable bid, but there
was no viable bid to keep refining going at Lindsey.
That is why P66 was chosen, and we are determined to
work with the company to maximise the number of jobs
that it can deliver for the local community.

Renewable Energy Jobs

13. Christine Jardine (Edinburgh West) (LD): What
steps he is taking to support job creation in the renewable
energy sector. [907152]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business
and Trade (Chris McDonald): The transition to clean
energy is the greatest opportunity we have for good job
creation across the whole country, with 40,000 extra
clean energy jobs in Scotland alone. That is why we
published the clean energy jobs plan in October, which
sets out how we will work in partnership with industry
and trade unions to deliver these jobs.

Christine Jardine: I appreciate the Minister’s answer.
Those 40,000 jobs are vital, but they are still outnumbered
by the many thousands of jobs in the oil and gas sector.
The rate of job losses there is accelerating, and people
are increasingly going abroad, creating a concern that
the skills necessary for the green transition will be lost.
What will the Government do to create transitional
training and job movement within those two sectors?

Chris McDonald: This Government recognise the
importance of the North sea oil and gas industry, and
the importance of oil and gas for decades to come, but
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we also recognise that the North sea is a declining basin.
That is why we published our North sea plan, which
supports the transition of workers in the North sea into
clean energy jobs, and why we are investing in our
clean industry bonus, which incentivises businesses that
are investing in offshore wind to ensure that those
offshore wind jobs are located here in the UK—a
fundamental difference between this Labour Government
and the previous Conservative Government, who were
happy for those jobs to be based in other countries in
Europe.

Torcuil Crichton (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (Lab): When
it comes to creating clean jobs and local wealth, there is
no better example than the community-owned wind
farm sector in my Na h-Eileanan an lar constituency.
I welcome what the Government have done to clean up
the grid connection queue, but the community-owned
wind farm sector in my constituency is still stalled and
cannot get access to the national grid. The National
Energy System Operator, Ofgem and private companies
all want to promote community energy, but unless
Ministers direct the regulators and grid operators to
give priority to community-owned wind farms, that will
not happen. I would like to discuss this issue with
Ministers, but I also ask them to come and see how
community-owned wind farms create wealth and clean
jobs in my area.

Mr Speaker: That is an offer I am sure you cannot
refuse, Minister.

Chris McDonald: We do recognise the previous issues
around grid connections, and accelerating and prioritising
connections is something that this Government have
taken by the scruff of the neck. I am sure that the
Energy Minister will be very happy to meet my hon.
Friend—I think we will have a bit of fight to see which
of us has the opportunity to visit his most beautiful
part of the country.

Llinos Medi (Ynys Mo6n) (PC): The contracts for
difference budget is vital for job creation and the growth
of the marine energy sector, yet the latest round removed
the tidal stream ringfence and cut emerging technology
funding. Can the Minister explain why these changes
were made, and will he meet me to discuss how marine
energy projects, such as Morlais in Ynys Mon, can get
the support they need to succeed?

Chris McDonald: Tidal stream is important—I want
to be clear about that. We are keen to support it, and we
are doing so. The hon. Member mentioned the importance
of contracts for difference in supporting marine energy.
I previously mentioned the clean industry bonus, and
that is exactly how we are doing it: we are using the
contracts for difference policy in order to ensure that,
through the clean industry bonus, those jobs land in
the UK.

Brian Leishman (Alloa and Grangemouth) (Lab):
The Labour Government did excellent work just before
Christmas in saving 500 jobs in the chemical industry at
Grangemouth. That was real Labour party values in
action, but we need to do more. How about investing in
or, to be really radical, owning a sustainable aviation
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fuel-producing refinery at the site? The infrastructure is
there, the need for SAF is there, and my people need
jobs.

Chris McDonald: I thank my hon. Friend for welcoming
that news. I know it was a really big day for him, and his
dogged determination to champion his constituents is
seen both in his constituency and here in this House. We
are supporting Grangemouth, and the MiAlgae project,
which was announced by the Chancellor in the Budget,
is exactly along the lines that he mentions. He talks
about investment in sustainable aviation fuel. Many
private companies want to invest in sustainable aviation
fuel in Grangemouth, in Teesside, in Humberside and
across the whole of the UK, and I am sure we will see
more such plants in the future.

Topical Questions

T1. [907162] Carla Denyer (Bristol Central) (Green): If
he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.

The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net
Zero (Ed Miliband): The affordability crisis is the No. 1 issue
facing families across our country. That is why we have
acted to take £150 of costs off bills for all families, with
an additional £150 through the warm home discount
for 6 million households this winter. Thanks to our
decisions, last year was a record year for wind and solar
power, and we have embarked on the biggest nuclear
building programme for half a century. That is what it
means to deliver on lower bills, good jobs and energy
security.

Carla Denyer: Climate change made 2025 the UK’s
hottest year on record and fuelled deadly extreme weather
events across the globe. We know that every drop of oil
and gas used makes those events more likely, so will the
Secretary of State confirm how much more new oil and
gas could be extracted via the tiebacks that the Government
have decided to allow, despite the new oil and gas ban?
When developers apply for permission for those tiebacks,
will they be required to include scope 3 emissions in
their environmental impact assessments?

Ed Miliband: I wish the hon. Lady a happy new year,
but I find that question a bit churlish. We have produced
a world-leading plan for the North sea, which combines
the just transition—the just and prosperous transition—with
environmental leadership, while keeping to our manifesto
commitment not to issue new licences to explore new
fields. It is absolutely right that we have tiebacks to
ensure that existing oil and gas fields are kept open for
their lifetime. Obviously, the North Sea Transition Authority
will consult on the details of how that will work, but it is
absolutely the right thing to do for jobs and the environment.

T2. [907163] Dame Meg Hillier (Hackney South and
Shoreditch) (Lab/Co-op): Banister House in Homerton
in my constituency was the first community energy
scheme in Hackney with solar panels on the roof, and it
is the UK’s largest such scheme on social housing. The
forthcoming local power plan will provide an opportunity
for others to follow where Hackney has led. Could the
Secretary of State give some detail about its roll-out, so
we all know how we can prepare to bid for it?

6 JANUARY 2026

Oral Answers 158

Ed Miliband: I congratulate Hackney council—Labour-
led Hackney council—on the brilliant job it is doing on
green energy. Unlike some who just talk about it, the
council is actually delivering, and I congratulate it. I see
Hackney as being at the forefront of our local power
plan, which will be coming out in the coming months.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Secretary of State.

Claire Coutinho (East Surrey) (Con): It is freezing
cold outside, and people are worried about their energy
bills, yet on top of all the other costs the Secretary of
State has lumped on to people’s bills, it is reported that
he is about to tax people with gas boilers to pay for
people having heat pumps. Can he definitively rule this
out for the rest of this Parliament: no new taxes on
people heating their homes?

Ed Miliband: I can absolutely rule out that we are
going to introduce new levies to the energy system in the
warm homes plan. Those reports are complete nonsense.
I can tell the shadow Secretary of State that the warm
homes plan is going to turn the page on a decade of the
Conservatives’ failure, because we are going to invest
where they did not, we have a plan where they did not,
we will have proper oversight and regulation where they
did not, and we will tackle the cost of living crisis they
caused—

Mr Speaker: Order. Secretary of State, we are on
topicals. I know you want to get carried away, but,
please, the new year does not allow for it.

Claire Coutinho: The rumours are that the Secretary
of State is pitching himself to be the next Chancellor.
He did not rule out taxes on people heating their homes
for this Parliament, he is shutting down the North sea,
there is a disastrous EU energy deal and a secret deal
with China, the industry is fleeing in its droves and
energy bills have risen five times on his watch. Does this
not show that he has to be the only person in the country
who could do a worse job than the current Chancellor?

Ed Miliband: Dear, oh dear, oh dear. What can I say
to that, Mr Speaker?

Mr Speaker: Nothing! [ Laughter. |

Ed Miliband: Don’t tempt me, Mr Speaker—don’t
tempt me!

I want to briefly make one point. In the warm homes
plan, which will come soon, we will be making £15 billion
of public investment to help people cut their bills. The
Conservatives can oppose that if they like, but I think it
will be supported across the country, because they were
an absolute failure on energy efficiency and all of that,
and we are going to succeed.

T3. [907164] Luke Murphy (Basingstoke) (Lab): Since
2021, energy network firms have pocketed £4 billion in
excess profits under the previous price control regime,
known as RIIO-2, set under the previous Government.
Those costs are borne by all our households through
inflated energy bills. With Ofgem’s new price control
regime, RIIO-3, now published, can the Minister
confirm that robust safeguards are in place to both
secure vital investment, but also protect from
profiteering and deliver value for money for bill payers?
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The Minister for Energy (Michael Shanks): Network
companies have benefited in the past, but Ofgem has
moved to correct that in the RIIO-3 price control period
so that it cannot happen again. We are working with
Ofgem every single day to ensure that we bear down on
the costs of energy and that consumers benefit from
cheaper bills as quickly as possible.

Mr Speaker: I call the Liberal Democrat spokesperson.

Pippa Heylings (South Cambridgeshire) (LD): Brexit
excluded us from the EU’s internal energy market,
costing the UK a huge £350 million annually. Will the
Secretary of State confirm how he will accelerate progress
towards the UK-EU internal electricity trading agreement
to bring down costs and ensure energy security in these
volatile times?

Ed Miliband: The hon. Lady makes an important
point, which is that we need to make sure we take
advantage of co-operating with our European neighbours.
One way we can do that is the internal electricity
market, and we will be negotiating on that basis. We will
obviously look at the costs and benefits for the UK, but
anything we can do to lower costs, lower bills and
co-operate with our European neighbours to our advantage
is what we should be doing.

T4. 1907165] Michelle Scrogham (Barrow and Furness)
(Lab): Without energy security, projects such as Team
Barrow and the regeneration of Barrow-in-Furness
more widely would be impossible to deliver. Does the
Secretary of State agree that large-scale proposals,
such as the MESH—Marram energy storage and
decarbonisation hub—project in the Irish sea, can play
an important role in delivering the Government’s clean
power 2030 ambitions, strengthening energy security
and creating skilled jobs? Will he meet EnergyPathways
to discuss this project further?

Ed Miliband: It sounds like a really interesting project.
My hon. Friend is absolutely right that there are huge
opportunities. Opportunities abound when it comes to
co-operation with our near neighbours and across the
world to help our energy security, deliver clean power
and bring down bills.

T5. 907166] Vikki Slade (Mid Dorset and North Poole)
(LD): My constituents welcome the £150 saving on
energy bills, particularly as it is now snowing, but
Andrew from Arrow Energy Solutions is worried.
Some 35% of his heat pump and solar installations
were through the energy company obligation.
Although he says it needed reform, he is worried about
what comes next. I welcome the forthcoming warm
homes plan, but what can the Secretary of State say to
Andrew and to H2ecO, another wonderful company,
about the risk to jobs in that sector as we transition?

Ed Miliband: The hon. Lady asks an important question.
As part of the warm homes plan, we are putting in an
additional £1.5 billion of public investment and replacing
the ECO scheme, which I am afraid had failed in a
number of different ways—no disrespect to some of the
installers. That will be designed to help bridge the
transition for companies like the one that Andrew runs.
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T6. [907167] Sonia Kumar (Dudley) (Lab): I am proud
that Dudley is home to Brockmoor Energy and
Environment Scheme, the first to be funded under the
net zero neighbourhood programme by Richard
Parker, the West Midlands Mayor. Will the Minister set
out what further measures he is taking to improve
energy efficiency, retrofit homes and upgrade energy
infrastructure in Dudley, and whether he agrees that
the scheme should be expanded?

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Martin McCluskey): My hon.
Friend is right to highlight the work of the Brockmoor
Energy and Environment Scheme. I met Richard Parker
recently, and I hope to come and see some of these
projects myself in the future. We will soon publish the
warm homes plan, which will set out further plans to
support such projects, but we have already allocated
£1.8 billion to local authorities and social housing
providers through the warm homes local grant, and the
warm homes social housing fund.

T8. [907169] Mr Peter Bedford (Mid Leicestershire)
(Con): Since the Government came to office, the
average household energy bill has increased by £200, so
the Government’s claim to be cutting bills by
£150 rings somewhat hollow with my constituents. Will
the Secretary of State commit to reviewing the green
levies and taxes that continue to drive up energy prices
for hard-working families?

Ed Miliband: The hon. Gentleman is wrong, if he
listened to my answer earlier, because actually bills
across 2025 were lower than in 2024. He should welcome
our measures to cut bills by £150, but I am afraid that
those on his Front Bench do not support us.

T7. [907168] Alex Mayer (Dunstable and Leighton
Buzzard) (Lab): AW Group in my constituency has
two wind turbines and a solar array, which are
creating what I think of as great Bedfordshire energy,
but currently it gets muddled in with all the other
energy in the area and the company cannot have its
own local tariff. Will the Minister consider community
energy projects being able to sell direct to local consumers?

Michael Shanks: That is exactly the work we are
looking at as part of the local power plan. As my hon.
Friend points out, we are determined to unlock much
more community-owned energy, to make it as easy as
possible for communities to connect to the grid, and for
these projects to deliver not just clean energy, but real
social and economic benefits for communities. We will
publish the local power plan very soon.

T9. 19071711 Olly Glover (Didcot and Wantage) (LD):
Space Solar, based on Harwell campus in my Oxfordshire
constituency, plans to deliver commercial space-based
solar energy by 2032. Given what we have heard today
about the Government’s commitment to artificial
intelligence growth zones and the very high cost of
industrial electricity, does the Secretary of State
recognise the potential of space-based solar, and will he
support British excellence and leadership in this emerging
field?
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Michael Shanks: We are genuinely excited about any
new technologies that come forward, so we are very
interested in innovation like that. We need a real mix of
technologies to achieve our target, so I am very happy
to find out more about that. I am just trying to work out
whether I can somehow get a visit to space to see these
projects.

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): We are
really excited about the University of York’s work to
develop deep geothermal heat, and we believe that
greater cost efficiencies can be achieved by sequencing
projects, especially when it comes to hiring the drilling
rig and equipment. How are the Government driving
efficiencies in deep geothermal heat, so that future
developments, such as that in York Central, are more
viable?

Michael Shanks: I was delighted to meet my hon.
Friend recently to talk about this exciting project in
York and the wider developments that go alongside it.
We see huge potential from geothermal. As she rightly
says, how we structure these projects is important if we
are to take them forward as quickly as possible. My
noble Friend Lord Whitehead has a particular focus on
geothermal, and I am sure that he will be very happy to
meet my hon. Friend.

Sarah Olney (Richmond Park) (LD): Mr Speaker,

“We owe it to future generations not just to have good
environmental principles but to act on them. That is why I will be
voting against the third runway at Heathrow”—

not my words, but the words of the Secretary of State in
2018. Given that Heathrow is already the biggest single
source of carbon emissions in the UK, and that expansion
will add an extra 8 to 9 megatonnes of carbon dioxide
into our atmosphere, can the Secretary of State confirm
that it is still his intention to vote against a third runway
at Heathrow?

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Katie White): The Secretary of
State regularly meets Cabinet colleagues about these
issues. This Government are absolutely clear that any
expansion of Heathrow must be compatible with our
legally binding carbon budgets and net zero targets. We
are committed to ensuring that the economic benefits of
airport expansions are delivered in line with our
environmental and climate objectives.

Chris Webb (Blackpool South) (Lab): Blackpool and
The Fylde college has excellent courses that are training
young people in the area in use of the vital renewable
energy equipment that we need to go forward, but there
are no jobs for those young people locally. Will the
Secretary of State meet me to discuss how we can create
those jobs? He is welcome any time to come to a sunny
and slightly chilly Blackpool to see those students and
the excellent work that they are doing.

Ed Miliband: My hon. Friend is a brilliant advocate
for his constituency, and indeed for Blackpool. I would
be very happy to meet him to talk about how we can
ensure that the jobs that those young people want come
to Blackpool.
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Dr Luke Evans (Hinckley and Bosworth) (Con): In
Hinckley and Burbage, if you look one way, you can see
the rooftops of lots of logistics businesses, because we
are the heart of the logistics sector; looking the other
way, to Barlestone and Nailstone, you see agricultural
land that has been turned into solar farms. My constituents
rightly ask why we cannot have more solar panels on
commercial properties. What conversations is the
Department having with the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government to ensure that
that is a possibility?

Michael Shanks: The hon. Gentleman is right: we
should have many, many more solar panels on rooftops.
We agree with him on that. I met the UK Warehousing
Association recently to look at some of the technical
difficulties around ownership and insurance. We want
to do whatever we can to unlock the potential, because
we have rooftops across the country that can play a
huge part in helping us to achieve our clean power
mission.

Tom Hayes (Bournemouth East) (Lab): Once the
political situation is stabilised in Venezuela and foreign
companies can be enticed to invest somewhere between
£100 billion and £200 billion there, it will take emergency
repairs, workforce modernisation and retraining and
many more things to get the infrastructure and industry
in Venezuela up to historical peak capacity. That could
take up until 2040. Is it not easier and speedier for the
UK to invest in home-grown renewables and nuclear, so
that we can guarantee energy independence, and get off
the fossil fuel rollercoaster—

Mr Speaker: Order. This is topicals. Members must
be brief.

Ed Miliband: Yes; my hon. Friend is entirely right.
Home-grown clean power is what will give us energy
security.

Helen Maguire (Epsom and Ewell) (LD): An estimated
50,000 diesel-powered transport refrigeration units operate
across the UK, consuming around 235 million litres of
fuel annually. These generators emit up to 400 times as
many particles as truck exhausts do. High-emitting
diesel engines face no real regulation and create a
significant burden on the NHS and the environment,
but there is a solution. Zero-emission renewable transport
refrigeration technologies are commercially available
and being manufactured in the UK today. Government
intervention would help. Will the Secretary of State
come and see the fantastic work of Sunswap, which is
championing this technology in my constituency, and
can he—

Mr Speaker: Order. We are doing topicals, and that is
definitely not a topical.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
Security and Net Zero (Chris McDonald): Having slightly
strayed into the area of the Department for Education
earlier, I think it best that I stay out of the area of the
Department for Transport. I will, however, ensure that
the question is passed on to the relevant Ministers for a
response.
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Dr Beccy Cooper (Worthing West) (Lab): My hometown
of Worthing is already delivering a major heat network,
but it is not yet designated as a heat network zone.
Could the Minister please consider making this designation
at the earliest possible opportunity, and ensuring that
grid capacity supports early designation for advanced
schemes?

Martin McCluskey: Heat networks are crucial to
future decarbonisation. I would be more than happy to
meet my hon. Friend to discuss that in detail.

Iqbal Mohamed (Dewsbury and Batley) (Ind): Pozitive
Energy is a supplier to businesses in my constituency. It
has provided inaccurate contracts and bills to customers,
and has tried to bill them for premises that they do not
occupy. It has disconnected customers from the electricity
supply without notice, and fraudulently sent electricity
bills for a meter that it disconnected. Now Pozitive
Energy is demanding payment of the standing charge
for a meter. Will the Secretary of State investigate rogue
suppliers, and advise on how we will protect customers?

Martin McCluskey: If the hon. Member sends me the
details, I would be more than happy to look into it.
That would be a matter for Ofgem, but there is also
recourse available through the Energy Ombudsman.

Alistair Strathern (Hitchin) (Lab): T am delighted
that we are investing in more rooftop solar. GB Energy
supports the deployment of rooftop solar on schools
and hospitals in my constituency, and the Government
are taking up my proposal that it be a requirement to
have it on all new housing, but how can we make sure
that we are not missing out on the opportunity to use
other rooftops, from those on car parks to those on
commercial warehouses?

Michael Shanks: My hon. Friend is absolutely right.
We need a mix of technologies to achieve our clean
power targets, and rooftops are an obvious place to use.
I think there is broad consensus about how much we
can use rooftops, even from those who disagree with
other measures. GBE has invested to bring down bills
for public institutions, including schools and hospitals,
but we want to see much more solar on car parks and
warehouses—everywhere we can possibly have it.

Caroline Voaden (South Devon) (LD): Happy new
year, Mr Speaker. This weekend, 4,600 properties in my
constituency had their gas supply cut off, on the coldest
weekend of the year. | commend Wales & West Ultilities,
which worked tirelessly to get people reconnected, but
its efforts have been hampered by the inability to
communicate effectively with residents, as it does not
have a direct relationship with its customers. It has had
to rely on social media, which is not great in an area
with lots of elderly people. We have also been hampered
by the high number of second homes, as engineers have
not been able to gain access to those properties. Will the
Minister meet me to discuss how providers such as
Wales & West Ultilities can communicate with households—

Mr Speaker: Order. I think the Minister has got the
idea.
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Michael Shanks: I thank the hon. Lady for engaging
with me over the weekend on this issue. I am genuinely
sorry that there are still so many customers who are not
connected. The engineers are doing a fantastic job, but
as she rightly says, the challenge is that they cannot
reconnect until households are present to disconnect.
That is causing significant problems, but they are doing
everything they can. I am very happy to discuss this
further.

Peter Swallow (Bracknell) (Lab): Bracknell Forest
council has submitted a bid to the Heat Networks
Delivery Unit for a feasibility study on a district heat
network that would stretch across our town centre.
Does the Minister agree that such schemes can support
local businesses and residents in cutting emissions and
bills?

Martin McCluskey: My hon. Friend will have heard
me say earlier how important heat networks are to
decarbonisation. They will play such an important role
in providing energy across our country in future. I am
more than happy to meet my hon. Friend to discuss
that.

Lee Anderson (Ashfield) (Reform): In November last
year, the Energy Secretary and his entourage attended
COP30 in Brazil. That was an event where a rainforest
was chopped down so that the Energy Secretary could
talk about saving rainforests. Does he understand the
hypocrisy of it all?

Ed Miliband: I do not understand the hon. Gentleman,
if T am honest. The truth is that he would give up on
young people. He would sell them down the river, as he
would today’s generation, the future generation, and all
generations to come. I do not think that is a very good
platform to stand on.

Tim Farron (Westmorland and Lonsdale) (LD): Some
25% of the houses in my constituency were built before
1900. They are expensive to heat and very difficult to
insulate. When will there be a bespoke plan for insulating
those properties, using the right materials, and, crucially,
for the insulation to be installed by specialists?

Martin McCluskey: I have had very constructive
conversations with the hon. Member about this. The
warm homes plan will be published soon, and we will
have something to say in that.

Andrew Lewin (Welwyn Hatfield) (Lab): Happy new
year to you and your team, Mr Speaker. It was a happy
start to the new year, because we learned that in 2025,
more renewable energy was generated in this country
than at any time on record. That was driven by growth
in solar in particular. Will my right hon. Friend make it
a new year’s resolution that the Government will continue
to drive that growth forward, and will surpass that
amount in 2026?

Ed Miliband: Absolutely. This is about delivering
what we promised when we were elected: home-grown
clean power, so that we can get bills down, create jobs,
get energy security and, crucially, do the right thing for
future generations.
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Max Wilkinson (Cheltenham) (LD): Almost a year
ago, the Housing and Planning Minister and I had a
wonderful discussion about my sunshine Bill, which
would require all new homes to include solar panels on
their roof. I understand that the Government are on the
cusp of making an announcement about that. Can we
be reassured that this will be the year when we finally
force all developers to make us have nice, green energy
on our roofs?

Katie White: I enjoyed being part of the hon. Gentleman’s
sunshine debate. I have been excited to work closely
with the Minister of State for Housing and Planning,
who is with us in the Chamber, and we look forward to
the future homes standards coming shortly.

Darren Paffey (Southampton Itchen) (Lab):
Southampton is Europe’s leading cruise port and the
second-biggest container terminal in the country. Our
industry stands ready to invest millions in decarbonisation,
but that is being held up by grid constraints at the
Nursling supply point. Will the Minister meet me and
local industry leaders to see how we can unlock the
obvious environmental and economic benefits that this
change would bring?

Ed Miliband: Our team would be happy to meet my
hon. Friend. That question, and so many others, shows
the huge opportunities arising from home-grown, clean
power, including in fantastic Southampton.

Bradley Thomas (Bromsgrove) (Con): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker. In response to my question about
whether bills in April 2026 will be lower than in July 2024,
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the Secretary of State claimed that they would be.
However, the price cap would suggest otherwise: it was
£1,568 in July 2024 and is projected to be £1,620 in
April 2026. Can you advise on how the House can seek
a correction of the record?

Mr Speaker: You have certainly put that on the
record. We are not going to continue the debate unless
the Secretary of State wants to respond, which I doubt.

Ed Miliband rose—
Mr Speaker: The Secretary of State does.

Ed Miliband: Further to that point of order, Mr Speaker.
I am happy to respond, because we are going to deal in
the facts. Bills were lower in 2025 than in 2024 in real
terms, and the price cap was lower—and, of course,
making a seasonal comparison makes no sense. We are
going to trade in the facts.

Sarah Olney: On a point of order, Mr Speaker. I asked
the Secretary of State a direct question about his former
statements and how they conflict with current Government
policy. Would you agree that the Secretary of State
should have directly answered me?

Mr Speaker: I do not have an opinion, and I am not
responsible for that, but you have certainly got that on
the record.
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BILLS PRESENTED

UnN1vERSAL CREDIT (BRriTisH CITIZENS)
Presentation and First Reading ( Standing Order No. 57 )

Richard Tice, supported by Nigel Farage, Lee Anderson,
Danny Kruger and Sarah Pochin, presented a Bill to
restrict eligibility to claim Universal Credit to British
citizens; and for connected purposes.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 16 January, and to be printed ( Bill 355 ).

Locar GOvERNMENT AND ELECTIONS
Presentation and First Reading ( Standing Order No. 57)

Richard Tice, supported by Nigel Farage, Lee Anderson,
Danny Kruger and Sarah Pochin, presented a Bill to
make provision about the creation of certain combined
county authorities and about the election of mayors of
those authorities; to restrict the exercise of the power to
change the years in which local elections are held in
England; and for connected purposes.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 16 January, and to be printed ( Bill 356 ).
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Property (Registration and Valuation)

Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order
No. 23)

12.43 pm
Jodie Gosling (Nuneaton) (Lab): I beg to move,

That leave be given to bring in a Bill to make provision about
requirements relating to the registration and valuation of domestic
and non-domestic property; to make provision about exemptions
from such requirements; and for connected purposes.

Happy new year to you and all your team, Mr Speaker.
For thriving communities, we need warm homes, and
safe places where people can live, thrive and survive,
bring up their children and start their businesses.

We want to see our high streets thriving, with every
shop filled, and restored to the proud places they once
were as the beating hearts of our communities. My
residents in Nuneaton have grown all too used to high
streets and residential areas littered with empty properties.
Shuttered-up shops and empty storefronts on our local
high street deter shoppers and much-needed investment.
Vacant homes in disrepair are wasteful and leave hundreds
of residents on waiting lists for housing and young
families struggling to get on to the property ladder.

The figures for my local area show that Nuneaton
and Bedworth borough council has over 1,800 empty
properties—that is equivalent to one in every 24. Local
leaders in Nuneaton, including council leader Councillor
Chris Watkins and Councillor Steve Hey, have fought to
address the issue, recognising the deep impact it has on
our communities—it is literally a waste of space, instead
of providing hope and security. I know that they are
supportive of the second-home surcharge, as well as
additional charges on long-term empty properties. Those
are important levers for local authorities that have been
strengthened by this Labour Government. However,
those measures alone do not account for the full picture
or scale of the problem that local authorities such as
Nuneaton and Bedworth face.

When a property is derelict, it is often removed from
the valuation list. That is because it is no longer considered
habitable or usable; it is no longer an asset. That measure
was originally intended to enable renovations to take
place on properties without additional costs being incurred.
We support some of that and do not wish to remove the
legislation as a whole; we merely wish to time-limit the
exclusion, because a deregistered property does not
appear on the valuation list unless it is brought back
into use. That has led to the situation where properties
can lie unoccupied for years. Potential is wasted and
properties become an eyesore, attracting antisocial
behaviour and restricting local authorities’ capacity to
transform our neighbourhoods and high streets.

Nuneaton has seen properties left dormant for decades.
The former Kingsholme pub has stood empty since
2008 and two houses on Stoney Road were removed
from the valuation list in 2000. Those homes have stood
empty for a quarter of a century, while we face a
national housing crisis and children sleep in temporary
accommodation. Nuneaton is growing and the houses
we need are being built, but we also have to use the
houses and properties that we already have effectively.
Nationally, an estimated 260,000 residences are long-term
empty. That is a quarter of a million, many of which
have been zero-rated and do not pay back to their local
councils.
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I know that many honourable colleagues have the
pleasure of getting the train through my constituency
each week as they travel down the west coast main line
to Westminster. Those who venture further into Nuneaton
will see at first hand the impacts that the regulations are
having. Nuneaton’s transformed town centre, Grayson
Place, is due to open later this year, which is a real
opportunity to redefine our town. Yet at the town end
of Coton Road, as people enter the brilliant redeveloped
site, there is a row of empty properties with buddleia
sprouting out of the roofs. Three of those properties are
nil-rated—they hold no value—preventing the council
from charging an empty property levy and from holding
the owners to account for the neglect of buildings that
blight my community.

At the other end of Coton Road, next to the Coton
arches, honourable colleagues will find the Cube, which
was formerly a church and has been left to fall into
disrepair. Despite the property no longer being owned
by a church, it still receives its place of worship exemption,
again meaning that it pays nothing. There is no incentive
to bring it back from the brink or to make such properties
the assets that my town needs them to be, and no
responsibility for the impact on the area. Further, once
a property has left the register, it becomes increasingly
difficult to trace those responsible for it.

Nuneaton and Bedworth borough council welcomes
the increased powers, but those powers can only do so
much. Like many councils, after a decade of harsh
austerity, it lacks the financial capacity to compulsorily
purchase or restore the sheer number of properties.
Nuneaton and Bedworth council leaders view the
reorganisation of the Valuation Office Agency as a
welcome step forward, but it is clear that the registration
and exemption regimes need to be updated to ensure
that councils have the power to hold the owners of
empty properties accountable for the state of their
buildings and turn those eyesores back into assets. That
is why my Bill proposes that all properties should remain
on the register unless they are demolished, that all
properties are given a value, and that all exemptions
become time-limited, ensuring that all exempt properties
are being used for their exempt purpose.

As has been noted by my hon. Friend the Member for
North Durham (Luke Akehurst), this is an issue that
impacts almost all our constituencies. Updating our
registration and exemption rules will provide us with
the tools to embrace regeneration and remove the barriers
that hold us back. I hope that my hon. Friends and
colleagues will support this Bill and the measures within
it today. We all want to see the effective use of our assets
and to ensure that all our buildings are put to use to
house our residents who need homes and that our local
high streets are open for business.

Question put and agreed to.
Ordered,

That Jodie Gosling, Rachel Taylor and Cat Eccles
present the Bill.

Jodie Gosling accordingly presented the Bill.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 16 January, and to be printed ( Bill 354 ).
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Cyber Security and Resilience
(Network and Information Systems) Bill
Second Reading

[Relevant document: Eleventh Report of the Business
and Trade Committee, Toward a new doctrine for economic
security, HC 835.]

12.51 pm

The Minister for Digital Government and Data (Ian
Murray): I beg to move, That the Bill be now read a
Second time.

A happy new year to you, Mr Speaker, and to all the
House staff. This is the first opportunity I have had to
say that to you.

On 3 June 2024, a busy Monday morning in south-east
London, criminals attacked Synnovis, an organisation
that processes blood tests on behalf of our national
health service. They did not turn up physically, but
logged on to computers thousands of miles away and
set off ransomware—malicious software that encrypts
files from afar, making them unusable. The attack had a
ripple effect across London hospitals. It delayed
11,000 appointments, blood transfusions had to be
suspended and the company lost tens of millions of
pounds.

This was not an isolated case. In the year leading up
to September 2025, the National Cyber Security Centre
dealt with 204 “nationally significant” incidents, meaning
that they seriously disrupted central Government or
our critical public services. That is more than double the
89 incidents in 2024. No one disputes that we must do
everything we can to protect the UK from these attacks.
The UK is the most targeted country by cyber-attacks
in Europe, and it was the fifth most targeted nation in
2024 by nation state-affiliated threat actors. In 2024, it
is estimated that UK businesses experienced over 8.5 million
cyber-crimes in the 12 months preceding the survey, and
that in that year more than four in 10, or 43%, of UK
businesses were subject to a cyber-attack, affecting more
than 600,000 businesses in total.

Significantly, cyber-attacks are estimated to cost UK
businesses almost £15 billion each year, equivalent to
0.5% of the UK’ annual GDP, notwithstanding the
wider economic effects of intellectual property theft or
the experience of patients, as in the first example. The
average cost of a significant cyber-attack for an individual
business in the United Kingdom is estimated to be just
over £190,000. There has been a 200% increase in global
cyber-attacks on rail systems in the past five years,
increasing the likelihood of severe disruption to the
economy and to people’s daily lives.

Chris Vince (Harlow) (Lab/Co-op): Does the Minister
agree that, as we become more and more reliant on IT
systems—I am thinking in particular about the new
patient registration system at the Princess Alexandra
hospital in my constituency—it is more and more important
that we combat potential cyber-attacks, particularly
from foreign powers and enemies of this country? That
is why the Bill is so crucial.

Ian Murray: I could not agree more. 1 gave the
example of the Synnovis incident that brought blood
transfusions in London to a halt, affecting thousands of
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patients. Our everyday lives are affected by this. As we
modernise and digitise our economy and our Government,
we have to ensure that our systems are as secure as
possible, and cyber-security is right at the heart of that.
This is not just a defensive issue; it is very much an
economic growth issue as well, as we can see from the
impact it has on our economy, our public services and
the day-to-day lives of people, as in the example of our
train systems that I just mentioned.

Mr Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): I am grateful
to my hon. Friend for giving way, and it is great to see
him in his post. On economic growth, how has he
sought in the Bill to balance the absolute need for a
regulatory framework that businesses can have confidence
in alongside the ability to attract continued investment,
and to ensure that we do not end up with an over-regulatory
framework that stifles investment? How did he find that
balance?

Ian Murray: The Bill builds on the 2018 regulations,
which were a hangover from the EU when we adopted
them in this country. The Bill expands on those. As my
hon. Friend the Member for Harlow (Chris Vince) just
suggested, this is about economic growth as well as
protecting our systems, so we have to find a balance
between ensuring that our regulators have the powers
and tools to regulate properly and giving businesses and
our public services the confidence to use digital technology
knowing that we have the most secure cyber-security in
Europe, if not the world. We are very good at this stuff,
and that is the balance to be sought. This Bill is about
economic growth rather than about the over-regulation
of businesses. I do not say this flippantly, but cyber-security
is one of those areas where if everything is working,
nobody notices, but when it is not working, suddenly
everyone notices and it is everyone’s problem. That is
why we are bringing the Bill forward and extending the
scope of the powers.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the Minister
very much for what he is saying and bringing forward.
There is much in the Bill that we should encourage.
I know that he is a regular visitor to Northern Ireland,
and Northern Ireland is home to 130 cyber-security
companies with some 2,750 employees. It is therefore
essential that this legislation protects those jobs and
enhances the capacity for more. Does he believe that the
Bill both protects us and provides the opportunity for
growth in Northern Ireland and, indeed, across the
whole of the United Kingdom?

Ian Murray: Indeed it does. It is one of a number of
provisions that the Government are bringing forward to
create growth across the country, not just in Northern
Ireland. The Secretary of State’s passion is to make sure
that those jobs are everywhere, right across the United
Kingdom, including in Northern Ireland. The Under-
Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology,
my hon. Friend the Member for Vale of Glamorgan
(Kanishka Narayan), has been in Belfast recently discussing
this legislation and wider cyber-security issues with the
industry in Northern Ireland, so I can assure the hon.
Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon) that that is
indeed the case.
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Dame Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch)
(Lab/Co-op): Hackney council was the subject of a
major cyber-attack in 2020. It did a good job, though it
was very slow because of the nature of the challenge of
getting things back up and running. The Bill is therefore
very welcome but, pursuant to the answer to my hon.
Friend the Member for Chesterfield (Mr Perkins), there
are challenges for some of the smaller companies. I represent
Shoreditch, which has many tech companies that need
to maintain a standard on cyber-security but are small.
How is the Minister going to balance the regulation for
those smaller companies to ensure that they can keep
abreast of things but are not so dampened down that
they cannot progress and grow?

Ian Murray: This is about making sure that we extend
the scope of the 2018 regulations into other parts of the
economy, and I will come on to that later in my contribution.
It is about reporting things more quickly to ensure that
the attacks can be seen and action can be taken more
quickly. It is also about reporting to the regulators to
give the regulators confidence and powers across a
wider scope of sectors in the economy, and to give
businesses the confidence that those sectors have to
report to the regulators when things are going wrong so
that swifter action can be taken. We can see from the
host of recent high-profile issues, including at Hackney
council, that it is important to ensure that this legislation
goes through quickly and does the job that it is intended
to do.

Chris Vince: I thank the Minister for giving way;
I apologise for intervening again. Is there a piece of
work we need to do on culture? When businesses or the
public sector are victims of cyber-crime, there is a
danger that employees may feel embarrassed or nervous
about reporting their concerns. We need to encourage
people if they are victims of cyber-crime to come forward
quicker and to recognise the challenges, rather than
trying to hide them away and the issue becoming worse.

Ian Murray: While physical security and national
security are issues for all of us, so is cyber-security. The
Bill builds on the 2018 regulations to widen the scope
into other areas of the economy where such issues have
become much more prevalent—for example, data centres.
I hope that doing so will give industries and sectors,
including their employees, the confidence to report
things to the regulators. Giving powers to the regulators
will give businesses the confidence that they can report
stuff; it is not a regulatory heavy hand dampening
businesses. I hope that I can assure my hon. Friend and
the rest of the House on that.

Before that significant number of interventions, I was
talking about why this issue matters and gave statistics
for recent cyber-security activity in the United Kingdom.
As a result of all that, one of the very first things we did
as a new Government after the election was announce
this new cyber-security Bill, just 10 working days in.
Since then, the Department has been talking to cyber
experts, businesses and regulators to turn these proposals
into the comprehensive, serious and proportionate piece
of legislation that we present for Second Reading today—
one that protects the public and strengthens national
security without placing undue burdens on businesses.
I appreciate that that is a fine balance, but I think that
this Bill finds that balance, so I am confident that the
whole House will support it.
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Pete Wishart (Perth and Kinross-shire) (SNP): We
support this Bill and its efforts to tackle cyber-security,
but it does not address the mass unauthorised scraping
of trusted news content by generative Al systems. That
content, as the Minister knows, is often taken without
consent or compensation. As the Bill progresses, will he
be prepared to look at some measures—maybe something
like a bot register where people have to declare their
intent when it comes to this type of activity? Will the
Government look at this seriously so that news can be
protected in this new environment?

Ian Murray: The hon. Gentleman is ingenious in the
way in which he uses interventions on pieces of legislation.
I know AI copyright is close to his heart as a former, or
perhaps current, professional musician and, indeed, one
of the key musicians in MP4—Iet’s not push that to a
Division! Al copyright is, of course, a key issue that the
Government are looking at. The Secretary of State for
Science, Innovation and Technology and the Secretary
of State for Culture, Media and Sport are working
closely together on this issue. I think the legislation
means that there has to be a report to Parliament in
March—I am sure the hon. Gentleman will be very
interested in that. We are bringing together the industry
and tech companies to try to find a way through that
particular issue. We know that it is a huge issue. It is not
in the scope of this Bill, which has been kept very tight
to deal with these specific and serious cyber-security
issues.

As we know, the first duty of Government is to keep
people safe. The question is how precisely the Bill will
achieve that goal. The answer is simple. The UK’s main
cyber-rules—the Network and Information Systems
Regulations 2018, or the NIS regime—were first introduced
seven years ago and have not been updated since. Those
rules require operators of essential services such as
energy, water and hospitals, as well as some digital
service providers such as online search engines, to take
steps to protect the services they provide and the data
they hold from cyber-threats.

As Members might expect, a lot has changed in the
cyber-landscape in the past eight years. We have had the
rise of AI, which cyber-criminals are using to their
advantage. Data centres have become a firm fixture of
modern life, and we want to see more of them. Since the
rules were introduced, criminals tactics have evolved to
exploit loopholes in the regulations, as they did in the
attack on the NHS supplier that I mentioned, which
revealed how hackers can target third parties, such as IT
companies, or supply chains as a back-door way to
bringing down a wider system. As always, the story is
one of technology and cyber-threats moving faster than
policymakers can possibly keep up with.

Dave Robertson (Lichfield) (Lab): My right hon. Friend
is right to mention the impact on supply chains. In the
west midlands, we recently had the cyber-attack on
Jaguar Land Rover. That had a significant impact not
just on that company, but on the supply chain, which
has its roots right through the west midlands. That
essential part of our economy was brought to a grinding
halt by a cyber-attack. Will he confirm that this Bill will
help prevent such instances from happening in the
future?
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Ian Murray: I thank my hon. Friend for all he did on
the issues facing Jaguar Land Rover. I know that the
matter is close to his heart and, indeed, it was a really
big issue across the country, showing how a cyber-attack
can affect not just one company, but has a ripple effect
throughout the economy. Of course, the Government
stepped in to unlock a £1.5 billion bolster to Jaguar
Land Rover’s cash reserves to help it through that
problem.

I should say to my hon. Friend, and I will come to it
later, that Jaguar Land Rover and other private
organisations are not in the scope of this Bill." The
reason is that individual private companies should take
their own cyber-security seriously and ensure that the
risks of such incidents and threats are minimised as
much as possible. The Bill widens the scope of the
existing regulations, which do not include that, but of
course the Government are working closely with Jaguar
Land Rover, Marks & Spencer and other high-profile
cases, because we know the impact they can have on our
economy. Indeed, had the Government not stepped in
and resolved that issue, the impact on Jaguar Land
Rover, and the tens of thousands of employees at the
plants and in the supply chain, would have been catastrophic
and is not worth thinking about. I thank my hon.
Friend for raising that issue.

As I said, as always, the story is one of technology
and cyber-threats moving faster than policymakers can
possibly keep up with, but today we are fixing that. The
first change in the Bill is to widen the scope of
the 2018 regulations. To keep up with the changes of the
past eight years, we are adding a few new things to that
list, starting with large-load controllers. That includes
any organisation that manages a significant flow of
electricity to or from a smart appliance. It might be a
company that supports electric car charging, for example.
Bringing these entities into scope will safeguard our
power supply and give consumers confidence in using
energy-smart appliances, all of which are critical as we
advance towards our clean power 2030 mission and net
Zero.

The second change is that we are adding large data
centres in recognition of their growing importance to
our day-to-day lives and to the economy. These are vast
digital warehouses for the United Kingdom, home to
servers that host everything from patient records to
their bank details. This is the data that underpins modern
life and all our lives and communities, and it must be
protected.

We are expanding the scope of the regulations to
include managed service providers as well. Those are
organisations that provide ongoing functions, such as
an IT help desk, to an outside client. Their access makes
them an attractive target for cyber-attacks as criminals
can find one weak spot and bring countless organisations
down. For example, in 2014, an attack on a service
provider for the Ministry of Defence compromised the
personal data of around 270,000 people—military
personnel, reservists and veterans. As organisations rely
more and more on outsourced tech, we have to close
this gap. In fact, weaknesses in the supply chain have
become such a risk that we will go even further by
allowing regulators to designate certain organisations
as critical suppliers. That includes certain suppliers to
essential services that could have a significant impact on
the economy or society as a whole—for example, key
suppliers to water companies, grid operators or air

1.[Official Report, 29 January 2026; Vol. 779, c. 9WC.] (Correction)
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traffic control. These critical suppliers will be subject to
cyber-security duties, which we will set out in secondary
legislation.

Dame Meg Hillier: Last year, the Treasury Committee
wrote to the top 10 banks in the UK because there had
been a number of outages. There was no suggestion that
cyber-security attacks were involved in most cases. A trend
in the responses was that third-party software providers
are often the source of the issue. What is the Minister’s
thinking about how to involve the banking sector in the
scope of the Bill?

Ian Murray: The banking sector is obviously in the
regulators’ scope for cyber-security, and there have been
a number of outages, as my hon. Friend mentions. The
general principle is that cyber-attacks no longer come in
through the front door, but through third parties and
suppliers. We have seen that, for example, in the recent
incidents at Heathrow and in cloud outages with Amazon
Web Services and other such companies. They are covered
by their own regulations. As I said in answer to my hon.
Friend the Member for Lichfield (Dave Robertson)
about Jaguar Land Rover, those companies will not be
in the scope of the Bill, but we hope that the financial
services sector, which is a leader in cyber-security for a
whole host of fairly obvious reasons, will take that
forward.

The recent attacks on British icons such as Marks &
Spencer and Jaguar Land Rover will loom large in
people’s minds. Many Members across the Chamber
have already mentioned them. Supply chains were thrown
into chaos, with small businesses paying the price, which
clearly shows the ripple effect across the economy—on
other businesses, smaller businesses and patients, such
as in the public service examples mentioned earlier—when
one part of the system is attacked.

We are clear that all businesses—that covers financial
services, Jaguar Land Rover, Marks & Spencer and
others—must take immediate steps to protect themselves.
That is why, in October, members of the Cabinet wrote
to the FTSE 350 companies urging them to strengthen
their defences by doing three things: first, to make cyber
risk a board priority; secondly, to require suppliers to
have a cyber essentials certificate; and thirdly to sign up
to the early warning service. That was followed by a
similar letter to entrepreneurs and small businesses in
November with bespoke advice for smaller teams. We
know that those actions work. Organisations with cyber
essentials are 92% less likely to claim on cyber insurance
than those that do not. Businesses know best how to
protect themselves; we are not here to regulate for the
sake of regulating.

Government are taking action too. As I announced
this morning, the Government cyber action plan sets a
radically new model for how Government will strengthen
their cyber-resilience and is backed by over £210 million
of investment. Government Departments will be held
to standards equivalent to those set out in the Bill. That
is why the public sector and the Government are not
included in the scope of the Bill. The Government
should not need to legislate for themselves; we should
just get on with making sure that we are leading the
charge and that the cyber action plan strengthens the
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Government’s cyber-resilience. [Interruption. ] 1 do not
know if that was an attempt at an intervention from the
Opposition Front Bench, but I am happy to take it.

Sir Oliver Dowden (Hertsmere) (Con): I welcome the
Minister’s comments about the obligation on the public
sector. However, I caution him that, in my experience,
cyber-security is one of those things that Ministers talk
about, but then other priorities overtake it. The advantage
of legislative requirements is that they force Ministers
to think about it. T urge the Minister to look at that
point again as the Bill passes through Parliament. There
is a case for putting more stringent requirements on the
public sector in order to force Ministers’ minds on the
point.

Ian Murray: The right hon. Gentleman would have
had some involvement in this when he was in government;
indeed, the 2018 regulations came from the previous
Government. We are all trying to make sure that we are
catching up with the technology as quickly as it moves.
He makes a very interesting point that I am very conscious
of and happy to take away. We are determined to deliver
the cyber-security action plan, which is backed by
£210 million.

The actions that the previous Government took did
not come to fruition in terms of their 2030 target, which
is why we have refreshed the action plan and brought it
forward with some significant cash. It is important for
Ministers to take that forward. I hope that the right
hon. Gentleman will hold us to account to ensure that
we are fulfilling that promise in the cyber-security action
plan. Public services, and indeed central Government,
must take the leading role to show businesses that the
approach to take is to ensure that all our systems are as
secure as possible, not just on economic grounds, but
for the people that we all seek to represent.

Dame Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central
and West) (Lab): I thank the Minister for the excellent
points he is making on the importance of cyber-security
and the cyber-security action plan. Can he say a little
bit about how the success of the cyber-security action
plan will be measured, monitored and communicated to
the House? He is probably aware that only 33,000 cyber
essentials certificates were issued in 2024, for example,
so an increased take-up of cyber essentials and the
guidance in the action plan are essential.

Ian Murray: There are some key dates to monitor
progress in the action plan itself. I wrote to my hon.
Friend, the Chair of the Science, Innovation and Technology
Committee, this morning on the publication of the
action plan to lay out some of those issues; the letter
will be landing soon. I would be happy to discuss that in
front of the Committee in more detail. I hope that the
Committee, and indeed the Opposition and our own
Labour Members, hold us to account for delivering on
this, because it is fundamentally important to Government,
whether it be digitisation, modernising Government or
winning the case with the public about why digitisation
is so important and why Government should be as
secure as possible and lead the charge on that across the
whole economy. I hope that we and the Committee can
take that forward in the weeks and months ahead.
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As I 'said, the Government cyber action plan launched
this morning is backed by over £210 million of investment
and Government Departments will be held to standards
equivalent to those set out in the Bill. I hope that that
partially answers the question from my hon. Friend the
Chair of the Science, Innovation and Technology
Committee. Although the focus of the Bill is on essential
services, it will also indirectly help businesses, including
those damaged by the recent attacks, and Government.
Almost all organisations today rely on data centres,
outsourced IT or some kind of external supplier. By
extending the Bill’s oversight, we are preventing attacks
that could, in theory, reach thousands of organisations.

The Bill also gives new powers to regulators responsible
for enforcing the NIS framework. Effective compliance
is crucial to the success of any regime. These reforms
could be world-leading on paper, but without proper
enforcement they are meaningless.

David Reed (Exmouth and Exeter East) (Con): We
have talked about the regulators having new powers to
designate critical national infrastructure in regard to
cyber-security threats, but who actually has accountability?
The Bill refers to

“regulations made by the Secretary of State.”

Which Secretary of State is that, given that this is a
cross-departmental and cross-Government approach?

Ian Murray: Cyber-security is the responsibility of
the Department for Science, Innovation and Technology,
but the Cabinet Office has a clear resilience issue as
well, as we heard from the right hon. Member for
Hertsmere (Sir Oliver Dowden), who was in the Cabinet
Office previously. The DSIT Secretary of State will
make those regulations, but a plethora of regulators are
involved in this process—energy, water and data centres
all have different regulators. The regulators that regulate
those sectors are being empowered through the expanded
number of sectors being brought into the legislation to
take the responsibility.

Sir Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): I am
extremely grateful to the Minister for giving way. On the
point about regulators, the industry has issued a brief,
which points out, quite sensibly, that these regulators
are going to have a lot of extra duties to perform and
they will therefore need extra resources to be able to
perform those duties, but the extra resources they require
will only be unlocked when the Bill has passed. Is there
not a danger of a transition period where duties will be
laid on regulators to fulfil their role before they have the
resources to carry it out?

Ian Murray: We have to pass the legislation first. It
may be amended during its passage through both Houses.
Therefore, the regulators will not know what they are
regulating until the Bill has passed. However, as I mentioned
at the start of my contribution, we have been working
with regulators, businesses, organisations and cyber-security
experts in the run-up to producing the Bill to make sure
that it is in the right place—that it is proportionate on
businesses and regulators—and that it is effective, which
is the most important thing. I am sure that we will have
debates on those kinds of issues as we go through
Committee and on to Third Reading, but I very much
acknowledge what the right hon. Gentleman said.
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The Bill will strengthen the powers of the NIS regulators,
ranging from Ofgem to the Civil Aviation Authority,
which work together to uphold the UK’s cyber rules
across those different sectors—I may have taken the
previous intervention 10 seconds too early! We are
raising the maximum fine that they can impose, for
example, while simplifying the penalty bands to make
them clearer. The key driving force for this measure is
not to punish rulebreakers or raise revenue, but to
incentivise firms to be vigilant. Our goal is 100% compliance
and zero fines.

We will also ask regulated organisations to change
the way they report attacks and expand both the types
of instance they have to report and the timeframe in
which they have to report them. This is a small but
crucial change. Under the current rules, regulators get
notified about a breach only once it has already caused
significant disruption—when traffic lights have failed
or the heating has shut off. The system does not include
cases with the potential to cause a crisis much later, like
a hospital’s computer system quietly being spied on as
hackers wait for their moment to strike. Under the Bill,
if an organisation is within scope, it will have to tell its
regulator and the National Cyber Security Centre about
these types of breaches within 24 hours and provide a
full report within three days. Pace and speed are of the
essence. This will not only give us better information,
but help agencies to warn others, should they need to,
before they become the next targets.

The Bill will also allow the Government to set clear
and consistent outcomes for regulations to work towards.
One of the virtues of having a regime enforced by
different agencies is that each has sector-specific expertise—
Ofgem understands the complex digital systems that
underpin the national grid, and the Civil Aviation Authority
knows the precise threats to air traffic control, for
example—but that approach has sometimes led to
inconsistencies in how the regime is applied. Some
bodies interpret the rules differently from others. The
Bill aims to fix that with a single set of objectives issued
by central Government and applied across the board.
That will send the message that no sector is an easy
target in the UK.

We will also improve the way in which regulators,
intelligence agencies and law enforcement share information
with each other by providing greater clarity on what
regulators can share and receive. It is important that
regulators have the resources to do their job, as the right
hon. Member for New Forest East (Sir Julian Lewis)
said. The Bill will also give them new powers to cover
the full costs associated with their regulatory duties. To
ensure transparency, regulators will consult on how fees
are calculated and publish a statement each year to
show how the funds are being used. Together, the measures
add up to a much more consistent and effective regime
with better reporting and much clearer guidance for all
involved.

The Bill ensures that the UK’s cyber-security regime
is not only fit for today but flexible enough to head off
future threats as well. I have mentioned a few things
that have changed in the past eight years—shifts in
technology and the nature of cyber-attacks, artificial
intelligence, data centres and the economy—but one of
the biggest changes was, of course, Brexit. Since our
exit from the European Union in January 2020, we have
been unable to amend the NIS regulations without
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primary legislation, because the rules were originally
part of European Union law. That has slowed the
process and made it difficult for us to keep pace with
new emerging threats and technology. Meanwhile, Brussels
is pressing ahead with NIS2—its forward-looking update—
while we lag behind.

That procedural quirk has left essential UK services
more exposed, which perhaps tells us something about
why the UK has such appalling figures compared with
some of our EU counterparts, as hackers and cyber
criminals exploit gaps in our dated laws. That is an
unacceptable risk, so the Bill includes new powers for
the Government to update the NIS regime via secondary
legislation, to make it quicker and more agile for dealing
with evolving technologies—we might need to respond
quickly to a new type of cyber-threat, for example. That
is not in order to override Parliament; in almost all
cases, the Government will still be required to consult
on any changes, and Parliament will have the final say
on any legislation made under the power. However,
delegated powers are essential for keeping us as responsive
as possible. When national security is on the line, we
need the ability to act fast and decisively.

In fact, in extreme cases some threats emerge so
rapidly that even secondary legislation is too slow; if an
ally were to be invaded by a hostile state, for example,
the cyber risk to the UK would suddenly escalate. The
Government will therefore also be given powers to
direct regulators or regulated entities where national
security is threatened—to issue specific cyber-security
guidance in a crisis, for example. Those powers are
intended as a last resort to protect our national security,
and safeguards will go into the Bill to ensure that they
are used accordingly.

The UK’s cyber sector is the third largest in the
world, as we heard from our friend from Northern
Ireland, the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon).
It achieves double-digit growth year on year. We have
fast-growing clusters of expertise in Cheltenham and
Manchester. This legislation will supercharge that success,
doubling down on one of our nation’s greatest assets.
At its core, the Bill is about protecting the essential
services that we all rely on, so that the lights always stay
switched on, clean water always runs in our taps, and
hospitals are always safe and secure. Those are the real
life community issues that we and our constituents all
encounter every single day.

This is more than a technical upgrade; it is a bold
commitment from the Government to protect one of
our biggest economic strengths and keep the UK safe in
a rapidly evolving digital world. Together, we are working
towards a future in which security is not a hope but a
guarantee. | commend the Bill to the House.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Secretary of State.

1.24 pm

Julia Lopez (Hornchurch and Upminster) (Con): Happy
new year, Mr Speaker, and thank you for putting the
heating on. I am grateful to the Minister for setting out
the Government’s rationale for this legislation in the
Secretary of State’s stead. I do not know why the
Minister was demoted either, but I want him to know
that we appreciate him.
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The official Opposition recognise the scale of the
cyber-security challenge that the country faces. If the
pandemic accelerated the adoption of digital technology
at a pace we had never before seen, then the advent of
artificial intelligence will embed that technology into
our economy in wholly new ways that bring not only
opportunity but unprecedented risk. Al and automation
will not only transform productivity but equip hostile
states, criminal gangs and opportunists alike with tools
capable of eroding our national defences at speed and
at scale. It is right that Parliament legislates to raise the
collective security bar. We on the Conservative Benches
support that principle. However, legislation of this kind
does not come around often. Cyber law takes time to
develop, and once the Bill passes, it is unlikely that
Parliament will return to this territory for some years.
That means that we must ask two simple but very
serious questions today: will this law work and is it
enough?

Before we answer those questions, it is worth reminding
ourselves of the real-world consequences of failure.
Cyber risk is neither abstract nor theoretical. Last year,
the UK experienced what is widely regarded as our
most economically damaging cyber-incident to date
when Jaguar Land Rover suffered a major attack. That
was not a sophisticated act of cyber-warfare against the
state—although such acts are happening with increasing
regularity—but was carried out by a band of hackers.
The consequences were enormous, however. For five
weeks, Jaguar Land Rover was unable to operate its
automated manufacturing lines, cyber-related costs mounted
to nearly £200 million, and national economic output
was visibly affected in that month alone. The real damage
did not stop at the factory gates: hundreds of small and
medium-sized enterprises in the supply chain—many of
them operating on thin margins—were pushed to the
brink, workers faced uncertainty and contractors had
their work paused.

Ultimately, the Government had to step in with a
£1.5 billion loan guarantee to prevent wider economic
fallout. When we consider the Bill, we must ask whether
it would do anything to strengthen our collective resilience.
That is one of the tests that this legislation ought to
meet, and it is not yet clear that it does. Indeed, the
attack on JLR would not have been stopped, as the
Minister himself has made clear, because it would not
have been in scope.

The cyber-threat landscape is evolving at an extraordinary
pace. New research shows that cyber-attacks now cost
our economy nearly £15 billion every year. High-profile
breaches of businesses such as Marks and Spencer and
the Co-op have demonstrated how quickly consumer
confidence, jobs and supply chains can be put at risk.
Last year alone, insurers paid out £197 million to help
businesses recover from cyber-incidents. In fact, the
collective cyber insurance bill of the FTSE 100 is now
larger than the defence research and development budget.
The Bill seeks to respond to one aspect of that reality by
expanding the scope of regulation. Data centres, managed
service providers, load controllers and designated critical
suppliers will now fall within its ambit. That is a welcome
acknowledgment that digitisation has introduced systemic
risks that the original NIS regulations of 2018 did not
adequately cover.

The Bill also strengthens the powers of regulators,
introduces cost recovery mechanisms and tightens incident
reporting requirements. Those measures are intended to
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modernise our cyber framework and address clear
shortcomings identified in reviews of the NIS regime in
2020 and 2022. On paper, that all sounds sensible, but
intent alone is not enough, which brings me back to our
central concern: whether this law will work in practice
in raising the standard of our collective resilience. The
uncomfortable truth is that, in some of the most high-profile
cases of cyber-attack, the penetration of systems was
carried out by attackers using valid credentials. That
means systems behaved normally. The breaches looked
like legitimate access until it was too late. Human
frailties were exploited: help desks were persuaded to
reset passwords, and staff and contractors were
impersonated. This Bill would help mainly after an
attack—not before—by mandating reporting, improving
intelligence sharing and increasing accountability.

Chris Vince: This is a friendly intervention, as I always
like to get a bit of cross-party agreement where possible.
I mentioned to the Minister the importance of changing
the culture among employees to ensure that they feel
confident about reporting cyber-attacks. Does the shadow
Secretary of State agree with that?

Julia Lopez: Absolutely. The hon. Gentleman is correct:
this is fundamentally about culture—that is the point
that I am making. We can pass as many regulations as
we like, but a lot of the holes in our cyber-security
systems come down to human frailties. That means this
challenge is not just about new laws but about changing
a number of things to make us more resilient.

It is right not to dictate technical standards in primary
law that will soon be outdated in the fast-moving world
of technology, so the question is whether this law has
the right mix of carrot and stick to make affected firms
act in a way that raises the security bar—there are
several areas where we fear it may not.

First, there is potentially an enforcement paradox.
The Bill expands regulatory powers and increases the
scale of potential fines, but the evidence from the existing
regime does not suggest definitively that fines and new
regulations deliver us greater cyber-resilience. Under
the current NIS regulations, enforcement has been slow,
inconsistent and often toothless. Very few significant
penalties have been issued. Where they have been issued,
the delay between incident and sanction has sometimes
stretched beyond two years. That delay matters, because
it actively undermines deterrence and disconnects
accountability from operational reality. Simply widening
the scope of regulation without ensuring that regulators
are properly resourced, empowered and required to act
quickly risks creating obligations that exist on paper but
lack any real-world bite.

We also have concerns about the Bill’s cost recovery
model. Funding regulators through levies on the
organisations that they oversee risks unintended
consequences in terms of improving our resilience. For
large firms, the cost burden may be manageable, but for
smaller enterprises it amounts to an additional operational
tax that could divert scarce capital away from cyber-defence,
staff training and innovation.

There is also a structural risk here. Regulators that
are reliant on fee income might face incentives to expand
scope and complexity unnecessarily, creating bureaucratic
drag that crowds out voluntary, market-led initiatives,
which often raise standards more effectively than prescriptive
regulation.
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More generally, I worry that this Bill will play into
tech monopolies. The companies that thrive in this kind
of environment are those with big compliance and legal
departments. That concentrates risk and makes our
tech economy less diverse, with serious implications
that I shall come on to.

There may be reporting challenges too. A two-stage
reporting process within 24 and 72 hours may be achievable
for large, well-resourced organisations with in-house
cyber teams, but for smaller operators it risks creating a
compliance culture focused on speed, not substance.

There is also the danger of duplication. Many
organisations already face overlapping reporting obligations
under UK GDPR, sectoral rules and existing legislation.
Without simplification and proportionality, the
administrative load could be significant, once again
diverting attention and resource from the very cyber-threat
management that the Bill seeks to improve. We need to
avoid this legislation becoming a “something must be
done” Bill that totally misses the mark.

The Bill also fails to grapple properly with the human
factor in cyber-security, which has already been talked
about by the hon. Member for Harlow (Chris Vince).
Technology alone does not keep organisations safe;
governance matters. Yet board-level ownership of cyber-risk
is moving in the wrong direction. Only 27% of businesses
now have a board member explicitly responsible for
cyber-security, down from 38% just three years ago.
Without mechanisms to ensure senior accountability,
fines risk becoming little more than a cost of doing
business. Directors remain insulated while operational
teams are left to carry the can. National cyber-resilience
depends not just on systems and software, but on leadership,
culture and accountability at the very top.

For those reasons, ahead of Committee consideration,
we on the Opposition Benches are examining how the
legislation can be strengthened, while continuing to
support its core objectives. In the meantime, regulators
must be properly equipped with the right powers, resources
and clarity from Parliament on the intent of the law.
Sanctions must be applied swiftly and consistently, and
guidance must be clear, so that enforcement is credible
and deterrence is real.

The Government should also look at how reporting
obligations are calibrated. A one-size-fits-all approach
might place disproportionate burdens on smaller firms,
and it might be better to ensure that reporting thresholds
reflect the size, complexity and risk profile of an
organisation.

Equally, the funding of regulators must be transparent
and predictable. There have to be safeguards against
regulatory expansion for its own sake and firm assurances
that funds raised are reinvested directly into improving
national cyber-resilience, not absorbed by administrative
overheads. While the Bill rightly prioritises critical national
infrastructure, it cannot afford to ignore high-risk sectors
that sit beyond its immediate scope.

There is also a major role for market-based solutions.
Cyber insurance, sector-wide intelligence sharing and
collaborative resilience initiatives can all complement
regulation. These tools can reduce risk and improve
preparedness without adding unnecessary legislative complexity.

The review cycle set out in the Bill may be too slow
for the threat landscape we face and the pace of
technological change. Annual or biannual reviews might
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allow Parliament to scrutinise effectiveness, respond to
emerging threats and ensure that the legislation remains
fit for purpose.

Let me make some more general points about the
Government’s approach to cyber-security and resilience,
and issues about the risk of dependence and threat from
adversaries. I see no evidence from this Government
that they are thinking with any clarity about the risks of
long-term technological dependency and lock-in—quite
the opposite, in fact. Large parts of our economy now
depend on secure, high-quality digital infrastructure,
and that reliance will only increase as Al advances.
Whoever provides that infrastructure will wield huge
future leverage. It was that reality that ultimately drove
the change of heart over Chinese tech sitting at the core
of our 5G telecom networks a few years ago.

However, the Government are seemingly betting every
chip on US hyper-scalers. They provide our data centres,
supply the platforms on which Government Departments
are run and, more often than not, are the ones winning
all the Government contracts. These investments will
provide our companies with things that they need, from
compute power to increasingly sophisticated Al platforms,
but the UK is doing little simultaneously to mitigate
our increased technological dependency. When I say
“technological”, we need to understand that technology
is what we now run our defence systems, factories,
energy networks and communications on. Technology
is the plumbing of our nation.

During September’s much crowed-about state visit by
President Trump, this Government were visibly begging
for good economic headlines after the humiliating
resignations of the Deputy Prime Minister and the
ambassador to the US, not to mention the uncontainable
mess of the Chancellor’s first Budget and the threat of
her second Budget. The US-UK tech partnership was
the result, with a huge amount of smoke and mirrors
deployed over what it actually contained. Whatever
substance lay within it, we heard just before Christmas
that it had been paused, used as leverage by the US
while other trade negotiations were under way.

I am not criticising the US Administration for skilfully
playing their hand in their national interest; I am asking
this Government rapidly to wake up to the reality of a
new world in which the post-war settlement is coming
to an end—one that has been giving clues to its existence
for many years, since long before President Trump came
into office. The United States remains a vital ally, but in
this new era Britain must be very clear-eyed about risk,
the reality of hard power and the need to protect our
sovereign interests.

Cyber-risk requires as much thought about the
fundamentals of plumbing as it does about the laws
that try to manage how humans use or exploit technology.
The UK Government have a vast procurement budget
for which our own firms ought to be able to make a
successful bid, but UK tech tells me consistently that,
for all the talk in the Government’s Al strategy of
sovereign tech capability, it has not got a look-in since
Labour has been in power. I am concerned that this Bill
should not introduce new, burdensome regulation for
UK firms in a way that benefits non-UK incumbents
with giant compliance teams and legal resources in a
way that would exacerbate the risk of vendor lock-in.
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Let us turn to another risk. The private sector will
have noticed that the new obligations in this Bill broadly
do not touch the public sector, where cyber-risk remains
red-light-flashingly large, notwithstanding the public
cyber strategy that was thrown out today in implicit
acknowledgment of that gaping hole. Knowing that the
public sector holds such enormous cyber-risk, this Labour
Government choose not to minimise it, but to create a
brand-new one—a hulking great identity system mandated
for anyone who wants a job and, we now hear, possibly
for new-born babies. It is mandatory identity by stealth,
not consent, and with no honesty about it.

It is not to be against the ability of people to verify

themselves digitally for banking, to access certain online
services or to stop fraud to think that Labour’s mandated
digital identity plan is a complete rotter. The Association
of Digital Verification Professionals called what Labour
inherited on digital identity a
“world-leading model for data sovereignty that digitised liberty
rather than diluted it”.
The citizen, not Government, would be in control. This
naive Government are crowding out private sector expertise
and making everyone have one of these identities by
stealth. They have no idea what this system will cost,
and they will not be honest about what it will be
used for.

What of the cyber-security of this system? The system
on which this digital identity will be run was breached
during red team testing last year. When I asked the
Secretary of State if that system has now met the
National Cyber Security Centre’s cyber-security standard,
no answers came. Whistleblowers have continued to
speak out about the vulnerabilities of the system, and
there is no sense whatsoever from Government that the
dodgy digital identity plan will be paused until such a
point when they are confident about cyber-security.

Andrew Cooper (Mid Cheshire) (Lab): I am absolutely
staggered to hear the shadow Secretary of State talk
about standard software testing practices as though
someone is doing wrong by trying to penetrate systems
and find flaws in them. Is not the whole point of
software testing to find the flaws in a system and get
them fixed, rather than parading them in front of the
House of Commons as though they are some sort of
failure?

Julia Lopez: The hon. Gentleman is wilfully
misinterpreting what I am saying. There is not an issue
with having systems tested; there is an issue with the
fact that the system test failed. There is no evidence that
the Government have therefore acted to deal with those
systemic failures.

Andrew Cooper indicated dissent.

Julia Lopez: The whistleblowers continue to raise
serious concerns about the structures upon which the
Government’s digital identity platform will be built.
The hon. Member looks absolutely outraged that I might
suggest there are some concerns about the cyber-security
risk of a national, mandated digital identity platform.
I find it extraordinary that he suggests that I am expressing
concerns that a system might be tested. Of course every
system must be robustly tested—that is not the point
I am trying to make, and the hon. Member is being
wilfully ludicrous in suggesting otherwise. This Prime
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Minister cannot run an economy, keep promises or
control his Back Benchers, or his Front Benchers, so
how on earth does anybody think he can run a secure
digital identity system?

At the same time as risking technological lock-in by
friendly allies, we are creating new vulnerabilities for
adversaries to attack. Just before Christmas, UK intelligence
agencies warned about increasing, large-scale cyber-
espionage from China, targeting commercial and political
information. We discovered from Ministers that the
Foreign Office itself was the subject of a major cyber-attack
in October, which officials believe was carried out by
Chinese hackers, and this came in the midst of a major
row between the Government and the Crown Prosecution
Service about the prosecution of spies operating here in
Parliament.

We will be looking closely at this legislation to identify
where the Government should be addressing this cyber-
reality with much greater force. An approach to cyber-
resilience that looks only at introducing new regulations
and compliance burdens without thinking through risks
such as a mandated identity scheme, dependence on
non-sovereign suppliers, the malign intent of other
nations, and a failure to build up our own workforce
and skills is one that will fail.

Sir Julian Lewis: I do not think I heard the Minister
mention anything about the risk of cyber-attacks on
local government. Does my hon. Friend agree that that
is another potentially juicy target for people who wish
to cause major mischief?

Julia Lopez: As my right hon. Friend is aware, local
government is outside of the scope of the Bill, butitis a
very juicy target—much of the public sector remains a
very juicy target. In acknowledgment of that, the
Government whipped out a strategy very quickly this
morning that is meant to give us assurances about the
public sector’s cyber-resilience. I am not sure that that
strategy will provide much reassurance, which is why it
is important to understand that this Bill can only be one
part of a much wider arsenal to tighten gaps where they
exist, in both the private and public sectors.

Ian Murray: It is worth clarifying for the House that
we brought forward the Government cyber-security
strategy this morning because the 2022 consultation
undertaken by the previous Conservative Government
was not acted upon. This Government are acting on
those threats, bringing forward a plan that we will
subsequently see through, and I think the hon. Lady
should acknowledge that.

Julia Lopez: I welcome the strategy, but I have not yet
had a chance to have a good look at it, because the
Government always seem to publish these sorts of
documents right at the last minute. The only way to get
any information out of this Government is to apply
some pressure in this House, and then, remarkably,
things come flying out of the cupboard.

I will be very interested to see what the strategy looks
like and whether it is up to the challenge we now face.
The problems and risks of cyber have increased markedly
since we were in Government because of the advent of
Al technology—that technology is changing the picture
very rapidly, just as the defence picture is changing very
rapidly. My concern is that this Government are not
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taking seriously enough the various defence and security
challenges that this House faces; they are prioritising
spending on welfare payments, union payments and all
manner of other things. It is one thing to get a strategy
out of the door; it is another to put in place the
measures that will implement that strategy. Basically, all
we have seen over the past 18 months is strategy documents,
without a great deal of delivery. That is one of the
reasons why the Government are so rapidly losing public
confidence.

In conclusion, we support this cyber Bill in principle—the
threat is real and growing, and it demands action.
However, it is only a tool, not a cure-all. A Government
who are trying to close down gaps in one place while
wilfully opening up huge new risks in a different corner
are being negligent in their approach. Furthermore, if
this legislation is to command confidence, it must be
practical, proportionate and genuinely effective. Without
meaningful improvements, the Bill risks placing new
burdens on business while delivering only marginal
gains for our national resilience. Cyber-security is a
shared responsibility between Government, regulators,
industry and the public, but leadership must come from
the top, and that is where this Bill currently falls short.

With the private sector taking the lion’s share of the
load while gaping holes remain in public sector cyber-
defences, the Bill begs obvious questions about the
confidence that citizens should have in flagship Government
projects such as the Prime Minister’s mandatory digital
identity system. As it stands, the Bill would not have
prevented high-profile cyber-shutdowns such as Jaguar
Land Rover’s, it does little to address the chronic
vulnerabilities in the public sector, and it certainly will
not make Labour’s dodgy ID database any more secure.
That is why, as the Bill progresses through Parliament,
we will be pressing this Government to ensure that it
delivers genuine security, proper accountability and raised
cyber-defences across the board, while taking them to
task on major mistakes such as mandatory ID. Cyber-
security is no longer a niche compliance exercise; it is
about protecting the fundamental economic and defence
interests of our nation.

1.45 pm

Matt Western (Warwick and Leamington) (Lab): I start
by welcoming the Bill, which is a serious step forward in
protecting the United Kingdom from the great number
of cyber-attacks that we face each day. As we have just
heard from my right hon. Friend the Minister, this
legislation is long overdue. A consultation started back
in January 2022, and in April of that year, the then
Government identified serious issues and limitations.
I was slightly bemused that my hon. Friend the shadow
Minister—I do consider her to be a friend—did not
cover that in her speech. The previous Government
then failed to act for over two years, and as my right
hon. Friend the Minister illustrated in his speech, that
has proven very costly.

Over the past couple of years, we have seen that
cyber-security is not just paramount in our everyday
lives; it is crucial. It ensures that there is food on our
supermarket shelves and that the lights stay on. It is
critical to every corner of the UK, but now we have to
move at pace, and not just through this legislation—I urge
us to go further. If we are to protect ourselves from our
adversaries, we need to develop a true whole-of-society
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approach to cyber-security and start a national conversation
on security at home. This legislation is clearly an important
first step. It is a first chapter, but many more must be
written if we are going to seriously address our national
security, by which I mean our social and economic
security.

Increasingly over the past decade, we have seen a
blurring of war and peace, with the emergence of hybrid
warfare and the widening of the grey zone. We are
living in a cyber no man’s land where states or state-
sponsored actors—proxies—can act with relative ease
and impunity, leaving the world a more dangerous
place. The cyber-realm is, and will remain, a key
battleground, and it is one that we must seize. Every one
of us in the United Kingdom needs to wake up to that
fact, particularly with the development of Al and quantum
computing and the extraordinary threats that will come
from those developments. When it comes to being the
target of cyber-attacks, the United Kingdom now ranks
third among all nations. In 2024 alone, the NCSC
handled an average of four major attacks every week—these
are the really serious attacks—and the impact on the
economy is staggering. In the same year, cyber-attacks
cost the British economy £15 billion, or 0.5% of GDP.
When we are trying to increase GDP by 1%, 2% or
whatever it is, a hit of 0.5% is so significant.

While 43% of businesses have reported having any
kind of security breach or attack over the past 12 months,
that figure rises to 67% and 74% for medium and large
businesses respectively. Every attack inflicts more pain
on UK plc, meaning lower economic growth and lower
tax receipts to fund our public services. As we heard
earlier, the effects ripple through our whole society.

We have just been talking about the attack on Jaguar
Land Rover this summer; that attack cost the company
an estimated £500 million, affected over 5,000 businesses
and put thousands of jobs at risk, with many of those
employees based in my constituency of Warwick and
Leamington. The impact was significant, whether it be
on cafés, restaurants, pubs or shops, which were all
affected by the downturn that immediately led from the
shutdown of the factories.

The attack on Collins Aerospace was alluded to
earlier. It crippled Heathrow airport, and I think Stansted
was affected, too, but less so. It scuppered thousands of
hard-earned family holidays in autumn last year, and
the ramifications for the travel sector were significant.

It is not just businesses that have been affected. We
have seen attacks on councils, as we have heard, and
charities. Even the British Library was knocked out two
years ago, which impacted so much of our research
potential across our higher education institutions. It
has significantly affected the UK. The Electoral
Commission got knocked out by an attack by Chinese
state-sponsored actors. There have been so many other
attacks. Even our NHS is not safe. My right hon. Friend
the Minister mentioned the attack on Synnovis. Last
year, more than 11,000 NHS appointments were lost
due to cyber-attacks. The attack in June 2024 on London
hospitals by the Russian group Qilin saw 1,100 cancer
treatments delayed, 2,000 out-patient appointments
cancelled, more than 1,000 operations postponed and,
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tragically, the death of a patient. The message from
across our international partners and the UK’s security
services is clear.

Matt Turmaine (Watford) (Lab): On the attack on the
NHS, I worked for 10 years in health and social care
prior to being elected to this place, so I witnessed that
attack taking place, and nothing could give a starker
demonstration of the impact on productivity that cyber-
attacks have on our country and our society. There was
a meeting of senior clinical commissioning group and
other health trust executives in Hertfordshire at the
time, and one by one they were forced to leave the room
like lights blinking out as the impact of the attack
became clear. Does my hon. Friend agree that this Bill is
essential to keep our legislation up to date with the new
methods of attack that bad actors are using on our state
and infrastructure as online technology evolves?

Matt Western: I thank my hon. Friend for sharing his
lived experience. I can relate that to when I have spoken
to organisations through the Business and Trade Committee
and through my role on the Joint Committee for National
Security Strategy. I have heard from organisations that
have been impacted about how paralysing the immediate
aftermath of such an attack is and how it challenges an
organisation. It is crucial that these red team, blue team
scenarios get played out, but when it is actually happening
and a company is facing an entire shutdown of its
systems, it is very difficult to navigate. Many have talked
about the culture change that is needed, and we need to
urgently embrace that change. The experience in the
NHS that my hon. Friend mentions is a good example.

These attacks are the new normal and we must be
better prepared. In September 2024, led by the FBI and
the National Security Agency, the United Kingdom,
Germany, Estonia, Canada and a plethora of other
allies released their clearest articulation of the threat
posed by Russia, and Putin in particular. They said that
Russia is
“responsible for computer network operations against global
targets for the purposes of espionage, sabotage, and reputational
harm since at least 2020.”

The NCSC annual review in 2024 called the landscape
“diffuse and dangerous”, while the 2025 review could
not have been clearer in saying “It’s time to act” in the
defining text on the front cover. Richard Horne, head of
the NCSC, said:

“Empty shelves and stalled production lines are a stark reminder
that cyber attacks no longer just affect computers and data, but
real business, real products, and real lives... The recent cyber
attacks must act as a wake-up call.”

Just last week, Andrew Bailey, the Governor of the
Bank of England, said that cyber-attacks were one of
the biggest threats to UK financial stability and stressed
the critically important need for collaborative defence.

The reality should be clear to everyone here. The
frontline is everywhere. It is our phone, it is at our desk,
it is our businesses, it is our infrastructure and it is even
here at the heart of our democracy. Such a threat
requires a whole-of-society response. We are not the
first to have been targeted. Back in 2007—18 years
ago—Russia launched a determined cyber-attack on
Estonia. It was damaging and debilitating to Estonia’s
society and economy. The cyber-attack was a call to
action for Estonia and it responded at pace. It brought
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about cultural change, which was talked about earlier in
the debate. Estonia overhauled its legal, political and
strategic framework—even looking at its education
system—and adopted a whole-of-society approach to
cyber-security, developing a serious public-private
partnership to counter the threats posed by Russia. No
doubt the Minister will have looked at this case in more
detail to understand what learnings could be applied
here and to our cyber-security strategy more widely to
ensure whole-of-society resilience.

The reality is that cyber-attacks target the weakest
link. It was welcome to hear my right hon. Friend the
Minister talk about the initiatives with the FTSE 350
companies and some of the smaller businesses about
how they should be engaging with these threats. It
cannot be acceptable that the most popular password in
the United Kingdom is “password”. It is ridiculous.
Every one of us must act as guardian against our
cyber-adversaries.

The Bill lays out valuable and desperately needed
provisions. Its extent and scope are hugely welcome,
bringing in data centres, large load controllers and
managed service providers under the network and
information systems regulations protects more of the
economy from cyber-attacks. I am particularly pleased
to see the inclusion of managed service providers, given
the vulnerabilities that organisations often face from
external IT suppliers or their supply base.

The amendments to the regulatory framework are a
positive step. Improving the reporting of incidents will
allow the Government to respond at pace and be agile
to the evolving threats and shared vulnerabilities. That
said, during the last Parliament, the Joint Committee
on the National Security Strategy, which I now chair,
called for one cross-sector cyber regulator, and I echo
those calls, as I believe that would enable far greater
regulation and enforcement. Finally, the improved resilience
and security enabled through additional powers granted
to the Secretary of State are crucial in enabling the
Government to act quickly in real times of crisis.

Despite all the positive aspects of the Bill—I congratulate
Ministers after the years of dithering by their predecessor
Government—it does leave large parts of the economy
outside its scope. As I have mentioned already, how can
we incorporate a whole-of-society approach to cyber-
security like that of Estonia? There will be many different
levers for the Government to pull. This Bill is just one
part, and I trust that others will follow swiftly. It is
worth noting that the EU’s NIS2 directive is broadly
parallel to the Bill before us. However, the EU goes
further on cyber-resilience, having added sectors such
as manufacturing, food distribution and waste water.
Having witnessed such devastating attacks in these sectors
in the past year, I urge us to act swiftly with further
legislation to address those areas.

In summary, I just restate that I absolutely welcome
the Bill and the three key pillars of the legislation—the
expanded scope, improving regulation and strengthening
resilience—are hugely welcome, as is the importance of
experience reporting and sharing by victims. The cyber-
attacks we have suffered this past year must be our
inflection point—our call to action. Like Estonia in
2007, we have an opportunity to reinvigorate our cyber-
defences and ensure the whole of society is resilient.
The shadow Minister mentioned digital ID, and I gently
say that that opportunity was seized upon by Estonia at
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the time and it has since introduced digital ID. It is
secure, as 1t is in Denmark. Estonia looked at the
opportunity presented by that challenge and that attack
that they faced, and those systems work. That has been
demonstrated by both those countries. As the annual
review from the National Cyber Security Centre rightly
asserts,

“the UK’s cyber security is... a shared responsibility where everyone
needs to play a part.”

We parliamentarians have a duty to raise the salience of
the issue, and to bring about a national conversation to
ensure that everyone plays their part.

Finally, may I gently encourage the Minister to go
further and faster, and to look at the broader cyber-
landscape, as Estonia did and as the European Union is
doing with its NIS2 legislation? May I encourage him to
consider introducing legislation to cover food production
and distribution, manufacturing and other critical sectors?
As I have said, however, the Bill is an important first
step, and I look forward to working constructively with
him to ensure that the UK and its citizens are secure
from, and resilient to, any future cyber-attacks.

Madam Deputy Speaker (Judith Cummins): I call the
Liberal Democrat spokesperson.

2 pm

Victoria Collins (Harpenden and Berkhamsted) (LD):
I wish you and everyone else in the Chamber a happy
new year, Madam Deputy Speaker.

It is a pleasure to finally address the long-awaited
Cyber Security and Resilience (Network and Information
Systems) Bill. As has been pointed out today, it is
significant. The National Cyber Security Centre reported
that nationally significant cyber-incidents had more
than doubled since the previous year. The past year’s
surge in cyber-attacks on targets ranging from supply
chains to hospitals to critical infrastructure has made
one fact clear: there is no economic or societal security
without cyber-security. Cyber-attacks cost the UK economy
£14.7 billion annually. There have been attacks on
companies such as Jaguar Land Rover and Marks &
Spencer. More important, however, is the impact on the
real economy. Thousands of jobs and businesses are
hanging in the balance, and our public services and our
private data are also being impacted. As the Minister
mentioned this morning, the NHS Synnovis ransomware
attack resulted in more than 11,000 postponed
appointments and procedures. It has even been linked
to one patient’s death, which was attributed to the delay
that the attack caused. This matters. We must do all that
we can to upgrade protection and our security, because
jobs, the economy and lives depend on it.

Our economy—imagine it, if you will, as a house—is
under attack. The Liberal Democrats welcome the Bill’s
intent to upgrade our home security; the addition of
data centres, managed service providers and large load
controllers means that we are building stronger fences,
and that companies with a master key to all our doors
have stronger security. Also, the wiring has been upgraded,
and the alarm system is being given an upgrade; there is
increased incident reporting. However, the Bill leaves
the back door wide open by leaving out key sectors. Our
alarm system is not sure when it is supposed to ring,
and the companies that have the keys to our doors, and
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are using our house, are asking for simplicity, clarity
and support, so that they can do their job properly.
While no single piece of cyber-security legislation can
act as a silver bullet, those are gaps that we must
address.

We are failing to take the whole-economy approach
mentioned by the hon. Member for Warwick and
Leamington (Matt Western). We are leaving out the
public sector and economically significant sectors, such
as retail and manufacturing. The Bill’s stated aim is to
protect organisations

“that are so essential that their disruption would affect our daily
lives.”—[Official Report, 12 November 2025; Vol. 775, c. 26WS.]

However, the Government apparently do not consider
their own public services, provided by local authorities,
to be essential enough for protection. The £10 million
Redcar council incident proves that voluntary schemes
are failing local authorities, but after the Bill is passed,
Government institutions and councils will still lack
statutory protections and ringfenced funding—and all
the while, council budgets are getting tighter. I have no
doubt that members of the public whose data, be it
from the electoral roll or from social care records, sits in
these systems would object to the public sector’s exclusion
from the Bill.

As has been mentioned, we are also talking about a
potential mandatory digital ID system for the whole
country. The Government have already said that it
would be built with home-made technology. Where will
the cyber-protection be in that? What is more, leaving
out sectors such as retail and manufacturing would
mean that the JLR and M&S cyber-attacks remained
out of scope. These are significant sectors. They involve
major employers and major parts of our supply chains,
and they handle significant amounts of personal data.

The Bill marks a failure of ambition. The Government
claimed in response to a letter that we sent on this topic
that they

“do not need to wait for or rely on legislation”

to implement cyber-security requirements in the public
sector, and will instead use the Government action plan
to ensure that the very same requirements in the Bill will
be applied to the public sector. Why must we have this
two-tier approach? Why leave out economically and
socially significant sectors, such as the public sector?
Does the Minister agree that we need mandatory cyber-
security standards for those absent sectors of our society,
governance and economy? If we are serious about national
resilience, about protecting citizens’ data and about
aligning with our European partners, let us vote on the
issue in primary legislation in this Chamber, so that the
issue has the full transparency and accountability that it
demands.

A further critical gap in the Bill is the failure to
embed security by design, and a lack of clear accountability.
This should be board-led, to ensure that each lock, door
and window of our house is built securely. In 2019, the
NCSC published design principles, and last October the
Government launched a secure-by-design framework,
which was seen as core to their cyber-security standard.
However, the Bill not only excludes Government from
critical national infrastructure but abandons that key
principle, and fails to include the words “by design”,
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which matters, particularly as ISC2 research suggests
that skills shortages are the No. 1 challenge for compliance
with cyber regulation in the UK, with 88% of respondents
experiencing at least one cyber-security breach as a
result of skills shortages. This is also a missed opportunity
for our economy and our cyber-security sector. Prioritising
security by design would provide the baseline protection
that our critical infrastructure so desperately needs.
‘What consideration have the Government given to ensuring
security by design?

Effective regulation does not just mean future-proofing;
it must be workable. While we welcome expanded incident
reporting, the current definitions risk creating a significant
regulatory burden. Over-reporting will overwhelm, rather
than strengthen, our cyber-security systems. Those who
are coming to upgrade our security systems are not
being given clear directions. The definition of a “reportable
incident” is so broad that it could extend to every
phishing email. How will the NCSC feasibly manage
the administrative burden when the alarm may be ringing
non-stop? Other critical terms lack clarity for industry,
including “managed service provider” and the criteria
for “digital critical suppliers”, as has been highlighted
by techUK and others. These are not just technical
details to be ironed out later; they are the difference
between a Bill that works and one that does not, and
industry needs clarity on how to comply. Will the Minister
work with us and with industry to tighten those definitions,
so that the Bill is workable, and will he consider the best
way to ensure simplicity and effectiveness in incident
reporting?

What is being done to support home-grown cyber-
security in the UK? What is being done to defend us
from hostile foreign interference? With one of the latest
defence contracts going to Palantir, what is being done
to support UK tech? Would the Government support a
digital sovereignty strategy, as suggested by Open Rights
Group? The Bill is yet another missed opportunity to
support our domestic tech sector, at a time when we
should be building UK cyber-security capabilities and
creating highly skilled jobs here at home. How can we
claim to be serious about national resilience when the
very infrastructure protecting our critical systems could
be entirely outsourced abroad?

Supporting UK tech and businesses is not just about
the providers in the Bill; it is about the thousands of
small and medium-sized enterprises that form the backbone
of our economy. For the few SMEs and start-ups that
are directly affected by it, the Bill creates a regulatory
thicket of overlapping rules, different timelines and
multiple bodies. Cyber-security is complicated, and for
this legislation to work, it must be simple and easily
implementable for UK SMEs. What support will there
be for those SMEs and start-ups?

It would be remiss of me not to mention the wider
cyber-crime landscape. SMEs make up 99.8% of UK
businesses, and are often the most vulnerable link in
cyber supply chains. The NCC Group confirms that
manufacturing, retail and leisure, dominated by SMEs,
were the sectors most targeted for ransomware in 2024.
That is why the Liberal Democrats are calling on the
Government to establish a digital safety net for SMEs—
a nationwide first responder service that would provide
free-at-the-point-of-use support for small businesses that
have been victims of a cyber-attack. Australia is already
doing that, providing person-to-person support during
and after attacks. If Australia can do it, why can’t we?
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On top of all that, the biggest threat is actually fraud,
which costs the economy hundreds of billions a year.
Two thirds of all fraud begins online, much of it through
social media companies with no liability. That is why
the Liberal Democrats are calling for social media
platforms to be made financially liable for fraud on
their sites, which would create a clear line of accountability
for criminal activity. Moreover, fraud is a cyber-security
issue; it exploits weak systems and inadequate protections.
Families lose life savings, elderly people fall victim to
sophisticated phishing, and small businesses shut down.
The Bill protects infrastructure, but by leaving the back
door open, it ignores the billions of pounds of savings
lost and the livelihoods upended through online fraud.
The Government must address that in their long-awaited
fraud strategy. We cannot protect systems but abandon
our businesses and our people.

The Bill is progress, but it is not the finish line. The
cyber-threat is real, evolving and urgent. The Liberal
Democrats will work constructively to strengthen the
Bill through amendments, but we must ensure that we
do not leave the back door open, and that we future-proof
our security. We owe it to our businesses, our families
and our national security to get this right.

2.10 pm

Dame Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central
and West) (Lab): Happy new year to you, Madam
Deputy Speaker, to all hon. Members and to the staff.

It is appropriate that we begin 2026 by talking about
an issue in the House that is of grave importance to all
our constituents, but is not discussed enough either here
or in the country: cyber-security. At the start of the
millennium, only a quarter of the UK and 6% of the
world were online. Today, almost 98% of the UK and
68% of the world use the internet. According to Ofcom,
we each spend between three and six hours online every
day, depending on our age and interests. For many—perhaps
too many—Ilife is lived online. Even when people are
not online, the infrastructure of their lives is. Whether
people use online banking or not, their bank account
details will be stored in a cloud somewhere. The same is
true of health records, electricity bills, children’s school
records, the safety sensors of our nuclear power plants,
Christmas Marks & Spencer orders and Uber ride
details.

The Prime Minister said that national security is the
first duty of any Government. I hope that all hon.
Members agree that the Government must ensure the
security of the British people as we go about our
increasingly online lives. Previous Governments have
not taken that issue seriously enough or done enough to
protect our citizens. That is why, as Chair of the Science,
Innovation and Technology Committee and a self-confessed
tech evangelist, [ welcome the legislation. I am pleased
to see other members of the Committee here. The
Committee has not examined cyber-security in detail,
but we have expressed significant concerns about public
sector data management, for example, after the Afghan
data breach came to light.

As we have heard, the UK’s only cross-cutting cyber-
security legislation is inherited from the EU. Since
Brexit, the EU has updated those regulations, leaving
the UK working in an outdated framework. Meanwhile,
nationally significant cyber-incidents, as measured by
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the National Cyber Security Centre, more than doubled
last year. The NCSC also warns that artificial intelligence
will “almost certainly” increase both the scale and
impact of attacks. When everyone can code, thanks to
Al, everyone can hack, and we need to respond to that,
because those attacks threaten not only our national
security, but our economy. In November, the Bank of
England cited, for the first time, a major cyber-attack—that
on Jaguar Land Rover—as a factor in its decision to
hold interest rates. The JLR breach is estimated to have
cost the economy almost £2 billion.

I welcome the Bill, which seeks to expand its scope to
new sectors, to make regulators more effective, and
to grant the Government additional powers to respond
to the ever-evolving threat landscape. However, I must
be clear that there is more to be done. My main concern
relates to the scope of the legislation. The Bill rightly
brings data centres, large load controllers and managed
service providers within the scope of regulations, and
grants competent authorities the power to designate
critical suppliers that are vital to the service provided,
yet some of our most economically significant sectors
remain outside its core obligations.

Retail is the UK’s largest private sector employer. It
handles huge volumes of sensitive customer data, runs
complex supply chains, and often relies on legacy IT
systems, which make it a prime target for cyber-criminals,
yet retail is outside the direct scope of the Bill. The
legislation would therefore not have prevented the attacks
on Marks & Spencer, the Co-op or Jaguar Land Rover,
which affected our constituents so greatly.

I welcome the Government’s plan to promote the new
cyber governance code of practice to improve preparedness
in sectors such as retail. However, even after high-profile
breaches, cyber-security is still not prioritised at board
level. A recent report by the Information Systems Audit
and Control Association—ISACA—shows that only
56% of company boards take cyber-security seriously
enough, and that is after JLR.

The Minister, in his excellent speech, said that it was
up to private sector companies to manage their cyber-
security. I agree, but how will the Government assess
whether that is happening? What will the Government
do if there is evidence that companies are not managing
their cyber-security effectively and that, as a result, our
citizens are not adequately protected?

Without a way of monitoring and enforcing governance
standards, large parts of our economy remain exposed.
ISACA recommends a statutory review of the uptake
and effectiveness of the cyber governance code; powers
for regulators to mandate periodic external resilience
assessments, such as penetration testing and scenario-based
exercises; and a requirement for organisations to appoint
an accountable individual who meets defined competency
standards.

Government Departments, local administrations and
public bodies, such as the BBC, are also outside
the scope of the legislation. The Bill does nothing to
address long-standing weaknesses in public sector data
management, which the Select Committee highlighted.
As the National Audit Office declared last year, the
cyber-threat to the UK Government is “severe and
advancing quickly”. The cyber-attack on the Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office in October
is a clear example of how rapidly the attacks are
escalating. We need greater rigour to prevent future
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attacks and build the public trust that is needed for the
implementation of digital ID and other digital
transformation projects.

I have not been able to study in any detail the action
plan that the Government published this morning, but
I will look for clear measures of success when it comes
to its implementation, and ways in which the cultural
change that was mentioned in the debate, which is
needed in the public sector as well as the private sector,
has been achieved.

The Secretary of State recently told my Committee
that the Government would

“assess the improvements the Cyber Security Bill brings to the
UK’s cyber defences through post-implementation reviews, regular
engagement with NIS regulators and industry, and monitoring
the incidence and cost of any future cyber attacks.”

I would welcome clarification of whether those
commitments reflect the statutory requirements in clauses 20
to 22 or additional policy commitments, and how they
will be funded.

The Bill rightly focuses on critical national infrastructure,
but as we all know, we are only as secure as our weakest
link. The supply chains for our critical national
infrastructure involve many small businesses, who may
or may not be within the scope of the Bill, depending on
their designation. How quickly does the Minister envisage
businesses knowing whether they have been designated
as critical suppliers?

I support the Bill’s proposals for mandatory cyber-
incident reporting and recognise the value of the
Government’s collecting and publishing data on
ransomware and other attacks. However, I share the
concerns raised by the Association of British Insurers
and others about the feasibility of small businesses
meeting the proposed two-stage reporting requirement,
and particularly the requirement to submit full reports
to regulators and the NCSC within 72 hours.

We have seen that the take-up of cyber essentials—the
programme to help businesses, and particularly small
businesses, achieve the cyber-security they need—is low
among businesses. As I said, only 33,000 took it up in
2024. Cyber insurance take-up is also low among small
businesses, leaving them vulnerable in terms of skills
and protection. Can the Minister say a little about his
plans to address that? If the Bill is to succeed,
implementation must be done with industry, not to
industry, so I echo techUK’s calls for clearer guidance
on information sharing and for additional support to
help small businesses meet compliance costs.

I hope that the Minister will address the following
points specifically. Will the Government consider
extending the Bill to economically significant businesses
outside its current scope, and empowering regulators to
mandate stronger cyber governance and resilience
assessments? Will the Government consider including
direct measures to strengthen cyber-security and resilience
in public administration, including local authorities
and Government Departments? Will the Government
clarify whether the post-implementation reviews, monitoring
of cyber-incidents, and engagement with regulators
and industry that the Secretary of State has outlined to
my Committee reflect the existing statutory requirements
in the Bill? Will the Minister ensure that the new cyber-
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incident reporting and information sharing requirements
are implemented in a practical and proportionate way
for small businesses? Will the Government take steps
to support cyber insurance take-up? Finally, will they
ensure that there is clear guidance on information sharing
requirements, and provide additional support to help
businesses meet compliance costs?

We need to talk more about cyber-security. I have not
touched on some of the national security implications,
which the Minister and my hon. Friend the Member for
Warwick and Leamington (Matt Western) described
very well, but this issue is only going to get more
important from the perspective of national security,
economic security, and personal safety and security. If
we can get the implementation of this Bill right by
extending it as necessary, working with industry, supporting
smaller businesses, and supporting public trust and
public security, then I hope we can build a nation that is
not just cyber-secure today, but prepared for the many
challenges that lic ahead.

2.22 pm

Sir Oliver Dowden (Hertsmere) (Con): It is a pleasure
to follow the hon. Member for Newcastle upon Tyne
Central and West (Dame Chi Onwurah), who has brought
tremendous expertise to this debate. In my previous role
overseeing national resilience and cross-Government
co-ordination of national security threats, cyber-security
was probably the one area that caused me the greatest
number of sleepless nights. There has been a lot of talk
in recent months and years about the increased need to
defend the realm and the steps that need to be taken to
address the defence of the realm.

We all know from past experience that the first line of
any attack on the defence of the realm is highly likely to
be through cyber-attacks. Indeed, in a completely different
context, we need only to look at the public comments
made by the President of the United States a couple of
days ago about the first steps that the United States
took in its intervention in Venezuela: he talked about
the United States’ capability to knock out the power
supply there. If we look at our adversaries, particularly
Russia, North Korea and Iran, we can see that they are
actively inculcating and encouraging environments in
which cyber-attacks can be planned and take place.
Whether that is done explicitly by private sector individuals
or with the connivance of the state, a deliberate grey
zone is created, with the desire to increase knowledge of
cyber-risks to the United Kingdom and our allies, and
to carry out penetrative attacks to that effect. We are
likely to see this grey zone warfare continue to increase
as a result of the actions that we see in Ukraine and
elsewhere.

We just have to look at our own experience. Many
hon. Members have made the point that the initial
attack on JLR rapidly cascaded and affected many
others in the supply chain. From the Government’s own
research and testing—this is in the public domain—one
sees that a cyber-attack can rapidly cascade into other
areas. For example, when we test the impact of a
cyber-attack on our electricity system, it rapidly cascades
into our water system, which is dependent on electricity.
Clearly, it also rapidly cascades into our transport system.
Before long, a small cyber-attack becomes a very, very
large cyber-attack. In common with all other advanced



197 Cyber Security and Resilience Bill

countries, the United Kingdom is highly exposed to
cyber-attacks—a point that I made repeatedly from the
Dispatch Box.

I welcome this legislation and the steps that the
Minister has outlined today, but I gently caution against
what he said. I do not think it was his intention, but he
said that this legislation will fix the cyber-security problem.
It will not fix the cyber-security problem. No single
piece of legislation is ever going to fix the cyber-security
problem, nor is this a question of good guys and bad
guys or of, “The last Government did nothing, and this
Government are doing something.” Each Government
must have a fresh look at the challenges of cyber-security,
and take necessary and proportionate steps to address
the risks.

Matt Western: Given the right hon. Gentleman’s
extensive experience, it is very interesting to hear what
he says. If he had his time again—this is not to criticise
the previous Government, but to ask about the here and
now—would he think that this area needs an absolute
focus from across Government and across society, because
it is such a crucial part of our defence?

Sir Oliver Dowden: Yes, I totally agree. Indeed, that is
why the National Cyber Security Centre, working in
conjunction with the last Government and now the
current Government, has set out the whole-of-Government
approach. It cannot just be about the actions of individual
Government Ministers or individual actors in the private
sector; the whole of Government need to act together.

On the further steps we could and should have taken—
this goes back to my intervention on the Minister—I do
think that more pressure needs to be brought to bear on
Ministers in terms of their accountability for cyber-security,
and I fear that if we do not put this into primary
legislation, it can slip further and further down Ministers’
in-trays. Although Ministers have a desire to address it,
more pressing and immediate problems distract their
attention.

I have some constructive suggestions about how we
can improve the proposed legislation. The first is about
many of the powers being delegated to secondary legislation
or ministerial direction. I do not have a problem with
that, because it is essential that we have a framework
piece of legislation and then the flexibility to allow
secondary legislation to be brought forward to address
challenges as they arise, but I urge Ministers to undertake
ameaningful and mandatory consultation on any secondary
legislation that comes forward, so that businesses and
others can contribute to it.

I also caution against Ministers devolving to regulators
their duties in respect of cyber-security. Too often—again,
this applies to Governments of both colours—regulators
are empowered to address cyber-security problems or
any other problems. They then charge off in one direction
and fail to take into account questions such as
proportionality—the impact of the regulations versus
their economic burden—and Parliament and Ministers
cease to have a significant role. I urge Ministers to keep
a tight grip on regulators and on the instructions that
they give them.

I would also be a little cautious about some of the
arguments made by hon. Members about the need
constantly to expand the scope of this legislation to
further areas of the private sector. It is very easy for us
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in this Chamber to talk about the need for further
legislation, but when a small business is faced with a
huge Act and required to interpret it, it looks a very
daunting prospect. My preference would be to continue
the sort of co-operation that we have seen through the
whole-of-society approach advocated by the NCSC.

On proportionality, I urge Ministers to embrace Al
There are opportunities to use Al to triage incoming
attacks and avoid duplication, for example, and a lot of
streamlining of the system can be done in that area. On
the flipside of Al, we must take very seriously the risk
of cyber-attacks posed by agentic artificial intelligence.
It appears that we reached an inflection point in November
2025, when Anthropic reported disrupting what it described
as the first large-scale cyber-espionage campaign executed
largely via agentic Al. We are likely to see much more of
this. I would welcome the Minister saying in his concluding
remarks what the Government intend to do to ensure
that we keep up with this threat, because we are only in
the foothills of the risk posed by agentic Al.

Further to the point about the role of the public
sector, 40% of incidents handled by the National Cyber
Security Centre when I was the Minister responsible
were from the public sector, so I question the exclusion
of the public sector. I appreciate that the Government
have announced a plan. I have not had a chance to look
atit, but I can imagine what it contains broadly. The key
thing is what stick is applied to public officials and
Ministers, outside the core responsible Government
Departments, to make sure that they take their
responsibilities seriously, so I think some legislative
proposals may be needed in that area.

Similarly on budgets, again the core responsible
Departments—the Cabinet Office and the Department
for Science, Innovation and Technology—will prioritise
cyber-security. I fear that other Departments may not,
so there is a strong argument for ringfencing cyber-security
budgets for all Departments so that money cannot be
transferred to more pressing short-term problems, as
has often been the case, particularly, for example, in
the NHS.

It is very important that we do not overlook the
basics. It is very easy to talk about legislation or to talk
in high-level terms about threats, but probably the
single biggest thing we could do to deal with cyber-risks
in this country is to make sure that every time every
single business and private individual gets one of those
annoying pings on their phone saying that they need to
upgrade their software to the latest operating system—it
is the same with their PCs, iPads and so on—they do so.
That is done by providers, because they know that there
is a cyber-risk, and there is a patch to address it. If the
patch is applied immediately, that can have a huge effect
on the resilience of the whole of society, and the NCSC
constantly puts out that message.

We need to look at our resilience in society as a whole
when we have a major cyber-attack. We have had major
cyber-attacks, but they have tended to be in just one
sector, albeit with cascading effects, as with JLR. We
have not yet had a whole of society cyber-attack—either
one that flows out of control from a criminal attack, or
a deliberate attack from a hostile state cascading widely
across all of society—affecting our electricity, water
supplies and so on. I fear that it is only a matter of time
before that happens, and we need to look at the resilience
of individuals, including the ability to have analogue
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systems such as battery-powered torches, rather than
electric torches, and so on. I started the work on that as
a Minister, and I think more needs to be done in that
space.

We also need to look at the question of emergency
communications. It was certainly my experience that
public sector broadcasters—such as, I think, the BBC—are
not required to take emergency communications from
the Government in such situations. I think that is a
loophole that could be exposed in such a situation.

On resilience more broadly, we are in the foothills of
the impact of AI. We are going to see vast impacts on
employment and how people lead meaningful lives as
Al advances more and more rapidly. For the resilience
of our society, this House needs to have a much wider
debate—not on this Bill, but more generally—about
how we address the epoch-changing challenges we are
facing.

In conclusion, I think this is a welcome piece of
legislation and an important step forward. My hon.
Friend the Member for Hornchurch and Upminster
(Julia Lopez) correctly highlighted the very important
challenges, and they will need to be addressed as this
Bill passes through the House. I think it is an important
step forward, but it is only one step, and once this
legislation is enacted, we will need to be prepared to
return to this issue again and again.

2.35 pm

Anna Gelderd (South East Cornwall) (Lab): I am
pleased to support this Bill as the MP for South East
Cornwall, which is a constituency of hard-working
rural and coastal communities where digital access remains
a problem, as there are long distances between services
and few alternatives when systems fail. As we know,
digital connectivity is a growing necessity for daily
life—from traditional farming and fishing businesses to
carers supporting vulnerable residents—and access to
online job sites, Government websites, and NHS services
and emergency support are all part of our new daily
existence. Reliable digital infrastructure that is protected
from disruption and attack is therefore essential for our
economy, public services and community safety.

That is why I am supportive of the actions this
Government have taken to improve the lives of my
communities, such as the digital inclusion innovation
fund, which Labour has put in place to tackle the
barriers that stop people getting online in the first
place; the roll-out of Project Gigabit, ensuring that
rural and hard-to-reach areas are not left behind; and
the shared rural network, which is an important landmark
partnership between Government and mobile network
operators that Labour continues to support to eliminate
so-called notspots—I have to say I know about them
only too well in South East Cornwall—and improve 4G
coverage across rural areas such as mine.

Improved connectivity and cyber-security can support
small businesses, enable remote working, improve access
to the NHS services we all need, and help young people
build their futures through online training, job opportunities
and Government support. They can also strengthen our
rural resilience, ensuring communities stay connected
during emergencies and are better able to adapt to
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future challenges. My goal is for South East Cornwall
to become a digitally connected, resilient and safe
constituency, where no one is left behind because of
their rural postcode. I am pleased to have been raising
constituents’ concerns with Ministers and working with
them to improve that for local residents.

Digital systems must also be secure. Cyber-attacks
carry real costs for both individual businesses and our
wider economy. Businesses in South East Cornwall
work hard to provide those services, create local jobs
and support our local communities, and there are practical
steps that businesses can take. The National Cyber
Security Centre provides excellent guidance, but it also
matters that businesses know that their Government are
acting to protect them as they navigate the growing
risks involved in working online. That is why I welcome
the action this Bill takes to strengthen our cyber-resilience.
May I ask the Minister what is being done on recovery
and response planning should incidents occur, as the
reality for rural and coastal communities is that outages
often last longer and impacts are felt more sharply?

The Bill also presents an opportunity to grow skills,
learning and employment across the country. Improving
cyber-security standards increases demand for skilled
professionals, and it creates pathways into good jobs
and long-term careers. That matters for us in South
East Cornwall, where we want our young people to see
a future locally, without needing to leave to succeed.

This issue also matters for diversity. Our services are
stronger when they are designed and protected by people
with different backgrounds, experiences and perspectives.
Work in this area can open doors for young girls and
women into STEM—science, technology, engineering
and maths—careers, and help break down the long-standing
barriers felt by women under-represented in tech, whether
at entry level, in mid-career progression or in leadership
roles. The Secretary of State for Science, Innovation
and Technology recently welcomed the launch of the
women in tech taskforce to bring Government and
industry together to identify and dismantle exactly those
barriers, and I look forward to seeing the benefits reach
the women and girls in South East Cornwall.

It is also important to recognise that cyber-resilience
is now a key element of our national security and
defence readiness. Staying up to date and agile is essential,
particularly as advances in Al and quantum computing
not only create new methods for testing, strengthening
and securing our systems, but present new challenges
that we must face. We have world-class research facilities
in the UK, with brilliant minds that can support our
national security and ensure that the UK is at the
forefront and prepared for future attacks.

The work the Government are doing through the Bill
updates the UK’s existing frameworks so that we can
respond to new and emerging threats and better protect
our communities, as well as safeguarding sensitive
information and personal data, but of course there is
room for further work in future. With the nationally
important Devonport dockyard just across the river
from South East Cornwall, many of my local residents
cross the Tamar each day to work on site. A serious
cyber-attack could disrupt supply chains, compromise
secure communications and undermine operational
readiness, with real consequences for local safety, local
livelihoods and national defence. Supply chain resilience
is especially important in South East Cornwall, as many
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Cornish businesses support larger providers in defence,
energy and infrastructure. Ensuring that our services
and local systems are resilient protects both local suppliers
and national partners. It is essential that the UK defends
itself and protects security at home and abroad, so how
will the Minister create clear expectations on wider
supply chain cyber-resilience, practical support for smaller
suppliers such as those in South East Cornwall, and
strong incident recovery planning, so that both major
defence infrastructure and the SMEs that support it are
protected?

For South East Cornwall, the Bill speaks to resilience
in the broadest sense. It supports secure services, a
stronger economy, new opportunities for skills and jobs,
new opportunities for women and girls, and the confidence
that the systems we rely on every day are protected. I am
glad to support it and the action the Government are
taking to keep our digital future safe.

2.41 pm

David Reed (Exmouth and Exeter East) (Con): I very
much welcome the opportunity to speak on Second
Reading. The Bill addresses one of the most defining
national security challenges of our age and we have
heard many valuable contributions from right hon. and
hon. Members across the House.

Before entering Parliament, I spent several years working
to protect our country from cyber-risks. My background
in software engineering gave me a rare view under the
bonnet of the systems that now underpin almost every
aspect of our daily lives. I saw first-hand how our
digital infrastructure works and just how vulnerable
much of it remains. I really loved that work, and I am
proud to say that as a country we are genuine world
leaders, but I would be dishonest if I said that it did not
leave me deeply worried at times. That is not because of
any single threat or actor, but because of the sheer scale,
complexity and relentlessness of the cyber-risks we face.
Those risks are only accelerating with advances in artificial
intelligence, automation and the advent of quantum
computing. Those technologies will, as we have heard
today, revolutionise our lives in ways that we are only
just beginning to understand. We must adapt alongside
them if we are to remain a serious technological and
economic power.

Our lives are now dependent on digital systems at
every level. From water treatment plants and electricity
networks, to transport, financial markets, healthcare
and the wider economy, it is fair to say that we are no
longer merely supported by digital infrastructure, but
built upon it. And when those systems fail, the consequences
are not abstract. They are immediate, they are human
and they can be devastating.

We have already seen that reality play out in this
country. If we cast our minds back to May 2017, the
WannaCry ransomware attack tore through the national
health service. Tens of thousands of computers were
infected, and staff were locked out of patient records,
diagnostic systems and telephony. Ambulances were
diverted, and thousands of appointments and operations
were cancelled, including urgent cancer referrals. The
estimated cost to the NHS was £92 million, but the
human cost—the stress, disruption and loss of
confidence—cannot be measured in pounds and pence.
The crucial point, which we have heard made in
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contributions today, is that while the attack was not
targeted at the NHS, it was particularly vulnerable,
because it was reliant on outdated and unpatched systems,
and on the fragmented digital assets it owned. It was a
warning shot that should never be forgotten.

More recently, the private sector has faced similarly
sobering lessons. Capita was recently fined £14 million
following a cyber-attack that compromised the data of
more than 6 million people. British Airways and Marriott
International suffered major breaches affecting hundreds
of thousands of customers, resulting in substantial
penalties and lasting reputational damage. These are
not small firms, but sophisticated organisations with
scale, expertise and resources, yet still they were exposed.
That is why the Bill matters and why I want to work
constructively with the Government to ensure that we
get it right first time.

Crucially, we must build the ability to adapt and
update the framework as technology and threats continue
to evolve, while—I refer to the point made by my right
hon. Friend the Member for Hertsmere (Sir Oliver
Dowden)—not making that burdensome on businesses
and organisations.

As the UK’s first piece of legislation to include the
words “Cyber Security” in its title, the Bill represents an
important step forward. It modernises the network and
information systems framework; brings new sectors into
scope, including data centres, managed service providers
and critical suppliers; strengthens incident reporting
requirements; enhances enforcement powers; and allows
Government to act decisively—I hope—where national
security is at risk. I welcome those objectives and, in
particular, the recognition that managed service providers
and supply chains are now critical attack vectors. That
is absolutely correct. Cyber-threats do not respect
organisational boundaries, and our regulatory framework
must reflect that reality.

However, the Bill must not be treated as some sort of
elixir. Cyber-security is not solved by regulation alone.
The Bill strengthens protections for critical national
infrastructure  but leaves significant questions
unanswered—questions that we must address if we are
serious about national resilience. One of the most pressing
concerns raised by industry is the growing complexity
of incident reporting. Organisations already face
overlapping obligations under data protection law, sector-
specific regulation and, soon, economy-wide ransomware
reporting requirements. Add to that multiple voluntary
reporting channels, and the landscape becomes fragmented
and very confusing. Having been a small business owner,
I know that, when dealing with marketing, advertising
and payments to staff, having extra layers of complexity,
with reporting added on, is a difficult position to be in.

The first hours of a cyber-incident are chaotic: systems
are down, decisions are time-critical and staff are under
immense pressure. Forcing organisations to navigate
multiple reporting regimes in that moment risks distracting
them from the most important task, which, as we all
know, is containing the attack and restoring services.
A unified reporting framework with a single point of
contact and aligned timelines would reduce burdens on
businesses, while improving the quality of information
available to Government. The Bill should move us
closer to that outcome, not further away from it. I look
forward to working with the Government at the next
stage of the Bill to ensure that happens.
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We must be honest about the limits of sector-based
regulation—the Minister referred to this in his opening
remarks. The Bill focuses, rightly, on critical national
infrastructure, but many of the most damaging attacks
in recent years have occurred outside its scope.
Manufacturing, retail and consumer services have been
heavily targeted. The attack on Jaguar Land Rover,
which many right hon. and hon. Members have referred
to today, is estimated to have caused up to £2 billion in
economic damage across the company and its supply
chain. That is a stark example.

I want to put on the record my deep concern about
the precedent being set: the British taxpayer is effectively
being required to act as insurer of last resort for major
companies that have failed to adequately defend themselves.
For large firms that are critical to our economy, the
expectation that the public will step in cannot become
the norm. Responsibility must sit squarely with the
boards and executives to invest properly in cyber-security
resilience or face the consequences. I am glad to see that
the Government have taken the initial steps to have that
conversation with industry.

At the same time, small and medium-sized enterprises,
which make up the vast majority of our economy, are
particularly exposed. They often lack the skills, budgets
and capacity to implement proportionate cyber-defences,
yet they sit deep within critical supply chains. A single
weak link can have cascading consequences far beyond
the organisation directly attacked. If cyber-security is
economic security—I think we all agree that it is—we
need a whole-of-economy approach. That means combining
regulation with incentives, and support and standards
that uplift resilience across UK plc, not just at the very
top. That should include stronger, secure-by-design
requirements for technology products, embedded through
procurement and standards, and practical, accessible
support for smaller businesses, potentially including
consideration of a national first responder model to
help small firms recover quickly from cyber-attacks.

We must also address the skills challenge head-on, as
cyber skills shortages are already undermining resilience
and compliance. If we are to give them more investigatory
powers, the regulators themselves will need additional
technical and enforcement capacity to deliver the expanded
responsibilities set out in the Bill. That capacity cannot
be assumed; it must be planned for, funded and developed
far in advance.

Finally, I want to raise the issue of cyber-crime law.
The Computer Misuse Act 1990 dates from a time when
fewer than 1% of the population had access to the
internet. Its blanket prohibition on unauthorised access
fails to distinguish between malicious attackers and
legitimate cyber-security professionals acting in the public
interest. That matters: vulnerability research and threat
intelligence are essential to defending our systems, yet
many professionals in the industry operate in a legal
grey area when carrying out work that ultimately strengthens
our national security. Updating that framework, including
by introducing protections for reasonable research, would
modernise the law without weakening it.

In conclusion, the Bill is an important foundation. It
strengthens protections for critical services and sends a
clear signal that cyber-security is a core responsibility of
the modern state. However, legislation alone will not

6 JANUARY 2026

Cyber Security and Resilience Bill 204

deliver that resilience; it requires co-ordination, clarity,
capability and sustained investment, as well as an honest
understanding of where the Bill must be strengthened
as it moves through Parliament.

Cyber-threats do not stand still, and neither can we.
I support the direction of travel set out in the Bill and
urge the Government to engage constructively as it
progresses so that we can deliver a framework that
provides real, lasting protections for our country, our
economy and the British citizens.

2.51 pm

Anneliese Dodds (Oxford East) (Lab/Co-op): T wish
you, Madam Deputy Speaker, all parliamentary staff
and all Members in this Chamber a very happy new
year.

It is a real pleasure to rise to speak in favour of this
crucial Bill, which I am pleased to see having its Second
Reading. It is also a pleasure to follow the hon. Member
for Exmouth and Exeter East (David Reed), who set out
many of the stakes that are so critical here. We also
heard that in the opening speech by my right hon.
Friend the Minister for Digital Government and Data,
who described a number of disturbing cases, as others
have done during the debate. He also set out the scale of
the impact of cyber-attacks with some concerning figures,
as did my hon. Friend the Member for Warwick and
Leamington (Matt Western). I was particularly struck
by the 0.5% hit to GDP from cyber-attacks and the fact
that our country has been the third most severely impacted
worldwide by cyber-attacks. It is therefore welcome that
the Bill focuses on a faster and more joined-up approach
to deter and deal with cyber-attacks.

I believe that that approach has gone alongside a
really strong grip from the new Government on the
need for a sectoral approach to dealing with cyber-attacks.
Of course, we unfortunately had to see that, given the
attack on JLR. I was pleased to see the previous Secretary
of State really engaging with the automotive sector—work
that has been continued by the current Secretary of
State—on the challenges and lessons that need to come
out of that attack, which has been particularly important
in my constituency given the significance of BMW
Cowley for employment in Oxford East.

I believe it is critical that we assess cyber-security
alongside other forms of cyber-criminality, as the head
of MIS5 has argued for us to do. Cyber-attacks are
increasingly being carried out by quasi-non-state actors
that operate in the grey zone that the right hon. Member
for Hertsmere (Sir Oliver Dowden) talked about, often
implicitly backed by Russia or other adversaries. Those
attacks are taking place at the same time as a rise in
cryptocurrency laundering and disinformation operations.

I am sadly forced to share the assessment of GLOBSEC,

the security-focused think-tank, that the pattern of
Russia’s hybrid war
“has persisted without an effective Western response”.
There has been an escalation in cyber-attacks, sabotage,
disinformation and political interference, but we have
not seen the kind of joined-up approach across like-minded
democracies that is needed. I was assured recently by
my right hon. Friend the Paymaster General that the
Government are working with the EU on combating
foreign interference. That work clearly needs to be
intensified, especially when we see what is happening to
other democracies not so very far away from us.
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I saw the threat for myself directly in Moldova, where
cyber-criminals’ methods are often being used in
combination: a cyber-attack on the election regulator
coincided with a disinformation campaign sponsored
by Russia and disruptions like bomb hoaxes in real life.
So while I welcome this legislation, it must be co-ordinated
with broader work to protect our country’s resilience
and digital sovereignty, and to secure transparency on
foreign interference.

In that regard, I will end by mentioning a concerning
development: the sanctioning of two British citizens by
the United States over the Christmas period, both of
whom have worked to deliver transparency, including
on foreign interference—clearly relevant to this Bill.
Imran Ahmed is from the Centre for Countering Digital
Hate, whose dispassionate, evidence-based analysis has
uncovered the spread of disinformation, violent racism
and material that poses harms to children. Clare Melford
is from the Global Disinformation Index, which provides
information about the extent of polarisation and
disinformation so that companies can make informed
choices about where to advertise—a free market approach
to providing transparency.

The Minister stated at the beginning of this debate
that when national security is on the line, we must be
ready to act, and I strongly agree. A number of Members
in the Chamber have said how important it is that we
have a cross-economy and cross-society approach to
these issues. I believe that the sanctioning of these
individuals risks chilling transparency, including potentially
transparency that can uncover foreign interference. I hope
the Government will resist all attempts to reduce
transparency. The welcome efforts in this Bill on cyber-
resilience must be accompanied by work to counter
other cyber and information-related threats to our national
digital sovereignty and, more broadly, threats to our
national security and interest.

2.56 pm

Bradley Thomas (Bromsgrove) (Con): I start by putting
on the record my broad support for the principles in the
Bill. Cyber-threats are among the biggest threats that
our country faces. We are living in the grey zone right
now—every day, thousands of cyber-attacks take place
on private companies, publicly owned companies and
infrastructure. This is probably the most profound wave
of attacks and hostility that we face; they are in plain
sight, but the vast majority of the country and our
constituents are unaware of them. That is for good
reason: there are many good people working at the
National Cyber Security Centre, in the intelligence agencies
and the military, across Government and across private
industry who do so much to keep us safe. However, that
does not mitigate the fact that the threat is real, present
and only ever increasing.

It is only ever increasing not just because of criminality
in a cyber form, but because of the threats that come
from nefarious states, particularly Russia, China, Iran
and others that have been mentioned. The Jaguar Land
Rover attack is particularly prominent in everyone’s
minds. It affected the whole country and affected global
supply chains, but it had a particularly profound effect
in my constituency, where many of the JLR workforce
are based. We have seen what happens if we fail to
invest sufficiently in our cyber-defences—such a deficiency
in investment only enables those who seek to do us
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harm. The point has been made that our lives are not
somewhat digital; they are fundamentally digital in
almost every facet of life.

I would like to emphasise a couple of points in
particular. One that I have not heard spoken about
much, which I think is both within the scope of the Bill
and, at the same time, somewhat adjacent to it, is the
role of foreign technology in our supply chains, particularly
kill switches. We are seeing increasing numbers of news
articles about these switches, particularly relating to
energy installations. Questions have been raised on
numerous occasions on the Floor of the House about
the prevalence of kill switches in Chinese technology in
particular and the risk of exposure to an adversarial
state abroad that could destabilise our energy systems.
I would particularly like to see a joined-up, whole-of-
Government approach to tackling the broader threat,
instead of it being viewed through a single lens. I know
that Ministers will be looking at it across the board, but
I would appreciate if the Minister could address how it
is being looked at across Government.

Another case is the rise of Chinese-made cars. It
struck me that around 12 months ago I rarely saw a
Jaecoo or Omoda car on our streets, but now they seem
to be everywhere. I cannot help but suspect, given the
links that those manufacturers have to the Chinese
Communist party, that there are potentially kill switches
within those vehicles and, more importantly, that the
vehicles are sending data on users’ mobility habits to a
foreign adversarial state. The implications of that are
profound.

My final point is about the reporting regime. I introduced
a ten-minute rule Bill a couple of months ago that
touched on the broad principles within reporting, calling
on the Government to have a pragmatic approach with
regard to the reporting obligations on particularly small
companies. | suggested a threshold of £25 million of
turnover before a company would be within the scope
of my proposed Bill. I chose that threshold because it
would omit the vast majority of small or family-owned
businesses unless they are designated within one of the
13 critical industries. The reason for that was simply a
fear that reporting obligations on small businesses are
ever-growing, and for many businesses additional cyber-
security obligations could result in significant additional
head count that they may not be able to afford. I encourage
the Minister to engage as much as possible with
representatives of small business to ensure that the
reporting obligations are as minimal as possible while
capturing the broad principle of the Bill.

I support the broad principle of the Bill; I think it is a
step in the right direction. I hope that the Government
will adopt a cross-Government approach. This is a
wider societal issue that all of us have an obligation and
duty to fulfil. I look forward to seeing the Bill’s progress
and contributing as it makes its way through Parliament.

3.1 pm

Sarah Russell (Congleton) (Lab): Happy new year to
you, Madam Deputy Speaker, your team and everyone
else in the House.

It is no overstatement to say that this is one of the
most pressing issues of our time. I suspect that if we
were not bringing forward this legislation it would only
become apparent quite how pressing it had been when
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there was a major incident that lay it bare. I think it is
one of the marks of successful government that we are,
hopefully—I touch wood as I say this—managing to
stay ahead of the curve on these incidents. There is
nothing more important than national security relating
to critical infrastructure. I think it is exactly what our
constituents want to see us acting on, and I wish they
saw more of us discussing issues on a cross-party basis,
with broad agreement. It is welcome to see the Government
taking these steps.

I particularly want to discuss the enhanced incident
reporting duties on the digital service providers and the
duties to inform customers. In short, I have real concerns
about how those duties will play out in practice. From
my experience of having advised whistleblowers in the
financial sector, when there are obligations of this nature,
some corporations unfortunately make more effort to
avoid complying with them than to comply with them.
It is an excellent piece of legislation, and I am not
suggesting that the Government should have drafted it
in any other way, but we need to look at our whistleblowing
laws alongside it, because at the moment we do not have
strong enough protections for whistleblowers within
UK law. That applies both inside and outside employment
settings—for example in relation to contractors and
other third parties.

If we do not ensure that people have mechanisms by
which they can anonymously report breaches of those
sorts of obligations, and if we do not have the right
protections for them when they are raising the concerns
internally in the first place, we will not be able to make
adequate use of the Bill’s excellent provisions. I want to
impress upon the Minister how important it is that this
legislation is looked at in that wider context.

Also within the wider context is a broader debate—Ilots
of us have touched on this without specifically identifying
it—about how we balance the risk across society and
the cost of the risk. It is about the risk to individuals,
national security, individual businesses and individuals
within those businesses, such as directors or other senior
leaders. It is about how we ensure that in our country
we do not have large tech companies, major data centres
and other big private sector businesses taking economic
benefits without carrying risk. We need those businesses
and they are crucial to us, but we do not want them
taking the economic benefits of operating in our advanced
economy while the Government and therefore the taxpayer
carry all the risk and burden of the regulation.

It is great to see that the Bill contains provisions
allowing for financial recovery in the enforcement action
that we want to take. It is also fantastic that when it
comes to the enforcement provisions and finances associated
with it, we are looking at up to 4% of global turnover in
terms of potential fines for not complying. My position
as a former lawyer is always that I want to know that
things are enforceable. There are good enforcement
mechanisms in the Bill, and there is plenty of money
that could potentially be at risk, which incentivises the
kind of compliance that we want to see, but we need to
look at the broader societal piece about how we balance
the risks and opportunities in relation to tech in general.

I was going to talk quite a bit about my concerns
about my local public services and how they can better
manage cyber-security. The Legal Aid Agency cyber-attack
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enabled criminals to steal the details of anyone who had
applied for legal aid between 2007 and 2025. The scale
of the financial risks to those individuals cannot be
overstated; the amount of personal data that that involved
was absolutely huge. Six out of 10 secondary schools
are now subject to cyber-attacks. The Cheshire Cyber
Security Programme is in place to help local small
businesses manage their cyber-risk. It provides training
for up to five members of staff in small businesses. Our
local police powers are being used to try to take proactive
steps to improve the situation for our local small businesses.

Schools in academy trusts are spending quite a lot of
money on cyber-insurance to try to protect against
these risks. We have seen schools across the country
shut down because they are unable to open following
cyber-attacks. The public sector action plan that the
Government published this morning is incredibly welcome
in terms of cyber-risk, and I really look forward to the
opportunity to go through it in more detail. We again
need to look at the balance of cost within our society.

I would like to add to the comments of those who
have suggested that we should review the Computer
Misuse Act 1990 and the lack of current protections for
researchers doing important work in this area. We
obviously have several institutions that are currently
engaged in cyber-security work, including the Alan
Turing Institute and the National Cyber Security Centre.
We need to make sure that they have the right remit,
because this area is only going to expand when the
complexities of Al are added. We must ensure that
everyone is protected to do their job effectively. That
means protecting individuals, businesses and our wider
society.

Lastly, we need to move as quickly as we can on this.
It is great that we are maintaining our EU alignment,
because realistically the only way that we can continue
to be a major player and have considerable influence
over companies, many of which now have much larger
budgets than major economies, is if we work in conjunction
with other countries. That is what our ongoing relationship
with the EU should be about.

I thank everyone who has been involved with work
on the Bill. I think it is excellent, and it is completely the
right direction of travel. It is a shame that the Government
doing the right thing every day does not get more
publicity, even when it is not likely to grab many headlines.
It is about doing the work, getting the right structures in
place and moving forward productively in a cross-party
way where possible. It is about securing our nation and
ensuring that our economy is on a strong footing. There
is everything to be said in favour of that.

3.8 pm

David Chadwick (Brecon, Radnor and Cwm Tawe)
(LD): Cyber-attacks are a growing menace for British
businesses. They cause chaos for all types of businesses
and organisations, both small and large. The consequences
of those attacks have hit our economy hard. The disruption
caused by the cyber-attacks on Jaguar Land Rover,
M&S and the Co-op were felt by many businesses
further down their supply chains; for instance, the disruption
that hit JLR resulted in a freeze for its steel supply
chain, much of it in Wales.

So much of our economy relies on well-functioning
digital platforms. Last year, many Lloyds bank customers
found themselves unable to access money or pay their
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bills due to app outages, with that problem compounded
by its decision to close high street branches. Yet, bizarrely,
Lloyds decided still to pay its chief executive officer
Charlie Nunn £5 million in 2024. I make that point to
illustrate the lack of accountability we see in positions
at the top of these organisations despite massive numbers
of people being reliant on those services.

A successful cyber-attack often ends in people having
their personal data stolen. That is why it is welcome that
the Bill highlights sensible requirements to ensure that
businesses properly consider supply-chain risks and
their usage of managed service providers, as well as
many others. On the other hand, it will be a mystery to
many why sectors such as finance, food and drink and
retail have not been included, particularly considering
how those sectors have been hit hard recently.

The Government would clearly like to achieve security.
To do that, it would help if the Bill could be improved
to provide greater certainty and clarity for businesses.
For instance, how are businesses supposed to manage
relationships with managed service providers? For five years,
I worked in the cyber-security industry, starting with
the introduction of the GDPR, which happened at the
same time as the original NIS directive. I found that the
cyber-security sector is a well-connected community
underpinned by a welcome commitment to sharing
knowledge and best practice. For instance, Cyber Wales
is a representative body that brings together the Welsh
cyber-community. It is an industry that requires input
from academia, law enforcement agencies, defence and
businesses. There are clusters of success across Wales,
including in my constituency. Partnerships built in academia
often create spin-off companies that generate jobs. For
instance, in Wales, the University of South Wales and
Swansea University have done a lot to build up our
local cyber-security ecosystem. As the Bill progresses,
the Government would be wise to continue to consult
regularly with this very engaged community.

It would be helpful to hear what sort of consultations,
and how many, have taken place so far. It would also be
helpful to hear the Government respond to the Information
Systems Audit and Control Association’s proposals,
particularly around giving regulators the power to suggest
mandatory penetration testing.

The growing cyber-security sector should be a route
for much needed economic growth and well-paid jobs in
Wales. Many such jobs can be done remotely from
anywhere with an internet connection. Recent research
from Infosecurity suggests that there are 17,000 vacancies
in the cyber-security industry right now, with that figure
growing at 10% to 12% a year. That is a huge opportunity
for a country like Wales.

Having an effective skills base is one way in which we
can guard ourselves against cyber-attacks. Keeping Britain
safe from cyber-attacks requires a trained workforce
who can marry technical expertise with regulatory
competence. | have seen in my professional experience
how many people from many other sectors were able to
retrain and upskill to work in cyber-security. People
with experience in project management or managing
processes are very capable of retraining to work in the
cyber-security industry. Special thought should be paid
to military veterans in particular, who are well suited to
those jobs.

One of the questions for the Government should be
about how to help more British people into those jobs
while ensuring that our education system is equipped to
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help children pick the sector. That is why I call on the
Government to ensure that funding is available for all
schools in Wales to take part in the highly successful
CyberFirst Wales scheme.

3.13 pm

Mike Reader (Northampton South) (Lab): I start
with a story; it is a real story, but I have changed the
names for obvious reasons. It was a Tuesday afternoon
and I had a call from our CEO, David, who said to me,
“Mike, I am jumping on a plane, but I need you to
speak to a law firm we have been working with. This
lady called Sandra will ring you from A&A law firm.
I want you to speak to her. She will talk to you about a
project we have been working on. Sorry I have not been
able to read you in until now.” I think, “This is a bit
strange. David’s a very busy man, but why would he ring
me jumping on a plane?”

Sandra rang me, and it seemed pretty legit. We had a
chat and it turns out we may know someone in common.
I looked her up on LinkedIn: her firm is legit, she is
there, and she has connections similar to mine. She tells
me, “I need you to sign a non-disclosure agreement so
we can talk to you about the opportunity we are working
on with David.” I said that was fine and signed the
NDA. I was sent a Teams link and joined a call with
Sandra and some of her colleagues. Also on the call was
David, my chief exec, whose signal was not good. He
said, “Mike, I'm on a plane, but I’ve tried to join just to
say thanks so much for being a part of this. We're
looking at an acquisition in your business area. I want
you to work with A&A legal partners to ensure they
have got the information they need. This is a real
opportunity for us to grow. You know that we have
been looking to grow the business.” Then his signal
dropped off.

I carried on the conversation with Sandra and her
partners. They started asking for information that perhaps
they did not need—for example, about operational matters
and how the business worked. They followed up with
another call, in which they started asking for financial
information about some of our clients. They followed
up with another call in which they asked for financial
information about the business. At that point, I thought,
“I had better ring David and just make sure this is
legit.” When I rang David, I found that he had no idea
this was going on. Our business was being attacked
through a deepfake intrusion. They had mirrored our
chief exec, and used his voice for a call and his image for
a Teams call. Had [—this story is actually about a
friend of mine—not called my boss to say, “Is this
legit?” they could have got away with goodness knows
what. That seems quite far-fetched, but Arup, another
big British firm, got done by a very similar deepfake
scam; it lost £20 million to scammers.

I start with that real story about something that
happened to one of my colleagues, because this Bill is
really important. It is a framework Bill that will set out
how we put in place better standards, procedures and
controls, but actually where many businesses—be they
data centre providers, managed service providers or
those already covered by legislation—fall down is at the
point when a human is in the loop. We heard from my
hon. Friend the Member for Harlow (Chris Vince)
about how to get the culture right, and how to ensure
that people are considered in future legislation and
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guidance that will come off the back of the Bill. I wanted
to open up and make that point, because through the
Bill, we can do all we can on technical processes and
procedures, but it is really important that we focus on
the human in the loop and the human aspect, as that is
often where these major attacks start.

I am really pleased to support the Bill. Cyber-security
and cyber-crime impact our daily lives. I will not repeat
the stats, which we have heard from many hon. Members
on both sides of the House. They impact the businesses
that support our economy, our public services and our
banking sector—things that we use every day. It is
therefore right that the Bill has been brought forward,
although there was a considerable delay following the
work done in 2022 by the previous Government. [ am
pleased that the Bill seems to have cross-party support.

The Bill recognises that attacks involve a wide range
of methods, and may involve data centres, outsourced
IT providers and complex supply chains working in the
sector. That is critical for my constituents in Northampton,
who are on the northbound data super-highway from
London. In the last six months, we have heard
announcements of over £1 billion of investment in new
data centres, in both the public and private sectors.
I thank the Minister and his Department for all their
hard work in securing that investment, which will create
new jobs in my constituency. Without improved regulation
and clarity, that investment remains slightly uncertain.
The Bill will definitely improve that clarity and certainty
for the sector, as well as for the many businesses in my
constituency that rely on a managed service provider for
their IT or provide data centres. That is particularly
important for all hon. Members, because the control
centre that looks after our security is in my constituency.
That data security is therefore particularly important
for our personal wellbeing.

I have also looked at this issue from the perspective of
the many businesses in my constituency who use managed
service providers for their IT. They include large businesses.
In my previous business—a business of 7,000 or
8,000 people—an MSP provided our help desk; when I
had a problem, I would ring it up. The inclusion of
managed service providers is critical to give us better
protection and improve standards and resilience, and
therefore reduce burdens on the businesses that use
them, particularly their cyber insurance costs. I have
two asks of Government on this. First, as other Members
have done, I ask that we do this proportionately, as
change in this area may have a considerable impact on
small businesses—both on their MSP costs and their
direct costs. I also ask that we work hard to consider
how the legislation works with international law, particularly
as my experience is that a lot of MSPs, such as HelpDesk,
use overseas workforces.

I welcome the stronger reporting requirements. I recognise
the point made by the hon. Member for Bromsgrove
(Bradley Thomas) about his ten-minute rule Bill on
regulation and reporting. From a business perspective,
as long as there is clarity—the Bill sets out that there
will be greater clarity for business—we get honesty,
trust and a business environment in which people
understand what they have to do and when they have to
do it. The Bill moves us towards that.
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I also welcome the much stronger enforcement powers
in the Bill. That sends a real message to criminals that
there are significant risks to them. To businesses, I say
that money talks, and when there are stronger enforcement
risks to someone’s business, all of a sudden cyber-security
ends up higher up the corporate risk register.

As the Bill is implemented, I ask for genuine consultation
with industry. It is particularly important to note that
this is a framework Bill.

Kit Malthouse (North West Hampshire) (Con): The
hon. Gentleman is making a very interesting and pertinent
speech. I hope he will welcome the fact that the Bill
strengthens the requirement on companies to not only
look at prevention but have an adequate recovery plan.
Does he think that there is adequate sanction in the Bill
for those companies that are deemed not to have an
adequate recovery plan? My reading is that regulators
cannot necessarily fine for a negligent recovery. As the
hon. Gentleman said, the human factor so often matters,
but surely that matters as much in recovery as it does in
prevention.

Mike Reader: I think the Bill goes some way on that,
and it is clear that future legislation and guidance will
start to frame those issues. There are other ways that we
can drive businesses to improve their business resilience
planning. It is part of the standard Government
procurement process to require business continuity planning
to be demonstrated, and many large businesses in our
constituencies will be trying to transact with Government,
whether local or national, with the NHS or others.
Business resilience is also required at other times when
the state interacts with business; I think of procurement
particularly. My background is in one of those key areas.

I was just saying to the Minister that one concern
I have is that this is a framework Bill. There is to be a lot
of future guidance, so we need continued consultation—this
message has been made by others as well—so that the
standards are really clear. The legislation was getting
quite messy. We want to make it a lot clearer. We want
to be really clear with business, and we want to give
organisations early notice, so that they can adjust,
rather than springing this on business as we push to
address a real threat that has been recognised right
across industry.

I come back to my original point: we should consider
the human in the loop. When we set guidance and
requirements, we should look at how businesses think
about the human aspect, as well as the technocratic
solutions that would be in a business continuity plan or
similar. This is a necessary Bill. I support its aims and
focus. It signals real confidence to the market—to those
already operating in it, and to those who are coming to
invest in great places like Northampton, to build the
data centres and other infrastructure that we need.

3.23 pm

Alison Griffiths (Bognor Regis and Littlehampton)
(Con): I refer the House to my entry in the Register of
Members’ Financial Interests. I commend my right
hon. Friend the Member for Hertsmere (Sir Oliver
Dowden) and my hon. Friend the Member for Exmouth
and Exeter East (David Reed) for their excellent speeches.
I particularly associate myself with their comments on
the Computer Misuse Act 1990 and the need for an
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extension to our cyber-skills in this country. Before
entering this place, I worked professionally in cyber-security
and operational resilience, advising businesses of all
sizes on how to reduce the risk of cyber-attacks and
helping them to understand how far-reaching the
consequences of a cyber-breach can be from a commercial
perspective, and not just a technical one.

I am vice-Chair of the Business and Trade Committee,
and we have heard direct evidence for our report on
economic security from Marks & Spencer, Co-op and
Jaguar Land Rover, all of which suffered catastrophic
breaches last year. Although the attacks were different
in form and impact, as the shadow Secretary of State,
my hon. Friend the Member for Hornchurch and
Upminster (Julia Lopez), said, they shared a common
feature: they were driven by social engineering, not
technical failure. Human access was exploited, trust was
abused, and controls failed further up the chain. The
outcomes, however, were very different.

At Co-op, a more modern, secure-by-design IT
infrastructure enabled an early containment strategy,
limiting the impact on customers, stores and the bottom
line. Marks & Spencer, which had not prioritised early
replacement of legacy infrastructure, suffered months
of major disruption to customer-facing services and
retail logistics. The financial impact alone for M&S is in
the region of £300 million, or 45% of its prior year
pre-tax profits. Jaguar Land Rover was in a different
category altogether. There, the attack cut into operational
technology systems tightly integrated with manufacturing
operations, bringing production lines to a standstill and
disrupting just-in-time supply chains. That shutdown
cascaded far beyond a single company, directly impacting
numerous suppliers in the midlands regional economy,
as many Members have already mentioned, as well as
contributing to a measurable fall in UK GDP, estimated
to be in the region of £2 billion.

Those cases demonstrate that cyber-risk manifests in
three ways: operational risk, financial risk and reputational
risk. Too often, even at FTSE level, businesses and
boards fail to grasp that this is a potentially devastating
combination. I hear the same message repeatedly from
industry, including at the Financial Times Cyber Resilience
Summit in London, where I spoke at the end of last
year. There is frustration from CISOs—chief information
security officers—and security vendors that it can be
difficult to develop conversations with boards and audit
chairs to assign the appropriate resources and strategic
prioritisation. Businesses accept that standards must
rise, but they want regulation that is targeted, proportionate
and focused on prevention, rather than paperwork.

The Bill does some things well. Updating the 2018 NIS
framework, expanding coverage where it is genuinely
needed and strengthening enforcement powers are all
sensible in principle. Faster incident reporting has value,
but reporting alone is not resilience. There are gaps that
matter. First, the Bill does not go far enough on governance.
Cyber failures are governance failures. Responsibility
sits not only at board level, but clearly and specifically
with chairs and audit and risk committees, yet the Bill
stops short of driving meaningful accountability there.
Without that pressure, cyber will continue to be delegated
downward to IT and operations teams, rather than
being owned at the top.

Secondly, there is a risk of confusing activity with
preparedness. Increasing reporting obligations after an
incident does nothing to prevent the incident from
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occurring. Prevention is always better than cure, and
this legislation needs a stronger emphasis on baseline
capability, risk maturity and early intervention.

Thirdly, we must be careful about cost, capacity and
particularly enforcement. The implications for SMEs
are significant, particularly those that are pulled into
scope through supply chains. At the same time, regulators
cannot enforce what they are not resourced to oversee.
Without credible enforcement, the Bill risks becoming a
paper exercise and boards will respond accordingly.

Fourthly, the Bill needs to recognise the connection
between, and draw a clear distinction between, IT and
operational technology. What works for enterprise IT
systems may be inappropriate or even dangerous in OT
environments such as manufacturing, critical national
infrastructure, energy and logistics. Segregation, architecture
and the configuration of security devices must be assessed.
Risk profiles differ; controls differ. That nuance matters.

I want to be clear that the Opposition support the
aims of this Bill in principle. Cyber-resilience requires a
whole-of-society approach involving Government,
regulators, businesses and boards working together,
but if this legislation is to drive real change, it must
be enforceable, proportionate and grounded in how
organisations actually operate. Boards and audit committees
must feel the weight of responsibility, regulators must
have the tools and resources to act, and prevention must
be prioritised over post-incident form filling. The National
Cyber Security Centre has produced clear, practical
guidance for boards, and that should sit at the heart of
our approach. We need smarter regulation, properly
enforced, not just more of it.

3.30 pm

Amanda Martin (Portsmouth North) (Lab): I want to
start by saying happy new year to you, Madam Deputy
Speaker, to the staff, to all in this House and to the
residents of Portsmouth.

I thank the Minister for his introduction to the Bill
and for highlighting some of the major concerns that
cyber-insecurity has caused and continues to cause for
this country. I welcome the Cyber Security and Resilience
(Network and Information Systems) Bill because it
reflects a clear change of direction under a Labour
Government, moving from a fragmented and often
reactive approach to a cyber-security approach that is
strategic, cross-Government, resilient and focused on
national capability and everyday solutions. We have
heard it said many times in this House that the first duty
of any Government is to protect their citizens, and in
the modern world that duty must extend to the digital
systems we all rely on.

Cyber-attacks now pose a daily threat, not just to
Government systems but to the livelihoods and security
of people in Portsmouth, where major employers,
manufacturers, ports and supply chains are attacked
and the consequences are immediate and personal.
Production can stop overnight, wages can be put at risk
and sensitive personal data can be exposed. Constituents
in my city who work for, supply or depend on companies
such as Jaguar Land Rover have seen this reality at first
hand. When large engineering, retail and manufacturing
firms are targeted, the impact ripples far beyond their
head offices, reaching workers on the shop floor, contractors,
small local suppliers and customers whose orders are
delayed or cancelled.
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For a city like Portsmouth, which is built on defence,
maritime work, engineering skills and complex supply
chains, cyber-resilience is not an abstract policy or a
technical exercise; it is about protecting jobs, safeguarding
family incomes, maintaining confidence in the systems
that keep our city working, ensuring the security of the
public services people depend on every day, and ensuring
that our city’s residents are kept safe. Portsmouth city
council has been a target. In late 2024, its website was
hit by a cyber-attack called a distributed denial of
service—DDOS—attack by a pro-Russian hacking group.
The attack made it difficult for residents to access
council services online for a period of time. Fortunately,
no personal or council services were compromised, but
the attack demonstrated that even local public infrastructure
in places such as Portsmouth is a target for cyber-actors.
This is not just an abstract risk.

Local crime statistics show that cyber-crime is a lived
experience for Portsmouth residents. About 16% of
residents reported experiencing cyber-crime in a 12-month
period, including phishing attempts, online fraud and
accounts being hacked. As my hon. Friend the Member
for Harlow (Chris Vince) noted, not all these crimes are
reported as people feel embarrassed, alone or foolish.
That is how these crimes continue to proliferate through
our society. Local police crime figures also show significant
levels of harassment, malicious communications and
other online offences that are often instigated through
cyber-attacks. These are not just techie problems; they
translate into financial losses, practical inconveniences
and, most alarmingly, psychological harms and in some
cases people attempting to take their own lives because
of the damage that has been caused.

Yes, there is an economic cost to cyber-crime, but
there is also a human cost, and that is why this Bill
matters. It modernises the UK cyber-security framework
by strengthening baseline requirements, improving instant
reporting and extending protections to a wider range of
essential services and supply chains. Its three pillars are
welcome. It recognises that weaknesses in one organisation
can rapidly cascade across the entire economy, whether
it is through the actions of cyber-criminals or hostile
foreign actors. It recognises that cyber-crime is real and
its effects devastating.

This is not just about big business; as we have heard,
cyber-attacks disrupt NHS appointments, threaten energy
and water supplies, and prevent people from living their
daily lives. Last year alone, 11,000 NHS appointments
were lost due to cyber-attacks, and since 2024 at least
five direct cyber-attacks have been targeted at UK water
supplies—one of them targeted at Southern Water.
In 2025, it was reported that 62% of UK energy
organisations experience cyber-attacks.

Crucially, Labour recognises that cyber-security is
not only a technical issue, but a workforce and economic
one. Clearer standards and stronger oversight give businesses
the confidence to invest, raise resilience across the economy
and ensure that organisations are not left to face increasingly
sophisticated threats alone. The Bill rightly ensures that
breaches are reported swiftly within 24 hours, because
pace and speed are vital if we are to minimise the
domino effect of cyber-crime.

The Bill rightly gives regulators the flexibility and
powers they need to act as new threats emerge. That
comes with the assurance of resources and transparency,
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as well as a more consistent strategy, evidence and wider
clarity. That is particularly important for Portsmouth.
Our city is home to the Royal Navy, with one of
Europe’s most significant naval bases sitting alongside a
major commercial port, advanced engineering and
manufacturing activity and a university that recognises
expertise in cyber-crime and digital security. When our
city was blitzed in the second world war, we could see it
and act on it. Cyber-crime needs to be brought into the
light in the same way, so that we can all act on the
attacks that are happening and create a different culture
in which people do not hide and are not embarrassed to
say what has happened to them, their businesses or their
community.

Portsmouth already plays a vital role in our national
security and industrial base. It is not just a target, but a
part of the solution. I am proud that the University of
Portsmouth is recognised as a centre of cyber-expertise,
with leading research and collaboration on cyber-crime,
digital security and economic crime. Its centre for cyber-
crime and economic crime brings together multidisciplinary
experts studying cyber-crime courses, prevention and
resilience, and it works with community groups, schools
and local businesses to raise awareness and protect
people from cyber-crime. The university also conducts
advanced research into cyber-security systems and threat
detection through computing and behavioural science,
helping to develop real-world solutions that improve
organisation and national resilience. These efforts not
only support local households and employees, but grow
the skilled cyber workforce that the UK needs, which
links directly to the economic and security objectives of
the Bill.

The Bill lays the foundations for a more secure and
resilient Britain, and I am pleased to support its Second
Reading. In doing so, I seek reassurances and clarity
from the Minister on four key points. First, how will the
whole of Government work together to ensure that
Portsmouth, with its defence, maritime and manufacturing
base alongside thousands of small businesses, local
services and the public sector, is supported to benefit
fully from the Bill? Secondly, how will the Government
work with and reach all employers to strengthen knowledge
and skills, long-term economic resilience, accountability
and responsibility? Thirdly, how will the Bill be linked
to investment in cyber-skills and training, so that we are
not left without the people needed to make the changing
world an easier place to live?

Finally, how can we ensure that this is just the start of
the conversation? How can we use the Bill to help
change the culture around cyber-attacks so that individuals
and organisations can, yes, take responsibility and
ownership, but in a supportive environment, rather
than one that lays blame? How can we as MPs across
the House encourage openness among our constituents,
small businesses, large employers and the public sector
alike, so that together we can carry out the Government’s
first duty, which is to protect their citizens in a modern,
ever-changing world?

3.39 pm

Ben Lake (Ceredigion Preseli) (PC): It is a pleasure to
speak on Second Reading of the Bill. I am very pleased
to say that I support the Government’s introduction of
the Cyber Security and Resilience (Network and
Information Systems) Bill and welcome it as a very
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important first step in strengthening the protections of
the UK’s critical national infrastructure and because it
addresses many of the gaps that have been identified in
numerous implementation reviews in recent years.

Other right hon. and hon. Members have made the
point that the risk and harm inflicted by cyber-attacks
are significant and very real. Others have cited their
impact on a whole host of businesses and industrial
sectors and on society. We have heard about the harm
inflicted on NHS services, for example, and many Members
have referred to the attacks on JLR, the Co-op and
Marks & Spencer. The impact that the attacks had on
not only those businesses, but the wider supply chains
and local economies, is significant. As the Minister said
when he opened the debate, it is estimated that some
£14.7 billion is lost to the UK economy annually due to
cyber-attacks, which is the equivalent of 0.5% of GDP,
so it is right that the Government act to address these
risks and harms.

In doing so, the Government comply with one of the
calls of the strategic defence review, which stated that
the world has changed and, in listing the other, more
conventional threats that the country faces, specified
that daily cyber-attacks at home are something we need
to take very seriously. The Government are right to
bring forward the Bill. As other Members have made
very clear, the nature of cyber-crime and cyber-attacks
and the threat that they pose are ever evolving, so I have
a great deal of sympathy with the Government as they
endeavour to keep up with what is a very rapidly developing
industry and nature of threat.

Although I support the Bill and look forward to
working with Ministers as it passes through the House,
there are two points on which I would welcome clarity
or further consideration by Ministers. A few Members
have mentioned the importance of looking at our cyber-
resilience in a more holistic manner. Although technical
security and safety are very important, and the Bill goes
a long way to addressing those matters, it could perhaps
be strengthened by looking at our digital sovereignty.
Other Members have made the important point that we
need to consider supplier concentration in this field and
domestic capability. If we fail to do so, we risk long-term
dependency.

There are a few examples that I could draw on, but
I will use that of Microsoft deciding to suspend the use
of some of its services for justices in the International
Criminal Court. I am not saying that Microsoft is going
to threaten the UK Government or any of our services,
but that example illustrates the risk that if we, or
aspects of our economy or businesses, are overly dependent
on certain suppliers, we are vulnerable. It is right that
the Government have a way of preparing contingency
plans for that or, at the very least, that they consider the
potential impact of over-dependence on certain suppliers.

I wonder whether that consideration could be included
as part of the statement of strategic priorities that
part 3 of the Bill stipulates will be made by Ministers.
The statement could then look not only at technical
security as part of its cyber-resilience approach, but at
digital sovereignty and domestic capability. In that regard,
it would be not too dissimilar to some of the efforts we
are starting to see from European partners. France and
Germany are starting to undertake similar strategies
and reviews of their domestic capability and potential
over-reliance on certain suppliers.
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My second and final point is to seek clarity from the
Minister when he sums up on the directions to certain
bodies and persons for national security purposes in
part 4 of the Bill. If we accept that the nature of the
cyber-threat and the risk to cyber-security are ever
evolving, it will be impossible for any one piece of
legislation to encompass all the possible dangers we may
face. In order to try to future-proof the Bill, especially
against national emergencies or crises, I wonder whether
Ministers should consider even further last-resort powers,
particularly to enable them to direct the shutdown of
any domestic data centres or Al systems in the event
of a security or operational emergency. I ask that because
I am not entirely clear whether the powers already listed
in the Bill allow Ministers to do that. If they do not, I
ask the Government to consider such powers, so that
they are able to intervene appropriately in the event of a
future national crisis or emergency caused by Al systems
in particular data centres. Such events could cause
large-scale harm to the public, especially in the very rare
but hopefully unlikely scenario in which the designated
persons who are otherwise responsible for those systems
refuse to co-operate with the Government.

Having raised those two points, I wish to underline
my support for the Government’s efforts in this regard.
I very much welcome the Bill and its Second Reading.

3.45 pm

Emily Darlington (Milton Keynes Central) (Lab):
I welcome the Bill and the cyber action plan for public
services, which was published today. As we have heard
from right hon. and hon. Members’ many great speeches
today, this is so important to the UK economy and
public.

Despite being one of the smaller countries in the
world, we are still one of the biggest targets for cyber-attacks.
In the past 12 months, there has been some good news:
only four in 10 businesses and three in 10 charities have
had cyber-security breaches—the figures are down on
the previous year. However, there has been a huge
increase in nationally significant cyber-incidents, which
have more than doubled in the past year, including the
malicious cyber-attacks on critical infrastructure by
Russia and China.

These matters are important to companies based in
Milton Keynes Central, where one in three jobs are in
technology. Milton Keynes is a leader in the development
of AI and tech services, including in legal services,
financial services and autonomous vehicles. Those
companies have experienced cyber-attacks, so the Bill is
very welcome. The difficulty is that it misses a huge
portion of the discussion, and Ministers have somewhat
neglected to mention sovereign technology in their
comments or in the strategy. I hope that they will do so
in the wind-up.

One role of sovereign technology is to fight cyber-crime.
There are many definitions of sovereign technology, so
what does it actually mean? To me, most of the public
and the industry, it means UK innovation and technology.
It is developed in the UK and is UK-owned intellectual
property. It means a company paying UK taxes. Most
importantly, it means a UK company being accountable
to the UK. The Government have talked a lot about
their commitment to developing and securing sovereignty,
but that needs to be extended to all critical technology
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and infrastructure. Not only is that important in cyber-
security terms, but it has other advantages, too: it is
good for the economy, creates innovation and sets the
highest standards, and it thereby gets public support
and confidence and achieves small business support for
absorbing the innovation. It achieves growth by creating
not only UK customers, but—ambitiously—worldwide
customers.

The Government have done that quite well in the
past. They have created safe and secure solutions. Crown
Hosting Data Centres is a really good example of a
joint venture between the Government and Ark Data
Centres. Unfortunately, only 3% to 4% of Government
servers actually use it, and we must ask why. What are
we doing to promote safe and secure solutions in the
UK that would help us to fight for cyber-security and
ensure that it is promoted across the public sector, and
to ensure that those solutions gain support in the private
sector? Instead of using Crown Hosting Data Centres,
many are using ones run by foreign firms with securities
and standards developed outside the UK. Outages at
Amazon Web Services in cloud hosting have cost business
millions.

Let us look at other areas where the public rightly
worry about cyber-attacks and cyber-security, such as
NHS data. We have heard about the impact of cyber-crimes
on the NHS and on lives, but it also impacts public
confidence. Palantir has a £330 million contract to
bring together all NHS data. That is a fantastic initiative
and really important, and the public support it because
they do not want to have to repeat their health story to
each and every doctor, nurse or other health professional
that they meet. The difficulty is that using a foreign firm
with some questionable alliances has led to an erosion
of public trust and to a lack of trust among doctors,
slowing the take-up of this important innovation in
NHS services. That is partly because the co-founder of
Palantir called our pride in the NHS “Stockholm
syndrome”. Unfortunately, he misunderstands the very
body to which he is selling services and is thereby
eroding public trust. [ know many UK firms that could
have done just as good a job—and probably better,
because trust among the public and doctors would have
increased.

We hear that Palantir has just won a £240 million
contract with the Ministry of Defence for

“data analytics capabilities supporting critical strategic, tactical
and live operational decision making across classifications”.

Again, it is hugely important that we are using the latest
technology to promote our MOD and that we are tying
all that up. I do not think anybody in this House has
concerns about the MOD making these kinds of
investments; it is who we choose to partner with that
drives the concern.

As I have already argued, the reality is that cyber-security
has to be UK-focused. We have to protect our national
interest and ensure that our partners put our national
interest and cyber-security first and foremost. The views
of organisations such as Palantir on the NHS and its
integration into US Immigration and Customs
Enforcement—otherwise known as ICE—Ilead us to
worry that it does not share UK values. It creates a
strategic vulnerability. That is what the sector is saying
to us, and we should listen to it. Cyber-security is not
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just about reporting; it is about the investments we
make ahead of time. Imagine if those two contracts and
their economic opportunities had been given to UK
firms. There would be enhanced UK-based cyber-security
and greater confidence in our most critical areas of
health and the military.

Let me raise another example which, if The Daily
Telegraph is correct, I am sure will raise significant
public trust concerns. It has reported today that the
Government are considering using Starlink for the
emergency services network, replacing the existing radio
set-up that is used by ambulances, police and the fire
service in an emergency—our most critical infrastructure.
This company is controlled by a man who has shown
his willingness to turn off satellites in Ukraine at his
own political whim.

Cameron Thomas (Tewkesbury) (LD): The hon. Lady
is making a really important point about Elon Musk’s
Starlink system, but will she go a little further and
recognise that not only has Elon Musk switched off
Starlink in Ukraine at will, but he has done so on
occasions that might have turned the tide of the war?

Emily Darlington: I thank the hon. Member for raising
that point. It is important to note that Elon Musk
turned off Starlink at very strategic points for the
Ukrainian military when it was advancing on Russian-held
territory. It is not just that he chose to turn it off; he
chose to turn it off at a critical time for the Ukrainian
military. | worry that somebody who chooses to do that,
and who encourages violence among the UK public at a
far-right rally, at which he said,

“Whether you choose violence or not, violence is coming to
you. You either fight back or you die”,
is not an appropriate or safe partner for our emergency
services.

I absolutely support the comments made by my right
hon. Friend the Member for Oxford East (Anneliese
Dodds) about transparency, and about some of the
actions being taken by those who have been willing to
stand up to these companies and demand transparency.
While that is probably not the subject of today’s debate,
I think we must take those actions as a warning for what
is to come.

I welcome the Bill and the action plan, but to truly
make the UK safe and secure from state-sponsored or
criminal cyber-attacks, we need to ensure that there is a
UK sovereign infrastructure, capacity and capability.
The Government can lead the way through their own
procurement practices by making sure we are partnering
with UK sovereign firms. That is good for security,
good for protecting us against cyber-attacks, and good
for the economy and public trust.

3.57 pm

Andrew Cooper (Mid Cheshire) (Lab): It is a privilege
to follow my hon. Friend the Member for Milton Keynes
Central (Emily Darlington), who made a fantastic speech.
I do not think mine will be of quite the same quality,
but I will do my best.

Having spent my career prior to entering this place as
a software developer, it is perhaps not so much a pleasure
as a blast of nostalgia to be speaking on this Bill today.
The Bill provides for an important and long-overdue
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update to the NIS regulations, and provides the means
to keep those regulations up to date more quickly as
new threats emerge. That was a massive gap in our
capability left behind by the rather haphazard and
cavalier manner of our departure from the EU, and it is
absolutely right that we resolve it as soon as we can.

It is a cliché to say that the nature of the threats we
face has changed. Whether it is state-sponsored cyber-
attacks, hacktivism, identity theft or ransomware attacks,
those threats can have a widespread and significant
impact on people’s lives, on the wider economy, and on
our safety and security. Many Members from across the
House have noted the cyber-attack on Jaguar Land Rover
—which led to that company posting a loss of £485 million
last year and, as I think we heard earlier, to a £2 billion
impact on the wider economy—and the Co-op infiltration,
which cost that retailer at least £206 million. However,
this is not a new issue, and virtually no area of the
economy has not experienced attempts to penetrate its
systems and cause disruption or steal data.

Cameron Thomas: The hon. Member speaks of the
cyber-attacks on Jaguar Land Rover and the Co-op.
Those who pay council tax to Gloucester city council
have concerns that following a Russian cyber-attack in
2021, that council recently discovered a £17.5 million
deficit. Will the hon. Member recognise that too?

Andrew Cooper: I thank the hon. Member for his
intervention. I confess that [ am not an expert on the IT
of Gloucester city council, but I am sure the Minister
has heard his intervention, and may wish to respond in
his summing up.

I welcome the measures in the Bill to bring managed
service providers and data centre infrastructure into
scope. When I began my career working on hotel reservation
systems, legacy on-premise infrastructure was the standard
operating practice. Some organisations would develop
their own line of business systems and some would buy
in, but virtually all would be hosted on their own
servers, often with clever names such as Spartacus,
Xena or Buffy the Vampire Slayer—names that I worked
with over the years.

That situation changed for a whole pile of reasons,
such as the need to support more public access, the
requirement to facilitate more home working, huge
increases in the speed of domestic and business broadband,
the need to provide failover, redundancy and scaling,
the shift away from big capital investment towards
infrastructure as a service, and wanting to benefit from
more rapid roll-out of features and applications that
require significant server infrastructure behind them,
such as we have seen more recently with Al. Systems
have been moving virtually wholesale to those that are
managed remotely and sandboxed to multiple organisations,
and towards virtual servers or services in data centres,
rather than on-premise tin.

Bringing these two areas into scope is obvious, and it
is long overdue. I offer a note of caution about this part
of the Bill, and it relates to the threshold at which the
regulations apply. For managed service providers, we
need to ensure that we are providing appropriate levels
of cyber-security without blocking new entrants to the
market. That applies to critical suppliers, too. The risk
is that we end up boosting the hegemony of the big
outsourcers and IT suppliers, rather than being able to
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support new domestic entrants. There is a risk of vendor
lock-in, as we have heard several times today. Equally,
the threshold on data centres appears to have been set
so high that only larger ones will be in scope. I hope that
the Minister will keep both of those points under review
as the Bill progresses and think about how we can
strengthen this provision to strike the right balance.

The other area of the Bill that I want to talk about
relates to the regulators. The Minister set out in his
opening remarks why he believes a sectoral approach is
appropriate, and there is merit to that argument. Sectoral
regulators have deep, long-standing institutional knowledge
and they understand how the processes work in their
sector. However, as I touched on earlier, the consequences
of failure are enormous, with real-world impacts on
people’s everyday lives. We should not expect an overarching
cyber regulator to have the domain-specific knowledge
of the water sector or the air traffic control sector, and
nor should we expect every sectoral regulator to carry
the expertise of how modern scalable data centres that
detect faults automatically and automatically failover
to different regions or different jurisdictions work. We
just need to think about what the priority of an individual
sectoral regulator will be, because it will not necessarily
be cyber-security. We have to get the balance right, and
we need to listen to the sectoral expertise on that.

In conclusion, this Bill is an important and long-overdue
update to the UK’s cyber-security framework. I look
forward to working with the Government to get the
scope and scale of these regulations right and to ensure
that all the systems that we rely on every day are secure
in the face of current and emerging threats.

4.3 pm

Dr Ben Spencer (Runnymede and Weybridge) (Con):
The cyber Bill should be one of the most fundamentally
important pieces of legislation the House will consider
in this Parliament, because the UK’s cyber-resilience is
a cornerstone of the foremost duty of Government: the
protection of the people.

The shadow Secretary of State has already made
clear that His Majesty’s official Opposition appreciate
the urgent need to act to protect our society, our economy
and our security in the face of growing and evolving
cyber-security risks. The cyber Bill, however, is a Bill of
missed opportunities. It would not have stopped the
JLR or Marks & Spencer cyber-attacks. It is silent on
the threats from hostile state actors, and it does not
answer the fundamental question of: if NIS1 was not
enforced, what difference will further regulations make?

Cyber-security is key to our national security. It is too
important an issue to play partisan politics with. As a
responsible Opposition, we will work with the Government
to get the approach to this legislation correct.

Many Members have made insightful contributions
today. My right hon. Friend the Member for Hertsmere
(Sir Oliver Dowden), who has great experience in this
regard, raised the issue of hostile state actors and gave
the Ministers some practical advice on which I hope
they will reflect. My hon. Friend the Member for Exmouth
and Exeter East (David Reed) spoke about his professional
experience and about the need for proportionate regulations
and modification of the Computer Misuse Act 1990,
which was mentioned by several other Members. My
hon. Friend the Member for Bromsgrove (Bradley Thomas)
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made an important point about physical technology
and the risk of threats from cellular modules. My hon.
Friend the Member for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton
(Alison Griffiths) also spoke about her own experience
and, in particular, about the importance of the
Government’s ensuring that the Bill has an impact. The
hon. Member for Ceredigion Preseli (Ben Lake) mentioned
digital sovereignty, another important issue which we
have discussed on many occasions in this place.

We also heard from the hon. Member for Warwick
and Leamington (Matt Western), the Chair of the Select
Committee; from the hon. Members for Newcastle upon
Tyne Central and West (Dame Chi Onwurah) and for
South East Cornwall (Anna Gelderd); from the right
hon. Member for Oxford East (Anneliese Dodds); and
from the hon. Members for Congleton (Sarah Russell),
for Northampton South (Mike Reader), for Portsmouth
North (Amanda Martin), for Milton Keynes Central
(Emily Darlington), and for Mid Cheshire (Andrew
Cooper).

The gravest and the most pernicious risks to UK
cyber-security go completely unaddressed by this Bill.
Cyber is the emerging battlefield of state security, with
hostile state actors ramping up their efforts to disrupt
our society, our economy and our democracy apace.
Time and again in this Parliament, the Government
have baulked at acknowledging the elephant—or, in this
case, the dragon—in the room when it comes to matters
of national security. Last year the director of GCHQ,
the UK’s intelligence and cyber-security agency, confirmed
that it devotes more resource to China than any other
single mission.

The evidence is clear: the Chinese Communist party
is one of the greatest national security threats that our
country faces. In November last year, Mr Speaker took
the exceptional step of circulating a briefing from MIS
warning of the widespread efforts of individuals and
organisations working on behalf of the Chinese Ministry
of State Security to target Parliament for intelligence
gathering. In the intervening weeks we have learned that
Home Office systems were accessed, apparently by a
Chinese state-affiliate group. Reports have circulated
that the attack is linked to the Chinese gang Storm 1849,
previously connected with cyber-attacks on MPs and
the Electoral Commission. Furthermore, in December
2025 the Government confirmed that they had sanctioned
two Chinese companies for perpetrating what they described
as indiscriminate cyber-attacks on the UK public and
private sector IT systems.

These are not isolated incidents. They are evidence of
a concerted and intensifying campaign on the part of
the Chinese Communist party and its affiliates to undermine
vital public services and UK businesses. How our country,
and how our democratic allies and partners, face the
threat of hostile state actors, working in concert, is an
epoch-defining challenge. It is a challenge that we must
meet, or we will live to regret it.

It is no coincidence that several recent cyber-incidents
have targeted organs of Government, with malicious
actors rightly perceiving that many of our Departments
are the weakest links in the cyber-security ecosystem.
The National Audit Office’s 2025 report on Government
cyber-resilience laid bare the inconsistent, and in some
cases glacial, progress of the Government in making
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effective improvements in cyber-resilience. Last month’s
attack on Home Office IT systems is a stark reminder of
the urgency of improving Government cyber-security.
His Majesty’s official Opposition have received a clear
message from cyber-industry stakeholders: the Government
should be leading from the front and setting the standard
for effective cyber-resilience. I am pleased that the
Government managed, at the last moment, to push out
the cyber action plan today. It acknowledges the challenge,
but how it will ensure that change is delivered is unclear.

Attacks on household names such as Jaguar Land
Rover, Marks & Spencer and the Co-op have raised
public awareness of the risks we face, with consumer
supply chains interrupted and jobs put in peril. However,
the Bill would not have prevented those attacks had it
been in force when they took place. Given the constraints
on public finances as a result of the Chancellor’s reckless
Budget decisions, the Government need to ask themselves
how many cyber-attacks of the magnitude of that on
JLR we can afford to bankroll. The Government must
undertake an urgent review to identify companies whose
failure as the result of a cyber-attack would present a
comparable risk to the UK economy to that on JLR.

Failing to address all the urgent problems will leave
an open goal for malicious cyber-actors to undermine
the UK’s security and prosperity. The House is unlikely
to revisit cyber-security legislation for some time. The
threat to our economy and national security from malicious
cyber-actors is one of the most serious we face as a
country.

In the parliamentary debate after M15’s China espionage
briefing, the Minister for Security pledged to strengthen
the legislative tools available to disrupt the threat. Why
not use the opportunity presented by the Bill to address
that head-on? We stand ready to work with the Government
to stand up for and protect our country, and to prevent
the Bill from becoming yet another missed opportunity.

4.11 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Science,
Innovation and Technology (Kanishka Narayan): First
and foremost, I thank all Members for their contributions
to the debate. I am glad that the House has welcomed
the Bill, with deep expertise shown by Members on
both sides of the House. Of course, Members have
asked questions and I will try to share the Government’s
approach. Before that, let me set out what is at stake.

The UK is the most cyber-attacked country in Europe.
In 2024, more than 600,000 businesses were subject to a
cyber-attack, the average cost of which was just over
£190,000. The cost of cyber-attacks to UK businesses
in aggregate is estimated to be £14.7 billion a year. The
personal experience of my hon. Friend the Member for
Northampton South (Mike Reader) is on my mind, as
well the facts that my hon. Friend the Member for
Warwick and Leamington (Matt Western) shared, such
as the most common password in this country being
“password”, and, indeed, the comments of my hon.
Friend the Member for Mid Cheshire (Andrew Cooper)
about Buffy the Vampire Slayer being an effective name
deployed in some contexts. The combination of aggregate
impacts and such personal experiences is the motivation
for the Bill.

National security is the first responsibility of any

Government. Cyber-threats have grown and the previous
Government failed to move fast enough in the light of
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that. This Government are acting robustly to ensure
that the British public are secure. The big message is,
“Let’s ditch legacy systems and platforms and move to
a more secure future.” We have done that by ditching
the Conservative party; it is time to do it across our
economy.

Let me deal with some of the themes that hon.
Members raised, especially threats from Al that will
emerge in future. The right hon. Member for Hertsmere
(Sir Oliver Dowden) and my hon. Friend the Member
for Congleton (Sarah Russell) mentioned those threats.
AT will almost certainly continue to make elements of
cyber-intrusion operations more effective and efficient,
and cyber-threats more frequent and intense. That is
why it is important that organisations take steps to
bolster their cyber-defences. Under the Bill, organisations
must have regard to the state of the art when maintaining
the security of their network and information systems.
That applies not only to cyber-defences, but to cyber-threats.

The right hon. Member for Hertsmere mentioned
agentic Al, and I am conscious that it will be a particular
risk. A significant source of mitigation must be the
quality of our capability in the private sector, but also in
the public sector. I pay tribute to the work of the Al
Security Institute, which is right at the frontier of
understanding the risk of agentic Al.

Several Members asked questions about scope. Of
course, there is a significant risk across our economy,
but we have chosen to focus, as NIS regulations have
historically done, on essential services, the failure of
whose network and information systems poses imminent
threat to life to the British public. For that reason, the
scope of the Bill is tight. That is not to say that other
businesses should not do a great deal to protect themselves
against cyber-attacks. However, the Government need
assurances that the resilience to cyber-attack of essential
services, the disruption of which would have the most
profound consequences for public safety, national security
and economic stability, is prioritised. Of course, businesses
outside the scope of the Bill should make it a critical
business priority to gain the same assurance without the
need for as much Government intervention.

I am aware of the points made by my hon. Friends
the Members for Lichfield (Dave Robertson) and for
Warwick and Leamington, the Chair of the Joint
Committee on the National Security Strategy, as well as
by my hon. Friend the Member for Newcastle upon
Tyne Central and West (Dame Chi Onwurah), the Chair
of the Science, Innovation and Technology Committee,
on Jaguar Land Rover. In that instance, the Government
acted swiftly in exceptional circumstances by providing
a £1.5 billion loan guarantee to protect jobs, support
businesses in the supply chain, and preserve this vital
part of British industry. However, as the hon. Member
for Exmouth and Exeter East (David Reed) noted, that
should not be the expectation on Government; businesses
must look to their own defences as a matter of corporate
responsibility.

David Reed: Will the Minister give way on that point?

Kanishka Narayan: I might just make a bit of progress.

My hon. Friend the Member for Warwick and
Leamington mentioned the food sector and food retailers,
given recent attacks. Following the attacks on Marks &
Spencer and Harrods, my hon. Friend the Minister for
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Food Security and Rural Affairs has written to and
engaged deeply with the chief executive officers of
major food retailers to advise on how the food sector
can best protect itself from cyber-threats.

There is a broader question about sectors that are not
regulated by this Bill, which has been raised by numerous
Members from across the House. The fact that a sector
is not regulated under the Bill does not mean that
organisations in it cannot protect themselves against
cyber-attacks. As I said, the Bill is not designed to cover
every sector. Where sectors are covered by existing
regulations, and where the Government do not consider
it essential to regulate a sector through the Bill, we have
taken a proportionate approach. Introducing blanket
coverage for whole new sectors would create extensive
regulatory burdens for more of our economy, stifling
economic growth. At the same time, this Bill will enable
the Government to bring more sectors into scope in the
future, and to take swift action if national security is
at risk.

The Bill sits alongside a series of actions that the
Government have taken. I highlight in particular the
fact that the Government have written to UK businesses
and trade bodies across sectors to make sure that they
are embedding cyber essentials across their supply chains,
that they are making cyber-resilience a board-level priority,
and that the NCSC'’s early warning system and advice is
heeded.

Both Conservative Front Benchers, the Liberal Democrat
spokesperson, the hon. Member for Harpenden and
Berkhamsted (Victoria Collins), and my hon. Friend
the Member for Congleton spoke about coverage of the
public sector. The public sector requires a significant
step change in cyber and digital resilience. As has been
mentioned numerous times, today we have published
the Government’s cyber action plan, backed by £210 million
of investment. The plan takes decisive action and holds
Government Departments accountable for their cyber-
security and resilience, as well as providing them with
more direct support and services, and co-ordinating
responses to fast-moving incidents.

I will take up the point made by the right hon.
Member for New Forest East (Sir Julian Lewis) about
the juiciness of local government digital provision. I share
his enthusiasm. The Government’s cyber action plan
takes into account wider Government and public sector
coverage. In fact, it strengthens, clarifies and joins up
how lead Government Departments hold the wider
public sector, including local government, to account
for improved and equivalent cyber-resilience.

I will make an observation about the points raised
about not just reporting and assessment, but recovery
and resilience. I flag to hon. Members from right across
the House that our proposals for security and resilience
requirements are being prepared for secondary legislation.
They will align with the NCSC’s cyber assessment
framework, which relates to effective response and recovery.
A consultation is likely in the year ahead.

There were a series of questions and comments about
regulators, and proportionate and effective regulation.
The Bill allows regulators to make sure that they are
well resourced to carry out their duties, and can charge
reasonable fees to cover more of the cost of their
activities under the regime. It will enhance the regulators’
impact by ensuring clearer information gateways and
increased incident reporting, and establishes a unified
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set of objectives. The shadow Secretary of State talked
about regulators not finding enough incidents, and
about them finding too many, but I will let her work out
the obvious contradiction in her position.

I say in response to the right hon. Member for
Hertsmere that there is clear scope for Al capability to
be used in triage. [ very much hope that the reviews that
the Secretary of State must undertake—they are embedded
in the Bill’s requirements—will ensure that we look at
efficient ways that regulators can do that.

The Chair of the Science, Innovation and Technology
Committee, my hon. Friend the Member for Newcastle
upon Tyne Central and West, made a point about the
frequency and quality of the reviews of the regime in
this Bill. The Department for Science, Innovation and
Technology will monitor and evaluate the new framework
in reviewing the effectiveness of the regime. The Bill
requires the Secretary of State to lay before Parliament
a report on the operation of certain NIS legislation,
and to publish one at least every five years. It will be an
extensive review, so we want to make sure that it is
proportionate, rather than overly frequent. The
commitments made by the Secretary of State to the
Chair relate primarily to the Bill.

In response to the points made by my hon. Friends
the Members for Warwick and Leamington, and for
Mid Cheshire, about the possibility of a cross-sectoral
cyber regulation approach, I flag that 12 regulators are
responsible for enforcing this regime, because different
sectors rely on different technologies, and have very
different risk attitudes and responses to vulnerabilities.
It is right that we use sector expertise to address sector-
specific issues.

The hon. Member for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton
(Alison Griffiths) made an appropriate point about
enterprise IT and operational technology being
differentiated. That is why we have used a sectoral lens;
it is a very tractable way of differentiating the risk
factors. We have set out a sectoral approach, but that
does not preclude the Secretary of State from setting
out, in a statement of strategic priorities, the possibility
of co-ordination and information sharing across regulators.

In response to the points made by the Liberal Democrat
spokesperson, the hon. Member for Harpenden and
Berkhamsted, as well as the hon. Member for Exmouth
and Exeter East, about making sure that incident thresholds
are clear and proportionate, the 24-hour light-touch
notification requirement is proportionate. All that is
needed is information alerting the regulator and the
National Cyber Security Centre to the nature of the
incident; the system does not rely on over-regulation.
With the exception of data centres, reportable incidents
that affect operators of essential services would need to
have affected the operation of significant network and
information systems right across the entity, and to have
a significant national security impact.! That is extremely
unlikely to include minor matters, such as the receipt of
a phishing email.

The Chair of the Treasury Committee, my hon. Friend
the Member for Hackney South and Shoreditch (Dame
Meg Hillier), made a point about financial services
organisations, and I respond simply by flagging that
UK financial services are resilient against cyber-threats.
The threats are of course growing, but the regulatory

1.[Official Report, 29 January 2026; Vol. 779, ¢. I0WC.] (Correction)
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approach taken by the Financial Conduct Authority,
the Prudential Regulation Authority and the Bank of
England were some of the sources for the approach we
have taken in this Bill. Regulatory overlap was mentioned;
this Government will make sure that businesses that
have to navigate multiple regulatory frameworks with
multiple services will face minimal burdens. We will
work with our regulators and international authorities,
including those in the EU, on the implementation of
the Bill.

Turning to the impact on business, and the Bill ensuring
a proportional approach to security, the Government
will regulate only when that is necessary to protect our
economy and our country from serious harm. A single
attack can disrupt hospitals, transport and vital services,
putting lives at risk, and we will not gamble with our
economy or our people’s safety. The cost of doing
nothing is, of course, too great. As I have mentioned,
cyber-attacks drain almost £15 billion a year from UK
businesses. At the same time, this Bill takes a proportionate
approach to ensuring the safety of British people.

Board-level responsibility was brought up by a number
of Members from across the House. I simply say that all
business leaders need to take responsibility for their
organisation’s cyber-resilience. On 13 October last year,
the Government wrote to chief executives, requesting
that they make cyber-security a board-level responsibility.
The Government’s new cyber governance code of practice
focuses on the governance of cyber risk specifically, and
we will consider using secondary legislation to require
companies to clarify their cyber-security responsibilities
at board level.

A number of Members raised the issue of the effect
on small and medium-sized businesses. Growth is the
Government’s No. 1 mission, and small businesses are
the engine room of that growth. They provide many of
our most important services. That is exactly why small
and, particularly, micro-sized managed or digital services
are exempt from regulation under this Bill. They can be
regulated only if they are designated as critical suppliers,
and there will be an extremely high bar for designation.
That should answer the question from my hon. Friend
the Member for Mid Cheshire about companies meeting
the bar for designation. A point was made about the
ability of small businesses to tell quickly whether they
are in scope. The regulator will complete an investigation
process, which will include giving notices and having
consultations with relevant businesses, prior to confirming
whether an organisation meets the criteria for being in
scope. That process needs to be robust, but we hope to
make sure that those regulatory processes are proportionate,
too.

I turn to a critical question from my hon. Friend the
Member for Milton Keynes Central (Emily Darlington),
my right hon. Friend the Member for Oxford East
(Anneliese Dodds) and the hon. Member for Ceredigion
Preseli (Ben Lake) on long-term sovereignty and capability
in this country. Over the last decade and a half, the
Conservative party in government sold this country’s
strategic leverage over the primary sector, software and
digital infrastructure. We will not repeat that mistake.
We have already committed, right across the board, to
extremely robust digital sovereignty measures. We have
committed £500 million to a sovereign Al fund. We
have made sure that there are tens of billions of pounds
pouring into this country as capital infrastructure for



229 Cyber Security and Resilience Bill

Al, and British firms like Nscale are right at the heart of
that. There is an advanced market commitment to
cloud compute, to make sure that British companies are
right at the heart of the provision of core infrastructure
in future. Through the British Business Bank, we are
committing tens of billions.

David Reed: We talk about sovereign capability, but
how can we have fully sovereign capability when we do
not own the means of production of most advanced
chips?

Kanishka Narayan: I point the hon. Member to a
thriving compound semiconductor cluster in south Wales,
as well as chip manufacturing companies. If he doubts
how advanced Arm is—the primary chip design company
in the world—I would advise him to read a primer on
the chip company supply chain.

The Government are pursuing a clear sense of digital
sovereignty. On China, I flag that we are taking stronger
action to protect our national security, including our
critical national infrastructure, as well as making sure
that, where appropriate, we look for opportunities for
co-operation. The national security strategy, the independent
review of state threat legislation and our new powers on
counter-terrorism will make sure that we do that.

I am conscious that I am testing your patience, Madam
Deputy Speaker, so I will simply flag a final point. The
“whole society” approach was mentioned by a number
of right hon. and hon. Members. We are making a
series of investments in skills to ensure that young
people are inspired to pursue careers in cyber-security.
On the points made by my hon. Friends the Members
for South East Cornwall (Anna Gelderd), and for
Portsmouth North (Amanda Martin), I am deeply
passionate about ensuring that young people—young
women and girls, in particular—in their areas, Wales
and across the country pursue thriving careers in cyber-
security.

National security is the first responsibility of this
Government. The Bill could not be more necessary for
confronting developments in global cyber-threat. I thank
all right hon. and hon. Members for their engagement
with the Bill as it progresses. I encourage them to
engage deeply. To all rogue organisations with hackers
at the helm—I do not just mean the Conservative
party—I say this: your time is up. With this Bill, we will
make sure that the British public are secure.

Question put and agreed to.
Bill accordingly read a Second time.

CYBER SECURITY AND RESILIENCE
(NETWORK AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS)
BILL: PROGRAMME

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 834(7) ),

That the following provisions shall apply to the Cyber Security
and Resilience (Network and Information Systems) Bill:

Commiittal
(1) The Bill shall be committed to a Public Bill Committee.
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Proceedings in Public Bill Committee
(2) Proceedings in the Public Bill Committee shall (so far as

not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion on Thursday
5 March 2026.

(3) The Public Bill Committee shall have leave to sit twice on
the first day on which it meets.
Consideration and Third Reading

(4) Proceedings on Consideration shall (so far as not previously
concluded) be brought to a conclusion one hour before the
moment of interruption on the day on which those proceedings
are commenced.

(5) Proceedings on Third Reading shall (so far as not previously
concluded) be brought to a conclusion at the moment of interruption
on that day.

(6) Standing Order No. 83B (Programming committees) shall
not apply to proceedings on Consideration and Third Reading.
Other proceedings

(7) Any other proceedings on the Bill may be programmed.—( Jade
Botterill.)

Question agreed to.

CYBER SECURITY AND RESILIENCE
(NETWORK AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS)
BILL (MONEY)

King’s recommendation signified.

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 52(1)(a)),
That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Cyber
Security and Resilience (Network and Information Systems) Bill,
it is expedient to authorise the payment out of money provided by
Parliament of:

(1) any expenditure incurred under or by virtue of the Act by
the Secretary of State or another public authority, and

2) any increase attributable to the Act in the sums payable
under or by virtue of any other Act out of money so provided.—( Jade
Botterill.)

Question agreed to.

CYBER SECURITY AND RESILIENCE
(NETWORK AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS)
BILL (WAYS AND MEANS)

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 52(1)(a)),
That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Cyber

Security and Resilience (Network and Information Systems) Bill,
it is expedient to authorise:

(1) the imposition of charges under or by virtue of the Act;
and

(2) the payment of sums into the Consolidated Fund.—(Jade
Botterill.)

Question agreed to.

CYBER SECURITY AND RESILIENCE
(NETWORK AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS)
BILL (CARRY-OVER)

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 80A(1)(a)),

That if, at the conclusion of this Session of Parliament, proceedings
on the Cyber Security and Resilience (Network and Information
Systems) Bill have not been completed, they shall be resumed in
the next Session.—(Jade Botterill.)

Question agreed to.
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Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House
do now adjourn.—(Jade Botterill.)

4.28 pm

Calum Miller (Bicester and Woodstock) (LD): It is
my privilege to represent a beautiful part of England’s
countryside. Stretching from the Chilterns in the east to
the Cotswolds in the west, it is criss-crossed by a network
of rivers that define the geography of the area. The
largest of these is the River Cherwell, which flows from
its origin in Northamptonshire for about 40 miles south,
where it joins the Thames in Oxford. My constituency
also hosts two major highways: the M40 and the A34. It
is the proximity of the A34 to the River Cherwell that
created both the setting and the opportunity for a major
environmental crime to be committed.

In late October, I was knocking on doors in Kidlington
when a conversation opened my eyes. The resident—not
particularly interested in politics—was ready to close
the door when he said, “Actually, my housemate Billy
might want to talk to you.” He shouted upstairs and
Billy came down. Billy Burnell is a local angler who
knows the River Cherwell inside out. He showed me
photos and videos of a vast waste dump beside the
river. This was not fly-tipping—it was industrial-scale
organised criminal dumping.

It quickly became clear that this was not new. Billy
and others had been raising concerns for months. The
Environment Agency had visited the site on 2 July with
local council officers and determined it was a major
incident, which the EA took responsibility for addressing.
Yet local anglers, farmers and residents saw dumping
continue through the summer.

What emerged was staggering: around 20,000 tonnes
of waste had been dumped illegally on a floodplain
beside the River Cherwell, close to the A34. You had to
see it to believe it—and many people did, thanks to
media coverage that went viral due to its shocking
nature. This mountain of waste was one of the most
serious cases of criminal dumping anywhere in the
country.

We quickly had an energetic response from local
councillors like Laura Gordon and Gemma Coton, and
campaigners stepped up too. Environmental groups
including Friends of the Thames helped to amplify the
concerns across Oxfordshire and nationally. Around
Kidlington, a parliamentary petition gathered nearly
1,000 signatures, which I presented here on 9 December
following a series of interventions: my oral question to
the Minister on 13 November, my urgent question on
17 November, the question of my right hon. Friend the
Member for Kingston and Surbiton (Ed Davey) to the
Prime Minister on 19 November and my meeting with
the Minister on 2 December. I thank the Minister for
her engagement with this issue from the start and for
her work with officials to ensure that the risks were
identified and managed.

Locally, following my initial question and the media
coverage that followed, the Environment Agency convened
key partners from councils and emergency services to
develop a strategy for the site. The agency confirmed
last month that it will take the exceptional step of
clearing the site itself, citing serious fire and public
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safety risks. This is highly unusual and entirely reflective
of the sheer amount of effort and support local councillors,
campaigners and activists put in to raise the alarm. It
should never have been allowed to reach this scale, but
this decision shows what determined local people, backed
by political pressure, can achieve.

We come now to the situation today. The River
Cherwell is, thankfully, not high by its winter standards,
yet it still laps against the sandbags and fencing installed
by the Environment Agency. Water testing has, thankfully,
not shown any significant increase in chemical pollutants
downstream from the site. I am truly grateful that we
appear to be averting environmental catastrophe—for
now. However, now that the winter trees have shed their
leaves and revealed the scale of the illegal waste site, it is
visible to my constituents and is a constant reminder of
the damage already done and the risks ahead.

My constituents continue to ask what is being done
to avert the environmental disaster of the waste
contaminating the River Cherwell, and I have some
questions to ask the Minister on their behalf. Have the
measures to contain the waste been designed to cope
with a rise in water levels equivalent to a further 2 metres—
the peak recorded at the nearest EA measuring station
at Thrupp in November 2024? What actions will be
taken by the Environment Agency if water testing reveals
that chemical pollutants are leaching into the River
Cherwell? What steps have been taken to reduce the risk
of fire at the site? The December decision to clear the
site was warmly welcomed by all the campaigners who
had fought for it, yet the factor that led the Environment
Agency to authorise the clearance—the risk of fire from
combustible and decomposing waste—remains.

Local people remain angry that criminals did this to
our countryside and deeply frustrated that more than
six months after the site was first visited by the Environment
Agency, the waste is still there. The key question that
my constituents continue to ask is: when will the waste
be removed?

On 11 December, a press release from the Environment
Agency and the Department for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs stated that

“preparatory works for clearance will begin imminently. Further
details on the timeframe for clearance will be set out shortly.”

To the best of my knowledge, no physical preparatory
works have commenced, and the timeframe for clearance
has not been set out. I therefore ask the Minister to tell
my constituents the following. What steps have been
taken since 11 December? When will a timetable for
clearance be published? When will the first lorry remove
waste from the site? When does she estimate the site will
finally be cleared?

Finally, my constituents are concerned about who
will bear the cost for this clear-up, so can the Minister
confirm that all efforts are being made to identify the
criminals responsible and recover costs from them, and
that in the meantime the Environment Agency will meet
the cost of clearance and that it will not fall to local
taxpayers? Can she further confirm whether she has an
estimate of what the total cost will be?

Since news broke of the illegal waste dump in Kidlington,
there has been concerted media focus on the scandal of
industrial-scale, criminal waste dumping up and down
the country. Like many people, I had no idea it was so
widespread. I have been shocked to learn of how many
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communities are afflicted by it. Research commissioned
by the Liberal Democrats in December indicated that
20% of UK adults have witnessed large-scale illegal
dumping in their own local areas, and three in five
of those say that the problem has got worse in the last
year. This is truly an epidemic of criminal activity that
damages our natural spaces and harms the lives of local
residents.

People who play by the rules—who dispose of their
own litter carefully and take their household waste to
council-run tips—are rightly appalled that gangs are
doing this and, too often, getting away with it. I know
that it is less of a surprise to the Minister, who has been
working on these issues for some time. She will know
that the House of Lords Environment and Climate
Change Committee, led by my noble Friend Baroness
Sheehan, has been critical of the Government’s response
to its inquiry and recommendations of October 2025.
I do not intend to cover those points extensively, but
I want to highlight three that directly reflect the experience
in my constituency.

First, we need to make it easier for people to report
waste crime. In this case, constituents told me that they
had suspicions and even evidence in the form of number
plates or a description of unusual activity, but did not
know what to do with it. Should they call the council,
the police, the Environment Agency? They did not
know, and that stopped them from acting. Early detection
of sites is key to stopping the criminals before they get
started, and we should make it as easy as possible for
people to report concerns. Will the Minister look again
at creating a single national hotline for reporting waste
crime?

Secondly, it is clear that the Environment Agency is
grossly under-resourced to tackle waste crime. When
I first raised this case in the House with the Minister on
13 November, she said that the budget for waste crime
enforcement had been increased by 50% this year. That
took the budget to £15.6 million, yet as this case shows,
the costs of clearance can be close to that full amount.
At the same time, the Treasury received £486 million in
revenue from landfill tax in 2004-05. Have the Government
conducted an assessment of how much additional landfill
tax revenue is generated for each pound spent on tackling
waste crime? Has DEFRA pressed the Treasury to
allocate a larger share of the revenue from landfill tax to
the waste crime budget? Given the Government’s response
to the House of Lords Environment and Climate Change
Committee, can the Minister set out a clear timetable
for the publication of the revised national metrics on
waste crime and confirm whether interim reporting will
be put in place while those indicators are developed?

Thirdly, in this case it is clear that the Environment
Agency prioritised investigating the crime over protecting
the site by containing the waste on it. Between 2 July
and 15 October, the joint unit for waste crime worked to
establish who the landowner was and collected evidence
about the crimes. I am glad that that led to an arrest last
year. However, nothing was done to anticipate the risks
to the site, either from waste entering the River Cherwell
or fire hazard. It was only after my question to the
Minister on 13 November that work began to put in
barriers to prevent the waste entering the Cherwell.

I want to be clear: the EA has worked swiftly since
November to prevent further environmental damage,
and working with other local partners it identified the
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risks of the site, which led to the decision to remove all
the waste from it. My concern is that, perhaps for
financial reasons, in this case the EA prioritised investigation
ahead of early protective action on the site. Does the
Minister think that the EA should reassess the balance
between investigation and environmental protection when
it identifies sites? Is the Minister satisfied that the EA
has the resources and expertise to tackle serious organised
criminals who are committing waste crimes, or should
the National Crime Agency take over major investigations?

Adam Jogee (Newcastle-under-Lyme) (Lab): T did
not realise that the A34 goes through the hon. Gentleman’s
constituency, as it does mine—we will have to do a road
trip some time. I congratulate him on his excellent
speech. The Minister will not be surprised to see me
here, because in Newcastle-under-Lyme we lived with
the very worst example of waste crime and profit over
people that was Walleys Quarry. We have just marked a
year since the landfill site was closed and the cowboy
operators driven out of town. Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that we need a stand-alone strategy for waste
crime and that we need it quickly?

Calum Miller: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his intervention. Perhaps we can look forward to
joining up on the A34 at some point. I agree that we
need an approach that is truly national and truly strategic.
What I have witnessed in my constituency is a piecemeal
approach, with best efforts by an under-resourced agency
unable to join the dots and, despite the hard work of
many people within that agency, a failure to conduct,
on the one hand, the investigation and, on the other
hand, the preventive measures. It is clear that the estimates
of the scale of the criminal activity justify a robust and
fulsome national strategy. I agree with him and hope
that the Minister will respond to his question.

Strange as it may seem, my constituents and I have
been lucky, in so much as this site met the narrow
criteria for exceptional intervention. Many communities
up and down the country, such as the one just cited,
also face the blight of criminal waste dumping yet do
not have exceptional circumstances that allow the EA,
under the current resourcing and rules, to clear their
sites. The site chosen by criminals to dump waste in my
constituency suited them as it had easy, undetected
access to the A34, but its very proximity to the A34
became the reason that exceptional action has now been
approved to remove the waste.

What has struck me most about this toxic crime is
how strongly people feel it is wrong. It is wrong to be so
arrogant as to despoil our beautiful countryside; wrong
that too many people get away with it and that the
penalties are not higher; and wrong that it takes too
long to clear up these sites. When Billy told me about
the site, I vowed that I would work to see the waste
contained and then cleared. I am glad that that is
happening now, and I hope the Minister will confirm
that it will be delivered with urgency.

When I learned how widespread the issue was, I vowed
to work with all those like the Minister who care deeply
about it to ensure that we make real progress in stopping
this crime from blighting so many communities. I look
forward to continuing that work with colleagues across
the House.
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4.41 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Mary Creagh): It is lovely to be
here with you again to celebrate the new year, Madam
Deputy Speaker. I wish you and all colleagues in the
House a very happy new year. What a shame it is that we
are starting it with the trash from last year.

As we have just celebrated Christmas and the holiday
period, we will have seen our bins and recycling facilities
overflowing with the Christmas excesses. We have faith
in our systems that when that is taken away, it is
responsibly dealt with. I therefore thank the hon. Member
for Bicester and Woodstock (Calum Miller) for raising
this important issue. I share his anger and the public’s
anger about this serious crime and its impact.

Waste crime blights our communities, as I know from
my work as a constituency MP in Coventry. Waste
criminals damage the environment and, in the worst
cases, directly threaten our health, life and limb. These
criminals also undermine legitimate businesses and deprive
the Exchequer of tax income. That is why the Government
are committed to tackling waste crime. We will crack
down on the waste criminals and the organised crime
groups who have moved into this lucrative space, and
we will ensure that they are brought to justice.

I confirm that the criminal investigation into the
Kidlington site is moving forward apace. Environment
Agency officials, working closely with the police, have
taken samples of the waste materials on site for forensic
examination. There is a lot we can divine from some of
these materials as to where they originated from. Those
forensic results will be available by the end of January.

The Environment Agency is working closely alongside
partners including Oxfordshire county council, the police
and fire and rescue services as part of the site’s strategic
co-ordinating group and tactical co-ordinating group.
The strategic group has set the overall goals for this
major incident, supporting the gold commander with
advice, analysis and community links, while the tactical
group implements those goals at the scene. The strategic
group has local and operational expertise, and it has
determined that the scale of the fire risk sets this case
apart from the other illegal waste dumps in England.
This location presents an overriding public imperative.
That is why the Environment Agency took the exceptional
decision to clear the waste and why it is working rapidly
to implement a safe, systematic and focused clearance
plan. It is important to stress that only two other sites
have been cleared by the Environment Agency in the
past five years: Hoad’s Wood, via a ministerial direction;
and Twyford House in Stoke-on-Trent, where lots of
flammable liquids were stored close to the west coast
main line. The hon. Member for Bicester and Woodstock
will see some of the similarities there.

The Environment Agency will continue to closely
monitor the site while preparatory work takes place. It
has informed me today that prep work will begin shortly
and clearance of the waste is expected to start in February.
Further timeline updates will follow from the Environment
Agency. It is important that the site’s vast amount of
waste is handled correctly and moved to the right
facilities without causing damage to the environment.
The Environment Agency is monitoring risks at the site
and will respond promptly to any change in situation.
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It is important that people, whether members of the
public or well-meaning journalists, do not enter the site.
It is an environmental crime scene and climbing on the
waste is dangerous. In doing so, people are putting
themselves at risk and compromising the criminal
investigation, which is a criminal offence in itself. We do
not need to add extra problems to the very big one
already there. There is now 24-hour surveillance in
place.

The Environment Agency’s approach and actions are
always based on evidence, and with the containment
and clearance, actions were taken in response to a
changing risk level and the potential for a rise in the
water levels. The Environment Agency was on site within
days of receiving photographic evidence from a member
of the public and immediately visited the site with the
local authority and confirmed it as a high-risk illegal
waste site. Over 80% of the waste on site was there
before the Environment Agency visited on 2 July, so the
vast majority happened before it was alerted. When
further waste movements were reported in September,
the EA swiftly obtained a restriction order in October.

The current risk of waste entering the river is very
low. A barrier has been installed at the site to prevent
the waste from entering the river, to safeguard both the
environment and public safety in the event of river
levels rising or flooding. The Environment Agency has
carried out water quality sampling of the River Cherwell
to check for potential impacts of run-off or leaching
from the waste. Having sampled upstream and downstream
of the site, it has found no indication of pollution
entering the Cherwell as a result of the waste.

The clear-up of illegal waste sites by the Environment
Agency should only be a last resort, undertaken in
exceptional circumstances to protect the public and the
environment. In accordance with the “polluter pays”
principle, criminals who disregard the law, undercut
legitimate businesses and blight communities and the
environment must pay the penalty—not us as taxpayers.
We do not wish to create a perverse incentive for some
people to dump, or facilitate the dumping of, waste. It
should be for polluters, not taxpayers, to pay the costs
of clean-up.

I acknowledge the huge frustrations about the time
such an approach takes—I know that from my hon.
Friend the Member for Newcastle-under-Lyme (Adam
Jogee). In some cases, that can undermine public confidence
or create a perception somehow that the matter is not
taken seriously or tackled swiftly. As with any police
investigation, there is no running commentary provided
either by police, law enforcement or Ministers. I can
confirm, though, that I am vigorously pursuing all
avenues on this and other waste crime sites. We are
committed to bearing down on the cynical waste criminals
who damage our environment, harm businesses and
blight our communities.

I will go through each of the hon. Member’s questions.
I request the patience of the House—Madam Deputy
Speaker, feel free to cough if I go on too long. I believe
we have until 7.30 pm, so strap in! The hon. Member
asked how we are tackling the blight on the country
caused by waste crime. We are pursuing a series of
reforms that will have a lasting impact on reducing
waste crime. We are bringing in reforms to the carrier,
broker and dealer regimes, which will shrink the number
of people who can handle waste. That is the first thing.
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We are changing the waste permit exemption regimes.
At the moment, certain activities do not need a permit
and we are shutting down those exemptions. We are
also introducing digital waste tracking, which is coming
in this year. These are things that I have done as a
Minister that have been consulted on as far back as
2018 but have not been enacted by successive Governments.
We think these three actions—this pincer movement, if
you like—will be the most effective way to drive criminality
away from the waste sector, because this is all about
knowing the chain of custody for these materials.

Alongside this, we have increased the Environment
Agency’s budget for waste crime enforcement by over
50% this year to £15.6 million. This is the investigatory
part of what the EA does, and it includes issues involving
misdescribed waste, waste shipments and all the difficult
business. This work is very time consuming and painstaking
because it has to be done to a criminal standard of
proof that will stand up in a court of law. I want to go
into a bit more detail about this. These reforms were
deprioritised and stalled, but under this Government
they are being accelerated.

Mandatory digital waste tracking will replace outdated
methods for monitoring waste movements and unify
fragmented processes. It will provide a single comprehensive
view of waste types, waste quantities and waste destinations.
The lack of digital record keeping in the waste industry
is frequently exploited by organised criminals, who
undercut legitimate businesses through mishandling waste,
illegal exports and simple fly-tipping. Data in the new
system will help regulators to check that waste is ending
up at legitimate, licensed sites and enable the quicker
investigation of illegal activity. This digital waste tracking
system is being phased in this year, beginning with the
introduction of a system for waste receiving sites—for
example, landfills—and with planned expansion to other
waste operators such as waste carriers in 2027, subject
to further funding.

Adam Jogee: I am grateful to the Minister for sharing
with the House this important step forward. We are
talking about these issues going back to 2018, and it
just worries me that if this had been done before, some
of the issues that I have hassled her about in relation to
Walleys Quarry since I was elected to this place in July
2024 could have been dealt with a lot sooner. This raises
many questions about the impact on my constituents
back home in Newcastle-under-Lyme under the previous
Government, who were clearly missing in action. We
can discuss this further outside this House.

Mary Creagh: 1 pay tribute to my hon. Friend’s
assiduousness on the issue of Walleys Quarry. That site
is also now being run by the Environment Agency, and
the risk of odour that his constituents were really
grievously suffering is now extremely low, but that has
come at a cost, as he rightly says.

This is nothing new. When there is a problem and no
action is taken and no new policy is created, these illegal
businesses think, “Well, it’s a victimless crime, so I can
carry on making money.” Then they tell their friends
and, guess what, soon many flowers are blooming. But
they are the wrong sort of flowers, and this creates
incentives. Then of course, the legitimate businesses are
like, “Hang on, why am I paying all these fees if all
I need to do is buy a field, dig it up and dump stuff in
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it?” This creates disincentives for legitimate operators as
well. I am only too aware of this. It was starting
post-2016 when the then Government were focused on
leaving the EU and the large international issues. I was
chairing the Environmental Audit Committee at the
time and I was always worried about what was going to
happen to waste, including chemical waste, once we put
up a border with our nearest neighbours.

Secondly, we will reform waste management and
transport. Instead of the current light-touch registration
system, it will now be a permitted system. We will move
on from a system that was so lax that people were able
to sign up Oscar the dead dog to be a waste carrier.
Activists were doing that back in 2018-19, so we have
known about these problems. Anyone can falsify a bit
of paper. We will introduce tougher background checks
for operators and tougher penalties for those who break
the law.

We will also require vehicles that transport waste—the
man with the van—to display their permit numbers on
their vehicles and on their advertising, so service users
can be reassured that their waste is being handled by an
accredited business rather than criminals. The reform
will introduce mandatory technical competence for all
permit holders, meaning that anyone transporting or
making decisions about waste will have to demonstrate
that they are competent to do so, rather than simply just
going on a register. Waste will be managed by authorised
persons only and in a safe manner.

Vikki Slade (Mid Dorset and North Poole) (LD):
I am fascinated and happy to hear what is being proposed.
Will it be possible for members of the public to check
an online database for that permit? When somebody
picks something up from a house and shows their
permit, people can feel quite vulnerable. Being able to
go online and check the permit against the local authority
or central database would give people a lot more confidence.

Mary Creagh: I will get back to the hon. Member on
that, if I may. The point of a digital waste tracking
system is that everything is digitised. The problem has
been that it is a paper-based register, so how can people
check it at the moment? My understanding is that the
move is to a digital system, but I will get back to her.
I do not want to mislead her or the House. Perhaps Box
officials can enlighten us while I go through the third
reform of the waste permit exemptions.

Thirdly, there are exemptions for three high-risk areas:
end of life vehicles—that is, car scrappage—end of life
tyres and scrap metal. Those exemptions have long
caused problems and have been abused. We will replace
them with a requirement for a full environmental permit
for all those activities. We will introduce greater record
keeping requirements for all waste exemption holders
and impose controls on how exemptions can be managed
at one site.

At the moment, there are seven waste exemptions:
construction waste, preparatory treatments, treatment
of waste wood, manual treatment, burning vegetation
at the place of production only—that is essentially for
farmers—storage in containers and storage in a safe
place. As I have mentioned, we have increased the waste
crime investigation unit budget. It now has 43 full-time
staff.
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People have often asked me about enabling the
Environment Agency to use environmental permit income
to tackle waste crime. Rules are set out by the Treasury
in “Managing Public Money” about how the income
raised by public bodies may be used. These rules ensure
transparency to us as parliamentarians and ensure that
fees and charges are not set higher than necessary to
cover activity that should be properly funded from
taxation. We instead look to innovative ideas, and the
EA has consulted on the implementation of a 10% levy
to generate a further £3.2 million of waste enforcement
funding each year. That would enable a further 30% increase
in enforcement activity to be targeted at activities identified
by the EA as waste crime priorities. Those include
tackling organised crime groups, increasing enforcement
activity around specific areas of concern such as landfill
sites, closing down illegal sites more quickly, using
intelligence more effectively and delivering successful
major criminal investigations.

Calum Miller: I am grateful to the Minister for such a
comprehensive response. On the question of funding,
the £15.6 million in the budget this year for tackling
waste crime, as she said, is for the officers who engage in
investigation, but it still strikes me as a small amount of
money, with 43 officers for a crime that is now taking
place up and down the country. Can she clarify whether
the additional £5.6 million is now permanently in that
budget and will be going forward such that the additional
funds she has referred to for permitting will be over and
above that sum? Fundamentally, does she think that
this is enough?

Mary Creagh: My aim is not to spend further taxpayers’
money on crime; my aim is to stop it happening in the
first place. All budget decisions are subject to the normal
business planning, but we hope that, through our three-year
spending review, we can give the Environment Agency a
three-year or indicative settlement that will enable it to
plan, rather than the annual process of, “Up this year,
down next year,” so that there will be long-range line-of-sight
planning. As I say, the EA is consulting at the moment
on the additional extra revenue. If that goes through,
there would be a funding uplift.

I have the answer to the question from the hon.
Member for Mid Dorset and North Poole (Vikki Slade):
we are happy to confirm that it is already possible to
check the online database for permits, so that is good
news there.

I have mentioned the different reforms and I think
I have answered all the hon. Gentleman’s questions.
I am pretty much coming to the end of my speech. On
steps taken since 11 December and his specific question
about the rise in water level of up to two metres,
equivalent to the peak recorded at Thrupp in November ’24,
the waste is within a large floodplain that can store a
substantial volume of water during heavy rain. The EA
has carried out more detailed flood risk assessment to
understand any changes in water levels due to the illegal
waste and has determined that there will not be any
increased flood risk to local properties. My understanding
is that sandbags and a fence are there in order to protect
the river.

The EA has also carried out regular water quality
sampling of the river to check for impacts of run-off or
leaching and has found no indication of pollution. If
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any pollutants were found in the watercourse, the action
would depend on the nature and type of the pollutants
found.

On fire risk at the site, EA officials have been working
with the fire and rescue service, which is leading on
monitoring the temperatures of the waste and planning
appropriately. The fire risk was one of the main reasons
that an exceptional decision was taken to progress works
to clear the site entirely.

Analysis on how the site would be cleared, including
ecology surveys, has been carried out with partners and
the Environment Agency to get contracts in place as
soon as possible, but we need to follow legal process to
ensure that the waste is disposed of correctly. The
clearance timetable is being finalised and will shortly be
published on the EngagementHQ website. As I said, we
hope that clearance will begin in February. Early indications
and scoping indicate that full clearance will take
approximately six to nine months. Where possible, we
are seeking to recover our costs from those responsible
in accordance with the legislation and the “polluter
pays” principle, and the EA is working with the economic
crime unit to target the finances of waste criminals.
That unit can freeze bank accounts, seize assets and
investigate cases of money laundering linked to waste
crime.

Adam Jogee: I am grateful to the Minister for setting
out so clearly how seriously she is taking this issue,
which will be of continued reassurance to people back
home in Newcastle-under-Lyme. In many examples,
waste crime is rural crime, such as in the example from
the constituency of the hon. Member for Bicester and
Woodstock (Calum Miller) and for me back home. The
Minister talks about working together—can she touch a
little bit more on the importance of co-operation and
partnership work with the Home Office to make sure
that we are getting that right? Clearly, in many communities
up and down the country, people think that they can get
away with doing whatever they want in rural communities,
where there are fewer people around. We have to make
sure that we tighten that up quickly.

Mary Creagh: 1 agree with my hon. Friend. One of
the things that I am very interested in exploring is what
the playbook is. The hon. Member for Bicester and
Woodstock asked who such things should be reported
to, and the problem is that if that is not clear, people do
nothing. The most important thing when any crime is
being carried out, wherever it is happening—whether
that is on the Tube or wherever we see things happening—is
for us as citizens to do something. That might be
reporting it to the council, the local police or the
Environment Agency, whose hotline is 0800 807060—
I thank my officials for getting that through so that it is
on the public record.

The playbook is important. Once something has been
reported, what does the local authority, the police or the
EA do? What is the definition of “major site”? I have
visited sites, including Watery Lane in Staffordshire,
where two vanloads of fly-tipping was not classified as
a major problem, and it fell to the local authority to
clear it. People were locked in their homes physically
unable to leave via the road—an absolutely extraordinary
position for people to find themselves in. What is the
playbook, what are the definitions and where do national
agencies step in?
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The Environment Agency expects to fund the clearance
efforts by making efficiencies in its operations, without
impacting on or scaling back any other services. The
EA is not funded to clear up waste sites nationally,
however, and makes these types of decisions only in
exceptional circumstances.

The hon. Member for Bicester and Woodstock asked
about additional landfill tax revenue. The waste crime
survey that the EA has carried out indicates that 20% of
waste is handled illegally. His Majesty’s Revenue and
Customs estimates that 23% of landfill tax is evaded,
contributing to an annual waste crime cost of roughly
£1 billion a year, including a £150 million landfill tax
gap, which is 23% of the theoretical liability—I hope
that everyone can understand that. That £1 billion a
year shows that this is big business. It is a profitable and
lucrative business, and we are all paying. We are paying
twice, because we are losing the £1 billion and then
clearing up the waste, so it is a double whammy for us—
it is maddening.

Calum Miller: I am grateful to the Minister for setting
out those figures so clearly. That was the point that
I was driving at in addressing the budget for waste
crime. It is not so much that I or anybody else wants to
spend money dealing with criminals, but a relatively
modest investment in detection and investigation could
yield a higher proportion of that missing tax. We lose
£1 billion every year, but a relatively modest increase in
the waste crime unit’s budget, or the National Crime
Agency doing more, could potentially bring in more of
that revenue, which should be used for the benefit of all
taxpayers.

Mary Creagh: | am in passionate agreement with the
hon. Gentleman, as I am sure is everyone in the Chamber
and watching at home. I would say, however, that big
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businesses use all available resources to protect their
income. They are sophisticated businesses—some are
registered companies—and they have their own ways of
making life difficult for law enforcement. We are in a bit
of a David and Goliath situation. They have been very
good at doing that. This is a complex crime, and it takes
a while to unravel.

We continue to work with the Treasury on the best
approach to fiscal policies to tackle and reduce waste
crime. The joint unit for waste crime is a UK-wide
partnership, working with the Environment Agency,
HMRC, the National Crime Agency, the police and
others. It shares intelligence, powers and resources to
disrupt waste criminals. The unit, which was launched
in 2024 and uses proceeds of crime action and asset
freezes, has doubled in size thanks to our extra funding.
Anyone with intelligence about waste crime can report
it to Crimestoppers on 0800 555111.

My message to our constituents around the country
is that waste crime is an absolute top priority for the
Government. My message to the waste criminals is we
are coming for you and we are going to shut you down.
My message to the legitimate waste operators is thank
you for your work maintaining safe, healthy and clean
environments in our towns and putting pride in our
places. Let us all ensure that we work together to create
a truly circular economy in which this sort of terrible
crime is unthinkable and its perpetrators are put out of
business.

Question put and agreed to.

5.9 pm

House adjourned.
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Clive Efford (in the Chair): [ am told that the Minister
is on her way, but we will proceed because so many
people want to speak. I remind Members to bob if they
intend to make a speech, to give me a fighting chance of
working out how long each Member will have to speak.
It looks like Back Benchers will have an average of three
minutes each, once we start.

Clive Jones (Wokingham) (LD) [R]: I beg to move,
That this House has considered less survivable cancers.

Itis a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mr Efford.
I declare an interest as a governor of the Royal Berkshire
hospital; also, a family member has shares in a medical
company. I am grateful to the Backbench Business
Committee for allowing this debate, which I first asked
for six months ago—/ Interruption. |

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): Whose phone is
that?

Clive Jones: I apologise.
Clive Efford (in the Chair): Is that the Minister calling?

Clive Jones: Yes, that was the Minister calling me to
apologise. [ Laughter. |

I asked the Committee for the debate six months ago,
but having it one month before the probable publication
of a national cancer plan is not a bad date for it. I also
thank the less survivable cancers taskforce, Cancer Research
UK and Myeloma UK for their help and guidance in
securing and preparing for this debate.

As I have mentioned many times here and in the main
Chamber, I am a cancer survivor. The experience has
shown me how important early diagnosis and effective
treatment are to our outcomes. My diagnosis was delayed,
because I was sent away by the first GP I saw and had to
wait several months again before being diagnosed with
breast cancer. Fortunately, my treatment was successful,
but many others are not so lucky, especially those with
less survivable cancers.

Every year in the UK, 90,000 people are diagnosed
with a less survivable cancer—cancers of the brain,
liver, lungs, pancreas, oesophagus and stomach. Together,
they represent 40% of all cancer deaths and account for
67,000 deaths every year. The less survivable cancers
have been overlooked for far too long. While many
other cancers have seen major advancements in survival,
survival rates for those six cancers have remained
staggeringly low for the past 25 years. The collective
five-year survival rate for those cancers is just 16%. The
sad reality for the 90,000 people diagnosed with one of
the cancers is that 75,000 will not survive more than five
years. That is a school play someone will not see, a set of
exam results that they will miss, or a first day at university,
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a graduation, a significant birthday of their own or of a
loved one, or the birth of a grandchild that someone
will not see.

Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
I congratulate the hon. Gentleman on securing this
debate, in particular given his personal circumstances.
He rightly outlined the need for early diagnosis. Does
he agree that that is particularly true of those of us who
are males, who sometimes have an extreme reluctance to
go to a GP to ascertain what might be wrong? That
needs to be addressed urgently.

Clive Jones: It does. The more that people like me and
others who have survived cancer talk about it, and
about our experience of a delay and having the cancer
spread, the more that will help others to come forward.

Jim Dickson (Dartford) (Lab): I congratulate the
hon. Member on securing this debate and the excellent
speech he is making. He mentioned that the Government
have said they will shortly publish the national cancer
plan, which will include details of how they will improve
outcomes for patients, speed up diagnosis and treatment,
ensure that patients have access to new treatments and
technology, and above all, improve cancer survival rates.
Does he agree that it is critical that the plan also
features key measures to address less survivable cancers,
including supporting the roll-out of innovative detection
tests and evaluating their use, supporting campaigns to
raise awareness of symptoms, and producing a strategy
for earlier and faster diagnosis?

Clive Jones: The hon. Member makes a very good
intervention. He is absolutely right that we need to
ensure that this is covered in the national cancer plan.
From what I am hearing, I am optimistic that it will be.

John Lamont (Berwickshire, Roxburgh and Selkirk)
(Con): The hon. Member is making an excellent speech.
My constituent Fiona Tweedie asked me to attend this
debate because she sadly lost her husband to a brain
tumour last year. She asked me to flag, in relation to the
national cancer strategy, the fact that it is very difficult
in Scotland to access clinical trials, and if someone is
based in Scotland, they cannot access English trials.
Does the hon. Member agree that this needs to be a
genuinely national strategy, and that it must not allow
different parts of the UK to take different directions?

Clive Jones: The hon. Member makes a good point;
we definitely need more clinical trials in this country.
We have been lagging behind in the last few years, and
we need them nationally, rather than just in Scotland,
Wales, England or Northern Ireland. That would be
advantageous for both drug companies and the people
who benefit from those trials.

For many of these less survivable cancers, survival
rates in the UK lag behind other countries. We can see
from our international counterparts, including Australia,
Belgium, Denmark and the US, that progress is achievable,
and that system reforms can play a key role in driving
better patient outcomes. For example, the UK is ranked
29th out of 33 countries for pancreatic cancer survival.
It is fair to ask the Minister: why is the UK ranked so
low? It is also fair to ask the Conservative shadow
Minister, the hon. Member for Sleaford and North
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Hykeham (Dr Johnson): why are we ranked so low after
the Conservatives’ 14 years in Government? Perhaps it
is due to the challenges in how our healthcare and
cancer services are organised, and our service delivery,
rather than the availability of treatment options. It is
vital that we learn from our international counterparts
and understand what systemic changes they have made
to drive progress.

The all-party parliamentary group on less survivable
cancers, of which I am a member, launched an inquiry
into earlier detection and faster diagnosis. During the
inquiry, the APPG heard from people with lived
experience—clinicians, researchers, charities and the
industry—about what vital measures are needed in the
national cancer plan to improve earlier detection and
faster diagnosis. The APPG found that if earlier diagnosis
rates were doubled, an additional 7,500 lives would be
saved every year. Deaths from those cancers could
quickly be reduced by 10%.

Faster diagnosis is integral to saving lives and improving
outcomes for people impacted by less survivable cancers.
Simply put, it enables patients to access treatment and
care much quicker, increasing their chances of survival.
We are currently far from achieving this: just 28% of
less survivable cancers are diagnosed at stages 1 or 2,
compared with 54% for all other cancers. Concerningly,
brain tumours are diagnosed in emergency settings,
which is closely linked to worse outcomes.

That is common for myeloma patients—an incurable
blood cancer. A third of people with myeloma are
diagnosed via emergency presentation. Like the delay in
diagnosing less survivable cancers, this means that their
cancer has progressed untreated, and the condition has
become more advanced, so their ability to tolerate
treatments may be seriously hampered. The APPG’s
inquiry produced some recommendations for the
Government that illustrate the broad range of actions
needed to achieve earlier detection and faster diagnosis,
from equipping GPs with better tools and rolling out
targeted screening programmes to promoting greater
research into innovative diagnostics.

Chris Coghlan (Dorking and Horley) (LD): I commend
my hon. Friend for securing this invaluable debate. My
constituent Billy was just four years old when he passed
away due to DIPG—diffuse intrinsic pontine glioma—
which is an incurable child brain tumour cancer. Every
nine days a child is diagnosed with it. At the request of
Billy’s parents I asked the Government whether there
was any more they could do for brain cancer research.
I'am delighted that the Government have since announced
that they have allocated £13.7 million in funding to the
National Institute for Health and Care Research brain
tumour research consortium. Does my hon. Friend
agree that allocating research into rarer cancers not
only benefits the children who suffer from these horrific
diseases but enhances our research and development
capability more broadly, clinically, which is also a vital
industry for the UK?

Clive Efford (in the Chair): Order. Interventions have
to be a lot shorter. If Members are on the list to speak,
it would be helpful if they saved their points for their
speeches so that we can fit everyone in.
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Clive Jones: I thank my hon. Friend for his intervention;
T'am really sorry to hear about young Billy. The £13.7 million
being put into research has to be welcomed and we
should thank the Government for that.

The first recommendation is to invest in greater research,
detection tests, and tools to support GPs when identifying
the symptoms of less survivable cancers. GPs face difficulties
in identifying vague symptoms linked to less survivable
cancers, especially as they see only a small number of
cases each year, and many of the symptoms overlap
with those of less serious health conditions. For example,
a patient with oesophageal cancer might suffer from
nausea and have difficulty breathing.

I saw that lack of exposure at first hand. The first GP
that I saw did not think that as a man [ would be able to
have breast cancer. Patients often visit their GP multiple
times before being referred for further diagnostic tests.
For example, currently people with pancreatic cancer
visit their GP between two and five times before being
referred for a CT scan. GPs lack the necessary detection
tools and tests to easily identify vague symptoms earlier.
But it does not have to be this way. Innovative technologies,
such as Dxcover for brain cancer and Cytosponge for
oesophageal cancer, are already in development and can
help healthcare professionals to identify those cancers
earlier and more easily.

The second recommendation is to bring together
research and medical communities and establish centres
of excellence for each of the less survivable cancers as
key forums for knowledge sharing and collaboration.
Collaboration between researchers and the medical
community is essential for enhancing innovation and
successfully embedding new diagnostic tools into the
health system. Centres of excellence can connect specialists
across research and clinical sectors, bolstering knowledge
sharing and enhancing collaboration. Centres of excellence
should be established by the national research community,
supported by the Department of Health and Social
Care and the Department for Science, Innovation and
Technology. There should also be more collaboration
with colleagues across the world.

Thirdly, we have to develop a centralised, nationwide
case-finding programme to proactively identify high-risk
individuals across multiple cancer types, building on the
work already undertaken by the NHS on new onset
diabetes and weight loss. To achieve faster diagnosis we
must expand efforts to identify those at high risk of
developing a less survivable cancer across the country.
As 1 have already said, many healthcare professionals
say every day of the week, “When cancer is detected
earlier, we significantly increase patients’ chances of
survival.” That is particularly true for liver cancer.
When detected earlier, nearly 50% of patients with liver
cancer survive for over five years compared with only
5% of those who were diagnosed at stage 4.

For those diagnosed with less survivable cancers,
faster access to treatment is critical. Treatment delays
cost lives. That is true of all cancers, but particularly of
the less survivable ones, which progress rapidly and
require specialised treatment and care. The national
cancer plan offers a crucial opportunity to tackle the
systemic barriers currently preventing patients from
getting faster access to treatment. Variation in patient
pathways, lack of diagnostic capacity and shortages
across our specialist oncology and supportive care workforce
have all contributed to poor access to treatment for
patients affected by these cancers.
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Three in four hospitals are currently failing to meet
their cancer waiting time targets. According to analysis
in The Guardian, 73% of trusts are failing to meet their
62-day cancer waiting time standard. One statistic I repeat
time and again is that not a single NHS trust has met
the 62-day target since 2015. That failure has been
allowed for 10 years. It is again fair to ask the Conservative
shadow Minister why, when the party was in government
for so long.

This is felt more acutely for less survivable cancers,
which already have some of the lowest treatment rates.
For instance, 70% of people diagnosed with pancreatic
cancer receive no active treatment. There is a similar
picture at the Royal Berkshire hospital, where many of
my constituents are patients. In 2024 alone, more than
70% of stomach cancer patients, 58% of those with
pancreatic cancer and 69% of oesophageal cancer patients
waited more than 62 days from urgent GP referral to
treatment. That is far outside the NHS target of starting
treatment for 85% within that time.

Some Royal Berkshire hospital patients are left waiting
more than four months—in extreme cases more than six
months—for treatment to begin, and that is not acceptable.
To improve access to treatment, the Government should
set tumour-specific standards through the modern service
framework that has been committed to in the NHS
10-year plan, starting with the cancers with the poorest
operational performance. That must include establishing
minimum standards and clearer strategic priorities to
support local delivery of pathway improvements for
cancer.

The best way to achieve that would be to develop
national, standardised, optimal pathways across the
whole patient journey for different types of cancer.
Where already available, those should be based on
existing insight from the national clinical audits and the
Getting It Right First Time programme. To achieve
maximum impact, the Government must ensure that
62-day cancer waiting time targets are met and then
reduced to much less than 62 days. The current standard
is too low for rapidly increasing cancers such as the less
survivable ones. That is crucial, because it would ensure
that more people were well enough to tolerate treatment.

Research and development is also important as part
of improving treatment effectiveness and diagnostics.
Research into less survivable cancers has historically
been underfunded, and that must change, as recognised
by clinicians and many others. Isla, a constituent of my
hon. Friend the Member for North East Fife (Wendy
Chamberlain), has started a petition calling for more
funding of research into pancreatic cancer, and it has
attracted more than 200,000 signatures. Poor survival
outcomes result in fewer patients taking part in clinical
trials and studies, and that in turn contributes to fewer
breakthroughs and less research investment—a vicious
cycle that can and must be broken. Consistent, sustained
research is crucial for delivering breakthroughs.

The Rare Cancers Bill, which is progressing through
Parliament, has the potential to transform research into
less survivable cancers. I thank the hon. Member for
Edinburgh South West (Dr Arthur) for sponsoring the
Bill and for all his work on cancer policy. He is a true
champion for cancer patients in this Parliament. The
Rare Cancers Bill is a truly groundbreaking piece of
legislation that has the potential to deliver the essential
research investment and focus needed to unlock
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breakthroughs and drive better patient outcomes. If passed,
the Bill would ensure there was a named lead in the
Government with a responsibility to support research
and innovation for these cancers. The Bill would improve
patient access to relevant research and clinical trials,
and it would place a duty on the Government to review
and reform orphan drug regulations to incentivise greater
research into treatments for rare cancers.

The Government need to act now to improve survival
outcomes for less survivable cancers. Investment and
reform are needed to speed up diagnosis and improve
treatment, and investment in research is essential to
reaching this aim. With upcoming legislation on cancer
care, there is a real opportunity for the Government to
act now, to be bold and to erase the previous Government’s
failure to prioritise cancer diagnosis, treatment, care
and outcomes.

The Minister will know from this debate that I and
many other colleagues here today, and many who are
not able to attend, will be watching her actions and the
actions of the Secretary of State for Health and Social
Care, the Chancellor and the Prime Minister. We will be
expecting results and massive improvements in the coming
years.

Several hon. Members rose—

Clive Efford (in the Chair): Order. Before I call Paulette
Hamilton, I want to say that we will stick to a three-minute
limit, but it is very tight. I may have to shave a minute or
two off the Front-Bench speeches at the end so that
I can get everyone in. We will see how it goes.

9.51 am

Paulette Hamilton (Birmingham Erdington) (Lab):
I begin by thanking the hon. Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) for securing this debate and for his tireless
work campaigning for better outcomes for all affected
by the least survivable cancers. For too long, these
cancers have been neglected and left behind. Patients
and their loved ones have had to bear the devastating
costs alone.

As chair of the all-party group on less survivable
cancers, | urge the Government to make this a reality by
prioritising in their plan the improvement of early
diagnosis for these six cancers—brain, lung, oesophagus,
pancreas, stomach and liver—which remain some of
the toughest to diagnose. For decades, GPs have struggled
to identify the vague symptoms linked with these cancers
without the necessary diagnostic tools and tech to support
early diagnosis. Tragically, this means that more than
70% of patients are diagnosed at an advanced stage and
face the heartbreaking news that it is too late.

Targeted screening plays a vital role in accelerating
early detection and faster diagnosis, as we see through
the successes in the NHS lung cancer screening programme.
In addition to targeted screening, we want the Government
to roll out the nationwide multi-cancer case-finding
programme to proactively identify people at high risk of
developing cancer.

I know personally just how heartbreaking less survivable
cancers such as pancreatic cancer can be and the difference
that early detection will make. Like many of my colleagues
here today, I have seen at first hand the impact of these
deadly cancers on individuals, families and loved ones.
I lost my best friend in 2021. Pauline was a very vibrant
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woman who was looking forward to getting married.
Later that year, she felt unwell. She had been to the
doctor numerous times and no connection was made to
cancer. She was busy planning her wedding, but because
of her weight loss and continued generalised pain, she
went back to the doctor. At that point, they told her
that she had stage 4 pancreatic cancer and had eight
weeks to live. She lived for six weeks, and then she died.

What gives me hope is the transformative role that
research can play in driving early diagnosis, such as the
new breath test being developed by researchers at Imperial
College. As it stands, two in five people with pancreatic
cancer are diagnosed quite late—they will see their
doctor but not get a diagnosis—and I hope that the
Rare Cancers Bill and the national cancer plan will help
to drive greater investment in innovation and research.
I feel confident that we can deliver bigger breakthroughs
and better outcomes across these six cancers. Progress is
within our reach. Now it is time to act for all who are
and will be affected.

9.54 am

Steff Aquarone (North Norfolk) (LD): I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham (Clive
Jones) on securing the debate. He is a truly committed
campaigner on cancer care.

Over previous decades, we have managed to achieve
great progress on cancer care and survival. Many cancers
now have high survival rates and straightforward detection
and treatment, and survivors live long and happy lives.
However, that is not the case across the board, and the
less survivable cancers are the prime examples. Survival
rates remain stubbornly low, treatment rates are shockingly
low and the situation facing someone who is diagnosed
with a less survivable cancer is often unacceptable.

I want to describe how these deadly cancers, and
access to care for them, impact people in rural communities
such as mine. Every day that such cancers go undetected
reduces the likelihood of survival, but too many constituents
either struggle to secure a GP appointment or have
difficulty navigating our ailing transport system to attend
one. Those who have been diagnosed and are receiving
specialist treatment are likely to have to journey outside
North Norfolk to Norfolk and Norwich University
hospital, or to Addenbrooke’s in Cambridge.

I warmly welcome the fact that Cromer hospital
delivers chemotherapy to more than 30 patients a day in
its new cancer centre, but there is still only one cancer
treatment available within my constituency. Additionally,
the loss of convalescence care beds in my area means
that there are fewer opportunities for people to recover
from major treatments closer to home.

Looking to the future, I am pleased to see new
diagnostic tools and treatment options being brought
forward by talented researchers across the country. The
revolutionary breath test for pancreatic and other less
survivable cancers could be a real game changer. However,
I have real concerns that when those new and revolutionary
tools and treatments are rolled out, rural areas such as
North Norfolk may wait longer to receive the benefits.
I hope the Minister can reassure me that her Department
is working to ensure that any newly approved treatments
and diagnostic tools will be just as easily available in
rural communities as they are in the big cities.
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I am grateful to all the charities that make up the Less
Survivable Cancers Taskforce for their hard work and
advocacy for patients, survivors and loved ones who
have felt overlooked for too long. They also do vital
work in making us all aware of the symptoms we should
watch out for, and when to speak to our GP if something
does not seem right. I hope that as we come to Less
Survivable Cancers Awareness Week, people in North
Norfolk will take the time to learn the signs and symptoms,
because when we catch these deadly cancers early, lives
can be saved.

9.57 am

Dame Siobhain McDonagh (Mitcham and Morden)
(Lab): I thank the hon. Member for Wokingham (Clive
Jones) for organising this debate. My purpose is to find
a cure for glioblastoma brain tumours, the biggest
cancer killer of children and adults under 40, with a life
expectancy from diagnosis of just nine months and a
five-year survival rate of 5%. The only way to find a
cure and improve outcomes for a cancer that has seen
no improvement in 30 years is through drug trials.

In the absence of commercial or charitable glioblastoma
drug trials, we launched our own trial in memory of my
late sister, Margaret, in July last year. The trial is being
run by Dr Paul Mulholland, Europe’s leading consultant
on glioblastoma, who is based at University College
London. It will include 16 newly diagnosed patients
at University College hospital. This is a pre-surgery
immunotherapy trial focused on patients who have received
no prior treatment. The drug is given before surgery,
allowing the immune system to attack the tumour before
it is removed.

I'am delighted to confirm that we have already recruited
five patients and, while the trial remains at an early
stage, we are encouraged by the early findings. This is
only the start. This journey has proven extraordinarily
difficult and has been possible only because of an
alignment of factors that very few will ever encounter:
access to one of Europe’s leading clinicians working
from a major London teaching hospital, alongside a
world-class university; a group of my sister’s friends
who have campaigned tirelessly and raised more than
£1 million in two years; and the engagement and backing
of the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care to
get the trial over the line.

Our ambition is to establish 10 such trials using
10 different immunotherapy drugs, but ultimately our
ability to raise money will end. How can Dr Mulholland
apply for funding to support the programme of trials
using repurposed immunotherapy drugs? Can the Minister’s
team provide a written explanation and a link setting
out how a bid can be made to the NIHR to access those
funds? It is a straight question, and I would welcome a
straight answer.

10 am

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mr Efford. I thank the hon.
Member for Wokingham (Clive Jones) for leading today’s
debate. It is good to be here, because next week is Less
Survivable Cancers Awareness Week, which starts
12 January. We often talk about cancer in general, but
speaking as my party’s health spokesman, I believe it is
important to shine a light on those that are less survivable,
and what more we can do to support those whose world
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has been turned upside down by their impact. Those
low-survival cancers are lung, pancreatic, liver, brain,
oesophageal and stomach. These types tend to be diagnosed
later and have a five-year survival rate that is often
below 16%—so we need to really focus on this issue.
That survival rate compares with 50% to 60% for all
cancers. [ am, as always, very pleased to see the Minister
in her place. I know that she will reply with dedication
and give us the responses that we seek.

To give a quick Northern Ireland perspective: 62% of
people diagnosed with a less survivable cancer die within
one year of diagnosis; 10,300 people are diagnosed with
cancer each year in Northern Ireland, and there are
around 4,600 deaths annually. Cancer survival in Northern
Ireland lags behind that in many comparable countries,
so for certain devolved regions, more must be done to
ensure that access and intervention are at a parallel with
what is seen in our counterparts across the United
Kingdom.

As always, I put it to the Minister that we do this
together and share our research and ideas, and look at
how we can do better. Queen’s University Belfast does
some fantastic work. Its Lung Shot project involves
experts from Northern Ireland and the Republic of
Ireland and has some £300,000 in funding to study
oesophageal cancer, which is often described as a
“forgotten” cancer. There are so many variations within
the UK; these are found in differences in treatment
timing and use across the United Kingdom. In Northern
Ireland there is a longer average wait to start both
chemotherapy and radiotherapy compared with other
UK nations and countries abroad. Those patterns mean
that patients in Northern Ireland, unlike those elsewhere
in the UK, often start treatment later and receive key
therapies less frequently than in higher-survival countries.
We must invest in greater capacity for CT and MRI
scanning and endoscopy to ensure detection. Nobody
should be made to play a postcode lottery for their
health.

To conclude, less survivable cancers do not have to
mean less priority, urgency and hope. Behind every
statistic is a person—a parent, partner, sibling or friend—
whose life was cut short, not because their cancer was
untreatable, but because it was found too late. If we are
to do something, then we must ensure that there is the
correct funding, research and incentives—not just for
the mainland, but collectively for everyone throughout
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland.

10.3 am

Patrick Hurley (Southport) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Efford. Less Survivable
Cancers Awareness Week is an important marker in the
calendar, but I want to talk about another important
marker when it comes to these cancers—one that is
important for me and my family anyway—because this
year marks 20 years since I was made unavoidably
aware of the devastation of oesophageal cancer. In May
of that year, my father developed the classic symptoms:
difficulty swallowing, feeling like food was getting stuck,
heartburn and weight loss. He was diagnosed in August
and died on 23 December: from becoming symptomatic
to losing his life was just seven months. The rapidity of
the decline was overwhelming. Barely had he been
diagnosed than he was given a terminal diagnosis. I must
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admit, though, that I was not giving my father my full
attention during that time. In almost any other
circumstances [ would have been a much more dutiful
son, but my own focus was elsewhere that year. On
1 August 2006, my wife Susan also became symptomatic
with oesophageal cancer. She was diagnosed on 11 September
and died on 14 November.

The speed with which I read that sentence reflects the
speed with which Sue died. There was barely any chance
to understand what was happening, to seek help or for
the family to manage. That is not unusual with these
sorts of diseases. It is the sort of story that thousands of
us know. Crucially, for my Southport constituency, it is
also a story that disproportionately impacts people
from the north-west and from north Wales. For my
family, there was not any long fight or slow decline—only
shock, confusion, urgent decisions and death. That is
what a less survivable cancer looks like.

May I make a clear ask of the Minister today? I am
asking for a personal commitment, and a commitment
across Government, to drive up survival rates for all
these less survivable cancers, but most urgently—for my
personal history and for the geographical distribution
that shows that my part of the country has higher levels
than elsewhere in the UK—for oesophageal cancer.
That could mean things such as early diagnosis, recognising
that one size fits all does not work. It could mean
fast-track treatment pathways once suspicion is raised.
Above all else, it should include serious investment in
experimental and pre-symptomatic techniques, finding
ways to detect cancers before symptoms even appear.
These are difficult cancers to deal with, and that is why
they need targeted action. I am here today because two
people I loved did not get the help they needed, so
I urge the Government to help other families avoid that
same fate.

10.6 am

Vikki Slade (Mid Dorset and North Poole) (LD):
I thank the hon. Member for Southport (Patrick Hurley)
for that really moving account. We know that cancer
affects us all. In my family it claimed my mum Lin; my
sister-in-law Lisa and my stepmum Sally have both
beaten it, and now my dad Ray is living with terminal
cancer. One of my team is also undergoing treatment
for cancer, so we know that it is prevalent among all our
lives. All of them were fit, healthy people who did
everything right, as are so many others each year who
get the horrible news or—worse—turn up in A&E after
becoming suddenly unwell. According to a Cancer Research
study, many of those patients had visited their GP but
had not been referred for tests, either because they did
not meet the thresholds or because they had been
missed altogether. This is not a criticism of our GPs,
who are working in highly difficult situations. Indeed,
when I shadowed Dr Wright from Walford Mill surgery
in Wimborne, he had the sober task of sharing a diagnosis
and undertaking a very personal test during his
appointment, which he let me witness.

If diagnosis doubled across the six least survivable
cancers alone, an additional 7,500 lives a year would be
saved. Each year in my constituency of Mid Dorset and
North Poole, there are 540 diagnoses of cancer and
300 cancer deaths. Although 85% of them should be
starting treatment within 62 days, the number is actually
only 60%. What is the Minister doing to bridge that
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gap? If we met the target in my constituency, 70 additional
people would be getting on with their lives. Across the
country, 45,000 additional people would be given a
greater chance of not just surviving but having a life
shared with those they love.

Furthermore, once they get to hospital, patients are
faced with out-of-date machinery and not enough specialist
nurses. Macmillan Cancer Support says there is an
acute shortage and calls for a cancer nurse fund to
increase the numbers by 3,700. Will the future cancer
strategy include such funding?

I want to speak briefly about pancreatic cancer, which
claimed the life of my cousin Colin, a super-fit former
Welsh Commonwealth games cyclist who died in his
50s despite the best care available. Many other constituents
have written to me about poor prognosis for this treatment.
They have flagged that the NHS has approved selective
internal radiation therapy, but only for colorectal and
liver cancers—not those whose primary cancer was in
the pancreas and then spread to the liver. These families
are keen for urgent trials to be undertaken to allow the
treatment to be used, given the incredibly short life
expectancy faced by patients. Will the Minister consider
that?

We have been waiting such a long time for this cancer
strategy. We need the workforce plan and the road map
for the NHS plan. Nine hundred and fifty people will be
diagnosed with cancer today, and those people need
hope.

10.9 am

Paul Davies (Colne Valley) (Lab): Forty-seven per
cent of cancers diagnosed in the UK are rare and less
common cancers, and 55% of deaths are from rare and
less common cancers. That means that, every year,
around 180,000 people will be diagnosed with a rare
and less common cancer, and more than 92,000 people
will die from such cancers. Blood cancer is one such
cancer, and I recently met the Blood Cancer Alliance to
discuss improving access to lifesaving blood cancer
treatments across the UK. Over 280,000 people in the
UK are living with blood cancer, and every year 40,000 more
receive a diagnosis, including 5,000 children. It is the
fifth most common cancer, the most prevalent childhood
cancer and the third biggest cancer killer in our country.
However, despite amazing advances in tech and treatment,
our outcomes are falling behind in the nations.

The reason is clear: systemic barriers within the NHS
and National Institute for Health and Care Excellence
appraisal processes are preventing patients from accessing
innovative therapies. Between 2019 and 2025, over a
third of NICE appraisals for new blood cancer treatments
were terminated—more than double the rate for other
cancers. Those are not ineffective drugs; many are available
overseas, and even privately in the UK. That creates a
two-tier system in which those who can pay receive
better care than those who cannot. It is unacceptable.
I have been told that treatments such as chimeric antigen
receptor T-cell therapy can transform lives, extending
survival and improving quality of life.

The current system, with rigid cost-effectiveness
thresholds and inflexible commercial frameworks, is
failing patients. That is why I warmly welcome the UK
Government’s cancer plan, which represents a vital
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opportunity to reset our approach to cancer care and to
ensure that innovation is embraced, not obstructed. By
prioritising timely access to effective treatments and
addressing systemic barriers, the cancer plan can help
deliver world-class outcomes for patients.

I stand with the Blood Cancer Alliance and Cancer52
in calling for urgent, joined-up action from Government,
NICE, the NHS and industry. Together we can ensure
that every person with blood cancer has timely access to
the best possible care, because survival should never
depend on postcode or income.

10.12 am

Robbie Moore (Keighley and Ilkley) (Con): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Efford.
I thank the hon. Member for Wokingham (Clive Jones)
for securing this important debate. It is clear that we
have all been affected in one way or another by a person
we love, or are fond of, being diagnosed with cancer and
passing away.

While any debate covering cancer is serious, today’s
debate is poignant for me. Just before Christmas, Keighley
and the Worth valley lost two councillors to cancers.
They were friends of mine, and I know their losses will
be felt by not only their families and friends but the
constituents and residents that they served, and the
communities that they loved. Councillor Russell Brown
served the Worth valley as a district councillor on
Bradford council, and Chris Graham was a former
Keighley town councillor who served the Long Lee and
Parkwood wards.

While any death to cancer is tragic, it also sharpens
our focus on the need to ensure that the very best
treatments and research are available for as many people
as possible. That of course includes rare and less survivable
cancers, which, by their very nature, do not receive the
same level of attention as more common types. That
must change.

Let us start with the need to identify and screen
cancers early. It is unacceptable that just 28% of less
survivable cancers are diagnosed at stage 1 or 2, compared
with 54% of all cancers. I am sure that a similar story is
true for rarer cancers, which may not be considered
until it is just too late. Here I must thank the work of
the mobile cancer screening units that operate in Keighley
and Ilkley as part of the Airedale hospital team, which
are doing lifesaving work. I hope that, as we rebuild a
new Airedale hospital over the coming years, they will
have a new and improved hospital to be proud of,
further boosting their work.

The UK should be proud of its world-leading cancer
research, and I know that this is something on which
Opposition and Government colleagues agree. Indeed,
the agreement on the Rare Cancers Bill is a hugely
positive step to ensuring that rare cancers get the attention
they deserve. I thank the hon. Member for Edinburgh
South West (Dr Arthur) for his work on raising this
important issue. After all, rare cancers are one in five of
diagnosed cancers, and that must change.

There will inevitably be cases where screening and
improved treatment are not enough. At that stage,
people across Keighley, Ilkley, Silsden and the Worth
valley are indebted to Sue Ryder Manorlands hospice,
which does excellent work in looking after those at the
end of their lives. I am routinely impressed by their
professionalism and compassion whenever I visit.
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Finally, I would like to speak about employers’ national
insurance. That issue was raised with me by Sue Ryder
Manorlands hospice, which now has to pay the Treasury
an additional amount, which they cannot therefore put
into end-of-life care. I encourage the Minister to raise
that specific case with the Chancellor, so that we can
ensure that hospices get the attention they deserve and
the funding they need.

10.15 am

Dr Scott Arthur (Edinburgh South West) (Lab): Itisa
pleasure to serve under you today, Mr Efford. I thank
the hon. Member for Wokingham (Clive Jones) for
securing this debate, a week ahead of Less Survivable
Cancers Awareness Week.

The six less survivable cancers—those of the brain,
liver, lungs, pancreas, oesophagus and stomach—take
67,000 lives every year. That is equivalent to two people
every week in each UK constituency—a non-trivial
number. The survival rate at five years is just 16%, so for
many people who get a diagnosis of one of these cancers,
it must feel like a death sentence.

Too often, people with these cancers are diagnosed
late. Only 28% of less survivable cancers are diagnosed
at stages 1 and 2, compared with 54% of cancers
overall, and too many diagnoses are made in emergency
departments, where treatment choices are limited. More
broadly, we should never forget that someone who is
female or from an ethnic minority is much more likely
to be diagnosed with cancer in A&E, which is absolutely
shameful.

We know what change would look like. If we could
double early diagnosis across those six cancers, we
could save an additional 7,500 lives every year. That
should be our goal, and that is why I am proud that this
Government are focused on prioritising early detection
and faster diagnosis. [ am pleased to see the Under-Secretary
of State for Health and Social Care, my hon. Friend the
Member for West Lancashire (Ashley Dalton), here
with us today. She is respected and trusted by the wider
sector to deliver that agenda as part of the cancer plan,
which hopefully we will see next month.

This change can be achieved through investing in
research, as we heard from my hon. Friend the Member
for Mitcham and Morden (Dame Siobhain McDonagh),
as well as supporting the roll-out of innovative tests—such
as liquid biopsies and the breath test for pancreatic
cancer, which we saw at the UK Labour party conference—
and expanding proactive case finding for those most at
risk. Centres of excellence, better data and stronger
national leadership are also critical.

I speak not just as a participant in today’s debate but
as the sponsor of the Rare Cancers Bill, which hon.
Members have mentioned; I thank them for their kind
comments. The Bill is designed to help address exactly
those gaps. I introduced it after my father-in-law Ivor
died of glioblastoma, the cancer type that my hon.
Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden has
dedicated so much of her life to defeating. My Bill seeks
to improve data collection, increase access to clinical
trials and strengthen pathways for people with rare and
less survivable cancers. The voices of those patients are
often not heard. I really hope that in today’s debate,
people will feel that they are heard. I look forward to
the Minister’s response.
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10.18 am

Brian Leishman (Alloa and Grangemouth) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mr Efford.
I thank the hon. Member for Wokingham (Clive Jones)
for securing this debate. Even though health is a devolved
matter under Holyrood control, my contribution today
will be from a Scottish perspective, because I want to
speak about the situation of health inequalities that we
have in Scotland and how it comes down, like everything
does, to a class issue.

Shockingly, 61% of people in Scotland who are diagnosed
with a cancer of the lung, liver, brain, oesophagus,
pancreas or stomach die within a year of diagnosis.
That is the poorest survival rate anywhere in the United
Kingdom. In 2023, the Scottish Government implemented
the 10-year Scottish cancer strategy, which outlined
11 ambitions designed to reduce cancer risk, provide
faster and earlier diagnosis, improve cancer treatment,
make cancer care fit for the future and reduce the
differences exacerbated by health inequalities.

The most disadvantaged Scots suffer dire health
inequalities. The most deprived areas face higher incidence.
The largest gap relates to lung cancer, with risk almost
four times higher in deprived groups. They also face
later diagnosis, often at the emergency stage: people
living in deprived areas are 50% more likely to be
diagnosed via emergency admission and are thus far
more likely to miss the earlier—and statistically the
most successfully treatable—stages of cancer.

There are also considerable economic barriers.
Socioeconomic conditions often contribute to lower
symptom awareness and knowledge in the first instance,
greater issues with accessing and attending appointments
and a higher likelihood of exposure to harmful factors
such as smoking, alcohol and obesity. Smoking is the
biggest cause of cancer in Scotland, and we know that it
is more common in the most deprived populations. In
2019, 32% of people in the most deprived populations
smoked, compared with 6% in the least deprived. If we
take being overweight and obesity together, it is the
second largest preventable cause of cancer in Scotland.
As with smoking, obesity rates are higher in more
deprived areas.

I appreciate that it will take a huge joined-up approach
across several Departments and cross-governmental
working to reduce the shocking health inequalities in
Scotland, but if the Minister could give an indication—
either in her speech or perhaps in greater depth in a
letter to me after the debate—of how the UK Government
plan to do so, I would be very grateful, as would my
constituents.

10.20 am

Monica Harding (Esher and Walton) (LD): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mr Efford.
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) on securing this vital debate on less survivable
cancers.

As it is for many people across Parliament and the
country, less survivable cancer is a personal fight for me.
My brother-in-law, Group Captain Pip Harding, was
diagnosed two years ago with glioblastoma, a devastating
and aggressive brain tumour. His story illustrates both
hope and what is still profoundly broken. Pip received
pioneering oncothermia treatment from Dr Paul Mulholland,
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who has been mentioned by the hon. Member for
Mitcham and Morden (Dame Siobhain McDonagh).
The treatment shrank his tumour significantly; he had a
prognosis of only six months to live with his five children
and wife, but two years on he is still alive and well. But
that treatment remains inaccessible on the NHS: he
obtained it through his family and friends crowdfunding
the treatment, which illustrates how those with the
means and community support can access innovation
while others cannot.

Glioblastoma remains one of the hardest cancers to
treat, with little improvement in survival rates compared
with many other cancers. We know that research funding
for brain tumours has historically lagged behind need,
and it receives a tiny fraction of overall cancer research
pounds, which is a scandal when the disease
disproportionately affects younger adults. I support the
sterling work of the hon. Member for Mitcham and
Morden on trials, and I echo her ask.

I have heard from many families in my constituency
of Esher and Walton whose lives have been turned
upside down by rare cancers. One constituent shared
the anguish of watching their partner struggle with a
less common blood cancer that had no clear trial available
in the UK, even though promising research was under
way abroad. These stories are not isolated. They reflect
systemic issues, including diagnostic delays. Here, I will
bring in my lovely sister Mary, who died just before
Christmas. She waited for a diagnosis, but was misdiagnosed
and died from bowel cancer. Trial access is limited and
specialist expertise across regions is patchy. Just 82.5% of
cancer patients in Esher and Walton began treatment
within 62 days of an urgent referral, below the operational
standard of 85%. Every per cent represents the heartbreak
that my family felt this Christmas.

I also want to raise lobular breast cancer. It is the
second most common form of breast cancer, yet it
remains under-researched and under-supported. In
collaboration with the lobular moonshot project, my
constituent Kate Ford has been campaigning for the
Government to commit £20 million for a dedicated
research programme. However, after Kate had a meeting
with the Secretary of State in July, the Government
chose not to commit to that. Instead, they supported a
broader research base, but that largely misses the point,
because the status quo of research programmes means
that rare cancers such as lobular breast cancer are
effectively left behind.

Finally, I want to return to brain cancer and Owain’s
law, which addresses issues where patients lose access to
cutting edge therapies due to improper tissue preservation—

Clive Efford (in the Chair): Order. I call Dr Peter
Prinsley.

10.23 am

Peter Prinsley (Bury St Edmunds and Stowmarket)
(Lab): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairship,
Mr Efford. I thank the hon. Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) for securing this debate. Cancer remains a
most feared word. We doctors have learned to use all
sorts of other words: “growths”, “tumours” and suchlike.
There are relatives who will tell us, “Don’t use that word

in front of the patient, for it would simply kill him.”
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But things have changed. Cancers that were considered
incurable are now curable, and cancers for which there
was no treatment are now treatable. Such is the power
of scientific progress, for it is upon science that we will
depend.

What exactly is a less survivable cancer? It is one
defined by persistently poor outcomes across all stages.
Many have mentioned the six with a survival rate at five
years of only 16%. One such example was my lovely
neighbour, who presented last Christmas with loss of
vision in one eye. He was found to have secondary lung
cancer in the retina. It was completely incurable and
unamenable to any effective treatment. Sadly, he was
dead within a few weeks.

Our country has a proud record of medical research.
After all, it was here that we first discovered the link
between cigarettes and lung cancer, when epidemiological
studies of British doctors were conducted in the 1960s.
When that was revealed, my own dad gave up his pipe.
The greatest act of our new Government, some 60 years
later, was to continue with the legislation introduced by
the last Government to ban cigarette sales, eventually,
for every citizen.

Clinical academics are doctors who not only teach
the next generation of doctors, but translate scientific
research into clinical applications and the supervision
of clinical trials. I did an MD at the University of East
Anglia on the clinical observation on the genetics of a
rare ear disorder, so I understand the difficulties of
medical research, but also the intrinsic delight that
comes with unravelling the mysteries of medicine. That
role is particularly critical for less survivable cancers,
where progress will depend on sustained academic
leadership on converting research into viable treatment.

Unfortunately, there has been a serious collapse in
the number of clinical academics in our country. Many
are now approaching retirement, and the levels of
recruitment of young clinical academics are completely
insufficient. We must address this crisis, starting with
co-ordination between the Department of Health and
Social Care and the Department for Education, so that
salary equivalence is restored to retain the existing
workforce on which our medical science depends. Let us
do something we can actually do to make survivable
cancer survivable. This is our political task.

10.26 am

Charlie Maynard (Witney) (LD): I thank my hon.
Friend the Member for Wokingham (Clive Jones) for
securing this fantastic debate. I also thank the Members
in the room for all the work they have done, and the
Minister for her engagement, particularly with the Brain
Cancer Justice team. I really appreciate it.

My sister Georgie received a glioblastoma multiforme
diagnosis two and a half years ago. She is well, has
survived longer than they gave her and is fighting like
hell for Brain Cancer Justice, alongside many in this
room. I praise her and her colleagues, as well as so many
people in my constituency in Witney who have helped
her and who suffer with this range of cancers.

I will say only two things today. First, we should
explore reforming the Human Tissue Act 2004 to apply
to tumour tissue a default system similar to the one we
now use nationally for organ donation. To do so, Parliament
would need to amend the Act to introduce a deemed
consent regime for residual tumour tissue and derived
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data, limited to public interest cancer research, with a
statutory opt-out, strict purpose limits and enhanced
oversight by the Human Tissue Authority. The model
would mirror the Organ Donation (Deemed Consent)
Act 2019, which means that if someone dies their organs
are automatically taken, although people or their families
can opt out. We are advocating the same for our tumour
tissue. Very few of us really want to hang on to our
tumour tissue if we are unfortunate enough to be in that
situation, but that tumour tissue has huge scientific
value and we should use the data as much as we can for
the public good. Denmark is a fantastic model: it has a
registry-first legal architecture with mandatory health
registries covering cancer diagnosis, pathology, genomics,
treatment and outcomes.

Secondly, we need to double the survival rates for all
less survivable cancers in the next decade. If we put that
mark in the sand as our goal, and it gets into the
national cancer plan, it will draw global attention and
will drag resources and talent to our cause and our
country. It would be good for our country, good for our
patients who are suffering, and good for our economy
too. If we can make that a key demand of our national
cancer plan, that will be a huge plus.

10.29 am

Rachel Taylor (North Warwickshire and Bedworth)
(Lab): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Efford. I thank the hon. Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) for securing this debate. I pay tribute to
my hon. Friend the Member for Birmingham Erdington
(Paulette Hamilton) for all the valuable work she does
in this space, and to everyone who has shared very
personal stories today, particularly my hon. Friend the
Member for Southport (Patrick Hurley).

Pancreatic cancer is one of the least survivable cancers.
Sadly, a number of constituents have written to me
about the devastating impact this disease has had on
their lives. One lost her stepmother to pancreatic cancer.
For months, her stepmother’s symptoms were repeatedly
misdiagnosed—she was even sent home from A&E on
several occasions with painkillers or antibiotics—before
she was finally diagnosed with stage 4 pancreatic cancer.
She died just three months later, only three days after
my constituent’s son was born. My constituent told me
that she feels her son was robbed of a grandma.

Similarly, Jacqui wrote to tell me about the close
friend she lost to pancreatic cancer and the profound
effect it has had on her. Tracey, Irene and Janice also
wrote to tell me about the loved ones they have tragically
lost, and to advocate for better research and treatment
for this cruel cancer. Each story is different, but every
constituent who has written to me about pancreatic
cancer has called for improved screening, earlier diagnosis
and greater investment in research.

Kelly and Jennifer both wrote to me while a loved one
was undergoing treatment for pancreatic cancer and
was forced to deal with shortages of the medication
they desperately needed. It is unacceptable that patients
and their families must tackle medicine shortages on
top of battling cancer.

I truly believe that this Government’s 10-year health
plan will support patients fighting less survivable cancers
by ensuring that they have access to new treatments and
technologies that can diagnose cancer earlier. We must
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ensure that these cancers are detected sooner and treated
more effectively, so that fewer families endure the heartbreak
of supporting a loved one with a less survivable cancer.
Also, as the Minister has done so well, we must continue
to speak out so that people become more aware of
symptoms early and seek help and diagnosis.

In my remaining seconds, I pay tribute to my local
hospice, the Mary Ann Evans hospice, which provides
care at home for many people across my constituency
and neighbouring constituencies.

Clive Efford (in the Chair): I want Mr Jones to have a
couple of minutes at the end, which means the Front
Benchers have about eight minutes each.

10.32 am

Helen Maguire (Epsom and Ewell) (LD): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mr Efford.
I thank my hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) both for securing this debate and for his
tireless advocacy on this subject.

In Epsom and Ewell, there are around 650 new
cancer cases every year and around 240 cancer deaths,
and the local integrated care board missed the 62-day
treatment target as recently as October 2025. The Lib
Dems have called for a guarantee that 100% of patients
can start treatment within 62 days of urgent referral.

It is easy to get lost in the numbers—those who have
been diagnosed with cancer, those who have not survived,
the waiting times for treatment and the performance of
hospitals—but behind each number is a person with a
story that must be told. A constituent wrote to me
about her husband, who battled pancreatic cancer. Only
one in four people diagnosed with pancreatic cancer
survives beyond a year. As happens in so many cases,
her husband’s cancer was not diagnosed until it had
become terminal. He died within six weeks of diagnosis.

A recent story shared with me by the British Liver
Trust about Jane’s husband also powerfully highlights
the importance of early diagnosis of liver cancer. He
was known to be at high risk because of an underlying
liver condition and was meant to receive regular surveillance
scans. These scans were meant to detect cancer early,
when treatment options are greater and outcomes can
be better. However, delays and disruption to his regular
surveillance scans meant that his cancer was not diagnosed
until it was already advanced.

Jane believes that had her husband’s monitoring
continued as planned, his cancer could have been diagnosed
at an earlier stage, when potentially lifesaving treatment
and interventions were still possible. Her husband’s
experience is a clear reminder of the importance of
regular surveillance of people who are at risk, so that
liver cancer can be detected at the earliest possible stage,
when lives can still be saved.

Such stories paint a stark picture of the shockingly
poor outcomes for individuals diagnosed with less survivable
cancers. The UK has the highest rate of oesophageal
cancer in the world, and only 15% of adult patients with
oesophageal cancer survive for five years or more. A
mere 15% of stomach cancer patients in the UK will
survive for more than 10 years. Liver cancer survival
rates have hardly changed in the last decade. And
despite the work to tackle smoking, lung cancer still
claims the lives of around 91 people every day.
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Today, on average, the chance of someone surviving
for five years after being diagnosed with one of the six
least survivable cancers is only 16%. For the country
that discovered penicillin, designed the world’s first
insulin infusion device and uncovered the structure of
DNA, we are dangerously behind. OECD research
shows that the UK ranks a dismal 31st out of 43 countries
for how many people survive at least five years after
being diagnosed with lung cancer. Across lung cancer
survival rates, the UK is below the EU and OECD
averages, as well as below the US, Germany and France.
For all the less survivable cancers, survival rates have
increased by only a small amount over the last 50 years,
and all remain below 20%.

In my role as Liberal Democrat primary care and
cancer spokesperson, I have spent time meeting charities
to try to understand why the outcomes for patients with
the six least survivable cancers are not improving. One
resounding reason is research. A response to a question
tabled by my hon. Friend the Member for Witney
(Charlie Maynard) revealed that the Department of
Health and Social Care’s funding for research into each
of the less survivable cancers since 2022 is as follows:
for lung cancer, £16 million; for oesophageal cancer,
£9.4 million; bladder and stomach cancer, £3 million
each; liver cancer, £2 million; pancreatic cancer, £0.9 million;
and brain cancer, £0.6 million. That funding is pitifully
low, considering that UK survival rates for many of
those cancers are devastatingly behind our international
counterparts. What adds to that frustration is that even
after a successful innovation is found, thanks to the
tireless work of researchers, implementation is simply
far too slow.

The less survivable cancers taskforce told me that
senior surgeons are reporting the start of a golden time
for approaches to cancer, but that the UK takes too
long to implement any innovations and the later stages
of clinical trials drag on for too long. For example, a
diagnostic test—the capsule sponge—that allows cell
changes associated with oesophageal cancer to be identified
has spent 20 years in the research phase. Only last year
did the test enter its next trial in certain parts of the
country. Although that is welcome, progress overall is
far too slow.

International Cancer Benchmarking Partnership data
shows that in the 1990s Denmark and the UK were two
of the worst performers for cancer care. While the UK
has made some progress, Denmark has surged ahead.
In fact, since 1995, Denmark has seen some of the
biggest improvements of any ICBP member, with survival
across all seven ICBP-measured cancer types increasing
by more than it has in the UK. A key factor has been
Denmark’s focus on using consistent cancer plans to
co-ordinate investment, drive reform and develop strong
clinical leadership.

That is why the Liberal Democrats are calling for a
cancer survival research Act to require the Government
to co-ordinate and ensure funding for research into
cancers with the lowest survival rates. Alongside that,
expanding the capacity of the Medicines and Healthcare
products Regulatory Agency would halve the time it
takes for new treatments to reach patients.

Before Christmas, I visited the Shooting Star hospice
in Guildford and stood in the room where families can
grieve next to their children. Many of those children
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receive palliative care for cancer. Every death is a tragedy,
but that visit was a harrowing reminder of how quickly
and devastatingly cancer takes even the youngest lives.
As we enter the new year, I ask that the Minister makes
it her resolution to tackle the black hole of research
funding for less survivable cancers and to speed up the
snail’s-pace implementation of lifesaving treatments.

10.38 am

Dr Caroline Johnson (Sleaford and North Hykeham)
(Con): It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Efford. I congratulate the hon. Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) on securing this important debate.

It is sadly the case that one in two of us will get
cancer in our lifetime. We all know someone who is
battling cancer, someone who has beaten it and, sadly,
someone whose life has been cut short by it. Cancer
survival rates have consistently improved, but they are
still far from where we would like them to be. When we
talk about less survivable cancers, we refer particularly
to six types of cancer with low survival rates: pancreatic,
liver, brain, oesophageal, stomach and lung cancers.
Over 90,000 people in the UK are diagnosed with one
of the less survivable cancers every year—20% of cancer
cases—but those cancers are responsible for 42% of
cancer deaths in the UK.

I pay tribute to hon. Members who have shared their
personal stories in this debate, because behind each
statistic is an individual. As I prepared for this debate,
I thought of my granda, who died of brain cancer; my
Nana Burton, who died of lung cancer; and of my
husband’s good friend and confidante, Richard, who
died of oesophageal cancer.

A key reason for the troublingly disproportionate
mortality rate for less survivable cancers is their later-
than-average diagnosis. Just 28% of less survivable cancers
are diagnosed at stages 1 or 2, which is well below the
54% rate for cancers as a whole. That cuts survival rates
significantly. Pancreatic cancer is particularly lethal,
with less than 7% of people with pancreatic cancer in
the UK surviving beyond five years.

I am pleased that the last Conservative Government
launched the targeted lung health check programme in
June 2022. It led to more than 5,500 people being
diagnosed with lung cancer by January 2025, with 75% of
cases found at stages 1 or 2 through screening. That is
encouraging progress, but clearly there is much more
work to be done to improve the diagnosis rates for all
six less survivable cancers.

I have personally been supportive of the current
Government’s Tobacco and Vapes Bill, which will ban the
sale of tobacco to young people born after 1 January 2009.
That will tackle one of the key risk factors for lung
cancer. Will the Minister update us on the Bill’s progress,
given that it was introduced on 5 November 2024 and
has still not passed through Parliament? Prevention is
said to be a big focus for the Government, so what is the
Minister doing to improve prevention and to get the Bill
passed?

The APPG on less survivable cancers launched an
inquiry into earlier detection and faster diagnosis in
March 2025 and found that doubling early diagnosis
could save an additional 7,500 lives a year. What is
the Minister doing to implement the inquiry’s
recommendations, which were published last June?
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In particular, what is she doing to explore the benefits
of technology in commissioning new detection tests?
What assessment has she made of the new VAPOR
breath test for pancreatic cancer, which could support
GPs in diagnosing less survivable cancers from unclear
symptoms?

I am hopeful that many of the answers to these
questions, and others posed by hon. Members, will be
found in the forthcoming national cancer plan. The
Government have delayed that plan, along with several
others, until 2026. We are now in 2026, so can the
Minister confirm when the plan will be published?
Rumours were swirling that it had been delayed for
presentational purposes until World Cancer Day in
February, but there are now further rumours that it may
be delayed until early March. Can the Minister give us a
date?

It is encouraging to see that NHS staff carried out
over 3 million cancer checks in 2024, double the number
carried out a decade prior. However, as with much of
the war against cancer, this is another case of positive
progress with more work needing to be done. Much of
that work is dependent on the workforce.

The last Government built five new medical schools,
including one in Lincolnshire, which are now producing
their first medical graduates. However, British graduates
need British jobs, and heavy competition from a surging
number of international medical graduates is leaving
many British graduates without a job. What action is
the Minister taking to improve the recruitment of British
graduates from British medical schools? Can she confirm
when the further delayed 10-year NHS workforce plan
will be published? Can she also assure us that that
workforce plan, in combination with the long-anticipated
cancer plan, will make provision to increase the number
of oncologists, radiologists and specialist cancer nurses
across the NHS?

As other Members have said, research is absolutely
critical if we are to beat cancer, particularly the less
survivable cancers, where new technologies for testing
and treatment could save lives. Yet the cutting-edge,
world-leading research that Britain has to offer does
not feel as though it has the Government’s backing.
Merck has scrapped its plans for a £1 billion research
centre in King’s Cross and has announced plans to
make 125 scientists redundant. AstraZeneca has halted
a £200 million expansion of its research site in Cambridge
and abandoned a £450 million vaccine manufacturing
investment in Liverpool. Eli Lilly and Sanofi have both
expressed frustration at the undervaluation of innovative
medicines in the UK.

When I raised life sciences in a previous debate on
cancer, the Minister for Secondary Care, the hon. Member
for Bristol South (Karin Smyth) said that the Government
“want to make this country the best place to do life sciences.”—|[ Official
Report, 23 October 2025; Vol. 773, ¢. 464WH.]

What support is the Minister providing to businesses
in the life sciences and pharmaceutical industries to
make that political slogan a reality? What work is she
doing with her colleagues in the Departments for
Science, Innovation and Technology and for Business
and Trade to revive lost life sciences investment and
to use British research, which has the world-class
facilities needed to innovate and save lives? As my hon.
Friend the Member for Berwickshire, Roxburgh and
Selkirk (John Lamont) said, it is important that we
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work together as a United Kingdom. What work is the
Minister doing with our counterparts in Scotland in
particular?

As my hon. Friend the Member for Keighley and
Ilkley (Robbie Moore) said, there is a growing crisis in
the hospice sector. Hospice care, provided for those
with terminal illnesses such as some cancers, improves
symptom control, comfort and support—it adds life
to days. What is the Minister doing to press the
Chancellor to recognise that her tax and national insurance
changes are creating a crisis in the hospice sector, and
what is she doing to save hospices from closure in many
cases?

In summary, I am concerned that, 18 months in, the
absence of definitive Government action for the cancer
community has left us without a cancer plan or a
workforce plan, while critical research continues to be
driven out of this country. I encourage the Minister to
provide clarity for cancer sufferers, cancer charities and
the cancer workforce, who are doing such sterling work
to improve people’s lives, and to get on with innovating
lifesaving treatments to improve the tragic survival rates
for the less survivable cancers.

10.44 am

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health
and Social Care (Ashley Dalton): It is a pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship, Mr Efford. I thank you
and other Members for persevering despite my slightly
tardy arrival, which was due, ironically, to the somewhat
unpredictable effects of cancer chemotherapy. I am
well, however, and have enjoyed the debate immensely.

Before I begin, I pay tribute to all our NHS staff, our
care workers and everyone serving our hospices for
their work over the Christmas and new-year period.
I am grateful to the hon. Member for Wokingham
(Clive Jones) for securing this debate, and for doing his
bit to keep up morale at the Royal Berkshire hospital on
Christmas eve. I thank all Members for their contributions,
and acknowledge all their personal stories and the
stories they shared of their constituents. Such a wide
range of issues has been raised; 1 will endeavour to
respond to all questions, but given the time pressure,
I will follow up in writing to any Members whose
questions I do not cover.

I will address each of the issues raised by the hon.
Member for Wokingham in order. He is right that
progress has been uneven across different types of cancer,
and that less survivable cancers can be difficult to
identify as the symptoms may mirror those of a host of
other illnesses. To boost the diagnosis of cancers that
are harder to catch at an earlier stage, we have rolled out
the non-specific symptom pathways, with 115 NSS services
now live. NSS pathways provide a referral route for
patients whose symptoms do not fit under a specific
cancer pathway. They are making diagnosis smoother
and faster for patients whose symptoms are not as clear.

The Government are proud to support the Rare
Cancers Bill introduced by my hon. Friend the Member
for Edinburgh South West (Dr Arthur). Baroness Elliott
will move its Second Reading in the other place on
Friday next week.

As a cancer patient myself, I was proud to stand on a
manifesto to tackle the biggest killers. My right hon.
and learned Friend the Prime Minister reaffirmed that
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pledge just over a year ago, through our plan for change.
Although the all cancer survival rate is the best it has
ever been, less survivable cancers have just a 16% five-year
survival rate, accounting for 67,000 deaths a year. And
demand is rising: each day there are around 13,000 urgent
referrals for suspected cancer. That is up almost 3,000 a
day since 2019.

My officials, including those leading on the national
cancer plan, are carefully considering every one of the
APPG’s recommendations. Although I cannot go into
detail today, I assure Members that rare and less survivable
cancers will feature heavily in the new cancer plan. The
Government are asking the NHS, charities and all my
colleagues in this place to join in a new national effort,
spearheaded by the national cancer plan, which we will
publish in just a few short weeks, in early February.
I can confirm that there is no truth in the rumour that it
is being delayed to March. The plan will cover the
entirety of the cancer pathway, from referral and diagnosis
to treatment and ongoing care. We want patients to
have access to the latest treatments and technology, and
to receive the highest quality of care.

We made genomics one of the five big bets in our
10-year plan for health, setting out how we will harness
it to create a genomics population health service and
support innovation. In July last year, we launched the
groundbreaking national inherited cancer predisposition
register, so that we can keep track of people with genes
that put them at risk. That brings me to a wider point
about diagnostics and primary care. We have introduced
Jess’s rule, named after Jess Brady, to prompt GPs to
investigate further when a patient presents with the
same symptoms or concerns more than twice. We have
also boosted community diagnostic centres and invested
an extra £889 million in general practice. We are committed
to ensuring that GPs have the right training and systems
to identify cancer symptoms, and we will continue to
support the use of clinical decision support tools.

On research and innovation, the Department of Health
and Social Care invests over £1.6 billion a year in
research through the National Institute for Health and
Care Research. At over £141 million in the last financial
year, cancer research is a major area of NIHR spending.
Just last month, the NTHR launched a pioneering new
£13.7 million brain tumour research consortium to
accelerate research into new treatments.

On the question from my hon. Friend the Member
for Mitcham and Morden (Dame Siobhain McDonagh),
I understand that the NIHR chief executive officer,
Professor Lucy Chappell, has recently written to her,
and I will follow up in writing to respond to my hon.
Friend’s question and to explain the process of submitting
a bid to the NIHR in detail.

In 2024, the NIHR and the Office for Life Sciences
announced nearly £11 million to support the further
testing of innovations to help to increase the early
detection and diagnosis of cancer. That includes funding
for research into the new breath test for multiple
gastrointestinal cancers and to look at how we can roll
it out in primary care.

People watching at home might be thinking, “Well,
what happens with all this research?” So let me briefly
give a real-world example of implementation: the
Cytosponge is a simple test that can identify conditions
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that are a precursor to oesophageal cancer. The NIHR,
alongside Cancer Research UK, funded research into
the development of this “sponge on a string”. This year
will see a new NHS pilot of its use in high street
pharmacies, supporting the shift in the delivery of care
from hospitals to community as part of our 10-year
health plan.

The Government are developing a palliative care and
end-of-life care modern service framework, with publication
planned for spring this year. The framework will align
with the ambitions of the 10-year health plan, which
prioritises shifting care out of hospitals and into community
settings to ensure personalised, compassionate support
for individuals of all ages and their families.

The Government were elected on a manifesto to
tackle the biggest killers, including cancer. I am proud
to stand here today, after 18 months, and say that we
can see some green shoots of recovery across the health
service, with 135,000 more cancer diagnoses within the
28-day target. That is partly driven by over 100 community
diagnostic centres opening at evenings and on weekends,
and new surgical hubs to treat people faster.

With the publication of our national cancer plan,
2026 could be a decisive year for cancer care. I look
forward to working with the hon. Member for Wokingham,
the APPG, my hon. Friend the Member for Edinburgh
South West and all other Members to make sure that we
keep our momentum into the new year and bring about
real change.

10.52 am

Clive Jones: I thank the Minister very much for her
interesting response. I thank all Members who contributed
to the debate, many of whom spoke very personally
about their own experiences. From time to time, that
can be quite a hard thing to do, so I thank everybody
for doing so. In particular, I thank the hon. Member for
Southport (Patrick Hurley), who spoke very movingly.

I hope the Minister has taken note of all the things
that have come out of the debate. There is a need for
better diagnosis and for new and more drug trials; there
is a need to share information among organisations and
across borders; there is a need for better screening of
cancer; there is a need for big improvements in the
workforce; there is a need for better equipment and new
technologies; and there is a need to embrace innovation.

I was pleased to hear that the national cancer plan is
still probably going to be announced sometime in
February—maybe 4 February—and that it has not been
delayed. Everybody is looking forward to seeing that
plan. Not just those of us who have come to this debate,
but many MPs who have not been able to attend, and
millions of our constituents, will be looking to see what
is in the national cancer plan. We really hope it covers
all the things we have been asking for to date—all the
things that the APPGs have been asking for and that
individual Members have had meetings with the Minister
and others about. All I can say on behalf of the people
who have an interest in cancer is that we really hope the
Government have been listening, and that it is a cancer
plan that everybody in the House is able to get behind—one
that will improve diagnosis, treatment and outcomes for
people in this country suffering with the most awful
diseases. I thank everyone very much for attending the
debate.
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Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,
That this House has considered less survivable cancers.

10.55 am
Sitting suspended.

Poverty and Welfare Policies

11 am

Neil Duncan-Jordan (Poole) (Lab): I beg to move,

That this House has considered poverty and Government
welfare policies.

Itis a pleasure to serve with you in the Chair, Mr Efford.
One of the most important legacies this Labour
Government could achieve would be the massive reduction
in poverty and the widening of opportunities for millions
of people currently struggling to get by. The title of the
debate mentions poverty, but that does not begin to
capture the depth of the crisis facing millions of people
today. The phrase “the cost of living crisis” is now so
common, we would think it was a fact of life. But we
must be clear: poverty does not have to exist; it is a
political choice.

Today, more than 14 million live in poverty, and that
overall figure has barely changed over the past 14 years
of austerity. That is why we now have 8.1 million
working-age adults, 4.8 million disabled people, 4.3 million
children and 1.9 million pensioners living in poverty. Of
course, it is easy to talk about poverty in terms of
statistics, but it is the real-world impact where it really
matters. Living in poverty means people not being able
to heat their home, pay their rent or buy essential items
such as food for them and their family. It also means
waking up every day facing insecurity, uncertainty and
impossible decisions.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I commend the
hon. Gentleman for bringing this issue forward. I wish
to bring to the Minister’s attention the fact that 4,400 people
in Northern Ireland have been diagnosed with Parkinson’s
disease and other conditions that are not fully understood
by the personal independence payment assessors, due to
their complex nature, and those people are at significantly
higher risk of poverty because of how the welfare
system handles their needs. Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that disability support through welfare must reflect
real-life situations and that people must not be made to
suffer financially because of a lack of understanding
from welfare support?

Neil Duncan-Jordan: I will come later to the debate
we had about PIP. I absolutely agree, and all the evidence
shows, that disabled people are much more likely to face
poverty and hardship than able-bodied people.

At its core, poverty prevents people from playing a
full and meaningful role in our society. That is why
there is both a moral and an economic case for taking
action, and why tackling poverty should be central to
any serious strategy for economic growth, as well as a
key part of a progressive Government’s agenda. According
to the Equality Trust, reducing income inequality to the
level found in more equal OECD nations would save the
UK up to £128 billion annually in reduced costs in areas
such as crime, imprisonment rates, tackling poor mental
health and welfare.

However, none of that will be possible if we continue
to use the same austerity-driven measures we have used
in the past. For example, the proposal to means-test the
winter fuel allowance was based on the ill-judged view
that a pensioner living on little more than £12,000 a
year was well off. The attempt last year to reduce
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disability benefits by £7 billion was based not on people’s
needs, but on the Treasury’s demand for cuts. Even the
very welcome and long overdue decision to lift the
two-child limit still leaves the overall benefit cap in
place, and fails to uprate the threshold in line with
universal credit. As a consequence, an estimated one in
12 children will still be caught in deep poverty.

John Milne (Horsham) (LD): We keep hearing that
disability spending, and welfare spending in general, is
spiralling out of control, but the truth is that, as a
percentage of GDP, it has barely moved since the
mid-1980s, under Margaret Thatcher—that famous
supporter of welfare. Does the hon. Member agree that
if we are going to reform welfare, we should at least
start from the right place, with the right figures?

Neil Duncan-Jordan: I absolutely agree—in fact, the
hon. Member must have read part of my speech, because
I will come on to that point a bit later.

There is now a wealth of evidence showing that there
is a growing gap between what people have and what
they need for a decent standard of living. Millions in
the UK are falling well short of that standard, as costs
continue to rise and our social security system fails to
provide adequate and appropriate support.

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): I am
grateful to my hon. Friend for today’s debate. The
Joseph Rowntree Foundation’s essentials guarantee sets
a minimum that people should receive through the
social security system. For a single person, it is £120, which
is £28 more than they are receiving; for a couple, it is
£205, which is £60 more than they are receiving. That is
to achieve a minimum standard. Does my hon. Friend
agree that the Government should be looking at the
work of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation to ensure that
people are lifted out of poverty?

Neil Duncan-Jordan: Yes, and I cover the JRF’s demands
for an essentials guarantee a bit later in my speech—it
will be one of the key points I make when I sum up.

Short-term support measures are of course vital for
people in need, but they will only go so far. What we
need is a social security system that is fit for the future.
As the hon. Member for Horsham (John Milne) pointed
out, some have argued that our benefits system is too
generous, compared with those in other European countries.
However, the rate of our benefits, such as unemployment
benefit and the basic state pension, is incredibly low.
According to a recent report from the Public and
Commercial Services Union, unemployed workers in
countries such as Ireland, France and Germany are
entitled to more than double what UK workers get if
they lose their job. It is no wonder, then, that almost a
third of adults say they are unable to keep their home at
the recommended minimum temperature of 18°C; that
more than one in 10 UK households experienced food
insecurity last year; and that the amount the poorest
households have left after the bills have been paid has
fallen by 2.1% in the last 18 months.

However, the weight of the cost of living crisis will
not be lifted by boxing clever on single policies. One of
the major structural changes we need in order to move
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beyond sticking-plasters and towards lasting change is
the introduction of a protective minimum floor in our
social security system, as supported by the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation, the Trussell Trust and others. The principle
is simple: if our welfare state is meant to be relied on
when people need it, it has to cover the essentials they
need to survive. Right now, five in six low-income
households on universal credit are going without essentials,
and nearly 90% of people referred to food banks are
receiving a means-tested social security payment.

Ian Byrne (Liverpool West Derby) (Lab): I thank my
hon. Friend for his hugely important speech. He has
touched on some of the horrific stats around food.
Does he support the work we are doing with the Right
to Food Commission, which is travelling the country
over the next six months, to create a road map to
introduce a right to food into legislation and end what
we are seeing regarding hunger in the UK?

Neil Duncan-Jordan: I pay tribute to my hon. Friend
for his work on food poverty and the need for a proper
food policy that gives people the right to food. It is an
important issue, which we need to address.

We all know that circumstances can change overnight.
One day, someone is working and getting by; the next,
they need support. There is a health scare, they are
caring for a loved one, or they have lost their job and
possibly their home. That risk and insecurity should not
be part of everyday life for our constituents.

During a debate on the future of personal independence
payments, a number of Members, as the hon. Member
for Horsham said earlier, claimed that welfare spending
was out of control. However, for the last 15 years, UK
spending on social security has consistently been between
10% and 12% of GDP, and we regularly spend less on
social security than comparable countries in Europe.

Improving the support available through our social
security system should be seen as a key part of our
economic growth agenda, but we need to recognise that
growth that fails to tackle social inequality will mean
that all the economic gains remain at the top. In fact,
between 2010 and 2019 the UK’s GDP grew by 1.9% every
year, but at the same time the wealth gap widened by
nearly 50%. As a result, we now have the second highest
wealth inequality in the OECD, after the US.

That brings us to the important issue of how we raise
revenue. There is a genuine concern that if the Government
fail to tax wealth effectively, they will lack sufficient
resources to uphold the social contract under which
strong public services, an effective social safety net and
a healthy economy provide people with a decent standard
of living. Failure to uphold that contract will inevitably
further undermine trust in our current political system
and ultimately lead to support for those with simple
answers to complex questions.

In conclusion, there are some key principles that
I hope the Government will accept. First, restricting
welfare does not reduce poverty; it simply shifts costs
on to charities, councils and the NHS as people try to
find support elsewhere.

Daniel Francis (Bexleyheath and Crayford) (Lab):
I thank my hon. Friend for securing the debate. One of
the most important ways to support people is to help
them back into work, and we have seen that in my
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constituency—as my hon. Friend knows, I have worked
closely with disabled people and carers. Locally in
Bexleyheath, we have seen specialist support for neuro-
divergent people to assist them back into work, sometimes
with the involvement of clubs and organisations. Would
he welcome that kind of support for disabled people
and carers to assist them back into work and give them
the specialist support they require?

Neil Duncan-Jordan: Yes, absolutely. It is important
that those who can work have the opportunity and the
support to do so. The issue we discussed during the PIP
debate last year was those individuals who would never
be able to find work of any kind, and the support they
would still need to enable them to live a decent and
prosperous life.

There should be a commitment to benefit adequacy
as a core anti-poverty measure, with reportable targets
for reducing poverty over a parliamentary cycle.

Ian Lavery (Blyth and Ashington) (Lab): I thank my
hon. Friend for his powerful contribution with regard
to poverty. What concerns me greatly is families sitting
around a table on a cold night—as cold as it is today—and
not being able to put the heating on or to feed themselves.
They are not bothered whether it is abject poverty or
whatever type of poverty. I hope that one of the
commitments my hon. Friend will ask the Minister for
will be to get rid of the definitions and descriptors and
to just say, “We want to get rid of poverty in the UK.”

Neil Duncan-Jordan: I absolutely agree with my hon.
Friend’s contribution. Whether it is fuel poverty, food
poverty or various other types of poverty, at the end of
the day it is poverty that we need to address—full stop.

It is time to enact the socioeconomic duty in the
Equality Act 2010, which requires all public bodies to
address inequalities when making strategic decisions.
We should not be allowed to make decisions that will
make people poorer. That was mentioned in one of the
debates we had on welfare last year.

Finally, we need to reshape our social security system,
with objectives that go beyond traditional anti-poverty
policies and that incorporate a rights-based approach
that includes providing dignity to those within the
system. Last year a food parcel was handed out every
11 seconds. Ultimately, our Labour Government will be
judged on whether people feel better off. That is our
moral crusade and our economic mission, and that is
what we should be doing.

11.15am

The Minister of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Dame Diana Johnson): It is a pleasure, as ever,
to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Efford. I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Poole (Neil Duncan-
Jordan) on securing the debate. He spoke with great
passion and knowledge about how poverty affects the
individual, the family and society at large. The real-world
impact is where that really matters, as he just said.

My hon. Friend spoke in his maiden speech about the
nearly 7,000 residents of Poole who struggle to cover
essential costs from their monthly income. In his career
in Parliament, he has continued to be a strong advocate
for his constituents and for the disadvantaged in our
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society. He has rightly pointed out that poverty is both
unfair and economically reckless, and that one of the
most important legacies that we could achieve as a
Labour Government is a massive reduction in poverty.
My hon. Friend highlighted the devastation caused by
14 years of Tory Governments to the fabric of our
society and the rising levels of poverty, in particular the
cost of living that we inherited from the previous
Government.

To start, I refer to the child poverty strategy, which
was published only last month. Under the previous
Government, a shocking 900,000 more children were
added to the statistics for those living in poverty. The
aim of our strategy is to lift 550,0000 children out of
poverty by the end of this Parliament. It is rightly a
cross-Government strategy, but welfare policies clearly
play a crucial part, not least the lifting of the two-child
limit. I am proud that we are getting rid of that cruel
policy, which affects nearly 2,000 children in Poole,
6,000 children in the Poole, Bournemouth and Christchurch
local authority area, and 1.5 million children in Great
Britain overall.

I was touched when I spoke with several stakeholders,
including the Trussell Trust, following the announcement
of the removal of the two-child limit on Budget day,
because they gave me the breadth and depth of insight
that comes from working with those families day in, day
out. Hearing their views of how the change will be felt
on the ground was humbling and hugely helpful to me.

Our strategy builds on the urgent action that we have
taken already to help families since we first entered
Government, which has included expanding free school
meals to reach half a million more families on universal
credit, our new £842 million crisis and resilience fund to
reform crisis support in England, expanding free breakfast
clubs, and investing in Best Start family hubs to deliver
early intervention and support for new parents. We
recognise that tackling the causes of poverty and delivering
an enduring reduction to child poverty will take time.
That is why we have been clear from the start that this
will be a long-term, 10-year strategy. We have put in
place structures, including a monitoring and evaluation
framework, and cross-Government ministerial oversight
to ensure that the strategy will deliver and that we can
build on its success in future.

We know that the welfare system needs continuous
reform to ensure that it supports the people who need it
and is a platform for opportunity. Our welfare system is
not a museum; since its creation, it has adapted and
changed as society has adapted and changed, in recognition
of the new challenges we face.

I want to address some of the points that my hon.
Friend made. As the Minister for employment, I will say
a few words about employment. We know that employment
plays a vital role in lifting families out of poverty and in
securing better long-term outcomes for children. That
is why supporting good work will always be the foundation
of our approach, and it is backed by increasing investment
for employment support to £3.8 billion by 2028-29, so
that people have the help they need to move into and to
get on in work. That includes our plans to reform
Jobcentre Plus and create a new service across Great
Britain that will enable everyone to access good, meaningful
work, and support them to progress in work, including
through an enhanced focus on skills and careers.
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[Dame Diana Johnson ]

My hon. Friend also talked a little about in-work
poverty, and we know that low pay is a key factor. Our
plan to make work pay will help more people to stay in
work and will improve job security and boost living
standards. From April this year, the national living
wage will increase to £12.71 an hour for workers aged
21 and over—an increase of £900 a year for a full-time
worker on the national living wage.

Access to suitable childcare has for too long been a
barrier to progression for many parents. That is why we
will invest £9 billion next year in policies such as creating
new school-based nurseries and, as I have just said,
rolling out free breakfast clubs. A cross-Government
review of childcare is also under way, because we recognise
that the current system is very complex for parents to
navigate.

We also want to go further, so that every parent who
can work will be able to enjoy the benefit of rewarding,
secure jobs that enable them to support their families.
Our ambitious labour market interventions include our
inactivity trailblazers in England and Wales, skills
bootcamps and the adult skills fund, which will provide
a step change in the support that parents receive to help
them progress in—as well as move into—work.

Alison Bennett (Mid Sussex) (LD): The Carer’s Leave
Act 2023, introduced by my hon. Friend the Member
for North East Fife (Wendy Chamberlain), was passed
in the last Parliament. At the moment, carers in work
are entitled to unpaid leave from work, which helps
them to stay in employment. Does the Minister agree
that making that leave paid would tackle the much
higher levels of poverty among family carers and further
help those people, particularly those on lower wages?

Dame Diana Johnson: I am grateful to the hon. Lady
for raising that point. I will take the opportunity to
reflect on what she has said and write to her with a
response. I will move on because I have only limited
time, and there are quite a few other things I want
to say.

My hon. Friend the Member for Poole also referred
to welfare reform more generally. I reassure him that the
“Pathways to Work” Green Paper builds on the principle
that Government should support those who can work
to do so, while protecting those who cannot. We have
already made significant progress in bringing forward
proposals from the Green Paper to transform the support
that we offer. We are taking action to get the basics right
and improve the experience for people who use the
system of health and disability benefits, as set out in the
Green Paper.

That includes exploring ways to improve trust and
transparency in the personal independence payment
and the work capability assessments, by reviewing our
approach to safeguarding, recording assessments to
increase trust in the process and moving back to more
face-to-face assessments, while continuing to meet the
needs of people who may require different methods of
assessment. Of course, we also have the Timms review
under way. As a result of our changes, there will be
50,000 fewer individuals in relative poverty after housing
costs in 2029-30. That includes a reduction in poverty
for both children and working-age individuals.
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I want to mention universal credit and its adequacy,
as well as the essentials guarantee that a number of
Members have spoken about. We know that people are
struggling, and we understand the critical role of universal
credit in tackling poverty and maintaining work incentives.
Since April 2025, our fair repayment rate has reduced
the overall deductions cap from 25% to 15% of a
customer’s standard allowance, allowing approximately
1.2 million universal credit households to retain more
of their award for essential living costs.

We have also gone further by taking decisive action
to address the basic adequacy of the universal credit
standard allowance through the first sustained above-
inflation rise in the basic rate of universal credit since it
was introduced. That change will benefit millions of
people when it is introduced in April, while maintaining
the right balance between supporting those who need
it, incentivising work and providing value for the taxpayer.

My hon. Friend also referred to the benefit cap.
Removing the two-child limit is the fastest and most
cost-effective way to reduce child poverty and will, on
its own, lift 450,000 children out of poverty by the end
of this Parliament. However, it is absolutely right that
we balance maintaining a strong safety net for those
who need it with encouraging personal responsibility
and incentivising work wherever possible. Working people
are much less likely to be affected by the benefit cap,
which we will review at the appropriate time and as
determined by the Secretary of State, in line with the
statutory obligation to review the levels at least once
every five years.

My hon. Friend gave the shocking statistic about a
food parcel being handed out every 11 seconds. This
Government absolutely agree that the number of people
having to rely on food parcels is far too high, which
is why we made a manifesto commitment to end mass
dependency on emergency food parcels. As I have
already said, our child poverty strategy and the crisis
and resilience fund, along with renewed funding of
£600 million for the holiday activities and food programme,
will be a vital contribution to tackling such an important
issue.

I am also working closely with the Department for
Environment Food and Rural Affairs on this matter,
and will meet with my ministerial counterpart at DEFRA
tomorrow to discuss shared priorities. I would also be
very happy to meet with my hon. Friend the Member
for Liverpool West Derby (Ian Byrne) to discuss the
work he is doing. I know he has a long-standing interest
in food poverty.

In the few minutes I have left, I will talk about
international comparators, particularly around state
pensions. It is difficult to make meaningful comparisons
between state pension schemes in different countries
because there are many fundamental differences in the
way they are run and operated. There are many factors
to take into account, such as different tax systems,
the cost of living, access to occupational pensions,
the availability of other social security benefits and the
provision of services and goods, either free to pensioners
or available at a concessionary rate.

The UK pension system balances sustainability and
adequacy with the foundation of a contributory state
pension, on which private retirement savings can be
built, as well as an income-related safety net for those
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most in need. Workers can choose to make voluntary
contributions to private or occupational pension schemes
to increase their retirement income.

Data from the OECD’s “Pensions at a Glance 2025”
report shows that the UK’s public expenditure on pensions
is lower than the average of other OECD countries.
Furthermore, when Full Fact investigated the claim
that the UK state pension is the lowest in the EU, it
concluded that the comparison is not fair because of
the differences between pension systems.

In closing, our manifesto committed to building on
the legacy of the last Labour Government, which lifted
more than 600,000 children and more than a million
pensioners out of poverty. It promised to put good
work at the heart of our approach. We are building a
welfare system that is much more active in giving people
opportunities not just to get by, but to get on in life.

Importantly, we are making sure these reforms are
accompanied by our wider efforts to put in place the
right opportunities, incentives and support—Dby creating
good jobs, by making work pay, including through our
landmark Employment Rights Act 2025, which will
benefit more than 15 million people, and by overhauling
employment support, so that people get personalised
support to overcome the individual barriers they face
getting into work. Through all those changes, we can
turn the tide on poverty, making a real, lasting difference
to people’s lives and building a fairer, more prosperous
country.

Question put and agreed to.

11.28 am
Sitting suspended.
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BBC Charter Renewal

2.30 pm
Sir John Whittingdale (Maldon) (Con): I beg to move,

That this House has considered Government proposals for
renewal of the BBC Charter.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mrs Harris. It is also a pleasure—although not wholly
surprising—that the debate is so well attended. We may
struggle to get everybody in; I will do my best to help.
I am delighted to see the Under-Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport, the hon. Member for Barnsley
South (Stephanie Peacock). She and I have spoken
together about media matters many times. It is good to
see her back on her former brief. I understand that the
Media Minister is otherwise occupied in the House.

It is just over a year since I held a debate in this place
on BBC funding. Since then, quite a lot has happened
concerning the BBC. We have had major editorial failings
around things like the “Panorama” reporting of a speech
made by the President of the United States, the coverage
of Bob Vylan at Glastonbury, and the documentary
about Hamas. We have also seen some shocking revelations
about harassment and bullying within the BBC, with
the ongoing repercussions of the Huw Edwards incident
and then the Gregg Wallace revelations. On funding,
which I suspect will be the major topic in this debate,
last year we saw a further 300,000 people declare that
they no longer needed or were willing to pay the licence
fee. All those things, I suspect, contributed to the decision
of Deborah Turness and Tim Davie to resign. I was
sorry that Tim Davie left his post. I think he did a good
job in a very difficult circumstance. It is a sadness that
most directors general, rather like politicians, have careers
that end unhappily.

We have also now seen the publication of the
Department’s Green Paper on the future, which points
out at the beginning that unless the charter is renewed by
31 December 2027, the BBC will cease to exist. I had
responsibility, in the main, for the renewal of the last charter.
I did not want to see the BBC disappear then, and I do
not want to see the BBC disappear today. Therefore, it
is important that we agree. The charter renewal document
is wide-ranging and covers a huge amount of ground.
I am sure hon. Members will wish to touch on a number
of elements. I will concentrate on two.

The first is the issue of governance and maintenance
of standards. The last charter review resulted in the
replacement of the BBC Trust, which at that time had
overall oversight of the BBC, with a board, bringing
together executive and non-executive members. It is
worth remembering that the BBC Trust, which preceded
the board, was wholly appointed by the Government.
In theory, the board has only five Government appointees;
of those five, three are in agreement with the Scottish
Parliament, the Welsh Assembly and the Northern Ireland
Assembly. The UK Government actually appoints only
two members, so concerns about political interference
and independence are misplaced.

Tonia Antoniazzi (Gower) (Lab): The National Union
of Journalists wants an inquiry into allegations of
inappropriate interference by current politically appointed
board members in BBC editorial matters. The right hon.
Gentleman said that there are only two such members.
Does he think that an inquiry is necessary to restore
public trust in the BBC board?
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Sir John Whittingdale: No, I do not. I suspect the
hon. Lady is referring to the board member for England,
who I believe has outstanding experience in the field of
BBC editorial independence; he spent a brief time in
politics. It is worth remembering that the political appointees
over many years have come from both sides of the
House. There was a chair who was previously a Conservative
Cabinet Minister, and a deputy chair who was previously
a Labour Cabinet Minister. If there was ever a concern,
it was about the appointment of a former Labour Cabinet
Minister to a management position. That seemed to me
much more concerning since they had direct day-to-day
editorial decisions. At the time, although I got on very
well with James Purnell and I worked with him when he
was Secretary of State, I did not think that he should have
been appointed to a management position. But I have
no concerns about political interference at the moment.

On the failings revealed by the Prescott report on
editorial standards, clearly there need to be changes to
the editorial oversight. As was debated a few months
ago, there is a strong case for making the editorial
standards committee much more independent. It is also
at least worth considering—this is part of the Green
Paper—whether the job of running an organisation
with around £5 billion to £6 billion can be combined
with having overall control over the entire editorial output
of the BBC. Those are both huge jobs and I think it is
becoming increasingly difficult for one person to hold
both of them. That is something that needs to be
considered.

The biggest challenge facing the BBC, which I sought
to highlight in the debate a year ago, is about future
funding. We have seen a steady decline in the number of
people who are willing to pay the licence fee. The licence
fee evasion rate has doubled so that it is now 12.5%.
One in eight who should be paying the licence fee are
not paying it because they are avoiding their responsibility.
On top of that, another 3.6 million, we are told, have
declared they do not need to pay it because they do not
use the BBC or watch live TV. The Public Accounts
Committee recently concluded that that results in a loss
to the BBC of over £1.1 billion, and it will go on
increasing.

We are seeing more and more choice available through
streaming services, which people choose to subscribe to.
People no longer turn to the BBC in such numbers for
news and current affairs. And of course the licence fee is
rising. At a time when the cost of living is high, people
will consider whether they wish to continue paying it.
So the Government are right to look at alternatives,
which is something I have been involved in for over
10 years. When I chaired the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee, we produced a report on the future of the
BBC. I am delighted to see the current Chair of the
Committee with us this afternoon. A lot of the arguments
that we considered 10 years ago stand today.

There was one thing I was disappointed to see in the
Green Paper. First, before considering how to pay for
the BBC, we should ask what we want the BBC to do.
Let us first of all decide what the BBC ought to be
doing and then how to pay for it. Yet the Green Paper
rules out this debate. It states that

“we do not believe a smaller BBC”
is in the public’s interest. By making that statement, we

are not questioning whether the BBC still needs to
maintain eight national television channels and 10 national
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radio stations, despite the fact that the alternative choice
available has enormously increased over the past 10 to
15 years.

Richard Baker (Glenrothes and Mid Fife) (Lab): Does
the right hon. Member appreciate the importance of
the BBC’s investment in the devolved nations and regions,
which is all the more important given the fact that
private and independent media are withdrawing from
some of that coverage and production? This year, the
BBC will double spending to £100 million on programmes
produced in Scotland and other devolved nations. That
kind of investment is vital for my constituents and others.

Sir John Whittingdale: I completely understand that.
The Green Paper contains quite a lot about the BBC’s
involvement in providing coverage in the nations of the
United Kingdom, and indeed in the languages of the
United Kingdom. If the hon. Gentleman believes, as I
do, that one of the principal purposes of the BBC is to
provide content that otherwise would not be available,
then that is a good example of where it is absolutely
right that the BBC should continue to invest.

There are some things, however, that the BBC does
not necessarily need to continue doing, because there is
such choice available. As I say, I regret the fact that that
does not seem to be part of the debate within the Green
Paper. It seems to suggest that the BBC should go on
doing everything it does now, but that then begs an even
harder question: if the BBC is to go on spending as
much as it does today, how will we pay for it at a time
when the willingness to pay the licence fee is declining
year on year?

Valerie Vaz (Walsall and Bloxwich) (Lab): I respect
the right hon. Gentleman’s views, as he is a former Chair
of the Culture, Media and Sport Committee, but does he
agree that 47p a day is value for money for nine television
stations, 17 radio stations, iPlayer, BBC Sounds and the
BBC World Service? Does he think that represents good
value for money? Forty-seven pence a day!

Sir John Whittingdale: Whether or not it is value for
money is a debate that the BBC has advanced for as
long as I have been debating the BBC. The question is:
what do we compare it with? Is 25p value for money, or
is £1.50 value for money? Unless it is decided what the
BBC should be doing, we cannot determine that.

The other big factor is that paying the licence fee is
not a choice. People do not have the opportunity not to
pay; if they want the BBC, and indeed live television at
all, they are required by law to pay the licence fee.
Saying, “Oh, it’s fantastic value for money,” is very
difficult when nobody has ever been given the opportunity
to demonstrate whether they think it is value for money
by choosing whether to pay for it.

Cameron Thomas (Tewkesbury) (LD): One thing I
learned recently on the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee is that one way the BBC provides value for
money is by being one of the only sources—if not the
only source—of income for children’s content creators.
Without that income, we would not get quality content
for our children. There is a way of looking at this not
purely from an individual perspective, but as an investment
in the future. Does the right hon. Gentleman agree with
that?
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Sir John Whittingdale: I agree that children’s television
is incredibly important, and it is a matter of real concern
that fewer and fewer commercial channels are investing
in children’s TV. It was for that reason that, at the time
of the last charter review, we set up something called
the young audiences content fund, funded by the licence
fee, which allowed other broadcasters to bid for licence
fee funding to supply children’s programming. It was
very successful. Unfortunately, it did not survive the
mid-term review, but it was created in recognition of
how important that provision is. I would like to see a
revival of the young audiences content fund, because I
think it was very valuable.

Every time a Government has looked the licence fee,

they have come to the conclusion that it has many flaws
but there is no real alternative. The Culture, Media and
Sport Committee that I chaired did recommend an
alternative; we looked at the possibility of a household
levy. While that is not perfect, it has already been ruled
out. That too is excluded by the Green Paper, which
states of the licence fee that
“we are not considering replacing it with alternative forms of
public funding”.
So all those particular options have been closed off.
However, the licence fee is highly regressive and hard to
enforce. Evidence shows that women on low incomes
face prosecution more than other groups. There are a
lot of things wrong with the licence fee.

In terms of alternatives, the Green Paper suggests
one or two options. It talks about the possibility of
extending commercial activity, which I certainly welcome,
as it already contributes quite a large amount to the
BBC'’s income.

Ann Davies (Caerfyrddin) (PC): S4C’s headquarters
are within my constituency. It employs 2,500 people
across Wales, and contributes £7.6 million to our economy
in Caerfyrddin itself—that is without the Welsh perspective.
Although I am glad to see that consultation is discussed
in the Green Paper, it needs to be more than a tick-box
exercise. Does the right hon. Gentleman agree that any
consultation must be meaningful for the people of
Wales and for S4C?

Sir John Whittingdale: I visited the S4C headquarters,
and I am a strong supporter of S4C, which is often
overlooked in debates about the licence fee. Of course, it
is funded by the licence fee, and that is something we
sought to preserve when I had responsibility for it. It
needs to be taken into account. I was glad to see that the
Green Paper talks quite a lot about S4C and, indeed,
MG Alba, which supplies Gaelic broadcasting in Scotland.

The issue raised in the Green Paper that is causing
most concern to other organisations is the possibility of
advertising. Advertising on the BBC would obviously
change the nature of the BBC but, as is acknowledged,
it would also have a huge impact on all the commercial
broadcasters that rely on advertising. If the BBC took
advertising, I suspect one of the consequences would be
that Channel 4 would immediately go bankrupt, because
Channel 4 is still completely dependent on advertising
for its income. Although some people doubt it, I do
want to see Channel 4 survive. It is not just Channel 4:
ITV depends in large part on advertising, as does, of
course, the whole commercial radio sector. If advertising
were introduced on BBC TV or radio, the impact on the
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commercial sector would be enormous, and not something
that I think the Government would want to see. The Green
Paper acknowledges that there would be an impact, but
it still suggests it is one option under consideration.

That leaves only one alternative for the future:
subscription. The last charter stated that the BBC should
trial a subscription service for additional content on iPlayer.
That never happened—the BBC was not very keen on
it—but it was there. In the longer term, it becomes a
more and more realistic option, not only because the
alternatives look less and less attractive or acceptable,
but because in due course it will become technologically
possible. As I have suggested many times, it is not
currently realistic to talk about the BBC moving to a
subscription model, because a large number of people
in this country still rely on digital terrestrial transmission
to receive television services. If someone has DTT—
Freeview, as it is known—they cannot switch it off. If
they cannot switch it off, it cannot be charged for,
because people cannot choose not to pay. Until everybody
receives their television online—through the internet,
rather than through DTT—a subscription model is not
a realistic option.

John Lamont (Berwickshire, Roxburgh and Selkirk)
(Con): My right hon. Friend is making an excellent
speech and demonstrating why he is such an expert in
this policy area. I reiterate the point about turning off
free-to-view terrestrial television, which is obviously a
live part of the licence fee discussion. Some, such as
ITV, are arguing strongly that terrestrial television should
be turned off. For my constituents, many of whom do
not have access to good broadband connectivity, being
entirely dependent on a fee-paying service is not an
option, because the connectivity is just not there. Does
my right hon. Friend understand that such communities
would be deprived of a TV service if that option was
adopted?

Sir John Whittingdale: My hon. Friend perfectly illustrates
why I do not think it is realistic at the moment. Until we
reach the point at which everybody in the UK can access
TV online—I recognise that that is a bigger challenge
for my hon. Friend’s constituents than for those in
many other parts of the country—it is not realistic, but
we should begin to prepare for that time now, which is
why we need to consider the option suggested in the
Green Paper. The moment will come when it becomes
possible.

I realise that many other Members want to speak, so
I will draw my remarks to a conclusion. I welcome this
opportunity to debate the BBC charter renewal, and 1
regret that there has not been one before now. A number
of options have been set out, and I simply say that the
one that is not an option any longer is the status quo.
I look forward to the contributions from others about
what the future should hold.

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): I remind Members to
bob so that I can ascertain who wishes to speak. I will
be imposing a time limit. Sir John was very generous in
taking interventions, but we need to keep interventions
and responses much shorter to allow everyone to speak.

2.50 pm

John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): I will
be brief. I want to address the main points made by the
right hon. Member for Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale).
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First, the issue of funding is critical, but it is not just
about the decline in the number of licence fee payees;
some of the damage has been inflicted by recent agreements
around the funding. Those of us who were around for
the previous renewal of the charter and the related
discussions should remind others that Government decisions
have inflicted a 30% cut on the BBC. Year after year,
decisions have led to below-inflation settlements. We
had the imposition of the over-75s licence, and then the
imposition of funding the World Service. A lot of the
financial crisis has been generated by Government,
although I agree that there needs to be a longer debate.
I preferred the idea of the household levy, which was a
good idea on which the Select Committee did good
work, and I regret that the Government are not considering
it. [ understand that some would argue it is just another
level of taxation, but the same argument is made about
the licence fee anyway.

Secondly, the right hon. Gentleman raised the issue
of governance. | have heard many Members introduce
speeches on a whole range of different issues by saying
that we are living in a politically dangerous moment.
I agree with that. The danger is that we now have a
politics in which some politicians—not just in this country,
but elsewhere, in particular—cannot determine between
truth and fiction, or truth and a lie, so we need an
independent source of information, and it is certainly
not social media.

Sarah Coombes (West Bromwich) (Lab): I spoke to
representatives of BBC Arabic in Amman in the summer,
and they talked about the fact that when cuts to the
BBC meant that BBC Arabic radio was turned off in
2023, Russia’s Radio Sputnik stepped into that space
and started broadcasting false and fake news in the
English language. That is very worrying for us all, so we
need a successful BBC renewal process that supports
the BBC around the world.

John McDonnell: My hon. Friend very eloquently
makes the point for me. It is also about local radio, on
which a lot of our constituents rely. They cannot rely on
social media. If Members want to see the independence
of social media, they should look at my Twitter account.
The abuse levels are unbelievable—and that is just my
constituents!

If the issue is the level of independence, it therefore
comes down to governance. | have always been opposed
to Government appointments to the BBC trust or board;
it should be done by an independent body. The argument
then will be: “Who appoints the independent body?”
My view is that even if the independent body is Government
appointed, at least it is a bit arm’s length.

I would like to see much more worker representation
on the board. I am secretary of the National Union of
Journalists parliamentary group. We have been arguing
for years that there should be at least 25% worker
representation on the board, and that perhaps we should
also introduce some form of election to some positions.
Currently, there is not a view that the board is independent.
There is the argument that different Governments have
appointed different people at different times. I think
that those individual appointees—certainly the one referred
to in the Select Committee—have interfered in the
BBC’s editorial decisions at different stages. That is
unacceptable.
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Finally, if we want independence, we of course have
to have a properly funded body, and the funding should
be independent of Government. We cannot go through
decisions like this time and time again. There also has to
be a truly independent board. We cannot allow the BBC
to be endangered in the future because, as people have
said, we desperately need it in this dangerous political
moment—not just for truth in our own country but,
exactly as has been said, because truth is being denied in
so many other countries across the globe. That is why
we need the BBC.

Several hon. Members rose—

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): Order. I will call the
first Front Bencher at 3.28 pm, so there is now a
three-minute time limit on all speeches. I call the Chair
of the Culture, Media and Sports Committee.

2.54 pm

Dame Caroline Dinenage (Gosport) (Con): Thank you,
Mrs Harris. 1 congratulate my right hon. Friend the
Member for Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale) on securing
the debate. I cannot think of anyone more qualified to
kick off this conversation. The Select Committee will
almost certainly look closely at the charter review, but
today I will pull out a couple of topics for discussion.

The Government have set out a number of lofty
ambitions for the BBC in the Green Paper, but it is clear
that it all hinges on a charter review that finds a
long-term, sustainable funding future for the BBC. As
we have seen, there are a number of challenges. The
BBC provides so many different TV channels and radio
stations, as we heard from my right hon. Friend. It does
all that and more in an incredibly and more and more
challenging commercial environment in which the licence
fee looks increasingly like an anachronism. The extent
to which the public no longer see live TV as the cornerstone
of their viewing habits is reflected in the number of
households not renewing their TV licence. We have heard
that evasion is rising and is now at 12.5%. In real terms,
the BBC lost over £1 billion of revenue in the decade
from 2013.

I was disappointed to read that certain options regarding
the BBC's size, scale and funding are not even on the
table in the charter review. On the licence fee, the Green
Paper says the Government
“are not considering replacing it with alternative forms of public
funding, such as a new tax on households”.

I would be interested to hear why the Government are
not even considering some options, some of which are
employed across Europe to fund public service media.
There are obvious challenges around some of the options
that are under consideration. We have already heard
about the issue of advertising. The BBC chair told my
Committee that

“we are absolutely clear that advertising and subscription is not
the right approach. It goes back to universality and back to that
old phrase, ‘He who pays the piper calls the tune.” If subscribers
are paying, they will call the tune on what we make. If it is
advertising, it is advertisers.”

Will the Minister say more about why the Government
have chosen to explore some funding models and take
others off the table at this vital stage?

The BBC is the most trusted broadcaster both at
home and abroad, but there is no doubt that, as our
national broadcaster, we hold it to a higher standard.
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There has been a significant loss of confidence in the
BBC over recent years. The Reuters Institute suggests
that between 2018 and 2025, the proportion of people
in the UK who trusted “most news most of the time”
fell by 7%, but that over the same period trust in BBC
news fell by 15%. We should therefore welcome the
Green Paper’s commitment to discuss the provision of
trusted news.

Finally, the Government said they want to consider
how to uphold the BBC’s independence, which includes
its being transparent when it gets things wrong, how it
changes its services, how it is governed and what its
board looks like. There are fundamental questions for
the Green Paper to address: what is the Government’s
future vision for the BBC? What role should a public
service broadcaster play in the current age? How can we
continue to ensure that our national broadcaster remains
independent, trusted and valued in this increasingly
unstable and divided world?

2.57 pm

Torcuil Crichton (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (Lab): It is
an honour to serve under your chairmanship, Mrs Harris.
I congratulate the right hon. Member for Maldon
(Sir John Whittingdale) on securing this important
debate, and thank him for his support for broadcasting
in minority languages and for making programmes that
would otherwise not be made.

It was satisfying to see that Gaelic merited seven
mentions in the Government’s Green Paper and public
consultation on charter renewal. That is about one
mention for every 10,000 speakers—that is how perilous
the language is—but that represents only a tiny fraction
of the viewers that Gaelic content attracts on the BBC
and elsewhere. The most recent example is “An t-Eilean”,
a gripping crime thriller filmed on location in Harris. It
was the most successful of the BBC’s Gaelic programmes,
drawing 1.6 million views on iPlayer, which was almost
20% of a record breaking 8.1 million total views for
Gaelic content in the last year. Of course, it is not just
about murder; it is about the children’s programmes,
music and learning for the Gaelic communities and the
worldwide diaspora that the BBC and BBC Alba—the
channel co-funded by the BBC and MG Alba—provide.

I will turn to funding in a second, but I am glad that
the Green Paper acknowledges the importance of Scottish
Gaelic as a cultural transmitter and a keystone of the
language, as it does for Welsh. The Green Paper states:

“Partnerships between the BBC and S4C have been a cornerstone

of Welsh language media”.
Similarly, BBC Alba has become the principal broadcaster
for Gaelic speakers—except that in truth there is no
similarity, because the UK Government generously funds
Welsh language broadcasting while giving little or no
support to Gaelic broadcasting. This year, the gap in
the annual funding for Gaelic and Welsh television will
widen to £100 million. Admittedly, there are more Welsh
speakers—850,000 and counting—but even if we look
at it proportionally, we have to ask why that remains the
case.

A previous Conservative Government set up the Gaelic
television fund in 1991, with £9.5 million a year, and
nowadays the UK contribution would be £25 million.
But funding for MG Alba, the successor organisation,
has been frozen for 10 years, and the UK Government
contribution has fallen to zero.
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James Naish (Rushcliffe) (Lab): I am MP for Rushcliffe
in the midlands. Is my hon. Friend aware that, according
Equity, the midlands generates 25% of the licence fee
income, but less than 3% of it is spent in the region?
Does he agree that regional disparities need to be looked
at in the charter renewal process?

Torcuil Crichton: I thank my hon. Friend for making
that point. I also echo the point made by my hon.
Friend the Member for Glenrothes and Mid Fife (Richard
Baker) about the £100 million spent in Scotland and
elsewhere to make sure not just that all voices from
across all parts of the UK are heard and seen on the
BBC, but that the production value, the jobs and the
creative content are made in the regions. The BBC does
quite well at that. As I said, it contributes £10 million a
year, and the Scottish Government grant £14.8 million,
including an extra £1.8 million, perhaps because the
Deputy First Minister is a Gaelic speaker—tapadh leat
for that, Kate. In reality, the budgets for Gaelic broadcasting
have been frozen for 10 years, and in the case of Gaelic
radio—the real mainstay of Gaelic-speaking communities
—budgets have been worse. That means that in two
years’ time, Gaelic broadcasting budgets will be worth
just 50% of the launch budget.

S4C receives £7.5 million a year from the Department
for Culture, Media and Sport for the transition to digital,
while Gaelic gets nothing. In Ireland, TG Ceathair has
€20 million for digital transmission; we have nothing.
I do have hopes, though, because this is not about a
begging bowl. Gaelic has created 320 jobs, and for every
£1 invested, £1.34 comes back to fragile communities.
I hope that the Culture Secretary and the charter review
stay close to the language of the Green Paper, which
promised to consider options to provide MG Alba with
more certainty on its funding as part of the charter
review.

I do not require a figure, but I would like guarantees
from the charter review and the Government that there
will be certainty of support for the Gaelic broadcasting
service, not just as an incredible cultural asset but as an
economic dynamo that will help the language and
broadcasting to continue and allow us to tell our stories
to the rest of the world.

3.2 pm

Lee Anderson (Ashfield) (Reform): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I must know a
different BBC from most MPs here today. The BBC is a
service that people are forced to pay for, even if they do
not use it. That is not fair. People can even go to prison
for not paying the fine; those people are normally
young, single mothers. As we all know, the BBC has
been riddled with scandal for the past 100 years, but
more so in the past few decades.

I agree that the BBC has made some great programmes
over the years—documentaries, environmental programmes
and so on—but it has also produced a raft of dodgy TV
personalities, which probably nobody in this room will
mention. I'll tell you what: they do mention them outside
in the real world. Those personalities include Jimmy
Savile, Huw Edwards, Chris Denning, Jonathan King,
Chris Langham, Stuart Hall, Rolf Harris, Phillip Schofield
—a whole raft of perverts who stalked the corridors of
the BBC. None of these here will talk about that—not
one of them. Mark my words, those creatures are still
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stalking the corridors of the BBC. In future their names
will come out. [Interruption. ] Would the hon. Member
like to intervene? I thought not.

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): Order. I will have no
chuntering from a sedentary position, please.

Lee Anderson: Thank you, Mrs Harris. Look what
they did to Cliff Richard: filmed a raid on his house
when he was an innocent man. Look what they did to
Princess Diana. Look what they did to Donald Trump,
our closest ally. Bob Vylan were on stage shouting,
“Death, death to the IDE.” What about the Gaza
documentaries? What about the dodgy reporting of the
bank accounts of my hon. Friend the Member for
Clacton (Nigel Farage)? The list goes on and on.

Tom Rutland (East Worthing and Shoreham) (Lab):
The hon. Member mentions bank accounts. Would he
like to declare how much he has received in earnings
from another broadcast media channel in the past year
in the Register of Members’ Financial Interests?

Lee Anderson: I am quite happy to declare that; it is
on my Register of Members’ Financial Interests. It is
£100,000 a year and it is probably more than the hon.
Member will ever get paid for appearing on TV, if he
gets paid anything at all.

I am not paying my licence fee. I have not paid it for
around 10 years. I am not paying to subsidise the
pensions of people like Huw Edwards. Some people in
this room—probably all of them—may think I am
being a bit unfair on the BBC, but I challenge anybody
in this room to get on their phones right now and find
evidence of another broadcaster that has been riddled
with as many scandals as the BBC.

People should not be forced to pay for a service that
they do not use. Yes, it still makes some great programmes,
but it should be a subscription service.

Torcuil Crichton: Does the hon. Member watch or
listen to the BBC because, if he does, he is obliged to
pay his licence fee?

Lee Anderson: I do not listen to the BBC at all and I
do not watch live TV. I do not get enough time, as a
Member of Parliament and a TV presenter. All my time
seems to be taken up with that.

I will finish with this: I hope the Minister agrees with
me and the vast majority of the British public that
people should have a choice. It should be a subscription
service, and then people can decide whether or not they
watch it and whether or not they pay for it.

3.6 pm

Tom Rutland (East Worthing and Shoreham) (Lab):
Itis a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris.
I refer Members to my entry in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests as someone who has received BBC
hospitality and formerly represented BBC workers at a
union.

I was going to cover the enormous contribution
made to the economy by the BBC, but other Members
have covered that, and beyond economic value, there is
the value to our democracy that comes from the trusted,
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independent and impartial news provided by our national
broadcaster. Of course, the BBC has got it wrong
in some stories on occasion, but so too do all media
outlets, and the BBC’s commitment to getting it right
without fear or favour is second to none. That really
matters.

One has only to look at the broadcast media landscape
in the US to see how difficult it is for people to access
news without a slant or an agenda. It is not good for
public discourse or democracy when people cannot
come to an agreement on the facts of a matter. I worry
that certain broadcast outlets in this country are now
blurring the line between news reporting and editorialising.
Beyond broadcast media with an agenda, we must also
contend with the increasing amounts of disinformation
and misinformation on social media.

It is critical that we have a trusted national public
service broadcaster able to get the facts into people’s
feeds and allow them to their own views on the basis of
those facts and unbiased, balanced reporting.

John Slinger (Rugby) (Lab): Does my hon. Friend
agree that those who question the BBC and try to
undermine it could well have an ulterior motive, in that
the very point that he is making about having a trusted
public space is precisely what they do not wish this
country and other parts of the world to have?

Tom Rutland: Without doubt. It is right that charter
renewal will seek to deliver a trusted institution that is
rooted in independence, accountability and transparency.

When it comes to future funding, some options being
considered are not necessarily suitable. It is right for the
BBC to try to generate more commercial revenue when
proposals to grow BBC studios to top up funding have
merit, but we have to be careful to avoid overreliance on
income generated through some of that activity, such as
the selling of international rights of programmes, so
that we do not get into a situation where the demands of
streaming platforms and foreign markets’ audiences
hold too much weight in BBC content creation decisions.

The BBC produces content that reflects British culture,
and its current funding model allows it to do so and to
tell stories that international streaming giants would
not have a financial incentive to tell. I have concerns
around carrying advertising, which would reduce market
competitiveness and negatively impact commercial
broadcasters, while also introducing commercial pressures
and incentives that could affect editorial or content
decisions.

We have already heard about the challenges around
subscription and paywall models. I would be concerned
about introducing a subscription paywall for the BBC
World Service due to the soft power it projects abroad
on our behalf. The British Broadcasting Corporation is
the world’s best public service broadcaster, and we are
lucky that it is ours. We would miss it if it went and,
having benefitted from it for a century, we have a
responsibility to safeguard it for the next hundred years.

3.9 pm

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I thank the
right hon. Member for Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale)
for setting the scene incredibly well, as well as those who
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have made contributions so far. I have long spoken of
my frustration with the BBC and its role in the new
generation of media. A Netflix bill paid some years ago
was £4.99; it is now £9.99. Sky TV is no longer a
one-stop shop, and for many people, the BBC certainly
is not either. If someone likes sports, they pay for the
sports package; if they like “The Real Housewives”,
they pay for Hayu. You pay for what is important to
you. The difficulty is that, for some unknown reason,
that does not apply to the BBC. The everyday man who
refuses to watch the BBC is tied to paying the bill, and
the subscription is more expensive than most streaming
prices.

It seems simple: if someone does not like something,
they do not purchase it. With the BBC, there are a
number of people who do not like it, do not watch it
and who are vehemently opposed to its biased reporting
on Northern Ireland, on Israel, on trans indoctrination,
and on a host of other of moral values pushed by the
BBC, but these people, including me and my constituents,
have to foot the bill. In a world of subscribe or unsubscribe,
too many people wish to unsubscribe from the BBC.

Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
My hon. Friend touches on Israel. Only last week, we
heard that the BBC is now about to fork out £28,000 to
an Israeli family whose home Jeremy Bowen went into
in the aftermath of 7 October, without getting permission
to do so. We are going to have to pick up the bill for that
as well.

Jim Shannon: I read in the paper about the fine on
Bowen in relation to that intervention. Going into that
house without permission is completely unacceptable.

For too long the BBC has had carte blanche in terms
of payouts to staff, with no accountability. The prime
example would be, of course, Gary Lineker, and the
antisemitic posts he supported. The amount of time it
took for him to no longer be the highest-paid pundit
simply would not have happened in the private sector.

The latest disgraceful example of biased reporting is
posed by the internal memo report that highlighted
Palestinian influence and anti-Trump bias, combined
with the fact that the management who resigned urged
their staff to continue to do what they had been doing.
There is no restoration of the BBC to the impartial,
internationally respected bastion of journalism that it
once was.

In terms of Northern Ireland, from the refusal to
train staff to refer to Northern Ireland, or the association
of the flag of the Republic of Ireland, as has become
the norm, to the outright republican leniency delivered
by programming, there is no salvation in the coverage of
today’s politics and of legacy issues.

The BBC was once upheld as a gold standard. Now,
it cannot even refer properly to Her Royal Highness
Catherine, Princess of Wales, when reporting on the
Remembrance Day services. It repeatedly referred to
her by her maiden name and a forename that she no
longer uses. It underlines the disregard not simply for
our monarchy but for the principle of trusting the BBC
to carry out good reporting, which, quite clearly and
evidentially, it does not.

The charter renewal is a multifaceted decision, and it
will take a lot of persuasion for me, and more importantly,
for my constituents, to believe that the BBC can once
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again be a trustworthy, impartial service. That view is
replicated in constituencies across the United Kingdom.
It is time for an “unsubscribe” from the BBC.

While I may be tempted to continue to subscribe
to watch “Strictly Come Dancing”, which I love, or
“Call the Midwife”, which I also like, I also believe in
the principle of getting what you pay for. I simply do
not want to pay for what we are currently getting.

Ms Polly Billington (East Thanet) (Lab): Does the
hon. Member agree with the principle that just because
he does not like something, that does not mean it
should not be produced? There is a wide variety of BBC
productions that we may not watch, but that does not
mean that we do not think they should exist.

Jim Shannon: If the hon. Lady had been following
the thrust in my speech, I gave a number of examples of
where BBC reporting has fallen down drastically, including
in relation to Northern Ireland and to the monarchy.
There are programmes and drama programmes that I
like—I gave two examples—but the point that I am
making is that when it comes to impartial reporting and
journalism, the BBC falls down badly. For that reason, |
believe that the contribution put forward by the right
hon. Member for Maldon and others is one that [ agree
with.

3.14 pm

Rebecca Long Bailey (Salford) (Lab): I draw Members’
attention to my entry in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests as chair of the National Union of
Journalists parliamentary group.

Many colleagues have made the point about fair
funding. It is critical. Ultimately, the BBC must remain
universal and it must serve everyone. That means no
subscription model, no two-tier system and no paywalls
locking people out of so-called premium content. Public
service broadcasting works only when it is genuinely
public, and that universality must be protected through
a funding model that is fair, sufficient and free from
political interference. It is clear that sustained cuts and
closed-door licence fee freezes have weakened that principle,
and that has to end. The BBC has experienced 14 years
of sustained real-term cuts—a 30% reduction in its
funding—Ilost experienced journalists, hollowed out training
and stretched its workforce to breaking point. It is no
surprise that mistakes are more likely when journalists
are overburdened and under-resourced; we cannot demand
world-class journalism on a shrinking budget.

Nowhere are the consequences of cuts clearer than
in regional and local news. Cuts to BBC local radio
have stripped many communities of genuinely local
programming, and that has particularly affected older
audiences, disabled people and ethnic minority communities,
who rely most on trusted news. These damaging cuts
should be reversed, with renewed investment in live
local radio and digital journalism in news deserts where
no other local provision exists.

The same principle of proper funding applies globally.
The World Service is one of the UK’s greatest assets,
reaching hundreds of millions of people across more
than 40 languages. It presents us to the world. In a
world where journalists are threatened and independent
media is silenced, the World Service provides trusted,
impartial information, yet repeated rounds of cuts have
reduced its reach and handed ground to state-backed
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outlets from authoritarian regimes. Long-term, secure
funding for the World Service is firmly in the national
interest and must be restored.

Finally, the BBC is a powerhouse of creativity and
economic growth, and nowhere demonstrates that better
than Salford. The BBC’s presence there has transformed
the city and the wider north-west economically and
socially, creating skilled jobs, anchoring creative clusters
and proving that world-class broadcasting does not
have to be London-centric or the preserve of a wealthy
elite. Media City shows what public investment can
achieve, and weakening the BBC would weaken Salford
and the wider creative and media investment we have
seen in the north-west in recent years. That must not be
allowed to happen.

3.17 pm

Igbal Mohamed (Dewsbury and Batley) (Ind): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. The
BBC is rightly regarded as a national treasure. For more
than a century, it has been trusted at home and across
the world as a benchmark for accurate and impartial
journalism. That reputation matters, and it is precisely
because of the global admiration for the BBC that its
recent failures, particularly with respect to its coverage
of Gaza, must be confronted.

A comprehensive report published in June 2025 by
the Centre for Media Monitoring examined more than
35,000 articles and broadcast segments over a 12-month
period from October 2023. Its findings amount to a
devastating indictment of the BBC’s claims to impartiality.
On a per fatality basis, Israeli deaths received 33 times
more coverage across articles, and 19 times more coverage
on television and radio. To cite other equally damning
statistics, BBC presenters shared Israeli perspectives
11 times more frequently than Palestinian perspectives,
and the words “massacre” or “massacred” were applied
almost 18 times more frequently to Israeli victims.

Headlines such as “Israel says Rafah crossing to open
soon to let Palestinians leave Gaza via Egypt” amount
to whitewashing of the ethnic cleansing and forced
migration inflicted upon the Palestinian people. As the
Centre for Media Monitoring report outlines, the term
“war crimes” was mentioned in only 3% of articles in
relation to Israeli violence against Palestinians. This
hierarchy of language dehumanises Palestinian livelihoods,
masking grave human rights violations behind a false
notion of balance.

Internally, more than 100 BBC staff and 300 journalists
and media professionals wrote a letter complaining that
the corporation has become a propaganda platform for
Israel, citing examples such as the BBC’s shocking
refusal to broadcast the documentary “Gaza: Doctors
Under Attack™. They wrote:

“Much of the BBC’s coverage in this area is defined by

anti-Palestinian racism.”
This is not balance, but distortion. It is not impartiality,
but systemic bias. Palestinian suffering is treated as less
newsworthy, less human and less deserving of scrutiny
or outrage.

Consequently, serious questions must be asked about

the BBC’s governance. The continued influence of figures
such as Robbie Gibb undermines public confidence in
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the BBC’s ability to report without fear or favour. The
Government must ensure an end to partisan appointments
and resist politically motivated attacks on reporting.
They should meaningfully engage with trade unions
and the National Union of Journalists throughout the
charter renewal process. If the BBC is to retain its
reputation for courageous, high-quality journalism, it
must urgently reckon with its shortcomings, and this
Government must stop looking the other way.

3.20 pm

Kevin Bonavia (Stevenage) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
see you in the Chair, Mrs Harris. I thank the right hon.
Member for Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale) for bringing
this important issue to Westminster Hall.

In the short time I have, I want to make only one
point: the BBC is distinctly British. What do I mean by
that? It is a service—a service for all, like the NHS. It is
a human organisation; it is not perfect, as we have heard
in the debate. That, dare I say, is a good thing, and we
are having a debate about whether the BBC is up to the
high standard we expect, because it does have to meet a
higher standard than other broadcasters—some of which
pay some Members in this House a separate salary,
rather than them being full time.

Lee Anderson: The hon. Gentleman is being very
generous with his time, and he is quite right: the BBC
should be held to high standards. Can he think of
another broadcaster that has had as many scandals as
the BBC over the past 30 or 40 years?

Kevin Bonavia: The hon. Member really wants to
hammer the BBC about the amount of scandals. Guess
what? It is the biggest broadcaster, so I do not think that
just talking about numbers is enough. The fact that is
really important about the BBC is that, compared to
other broadcasters, we hold it to a higher standard. It
gets far more scrutiny than any other broadcaster, as it
should. Yes, there are bad eggs at the BBC. There have
been some terrible scandals there too. Ultimately, those
are usually—but not always—flushed out. In this world
of misinformation, where we have far more players and
fake news out there, I have constituents in Stevenage say
to me, “Sorry, [ don’t do mainstream media.” There are
people out there who are much happier to share a fake
video. That is why it is so important—more important
than it has ever been—that we have a national broadcaster
that we do hold to account.

The question before us now is, how do we make this
national broadcaster fit for the age we live in? In this
dangerous age of misinformation from people who are
prepared to take their shilling from private broadcasters,
how should our national broadcaster meet the standard
we expect? That is a real challenge for this Government.
I know they will do their best to review the charter to
make sure we have a national broadcaster that does
meet the age that we live in.

I have talked about the high standards we expect in
the BBC, and it has been called out on those standards
in this very room today. One Member spoke about the
bias towards Palestine, and another spoke about the
bias towards Israel. These are right, subjective points of
view, based on the facts that those Members see, and
that is fine—it is good that people have that debate, and
so should we in this Chamber.
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Igbal Mohamed: Does the hon. Gentleman agree that
the facts I cited are empirical evidence that is irrefutable?
There has been no response from the BBC or the
Government to the report from the Centre for Media
Monitoring. Does he agree that there should be?

Kevin Bonavia: I have not read all that report; I hear
what the hon. Gentleman has said about it. But the
point I am making is not about those facts; it is that it is
good that we can have a debate about the national
broadcaster, in a way we would not for any other
broadcaster. That is so important, and it helps us to
listen more. That is what we need to do more in the age
we live in, and through the BBC we can do that.

I say to all Members in this debate and beyond that
we must make the BBC fit for the age we live in. If we
did not have the BBC, we would not be in a world that I
would want to be part of, so I ask the Minister to talk
about how she will protect the BBC in the future.

3.24 pm

Mr Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
I congratulate the right hon. Member for Maldon (Sir John
Whittingdale) on securing the debate.

Fairness and impartiality should be the hallmarks of
the BBC, and many years ago they were, but unfortunately
that has not been the case in recent years. The BBC
understands, as I am sure others do, that the anniversaries
of historic incidents from our troubled past in Northern
Ireland are very important. If they are done well, people
recognise them, acknowledge them and pay tribute to
them; if they are done badly, people complain about
them.

I will use two topical examples to try to show the
need, under the charter renewal, for the BBC itself to be
renewed. It needs to be seen to be impartially reporting
events, whether in the middle east, Ukraine or Northern
Ireland.

Jim Shannon: Many of my constituents want to
unsubscribe from the BBC. Is it the same in my hon.
Friend’s constituency?

Mr Campbell: Yes, I can report that it is. People have
told me that they no longer purchase a licence because
they do not watch live TV, and that shows a lack of
confidence in the BBC’s ability to report accurately.

I return to the two topical examples, which demonstrate,
unfortunately, what the BBC has turned into in recent
days. Just yesterday, it was the 50th anniversary of the
Kingsmill massacre in County Armagh, where the IRA
murdered 10 innocent Protestants. BBC Radio Ulster
had a programme to acknowledge that, and it was
good, right and proper that it should do so. In subsequent
hourly radio news bulletins and on that programme, the
BBC also told us that loyalist paramilitaries had murdered
Catholics in the days immediately preceding that massacre.
It seemed to many that that was an attempt to explain
why the IRA took the step that it did in shooting
innocent workmen. What was absent from those bulletins,
as was pointed out by Kenny Donaldson, from the
South East Fermanagh Foundation victims group, was
that the Kingsmill massacre was meticulously planned
by the IRA months previously. But the BBC did not
report that.
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In contrast, in the same month—January each year—the
BBC has long-standing coverage of the Bloody Sunday
event, which was close to my constituency, in Londonderry.
The audience is never reminded that, immediately preceding
the Bloody Sunday incident, two policemen were murdered.
There is never any context given about that. On the very
day of Bloody Sunday, Major Robin Nigel Alers-Hankey,
the first British Army officer killed during the troubles,
died from his injuries. The BBC never mentioned that
context, but yesterday it did mention the context in
relation to what may be regarded and described as the
other side of the political equation.

I raise those two topical instances to show that the
BBC needs to take more care. It needs to be meticulous
in trying to be seen to be fair and balanced in reporting
incidents that are still raw, even though they may have
happened many, many years ago.

3.28 pm

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): It is a
pleasure to see you in the Chair, Mrs Harris. I congratulate
the right hon. Member for Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale)
on securing today’s debate.

A new charter is an opportunity for a real reset
for the BBC. We have heard many criticisms in the
debate, but this is an opportunity for a fresh start for the
BBC, and that is important. The BBC will only be as
good as the accountability systems that are built
around it, so it is crucial that independence is at the
heart of that. Detachment from this place and from
Government decisions on who should sit on the board
is an important expression of that. I certainly support
workers, who know their organisation so well, sitting on
the board, alongside voices and experiences from across
the nations.

We also need to ensure that the regulator, Ofcom, is
robust in its scrutiny of the BBC. I therefore ask the
Minister to look at the role Ofcom can play in enhancing
the role of the BBC, its accountability and its transparency.
In an age when media is driving distrust and disunity,
how the BBC re-establishes itself as a trusted media
source and brings community cohesion is vital for our
democracy and our country. I trust that the report will
place huge emphasis on that.

I also want to raise the issue of the supply of skills
across media, broadcasting and journalism. There is a
huge opportunity for the BBC to be a training space for
so many of our future skills, whether behind the camera
or in front of it. I ask the Minister to think about the
role of the BBC within the whole creative sector and
how it could become an academy for future voices and
skills, drawing people from the regions and nations.

Finally, I want to raise the issue of devolution. The
reality is that the BBC’s removal of local radio content
has seen its listenership fall by 27%. I really hope
that the Minister will reverse that and ensure that there
is no more playing with words—I am thinking of
“neighbourhood radio”, which actually means regional
or beyond. We want to see localism as so many people
in our community depend on it. It strengthens the BBC
when voices are about community; it gives the BBC a
real purpose. I trust that that can be at the centre of the
reforms. Radical devolution of a centralised BBC would
be the regrowth of the BBC.
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3.31 pm

Jonathan Davies (Mid Derbyshire) (Lab): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairmanship, Mrs Harris. The
BBC is one of Britain’s finest institutions. Although it
has undoubtedly had its problems, as many institutions
have—including this place—it makes a significant
contribution to our national life. However, the BBC
must change to ensure that it is fit for the future in a
rapidly changing world; that is why I welcome the
opportunity that the Green Paper consultation provides.
It is an opportunity to ensure that issues relating to the
BBC’s funding, governance and editorial standards are
strengthened, and that its political impartiality is reinforced.
It is also an opportunity to consider what the public
value about the BBC and what they do not.

Some key themes and values should help shape this
process. The BBC must retain its strong regional dimension.
Its local radio and TV are important levers for holding
decision makers to account. Weakening those functions
would lead to poorer decisions in our democratic
processes, and individuals and organisations that do
not act in a public-spirited way would be given an easier
ride. That said, we must be mindful of how coverage of
local news on the BBC News website has contributed to
the decline of local newspapers. We cannot have a
situation where the local media landscape is monolithic
because the size and scale of the BBC has drowned out
all its competitors. The BBC-funded local democracy
reporting service, which employs some reporters at local
papers, has gone some way to mitigate that issue, and
consideration should be given to whether that service
should be expanded.

Given the rise of Al, fake news and disinformation
online and via social media, the BBC must grow its
trustworthiness and retain its accuracy and impartiality.
It is a linchpin of the UK’s creative economy, and it
commissions and creates world-leading content. To retain
and grow that, it needs to be able to invest in programme
making at a level that allows it to compete with streaming
services and major US production companies. The BBC
must also be able to maintain its globally recognised
choirs and orchestras. The professionals delivering that
music making must enjoy good terms and conditions,
which they ought to have a right to expect. It must build
on its educational offer—not just for children and young
people, but for adults seeking to retrain and gain new
skills in a rapidly changing world of work.

However, to do all that, the BBC must be properly
resourced. Its funding has been cut in real terms by
almost a third since 2010, following freezes or below-
inflation rises of the licence fee and top-slicing to fund
the World Service and licences for older people. That
has led to losses of highly skilled staff, and it is undermining
the Reithian principles of the BBC: to inform, entertain
and educate. It is important that we consider different
funding models that may be available to us as part of
this process.

Finally, I encourage colleagues, the public and the
organisations that care about what the BBC does to
engage with the consultation about the BBC’s future,
which is open now. The BBC belongs to us all. Together,
we can ensure that it continues to play an important
part in our national life for generations to come.
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3.34 pm

Anna Sabine (Frome and East Somerset) (LD): It is
a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris.
I thank the right hon. Member for Maldon
(Sir John Whittingdale) for bringing forward this debate.

People of an age where their first exposure to television
was watching “Play School”, “Danger Mouse” and the
often overlooked but still culturally significant series
“Bananaman”, may, like me, have a built-in childhood
affection for the BBC. The Liberal Democrats have
always been firm supporters of the BBC: we have long
championed it as a publicly funded, impartial model of
public service broadcasting and we believe it has a vital
and unique place in the UK’s media landscape.

There has been a lot of discussion today about
unsubscribing from the BBC. The NHS and education
are two examples of public services that we all contribute
to but can opt out of by going private, yet we do not say
that everyone should be able to stop contributing to
them; we consider them to be of wider public benefit.
I hope that Members recognise that the BBC falls into
that category.

As we look ahead to charter renewal, we want to see
sustainable, long-term funding settlements that guarantee
the BBC’s independence and protect it from political
interference. That must include an end to political
appointments, particularly to the BBC Board. Recent
attempts by political figures, both at home and abroad,
to exert pressure on the BBC only underline the importance
of safeguarding its editorial independence. Allowing
political or foreign interference in our media does not
bode well for trust in public broadcasting.

As has been mentioned, the BBC is the backbone of
our world-leading creative industries. It delivers outstanding
economic value, doubling its investment across the creative
economy and contributing around £5 billion each year.
It produces hugely popular programmes such as
“The Traitors”, while also supporting smaller and more
diverse content that may serve niche audiences, but is
no less valuable.

As a huge fan of BBC Radio 6 Music, I point out that
in an age of plastic pop—at least that is what it all
sounds like—such stations are key in supporting new,
emerging and diverse acts that would not otherwise get
national airtime. That is part of the wider role the BBC
plays in developing talent. Its apprenticeship schemes
allow young people to enter the industry and learn from
some of the best in the business before going on to
contribute across the wider creative sector.

John Milne (Horsham) (LD): We have talked a lot
about the BBC’s news output today because clearly that
is what is going to interest a room full of politicians
most. However, I am glad that we are now focusing a
little on the creative output. We have a fantastic creative
and cultural industry, which is a major export and one
of the jewels of this country. Taking away the BBC,
which is part of the ecosystem, would smash it. This is
not just about the news.

Anna Sabine: I could not agree enough. If we speak
to other broadcasters and people involved in the industry,
we hear that they are just as worried about the future of
the BBC—for exactly that reason: if we start to pull
that plug out of the ecosystem, it causes problems for
everybody else.
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As we sit here today, many of us agog at what is
happening on the international stage, it would be remiss
of us not to highlight the importance of the BBC World
Service. It provides trusted, high-quality news to audiences
around the globe, and is a powerful counter to
disinformation and authoritarianism. However, its funding
was subjected to repeated and unhelpful changes by the
previous Government, often limiting its ability to plan
strategically. The Lib Dems would increase Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office funding for
the World Service. Can the Government confirm that
they will sufficiently support the crucial work of the
BBC World Service, so that it can continue to provide
trusted news to a weekly audience of 453 million people
worldwide?

Much of today’s debate has focused on the licence
fee, which is central to discussions around charter renewal.
The Lib Dems believe that the Government must
protect the BBC and categorically rule out moving to a
subscription model. The BBC itself has acknowledged
that subscription funding would undermine its universality,
public value and long-term sustainability. The Government
should maintain stable, secure funding through the
licence fee until the end of the current charter in ’27,
and ensure equivalent public funding beyond that
point. Charter renewal must deliver long-term financial
certainty.

However, we want future decisions on the level of the
licence fee to be made transparently by an independent
body, to strengthen the BBC’s financial, operational
and editorial independence from the Government of
the day. It should consider a permanent charter as part
of the renewal process. Has the Minister considered
whether that would be a viable option for the BBC?

The BBC is one of Britain’s greatest sources of soft
power and is trusted around the world for its independence
and accuracy. It helps defend democratic values and
Britain’s global standing, and it needs our support.

3.38 pm

Nigel Huddleston (Droitwich and Evesham) (Con):
It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mrs Harris. I refer hon. Members to my entry in the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests. [ congratulate
my right hon. Friend the Member for Maldon
(Sir John Whittingdale) on securing today’s debate about
a topic that he is extremely knowledgeable about. I thank
the Minister for being here today; although this important
topic is not currently part of her brief, she is also very
knowledgeable about it.

The future of the BBC is an important matter for its
employees, licence fee payers and people who consume
its output in this country and around the world, including
many—although a declining number—of our constituents.
The BBC is a cherished institution, and it is the UK’s
most widely used news outlet: 94% of UK adults use
BBC services every month on average. It has informed,
educated and entertained generations of Brits. It is one
of our most admired and respected institutions, and
one of our biggest global brands. However, the BBC
faces considerable challenges in the digital age, and an
increasingly fragmented media landscape. Recently, it
has faced other challenges to its reputation—some,
admittedly, of its own making.
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Before Christmas, the Government released their long-
awaited Green Paper as part of the process to review the
royal charter. Sadly, they did so in a written ministerial
statement rather than on the Floor of the House, so
today is the first time we have had the opportunity to
discuss this matter properly. The BBC’s existence and
the licence fee arrangements are contingent on the BBC
fulfilling its licence obligations—including those on
impartiality, as outlined in the charter.

Recently, there have been too many examples where
the BBC has not been following its own editorial guidelines
on impartiality—from push notifications to its coverage
of the Israel-Gaza conflict to trans issues, as well as the
high-profile doctoring of a speech by the President of
the United States, which has led to a multibillion dollar
lawsuit. That lawsuit threatens the future financial stability
of the BBC and could lead to resources being diverted
away from important and much-loved programming,
such as children’s TV, natural history series, sport and
national events coverage, music and local radio. Many
of those things have been mentioned today; they are
what that the BBC does so well, and they help justify
the licence fee and sustain the BBC’s brand and reputation
around the world.

Abiding by impartiality is an important aspect of the
current debate because, as the BBC’s own editorial
guidelines clearly state,

“Audiences expect the BBC’s news and current affairs and
factual journalism output to meet the highest levels of impartiality
and accuracy.”

I could not agree more, which is why the accusations of
failure to uphold impartiality are so serious. There is
also another important aspect of the debate around
impartiality. The editorial guidelines make it clear that

“There is no requirement to give all views equal weight...Minority
views or those less supported by evidence, do not need to be given
similar prominence or weight to those with more support, to the
prevailing consensus, or to those better evidenced.”

That begs these questions: why can the BBC not bring
itself to call Hamas a terrorist organisation? Why did it
feel obliged to reprimand a journalist for saying “women”
instead of “pregnant people” live on air? Impartiality
should not be used as an excuse to push minority or
woke views that are not supported by the majority of
the British population. Common sense must prevail.

This whole area clearly needs a lot of tidying up, and
the charter review offers an opportunity to do so. Does
the Minister agree that the governance structures, processes
and procedures around compliance with, and enforcement
of, impartiality and editorial guidelines must be a key
focus in the charter review process? Does she agree that
the BBC should not wait, and that it can, of its own
volition, take action now to change its procedures and
overall culture on compliance in advance of the conclusion
of the charter review process?

The Green Paper rightly focuses on the issues of
trust—mentioned many times today—public good,
driving economic growth and funding. As has been
pointed out by the Chair of the Culture, Media and
Sport Committee, my hon. Friend the Member for
Gosport (Dame Caroline Dinenage), and others, not
every option has been considered. It is right that we
should take a thorough review of all future funding
options for the BBC, because all options, including the
status quo, will have a knock-on impact on other public
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service broadcasters, and on the production and
broadcasting ecosystem across the UK as a whole,
including radio as well as TV.

The licence fee model, in its current form, is clearly
not sustainable, partly because people are walking away
from the BBC already and taking their money with
them—a point raised by my right hon. Friend the
Member for Maldon. Since 2019, more than 2 million
households have stopped paying the licence fee, and in
the past decade licence fee evasion has doubled. At the
same time, the BBC has fallen behind innovative rivals
when it comes to young people. Additional sources of
funding for the BBC must be found, without jeopardising
the rest of the UK broadcasting landscape and without
distorting the rest of the UK advertising market.

Does the Minister agree that the charter renewal
discussion also needs to focus on how the BBC can
further exploit commercial opportunities, particularly
with its back catalogue and revenue from overseas?
Does the Minister agree that we must also debate the
other side of the equation: the size, scale and scope of
the BBC, or what exactly its public service content
duties should be? That point seems to be missing from
the Green Paper, but it was raised by my right hon.
Friend the Member for Maldon.

The consultation also suggests that consideration be
given to reduced or free licence fees for people on
benefits. That does concern us. It would be outrageous
if people claiming benefits were given free TV licences
while hard-working people footed the bill.

Turning briefly to comments made by other hon.
Members, my right hon. Friend the Member for Maldon
expressed his thanks to the outgoing director general,
Tim Davie, and I also put on record my thanks for his
service. My hon. Friend the Member for Gosport expressed
concerns that some funding options had already been
ruled out; again, that is a matter of concern, and I hope
the Minister can address that in a moment. The hon.
Member for Ashfield (Lee Anderson) pointed out the
concerning reality that licence fee penalties often
disproportionately impact women.

The hon. Members for East Worthing and Shoreham
(Tom Rutland) and for Salford (Rebecca Long Bailey)
pointed out the very important role of the World Service,
which is of course partly funded by the FCDO and not
entirely by the licence fee. The hon. Member for Salford
also highlighted the transformational impact of the
BBCs significant investment in Salford—something I
had the pleasure of seeing in December.

The hon. Member for Stevenage (Kevin Bonavia)
highlighted the important role of the national broadcaster
in the age of misinformation, and the hon. Member for
York Central (Rachael Maskell) highlighted accountability.
Of course, something that we have not talked about
much today, but which I am sure will be a matter of
considerable debate going forward, is the role of the
regulator, Ofcom.

In conclusion, we want the BBC to succeed. To do so,
it must be the best version of itself. That may be
perhaps quite a significantly different version from what
exists today. We look forward to working constructively
with the BBC, the Government and all stakeholders in
this charter review process. I encourage all interested
parties, including our constituents, to get involved in
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the consultation process. Finally, will the Minister commit
to ensuring that there are more opportunities in the
future to debate this vital topic—the future of the BBC
—1in Government time, on the Floor of the House, and
not just via written statements?

3.46 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport (Stephanie Peacock): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I am pleased to
respond to this debate on behalf of the Media Minister,
my right hon. Friend the Member for Edinburgh South
(Ian Murray), who is in the main Chamber on other
business. I congratulate the right hon. Member for
Maldon (Sir John Whittingdale) on securing this important
debate; as he said, we have previously debated this and
many other media issues many times. [ am really grateful
to him for bringing forward this debate and for the huge
expertise he brings to it, and to all hon. Members of all
parties from across the House for attending. Today’s
attendance shows just how important this topic is.

I will respond to some of the specific points raised in
a moment. First, I would like to begin by saying that for
over 100 years the BBC has been at the very heart of
our national life and our successful media ecosystem. It
tells us the story of who we are—our people, our places
and the communities that make up life across the UK.

Throughout its long history, the BBC has been guided
by the Reithian principles of informing, educating and
entertaining. It is one of the most trusted news providers,
both at home and abroad, at a time when the need for
trusted news and high-quality programming is so essential
to our democratic and cultural life and to our place in
the world—a point made by the chair of the all-party
parliamentary group for the BBC, my hon. Friend the
Member for East Worthing and Shoreham (Tom Rutland),
as well as by my right hon. Friend the Member for
Walsall and Bloxwich (Valerie Vaz) and my hon. Friend
the Member for West Bromwich (Sarah Coombes).

The BBC provides vital educational content for all
ages, and of course it is where millions of us turn for
high-quality entertainment. “The Celebrity Traitors”
final had over 11 million people tuning in live and sharing
in that moment together—a point that the Liberal
Democrats, I thought, made very well. It is no wonder
that the BBC remains the most used media provider in
the UK, with an average of 94% of adults using its
services each month. The BBC is one of the UK’s
greatest cultural exports, recognised across the globe
and standing strong as the “light on the hill”, as the
Secretary of State would say: a shining beacon in times
of darkness and a trusted voice amid all the noise.

I appreciate that there are different perspectives, as
this debate has reflected, and I will address some of the
specific points, questions and ideas put to me. In the
interests of time, perhaps I will not be able to go into
much detail, but I can say directly to the shadow Minister,
the hon. Member for Droitwich and Evesham
(Nigel Huddleston), that there will be ample opportunity
to debate this topic further in this place.

The right hon. Member for Maldon (Sir John
Whittingdale) opened the debate by highlighting that
the BBC has had a number of challenges, issues and
scandals, as indeed hon. Members from across the
House have pointed out. As the shadow Minister said,
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some—if not many—of those are of its own making.
Where the highest standards have not been met, that is
unacceptable. As the Secretary of State set out to the
House in November, the chair of the BBC has accepted
that there have been “editorial failings”, and this is
simply not good enough. That has clearly had an impact
on trust, as reflected in the statistics shared by the Chair
of the Select Committee, the hon. Member for Gosport
(Dame Caroline Dinenage). The funding is a complex
issue and I will address the questions put to me in as
much detail as I can in a moment. In broad terms, we
want to ensure that the cost is as low as possible. We
want to examine how efficiently the BBC operates, how
it provides services, the way they are delivered and
whether that should be revisited.

The Chair of the Select Committee put big questions
to me on the long-term sustainability, the funding settlement,
changing viewer habits and the scope and size of the
BBC. We will debate all of those not just over the
12-week consultation but over the coming year as we
debate the charter. If I have time I will come back with a
little more detail.

My hon. Friend the Member for Salford (Rebecca Long
Bailey) spoke powerfully and gave a number of examples
important to her own constituency. I was pleased to
visit when I was the Media Minister. [ want to put it on
the record that I have heard the points around minority
languages and the issues raised by colleagues in Northern
Ireland, the hon. Members for East Londonderry
(Mr Campbell) and for Strangford (Jim Shannon). Indeed,
the December before last the hon. Member for East
Londonderry held a debate in the main Chamber.

I will address a point put to me by the shadow
Minister on concessions. We are not looking to expand
free TV licences or give them free to those in receipt of
benefits. An example from Germany was taken out of
context from the Green Paper; I can be clear about that
now. To go into a little more detail, the BBC has clearly
reached a critical juncture. The market has changed
significantly, and the charter review is a timely opportunity
to set the BBC up for success in a new and dynamic
world. The right hon. Member for Maldon had
responsibility for the last charter review 10 years ago. In
a debate in December 2024 he said that the changes in
the broadcasting landscape that have taken place during
the 10 years since then have been

“huge and continue to accelerate.”—{ Official Report, 18 December 2024;
Vol. 759, c. 140WH.]

The new charter will formally set the terms of the
BBC for the future with a clear ambition to set it on a
path to thrive, well into the latter half of this century.
Our Green Paper, published on 16 December, represents
the first step on that path as we set out our vision for
future-proofing our national broadcaster. The four sections
outlined in the paper include governance and trust,
funding, mission and purpose, and technology and
digital. The BBC must remain independent, genuinely
accountable to the public it serves, and critically, it must
continue to command public trust.

Further afield, the BBC must also continue the World
Service’s vital work in providing trusted and truthful
news internationally. Members have given a number of
examples. It is absolutely vital that the BBC is trusted
by the British public and commands confidence in its
impartiality as our national broadcaster. The charter
review will support that aim and provide an opportunity
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to ensure the BBC remains the trusted independent
source of news for UK citizens that it has been for over
100 years. As the current Media Minister has said, the
corporation’s future should not be tainted by the “problems
of today”.

The charter review will also ensure that the BBC
remains an engine of growth, driving good jobs, skills
and creativity across the UK. As part of this, we are
considering how the BBC can further support the
production sector across the nations and regions, including
by ensuring that budgets and decision-making powers
for commissioners are spread across the UK—a point
well made by my hon. Friend the Member for York Central
(Rachael Maskell). We are considering how the BBC
can deliver more through others, working collaboratively
and in partnership with organisations across the creative
economy and the local news sector—something I have
heard from my own local paper. My hon. Friend the
Member for Mid Derbyshire (Jonathan Davies) made a
very important point about that.

But the BBC role extends beyond economic growth
and innovation. Whether it is to celebrate the coronation
of His Majesty King Charles or to cheer on Britain’s
gold medal wins at the Paris Olympics and Paralympics,
the BBC has the power to bring the nation together. People
right across our nation must be able to access content
that genuinely reflects their lives, their communities and
their contributions, so that all of us can see ourselves
reflected in our national story—a point that my hon.
Friend the Member for Stevenage (Kevin Bonavia) spoke
about.

The BBC must commission, produce and distribute
stories that are truly rooted in diverse UK experiences
and promote British stories and creativity to the world.
I have seen that in my own area, whether it is the BBC’s
long read on the history and regeneration of our brilliant
town centre, thanks to our Labour council, or the who
to watch in the Yorkshire music scene, which are just a
couple of pieces of coverage that the BBC has done
from my own area. We know that to achieve all of this
the BBC must be funded in a way that is fair and
sustainable for the long term. The right hon. Member for
Maldon secured a debate on this topic in December 2024,
where he highlighted challenges with the licence fee,
noting, as we do in our Green Paper, that the landscape
has hugely changed since he was responsible for drawing
up the current charter. He spoke during that debate
about some of the alternatives to the licence fee, which
also have their challenges, and he rightly identified the
need for those to be considered alongside broader decisions
about the future of television. Our thinking is certainly
accounting for these points. Indeed, it was in Westminster
Hall during my last debate as Media Minister that I
responded to a debate—about the future of television—
incredibly relevant to today’s topic.

At this stage, we are keeping an open mind on the
issue and the Green Paper sets out a range of options
that we are exploring, including how the BBC can
operate more efficiently, how it could generate more
commercial revenue, and how the licence fee could be
reformed. This is a complex topic, and the public
consultation will provide an opportunity for the public
to have their say. In the interests of time, I am really
sorry that I cannot respond in detail to some of the
points raised today, though I had made notes to do so.
I will make sure that I or the Media Minister write in
answer to some of the specific questions.
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We know that some funding options would represent
a significant shift for both the sector and the BBC, as
well as for audience experiences. The right hon. Member
for Maldon has previously raised concerns about the
potential for advertising on the BBC to impact commercial
providers. A thriving media sector involving ITV, Channel 4,
our diverse local media providers and others is vital for
the UK, and I wish to reassure him that we will carefully
consider the potential impacts on this ecosystem. I have
heard the points he has made today and of course we
debated them at length during the passage of what is
now the Media Act 2024. We are also considering
options for funding the World Service, of which I know
he is a great supporter—as are many other Members
across parties who have spoken brilliantly and given
many examples—and for funding minority language
broadcasting so that the rich linguistic heritage of our
communities can continue to thrive and grow. That
includes S4C, which I was pleased to visit as Media
Minister last year to see its work first hand.

Many hard questions will be raised through this
charter process, but it is important that it is the start of
the conversation. There will be many more debates in
this place as we have this discussion. The intention of
the Green Paper is to spark debate and get Members
from across the House and people across the country to
share their views. We will continue to engage with the
public and Parliament, and we will of course get the
chance to have a full debate. In the meantime, I thank
all Members for their contributions.

Iqbal Mohamed: Will the Minister give way?

Stephanie Peacock: I was just about to sit down, but I
will give way.

Igbal Mohamed: The Green Paper is about the future
of the BBC, but we also have to address the issues and
challenges that it faces today while the consultation
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goes on and the new charter is defined, established and
implemented. Please could the Minister advise when or
whether the Government and the BBC will respond to
the report from the Centre for Media Monitoring, with
substantive action points as to how it is going to prevent
or improve going forward?

Stephanie Peacock: [ am grateful to the hon. Gentleman.
As 1 said at the opening of my remarks, we expect the
BBC to maintain the absolute highest editorial standards
and where it has fallen short, we have urged them to
take action. I will take that point away for the Media
Minister. I thank so many Members for attending this
debate. I think it reflects how important this issue and
the future of our national broadcaster is.

3.58 pm

Sir John Whittingdale: I thank you, Mrs Harris, the
Minister and all Members who participated this afternoon.
The fact that there are so many present—to my regret,
I suspect a lot have had to curtail their remarks due to
the time limit—demonstrates the importance of this
subject. I welcome the Minister’s assurance that there
will be further opportunities. My hon. Friend the Member
for Droitwich and Evesham (Nigel Huddleston) is right:
it is important that as many people as possible respond
to the consultation, although I suspect that the Minister
and her officials may hope that we do not have a repeat
of what happened last time, which was a 38 Degrees
campaign generating 190,000 responses. The Department
for Culture, Media and Sport had to hire a new building
in order to count and read them all. However, it is
important, and I hope that this debate is just the start of
what will continue to be a discussion leading to the next
charter.

Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,

That this House has considered Government proposals for
renewal of the BBC Charter.
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4 pm

Mr Calvin Bailey (Leyton and Wanstead) (Lab): I beg
to move,

That this House has considered therapeutic play and children’s
healthcare.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mrs Harris. I thank all colleagues who have joined us to
support this debate, and in particular my hon. Friend
the Member for Hitchin (Alistair Strathern), who I
hope to hear from later. As all good stories begin, I was
enjoying a beer at the Wanstead Tap during the Wanstead
festival when I met one of my constituents, Sarah Owen.
We spoke about our experiences of observing children
suffering from cancer: I spoke about watching my teenage
sister’s experience, and Sarah spoke about her experiences
of her son, Hari. It is their story, and what it says about
how the NHS can work better for children and their
families, that I will highlight today. I am pleased to
welcome Sarah and Hari, who are watching proceedings
from the Public Gallery.

When we met, Sarah told me about the massive
difference that play made to Hari’s care after he was
diagnosed with leukaemia, aged just four. Suddenly he
was plunged into a confusing whirlwind of surgery,
blood transfusions, chemotherapy and, in between,
separation and isolation. He was confined to a tiny
room without much space and afraid to get out of his
bed. A four-year-old’s life is centred around play. When
their world is turned upside down after a diagnosis, play
can be the only thing that removes the trauma from
hospital treatment and makes it as smooth as possible.
That was proven for Hari when the health play specialist
arrived in that little dingy room, bringing a play mat, a
tray of colourful Lego, a box of track and Thomas the
Tank Engine.

Tom Hayes (Bournemouth East) (Lab): My hon.
Friend is describing some of the approaches that I have
recently been honoured to see in action at Poole hospital.
Does he agree that play professionals in our healthcare
settings need proper support? Does he also agree that
the Government should include health play professionals
in the NHS workforce plan and make health play a
registered allied health profession? I also note that the
all-party parliamentary group on play, which I chair, is
set to look at health and play.

Mr Bailey: I agree with my hon. Friend, who is a
leader in this area through his chairship of the APPG
on play. We are all grateful for that, and for the significant
impact he has made for his local hospital and for play
more broadly.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): The Ulster hospital,
which is near my constituency of Strangford in Northern
Ireland, makes sure that there is no medical equipment
in some of the rooms. That allows children to relax,
play, read and draw, and helps to reduce the anxiety
associated with hospital stays and treatment. The hospital
also has a communal area for children and young
people. Does the hon. Member agree that it should not
be down to charitable donations to provide that; it
should be down to the health trusts?
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Mr Bailey: I thank the hon. Member for his powerful
intervention. He is a massive champion for his local
hospital. T agree that we should not rely simply on
charity and that this issue should be looked at, which is
the aim of the debate.

When the specialist invited Hari to play with her,
Sarah told me that the change was immediate. She said:

“I saw my little Hari emerge again, play was bringing him back
to us, in that dark tiny room I saw his light come back. This
turning point became a moment that I held on to throughout the
entirety of his childhood cancer journey.”
Sarah had to fight for that essential part of Hari’s care
throughout the two and a half years of that journey.
She understandably saw play as the most important
therapeutic tool, but for many clinicians, medical treatments
came first—even to the detriment of Hari’s mental
health and wellbeing.

Adam Dance (Yeovil) (LD): Play therapy services in
Yeovil that support adopted children and those in kinship
care are struggling due to cuts to the adoption and
special guardianship support fund. Services have been
reduced and therapists like Lilly have gone months
without being paid. Does the hon. Member agree that
that situation is unacceptable, and that more needs to
be done to ensure funding models for play therapy
services are sustainable, ethical and child centred?

Mr Bailey: | thank the hon. Member for his powerful
intervention. I hope that we hear from the Minister how
such services can be sustained, given some of the shortfalls
that have been described.

In reality, medicine and play are not in competition.
When clinicians took playful approaches or when health
play specialists were involved, Hari was far more willing
to engage with difficult treatments, helping them to go
much more smoothly. The culmination of that was an
MRI scan that Hari did, fully awake, at four years old,
avoiding the need for general anaesthetic. The health
play specialist prepared Hari for this potentially scary
and challenging ordeal by playing with a Lego scan
machine, and playing the sound of an MRI while
talking him through that process.

Mr Richard Quigley (Isle of Wight West) (Lab):
I thank my hon. Friend for securing this debate and for
the important work that he and Starlight have done so
far on this issue. Does he agree that ensuring there is
effective play within children’s healthcare not only helps
create happier, calmer patients but delivers real benefits
for the NHS by enabling quicker, smoother procedures
and reducing overall costs?

Mr Bailey: I know that my hon. Friend has been
raising this subject on behalf of his local community
and I agree with his sentiment.

Sadly, after Hari was discharged from hospital, that
same quality of play-centred care was not always there
for him. He needed 130 blood tests, and the lack of play
contributed to these often being traumatic experiences
where Hari had to be held down, violating the safe
space of his own home.

Alex Easton (North Down) (Ind): Does the hon.
Member agree that therapeutic play is most effective
when embedded within healthcare teams, rather than
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treated in isolation, and that we need a shift away from
seeing it as something that happens only in the playroom
towards fully integrating it into children’s daily care?

Mr Bailey: The hon. Member is right, and he will
hear more about how that impacted Sarah and Hari’s
experiences. Those experiences have already had an
influence on NHS policy in the way that the hon.
Member would like through Sarah’s work with the
charity Starlight, which co-produced the NHS Play
Well toolkit that was published last year. The Government
are rightly pushing forward with our new neighbourhood
model, ensuring that more care takes place within the
community. If we get that shift right, it will be truly
beneficial to children who are in the same position that
Hari was in, but doing so requires the toolkit to be
implemented across the NHS—in new community services
as well as our hospitals.

When I raised the issue with Whipps Cross, our local
hospital, I am pleased to say that I got a very positive
response. It has a dedicated play team based in the
Acorn ward, alongside a garden space and a play space.
The team includes a qualified play therapist, and it
co-ordinates the offer for in-patient care, including for
children in other wards, and helps with preparation for
procedures such as blood tests, MRIs and surgery.

Lola McEvoy (Darlington) (Lab): I thank my hon.
Friend for the really interesting and informed speech he
is giving—he is giving it quickly, so I will be quick with
my intervention. Does he agree that just as play is
essential in hospitals, it is also really important for
parents? Therapeutic play can have a large impact on
post-natal depression and parents’ mental health as
they are taking their child through quite a difficult
experience.

Mr Bailey: I thank my hon. Friend for her powerful
and astute intervention. She will notice that I am speaking
about not just Hari, but Sarah, because making sure
that the parents are looked is a critical and fundamental
part of making sure that the child is looked after.

Starlight has found that the situation in Whipps
Cross is far from true around the country. In 2023/24, it
found that 72% of NHS trusts had no budget for play
resources and only 15% had play service policies or
procedures. Only 520 registered health play specialists
are employed by the NHS across the whole of England.

Uma Kumaran (Stratford and Bow) (Lab): I thank my
hon. Friend for sharing Sarah and Hari’s story, which is
a powerful reminder of why play is important. My
constituent Eleanor wrote to me last week following the
unexpected withdrawal of funding for her level 7 play
therapy apprenticeship. She is an experienced teacher
who had taken it on as additional training. Does my
hon. Friend agree that the Government must look again
to ensure that there are accessible training options for
play therapy, which is, as we have heard, an incredibly
powerful tool for children’s emotional wellbeing?

Mr Bailey: I thank my hon. Friend and constituency
neighbour, who raises a powerful point about specialist
training. I know she has written to the Skills Minister
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and lobbied the Department for Work and Pensions
directly to help the Minister who is responding today
and close the skills gap on behalf of her constituent.

Those are the challenges and the situation that the
toolkit is there to address and that its implementation
must change. This is also a real opportunity for positive
change as the Government’s NHS reform programmes
move forward, because better play services for children
in every part of England can not only reduce trauma
and its long-term consequences, but save money through
quicker procedures, lead to fewer cancellations, and
reduce the need for anaesthetic.

Jen Craft (Thurrock) (Lab): Much like my hon. Friend
the Member for Stratford and Bow (Uma Kumaran),
my constituent Ambia has written to me to highlight
the fact that funding has been withdrawn for her level 7
apprenticeship in play therapy. Does my hon. Friend
the Member for Leyton and Wanstead (Mr Bailey)
agree that if the Government want to see the savings
related to therapeutic play that he talks about, they
need to invest up front?

Mr Bailey: I thank my hon. Friend for her powerful
intervention. I know that she is fighting for her constituent
and that she is lobbying the DWP, in support of the
Department of Health and Social Care, to make sure
that the challenges her constituents face are addressed.

Sarah Olney (Richmond Park) (LD): I thank the
hon. Member for securing this important debate. Last year,
two important reports were produced: “Mental health
inpatient settings: overarching report of investigations
directed by the Secretary of State for Health and Social
Care” and “Improving support for people with complex
mental health difficulties”. They found that therapeutic
input improves patient outcomes and results for adults
with mental health difficulties. My constituency is home
to the Cassel hospital, a tier 4 therapeutic community
for adults with complex multiple-diagnosis presentations.
Patients there tell me that the treatment is lifesaving and
life-changing, but it is currently under a tier 4 review.
Does the hon. Member agree that that review should
consider the reports I mentioned? I would be grateful if
the Minister could make reference to the tier 4 review in
her summing up.

Mr Bailey: I thank the hon. Member for her powerful
intervention; she is a massive advocate for her constituency.
Her plea has been heard and I hope it will be answered.

Overall, the estimated financial benefit of the greater
use of therapeutic play resources in NHS care is £3.2 million
a year, at a cost of less than £700,000 a year. Surely, if
we want the NHS to become more preventive, including
through a higher uptake of childhood vaccinations and
outreach programmes about exercise and health lifestyles,
this is an opportunity we cannot miss.

I will close by asking the Minister a few questions.
First, how is the Department working to ensure that the
Play Well toolkit is implemented across every part of
the NHS, including through delivering on training?
How will the need for health play specialists be incorporated,
as we have heard, into the NHS workforce plan? How
will play specialists be included in the modelling of
multidisciplinary teams for the new neighbourhood health
service?
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I was planning to ask whether the Minister would
agree to meet with Starlight, but I am very pleased that
she has already agreed to do so. I look forward to
hearing the outcome of that meeting, which I know will
be very valuable and will help us to deliver a more
effective system that addresses the problems that we
have raised today.

I want to close by thanking Hari and his mum Sarah
for their determination to use their experiences to create
better policy and help thousands of others. I look
forward to our next Huddlestone street party and to
hearing how Sarah and Starlight have moved this issue
forward. It is a great pleasure to be able to use my
position as their MP to highlight this issue.

Several hon. Members rose—

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): Order. I assume that all
Members who are bobbing have sought permission
from both the Minister and the Member in charge to
make a speech. They will need to be very short speeches,
or else we will not get a response from the Minister.

4.16 pm

Dr Simon Opher (Stroud) (Lab): I will be very brief.
I thank my hon. Friend the Member for Leyton and
Wanstead (Mr Bailey) for securing this fascinating debate.

All play is therapeutic, and I emphasise that the
Government have put £18 million into new playgrounds.
My constituent Tom Williams is a proponent of adventure
play, which is incredibly good for kids. It reduces anxiety,
it burns more calories than sport and, crucially, it
provides a digital detox and improves community cohesion.

As a GP, I always had a big box of toys in my room.
To examine a child, I had to play with the child;
otherwise, they would scream their head off. Therapeutic
play must be part of GP training in every way. The
thing about therapeutic play is that it reduces the trauma,
as we have heard; it actually results in fewer cancellations
and, as my hon. Friend said, reduced need for anaesthetics
and shorter procedure times because the child is enjoying
themselves playing. I thank my hon. Friend for bringing
this subject forward for debate—I will say no more.

4.17 pm

Janet Daby (Lewisham East) (Lab): I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Leyton and Wanstead
(Mr Bailey) on securing this short but significant debate.
I will not take up too much time.

It is vital that healthcare is fully accessible for children.
I do not think anyone would disagree that therapeutic
play can be instrumental in putting children at ease, as
far as that is possible, when they are experiencing medical
treatment. The Government must do all they can to
prevent and reduce child trauma. I know from my time
as Minister for Children and Families that work has
already begun to evaluate the benefit of our therapeutic
approaches, such as dyadic developmental psychotherapy.
I think all of us in attendance would appreciate an
update on the Government’s progress in this area. However,
while it is important for the Government to evaluate
new approaches to providing medical care, it is also
critical that medical staff have the skills and knowledge
to support children with complex needs, with adequate
pay and conditions to retain them long term.
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Before I conclude, [ want to say how brave Hari sounds.
I appreciate everything that the Minister has already
shared in this Chamber, and I trust that the Government
will keep all these things in mind as they develop their
NHS workforce plan.

4.18 pm

Alistair Strathern (Hitchin) (Lab): I thank my hon.
Friend the Member for Leyton and Wanstead (Mr Bailey)
not just for securing the debate, but for continuing to
live up to his true legend status by being so generous
with interventions and speaking time.

Therapeutic play can all too often be seen as a
nice-to-have in children’s healthcare, rather than as a
fundamental part of doing paediatric care well. I had
the privilege recently of joining fantastic play therapists
such as Christina at my local hospital and seeing the
transformative impact that therapeutic play, done well,
can have on outcomes for young people. I spoke to
young people who had had trauma eased that could
easily have lasted far longer than the condition they
were being treated for; to parents who, at some of the
most difficult and traumatic moments of their child’s
early life, were still able to find moments of joy and
solace in the smiles they saw in the play area working
with those fantastic therapists; and to wider health
professionals who were able to deliver far more effective
and often more cost-effective care because of the fantastic
collaborative work they had with the therapeutic play
provision team who are well embedded into the Lister
hospital.

Those parents and families are really lucky. Working
with Starlight, I know many other families across the
country have got to be equally lucky, but far too often
families face a postcode lottery in provision. It is fantastic
to see the toolkit coming into effect. We now need to
make it a reality for every family and every child with
healthcare needs right across the country.

4.19 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health
and Social Care (Ashley Dalton): It is a pleasure to serve
under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I thank my hon. Friend
the Member for Leyton and Wanstead (Mr Bailey) for
securing this debate on such an important topic. I am
grateful to him for sharing Hari’s story, and to Hari and
Sarah for making the trip to Parliament. I have always
believed in bringing patient voices to the heart of what
we do in Parliament, and I hope they both leave safe in
the knowledge that this Government are listening.

I strongly agree with what hon. Friends have said
about the relationship between play and medicine.
I volunteered in a healthcare setting as a play worker
many moons ago, but more than 30 years later, the
important impact of that work has stayed with me. Play
and medicine are not in competition, and it is disappointing
that Sarah had to fight so hard for play to remain an
essential part of Hari’s care. I am pleased that my hon.
Friend the Member for Leyton and Wanstead got a
constructive response from Whipps Cross, but he is
right to say that coverage of play services varies across
the country.

Investing in our children is not just a moral mission;
it is a downpayment on a better future. Children do not
stop being children when they enter a hospital or a GP
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clinic. It is important to treat children like children
when they are at home, at school or in hospital. There is
growing evidence that therapeutic play can mitigate
risks of trauma. We recognise that play services are
integral to paediatric care, not a nice-to-have. We published
the NHS England and Starlight Play Well toolkit in
June last year, and I am delighted to see representatives
of Starlight in the Public Gallery today. That included
the first national guidelines and standards for
commissioning and delivering health play services in
England. NHS England is making sure that every manager
of health play services knows about the Play Well
toolkit across a wide range of settings. We are promoting
it in community clinics, emergency departments, children’s
hospices and acute paediatric wards. A range of
communication channels have been used to raise awareness,
including engagement with services via professional
bodies, messaging via the chief nursing officer, and
ongoing promotion through operational delivery networks
directly to trusts and with professional groups.

The NHS is also undertaking evidence-based initiatives
such as the iSupport programme, which focuses on
ensuring children’s rights and wellbeing. The iSupport
checklist aims to help professionals deliver safe,
compassionate and child-centred care. The programme
is already being picked up by children’s wards across the
country. I look forward to meeting Starlight. We have
been trying to get this meeting in the diary for some
time, and I am delighted that we have managed to do
that. I look forward to working with Starlight to see
where we can go further to help kids like Hari avoid
childhood trauma.

Jen Craft: Recently, my daughter had an in-patient
stay, and I saw a Starlight notice on the door of the
playroom. Having met Starlight, it gave me quite a lot
of confidence. In fact, thanks to the play therapist, the
most traumatic thing about my daughter’s visit was
when she had to leave, as she had such a good time.
That was in an inner-city hospital; we also have a
regional hospital that does not have the same resources.
Can the Minister say how play therapy can be rolled out
across the country so that every child can benefit?

Ashley Dalton: As I stated earlier, we are promoting
the Play Well toolkit right across the country through a
variety of communication methods. We look forward to
a variety of healthcare settings using that toolkit to
deliver in their local areas.

That moves me on to mental health. Under this
Government, all children will have access to a mental
health support team in their school or college by the
end of this Parliament. We are also committed to
opening 50 Young Futures hubs over the next four
years, which will bring together services to help young
people at a community level. There have been calls for
us to go further on the children’s health workforce. The
Minister for Secondary Care, my hon. Friend the Member
for Bristol South (Karin Smyth), is absolutely committed
to making sure that we have the right skills to care for
patients, including children, when they need it. We are
working through the changes and what they will mean
for different professional groups. I know that mental
health will be at the top of the agenda, not least for
children.
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Health play therapists are trained through foundation
degrees. The toolkit that has been developed sets out
clearly how services should support practical training
of specialists. Games and active play build social and
emotional skills and support children’s wellbeing. We
want every child to feel safe from harm and for their
families to feel supported. We know that the poorest
children are more likely to develop long-term illnesses.
That is why it is shameful that child poverty has increased
by 700,000 since 2010.

With more than 4 million children now living in
poverty in the UK and 800,000 children using food
banks to eat, my right hon. Friend the Chancellor took
the necessary decision to fund the biggest reduction in
child poverty of any Budget this century. We are expanding
free school meals to half a million kids whose parents
are on low incomes, and lifting hundreds of thousands
out of poverty by removing the two-child benefit cap.

In addition, there is a £126 million funding boost for
the family hubs and Start for Life programme this
financial year. Best Start family hubs will be rolled out
to every local authority from April. We have kept our
manifesto promise to restrict junk food advertising
targeted at children. We have announced improvements
to the soft drink industry levy, and we have invested
£11 million in local authorities to deploy supervised
toothbrushing for three to five-year-olds in schools and
nurseries in the most deprived areas of England.

On neighbourhood health, my hon. Friend the Member
for Leyton and Wanstead raised an important point
about multidisciplinary teams for children and young
people, which should take an holistic approach to looking
after children. The aim is to embed general paediatricians
in primary care to give specialist paediatric advice and
reduce the need for out-patient paediatric referrals.
Those discussions ideally bring together wider health,
social care and educational specialists. The make-up of
the teams is locally determined by integrated care boards,
but play specialists could absolutely be involved as part
of a neighbourhood team.

Tom Hayes: I am pleased that the Government committed
£18 million to playground investment in the Budget.
Does my hon. Friend agree that we should include
health play professionals in the NHS workforce plan?
Would she advocate for that as part of the plan?

Ashley Dalton: As my hon. Friend will have noticed,
I referred to the workforce plan. My hon. Friend the
Minister for Secondary Care will consider all areas of
the workforce and what should be included. Play specialists
could be involved; their use is most appropriate in
teams that give face-to-face patient care, for example
when a GP and a paediatrician hold a joint clinic in a
GP practice.

The majority of case discussions are held virtually,
without the patient or family in attendance. There is
probably less need for play specialists to support children
in those circumstances, but we do encourage the use of
the Play Well kit, to ensure that children’s needs are
taken into consideration throughout the healthcare process.
For the first time, in the recently published guidance, we
require NHS providers to consider children in the roll-out
of all services.
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The Government are cutting waiting lists, giving children
a healthier start in life and lifting half a million children
out of poverty. This year—2026—will be critical, as we
roll out the Best Start in Life hubs to every local
authority in April, while rolling out neighbourhood
health hubs and implementing the 10-year plan. The
Government fundamentally believe in the importance
of play. I am sure all my right hon. and hon. Friends
would agree that we could do with a little bit more play
in our lives, including in this place. As my hon. Friend
the Member for Stroud (Dr Opher) pointed out, all play
is therapeutic, and we would all benefit from a little
more play. I stand ready to work with NHS England,
my hon. Friend the Member for Leyton and Wanstead
and Starlight to make this a decisive year for children’s
health.

Question put and agreed to.
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[ Relevant documents: Second Report of the Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs Committee, Priorities for water
sector reform, HC 1001, and oral evidence taken before
the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee on
15 July and 13 May 2025, on Reforming the water sector,
HC 588.]

4.30 pm

Layla Moran (Oxford West and Abingdon) (LD):
I beg to move,

That this House has considered the future of Thames Water.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairpersonship,
Mrs Harris, and I thank the Minister for attending this
debate to listen to my constituents’ concerns. What
better way to start the year than to debate the future of
Thames Water? But—Ilet me be frank—1I do not believe
this company has a future. If Thames Water had been
genuinely subject to market forces over the years, it would
have collapsed many, many decades ago, but instead, a
broken regulatory system and chronic mismanagement
have repeatedly let businesses and customers down.

Consider this: last year, Robert, aged 81, from Abingdon,
received a water bill for—wait for it—£39,000. Thames
Water later revised it to £37,688.64. He and his partner
Patricia said, quite understandably, that they had become
ill from stress because of the bill. It took two months,
an intervention and a BBC story to cancel the absurd
charge. That case epitomises the incompetence and
disregard for customers that has eroded public trust in
this company.

Another example is 70-year-old Morna from Botley,
who suffered repeated floods in her house due to a
blocked Thames Water drain. I visited and saw for
myself the strain it took for her to fight for over a year
with Thames Water for it finally to unblock it. The
delays and inaction are just unacceptable.

I have one last example: Len and Jenny are in their
80s and in frail health, and they lost basic sanitation to
their home in 2023. A blocked pipe caused sewage to
enter through air bricks and they were left with no
toilet, no washing facilities and no power. All they had
was a portaloo in their garden and a tanker to pump
out sewage. Foul waste continued to bubble up through
the basin in their bathroom. We are now in 2026, and
Jenny and Len still do not have the recommended
non-return valve, a firm date for the maintenance or
compensation. If Thames Water cannot even do those
basics, what can it do?

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the hon.
Lady for bringing this debate to Westminster Hall.
Thames Water is £20 billion in debt, and it needs
£20 billion to service the investment that is necessary.
The chief executive has had substantial payouts and
dividends. Is it not time for the Government to intervene,
take over and get the job right?

Layla Moran: Thames Water’s repeated mismanagement
is why the Liberal Democrats have long called for all of
the water company bosses not to receive that level of
payout. We will continue to campaign in that vein.

Locally, we have been campaigning on the issue for
many years. Along with Safer Waters, Thames21 and
local activists, we secured bathing water status for Port
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Meadow in Oxford, only the second inland site in the
country. That has forced Thames Water to monitor and
report on water quality there, but for the last three
years, that rating has been “poor”. Residents in Oxford,
like others across the country, continue to risk their
health every time they swim.

One would think that poor quality would logically
lead to action, but it seems not to have done. In a debate
just two years ago, I called for legally binding targets on
sewage pollution, so I was pleased when the Government
promised last July to halve sewage pollution by 2030.
Today, I urge the Minister and the Government to move
faster and to take all legal and financial steps necessary
to make that change happen, because, as we have heard,
Thames Water customers experience poor service, flooding,
sewage in their homes and sewage in their rivers, and for
this, they are being asked to pay more—indeed, 31%
more in 2025-26 than the year before.

Sarah Olney (Richmond Park) (LD): My hon. Friend
is giving an excellent speech on a topic that is very close
to every Liberal Democrat heart. Thames Water is in
£17 billion of debt, yet the company continues to progress
with the Teddington direct river abstraction in my
constituency, with a plant that would be operational for
just six weeks a year at a cost of £1 billion. The project
is strongly opposed locally on environmental, social
and economic grounds. Does my hon. Friend agree that
Thames Water should scrap the project and use that
money to cut bills?

Layla Moran: I do not trust Thames Water to do
anything, and I will come on to an example of an even
bigger and even worse project. We want investment and
change, but the problem we have is that there is no
longer any trust that this company can do that on time
and on budget, and in a way that is actually going to
deliver real change. That is why 2,507 local residents
across Oxfordshire backed a Lib Dem petition calling
for these price hikes to be scrapped. If this were a
proper private company, it would not be asking customers
to pay more for this level of service, yet that is exactly
what it has done, and it has frankly given them no say in
the process.

While I am lambasting this company today, I am not
having a go at its hard-working staff. We need to be
clear that they are not to blame for the current woes and
dismal performance. In July, I visited Abingdon sewage
treatment works, and friendly and knowledgeable people
who had worked there for decades told me how the
system is supposed to work: tanks remove the sludge,
microbes digest bacteria and clean water is discharged.
It was so clean that I could have drunk from it there and
then—in fact, a heron strutted around the wetland
ponds showing exactly what would have been possible.
Sadly, that summer idyll is all too frequently shattered
when the rain falls, the floodgates open and raw sewage
pours out.

At this point, I should acknowledge the role that we
and the public can play in helping to reduce pressure on
the system. We have seen with our own eyes those
mountains of wet wipes being removed from the pipes,
and that skip full of rubbish that should never have
been flushed down the toilet in the first place. Do the
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Government have plans for a public information campaign
on this matter—paid for, of course, by water company
profits? If we saw as many adverts on this issue as we do
on things such as fast food, it would help everyone in
protecting our rivers.

However, I do not want to downplay the institutional
failings that we see in the company. We need additional
capital investment; in Abingdon specifically, the staff
were asking for another set of tanks to filter and clean
the sewage to help that problem there, but it is the same
everywhere. Last year, Thames Water admitted that
£19 billion of its assets were deemed “poor” or “failed”,
posing a risk to thousands of homes.

Freddie van Mierlo (Henley and Thame) (LD): My
hon. Friend speaks of the under-investment in sewage
treatment works and other assets. Nowhere is that truer
than in Oxford sewage treatment works, which serves
residents in my constituency outside of Oxford city. The
site already cannot cope with the amount of sewage
that it has to deal with. Does my hon. Friend also find it
strange that the Environment Agency suddenly dropped
its objections to developments, days after receiving a
letter from lobbying interests around Oxford? Does she
share my scepticism that Thames Water can deliver on
the upgrades before the homes are built?

Layla Moran: My scepticism about Thames Water is
basically the theme of my entire speech, and I completely
agree. We absolutely need more houses in and around
Oxford—on that I am clear. However, if that work is
one of the things stopping those homes from being
built, we must of course ensure that it is done to the
highest possible standard. It sounds like something has
happened there, and I would love to understand better
why the EA withdrew that objection with no further
change.

More than half of sewage treatment facilities are
operating below their required capacity, while raw sewage
discharge doubled between 2023-24 and 2024-25. That
is a symptom of chronic underinvestment, and we need
serious capital to fix the problem. Instead, Thames
Water chose to funnel profits into dividends. As recently
as March 2024, the company paid £158.3 million out to
shareholders. This is a company that is hanging on to a
lifeline of creditor goodwill, having already raced through
£1.5 billion of the emergency cash that was injected
11 months ago. The scale of the mismanagement is
staggering.

No one doubts the need to take steps to secure our
water supply for the future in the context of the climate
change, but I now come to the local example that I
promised my hon. Friend the Member for Richmond
Park (Sarah Olney). Thames Water presides over leaks
to the tune of over 592 million litres a day, which is
nearly a quarter of all the water it manages—it is
unbelievable. My residents have justified questions about
the validity of the arguments underpinning the south-east
strategic reservoir option, also known as SESRO, which
lies just outside Abingdon. It is estimated to cost £7.5 billion
and counting, and we should remember that it started
at £2.2 billion, and barely nothing has changed since
then. If such a major project must go ahead—the
Government say it should, fine—then can the Minister
tell me something that I just do not get? Do they really
trust Thames Water to get this done right? It is like
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running a bath when a hole has been punched through
the plughole. I would not trust Thames Water to run a
bath, let alone deliver a project of this size.

Will the Government also make clear what residents
can expect from this project, should it go ahead? Will
there be genuine community benefit? As it stands, the
company is promising lots of lovely things—sailing
clubs and all sorts—but when questioned on the matter
at a recent drop-in event, the promises seemed to be
nothing more than an artist’s impression. Will the Minister
therefore intervene to ensure that the local villages and
towns that will have to suffer the disruption get something
out of it, beyond higher bills?

Time and again, constituents are being let down by
chronic under-investment. For decades, every Government
of every colour have presided over some form of this
mess. But I do not want to blame; I just want solutions.
As a result, I have some questions. What are the
Government doing to prepare for when Thames Water
exhausts the £1.5 billion of emergency funding? Have
they considered the Liberal Democrats’ plans to turn it
into a public benefit company? That is not public ownership,
which others call for. The taxpayer would not take on
the debt, but the profits would be invested back into
infrastructure and fixing the problem, not used to enrich
the likes of Abu Dhabi Investment Authority and the
China Investment Corporation.

Will the Government promise a full response to the
Independent Water Commission report and the creation
of the new regulator with teeth? When can we expect
the White Paper? Will we all, together, make a new
year’s resolution—that this is the year we sort out
Thames Water’s mess, for the sake of people and our
planet, once and for all?

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): I remind Members to
bob if they wish to speak, so that we can ascertain
whether we need a time limit. I will call the Front
Benchers at 5.08 pm, with the Minister rising at 5.18 pm.

4.42 pm

Daniel Francis (Bexleyheath and Crayford) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris.
I thank the hon. Member for Oxford West and Abingdon
(Layla Moran) for securing the debate and for her
comments. As she said, the issues have been caused by
many years of under-investment. In my corner of south-east
London, constituents in Bexleyheath and Crayford continue
to experience many problems.

Of course, I support the measures in the Water (Special
Measures) Act 2025, which this Government introduced
following our election last year. However, as I have said
on numerous occasions since my election 18 months
ago, we continue to see the real impacts of a lack of
investment in infrastructure over many years, particularly
in Crayford town centre. We have now had four consecutive
summers of major leaks in Crayford town centre. They
have caused the closure of the road in the town centre
for a week or two, impacting residents and businesses,
and there is no real understanding of Thames Water’s
long-term solution for these issues or how we will see
investment in local infrastructure in the longer term.

As has been said, we have seen an enormous increase
in bills this year. For many of my constituents, they
have risen by 30% or 40% —my bill in fact went up by a
higher percentage—but we continue to struggle to obtain
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information from Thames Water. I have told the company
many times that, if we must have that level of increase,
and we know the condition of the local infrastructure, it
would be hugely helpful for me to be able to explain to
my constituents why they are seeing that increase and to
understand the programme of works for local infrastructure
and where the money is being invested to put things
right. It continues to prove very difficult to obtain that
list.

I have supported the Government’s position, which is
that they will continue to work to turn the company
around in private ownership, but what will we do if the
Government’s investment runs out? At what stage will
we say to Thames Water that constituents cannot continue
to see that level of increase and receive that lack of
explanation on the local investment? At what stage will
we say that enough is enough and we need to take a
different direction?

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): I am imposing a three-
minute time limit. Any interventions need to be short to
allow all Members who are on the call list to speak.

4.45 pm

Olly Glover (Didcot and Wantage) (LD): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris.
I commend my hon. Friend and constituency neighbour
the Member for Oxford West and Abingdon (Layla Moran)
for introducing the debate so eloquently. As she said,
there is no question but that climate change and population
growth are placing increasing strain on our water resources,
and that we need the right infrastructure to accommodate
a growing population. That is why, despite some aspects
being controversial, I support new housing and road
projects in my constituency.

Concern about some of Thames Water’s plans is
widespread and impossible to ignore, because of Thames
Water’s performance and track record. It is impossible
to ignore the fact that Thames Water currently loses
more than 600 million litres of water—nearly a quarter
of the water in its network—to leaks every day. The
ongoing failure to deal with those losses is one of the
principal reasons why my constituents do not have faith
in Thames Water’s enthusiasm for what it is now calling
the White Horse reservoir.

Thames Water’s record of financial mismanagement
and poor operational delivery is well documented and
has badly eroded public trust. Against that background,
it is extraordinary, but really ought not to surprise us,
that the estimated cost of the proposed reservoir near
Abingdon has risen from £2.2 billion to as much as
£7.5 billion. That is no marginal increase: it is a threefold
rise. At the same time, the size of the proposed reservoir
has increased by 50% compared with what was once
consulted on.

Despite the scale of the financial risk, it is bill payers—my
constituents—not investors who are expected to foot
the bill. This is not a fair allocation of risk, particularly
when the company’s past decisions have contributed to
its current financial fragility. We therefore urgently need
an independent review and proper consideration of
alternatives, such as the Severn-to-Thames transfer scheme,
before irreversible commitments are made. Bill payers
in Oxfordshire, and indeed across the region, deserve a
proper solution that is effective, proportionate and fair.
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That means an urgent independent review of the south-east
strategic reservoir option proposal, full transparency
over costs, and serious consideration of alternatives,
including leakage control, before any irreversible
commitments are made.

Is the Minister really comfortable with the proposal
landing on her desk in its current form, with such
significant unanswered questions about cost, transparency
and value for money? Is it right that bill payers will bear
all the risk? It is interesting that Thames Water has
decided to start calling it the White Horse reservoir,
because there is a real risk that it will end up being the
white elephant reservoir—and nobody wants that.

4.47 pm

Richard Tice (Boston and Skegness) (Reform): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mrs Harris.
We have heard about Thames Water’s incompetent
management of the physical pipes and networks. I want
to touch on the mismanagement of its finances: the
profit and loss and the balance sheet.

In 2007, Macquarie, a big private equity group, bought
the company and loaded it up with so much debt that it
could not cope. That is why we have ended up with the
debt soaring from £6 billion to some £18 billion over the
last 15 years or so, while the regulator was completely
asleep at the wheel and allowed that to happen. The
previous Conservative Government allowed it to happen.

We now have a situation in which the debt is trading
on the markets at somewhere between 5p and 50p in the
pound—in other words, the debt is not worth what the
original holders provided. In Thames Water’s recent
accounts there are four pages on whether or not the
company is a going concern. That basically means it is
not. It is effectively bust. As a genuine private company,
itis not able to meet its financial or regulatory obligations.
It is time to say that enough is enough.

In business there is an expression: caveat emptor. The
private equity groups, the debt holders and the bond
holders knew what they were doing. They were trying to
make large private equity returns. That is fine—I believe
in free markets—but when they mess it up, they have to
pay the price. Now is the time to say to those investors
that enough is enough.

The last thing we need is for the group to be bought
by a substantial Chinese infrastructure group that is
already the single biggest owner of all our utilities in the
United Kingdom, and that takes over £1 billion in
dividends and interest on shareholder loans every single
year. No—now is the time for the Government to show
some genuine courage and to say that enough is enough.
It is time to buy it back for a pound, make the investment
that is required, with competent people to stop the
outrageous leaks and mismanagement of the physical
assets. We will then have a worthwhile water company
we can all be proud of.

4.50 pm

Monica Harding (Esher and Walton) (LD): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. My
constituency is a river community and has been badly
affected by the failures of Thames Water, including
sewage discharges into the River Thames and the
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River Mole. That goes to the heart of public trust in
Thames Water, or the lack thereof, and exemplifies its
failure, as well as the lack of regulation and accountability
under the previous Government.

While my constituents bear a 31% increase in their
bills, all that goes towards is servicing £17 billion of
debt. Yet Walton Rowing Club and the 1st Molesey Sea
Scouts found 5,000 colony-forming units of E. coli per
100 ml in Walton, and 12,000 per 100 ml in Thames
Ditton. Anything above 900 is classified as unsafe. We
need investment in infrastructure, but until the Government
take Thames Water into special administration, that
cannot happen.

I want to speak briefly about the lived experience of
my constituents near Thames Water’s Lower Green
sewage plant in Esher, which exemplifies its casual
disregard for the public. For decades, residents have
endured persistent and unpleasant odours from the site.
One resident from Farm Road in Esher described being
forced to keep windows shut and avoid outdoor spaces,
and worrying about the long-term impacts on wellbeing,
air quality and property values. Nobody was interested—not
the previous MP, nor Thames Water.

Residents told me that for decades their only interaction
was Thames Water vans being driven at speed through
the housing estate that borders the treatment plant.
Residents’ complaints over decades were met with delay,
deflection or silence. That experience is symptomatic of
a wider failure: a water company that too often acts
only when sustained pressure is applied, and a political
class that does not hold the operators to account.

Last year, I met Thames Water representatives directly
at the site. Following that visit, the company identified
the cause: septicity driven by faulty equipment, which
allowed bacteria to build up and produce a foul smell.
Repairs were eventually made and preventive measures
were introduced. Spare parts have now been stockpiled
so that if the fault recurs, it can be fixed immediately
rather than after weeks of delay. That should have
happened 30 years ago. Residents should not have to
wait decades, or rely on “novel” political pressure, for
basic maintenance to be carried out.

The issues do not stop there. There have been incidents
of sewage appearing on the nearby children’s recreation
ground due to hydraulic overload. Thames Water says
that this has been driven by changing weather patterns
and ageing infrastructure. Again, it needs investment.
Investigations after the fact are not enough when people
are living with the consequences. It shows a deeply
troubling national picture. Thames Water has been
rated as a one-star, poor-performing company by the
Environment Agency, and this is a firm that serves
16 million people—nearly a quarter of the UK population.

James Naish (Rushcliffe) (Lab): Will the hon. Lady
give way?

Monica Harding: I have very little time.

Without structural reform, we will continue firefighting
rather than fixing. So let us replace the regulator that
has failed us, put Thames Water out of its misery and
transform it into a public benefit company, putting people,
nature and long-term resilience ahead of shareholder
payouts.



109WH Future of Thames Water

4.43 pm

Charlie Maynard (Witney) (LD): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. West Oxfordshire
is very much ground zero for Thames Water. We have
the Thames itself, the Evenlode and the Windrush.
West Oxfordshire district council has done great work
in going after Thames Water. We have WASP—Windrush
Against Sewage Pollution—and we, as a team, have also
gone after Thames Water through the High Court and
the Court of Appeal, all the way up to the Supreme
Court. I thank the legal team that fought pro bono with
us last year on behalf of the 16 million Thames Water
customers who are being royally stiffed.

As my hon. Friend the Member for Oxford West and
Abingdon (Layla Moran) mentioned, the bills people
are paying are completely outrageous. I have had
constituents whose bills have gone up by 50% and 70%.
Somebody got a 93% increase through the post. It is
outrageous.

Helen Maguire (Epsom and Ewell) (LD): One of my
local residents has had their bills doubled, and a mains
water pipe in West Hill has burst, causing major chaos
for my constituents. Yet £2.5 million was given out in
executive bonuses last April. It is disgraceful that the
Labour Government have left our constituents to foot
the bill for Thames Water’s shoddy performance. Does
my hon. Friend agree that we should put the company
into special administration?

Charlie Maynard: I completely agree—well said. What
is so depressing is that the Labour Government have
embraced the Conservative’s mistakes over Thames Water,
and our water sector more broadly, and then doubled
down on them. The Government have been and continue
to be hoodwinked by a bunch of hedge-funds whispering
about financial Armageddon into ears of the Department
for Environment Food and Rural Affairs and Ofwat.
They need to follow through on their regulatory obligations,
because we need regulators that have teeth and backbone
and will actually deliver. Instead, we have hedge-funds
making vast fees with outrageous interest expenses, at
the cost of us as consumers. It is not fair. It is a great
shame, and it is also unnecessary, because the company’s
financial and environmental positions are completely
unsustainable. With every day that passes, this becomes
more Labour’s problem.

We now need to cut the rope and put the company
into special administration, on account of its many
breaches of its licence obligations, so that its debt can
be written down to around three times cash flow and it
can come out of the special administration regime mutually
owned by 16 million customers, and run on behalf of
them and the environment, and with Government-
guaranteed funding mechanisms in place to fund the
investment required over the next three, five and 15 years.

Will the Government please answer my letter to the
Minister responsible for sewage and flooding, sent at
the start of October? I asked whether the Minister
believes that Thames Water’s ad hoc group of class A
creditors now exerts material influence over it, thereby
meeting the “ultimate controller” criteria. I would really
like an answer on that. Last February, a High Court
judge found that they have material influence over the
company, and it would be great to have a straight answer
from the Secretary of State or the Minister on that point.
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I would not like the Government to give Thames Water,
or any other water company, a free pass on paying
environmental fines in full. When there are breaches,
we need regulators that enforce the fines that are in
place. Similarly, given the extreme precarity of the
company’s finances, as my hon. Friends have mentioned,
the Government should not entrust it with delivering a
huge and costly infrastructure project in Oxfordshire in
the form of the south-east strategic reservoir option,
about which my hon. Friends the Members for Didcot
and Wantage (Olly Glover) and for Oxford West and
Abingdon spoke in detail. Given all our constituents’
low level of faith in Thames Water, the future of which
is precarious, to put it extremely mildly, it is no wonder
that this is causing such alarm to residents in my
constituency and those of my hon. Friends.

Please do not be bamboozled by the hedge funds; instead,
show some backbone—and do not own the Tories’
mistakes. That is the key thing, because this Government
still have a chance to leave it with them. Please do so
and put the company into a special administration
regime.

4.57 pm

Dr Roz Savage (South Cotswolds) (LD): It is a pleasure
to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I thank my
hon. Friend the Member for Oxford West and Abingdon
(Layla Moran) for securing this very important
debate.

Hindsight is a wonderful thing, and perhaps we can
now see clearly that privatising water companies in a
monopoly situation, with a toothless watchdog, was
never going to be a good idea. Unfortunately, we do not
have a time machine, but we can still put this right.
For a long time now, the Lib Dems have been calling
for Thames Water to be put into special administration
and restructured as a public benefit company.

Through my mailbag and the flood summit I hosted
last year, I have heard so many stories of sewage on
farmland, in gardens, in people’s houses and on playgrounds.
I do not want to go into specifics, because those homes
and businesses have had their value and their business
base affected by the awful pollution from Thames Water.
Itis adding insult to injury that many of those customers
are now being asked to pay more and more, mostly to
service Thames Water’s debt.

One of my constituents remarked:
“We are being treated as cash cows”.

It is just not fair. A Lib Dem freedom of information
request found that Ofwat has failed to force water
companies to pay any fines for sewage discharge cases
since 2021. Meanwhile, water company bosses earned a
collective total of over £20 million in the financial year
to 2024. Some people might think MPs get paid too
much, but the chief executive officer of Thames Water
gets paid 10 times as much as we do as a base salary,
with a bonus on top of that. That really is an insult to
Thames Water’s customers.

Let us put Thames Water out of its misery and end
the misery for its many customers. I beseech the Minister:
please, take action on this. The best time to have seen
what is going on would have been 40 years ago, but the
second best time is now. We need urgent action.
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5pm

Clive Jones (Wokingham) (LD): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris. I thank my
hon. Friend the Member for Oxford West and Abingdon
(Layla Moran) for securing this important debate.

Thames Water’s assets are in urgent need of repair,
and the company is swamped in over £17 billion of
debt, which it cannot repay. Thames Water customers,
like my constituents in Wokingham, are suffering as a
result, with a third of our bills servicing the company’s
debt—debt that did not improve services, but largely
went towards paying dividends. In return, Thames Water’s
customers have to put up with a company pumping raw
sewage into our waterways. In Wokingham that means
Thames Water is actively harming waterways like our
beautiful River Loddon, parts of which are important
chalk streams.

I totally agree with my hon. Friend the Member for
South Cotswolds (Dr Savage) that water companies
should never have been privatised. Sadly, my predecessor
in Wokingham was one of the architects of the privatisation
of water. The Government must allow Thames Water to
go into special administration to ensure that much of its
debt can be written off rather than continuing to burden
residents, and put the company on a stable financial
footing, allowing it to update leaking pipes and reduce
the huge amount of raw sewage that it pumps into our
rivers. My residents in Wokingham and the environment
just cannot afford for Thames Water to continue in its
current state.

5.2 pm

Freddie van Mierlo (Henley and Thame) (LD): Itis a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Mrs Harris.
I thank my hon. Friend the Member for Oxford West
and Abingdon (Layla Moran) for securing this debate.

Every week my office is inundated with emails relating
to Thames Water. Issues range from miscalculated and
aggressive billing to the now ubiquitous sewage discharging
into local rivers and streams, and indeed the flooding of
homes and gardens with human waste. Members have
spoken eloquently on those issues, so, in the interest of
time, I will not repeat what they said.

Since being elected I have also been made aware of
the issue of tankering in my constituency—in other
words, tankers sitting next to overwhelmed pumping
stations, ready to take sewage away to a treatment
works. It should be a temporary stopgap, perhaps if
there has been an unexpected surge in sewage, yet it has
become institutionalised. Rather than upgrading pumping
stations and stopping groundwater infiltration, which is
the source of the problem, the company is taking the
easy way out. In the village of Cuxham, my constituents
have been forced to tolerate 24/7 tankering for over a
decade. Staff have got so comfortable in Cuxham that
they have created their own little camp, complete with a
Portaloo for their own comfort. It is probably needed,
but is nevertheless a sign of just how institutionalised
the practice is.

Dr Al Pinkerton (Surrey Heath) (LD): My hon. Friend
describes the tankering of sewage from his constituency.
In 2023, those tanks arrived in my constituency and the
sewage was stored in open tanks on a Thames Water
site for an entire summer, casting a stinky pall over the
whole of Camberley town centre. It was an environmental
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crime and Thames Water promised to pay my constituents
compensation, which they have never received. Does he
agree that we need a far tougher regulator to bear down
on these appalling environmental practices?

Freddie van Mierlo: I wholeheartedly agree that we
need greater regulation. I can only apologise that my
hon. Friend has been at the raw end of our tankers.

My staff and I have tried to influence the company to
install the measures that are needed, particularly in
Cuxham, to resolve the issue, but Thames Water tells us
that further investigations are needed and it must do
more reports. When we ask when they are going to take
place, it tells us, “There’s too much water now because it
is winter. We must do them in the summer.” When we
get to summer, it tells us, “There’s no water in the pipes,
so we’ll have to wait till winter.” It is a ridiculous case
that highlights just how short-sighted Thames Water is
and how incapable it is of taking a long-term view. It is
clear that Thames Water is now in a state of complete,
irrecoverable disrepair.

Can the Minister explain why decisive action has
not been taken to put Thames Water into special
administration? Our constituents have no choice over
who supplies their water, and it is down to the Government
to protect them from being exploited. I hope that the
Minister listens to the experiences of constituents that
have been shared today, gains the confidence that a
174-seat majority should give her and takes bold action.

5.5 pm

Tim Farron (Westmorland and Lonsdale) (LD): Itisa
pleasure to serve under your guidance this afternoon,
Mrs Harris. I pay tribute to my hon. Friend the Member
for Oxford West and Abingdon (Layla Moran) for
securing the debate, for leading it so brilliantly and for
standing up for her community so well for so many years.

I also pay tribute to those who have contributed to
the debate from all sides, but I am bound to observe the
concentration of Liberal Democrat Members present,
which shows how well we as a group stand up for our
communities—particularly those labouring under the
yoke of Thames Water, which is, as has been demonstrated,
a failing company, both financially and in its primary
mission to serve its customers. But in truth, this debate
is about more than one failing company; it is about
whether a vital public service is to be run in the interests
of customers, communities and the environment, or
whether the public will once again be left to pick up the
bill for corporate failure while the Government fail to
grasp the opportunity to make lasting changes.

Thames Water provides an essential service that none
of its 16 million customers—those it is meant to serve—can
opt out of. It is staggering that a company so central to
public health, environmental protection and the decent
stewardship of such a vital resource now stands on the
brink of collapse. Thames Water is currently operating
with more than £17 billion in debt, which it admits that
it cannot repay. Around one third of every customer’s
bill on average goes not towards fixing leaks or upgrading
infrastructure, but towards servicing that debt. Much of
Thames Water’s borrowing has paid for undeserved
bonuses and dividends, while its infrastructure literally
crumbles. That happened under the nose of the previous
Conservative Government and the pitifully weak regulatory
system that they created.
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At the same time, customers have faced bill increases
of up to 40% —indeed more, it would appear, in some
circumstances. And what have customers received in
return? Polluted rivers, record sewage spills and chronic
under-investment. The Government’s own data confirms
that sewage was pumped into the waterways of this
country for more than 3.6 million hours in 2024 alone,
while shareholders received £1.2 billion in dividends as
a reward for that failure.

Thames Water alone was responsible for 300,000
hours of raw sewage pouring into rivers and streams. In
May, the company was fined £122.7 million for breaching
rules on sewage spills and on shareholder payouts. But
for customers and communities who have already paid
the price, that fine came far too late. The company now
survives only because of emergency funding from its
creditors—funding that will soon run out. The US
private equity giant KKR has walked away from plans
to buy Thames Water, meaning that the company is
surely at the end of the road.

The question is no longer whether the current model
has failed—it plainly has—but who should bear the
cost of that failure, and what should happen next. For
Liberal Democrats, the answer is obvious: the Government
must bite the bullet and make those who are culpable
pay the price. A well-planned special administration
would allow much of Thames Water’s unsustainable
debt to be written off and put the company on a stable
financial footing while protecting essential services.

Administration must be a means to an end, not the
end itself. We want Thames Water to emerge as a
fundamentally different organisation, mutually owned
by its 16 million customers. That should be the beginning
of a wider transformation of our water industry, which
could then begin to migrate to a new, public benefit
model of ownership where water quality, supply and
competent administration come first, instead of the
amoral profiteering we have seen across the sector for
the last 35 years.

This crisis also exposes a wider failure of regulation.
The Independent Water Commission, which reported
last summer, laid bare a system that allows companies
to pollute and profit with effective impunity. Liberal
Democrats have been clear for years that Ofwat should
be scrapped and replaced with a tough new clean water
authority that brings together financial and environmental
regulation. Our current regulators are too weak,
understaffed and fragmented; these huge water companies
run rings around them and play them off against one
another. Bring the regulators together and give them
more power; let us have a regulator that the water
companies actually fear.

We want strict limits on dividends and bonuses, binding
targets to end sewage discharges, consistent national
social tariffs, and serious investment in smart metering
and infrastructure. We have led the fight, both in Parliament
and in our communities, against the sewage scandal.
My hon. Friend the Member for Witney (Charlie Maynard)
and I tabled 44 amendments to the Water (Special
Measures) Bill earlier in this Parliament, and we look
forward to doing the same with a new Bill, so when can
we expect that new Bill? When will we get the water
White Paper that we were promised before Christmas
and are still waiting for? Will the Bill be in the King’s
Speech?
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I am not from the Thames Water region, but our
communities in Westmorland stand in solidarity, sympathy
and empathy with the customers of Thames Water.
Water is deeply personal to us. We are the wettest place
in England, which is fine because we have to keep
all our lakes topped up—the lakes and rivers that define
our landscape, provide water for our region and underpin
our ecology.

Carolyn Harris (in the Chair): Order. I call the shadow
Minister.

5.11 pm

Dr Neil Hudson (Epping Forest) (Con): It is a great
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mrs Harris.
I congratulate the hon. Member for Oxford West and
Abingdon (Layla Moran) on securing this important
debate. We have heard many contributions from across
the House.

Thames Water is a distressing example that brings to
light several serious issues that require ongoing attention
from the Government and regulators. During the passage
of the Water (Special Measures) Act 2025, His Majesty’s
official Opposition tabled many sensible amendments
that would have ensured that companies did not leverage
too much debt. Puzzlingly, and disappointingly, the
Government failed to support those amendments.

Companies should be held to the highest standards,
and the last Conservative Government took a range of
measures to try to do exactly that. Only 7% of storm
overflows were monitored when the previous Labour
Government departed office in 2010; the Conservatives
took that to 100%. Our landmark Environment Act 2021
delivered our plan for cutting plastic pollution and
holding water companies to account. We had our ambitious
plan for water and took strong action on water companies
that were illegally dumping sewage into our waters. We
also banned water company bosses from receiving bonuses
if the company had committed serious criminal breaches
that damaged the environment.

Quite rightly, there is huge frustration that Thames
Water has been wrung dry of capital over the years. It
has failed to invest to expand its supply and to clean up
its sewage spills. His Majesty’s official Opposition have
been clear that we do not want to see Thames Water
fold, because, although water supply would continue, it
would carry the serious risk of higher bills for customers
and would not solve any of the issues facing the company.
Bizarrely, the third party led legal action that could
have sunk the company, and, with it, Reform appears to
be happy for the company to go under, exposing the
taxpayer to billions and pushing consumer water bills
sky high. If the company were taken into a temporary
special administration regime or permanent public
ownership, the taxpayer would ultimately end up paying
the price. That cannot happen, it should not happen,
and the parties calling for it seem to be in denial about
what it would mean for the British taxpayer.

Ofwat, as the independent regulator for the sector—for
now—has responsibility for the sector’s financial resilience
and must continue to work closely with Thames Water.
In the 2025 to 2030 price review, Ofwat challenged the
efficiency of Thames Water’s proposed spending. That
led to Thames Water being expected to deliver all schemes
that it had proposed, but for £491 million less than it
put forward and without any reductions in scale or
standard. While Thames Water had initially proposed
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to appeal Ofwat’s final determinations for 2025 to 2030,
it has deferred the appeal while it seeks to secure a
rescue proposal.

Talking of spending, the Government have repeatedly
made it a talking point that they have secured £104 billion
of investment in the water system. They are not telling
us, however, that £93 billion of that investment had
been submitted by water companies in October 2023,
while the Conservatives were in office.

Charlie Maynard: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Dr Hudson: I have to finish—I only have a certain
amount of time. Can the Minister outline what action
the Government are taking to help find a market-based
solution for a Thames Water rescue deal, specifically in
the light of reports that current lenders are preventing
or shutting out competitors? What are the Government
doing to encourage fair competition that puts the long-term
interests of the company and customers first, rather
than the interests of those seeking to minimise losses?

We are all agreed that Thames Water is in urgent need
of a rescue plan. It must be a market-based solution
that protects the taxpayer and customers. With the
alarming example of Thames Water, which we are
discussing today, and with the Cunliffe review’s clear
call for improved financial responsibility, His Majesty’s
official Opposition continue to urge the Government to
rethink their approach and adopt sensible measures to
put water companies on a more stable and secure financial
footing, in order to protect water, the environment and
the British taxpayer.

5.16 pm

The Minister for Food Security and Rural Affairs
(Dame Angela Eagle): It is a great pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship, Mrs Harris. I do not know
whether it is down to you, but it is now much warmer in
this room than it was in the last Parliament when I was
chairing such debates. I regularly left thinking that I
had developed frostbite, so whoever has managed to
make that change has done a good job. I thank the hon.
Member for Oxford West and Abingdon (Layla Moran)
for securing this debate, and thank all hon. Members on
both sides of the Chamber for the manner in which they
have, very eloquently, made their important points in
this debate. It is a pleasure to respond to it on behalf
of the water Minister, my hon. Friend the Member
for Kingston upon Hull West and Haltemprice (Emma
Hardy), who sadly is unable to be here today.

This Government are committed to the transformation
of the water sector. As the hon. Member for Epping
Forest (Dr Hudson) has just said, the industry is spending
£104 billion of private investment on upgrading our
crumbling sewage pipes and cutting sewage pollution.
Is it not a pity that some of that investment did not
happen many years ago? That was promised as one of
the advantages of a privatisation that, as many people
have said in their various eloquent ways during today’s
debate, has essentially not worked. Through the Water
(Special Measures) Act, we have driven meaningful
improvements in the performance and culture of the
water industry, as a first step—only a first step—in
enabling wider transformative change across the sector.
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Following Sir Jon Cunliffe’s report, we have announced
our intention to do three things: establish a new single
regulator, create a water ombudsman, and stop water
companies from marking their own homework when it
comes to pollution. The water reform White Paper,
which—I have to tantalise hon. Members—is due very
shortly, will set out our vision for the sector. Members
will not have to wait very long; that is all I am going to
say. That White Paper will form the basis of new water
legislation, which we will introduce as soon as we get a
place in the parliamentary programme to do so. The
reforms will secure better outcomes for customers, investors
and the environment, and will make the water sector
one of growth and opportunity.

Turning to Thames Water, this Government will always
act in the national interest, and we will work to ensure
that Thames Water acts in the best interests of customers
and the environment. We are working closely with
Ofwat, which is in conversation with the London &
Valley Water consortium, a group of Thames Water’s
creditors. Ofwat will only agree to a plan that will
ensure the best possible outcomes for customers and the
environment.

James Naish: I think it was more a turn of phrase
than anything else, but it was suggested earlier that
customers were being treated as cash cows for servicing
the debt of Thames Water. Will the Minister confirm
that that is not the case, either for Thames Water or for
other companies, because investment is ringfenced under
the new legislation, and therefore customer money is
being put into the infrastructure that matters?

Dame Angela Eagle: I can confirm that, and it was
one of the first things that this Labour Government,
when we were incoming, put on to the statute book as a
priority, in order to prevent that particular abuse. Thames
Water is now under a cash lock-up arrangement; only
Ofwat can approve any further dividend payments. That
restriction will remain in place until credit ratings improve.
Nothing that is happening at the moment will allow the
kind of behaviour that we have seen in the past, from
this company and others, to continue.

Charlie Maynard: We have interest costs of 9.75%
being paid. We have massive advisory fees coming out
of the company. All the class A creditors’ legal fees—
£15 million a month, give or take—were being paid for
by Thames Water. To say that this is not all hitting the
customers is not true. Who else is paying for this, if it is
not ultimately the customers?

Dame Angela Eagle: 1 was talking about the specific
point that my hon. Friend the Member for Rushcliffe
(James Naish) made about ringfencing for investment,
not about some of the costs of the current impasse at
Thames Water. To go back to that, the Government will
always act in the interests of customers and the environment,
and ensure that Thames Water acts in those best interests
too.

We are working closely with Ofwat, which is currently
in conversation with the London & Valley Water
consortium, which is the group of creditors that was
referred to. Ofwat will only agree to a plan that will
ensure the best possible outcomes for customers and the
environment. We will continue to support engagement
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between Ofwat and the consortium, with a view to
supporting a market-led solution for Thames Water’s
difficulties, while ensuring that customers and the
environment are protected.

Many hon. Members in this debate have talked about
the potential for a special administration regime. Should
Thames Water become insolvent, we would not hesitate
to apply to the court to place the company into a special
administration regime, but as the hon. Member for
Epping Forest pointed out, that is not a cost-free option.
This would ensure that there is no increased disruption
to customers’ water or waste-water services. In line with
our preparations for a range of scenarios across regulated
industries, including water, officials from the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs have selected
a firm, FTI Consulting, as an adviser to help with
special administration regime contingency planning.
That planning is going ahead.

Charlie Maynard: Will the Minister give way?

Dame Angela Eagle: No, I must make this point,
which is quite important in the context of the debate.
There is a high bar for the use of special administration
regimes. The law states that special administration can
be initiated only if the company becomes insolvent—while
Thames Water is living fairly hand to mouth, it is not
currently insolvent—or is in such a serious breach of its
principle statutory duties or an enforcement order that
it is inappropriate for the company to retain its licence.
Those are the only two things than can lead to the
application of a special administration regime.

Richard Tice: Thames Water is not able to meet its
financial obligations. The debt is trading at 5p in the
pound. It says it is going to invest £20 billion in the next
five years; it does not have the money. It cannot meet its
obligations. While all that is going on, it is not repairing
or investing in the pipes. It is bust. It is not meeting its
obligations. It does meet those criteria, Minister.

Dame Angela Eagle: There is a process going on
between the creditors and the company that must be
allowed to finish one way or another. I have just said
that, should Thames Water become insolvent, we will
not hesitate to apply to the court to place the company
into a special administration regime. Hon. Members on
both sides of this Chamber should be reassured by that.
We will continue to work with Ofwat to help support a
market-led solution to the company’s issues of financial
resilience and operational delivery.
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Charlie Maynard: I concur with those views from the
hon. Member for Boston and Skegness (Richard Tice),
but can the Minister confirm that those discussions
with class A creditors will not involve forgiving the
company for its fines?

Dame Angela Eagle: There is an ongoing process that
I cannot and will not comment on from the sidelines.
What I have said is that the Government will ensure that
any resolution comes in the interests of the environment
and customers, and that is the criteria that the Government
will apply, but I will not commentate on rumours from
outside of the process in this place. It is important that
we allow the process to continue to its conclusion,
whatever that may be. I hope that Members are reassured
that the Government will be ready to act and use special
administration if we have to, should we get to that
circumstance—but we are not in that circumstance yet.

I conclude by reiterating that this Government will
always act in the national interest. We are clear that
Thames Water must always act in the best interests of
customers and the environment. We expect it to do that,
and we stand ready to act if it becomes clear that it
cannot.

5.26 pm

Layla Moran: I thank you, Mrs Harris, and all Members
for their contributions to the debate. I am not totally
sure we got all the answers we were hoping for. Soon,
I hope, means soon. I look forward to seeing the detail
of what is in the White Paper, where many of the
answers will be.

I am sure the Minister and the officials will have
heard that the scepticism on both sides of the House is
pretty strong. I would argue that the company is not
and has not been meeting its obligations for quite some
time now, either financially or to its customers. We will
see what the conclusions will be. I rather suspect that,
sooner rather than later, they will land on the place
where we have been for quite some time. I thank all
Members for participating.

Question put and agreed to.

Resolved,
That this House has considered the future of Thames Water.

5.27 pm
Sitting adjourned.
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ENERGY SECURITY AND NET ZERO

Energy Infrastructure National Policy Statements

The Minister for Energy (Michael Shanks): I laid three
updated energy national policy statements before Parliament
for parliamentary approval on 13 November 2025: EN-1
(the overarching NPS for energy), EN-3 (renewable energy
infrastructure), and EN-5 (electricity networks infrastructure).
I am therefore pleased to inform Parliament that I am
today publishing them as national policy statements
under the provisions of Section 6(9)(a) of the Planning
Act 2008, and laying copies before you as required by
Section 6(9)(b) of the same Act. The statements are
made under the Planning Act 2008, which applies to
England and Wales.

The updated national policy statements support
Government’s clean power 2030 mission and our efforts
to build an energy system that meets clean power by 2030
and net zero objectives. These national policy statements
provide clarity for industry and stakeholders on the
Government’s clean power mission and are pivotal to
our reforms to provide the UK with clean, affordable
energy security.

[HCWS1222]

Prax Lindsey Oil Refinery

The Minister for Energy (Michael Shanks): On
30 June 2025, I made an oral statement regarding the
deeply disappointing news that Prax Lindsey oil refinery
had entered insolvency, and I made a written ministerial
statement on 1 July 2025. T also made a written ministerial
statement on 22 July 2025 providing further information
on the insolvency process led by the official receiver.
Today, I am updating the House on the sale of the site
and the assets.

The insolvency process at PLOR is led by the court-
appointed official receiver, who must act in accordance
with his statutory duties and independently of Government.

After a thorough process to identify a buyer for the
site, the official receiver has determined Phillips 66 Ltd
is the most credible bidder that can provide a viable
future for this site. The sale is expected to complete in
the first half of 2026.

Phillips 66 is an experienced and credible operator,
and this sale allows it to quickly expand operations at
its neighbouring Humber refinery, with all remaining
250 staff guaranteed employment until the end of
March 2026.

Phillips 66 plans to integrate key assets into its Humber
refinery operations. This will expand Phillips 66’s ability
to supply fuel to UK customers from the Humber
refinery, boosting domestic energy security, securing
jobs including hundreds of new construction jobs over
the next five years, and driving future growth opportunities
for renewable and traditional fuels.
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This agreement marks the next step in securing an
industrial future for the site and the workers, who were
badly let down by their former owners.

The former owners left the company in a poor state
and gave the Government very little time to act. That is
why the Energy Secretary immediately demanded the
Insolvency Service launch an investigation into their
conduct and the circumstances surrounding insolvency.
That investigation is ongoing.

[HCWS1220]

PRIME MINISTER

Intelligence and Security Committee:
Cloud Technologies Report

The Prime Minister (Keir Starmer): I have received
the Intelligence and Security Committee’s closed report
on cloud technologies.

I thank the Committee for the comprehensive report
and their diligent work throughout this inquiry. I value
the independent and robust oversight which the Committee
provides.

The Government will share a formal closed response
to this report with the ISC in due course.

[HCWS1223]

SCIENCE, INNOVATION AND TECHNOLOGY

Government Cyber Action Plan

The Minister for Digital Government and Data (Ian
Murray): Today I am publishing the Government cyber
action plan, which sets out how we will transform
cyber-security and resilience across Government and
the public sector.

Public incidents demonstrate the devastating real-world
consequences of inadequate cyber resilience. The recent
incident affecting the Legal Aid Agency compromised
personal data and impacted the organisation’s ability to
digitally process legal aid applications and bills.

Similarly, the attack on Synnovis—a supplier of
pathology services to the NHS—caused delays to over
11,000 outpatient and elective procedure appointments
and, tragically, contributed to the death of a patient.

This reality underscores the fact that cyber-security is
not a luxury; it is a fundamental component of business
continuity, and all organisations should take steps to
defend themselves.

Digitisation offers substantial opportunities to transform
lives, deliver better public services, and drive economic
growth and digital government. By investing in secure
and resilient foundations, we do more than protect and
transform public services; we drive innovation and growth
within the UK’s cyber-security sector.

This Government have taken important steps in
understanding and mitigating cyber risk across Government
and the public sector. The Government Cyber Co-
ordination Centre, also known as GC3, enables us
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to respond as one Government to cyber incidents, threats
and vulnerabilities. Our secure-by-design approach enables
us to “fix forward”, ensuring future digital services are
designed to achieve cyber-security resilience outcomes.
GovAssure, our cyber assurance process now entering
its third year of operations, offers an unprecedented
picture of current resilience levels and the fundamental
blockers to progress.

However, the evidence is clear: we must do far more
to address the persistent threat. We must move from a
model where individual organisations act alone to one
where the Government truly defend as one.
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Today’s Government cyber action plan sets out a
radically new model for how Government will operate
differently to deliver this necessary transformation. It
is backed by investment of over £210 million, led by the
Government cyber unit within the Department for
Science, Innovation and Technology. The unit is taking
decisive action to rapidly address the recommendations
from both the National Audit Office and the Public
Accounts Committee by holding Departments to account
for their cyber-security and resilience risks, as well as
providing them with more direct support and services,
and co-ordinating response to fast-moving incidents.

[HCWS1221]
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