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The House met at half-past Two o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

BUSINESS BEFORE QUESTIONS

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

Ordered,

That Michael Tomlinson and Kelly Tolhurst be discharged
from the Committee of Selection and Craig Whittaker and
Jo Churchill be added.—(Rebecca Harris.)

Oral Answers to Questions

TREASURY

The Chancellor of the Exchequer was asked—

Support for SMEs

1. Mr John Baron (Basildon and Billericay) (Con):
What fiscal steps he is taking to support small and
medium-sized enterprises. [901544]

2. Ian Levy (Blyth Valley) (Con): What fiscal steps he
is taking to support small and medium-sized enterprises.

[901545]

10. Karl McCartney (Lincoln) (Con): What fiscal
steps he is taking to support small and medium-sized
enterprises. [901553]

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Kwasi Kwarteng):
My hon. Friend will know that the growth plan really
was a very strong package for business and for small
and medium-sized enterprises, and I am sure that many
of his constituents will appreciate the strong measures
that we introduced.

Mr Baron: I refer Members to my entry in the Register
of Members’ Financial Interests.

I welcome the Government’s growth agenda,
notwithstanding the lack of reassurance to the markets,
but will the Chancellor seriously consider lowering taxation
on smaller businesses, despite the package that has
already been announced? They are the engine room of
the economy and employ most people in the private
sector, and if cost savings are necessary, High Speed 2
and the streamlining of myriad quangos could be the
first option.

Kwasi Kwarteng: I am very pleased to tell my hon. Friend
that we are going to introduce the medium-term fiscal
plan in three weeks’ time, but let us consider the measures
that we have already introduced. National insurance
hikes have been reversed, the corporation tax rise has been
scrapped and the annual investment allowance remains
at £1 million. These are measures that small businesses
up and down the land have been very appreciative of.

Ian Levy: As my right hon. Friend will be aware,
small businesses are the backbone of our local economy—
none more than Catling Bakery in Cramlington, which
has expanded from running a bakery to running a café
and now a dessert bar. Would my right hon. Friend
please assure me that this Government will do all they
can to help these businesses thrive?

Kwasi Kwarteng: Absolutely right. Of course, we have
also supported Catling Bakery which my hon. Friend
mentions through an energy package—£60 billion for
households and businesses for six months—which we
absolutely felt it necessary to do.

Mr Speaker: I call Karl McCartney.
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Karl McCartney: Thank you, Mr Speaker; it is like I
never went away. I refer Members to my entry in the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests.

Supporting businesses will always be a key pillar for
growing our economy and, by association, our small
and medium-sized businesses, of which there are many
in Lincoln and more across our county of Lincolnshire.
They should be at the forefront of the Government’s
growth agenda. Devolved areas such as Teesside and
the West Midlands have continually been successful in
delivering for their areas. Greater Lincolnshire stands
ready right now for a maximum devolution deal. Therefore,
will the Treasury support any such deal for Greater
Lincolnshire?

Kwasi Kwarteng: My hon. Friend knows that devolution
is at the heart of the Government’s plans to level up and
strengthen communities, and in the levelling-up White
Paper the Government have fully committed to offering
a devolution deal to every area that wants one by 2030.

Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): Can
I declare an interest to the Chancellor? I have actually
worked in a small or medium-sized business. Unlike
many people on these Benches, I have actually worked
in manufacturing industry, and the manufacturing SMEs
in my constituency are absolutely up against it with the
cost of energy. What is he going to do to relieve them
right now?

Kwasi Kwarteng: I think the hon. Gentleman makes a
very good point and represents his constituency ably. In
respect of small businesses, we have introduced a package
—an energy price guarantee not only for households
but for businesses—to the tune of £30 billion in the first
six months. This is something that was absolutely necessary,
and I am very proud of the fact that we acted very
swiftly to protect businesses such as those in his constituency.

Sarah Olney (Richmond Park) (LD): The Government’s
failed mini-Budget sent interest rates soaring, which is
already causing mortgage pain for millions, but rising
borrowing costs are now threatening our high streets
too. Small businesses in Richmond Park and across the
UK are seeing their loan repayments spiral and their
financing options dry up. We have already seen the
highest number of company insolvencies since the financial
crisis—more than 5,600 businesses closed in the second
quarter of this year—and SME debt is now at a staggering
£204 billion. Most of those businesses will not see a
penny from the cut to corporation tax. What is the
Chancellor—

Mr Speaker: Order. Come on—we cannot do that.

Kwasi Kwarteng: As I have stated a number of times
already, the energy support package will help every
single one of the businesses in the hon. Member’s
constituency. I would be very pleased to see the Lib
Dem growth plan. The anti-growth coalition carps from
the side lines but it has nothing to say about growth.

Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): The one thing businesses
always want is security, and an understanding of what is
going to happen for them next year. They are
worrying about their borrowing costs for next year, and
the Chancellor has already made that more difficult for

them. He says he has a package for energy costs, but
that lasts for only six months. Yesterday I spoke to a
man who owns a leisure company. He said that his bill
next year will go from £100,000 to £475,000, and that he
will be closing. Why does the Chancellor not bring in a
proper measure that will last more than six months?

Kwasi Kwarteng: The hon. Gentleman makes a fair
point in respect of energy costs, and that is precisely
why we intervened in the way that my right hon. Friend
the Prime Minister announced only a couple of weeks
ago. The package is £60 billion for households and
businesses across the next six months. That is a generous
package, and we are listening.

Mr Speaker: I call the SNP spokesperson, Alison
Thewliss.

Alison Thewliss (Glasgow Central) (SNP): Businesses
of all sizes are struggling with Brexit, import costs,
material costs, the weak pound against the dollar and
the euro and increased wage and energy costs, and they
still do not know what will happen when the Chancellor’s
temporary reprieve ends in March. The clock is ticking.
Calder Millerfield, a food manufacturing business in
my constituency, has come back to me with its latest
quote, with the relief applied. It is £944,000 per year, up
from £160,000 last year. What will the Chancellor do to
support manufacturing businesses now, because they
will not survive those increases?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As I have stated, the energy price
guarantee does help businesses in a large measure. Also,
I am not going to take lectures from the SNP about
growth. In Scotland, for every year from 2010 to 2019,
growth was lower than in the rest of the United Kingdom.
I will not take any lessons about supporting business
from the hon. Lady.

Mortgage Rates and the Bank of England

3. Mr Laurence Robertson (Tewkesbury) (Con): What
recent discussions he has had with the Governor of the
Bank of England on rising mortgage rates. [901546]

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Andrew Griffith):
The Chancellor speaks regularly to the Governor of the
Bank of England on a wide range of matters. As my hon.
Friend knows, the Bank of England sets monetary policy,
including interest rates, independently of Government.

Mr Robertson: I thank the Minister for that response.
Obviously, the world situation is the biggest cause of
the rise in interest rates, but that rise is having a detrimental
effect on mortgage payers and risks negativising the
welcome help that the Government have provided through
energy costs and tax cuts. Will the Chancellor and
Ministers meet more regularly with the Bank of England
to co-ordinate policy a little more closely?

Andrew Griffith: I thank my hon. Friend for his
question. He is a passionate advocate in this place for
his constituents. The Chancellor and I regularly meet
the Bank of England and all the individual lending
banks in the UK. My hon. Friend knows that interest
rates have increased in every major economy, despite
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what the Opposition may claim. That is why it is so
important that we provide help with energy costs and
cutting taxes.

Dame Angela Eagle (Wallasey) (Lab): Surely Ministers
must now apologise for the chaos that their mini-Budget,
with its £45 billion of unfunded spending commitments
and tax cuts, caused to the bond markets. Is it not now a
fact that there is a Tory premium on every interest rate
rise for every borrower in this country? They are not
going to forget that when the election comes.

Andrew Griffith: I think we all understand that there
is a clear divide in this House. The Government are
supporting growth, providing support for energy bills,
giving the economy the confidence and certainty that it
needs this winter, and bringing forward supply-side
measures that will boost the economy, not being on the
side of striking workers who are bringing this economy
to a halt.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister, Pat McFadden.

Mr Pat McFadden (Wolverhampton South East) (Lab):
With your permission, Mr Speaker, I wish to send my
condolences to the families of all those killed in the
tragic accident in Creeslough, County Donegal, last
week. My parents came from quite nearby. It is a
beautiful place with a close community, and they are
very much in our prayers right now.

I welcome the Minister to his place. I am sure that he
and the Chancellor’s team wanted their first Budget to
be remembered, perhaps even studied in years to come.
Well, they have certainly achieved that ambition. Two-year
fixed mortgage rates are above 6% for the first time
since 2008, and they have risen sharply since the Chancellor’s
mini-Budget. Everyone coming off such a rate will face
much higher payments over the coming year, possibly
hundreds of pounds a month more. Why should people
who have worked hard to buy their own home pay the
price for the Government’s mistakes?

Andrew Griffith: I add my comments and thoughts to
those on the incident in County Donegal last week.

We have already talked about our comprehensive
energy support package, which will help not just every
household this winter and prevent the uncertainty of
energy bills that were forecast potentially to reach £6,500
per home, but help businesses. The Government are on
the side of businesses and keen to improve the supply
side of our economy, so that we can grow to create the
tax revenues for our high-quality public services.

Mr McFadden: This morning, the Bank of England
made a further intervention in the markets, warning of

“a material risk to UK financial stability”.

That risk comes directly from the Chancellor’s mini-Budget
two and a half weeks ago. How much more will
Government borrowing cost next year as a result of the
rising gilt yields since the Chancellor’s statement on
23 September?

Andrew Griffith: As I have already observed, we are
seeing interest rates rising in every major western economy.
When Opposition Front Benchers are finished with
their British exceptionalism, perhaps they will lift their

eyes and notice that. What is more important is that we
are protecting consumers and households through the
difficult winter months ahead, and cutting taxes. Those
are measures that Government Members support and
Opposition Members oppose.

Mr Speaker: I call the SNP spokesperson.

Alison Thewliss (Glasgow Central) (SNP): Today,
the International Monetary Fund observed that the
Chancellor’s unfunded tax cuts have complicated the
fight against inflation. As a result, the Bank of England
is expected to increase the base rate to levels not seen
since 2008. Families have already struggled with increasing
energy prices, Kantar says that grocery inflation stands
at 13.9%, and Santander is preparing for increased
mortgage defaults. What is the Minister and his Treasury
team doing to tackle the absolute chaos that they have
created?

Andrew Griffith: I understand that the nationalist
party likes to talk the country down at every opportunity,
but the reality is that we are taking the action that we
need, tackling the supply side, tackling the strikes that
are grinding down the economy and building the energy
supply that we need to help strengthen our economy
and our currency. The hon. Member’s party opposes
nuclear and opposes more oil and gas exploration.

Investment in Infrastructure

4. Ben Everitt (Milton Keynes North) (Con): What
fiscal steps he is taking to support investment in
infrastructure projects. [901547]

11. John Stevenson (Carlisle) (Con): What fiscal steps
he is taking to support investment in infrastructure
projects. [901554]

The Chief Secretary to the Treasury (Chris Philp): A
critical part of the Government’s growth plan is road,
rail and energy infrastructure. We will be introducing
legislation shortly to ensure that the delivery of that
critical infrastructure is massively sped up.

Ben Everitt: I am grateful for the investment in physical
infrastructure, but those on the Treasury Front Bench
will know that we need the skills for the future to deliver
the jobs for the future to make that infrastructure
investment sustainable. Will the Minister meet me to
discuss the idea of MKU: a brand-new university in
Milton Keynes? Every single Minister and Secretary of
State I have spoken to about it thinks that it is a good
idea. Will my right hon. Friend meet me to get it off
paper and get boots on the ground?

Chris Philp: I thank my hon. Friend, who is a tireless
champion for the great city of Milton Keynes. I would
be delighted to meet him to discuss the idea along with
colleagues from, perhaps, the Department for Education.
I note that Milton Keynes has already received £23 million
through the towns fund, but I am happy to meet him to
discuss the idea.

John Stevenson: Growing the economy is about improving
people’s lives as well as improving the success of places
such as Carlisle. To achieve that, we need both public
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and private investment, and, in the case of public investment,
it is infrastructure that will make the real difference.
Given the rise in the cost of infrastructure projects, will
the Minister confirm that where such projects have a
shortfall in funding but are ready to go, the Government
will step in and give additional funding to support
them?

Chris Philp: It is very much our intention to speed up
projects where they are ready to go. The growth plan
announced a few weeks ago made clear our commitment
to doing that. The last spending review provided, I
think, about £100 billion of funding towards critical
economic infrastructure. Where we can speed up projects,
we will certainly be doing that. One project that we have
in mind for exactly that is the A66 northern trans-Pennine
route, which I believe goes not far from my hon. Friend’s
constituency.

Nick Smith (Blaenau Gwent) (Lab): In 2017, former
Conservative energy Minister Charles Hendry conducted
a review of the Swansea Bay tidal lagoon. He gave it the
thumbs up, but since then successive Governments have
not pursued it. Given the energy crisis we are in, will the
Minister consider reopening the business case? It could
be a fantastic source of green energy for our country.

Chris Philp: The Government are extremely interested
in all forms of new energy generation. We are determined
to make sure that the United Kingdom is electricity-
independent. We are looking at all kinds of projects,
including of course marine projects. I understand that
when the Swansea scheme was investigated there were
questions about value for money, but I am sure that we
would be very happy to take a careful look at any
proposition that is put forward, if the hon. Gentleman
wants to do so.

Stephen Flynn (Aberdeen South) (SNP): When it
comes to the delivery of projects, I cannot help but
admire the speed at which the Government managed to
transform Downing Street from a nightclub into a
casino. I have one ask that is not a gamble. When are the
Government going to deliver the Acorn project in the
north-east of Scotland?

Chris Philp: My right hon. Friend the Chancellor
says that that is something we are examining carefully.
The hon. Gentleman’s characterisation of the growth
plan is extremely unfair. The real risk is in not having a
growth plan. The real risk is in having taxes that are too
high. The real risk is not investing in infrastructure. It is
clear that this Government have a growth plan and the
Opposition have no plan.

Kevin Hollinrake (Thirsk and Malton) (Con): Of
course it is always right to look for efficiencies and try
to get better value for money for the taxpayer. As we
look for spending cuts, could my right hon. Friend
confirm that they will not come at the expense of
reductions in vital infrastructure spending in our regions,
not least in the north of England?

Chris Philp: I am pleased to say, as my right hon.
Friend the Chancellor said when he introduced the
growth plan, that expediting critical infrastructure was
an important part of that plan. Without critical

infrastructure, we are not going to see the growth in
jobs or wages and the prosperity that we all want. The
Government will do everything that they can to speed
up the delivery of those projects.

Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East) (Lab): We do
not know much yet about the Government’s new investment
zones, but in order to achieve success for the primary
investment in them, will the Government have specifically
targeted funds for infrastructure projects in those zones?
If so, will this be a further unfunded expenditure
commitment?

Chris Philp: I think the Chancellor set out the investment
zone concept very clearly. There will be, by agreement
with local authorities, planning freedoms and very
significant tax cuts. Infrastructure investments are being
handled separately to that, but it would be reasonable
to expect a degree of co-ordination between the Department
for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities and the
Department for Transport, as they consider the way
investment zones interact with transport projects.

Bankers’ Bonuses

5. Marsha De Cordova (Battersea) (Lab): What
assessment he has made of the potential effect of removing
the cap on banker’s bonuses on the distribution of
wealth. [901548]

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Andrew Griffith):
Reforming the EU’s directive on the bonus cap is not
about paying people more. All it ever did was increase
base pay, regardless of performance. It was never a cap
on total remuneration, and no one should pretend that
it was.

Marsha De Cordova (Battersea) (Lab): That was total
nonsense. As some families in Battersea struggle to keep
up with the rising cost of living, the Government have
chosen to help bankers by removing the cap on their
bonuses, while maintaining the cap on household social
security. Despite soaring bills and growing inflation, the
cap has remained stagnant since 2016, plunging hundreds
of thousands of families into deep poverty. The cap on
social security is cruel. How can the Chancellor seriously
justify removing the cap on bankers’ bonuses but not
the social security cap? Will the Minister have a word
with his colleagues at the Department for Work and
Pensions and change that?

Andrew Griffith: The hon. Lady has fully booked her
place as a member of the anti-growth coalition. The
Government are not afraid to be on the side of the
people who create the wealth that funds our public services.
In 1979 the top 1% of earners paid about 10% of income
tax; they now pay 29.1%. That is three times as much.

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Does my hon. Friend agree that scrapping the cap on
bankers’ bonuses will increase not only competitiveness,
but tax receipts?

Andrew Griffith: Yes.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister.
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Tulip Siddiq (Hampstead and Kilburn) (Lab): At a
time when my constituents are struggling to make ends
meet, struggling to put food on the table and struggling
to put the heating on, the Government have decided
that the way to increase growth in the economy is to lift
the cap on bankers’ bonuses. Not a single person or a
single bank that I spoke to in the City as shadow City
Minister said that this was the right policy to drive
growth in the economy. Does the Minister really think
that the policy will drive growth in the economy, or will
we see yet another U-turn from his Government?

Andrew Griffith: I can assure the hon. Lady that this
Government are going to grow the economy. We will
grow the economy by releasing the burden, or the yoke,
of taxation, whether that is on ordinary people by
cutting the basic rate of tax from 20p to 19p, or by today
reversing the increase in national insurance, or by cutting
the taxes on the businesses that she has been meeting—I
welcome that—by reversing the increase in corporation
tax next year.

First-time Buyers: Mortgages

6. Anthony Mangnall (Totnes) (Con): If he will take
steps to help ensure mortgage products are available for
first-time buyers in the context of the reduction in
stamp duty announced in the growth plan 2022.

[901549]

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Andrew Griffith):
This Government will back first-time buyers by increasing
the level at which they start paying stamp duty. A young
couple can now purchase a property for up to £425,000
without paying tax.

Anthony Mangnall: A core tenet of our belief is to
help everyone on to the housing ladder, so what assessment
has the Minister made since the growth plan about
helping people and areas to build houses for those who
need and want them?

Andrew Griffith: My right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities
will make a statement to the House in the coming
weeks.

Florence Eshalomi (Vauxhall) (Lab/Co-op): A constituent
wrote to me and said, “What world do the Tories live in?
I guess one where you protect the rich and wealthy. The
suggestion that the Treasury thinks that a person on
£30k a year can buy a home in London is frankly
laughable and salt in the wound.” How does the Minister
expect my constituents in Vauxhall who are already
struggling to pay their rent to save to buy a new home
on a salary of £30k?

Andrew Griffith: I will be very happy to write to the
hon. Lady and to talk to her constituents about the
unprecedented intervention that we have made to protect
them this winter from their energy bills, putting valuable
certainty and confidence not just into every household,
but into every business and the economy. That is why
the International Monetary Fund has today increased
its growth forecast for the United Kingdom.

Growth Plan: OBR Assessment

7. Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD): If he will publish an assessment by the Office for
Budget Responsibility of the growth plan 2022 before
23 November 2022. [901550]

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Kwasi Kwarteng):
The hon. Gentleman will have seen that I have brought
forward the publication of the medium-term fiscal plan
to 31 October.

Jamie Stone: I think the House will agree that the
uncertainty over the date has not exactly helped forward
planning on benefits. Any real cut in benefits will mean
people not having enough money to buy food and
clothing for their children, so does the Chancellor agree
that increasing benefits in line with inflation is the only
fair way forward? Indeed, it would be immoral to do
otherwise. As the chief executive of Inverness citizens
advice bureau pointed out to me, such benefit money is
spent in the local economy and is a boost to what the
Chancellor has talked about many times: growing the
economy.

Kwasi Kwarteng: I am delighted to see that one member
of the anti-growth coalition is focusing on growth.
However, on the hon. Gentleman’s specific question, he
will understand that the medium-term fiscal plan is
coming out on 31 October, and I will not prejudge any
measures in it.

Robert Halfon (Harlow) (Con): Does my right hon.
Friend agree that the levelling-up fund is an important
part of the plan for growth, and has he seen Harlow
Council’s levelling-up fund bid, which I wholeheartedly
support? It would transform a derelict area of our town
centre into a thriving cultural quarter with jobs and
investment, tackling antisocial behaviour. Those abandoned
buildings have blighted the heart of our town for far too
long.

Kwasi Kwarteng: My right hon. Friend is a redoubtable
and highly persuasive representative of his constituents.
I would be happy to talk to him about what we can do
together to help his great constituency.

Stephen Doughty (Cardiff South and Penarth) (Lab/
Co-op): The Bank of England has had to intervene not
once, not twice, but three times now. The impact on
pension funds is very significant, and many of my
constituents will be deeply worried. What assessment
has the Chancellor made of the impact of potential
additional pressures on the economy on public sector
pensions and the damage to pension funds for pensioners
up and down this country? Is that another reason why
he did not want to publish the OBR’s forecast at the
time of his mini-Budget?

Kwasi Kwarteng: The OBR will be fully scoring and
giving a forecast ahead of the medium-term fiscal plan.
I speak very frequently to the Governor of the Bank of
England, who is absolutely independent and is very
effectively managing what is a global situation.

Mr Speaker: I call the Chair of the Treasury Committee.
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Mel Stride (Central Devon) (Con): I very much welcome
my right hon. Friend’s decision to bring forward the
medium-term plan and the OBR forecast; he has listened,
and he is right. However, may I caution him to reach
out as much as he can across both sides of the House, to
be certain that he can get through this House the
measures he puts forward to underpin that forecast?
Any failure to do so will unsettle the markets.

Kwasi Kwarteng: My right hon. Friend is absolutely
right. He does a brilliant job of chairing his Committee
and is full of wise counsel; he is absolutely right that we
will and should canvass opinion widely ahead of the
publication of the plan.

Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): The OBR
was the creation of a Conservative Government and
was designed to curtail wishful thinking in economic
policy, so does the Chancellor agree that it is unfortunate,
to say the least, that we seem to have Cabinet Ministers
briefing against the economic expertise of that independent
institution?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As far as I am concerned—I speak
to investors regularly about this—the OBR is an institution
that commands wide respect, not only in the UK but
across the world. Its independence, to me, is absolutely
sacrosanct.

Guy Opperman (Hexham) (Con): The energy price
guarantee is an outstanding part of the growth plan. It
is key, but far too few businesses and households know
about it. May I urge the Chancellor to have a nationwide
mail-out campaign, coupled with the Government taking
the lead on the reduction of energy in all public buildings,
as Germany and other countries are doing? That would
have the twin benefits of saving consumers money and
reducing taxpayer subsidies.

Kwasi Kwarteng: My hon. Friend makes an excellent
suggestion. Obviously I am very careful not to make
unfunded spending commitments on the Floor of the
House, but his suggestion is very well made and we
should look into it.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister.

James Murray (Ealing North) (Lab/Co-op): The
Chancellor’s refusal to publish OBR forecasts just over
two weeks ago played a key role in falling confidence in
the pound, rising borrowing costs and market panic.
His woeful decision to avoid scrutiny by gagging the
OBR helped to increase mortgage costs for working
people, who are now paying the price for Conservative
failure.

The Chancellor’s behaviour has been described by
the former Bank of England Governor Mark Carney as
“undercutting” economic institutions. Jonathan Haskel,
a member of the Monetary Policy Committee, has
made it clear that a

“sidelined OBR generates more uncertainty”.

Does the Chancellor accept that they are right?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As I have repeatedly said today, the
OBR will have a fully forecasted and scored response to
the medium-term fiscal plan in less than three weeks.

Research and Development

8. George Freeman (Mid Norfolk) (Con): What fiscal
steps he is taking to support research and development.

[901551]

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard
Fuller): At the 2021 spending review, the Government
announced an increase in public expenditure on R&D
to £20 billion a year by 2024-25, including funding for
association to EU programmes.

George Freeman: I thank the Chancellor and his team
for making the Treasury a growth Department. Do they
agree that innovation-led growth is particularly important
if we want to drive up productivity, competitiveness and
inward investment, and that our high-growth sectors
such as space, agritech and fusion have a big role to
play? Will the Economic Secretary specifically reassure
those in the R&D community that he will not be
tempted to reduce the allocation for Horizon or for
science and research in the comprehensive spending
review? That would reassure the markets.

Richard Fuller: Very few Members can look back on
a track record of commitment to R&D as significant as
that of my hon. Friend, both as a Minister and as a
Back Bencher. I am happy to confirm to him that we
will abide by the spending review 2021 decisions, and
that that includes funding for core Innovate UK
programmes, for association to Horizon Europe and for
the Advanced Research and Invention Agency.

Valerie Vaz (Walsall South) (Lab): The Minister needs
to be much more specific about the Horizon Europe
programme. Is he aware that the Nobel laureate Sir Andre
Geim has said that top academics are leaving the country
in despair because the Government are not negotiating
on Horizon Europe? When will the Government do
something—now?

Richard Fuller: The right hon. Lady is right about the
importance of this issue. The United Kingdom absolutely
wishes to move forward, and we would hope that the
European Union would move forward apace with us to
reach an agreement.

Loan Charge

9. Mike Amesbury (Weaver Vale) (Lab): What estimate
he has made of the revenue that will be raised by the
loan charge. [901552]

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard Fuller):
The loan charge was announced in the 2016 Budget as
part of a package of measures to tackle disguised
remuneration tax avoidance. In the 2022 spring statement,
it was estimated that the package would produce an
overall Exchequer yield of £3.4 billion. The changes
resulting from the 2019 independent review of the loan
charge have reduced the Exchequer yield by an estimated
£620 million.

Mike Amesbury: Too many ordinary people are facing
huge bills, untold distress and, in some cases, personal
harm and indeed suicide because of the loan charge
scandal. Can the Minister and the Government now
commit themselves to finally commissioning a truly
independent review to deal with this mess?
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Richard Fuller: I do not think that any Member who
has met constituents who have been affected by the loan
charge can have failed to be moved by the emotional
and psychological impact that it has had on many of
them. It is therefore right for me, as a Minister, to look
at the issue carefully, and I can say to the hon. Member
that I will engage all interested parties.

Levelling-up Agenda

12. Dan Jarvis (Barnsley Central) (Lab): What fiscal
steps his Department is taking to fund the Government’s
levelling-up agenda in the north of England. [901556]

17. Judith Cummins (Bradford South) (Lab): What
fiscal steps his Department is taking to support levelling
up. [901562]

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Felicity Buchan):
It is a pleasure to answer my first question at the
Dispatch Box, and to reply to the hon. Member for
Barnsley Central (Dan Jarvis), who responded to my
maiden speech.

The White Paper “Levelling Up the United Kingdom”
set out a clear plan to level up every corner of the UK
by 2030. We are also driving growth and unlocking
housing across the UK with our new investment zones,
and we are continuing to invest billions in regional
infrastructure. That includes £1.7 billion allocated under
the levelling-up fund, of which £500 million went to the
north.

Dan Jarvis: It is a pleasure to see the Minister at the
Dispatch Box, and I congratulate her on her appointment.

Previous Chancellors have not delivered the level of
transformative resource required for levelling up. I know
that the present Chancellor understands the huge potential
that exists throughout the north of England, but it
seems to many of us that the levelling-up agenda is
sipping in the last chance saloon. Can the Minister say
what will be done differently under this new Chancellor?

Felicity Buchan: We are absolutely committed to the
levelling-up agenda. South Yorkshire received £570 million
through the regional cities transport scheme, £95 million
through the levelling-up fund and £46 million through
the shared prosperity fund, and our ambitions for levelling
up continue.

Judith Cummins: Building on Bradford’s city of culture
win and in a momentous year for Rugby League, I am
supporting the plan for the transformation and regeneration
of the home of the Bradford Bulls, the iconic Odsal
stadium, to become a world-class sports, music and
culture arena. This plan would be an incubator for the
ambitions of the entire Bradford district, delivering
more than £1 billion of socioeconomic benefits. Following
the Bank of England’s repeated interventions, can the
Minister confirm that round 2 of the levelling-up fund
will still be going ahead in full, and will she and the
Chancellor demonstrate that by meeting me, Bradford
Council, the Bradford Bulls and the Rugby Football
League to discuss our catalyst for growth?

Felicity Buchan: I can confirm that we will be going
ahead with the second round of the levelling-up fund.
There should be decisions by the end of the year, and I

wish the hon. Lady well with her bid. An independent
assessment of the bids is going on at the moment, but if
that meeting is possible, we will do it. Clearly we would
need to decide if that was appropriate. I congratulate
her on her success in the first round of the levelling-up
bids, where she got £20 million for the Squire Lane
leisure centre.

Martin Vickers (Cleethorpes) (Con): The renewable
energy sector is vital to my constituency and the
neighbouring area, and it has done a great deal to level
up the local economy. Can the Minister give me an
assurance that support for the sector will continue?

Felicity Buchan: We are very much committed to the
sector, and I would be delighted to sit down with my
hon. Friend to discuss this further.

Mark Pawsey (Rugby) (Con): A key part of levelling
up is the creation of investment zones, and the Chancellor
will be aware of the proposals for a gigafactory at
Coventry airport to support UK automotive
manufacturing. Does the Minister agree that the joint
application by the Labour Coventry City Council and
the Conservative Warwickshire County Council for an
investment zone at Coventry airport should be encouraged?

Felicity Buchan: We are encouraging all higher and
local authorities to look at the investment zones and to
apply. I think they are a great tool for development, so I
would absolutely encourage that application.

Pete Wishart (Perth and North Perthshire) (SNP):
“Never has so much chaos been inflicted on so many by
so few” will be the motto that will reverberate down the
eons from this Government. Do they actually still believe
in this fairy tale of levelling up? Is it not now just a
matter of how far they are going to level us all down?

Felicity Buchan: Everything we are doing is being
driven by a growth agenda so that we can level up all the
way across the United Kingdom.

David Morris (Morecambe and Lunesdale) (Con):
The Eden Project North is, as far as I am aware, the
only project in the second phase of the levelling-up
round that has planning permission and land allocated.
I would like to know when the decisions will be made so
that we can get this shovel-ready scheme going. Eden
has £50 million to put on the table, and we are asking
for £50 million as match funding, in effect.

Felicity Buchan: Decisions on the second phase of the
levelling-up round will be made by the end of the year,
and I wish my hon. Friend well.

Inflation

13. David Linden (Glasgow East) (SNP): What recent
discussions he has had with the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions on the potential effect of inflation
on that Department’s budget. [901557]

The Chief Secretary to the Treasury (Chris Philp): I
have regular discussions with my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Work and Pensions. If the hon.
Member’s question relates to the operating budget of
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the DWP, we expect Departments to live within their
existing CSR21 allocations. If his question relates to the
level of benefits more generally, a statutory process is
undertaken every year and no decisions have yet been
made. They will be made in due course in the normal
way.

David Linden: I thank the Minister for his answer, if
not for his recent tweets. Has he had any representations
from the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions to
increase social security payments in line with inflation?
Far too often, this Government talk about their agenda
for growth, but failure to increase in line with inflation
will result only in a growth in food banks in Easterhouse,
in fuel poverty in Carmyle and in child poverty in
Baillieston. When is the Minister going to do the right
thing and commit to raising social security in line with
inflation and not with earnings?

Chris Philp: I am obviously not going to offer any
kind of running commentary on the ongoing internal
discussions. I have said that the normal ordinary statutory
process is ongoing, but the Government are mindful of
the cost of living pressures that people are facing. I
would draw the hon. Member’s attention to the large
increase in the national minimum wage—I think about
7%—that took place last April or May, and there are
now more vacancies in the economy than there are
people on unemployment benefits.

Julian Smith (Skipton and Ripon) (Con): Can the
Minister confirm that the Government will not balance
the forthcoming tax cuts on the backs of the poorest
people in our country?

Chris Philp: The Government’s first objective is to
ensure that the economy is growing. That will help to
lift wages and to create new jobs and a sustainable tax
base for our public services, but as we make the decisions
that my right hon. Friend refers to, we are going to
balance considerations of fairness and the cost of living
pressures that people suffer with the interests of the
taxpayers who are working hard to pay tax.

Mr Speaker: I call the Chair of the Public Accounts
Committee, Dame Meg Hillier.

Dame Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch)
(Lab/Co-op): The Minister talks about vacancies in the
job market. There are vacancies, of course, but many of
my constituents earn under £12,000 a year. They will
not benefit from the tax cut, so they rely on universal
credit to make up the gap. They cannot afford to work
because of the high cost of childcare. They are already
on the poverty line. What is his advice to them? Will he
give us some comfort that the Government will make
the right decision on uprating benefits?

Chris Philp: I have already explained that the normal
statutory process is under way. When it comes to helping
people on lower incomes, I mentioned the very significant
increase in the minimum wage just a few months ago.
We made an unprecedented intervention this year,
amounting to £37 billion, which is disproportionately
directed towards people on lower incomes. The one
third of households on lower incomes are receiving an
extra £1,200 this year.

The hon. Lady also referred to the fact that people
earning £12,570 or less pay not a penny of national
insurance and not a penny of income tax, which is
thanks to the action of this Conservative Government.

Business Innovation

14. David Simmonds (Ruislip, Northwood and Pinner)
(Con): What fiscal steps his Department is taking to
encourage business innovation. [901558]

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard Fuller):
The Government are encouraging business innovation
in many ways, of which I will enumerate four. As I
mentioned to my hon. Friend the Member for Mid
Norfolk (George Freeman), there is a significant uplift
in R&D expenditure, with £150 million of innovation
loans over the spending period, research and development
tax relief, long-term investment in technology and
science—a competition is providing up to £500 million
in Government support—and the British Business Bank
is supporting innovative businesses, including through
the future fund.

David Simmonds: Owners and entrepreneurs behind
small businesses such as Code Ninjas in Bridge Street in
my constituency are a key part of the Government’s
growth agenda. What steps does my hon. Friend have in
mind to enable such small and medium-sized enterprises
to create further jobs and growth?

Richard Fuller: I am not sure if I got the name quite
correct. Was it Comms Ninjas?

David Simmonds: Code Ninjas.

Richard Fuller: Oh, right. Perhaps I can visit my hon.
Friend’s constituency to learn what the company does.

More generally, the growth plan focuses on important
measures to support small businesses that wish to grow,
including by making the £1 million annual investment
allowance permanent, by looking to expand the amount
of money that can be given through the seed enterprise
investment scheme to help small businesses to grow
and, most importantly, through the Government’s energy
price support this winter.

Topical Questions

T1. [901569] Stephanie Peacock (Barnsley East) (Lab):
If he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Kwasi Kwarteng):
This Government are relentlessly focused on growing
the economy. Putin’s barbaric war in Ukraine continues
to put pressure on gas prices so, with predictions of
typical bills reaching between £4,000 and £6,500 a year,
people needed immediate support to get them through
this winter.

Last month we set out the growth plan, which will
focus on breaking out of the high-tax, low-growth cycle
in which we are currently trapped. This will put more
money into people’s pockets and raise living standards
for all our people. This week I wrote to my right hon.
Friend the Member for Central Devon (Mel Stride) to
inform him that I will set out the medium-term fiscal
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plan on 31 October, and I wish to remind the House
that it will be accompanied by a full economic and fiscal
forecast published by the Office for Budget Responsibility.

Stephanie Peacock: The Chancellor sat in a Cabinet
that committed to increasing social security payments
in line with inflation. Why will he not honour that
promise?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As my right hon. Friend the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury and I have repeatedly said, no
decisions have been made. The usual statutory process
is being undertaken, and we will have more detail at the
time of the medium-term fiscal plan.

Priti Patel (Witham) (Con): The Chancellor will know
that Essex is a pro-growth county and a hub of economic
growth. To support job creation and more economic
growth, will he commit to funding the dualling of the
A120 between Braintree and Marks Tey and, importantly,
along the route that the county council, businesses and
the local community have specified?

Kwasi Kwarteng: I pay tribute to my right hon. Friend
for her role in the Cabinet and the Government. She is a
fantastic colleague. I wish to confirm that the A120
between Braintree and the A12 remains under active
consideration, alongside the rest of the third road investment
strategy pipeline.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Chancellor, Rachel
Reeves.

Rachel Reeves (Leeds West) (Lab): Since the Chancellor’s
disastrous mini-Budget just 18 days ago, we have seen
wild swings in the value of the pound, gilt yields up 100
basis points in a single day and the Bank of England
stepping in because of, in its words,

“a material risk to UK financial stability”.

The International Monetary Fund has now said that
UK growth is to slow further next year. This is a British
crisis, made in Downing Street; no Government are
sabotaging their own country’s economic credibility as
this Government are. Are the Chancellor and the Prime
Minister the last people left on Earth who think their
plan is working?

Kwasi Kwarteng: To pick up on a point, the IMF said
today that the plan—the mini-Budget—has increased
the forecast for growth. That is precisely the opposite of
what the hon. Lady has said. It is very clear where we
stand on this. We have pro-growth, pro-enterprise, pro-
business Conservatives on one side and the anti-growth
coalition on the other—they want to tax more and
commit us to low growth.

Rachel Reeves: The Chancellor is in a dangerous state
of denial, but the costs of these mistakes are all too real
for everyone else: borrowing costs up; growth down;
and mortgage payments set to increase by £500 a month.
Now the Government scrabble around looking for cuts,
hitting the most vulnerable and our public services. It
does not need to be this way. Will the Chancellor put
aside his pride, do the right thing for our country, end
this trickle-down nonsense and reverse the Budget?

Kwasi Kwarteng: Which of the tax cuts do the Opposition
want to stop? Do they want to stop the cut in the basic
rate? Are they committed to having a high tax economy?
The other thing I suggest is that the hon. Lady should
get her facts right; the IMF today has said that our
growth is going up, not down.

T4. [901572] Caroline Ansell (Eastbourne) (Con): Early
results from my local business survey strongly suggest
that a lower VAT rate would increase investment, which
would boost recovery and growth in the hospitality
sector in my beautiful constituency. Will my right hon.
Friend be reviewing the case for a lower rate, to bring us
back into line with some of our international competitors?

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard Fuller):
Eastbourne is indeed beautiful, as are North East
Bedfordshire and many other parts of the country. My
hon. Friend is right to talk about the importance of
VAT to the hospitality industry, particularly as we
moved through the period of covid recovery. As we now
move towards the growth plan, we need to look at the
level of taxes on small businesses in general. That is a
key part of the work I will be looking at as part of the
tax simplification plan.

T2. [901570] Kirsten Oswald (East Renfrewshire) (SNP):
Push payment fraud losses increased by 71% in the first
half of 2021, surpassing card fraud losses for the first
time. What steps is the Chancellor taking to tackle this
huge surge in fraud, and importantly, to ensure that
victims, including my constituents, are reimbursed for
their losses, instead of being unfairly penalised for
falling victim to these increasingly sophisticated scams?

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Andrew Griffith):
Push payment fraud is a growing problem, which the
Government take very seriously. That is why we will be
taking powers in the Financial Services and Markets
Bill that will mandate reimbursement to consumers.

T7. [901575] Theresa Villiers (Chipping Barnet) (Con):
It is a massive relief that the nightmare scenario of
energy bills of £4,000, £5,000 or even £6,000 has been
prevented by the energy price cap. Will the Government
explain how they are reducing the cost to taxpayers of
that scheme and stabilising the energy market for the
future?

Kwasi Kwarteng: My right hon. Friend was 100%
right to notice that the energy intervention was exactly
the right thing. We are going to have a commitment to
fiscal responsibility, which will stabilise the economic
situation and picture, and I am sure that her constituents
will fully understand what the growth plan is all about:
putting more money into their pockets so that we can
have a growing and dynamic economy.

T5. [901573] Allan Dorans (Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock)
(SNP): The Scottish Government announced yesterday
that they will be doubling the December bridging payment
granted to low-income families, to £260. The Child Poverty
Action Group noted that this will make “a real difference”
to households struggling with the cost of living crisis.
What plans do the UK Government have to follow suit
and bring in targeted measures for low-income households?
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Kwasi Kwarteng: As my right hon. Friend the Chief
Secretary said earlier, most of the measures that constitute
the £37 billion intervention were targeted directly at the
vulnerable constituents of all of us in this House. The
energy price guarantee will also be greatly beneficial to
people across our country who are suffering because of
the cost of living. The Government are committed to a
huge amount of intervention, and our top priority is
making sure that everyone gets through challenging
times as best they can.

T8. [901576] Laura Trott (Sevenoaks) (Con): The
Chancellor has provided families across Sevenoaks and
Swanley with vital support for their energy bills.
However, in the past year the price of heating oil has
more than doubled for my more rural constituents who
are off the mains gas grid. The £100 support is
welcome, but will the Chancellor and the Business
Secretary review the support in the light of those severe
price rises?

Kwasi Kwarteng: Absolutely. I am in frequent contact
with my right hon. Friend the Business Secretary, and
we have sequestered and dedicated a pot to help people
who are off the gas grid. We are happy to help my hon.
Friend and her constituents in this challenging time.

T6. [901574] Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op):
Given that the Bank of England is having to go even
further to refinance the UK Government bond market,
what discussions has the Chancellor had with the
Pensions Regulator about the viability of defined
benefit schemes and the devaluation of defined
contribution schemes and annuities—or will workers
have to pay for this?

Kwasi Kwarteng: My hon. Friend the Financial Secretary
to the Treasury and I are engaged with all the regulators,
particularly the Prudential Regulation Authority, and
we will be absolutely committed to getting to the bottom
of what has happened, particularly in the long-dated
gilt market, which has been over-levered in the past few
weeks.

T9. [901577] Mr Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con):
The Chancellor has said that he will set out a fully
costed plan to get debt falling as a proportion of GDP,
and he has confirmed at the Dispatch Box that that will
be done in just under three weeks’ time. This morning’s
Institute for Fiscal Studies report suggested that in
order to do so, there will need to be fiscal tightening of
around £62 billion over the next four years. Does the
Chancellor agree with that analysis? If, as I suspect is
the case, he does not, will he set out why not?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As I have said repeatedly, I am not
going to prejudge what is in the medium-term fiscal
plan, which will be fully scrutinised not only by the
OBR but, I am sure, by my right hon. Friend. I do not
think that it is right for me to prejudge or anticipate
those measures today.

Christine Jardine (Edinburgh West) (LD): Despite
the Chancellor’s confident words, the IMF is predicting
that inflation will last longer in this country than in
other similar economies. In my constituency of Edinburgh
West, which has half the national average rate of

unemployment and claimants, people are so concerned
that more than half of them are talking about cutting
their essential budgets, and, according to recent reports,
20% are concerned that they might have to turn to food
banks for the first time. When will the Chancellor
reassess the potential impact of this growth plan and
accept that maybe he has got it wrong?

Kwasi Kwarteng: The IMF specifically said this morning
that the 2023 forecast for growth in this country has
gone up as a direct consequence of the mini-Budget. In
respect of helping constituents up and down the land,
we have already committed £37 billion of energy support
this year and a further £60 billion to houses and businesses
over the next six months, and we are committed to
making sure that every one of our constituents gets
through this winter as best they can.

Sara Britcliffe (Hyndburn) (Con): Numerous residents
such as those at Harwood Bar caravan park have been
in touch with me about the £400 energy support scheme.
The previous Chancellor confirmed that there was an
equivalent scheme for those in caravan parks and park
homes. Could the Chancellor please provide an update
for my constituents in Hyndburn and Haslingden?

Kwasi Kwarteng: As I said in relation to heating oil, a
pot of money is going to be reserved to help people who
are off the grid. We have already made announcements
about that, but I would be very happy to speak with my
hon. Friend and my right hon. Friend the Business
Secretary.

Christian Matheson (City of Chester) (Lab): The
upkeep of the Chester city walls costs about £600,000 a
year, but that money has to come out of the local
authority’s highways budget. Can the Government set
aside a small amount of money to help local authorities
with the stewardship of internationally important heritage
assets?

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Felicity
Buchan): The Government continue to support the heritage
and cultural sector. There are several sources of funding
from Government arm’s length bodies such as the National
Lottery Heritage Fund and Historic England’s repair
grants, so I encourage the hon. Gentleman to look into
those.

Paul Holmes (Eastleigh) (Con): Since the 1970s, residents
in Eastleigh have long been expecting, and have been
promised at times, funding for the Chickenhall Lane
bypass, including being allocated funding in the 2015
Red Book. Will the Minister agree to meet me and
Hampshire County Council to discuss getting this sorted
for people who have simply waited far too long?

The Chief Secretary to the Treasury (Chris Philp): My
hon. Friend is a tireless advocate for that and other
projects in his constituency. I and perhaps colleagues
from the Department for Transport would be delighted
to meet him and his county council colleagues to discuss
that important project.

Rushanara Ali (Bethnal Green and Bow) (Lab): The
Chancellor was warned that unfunded tax cuts would
force the Bank of England to increase rates and that is
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exactly what has happened. The Bank of England has
said today that, in effect, the mini-Budget has caused a
material risk to Britain’s financial stability. Can the
Chancellor explain how people are supposed to pay
their mortgages, which have gone up by £500 on average
and £900 in London? What is he going to do about it,
because it is not acceptable that his incompetence is
risking people’s livelihoods?

Kwasi Kwarteng: I have two points to make on that.
First, the Bank of England certainly did not say that
the mini-Budget increased risk. Secondly, as rates are
rising throughout the world, there is exposure. That is
precisely why we thought that it was absolutely right to
have the energy intervention, which is for two years—let
us not forget that the Labour plan was for only six months
—and to reduce the burden on people by reducing taxes.

Steve Brine (Winchester) (Con): Talking to people
working in the housing industry in Winchester, I have
found that they are not convinced that the stamp duty
reduction will help first-time buyers while inflation and
particularly mortgage rates are creeping up. Lenders are
coming back with some good rates, and the Chancellor
will know that, but when he delivers his statement on
31 October, will he ensure that it has confidence at its
heart and that it is—knowing him, it will be—a relentlessly
positive statement, so that we can push confidence right
the way through the market?

Kwasi Kwarteng: It will be relentlessly upbeat. These
are challenging times, but we have to live within our
means and there will be an absolute iron commitment
to fiscal responsibility.

Steve McCabe (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): Will
the Minister admit that, if the Government do not
increase the guarantee credit component of pension
credit in line with inflation this year, they are effectively
cutting the incomes of our poorest pensioners when
they need help most?

Kwasi Kwarteng: We are absolutely committed to
fairness and to helping the most vulnerable in our
society—we are always committed to that—and I will
not prejudge or anticipate measures in the medium-term
fiscal plan this afternoon.

Dr Ben Spencer (Runnymede and Weybridge) (Con):
Will my right hon. Friend confirm that the cuts to
national insurance will help not only working households,
but businesses and the public sector, such as schools?

Kwasi Kwarteng: My hon. Friend and constituency
neighbour is absolutely right. The reversal of the planned
increase in national insurance will help businesses,
individuals and the institutions to which he refers.

Emma Hardy (Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle)
(Lab): Can the Chancellor state how much the investment
zones are worth and how they will be funded?

Kwasi Kwarteng: There will be more detail about
investment zones. My right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities will
be updating the House on the specifics of the zones.

Mr Speaker: I call Mr Hollinrake for the final question.

Kevin Hollinrake (Thirsk and Malton) (Con): Thank
you, Mr Speaker. The UK has rightly frozen around
£30 billion of Russian foreign currency reserves. A
number of countries are moving from freezing those
assets to seizing them to pay reparations to Ukraine.
Will my right hon. Friend look at similar measures from
the UK?

Kwasi Kwarteng: Those measures have been discussed
in the past; I think my right hon. Friend the Member
for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove) talked about that
earlier in the year. Those schemes are always being
looked at in the light of what is an increasingly bleak
and volatile situation in Russia and Ukraine.
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Ukraine

3.34 pm

Mr Tobias Ellwood (Bournemouth East) (Ind) (Urgent
Question): To ask the Secretary of State for Defence to
make a statement on our policy to deter and, if required,
respond to the use of nuclear weapons by President Putin.

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Alec
Shelbrooke): Russia’s continuing assault on Ukraine is
an unprovoked and premeditated attack against a sovereign
democratic state and it continues to threaten global
security. This week, my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Defence is meeting with Defence Ministers
in Brussels to discuss further support for Ukraine, and
later today my right hon. Friend the Prime Minister will
be speaking to members of the G7.

I can assure the House that the UK and our allies
remain steadfast and united in our support for Ukraine.
As previously set out to the House, Defence is playing a
central role in the UK’s response to the Russian invasion,
providing £2.3 billion-worth of military support and
leading in the international response.

We were the first European country to provide lethal
aid to Ukraine. To date, we have sent more than 10,000
anti-tank missiles, multiple-launch rocket systems, more
than 200 armoured vehicles, more than 120 logistics
vehicles, six Stormer vehicles fitted with Starstreak launchers
and hundreds of missiles, as well as maritime Brimstone
missiles. In addition, we have supplied almost 100,000
rounds of artillery ammunition, nearly 3 million rounds
of small arms ammunition, 2,600 anti-structure munitions
and 4.5 tonnes of plastic explosive.

Defence is also providing basic training to Ukrainian
soldiers in the UK. To date, we have trained over 6,000
Ukrainian recruits in the UK, and we continually review
and adjust the course to meet their requirements. Defence
will continue to respond decisively to Ukraine’s requests
and the equipment is playing a crucial role in stalling
the Russian advance and supporting our Ukrainian
friends.

President Putin’s comments on nuclear are irresponsible.
No other country is talking about nuclear use. We do
not see this as a nuclear crisis.

Mr Ellwood: Thanks to our support and that of
allies, Ukrainian forces have done the unthinkable in
pushing back Russian force. However, with Putin now
on the back foot and the third largest military in the
world humiliated, this conflict has entered a darker
chapter and we cannot be bystanders. Putin cannot be
seen to lose this war and, as his response to the Kerch
bridge attack shows, he is stooping to ever more
unconventional tactics. The threat of Putin’s turning to
tactical low-yield nuclear weapons remains low, but it
has increased, posing questions for Britain and the
United States that must be addressed before, not after,
that line is crossed.

Russian military doctrine allows first use of nuclear
weapons in response to conventional attacks on Russian
soil. That is why the sham referendums took place in the
Donbas region—so that Putin could claim it was part
of the motherland. In response, as things stand, our

formal position is so-called strategic ambiguity: the
promise of a response, but no public clarity on what
that might be.

We gained a reputation for blinking when it came to
Georgia, on chemical weapons use in Syria and when
the Crimea was annexed. I believe we should state now
what our conventional response would be to Putin’s
either deploying nuclear weapons directly or targeting
hazardous infrastructure such as chemical or indeed
civil nuclear plants. Such clarity could be the very
deterrent that helps to prevent such hostile actions from
taking place, rather than the vague position we have
now.

Our adversaries—not just Russia—must know and
fear the military consequences of daring to resort to
using nuclear weapons, even if they are low yield. This
is not an operational decision but a political call. We
have a duty to do all we can to deter Putin from going
nuclear. Let us not leave it to chance. Let us exhibit the
robust statecraft and engagement that this unpredictable
war now requires.

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful for my right hon.
Friend’s comments. I reiterate what I said at the start:
President Putin’s comments are irresponsible. No other
country is talking about nuclear use, and we do not see
this as a nuclear crisis. President Putin should be clear
that, for the UK and our allies, any use of nuclear
weapons at all would break the taboo on nuclear use
that has held since 1945 and lead to severe consequences
for Russia.

President Putin has launched an illegal and unprovoked
invasion of Ukraine. His forces continue to commit
senseless atrocities. The people of Ukraine seek only to
restore their sovereignty and territorial integrity, and
we will continue to support Ukraine’s right to defend.

My right hon. Friend speaks of tactical nuclear missiles,
but nuclear is nuclear. I reiterate what the Secretary-General
of NATO said:

“President Putin’s nuclear rhetoric is dangerous. It is reckless.
NATO is of course vigilant. We monitor closely what Russia does.
Russia must understand that nuclear war can never be won and
must never be fought. And it will have severe consequences for
Russia if they use nuclear weapons. And this has been very clearly
conveyed to Russia. So we will continue to support Ukraine. And
we will continue to support them in their efforts to liberate even
more territory, because they have the right to do so.”

It is not and never has been tactically smart to outline
exactly what the response would be to any potential
situation. We will continue on the lines that this Government
and, indeed, the Secretary-General have outlined.

Luke Pollard (Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport) (Lab/
Co-op): I welcome the new Minister to his place. It is
because Ukraine is winning that Putin’s behaviour is
becoming so volatile. The sham referenda, the irresponsible
nuclear sabre-rattling, the missile attacks on civilians—these
are the hallmarks of a tyrant on the ropes and a tyrant
who is losing.

Labour stands with our friends in Ukraine. With our
unshakeable commitment to NATO, the Minister knows
that he has our full support for the actions the Government
are taking to help Ukraine win. Yesterday’s missile attacks
on civilians are a significant escalation. The NATO
Secretary-General was right to describe the attacks as
“horrific and indiscriminate”.
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Ministers have Labour’s full support in countering
Putin’s aggression. In that spirit, I ask the Minister
when he will set out a long-term strategy of support for
Ukraine, so that we can make sure that Putin’s war ends
in failure. Can he confirm that the NLAW—next generation
light anti-tank weapon—replacement orders have finally
been placed? When does he expect to replenish our
depleted weapons stockpiles? What assessment has he
made of the worrying statements by Lukashenko and
the continued presence of Russian troops and armour
in Belarus?

I would be grateful if the Minister addressed the
concerning media reports of the withdrawal of almost
700 British troops currently deployed to our NATO ally
Estonia, without any planned replacement. That risks
sending the wrong message at the wrong time, and it has
worried our international allies. We cannot walk away
until the job is done. With that in mind, will he reassure
the House that he will not withdraw any further UK
troops from our allies, and that the UK will meet our
NATO commitments?

Finally, as more bodies are unearthed at the sites of
war crimes, we remember them and we remember those
killed yesterday in Putin’s criminal missile strikes. Does
the Minister agree that the best justice for those killed is
victory for Ukraine, a free and sovereign nation, and
war crime tribunals for those responsible?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his kind comments and I look forward to working
across the Dispatch Boxes on these vital issues.

On the hon. Gentleman’s comments about the horrific
war crimes we have seen unfold every time there is a
Russian retreat, I think that every decent human being
is appalled. I am proud that the UK Government are
funding the International Criminal Court, and we will
do everything we can to support Ukraine in bringing
the perpetrators of these horrific crimes to justice.

I hope the hon. Gentleman will forgive me if I come
back to him with a written answer on the postures from
Lukashenko.

On Estonia, the overall capability of our commitment
there is far more important than the number of troops
alone. We have committed to strengthening that capability
over the forthcoming years. I was in Estonia, and indeed
Latvia and Lithuania, in my previous role in the NATO
Parliamentary Assembly. I have seen at first hand the
work that takes place there. All our NATO allies can be
reassured that we are committed to making sure that
the NATO frontline is secure. We work with colleagues
and there will be variation in how that is done.

With regard to support, the hon. Gentleman will
have noticed that my right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State for Defence has set up the international support
fund. This country contributed £250 million to that,
and I believe the total figure is now above ¤400 million.
That is in place to help support Ukraine as this war
moves forward and the conflict carries on, so that it can
use that money not only in the conflict but to rebuild
and, of course, ensure it has the ammunition supplies
and things it needs.

With regard to NLAW and our weapons supply, we
are working with industrial supply chains and are confident
that we will have the ability to defend ourselves and to
give support, but we do not comment on operational
capability beyond that.

Sir Iain Duncan Smith (Chingford and Woodford
Green) (Con): I welcome my right hon. Friend to his
position. What has happened over the past few days is a
war crime if ever there was a war crime, and I hope that
the Government and the whole alliance will now commit
to the pursuance of all those responsible for the deliberate
targeting of civilian areas. There can be no respite and
we should be sanctioning anybody we think has had
anything to do with it.

I agree that ambiguity is not the same as no plan. The
purpose behind what Putin is doing now is to split the
alliance—everything he does is to split the alliance.
What he wants is for part of the alliance to get wobbly
and worried about the potential use of nuclear weapons
and to start calling for negotiations. The critical issue
here is that all of the alliance must remain united on the
idea that we have a plan, but it is for the Minister to
judge whether we would ever use nuclear weapons, not
for us to say whether we would, and the alliance would
stay together.

Alec Shelbrooke: I am most grateful to my right hon.
Friend for his kind comments. On his point about
nuclear rhetoric, we have seen this pattern before. President
Putin uses it as a sabre to rattle, to try to deter us and
distract our efforts in Ukraine. It simply will not work
because, fundamentally, NATO is a nuclear defensive
alliance, and it will be for all the time that nuclear
weapons exist. It is one that has been successful, and it
is one that President Putin should take notice of. What
is important at this moment in time, as we talk about
the nuclear sabre-rattling, is that we stay calm, analyse
the situation as it is and demand that he steps back from
this dangerous nuclear rhetoric, so that there cannot be
any miscalculation on any side as we move forward.

On war crimes, I fundamentally agree with what my
right hon. Friend said. We will do everything to bring to
justice those who have perpetuated these horrific crimes,
which go against every aspect of the Geneva convention.
Every day that this war goes on, more and more war
crimes are committed.

Mr Speaker: I call the SNP spokesperson, Dave Doogan.

Dave Doogan (Angus) (SNP): I am pleased to welcome
the new Minister to his place. These barbaric attacks by
Russia on Ukraine’s civilian population and infrastructure,
together with its extremely unwelcome nuclear rhetoric,
demonstrate the renewed urgency with which Ukraine’s
defensive capabilities need to be upgraded, particularly
its air defences, such as that which Germany and the
United States are sending. What anti-air assets is the
UK sending, and how can that be accelerated and
increased?

Moreover, is the UK, like Estonia, preparing to send
more winter equipment to assist defensive operations in
Ukraine throughout its long, harsh winter? Similarly,
what further assistance will the world-leading cold weather
combat specialists 45 Commando, based in Arbroath,
be tasked with to support Ukraine’s defence forces in
their winter combat operations? The Minister attempted
to justify the halving of numbers in Estonia by saying
that this is not a numbers game, but of course force
strength is all about the numbers, and I wonder how he
thinks they will be viewing that in Estonia and Moscow.
Perhaps he can explain to the House what recent behaviour
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[Dave Doogan]

from Russia has indicated a lessening threat to our
NATO allies on the eastern flank, from whom the UK
appears to be shamelessly walking away.

Alec Shelbrooke: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
kind comments. On Estonia, we are not talking about
the UK walking away from a NATO ally; this is about
NATO defence, and NATO operations that vary over
time. We work with our allies. I have recently been to
these countries, and have seen the exercises taking place
and how we play a part in them. We should not focus on
just one area and then suggest that we have walked
away; we have not.

On the hon. Gentleman’s air defence questions, of
course we have Stormer vehicles and Starstreak missiles.
We remain committed to delivering what Ukraine needs,
when it asks for it, in the light of how, tactically, it can
best be used. Operational capabilities are the subject of
constant conversation between the Ukrainian and British
Governments. On cold weather preparation, we are
working exceptionally closely with the Ukrainians to
supply them with the equipment and training that they
need to get through this winter.

Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) (Con): I am delighted
to see my right hon. Friend in his position. He talked
about the coalition of countries that have been helping
Ukraine to defend itself, which includes the United
Kingdom—something of which we should be very proud.
Will he confirm that Iran has supplied Mohajer-6 and
Shahed-series unmanned aerial vehicles to Russia? What
other countries are giving logistical support and weaponry
to Russia in its war of choice against the Ukrainian
people?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to my right hon.
Friend for his comments. I hope that he will forgive me
if I cannot answer that question directly; I will write to
him when I have the facts and the answers.

Ellie Reeves (Lewisham West and Penge) (Lab): Yesterday,
I was talking to Natalia, a Ukrainian teacher who came
to my constituency with her seven-year-old twins when
the war broke out. She watched in horror over the
weekend as bombs rained down on her home city of
Kyiv. Her husband and mother are hiding in a bomb
shelter. Natalia’s six-month placement under the Homes
for Ukraine scheme is at an end, and she is terrified of
having to return with her children. What conversations
has the Minister had with his colleagues in the Home
Office and in the Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government to ensure that those who have
fled war do not face homelessness as placements come
to an end?

Alec Shelbrooke: The hon. Lady raises an important
issue, which was mentioned earlier. If she sends me the
exact details, I will talk to colleagues in the Home
Office.

Richard Graham (Gloucester) (Con): Events on the
edge of Ukraine have become more and more alarming
over the last few days. Clearly there is a major role for
NATO in trying to bring back a peaceful situation.
What information can the Minister, whom I congratulate

on his new position, share with us today on talks that
we have had with countries such as China and India,
which may have useful leverage with Putin?

Alec Shelbrooke: Of course, the response to the situation
in Ukraine is Government-wide; it involves the Foreign
Office as much as the Ministry of Defence. Responsibility
for the relationships that my hon. Friend mentions sits
in the Foreign Office, and I am sure that my right hon.
Friend the Foreign Secretary will have heard his comments.

Hilary Benn (Leeds Central) (Lab): Do the Government
regard the Kerch bridge, which links Russia with Ukrainian
territory seized by Russia in 2014, and which was attacked
over the weekend, as a legitimate military target? Would
the Minister care to contrast that target with the pictures
we saw yesterday of a large missile crater in Kyiv, right
next to a children’s playground?

Alec Shelbrooke: Of course, Crimea is Ukrainian
territory that has been invaded. Any allegations about
what happened at the bridge, and any questions about
what is behind the attack, are for the Ukrainians to
answer, but what happened at Kyiv is simply a war
crime. We will make every effort to hunt down the
people responsible and to bring them to justice.

Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): My right
hon. Friend is a reassuring presence at the Dispatch
Box, and I congratulate him on his recent appointment
to his post. Does he agree that all that will deter Putin
from the use of nuclear weapons is the thought that: a)
they may be ineffective; and b) their use may not result
in the west withdrawing its military support for Ukraine,
which is what has enabled it to resist successfully so far?
Is it not therefore imperative that the west makes it clear
that the support will continue? Did he note the remarks
of General David Petraeus, who said that western support,
in conventional terms, would be redoubled if Putin
made any such move?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to my right hon.
Friend for his kind comments. Indeed, General Petraeus
really just outlines the situation overall that NATO is
united. It is a defensive force and a nuclear defensive
force. I am proud that this country has had a constant
at-sea nuclear deterrent for almost 54 years. Statistically,
that is deemed to be impossible, but it is something we
have achieved and continue to achieve. That acts as a
major counterbalance to any leader of a country who
may be thinking that nuclear weapons may be something
to use. The policy has been shown to work, but we have
to calm down and take the air out of the talk about
where we are moving with the nuclear rhetoric. It is
highly irresponsible of the Kremlin to be upping the
rhetoric on nuclear weapons, and I hope that it will
draw back from those comments, because the last thing
we want to see is any miscalculation and we must make
sure that it does everything to take it out. Fundamentally,
to answer my right hon. Friend, the NATO alliance is
showing just how united it is and that it will stand up to
this level of nuclear threat.

Richard Foord (Tiverton and Honiton) (LD): I thank
the right hon. Member for Bournemouth East (Mr Ellwood)
for tabling this urgent question on the enormously
important issues that we have been discussing. I must
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disagree with his suggestion in newspapers today that
we reconsider no-fly zones over Ukraine’s cities and
critical national infrastructure, and expediting Ukraine’s
membership of NATO. Putin is ever weaker at home in
Russia, and while this is a failed operation in Ukraine
against Ukraine, his popularity could grow significantly
in Russia if his attempts to paint this as a NATO-Russia
conflict are successful. Can the Minister outline what
further steps the Government intend to take to ensure
that we and all of our NATO allies are as one in
deciding what additional support can be provided to
Ukraine?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his comments, and I think his attitude to no-fly
zones and NATO membership is based in reality. What
we are seeing is the NATO alliance and other allies
around the world determined to give the support that
we can give to Ukraine. There is no suggestion of
backing down on that support, and we have support
from outside the NATO allies. It is an international
coalition that is helping to train Ukrainian troops,
helping to contribute towards the international funds
and, indeed, supplying lethal and non-lethal aid, and
that alliance is growing stronger.

David Mundell (Dumfriesshire, Clydesdale and
Tweeddale) (Con): I refer to my entry in the Register of
Members’ Financial Interests.

During the recess, I had the opportunity to travel to
Lviv and Kyiv to see the work of the HALO Trust,
which is a charity based in my constituency that focuses
on de-mining and attempting to bring areas back to a
degree of normality. I was struck by two things in
Ukraine. One was the gratitude of the people for the
support that this country has given during the conflict,
but the other was their efforts to bring about a degree of
normality. Does the Minister agree that yesterday’s
events were a deliberate attempt by Russia to disrupt
the normality that civilians are trying to achieve in these
cities and across Ukraine? Does he acknowledge that
they are indeed war crimes because they are focused on
civilians? Does he also agree with me that, given the
resolve that the people of Ukraine have shown to date,
they will not succeed?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to my right hon.
Friend and, yes, I agree with what he has said. Indeed,
last Tuesday I visited Ukrainians being trained by our
forces in north Yorkshire, and I managed to speak to
some who were on day one of their training. What
struck me was their determination, no matter their age,
to make sure that their country, their sovereign land,
their families and their lives will be returned to normal,
and they will fight back against this enemy, so I completely
agree with what my right hon. Friend said.

Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): I warmly congratulate
the Minister. He looks very comfortable at the Dispatch
Box, although obviously we do not want him to feel
too comfortable there. He is right to say that Putin’s
targets yesterday were either deliberate or deliberately
indiscriminate, and either way that amounts to a war
crime.

May I ask him about Elon Musk, who seems to be
playing a double game at the moment, and whose tweet
earlier this week was profoundly unhelpful? There are
also questions about why there have been outages of the

Starlink system, which may have made bigger difficulties
for Ukraine. Is there a moment at which we might have
to consider sanctioning Elon Musk?

Alec Shelbrooke: Sanctions remain under review at all
times, and everything will be taken into consideration in
the round. We must always ensure that we are well
aware of all the facts rather than just reacting to social
media, and then those things can be looked at, including
whether any sanctions would be appropriate.

Alex Chalk (Cheltenham) (Con): I warmly welcome
the Minister to his post.

Today is Ukraine Day at Cheltenham literature festival,
and this morning I had the extraordinary privilege of
meeting musicians, poets and writers who have travelled
from bombarded cities to come to Cheltenham to perform.
Will the Minister join me in thanking the British Council
and Cheltenham literature festival for ensuring that our
support is not just military, but extends to supporting
the culture of that great country?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am delighted to do that. I know
my hon. and learned Friend will have been deeply
involved with his constituents and the Ukrainians, and
that his office will have given them the warmest welcome
possible.

Mr Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): Putin’s murderous
actions over the weekend are a surefire sign of his
desperation, which comes partly from the host of desertions
among the Russian military, including from an army,
thought to be his pride, that is in retreat. Should we be
making the point that every person in Russian uniform
who commits a war crime will be sought, not just those
in positions of power, and should we be doing everything
we can to increase the scale of Russian desertions and
undermine Putin’s campaign that way?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
and I completely agree with him. We must not underestimate
the scale of the atrocities that are being committed,
which are war crimes. Many Members of the House
have served in the military, and many have been in the
battlefield. They are trained to the laws of the Geneva
convention and the laws of the battlefield, as are many
people in Russia—certainly the Russian leaders will
know those laws. There are consequences to breaking
them, and I am proud that we are putting funding,
investment and resources into the International Criminal
Court to bring those who do so to court. I know that
whatever we do will have support across the House. We
have to say that it does not matter who someone is, from
a squaddie to a general—if they have committed a war
crime, we will find them and send them to prison. If
they do not believe that, they should remember that we
are still sending former SS officers who are almost in
their hundreds to prison today.

James Gray (North Wiltshire) (Con): The Russian
doctrine of escalate to de-escalate almost certainly means
that when the rats are cornered—and the rat Putin and
his rat-like friends are cornered right now—they will
lash out. That is almost without question. I hope the
Minister is right in thinking that that will not necessarily
be a nuclear lash-out—I think that is unlikely, although
we must be ready for it—but there are many other ways
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he could lash out, including with cyber, chemical and
biological weapons, or economic weapons. That might
involve covert operations beyond Ukraine, not necessarily
in Ukraine itself. What preparations has the Ministry of
Defence made? I do not want details, which the Minister
will quite rightly not tell us, but I hope the MOD is
making careful preparations for all sorts of hybrid
warfare that may now occur, including in places other
than Ukraine.

Alec Shelbrooke: My hon. Friend raises points that
we have spoken about many times in the NATO
Parliamentary Assembly, and he will be aware that
chemical, biological, hybrid and cyber warfare are certainly
in our military planning and strategy, as indeed are
nuclear weapons. Huge amounts of resources go into
cyber capability and other such areas. Indeed, part of
the memorandum that the former Prime Minister signed
with Finland and Sweden was to give support in those
areas if they were to be attacked. Overall, I assure my
hon. Friend that all those issues are discussed in the
round. I could not comment on specific operational
capabilities, but I hope I can reassure him that those
issues are treated just as seriously.

Fleur Anderson (Putney) (Lab): I went to Kyiv recently
with a group of other parliamentarians, and there was
no conversation that did not include the need for justice
and the need to take all war criminals to court. What
discussions has the Minister had about not just freezing
assets but seizing and repurposing them to rebuild
Ukraine? Has he had discussions about a special tribunal
to work alongside the ICC to prosecute acts of aggression
and bring more perpetrators to justice?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to the hon. Lady for
the intent of her questions. I have not had those
discussions—obviously, I am early in the role—but I
will take those comments back to other Ministers. Overall,
that question goes to allies and the international
community—it is not just about our approach, because
it is not just this country seizing assets and sanctioning,
and it is not just this country that will be involved in
taking things forward with the ICC. I cannot answer
her questions specifically, but I am sure that colleagues
have heard her and, if she would like to write to me with
more details, I would be happy to respond.

Mr Jonathan Djanogly (Huntingdon) (Con): As Russia
loses on the battlefield, it seems to be engaging in
retribution through missile attacks on civilian areas.
When the all-party parliamentary group on Ukraine
recently went to Kyiv, the Defence Minister said to us
that if refugees are to be encouraged to move back to
Ukraine and internally displaced persons are to be
encouraged to move back to reoccupied areas, defence
against missile attack will become essential. Other countries
are looking at that seriously and providing anti-missile
support. Will we do so as well?

Alec Shelbrooke: Indeed, and we are already supplying
levels of air support. What I said earlier remains relevant:
we will continue to work with the Ukrainians to try to
deliver what they need to defend their country. We are
already supplying air defence systems.

Gavin Robinson (Belfast East) (DUP): I wish the
Minister well as he takes up his new role. He is right to
say that we have engaged with and are responding to the
requests from Ukraine, but he should know that when
we provided Starstreaks and NLAWs, which are made
in my constituency, we did so in the face of a request for
the imposition of a no-fly zone, and we did not go that
far. Even though we are giving surface-to-air missiles
and air defence capabilities, Ukraine is, today and yesterday,
still asking for more. This morning, the US announced
that it would provide new high mobility artillery rocket
systems for greater air defence capacity. Will the Minister
assure us—if not today on the Floor of the House then
in the coming days—that he will engage to ensure that
we are responding to the requests that Ukraine is making?

Alec Shelbrooke: We are indeed responding to as
many requests as we can from Ukraine. The Government’s
policy on no-fly zones remains the same; it has not
changed. However, wars and conflicts develop over time
and we are seeing large advances. We will also see a
change in the weather as winter sets in. All of those
things create a different operational demand from what
was taking place three months ago. We therefore work
closely with our Ukrainian colleagues to try to deliver
to them what they need to carry out operations successfully.

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that despite President
Putin’s heightened rhetoric and threats to use nuclear
weapons irresponsibly in Ukraine, that may just be
further maskirovka? His track record shows that, in
desperation, he is far more likely to resort to chemical
weapons. What should NATO’s response be to that?

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to my hon. Friend,
who characterises the actions of President Putin in
desperation quite well. The reality is that NATO treats
all weapons of mass destruction with the same seriousness
and that, operationally, how to respond to such things
is discussed constantly. Again, I may have to disappoint
my hon. Friend. It would be foolish to outline exactly
what the response would be to any weapon of mass
destruction because, if President Putin does not know
what the consequences would be, he cannot make
calculations about using them in the first place.

Dame Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North)
(Lab): I congratulate the Minister on his new role.
Further to the question put by my hon. Friend the
Member for Lewisham West and Penge (Ellie Reeves),
may I ask whether there have been any discussions with
the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and
Communities, which is responsible for the Homes for
Ukraine scheme? Many councils are worried that they
will have to deal with homelessness among many of the
Ukrainians who are here on that scheme.

Alec Shelbrooke: I am grateful to the right hon. Lady.
That has not come across my desk at this stage, but we
will make sure that the Home Office and DLUHC pick
up on it.

Dan Jarvis (Barnsley Central) (Lab): I welcome the
Minister to his new role. Specifically in response to the
war in Ukraine, the Prime Minister made a commitment
to update the integrated review, and we now know that
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Professor John Bew is leading a process from Downing
Street that aims to report before Christmas. Given the
concern expressed by Members across the House about
potential loss of capability and personnel, does the
Minister think that it would be prudent not to make any
cuts to defence until we know what the outcome of that
review is going to be?

Alec Shelbrooke: As the hon. Gentleman knows, it is
a commitment of the Government to increase spending
on defence—to move to 3% by the end of the 2030s,
with 2.5% on the way—but we have already increased
defence spending by £24 billion in real terms since 2020,
and there are no plans to cut the defence budget at this
time.

Mike Amesbury (Weaver Vale) (Lab): I welcome the
Minister to his place. I had a conversation today with
the Local Government Association, which informed me
that 1,915 Ukrainian families have presented as homeless—a
point that my hon. Friends have raised. Will the Minister
have urgent conversations with the Secretary of State
for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities and the
relevant Home Office Minister? It really is life or death
for many, and housing them will help motivate the
troops in Ukraine.

Alec Shelbrooke: My colleagues and I will indeed take
up the issues that are being raised on the Floor of the
House with the relevant Departments. We will make
sure that those conversations are taking place.

Sammy Wilson (East Antrim) (DUP): Under Putin,
Russia has become a terrorist state and a terrorist
sponsoring state, whether it is killing people in our own
country whom it regards as dissidents, blowing up
infrastructure or now, of course, rape and pillage across
Ukraine. The latest act of terror, of course, is terror
from the skies. Can the Minister give us an assurance
that he will work with our Government and with
Governments across Europe to ensure that, if no-fly
zones are imposed across Ukraine, we will at least
provide Ukraine with the necessary defences to ensure
that the terror from the skies is dealt with effectively?

Alec Shelbrooke: I can give that assurance to the right
hon. Gentleman, because that is indeed what we are
doing. As I made clear earlier, the Government’s position
on no-fly zones remains unchanged, but we are delivering
air defence capability to the Ukrainians. We will continue
to deliver on that capability, along with other international
allies. As I know the hon. Gentleman appreciates, a mix
of equipment is going into Ukraine from various allies,
and that has to be in reaction to what the Ukrainians
need. I am trying to give him the reassurance that we
are doing everything we can with all international partners
to deliver what the Ukrainians need on the ground.

Neil Coyle (Bermondsey and Old Southwark) (Ind): I
congratulate the Minister on his new role. Given the
situation in Ukraine and wider volatility, will he at least
agree to review the decision to remove UK forces from
Estonia, or is he unable to do so because it forms part of
wider armed forces cuts by his Government, which are
alarming our allies, undermining our security and directly
breaking a 2019 Conservative manifesto commitment?

Alec Shelbrooke: As I made clear earlier, we remain
committed to the NATO alliance and to providing what
resources NATO needs, where and when they are needed.
The UK has not withdrawn from Estonia. We are still
involved in the Baltic states. We are involved in the joint
expeditionary force and the forward presence. It is not
fair to say that Britain is walking away from these
countries, because we are simply not.

Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): I
welcome the Minister to his place; I think he is doing
very well this afternoon. This is probably the most
perilous time that I can remember, as a long-standing
Member of the House. It is dangerous and we should be
very careful. He said that we should lower the rhetoric
and show quiet determination. On that note, can we see
more presence with the United States and the rest of the
NATO allies meeting together and showing quiet assurance
firmly against what is happening? This weekend, we saw
the shift politically of Russia to the extreme right, with
the appointment of a new general in charge. We are in
perilous times.

Alec Shelbrooke: I thank the hon. Gentleman—those
are kind words from somebody of his experience—and
he is absolutely right to speak about the real danger that
the world is in, with Russia raising the nuclear rhetoric,
which does need to be brought back down. The most
important thing in defence and international affairs is
patience, calmness and deterrence. Not outlining clearly
what our reactions would be is an important part of a
deterrent. The hon. Gentleman is absolutely right that
it is important that we carry on working with allies, and
the Secretary of State for Defence will meet other
Defence Ministers shortly. All those issues are about
making sure that we are united, have the best strategy
and, of course—I hope this reassures the hon. Gentleman
—that we try to de-escalate. We can all imagine some of
the terrifying consequences, but we hope that we can
continue with what have been successful policies for
decades now and calm down the rhetoric.

Matt Rodda (Reading East) (Lab): I welcome the
Minister to his place. Following the dreadful attacks
this week, many Ukrainian families in Britain will
understandably be thinking again about when they will
return home. Further to the questions from my hon.
Friend the Member for Lewisham West and Penge
(Ellie Reeves) and my right hon. Friend the Member for
Kingston upon Hull North (Dame Diana Johnson),
what additional support is the Government considering
for councils and local Ukrainian community centres in
the UK, which are doing so much to support families at
this very difficult time?

Alec Shelbrooke: As I said, I cannot answer that
question from the Dispatch Box, but I will look into it
and respond to the hon. Gentleman in writing.

Margaret Ferrier (Rutherglen and Hamilton West)
(Ind): With reports of nuclear plant employee, Valeriy
Martynyuk, being kidnapped by Russian forces and
facing potential torture, what support is the UK providing
to secure his release?

Alec Shelbrooke: We are getting back into the question
of the horrific war crimes that are taking place; we are
working as closely as we can with international allies in
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that area. This is of course a diplomatic—as well as an
MOD—issue, but across the alliance, we are determined
to pursue the perpetrators of kidnapping and mutilation,
which are clearly defined in the Geneva convention as
war crimes. We will prosecute, as the hon. Member for
Chesterfield (Mr Perkins) made clear. Whether it involves
someone of the most junior rank or the most senior
officer, we will pursue everybody. They should know
and fear that, because if they commit these crimes, the
international community will pursue them. It is still
pursuing Nazi war criminals, bringing them to justice
and still imprisoning them. We will not stop.

Mr Speaker: Finally, I call the new grandfather,
Jim Shannon.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): Thank you,
Mr Speaker—it is always good to know that the Shannon
name is growing and, obviously, that will help in 18 years’
time whenever they come to vote.

I welcome the Minister to his place, wish him well
and thank him for his answers. Has an assessment been
done of how effectively food and medical supplies are
entering into the communities that are on the outskirts
of battle zones? How can we further step up to help
Ukrainian citizens who are fighting for freedom and
liberty and for their very lives?

Alec Shelbrooke: I congratulate the hon. Gentleman
on the new addition to his family; I know that his
grandchild will not have any problem in having someone
to give them a bedtime story.

The hon. Gentleman will appreciate that he asks a
technical question, and I will seek to answer him in
writing on those specific details.

Mr Speaker: I think it would be an Adjournment
debate.

Speaker’s Statement

4.19 pm

Mr Speaker: Nominations for the elections of the
Chairs of the Select Committees on Science and Technology
and on Foreign Affairs closed at 3.30 pm.

For Chair of the Science and Technology Committee,
one nomination was received. A ballot for the position
will therefore not be held. I congratulate Greg Clark on
his election as Chair of the Science and Technology
Committee.

Four candidates have been nominated for Chair of
the Foreign Affairs Committee. The ballot will take
place from 11 am to 2.30 pm tomorrow in the Aye Lobby.
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Mahsa Amini

4.20 pm

Theresa Villiers (Chipping Barnet) (Con) (Urgent
Question): To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Affairs if he will
make a statement on what representations he has made
to the Iranian authorities about ongoing protests regarding
the death of Mahsa Amini.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Affairs (Gillian Keegan):
The death of Mahsa Amini in Iran was a shocking
reminder of the repression faced by women in Iran. The
protests across the country that have followed show us
that the Iranian people are not satisfied with the path
that their Government have taken.

I commend the bravery of ordinary Iranians seeking
to exercise their right to peaceful assembly and freedom
of expression in the face of appalling police violence.
We condemn the Iranian authorities’ crackdown on
protesters, journalists and internet freedom: the use of
violence in response to the expression of fundamental
rights by women or any other members of Iranian
society is wholly unjustifiable.

Yesterday, on 10 October, we announced sanctions
on senior security and political figures in Iran and the
so-called morality police. We have sanctioned the morality
police in their entirety, as well as their chief, Mohammed
Rostami Cheshmeh Gachi, and the head of the Tehran
division, Haj Ahmed Mirzaei. For decades, the morality
police have used the threat of detention and violence to
control what Iranian women wear and how they behave
in public.

The UK is also imposing sanctions on five leading
political and security officials in Iran for committing
serious human rights violations in suppressing fuel protests
in Iran in 2019. The UK maintains sanctions designations
against a further 78 individuals and one entity under
our Iran human rights sanctions regime. In all, there are
more than 200 sanctions designations in place against
Iran, including in relation to human rights, nuclear
proliferation and terrorism.

Theresa Villiers: These protests show that there are
thousands of women in Iran who are not prepared to
put up with violent human rights abuses. Will the UK
Government stand with those brave women as they call
for justice, for freedom and for democracy? Will Ministers
meet opposition groups? Will they ban the Islamic
Revolutionary Guard Corps? Will they rule out sanctions
relief under the joint comprehensive plan of action
process?

Gillian Keegan: As the Foreign Secretary has said, the
protests send a clear message that Iranian people are
not satisfied with the path that their Government have
taken; Iranian leaders must now listen. Of course, we
stand by those people: the use of violence in response to
the expression of fundamental rights by women or any
other members of Iranian society is wholly unjustifiable.
We continue to keep everything under review, and the
UK has called for a full and transparent investigation
into the shocking death of Mahsa Amini.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister.

Bambos Charalambous (Enfield, Southgate) (Lab):
Like many Members of this House, I have been heartened
to see the bravery of the protesters in Iran in the past
few weeks, and particularly the women and girls who
are spearheading these protests. Iran has a young
population—a population which is clamouring for change
against an oppressive regime that aims to restrict the
liberty and vitality of its people

The Opposition stand in solidarity with those protesting
for an end to state violence from the morality police,
and in solidarity with the friends and family of Mahsa
Amini and all those who have been killed or injured in
the protests. These protests are about more than compulsory
hijab; they are about ordinary Iranian people’s demands
for fundamental freedoms to live their lives as they
choose.

We are seeing a flourishing of Iranian civil society,
and the UK must support it. While I am pleased that
the Government have increased the sanctions on Iran
following the Labour party’s calls for them to do so, the
UK must do more to support Iranian civil society and
independent journalism. BBC Persian Radio, despite
being illegal, is accessed by millions of Iranians, but the
BBC has announced that it will be closed down.

May I ask the Minister what the Government are
doing to support access to independent news in Iran?

If the current regime in Iran ends, the UK Government
will need to be ready to work with Iranian partners. The
UK, today, should be building links with progressive
forces within Iran, supporting all those who speak up
for human rights. Will the Minister tell us how the UK
intends to build relationships with Iranian civil society?
There is a sense that change is coming, and we need to
be on the right side of history.

Gillian Keegan: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
comments, and agree very much with his sentiments.
BBC Persian is a legitimate journalistic organisation
with editorial independence from the UK Government,
and we condemn some of the things that have been
happening in relation to the persecution of its employees
and ex-employees and members of their families. It is
very important that those people continue their work,
and we are of course continuing to support the BBC
and the BBC World Service in that regard.

We are very concerned about Iran’s human rights
record. We raise the issue of human rights at all appropriate
levels of the Iranian Government and at all appropriate
opportunities—at all levels, at all times—and we will
continue to take action with the international community
to press Iran to improve its poor record, for instance
through the Human Rights Council in Geneva and the
United Nations General Assembly in New York. Iran’s
record has been of serious concern to the UK for a long
time, and we will continue to work with the Iranian
Government and others at all levels.

Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) (Con): While the
malignant regime in Iran is terrorising women in that
country as they seek basic human rights, it has also
been shipping drones to Russia to help it to suppress the
human rights of people in Ukraine. Given that Iran Air,
an instrument of the Iranian state, was used to take
those drones to Russia, and given the activities that we
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have seen in recent weeks on the streets of Iran, is it not
time that the Government banned Iran Air from flying
to UK airports? An instrument of the Iranian state
should not be operating freely in the United Kingdom,
given its behaviour, which insults the norms of international
law.

Gillian Keegan: I thank my right hon. Friend for his
question, and, indeed, wish him luck with his application
to become Chair of the Foreign Affairs Committee. We
cannot comment on future sanctions, including the
banning of planes, at this point; I apologise to him for
that.

Mr Speaker: I call the Scottish National party
spokesperson.

Kirsten Oswald (East Renfrewshire) (SNP): The SNP
condemns the Iranian regime’s violent crackdown on
protesters, particularly women, in the strongest possible
terms. We are deeply concerned by the regime’s vow to
crack down further “with no leniency”, which appears
to be an ominous indication of further mistreatment.

The bravery of Iranian citizens, especially Iranian
women, is inspiring, and we stand in full solidarity with
them. We wish to hear the UK Government explicitly
recognise the death of Mahsa Amini as femicide. I am
also keen to understand how they intend to go forward
with international partners, for instance in calling for
an independent investigation and raising the mistreatment
and killing of protesters at UN level.

We would welcome clarity on how the UK Government
are able to support the free flow of information to help
to protect protesters—particularly women—and on what
plans are in place to support ethnic minorities such as
Kurds amid this regime crackdown.

Gillian Keegan: As I mentioned before, the UK has
called for a full and transparent investigation of the
murder of Mahsa Amini, and we continue to work with
our international partners and others to explore all the
options for addressing Iran’s human rights violations.
As the hon. Lady knows, we never comment on possible
future designations or on our future work, but we will
continue to work closely with our international partners.

Sir Iain Duncan Smith (Chingford and Woodford
Green) (Con): I think that the Government have somehow
got themselves into a position of being conflicted over
their stance on Iran. This terrible case—the murder of a
young woman—calls into question all the actions of
Iran, across a wide spectrum. We talk about the morality
police, but it is not the morality police but the Iranian
Government who have imposed this desperate situation
on Iran. Will the Minister assure us that the Government
will pursue full criminal actions against the appalling
abuses that are taking place, and take this to the United
Nations at once?

Gillian Keegan: I understand the request from my
right hon. Friend, but at this point we cannot comment
on any further actions that we will take. We have clearly
condemned the human rights record, we have clearly
condemned the murder and we have clearly asked for a
full and transparent investigation.

Valerie Vaz (Walsall South) (Lab): Brave young women
are being beaten to death just for wanting to be women
and to conserve their human rights. We also have British
citizens, Morad Tahbaz and Mehran Raoof, who are
still incarcerated in Iran. What are the British Government
going to do to release them?

Gillian Keegan: Of course we have ongoing discussions
about many different cases, but I am afraid I am not
able to comment on those at this point.

Mrs Flick Drummond (Meon Valley) (Con): The death
of Mahsa Amini is a tragedy, and once again Iran has
shown a disregard for women’s rights. Women should
be able to make their own decisions and not live in fear.
Does my hon. Friend agree that every woman and man
around the world should act in solidarity and speak out
loudly in support of women in Iran and in other countries,
such as Afghanistan, where women are oppressed? What
more can we do to support them?

Gillian Keegan: I completely agree with my hon.
Friend. The UK has joined the international community
in clear condemnation of Iran’s response to the protests.
My noble Friend Lord Ahmad of Wimbledon released
a statement on 21 September. On 28 September,
Lord Ahmad also condemned publicly the shocking
police violence against protesters. We summoned Iran’s
most senior diplomat in the UK to the FCDO on
3 October. In a statement on 3 October, the Foreign
Secretary underlined how the UK was working with
our partners to hold Iran to account, and on 5 October
he underlined in remarks to the media that the Iranian
leadership should take note that the people were unhappy
with their direction. Then of course we had the follow-up
action with sanctions. So there have been a number of
parts of the action, but I am afraid that I cannot
comment any further at this stage.

Sarah Champion (Rotherham) (Lab): I stand in solidarity
with the women and girls who are protesting just to be
recognised and respected in Iran. Following the deaths
of at least 185, including 19 children, what steps is the
Foreign Secretary taking to work with the Iranians and
with international partners to secure justice, and also to
make sure that it is safe for women and girls in Iran?

Gillian Keegan: In his statement announcing the sanctions
on 10 October, the Foreign Secretary said:

“The UK stands with the people of Iran”

and underlined to the Government of Iran that

“we will hold you to account for your repression of women and
girls and for the shocking violence you have inflicted on your own
people.”

And of course we have called for that full and open and
transparent investigation.

Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Can my hon. Friend confirm that the UK Government
will hold Iran’s Government fully responsible for all
their human rights abuses—be they past, present or in
the future?

Gillian Keegan: Yes; my hon. Friend makes a good
point. Iran’s human rights record has long been of
serious concern to the UK, and the FCDO has designated
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it as one of its human rights priority countries. The
continued use of the death penalty, the weak rule of law
and the restrictions on freedom of expression, religion
and belief are deeply worrying.

Martin Docherty-Hughes (West Dunbartonshire) (SNP):
I feel sure that the entire House will thank the Minister
for her words regarding the brave actions of the indomitable
women of Iran, and I was glad to be at the SNP
conference at the weekend, where members passed a
motion by acclaim condemning the death of Mahsa
Amini. Can I ask the Minister whether the Government
are therefore planning to make it UK policy to condemn
all countries across the middle east that use the pretence
of morality to police the bodies of women and compel
them to wear certain coverings?

Gillian Keegan: We continue to work with many,
including our international partners, on many countries
where we see human rights violations, but we do not
comment on operational matters or ongoing discussions.

Mr Jonathan Djanogly (Huntingdon) (Con): I
congratulate the Minister and the Government on the
decisive and meaningful action on sanctions. Sanctions
often work best when done on a multilateral basis, so
what contacts are she and the Government having with
other countries, in order that we can concert the actions
on sanctions?

Gillian Keegan: My hon. Friend makes a very good
point, and the UK has been robust in its response to
Iran’s repression of protesters. We have summoned the
most senior Iranian diplomat in the UK to express our
concern, we have engaged at senior levels in Iran and,
yesterday, we issued new sanctions against a number of
individuals responsible for human rights violations. We
expect other countries, and the EU, to follow suit in the
coming weeks.

Steve McCabe (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): I
welcome the Government’s sanctions, but the Minister
should take a leaf out of the book of the right hon.
Member for Chingford and Woodford Green (Sir Iain
Duncan Smith). Instead of treating Ebrahim Raisi as if
he is an elected Head of State, we should refer him to
the United Nations as a mass murderer. This man is
responsible for the death of between 5,000 and 30,000
people he describes as “enemies of God”—his God.
Why do we not take appropriate action and make it
obvious that we cannot deal with these people? This is
not a normal democratically elected regime—they are a
bunch of mass murderers—and that is how we should
respond to them.

Gillian Keegan: As I outlined to my right hon. Friend
the Member for Chingford and Woodford Green (Sir
Iain Duncan Smith), we cannot comment on this action
or on any future discussions that may take place.

Liz Saville Roberts (Dwyfor Meirionnydd) (PC): Today
is the International Day of the Girl and, of course,
everybody in this Chamber stands firm against the
violent oppression of women in Iran. We have seen
similar brutality in other countries such as Afghanistan,
where the Taliban have cracked down on gender-based
rights and where 53 Hazara girls were recently killed in

a terrorist attack. Many women and girls wish to flee
these violent regimes for their own safety. Will the
Minister support women in Iran, Afghanistan and elsewhere
by creating a dedicated UK asylum and resettlement
route for women at risk of persecution solely for asserting
the rights that we take for granted?

Gillian Keegan: We continue to work closely with
like-minded partners to ensure that Iran and other
countries are held to account, including via the Human
Rights Council in Geneva and the UN General Assembly
in New York. Our permanent representative in Geneva,
Ambassador Simon Manley, specifically raised the death
of Mahsa Amini at the 51st session of the Human
Rights Council, and he called on Iran to carry out an
independent transparent investigation into her death.
We joined 52 other countries in a joint statement to the
Human Rights Council urging restraint. Of course, we
will continue to work with those partners when we see
human rights abuses in other countries.

John Spellar (Warley) (Lab): Last month, at Foreign
Office questions, I challenged the then Minister to
follow our allies in the United States by proscribing the
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps—the IRGC. In
reply, I got the usual Whitehall waffle. The IRGC is
crucial to the survival of Iran’s appalling clerical fascist
regime. Will the latest outrages now shame the Government
into proscribing the IRGC?

Gillian Keegan: We have been clear about our concerns
about the IRGC’s continued destabilising activities
throughout the region. The UK maintains a range of
sanctions that work to constrain the destabilising activities
of the IRGC, and the list of proscribed organisations is
kept under constant review. We do not routinely comment
on whether an organisation is or is not under consideration
for proscription.

Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central) (Lab):
Many constituents have contacted me, awed by the
bravery and determination of the women and girls of
Iran and disgusted by the actions of the regime. Indeed,
on Saturday there was a large demonstration against
the regime in the centre of Newcastle.

Newcastle certainly stands in solidarity with the women
of Iran, but the regime seeks to cut off the protestors
from each other and from the wider world using their
control of communications such as the internet, as well
as through fear and intimidation. What steps is the
Minister taking with our international allies to shine a
light on what is happening in Iran, such as through the
International Criminal Court, in the case of the murder
of Mahsa Amini, or through an international independent
committee of investigation?

Gillian Keegan: I thank the hon. Lady for her question,
and I am sure that many people will have been shocked
and horrified at the scenes we are witnessing today
following the death of Mahsa Amini. As I said, the UK
has called for a full and transparent investigation at this
point. We condemn the Iranian authorities, not only for
the crackdown on protestors, but, as she points out, in
respect of internet freedom and journalistic freedom.
Iranians must be able to have peaceful assembly and to
protest, and restraint must be exercised. We have also
called on the authorities to release those who have been
unfairly detained during the process.
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Christine Jardine (Edinburgh West) (LD): Dr Martin
Luther King Jr reminded us that none of us are free
until we are all free, and the scenes in Iran following the
death of Mahsa Amini should remind us that women
across the world are not yet free, which is why I welcome
the sanctions laid out by the Minister.

The Minister also acknowledged the work and
importance of BBC Persian. One thing that will be
particularly significant is its expressing the solidarity we
have stated here today to the women of Iran and their
getting access to the support from across the world.
With that in mind, will the Minister take back to the
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport that
point about the importance of BBC Persian and ask it
to reconsider the cuts facing the BBC World Service
and that service in particular?

Gillian Keegan: I agree with the hon. Lady that BBC
Persian and the BBC World Service play a vital role in
delivering high-quality, accurate and impartial broadcasting
across the globe. The Foreign, Commonwealth and
Development Office is providing the BBC World Service
with more than £94 million annually for the next three
years, supporting services in 12 languages and improvements
to key services in Arabic, Russian and English—that is
in addition to nearly £470 million. Of course the BBC is
operationally and editorially independent from the
Government, and decisions on how its services are
delivered are a matter for the BBC. However, at times
such as this all of us see the value of some of these vital
services, with the BBC World Service being one of
them.

Florence Eshalomi (Vauxhall) (Lab/Co-op): On this
International Day of the Girl, I stand in solidarity with
every woman and young girl fighting for their freedom—
fighting for the freedom to be heard, fighting for the
freedom to live, and fighting for the freedom to have an
education and achieve their ambition. We stand in
solidarity with the women in Iran. The Minister outlined
the sanctions that the Government have taken so far
against the Iranian authorities, but how are they going
to ensure that the burdens of these sanctions do not fall
on ordinary Iranians, who are protesting at the killing
of their sisters and girls?

Gillian Keegan: The hon. Lady makes a very good
point. Today is the International Day of the Girl, and
many of us have been celebrating at events today, which
is why this is a shocking reminder of the repression
faced by women in Iran. To many young girls, it is a
shock that this goes on in the world. All the measures
we have taken are there to apply increasing pressure and
to say that the Iranian people are speaking and their
leaders must now listen. These protests are very clear
and their voices must be heard.

Ruth Cadbury (Brentford and Isleworth) (Lab): I do
not know whether other Members share my concern
that Opposition Members’ anger about what is happening
in Iran is not reflected in the number of Members on
the Government Benches—perhaps the lunches with
the Prime Minister are overrunning. These protests
reveal a thriving opposition among Iranian people,
despite the oppression they face. How is the UK building
relationships with civil society in Iran? If the regime
falls, these people may go on to lead the country.

Gillian Keegan: I understand that there is a lot of
activity on delegated legislation at the moment, so the
hon. Lady will be delighted to hear that that is all going
through. Of course we continue to build our relationships
in Iran at many different levels. We are all very concerned
by the human rights abuses, and at all appropriate
opportunities we will increase and build those relationships
to ensure that we can continue to take action, with the
international community and with our partners in Iran.

Chris Stephens (Glasgow South West) (SNP): Mahsa
Amini was, of course, a Kurd. Many of those joining
protests in Glasgow and Edinburgh are of the Kurdish
community, and we should celebrate the contribution
that that community makes to life on these islands.
What discussions has the Minister had with her Home
Office counterparts on cases such as family reunion and
expediting asylum interviews, given the current situation
in Iran?

Gillian Keegan: I have regular conversations with the
Home Office and the consular team on many different
cases, but it would not be right to discuss those here.

Hilary Benn (Leeds Central) (Lab): The sheer bravery
of all the women and girls who have taken to the streets
of Iran to fight for their freedoms is inspirational to
all of us in this House. Does the Minister agree that the
oppression that they face has nothing to do with so-called
religious observance, and everything to do with that
age-old problem of men trying to tell women what they
can and cannot do?

Gillian Keegan: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for
raising that point. It is also fair to say that we should
congratulate the men who have joined those protests.
We have all observed that and very much welcome it. It
is a very important part of the change.

Carol Monaghan (Glasgow North West) (SNP): Of
course, Mahsa Amini is her legal name, but her family
name—her Kurdish name—is Jîna. We have to recognise
that, because the Kurdish community in Iran are among
the most persecuted groups. My hon. Friend the Member
for Glasgow South West (Chris Stephens) has already
asked about expediting asylum cases, but I will ask the
Minister again. There are many people in our communities
who are from a Kurdish background and, indeed, who
are Iranian human rights activists. What are the
Government going to do to expedite these asylum claims,
given the barbarity of the regime that we are now
witnessing?

Gillian Keegan: Of course, Iran must cease its
indiscriminate bombardment of Kurdish towns, which
has led to the loss of innocent lives and damaged
civilian infrastructure. Those wholly unacceptable attacks
are a violation of Iraq’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity, and they demonstrate a repeated pattern of
Iranian destabilising activity in the region. We are acutely
aware of that and are working to improve the situation.

Dame Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North)
(Lab): May I get the Minister to confirm that there are
currently no legal or safe routes for any woman fleeing
persecution in Iran to enter this country and claim
asylum?
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Gillian Keegan: I will reply to the right hon. Lady in
writing on what legal and safe routes are available.

Karin Smyth (Bristol South) (Lab): As has been said,
it is the UN International Day of the Girl Child, so I
think that highlighting the myriad challenges that girls
face should have been at the front and centre of the
Minister’s response. Those women in Iran are an inspiration
to girls across the world. Beyond commenting on sanctions,
the Minister has not said much about how the Government
are supporting wider civil society. I would be grateful if
she could consider what further efforts the UK Government
could make to support those incredibly brave girls and
women in Iran.

Gillian Keegan: I totally agree with the hon. Lady.
There is, of course, much activity and we will continue
to work to do all we can and to celebrate the UN
International Day of the Girl Child, as I know many of
us have done today.

Fleur Anderson (Putney) (Lab): This is an important
debate on the International Day of the Girl Child.
Many women constituents have written to me, inspired
by the protests in Iran and shocked at the murder of
Mahsa Amini. I stand in solidarity with those women
protesters. I have a 22-year-old daughter. She is able to
wear what she chooses and to protest as she chooses.
She would not be in fear of being beaten up and
murdered in prison. Has the Minister considered expelling
the Iranian diplomats—this cannot be business as usual—
and what more would have to happen before she did so?

Gillian Keegan: Of course, as the hon. Lady will have
heard in my statement, we have not continued with
business as usual. As of yesterday, 10 October, we have
announced new sanctions on senior security and political
figures in Iran and the so-called morality police. We
have sanctioned the morality police in their entirety,
including their chiefs. We have taken some actions. We
know that there will be other discussions with international
partners, and obviously we keep things under review.

Sarah Owen (Luton North) (Lab): I welcome the
heartfelt contributions from both sides of the House,
praising the bravery of the women and girls protesting
in Iran, yet, sadly, on International Day of the Girl, we
are seeing women’s rights being eroded in Iran and
across the world. Will the Minister give a guarantee that
any woman or girl fleeing Iran due to these human
rights abuses will not be put on a plane to Rwanda if
they seek refuge in this country?

Gillian Keegan: We are there to support the rights of
women and girls all across the world, and we will
continue to do so through our work with the UN and
others.

Barry Gardiner (Brent North) (Lab): The irony is that
this is a regime, which, since 16 September, has killed at
least three further young people in an attempt to prove
to its population that it did not kill Mahsa Amini. The
reduction of sanctions and the unfreezing of Iranian
assets would serve only to strengthen the regime and
turbocharge its repression of young people such as
Mahsa Amini. What assessment have the Government

made of the attempt by President Biden to revive the
Iran nuclear deal, which would lead to such a reduction
in sanctions?

Gillian Keegan: We have also always been clear that
Iran’s nuclear escalation is unacceptable. It is threatening
peace and security and undermining the global non-
proliferation system. We have kept that matter very
separate when we consider our actions in both of these
cases. We have always been clear about that.

Nadia Whittome (Nottingham East) (Lab): Zahra
Sedigi Hamadani and Elham Choubdar are two LGBTQ
rights activists who have been sentenced to death in
Iran. Amnesty International says that they were targeted
because of their real or perceived sexual orientation
and/or gender identity and their social media activities
in support of LGBTI communities. Will the Minister
commit to raising those cases with the Iranian Government
demanding a stay of execution and the immediate release
of the activists from detention?

Gillian Keegan: I can confirm that I am aware of
those cases and that they are under consideration.

Mr Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): The Iranian
regime is guilty not just of routine brutality against its
own people, but of exporting terror and supporting
despotic regimes and terrorist organisations in a whole
raft of countries. The people who are protesting in Iran
have provided an inspirational example to all of us, but
there will be many others who are considering joining
those protests but are frightened to do so. It would send
a very powerful message if the Minister could come to
the Dispatch Box and tell us in response to the question
from the right hon. Member for Chipping Barnet (Theresa
Villiers) what she is doing to build those relationships
with potential alternative leaders in Iran. Can she tell us
more and offer hope to those potential protesters that
the UK Government will support those who can show a
better future for the people of Iran?

Gillian Keegan: The British Government have a policy
of not officially making a decision on that. Their choice
is for Iran’s Government to be a matter for the Iranian
people. We make sure that we support opposition groups
in Iran, but we do not support any one group in
particular.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the Minister
for her response. According to a report from the National
Council of Resistance of Iran, 400 protesters from
largely female groups have been killed and 20,000 arrested
during the four weeks of nationwide protests. This
House must send the strongest condemnation of those
killings and mass arrests. Does the Minister recognise
the Iranian people’s right to self-defence and resistance
in the face of the deadly crackdown that particularly
targets women and their right to establish a democratic
republic?

Gillian Keegan: Yes, as I have said many times, we
strongly condemn the Iranian authorities’ crackdown
on protesters and journalists and on internet freedom
as well. They must respect the rights of their people and

45 4611 OCTOBER 2022Mahsa Amini Mahsa Amini



[Gillian Keegan]

release those who are unfairly detained, and there must
be a free, fair and transparent investigation into the
death of Mahsa Amini.

Alex Sobel (Leeds North West) (Lab/Co-op): I do not
know whether the Minister saw Beth Rigby’s interview
this weekend with Nazanin Zaghari-Ratcliffe, but it was
a gut-wrenching and emotional interview. In it, Nazanin
said that what has happened to Mahsa Amini brings
back memories of how helpless people are when they
are in custody in Iran. She also said that,

“the world cannot turn a blind eye”,

to what is happening in Iran. The Government must act
on human rights abuses. The uprising we see in Iran is
supported by civil society organisations not just in Iran,
but among the Iranian diaspora around the world.
What support are the UK Government giving to the
Iranian diaspora here and its civil society organisations,
as well as those in Iran?

Gillian Keegan: Of course it would bring back memories,
and that interview showed us the plight that Nazanin
found herself in for many years. The Foreign Office will
continue to work both on those individual cases and
within societies to ensure that we keep those relationships
alive, in order hopefully to defend the human rights of
everybody around the world.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I thank the
Minister for taking the urgent question and responding
to a number of Members—particularly, as was mentioned,
on the International Day of the Girl.

Sale of Property (Sealed Bids)
Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order

No. 23)

4.55 pm

Sir Bill Wiggin (North Herefordshire) (Con): I beg to
move,

That leave be given to bring in a Bill to prohibit the sale of
property by sealed bids; and for connected purposes.

The role of Government is to ensure that markets
work and that deals are fair and as transparent as
possible. We make rules to ensure that unfair exploitation
does not occur. That is clearly more important in land
and property transactions, as they are usually the largest
deals that most of us will ever do with our own money.

The purpose of my Bill is therefore to enhance
transparency, to reduce costs and opaque behaviour,
and to ensure that both buyer and seller are treated
fairly by the estate agent. Let me say that, despite the
vast number of good agents, there are still some who
think that using such opaque techniques to try to extort
money is acceptable.

We know that when one buys a property, one does a
search and survey before exchanging contracts. That is
sensible and prudent. However, when one is asked to
submit a best and final offer or a sealed bid, that is done
to try to extract more money without any extra information
being given. That is not in the interest of any party
except the agent, who has made little or no effort to
assist in the deal making, as a broker of any other
transaction would expect to do.

A sealed bid or private treaty sale will be suggested to
a seller when multiple potential buyers are interested in
purchasing the same property. Prospective buyers are
invited to submit bids for the property through a secret
ballot or through an invitation to submit a best and
final offer. All bids are then supposed to be considered
at once. The owner of the property and the estate agent
then decide behind closed doors, in an unclear and
opaque process, who should be declared the winner.

Agents are not bound by any legislation setting out
appropriate processes for how transparency following
bids should be handled, nor is there any later declaration
of the price or any other useful information that would
help the market. In fact, there are no credible statistics
available recording how many sales take place by sealed
bid, which demonstrates the overly relaxed nature of
the regulations surrounding property buying.

The system is therefore ripe for abuse and detrimental
to the confidence of potential buyers. I hope that this
Bill can generate real reform and encourage genuine
transparency in the property market.

It is inefficient that with such a process of sealed bids
the prospective buyer has no idea what their competitors
have bid. To be eligible to submit a bid, one must go
through the cost of searches and surveys—an expensive
procedure. The average homebuyer pays between £1,000
and £1,500 for conveyancing before exchange of contract.
There are also other tedious undertakings, such as
letters from one’s bank or lengthy pieces on one’s suitability
to own the property.

Bidders are required to do so much before even being
considered for the property, but what do they get in
return? Nothing but confusion, secrecy and unanswered
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questions. They often find themselves in frustrating and
distressing circumstances: either they have not bid enough
and are never told what the winner paid, or, if successful,
they might be paying well over the asking price, and
often far more than that which the agent thought the
property was worth.

All that is great news for the seller and the estate agent
—right up until the seller becomes a buyer, of course. It
leaves an agent who did not know his market with a
larger commission, having done less work. It is not
surprising that they do not want more transparency and
no wonder that this element to the market needs reform.

Once a bid is submitted, a buyer cannot really alter
their offer. Estate agents will often tell buyers that their
offer is legally binding before exchanging contracts.
That may or may not be true, as a “subject to survey”
clause is possible. Supporters of sealed bids claim that
they speed up the buying process and discourage time
wasters. However, in many cases, the seller or the buyer
attempts to renegotiate after the sealed bid has been
accepted, thereby prolonging the process. According to
Quick Move Now, in quarter 4 of 2021, 39% of property
sales fell through due to the buyer changing their mind
or attempting to renegotiate the offer. When a property
sale falls through, people lose not only the house or flat,
but any money they have spent on applying for a
mortgage, conveyancing or a property survey. Government
figures suggest that consumers waste £270 million each
year because transactions fall through. Failed transactions
make moving house—already considered one of life’s
most stressful experiences—more frustrating and less
practical.

Research undertaken by the Department for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy suggests that consumers
are extremely concerned by the weakness of regulation
for estate agents. Aggressive tactics that are employed
to close a deal quickly include practices such as gazumping.
A system of sealed bids only encourages such harmful
practices, which waste time, wreck estate agents’reputations
and artificially inflate the housing market.

Often, estate agents use the sealed bids process to
pressure inexperienced sellers into accepting the highest
bid, with no regard to the circumstances of the buyer,
while buyers are pressured into submitting their very
highest offer. I must keep saying that estate agents are,
by and large, good, honest people. However, the actions

of a few can sully the industry. Processes such as sealed
bids and best and final offers only add to that unfortunate
perception. That is why reform is long overdue.

Sealed bids not only affect the housing market. In
Herefordshire, the average price for prime arable land is
£10,670 an acre. Agricultural land values in England
have reached their highest level since 2016. During that
time, the use of sealed bids for farmland has also
increased. That is concerning, as the price per acre for
farmland is being increased artificially, in turn putting
pressure on the price of food.

Due to transport costs, the land next door is always
more valuable to a local farmer than land further away,
and it is more valuable to them than to someone who
lives further away. That means that farmers are much
more exploited and much more vulnerable than any
other type of property buyer. This has to stop. How can
we encourage new and aspiring young farmers to acquire
land in such an opaque market environment?

This Parliament has the ability to do far more for
prospective home and farm buyers. Now we must find
the will. We were elected on a key manifesto commitment
to rebalance the housing market towards more home
ownership. Home ownership is a fundamental Conservative
value. Sealed bids and best-and-final-offer messages do
not rebalance the market; they seek to corrupt it. They
are not the way to an open, transparent, competitive
market; they seek to stifle competition and transparency.
They artificially raise prices and hopes, meaning that
thousands of pounds are wasted. Through this Bill, I
wish to see better regulation of the housing and property
market, fairness for all prospective buyers and sellers,
and transparency for an industry that has for far too
long operated in murky ways. That all starts with an end
to the practice of sealed bids and best and final offers.

Question put and agreed to.

Ordered,

That Sir Bill Wiggin, Mr Ian Liddell-Grainger, James
Grundy, Dr James Davies, Andrew Rosindell, Cherilyn
Mackrory, Mr Mark Francois, Sally-Ann Hart and Sir
Edward Leigh present the Bill.

Sir Bill Wiggin accordingly presented the Bill.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 24 March 2023, and to be printed (Bill 157).
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Bowel Conditions (Assessment)
Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order

No. 23)

5.4 pm

Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central) (Lab): I
beg to move,

That leave be given to bring in a Bill to require the Government
to publish an assessment of incidences of bowel conditions and
diseases, including an assessment of geographical and socioeconomic
disparities.

We have a hidden epidemic—a hidden epidemic that
this Government are making no attempt to understand,
and a hidden epidemic that is devastating the lives of
many in Newcastle Central: a hidden epidemic of bowel
disease and bowel conditions in the north-east.

Bowel conditions are not a sexy subject; needing the
loo rarely is, though it can be a source of humour. I
know that children are always fascinated to learn that
there was a curtain around your Chair, Mr Deputy
Speaker, for over 600 years to enable Speakers to relieve
themselves during long sessions. Fortunately, we have
moved on since then, but there is still a curtain around
bowel conditions. That is why we are all so grateful for
the much missed and tireless “Bowel Babe”, Dame
Deborah James, who did so much to tackle the stigma
surrounding the diagnosis and care of people with
bowel diseases.

Bowel ill health has a significant impact on my
constituents, leading to lives lost and stoma surgery,
which requires ongoing care and support. Like Members
across the House, my primary concern is the wellbeing
of my constituents. That is why I, like so many of us,
attended the “Stomas in Parliament” event in July, to
better understand the impact of stomas on constituents’
lives. It is also why in July, I visited Richard Brady,
consultant colorectal surgeon at Newcastle Clinical Research
Facility, to see how they are trialling innovative surgical
products from the company Coloplast that reduce the
burden of leakage on stoma wearers. It was fascinating
to hear and see the reality of stoma wearing and changing,
but I also learnt of the difficulties confronting so many
patients in Newcastle and the north-east.

One person living with a colostomy told me that he
felt invisible to Government. One who has had
inflammatory bowel disease since she was 16 and, later,
ulcerative colitis has “lost count” of the number of
medications and surgeries she has had. Another living
with stage 3 bowel cancer explained the frustration and
embarrassment they felt in public spaces when a toilet
was not available in shops. One patient said that, during
the first few months following her ileostomy, her stoma
nurse felt like her only friend. Another said that she felt
as though the world was crashing down when she was
diagnosed with colorectal cancer after experiencing no
symptoms, and one person living with a stoma told me
that his condition made him fear leaving the house, thus
isolating him from the people he loved and the things he
loved to do. The lived experiences of those with bowel
disease can be very distressing.

Bowel disease comes in many forms. There is colon
cancer, inflammatory bowel disease, Crohn’s disease,
diverticulitis, gastroenteritis, diverticular disease, colitis,
ileus and many more. All these conditions impact patients
differently, and each presents its own challenges.

The north-east appears uniquely vulnerable to bowel
ill health. Scientists believe that that is because we have
the perfect storm of contributory factors. According to
The BMJ, the north-east has the highest rate of ulcerative
colitis in the country, and the UK as a whole has the highest
rate in Europe. The north-east also has the highest rates
of colorectal cancer in the UK, with 646 patients diagnosed
per 100,000 people—14% higher than London. The
UK also has one of the lowest survival rates of colorectal
cancer in high-income countries.

Diverticulitis, in which tiny bulges in the colon wall
become inflamed, leading to severe pain, is another
condition linked with many social factors that are more
prevalent in the north-east. One is smoking; 13% of
people in the north-east smoke, which is the highest rate
in England. Another is obesity. In the north-east, 34% of
adults are obese, which is the joint highest rate in
England, and 29% of year 6 children are obese—the
second highest rate in England.

Another critical factor is economic deprivation, to
which the north-east is particularly vulnerable following
12 years of Conservative economic mismanagement
and neglect. Two in five children in the north-east live in
poverty—the highest rate of any UK region. According
to a recent Survation poll, a third of people in the
north-east are worried that they might have to use a
food bank—the highest proportion in the country. Access to
primary care is also a factor, and can be linked to
poverty: when a person works two jobs to make ends
meet, it is harder to get to the doctor’s. Other factors
include Celtic heritage, lack of exposure to sunlight,
and a diet high in animal fat. The consequence of all
these factors combined is that the north-east suffers
from higher rates of bowel ill health. Despite that, it has
lower rates of screening uptake. That means more advanced
cases, and higher rates of stomas that result in ongoing
care demands and have a significant impact on people’s
quality of life.

As I have said, Newcastle Hospitals NHS Foundation
Trust is a centre for innovative bowel disease treatment,
and patients cross the Pennines for its support, but the
Government need to do much more to highlight and
address the unacceptable regional disparities in bowel
illness. In answer to my parliamentary questions, the
Department of Health and Social Care told me that it
makes no assessment of regional disparities in the prevalence
of bowel disease. The Bill would make patients living
with these conditions visible in the NHS and in Government
datasets, which would aid treatment and help to identify
areas with a higher prevalence of a condition.

The Government also told me that there were just
under 2,000 newly formed stomas in 2021, but analysis
of NHS patient activity data suggests that the true
number is around eight times higher, at between 160,000
and 200,000. The Government simply do not know
what is happening. We need legislation to better understand,
identify, prevent and address bowel conditions, so that
we can better target investment, and focus resources on
reducing inequity across the UK. My Bowel Conditions
(Assessment) Bill would be the first step in addressing
the issue, not only for my constituents, but for the country.

The Bill would provide for the statutory collection
and reporting of statistics by region and by socioeconomic
indices. This data would be invaluable to all those
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involved in the treatment of bowel conditions. More
importantly, it would help in supporting existing patients,
and contribute towards prevention and diagnosis of
future patients. Better understanding will save lives.

The Bill would force the Government to assess, and
ultimately address, the inequalities that have grown over
12 years of Tory neglect. Twelve years of Government
mismanagement have resulted in record waiting lists for
care, and chronic staff shortages. Cancer waiting times
worsened in every one of those years prior to the
pandemic, and according to Bowel Cancer UK, England
is also poorer at diagnosing cancers at an early, more
treatable stage than the best performing countries. That
is why the next Labour Government will undertake one
of the biggest expansions of the NHS workforce, and
will produce a long-term workforce plan for the NHS.

People living with bowel conditions deserve to live in
dignity. For this to happen, we need the stories and
voices of patients to be heard by the Government. The
Bill will make that patient living with a stoma who said
that he felt invisible visible to the NHS, to integrated
care boards, to the Department of Health and Social
Care, and to the Government. I hope that the Bill
progresses today, so that we can finally address this
hidden epidemic, which affects and cuts short the life of
so many in the north-east.

Question put and agreed to.

Ordered,

That Chi Onwurah, Liz Twist, Mary Kelly Foy, Catherine
McKinnell, Kate Osborne, Mrs Sharon Hodgson,
Mrs Emma Lewell-Buck, Ian Lavery, Ian Mearns and
Grahame Morris present the Bill.

Chi Onwurah accordingly presented the Bill.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 25 November, and to be printed (Bill 158).

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE LEVY (REPEAL)
BILL (ALLOCATION OF TIME)

Ordered,

That the following provisions shall apply to the proceedings on
the Health and Social Care Levy (Repeal) Bill:

Timetable

(1) (a) Proceedings on Second Reading and in Committee of
the whole House, any proceedings on Consideration and
proceedings on Third Reading shall be taken at today’s sitting in
accordance with this Order.

(b) Proceedings on Second Reading shall (so far as not
previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion four hours
after the commencement of proceedings on the Motion for this
Order.

(c) Proceedings in Committee of the whole House, any
proceedings on Consideration and proceedings on Third Reading
shall (so far as not previously concluded) be brought to a
conclusion six hours after the commencement of proceedings on
the Motion for this Order.

Timing of proceedings and Questions to be put

(2) When the Bill has been read a second time:

(a) it shall, despite Standing Order No. 63 (Committal of bills
not subject to a programme order), stand committed to a
Committee of the whole House without any Question being put;

(b) proceedings on the Bill shall stand postponed while the
Question is put, in accordance with Standing Order No. 52(1)
(Money resolutions and ways and means resolutions in
connection with bills), on any financial resolution relating to the
Bill;

(c) on the conclusion of proceedings on any financial
resolution relating to the Bill, proceedings on the Bill shall be
resumed and the Speaker shall leave the Chair whether or not
notice of an Instruction has been given.

(3) (a) On the conclusion of proceedings in Committee of the
whole House, the Chair shall report the Bill to the House without
putting any Question.

(b) If the Bill is reported with amendments, the House shall
proceed to consider the Bill as amended without any Question
being put.

(4) For the purpose of bringing any proceedings to a conclusion
in accordance with paragraph (1), the Chair or Speaker shall
forthwith put the following Questions in the same order as they
would fall to be put if this Order did not apply:

(a) any Question already proposed from the chair;

(b) any Question necessary to bring to a decision a Question so
proposed;

(c) the Question on any amendment, new Clause or new
Schedule selected by the Chair or Speaker for separate decision;

(d) the Question on any amendment moved or Motion made
by a Minister of the Crown;

(e) any other Question necessary for the disposal of the business
to be concluded; and shall not put any other questions, other than
the question on any motion described in paragraph (11)(a) of this
Order.

(5) On a Motion so made for a new Clause or a new Schedule, the
Chair or Speaker shall put only the Question that the Clause or
Schedule be added to the Bill.

(6) If two or more Questions would fall to be put under
paragraph (4)(d) on successive amendments moved or Motions
made by a Minister of the Crown, the Chair or Speaker shall
instead put a single Question in relation to those amendments or
Motions.

(7) If two or more Questions would fall to be put under
paragraph (4)(e) in relation to successive provisions of the Bill,
the Chair shall instead put a single Question in relation to those
provisions, except that the Question shall be put separately on
any Clause of or Schedule to the Bill which a Minister of the
Crown has signified an intention to leave out.

Other proceedings

(8) Provision may be made for the taking and bringing to a
conclusion of any other proceedings on the Bill.

Miscellaneous

(9) Standing Order No. 15(1) (Exempted business) shall apply to
proceedings on the Bill.

(10) Standing Order No. 82 (Business Committee) shall not apply
in relation to any proceedings to which this Order applies.

(11) (a) No Motion shall be made, except by a Minister of the
Crown, to alter the order in which any proceedings on the Bill are
taken, to recommit the Bill or to vary or supplement the
provisions of this Order.

(b) No notice shall be required of such a Motion.

(c) Such a Motion may be considered forthwith without any
Question being put; and any proceedings interrupted for that
purpose shall be suspended accordingly.

(d) The Question on such a Motion shall be put forthwith; and
any proceedings suspended under sub-paragraph (c) shall
thereupon be resumed.

(e) Standing Order No. 15(1) (Exempted business) shall apply
to proceedings on such a Motion.
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(12) (a) No dilatory Motion shall be made in relation to
proceedings to which this Order applies except by a Minister of
the Crown.

(b) The Question on any such Motion shall be put forthwith.

(13) (a) The start of any debate under Standing Order No. 24
(Emergency debates) to be held on a day on which the Bill has
been set down to be taken as an Order of the Day shall be
postponed until the conclusion of any proceedings on that day to
which this Order applies.

(b) Standing Order No. 15(1) (Exempted business) shall apply
in respect of any such debate.

(14) Proceedings to which this Order applies shall not be
interrupted under any Standing Order relating to the sittings of
the House.

(15) (a) Any private business which has been set down for
consideration at a time falling after the commencement of
proceedings on this Order or on the Bill on a day on which the
Bill has been set down to be taken as an Order of the Day shall,
instead of being considered as provided by Standing Orders or
by any Order of the House, be considered at the conclusion of
the proceedings on the Bill on that day.

(b) Standing Order No. 15(1) (Exempted business) shall apply
to the private business so far as necessary for the purpose of
securing that the business may be considered for a period of
three hours.—(Chris Philp.)

Health and Social Care Levy (Repeal) Bill

Second Reading

5.16 pm

The Chief Secretary to the Treasury (Chris Philp): I
beg to move, That the Bill be now read a Second time.

Let me start by reiterating that the central and defining
mission of this Government is growth. This Government
are completely and unashamedly committed to achieving
that objective—economic growth. However, we are not
committed to it simply for its own sake or for some
abstract reason; we are committed to growth because of
the impact it will have in so many ways on people’s lives.

Growth brings higher wages, bringing prosperity to
our constituents. Economic growth will create new and
better-paid jobs and, critically, economic growth will
create a sustainable tax base that will fund public services
into the future. Without strong economic growth, we
cannot have well-funded health services, education and
police. It is quite clear that, with economic growth,
everyone benefits—not in some trickle-down sense, but
because it will elevate salaries for everybody, create jobs
the length and breadth of the United Kingdom, and
generate the tax income that will fund our public services.

Crucially, this growth agenda set out by the Chancellor
two or three weeks ago will pursue growth in a way that
is fiscally responsible, and on 31 October—in just under
three weeks’ time—the Chancellor will set out in detail
how that will take place, buttressed by a full scoring and
forecast produced by the Office for Budget Responsibility.

The growth plan announced by the Chancellor just a
fortnight ago is crafted to achieve 2.5% growth year on
year. It aims to do so in a host of different ways. First, it
will do so through lower taxation, because with lower
taxation we incentivise companies to invest, we incentivise
people to get into work, and we encourage companies
and high-potential individuals to choose to locate in the
United Kingdom as opposed to somewhere else. Many
successful companies, and indeed successful people,
have a choice about where they locate, where they do
business and where they work, and by having internationally
competitive rates of personal and corporate taxation we
are encouraging them to make the choice to locate in
the United Kingdom, all of which improves and increases
economic growth.

There is of course more to the growth plan than just
that. We are working on infrastructure—whether road,
rail or energy infrastructure—and speeding up its
development, as well as supporting skilled employment,
removing barriers to investment, getting the housing
market moving and removing obstacles, such as the
recent IR35 changes that have caused difficulties for
many self-employed people and contractors. Critically,
the growth plan has moved at pace to help both households
and businesses with the terrible crisis posed by Putin’s
illegal invasion of Ukraine and its consequences for
energy bills.

Just a few weeks ago, households and businesses in
the United Kingdom were faced with the realistic prospect
of domestic energy bills going up to £5,000, £6,000 or
even £7,000 per year. The energy price guarantee takes
that possibility off the table, not just for six months but
for two years, ensuring that the average household will
pay no more than £2,500.

55 5611 OCTOBER 2022Bowel Conditions (Assessment)



Peter Grant (Glenrothes) (SNP): Does the Minister
accept that, regardless of what the Government have
done, my constituents can expect to pay double for their
energy bills this year compared with what they paid last
year?

Chris Philp: The energy price guarantee ensures that
the average household pays no more than £2,500 a year.
The hon. Gentleman is correct that that is higher than
average bills this time last year, and that is why the
comprehensive package was put in place earlier this
year. It amounts to a further £37 billion, and ensures
that households on the lower one third of incomes
receive £1,200 per year, which pretty much fills the gap
that he described. The energy price guarantee, combined
with that £37 billion intervention, is the kind of thing
we can do as a Union and as a United Kingdom. It is
the kind of thing we can do together that would be so
much harder apart, and that is one of the benefits of
our precious Union. There is a lot more in the growth
plan, but I will not labour the point because we are here
to talk about the health and social care levy.

Hywel Williams (Arfon) (PC): Growth in Wales has
for a long time—for many decades before and after
devolution—been based partly on the idea of attracting
high-worth individuals to invest in Wales. The mixed
result of that gives me pause for thought as to that
strategy. Does it do the same for the Minister?

Chris Philp: We will deliver growth if we encourage
people across the whole income spectrum—people doing
jobs on lower incomes, those on higher incomes, businesses
big and small alike. We need to encourage the entire
economy, which is why tax cuts in the growth plan are
broadly based, like the tax cut we are debating now. We
need to encourage them all, which includes companies
and people who are internationally mobile. I used to be
technology Minister, and most technology businesses
have a choice about where they locate. They are very
internationally mobile. They could go to New York,
San Francisco, Singapore—they could go anywhere in
the world. We need to ensure that every part of the
United Kingdom is attractive to such businesses, and
the growth plan intends to create those conditions that
make us attractive as a nation.

Alex Cunningham (Stockton North) (Lab): The Minister
seems to have mentioned everything except the need for
a healthy workforce. Local authorities spend £1.2 billion
every year on social care needs caused by smoking, and
that will get more expensive if the Government fail to
address the issue of tobacco. This morning the Health
and Social Care Secretary hinted that she will do less,
not more, to tackle the dangers of smoking. Will the
Minister join me and press her to bring forward the
tobacco control plan, to help protect the health of
the nation and save health and social care costs?

Chris Philp: I do not think I should trespass into the
realm of my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for
Health and Social Care and Deputy Prime Minister.
She will make her own views and policy on that issue
without intervention from me. We are ensuring that the
NHS is well funded so that it can provide the treatment
our constituents need. Our commitment to NHS funding
is undiminished.

Let me turn to the Bill, which repeals the health and
social care levy. Members will recall that the health and
social care levy was originally announced in September
last year, and the Health and Social Care Levy Act 2021
received Royal Assent on 20 October last year. The levy
had two phases: first, a temporary 1.25% increase for
employers and employees in the current tax year; and
then from April 2023 a formal surcharge of 1.25%,
which would have affected not just those of working age
but also those of state pension age. The Bill repeals that
Act with elegant simplicity. Clause 1 states simply:

“The Health and Social Care Levy Act 2021 is repealed.”

James Cartlidge (South Suffolk) (Con): This is my
first opportunity to congratulate the Chief Secretary on
his appointment. What he said on the energy support
for my constituents and all our constituents is very
important, and I very much welcome that. However, on
repealing the levy, he is of course aware that one of the
most important things that it was going to fund was the
welcome cap on care costs introduced by the Government,
which had been promised by successive Governments
with many a White Paper and many a Green Paper.
How will we now pay for that?

Chris Philp: I thank my hon. Friend for his kind
words. We are long-standing colleagues, and I look
forward to working with him for many years to come.
To be clear, the funding that was to be provided via the
levy for both health and social care, which in the case of
social care amounted to £5.4 billion over the three-year
spending review period, is completely unaltered. There
is no change to that funding at all.

My hon. Friend asked about funding for social care.
The funding envelope for all public services will be set
out by my right hon. Friend the Chancellor on 31 October
via his medium-term fiscal plan. We will ensure that we
are responsible custodians of the public finances by
sticking to the spending plan set out in spending review
2021. We will be disciplined about doing that. We will
ensure that we generally exercise spending restraint,
mindful of the fact that we cannot have public spending
forever increasing at faster and faster rates. We will be
disciplined about how we manage the public finances.

I also point to economic growth. If, or rather when,
we are successful in delivering the growth plan’s mission
to elevate trend growth from 1.5% to 2.5%, with an
extra 1% per annum over a consistent period of time—for
example, five years—by the fifth year that additional
growth will deliver about £47 billion of extra tax revenue,
as set out in the table on page 27 of the Blue Book that
accompanied the growth plan. I hope that gives my
hon. Friend a hint about our thinking, but really the
medium-term financial plan on 31 October will provide
the most complete answer.

Hywel Williams: The Chief Secretary is being generous
with his time. I should say that the table on page 27
shows a target, rather than anything that will stand
closer examination. However, in respect of the decision
to increase national insurance to pay for social policy—in
England, I might add—the Welsh Government had no
say whatsoever, just as they had no say in the now
paused policy of scrapping the additional rate of income
tax. Does the Minister not think that the Welsh
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[Hywel Williams]

Government, who are, after all, responsible for social
care in Wales, warrant consultation on a fundamental
matter such as this?

Chris Philp: I do not think that the Government in
Wales complained too loudly when they were provided
with extra money to fund social care in Wales. On the
hon. Member’s point about page 27 of the growth plan,
he is right that it is a target, but it is a target accompanied
by a plan to deliver it. There is a clear path to how we
will achieve the increase in growth that I referred to.

Let me return to the repeal of the health and social
care levy. To be clear, the Bill will repeal the legislation
from last year, reversing the temporary increase in
national insurance contributions from 6 November—in
just a few weeks’ time. Additionally, it will ensure that
no new levy comes into force in April 2023. Members
will understand that it takes a little time for His Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs and businesses to prepare their
systems for such tax changes. That is why we chose
6 November as the date of implementation, but that
will ensure that the extra money gets into people’s
pockets as quickly as possible.

That brings me to the rationale for why we are
repealing the levy. First, it is so that people can keep
more of their own money, particularly at this time when
that is so critical with the cost of living. In Treasury
questions earlier today, many Members on both sides of
the House referred to the cost of living challenges, most
of which follow from Putin’s illegal invasion of Ukraine.
By reducing this tax and urgently alleviating the tax
burden on our constituents, that will immediately assist
with cost of living pressures. I am not saying that it will
solve them, but it will certainly assist with them.

John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): I, too, congratulate my
right hon. Friend on his new role.

I acknowledge the narrative of growth and the therapeutic
effect of the combination of supply-side reforms and
tax cuts to generate growth. My concern is the interval
between his assertions today and the medium-term
fiscal strategy that will be announced on 31 October,
and the markets’ confidence in that interval. Today we
see a welcome announcement by the International
Monetary Fund on the enhancement to growth, but we
also see reference to the enduring effect of inflation. We
have also seen in recent weeks the effect of interest rate
changes on the cost of living challenges for families up
and down this country. Will my right hon. Friend please
take account of the interaction of those two conflicting
realities?

Chris Philp: I thank my hon. Friend for his question.
I pay tribute to him for his extraordinary service as City
Minister. I think I am right in saying that he is the
longest-serving City Minister ever—I think it was four
years—and, I should say, he is the best to date. I pay
tribute to him for his long and distinguished service.

My hon. Friend raised a couple of points. One was
the interaction between the announcements and the
OBR’s scoring. There was a desire to get the growth
plan done quickly and with a sense of urgency, and the
energy price guarantee was something we wanted to do
straight away. Families were genuinely worried. They

had huge anxiety about the prospect of facing £6,000 or
£7,000 bills this winter. We wanted to take that off the
table immediately. We also wanted to alleviate the tax
burden that we are discussing today as quickly as we
could. By doing this so quickly, assuming the Bill passes,
on 6 November—in just a few weeks’ time—our
constituents will be alleviated of this burden at this time
of cost of living challenges.

As companies make decisions about where to invest—in
the UK or elsewhere—they can do so in the knowledge
that corporation tax in the UK will remain low. That is
why we acted so quickly. I do, however, recognise my
hon. Friend’s point about the need for market confidence,
and that is why my right hon. Friend the Chancellor
announced just yesterday that the medium-term fiscal
plan would be brought forward from 23 November to
31 October. He recognised exactly the point that my
hon. Friend made and similar points made by my right
hon. Friend the Member for Central Devon (Mel Stride),
the Chair of the Treasury Committee.

The point about inflation came up repeatedly in
Treasury questions earlier. We should be clear that we
are in a global interest rate up cycle. In, for example, the
United States of America, base rates set by the Federal
Reserve have increased by three percentage points this
year—from 0.25% in January to 3.25% now. The equivalent
interest rate set by the Bank of England, the base rate,
has also increased, but only by two percentage points
from 0.25% to 2.25%. So we have seen higher base rate
increases in the USA in the year to date than we have
here. As a consequence, the base rate in the USA is a
full percentage point higher than in the United Kingdom,
and we should keep that international context firmly in
mind.

As I explained, we are repealing the levy so that
people can keep more of their own money and so that
we can help with the cost of living challenges at this
time as a matter of urgency on 6 November and not
delay any longer. I and the Chancellor think it is also
important to boost incentives to work. We want to
make sure that working is as attractive as possible and,
by lowering the taxes on work, I believe that we will do
that.

Steve Brine (Winchester) (Con): I add my voice to
those who have welcomed my right hon. Friend to his
role. I think he will do a good job.

Here is what is worrying me. Yes, we want work to
pay, but we also want work to be available. There are
lots of vacancies in the labour market, but there are also
labour shortages. Lots of people, as we have heard
today, are economically inactive, many of them because
they are on the NHS waiting list. As my right hon.
Friend the Chief Secretary will know, the first part of
the levy was to fund the catch-up programme. I was in
my local hospital on Friday to see how we are getting on
with the catch-up programme. We are still waiting for
news of our elective hub at the Royal Hampshire County
Hospital in Winchester, which would help with the
catch-up and get people back into the workforce. Is that
affected by my voting for this repeal today?

Chris Philp: I can categorically assure my hon. Friend
that that is not affected. The £8 billion that was allocated
over the spending review period to catch up on the
elective backlog is completely unchanged by this measure,
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and the funding for social care—£5.4 billion over three
years—is also unaffected. The rest of the money, because
that is not all of it, will continue to be available to the
Department of Health and Social Care to spend on the
NHS and social care precisely as was intended. As a
result of repealing the Health and Social Care Levy Act
2021, not a single penny less will go to social care or the
NHS, or in particular the elective programme that he
refers to. I cannot answer on Winchester hospital, but I
am sure that the Health Secretary would be delighted to
discuss that with him.

My hon. Friend also made a good point about vacancies.
We have a lot of vacancies in the economy. Earlier this
year, I believe for the first time in history, there were
more vacancies than there were people in unemployment.
If we are keen to tackle poverty and help people into a
more prosperous future, getting them off benefits and
into work is clearly the answer.

Karin Smyth (Bristol South) (Lab): To follow on from
the former Health Minister, the hon. Member for
Winchester (Steve Brine), if it is true that the levy was
essentially not needed for the social care reforms and
the catch-up, and that everything is still staying, will the
Minister tell us what advice he has had from the DHSC
about what it will not do now that, presumably, there is
less money for the other things that it was going to do?

Chris Philp: The funding provided by the Treasury to
the DHSC is completely unchanged as a result of the
reversal of the NIC increase. That applies both to the money
that was essentially hypothecated to the DHSC and its
other budget. It is completely unaffected, so we are not
moving money from one part of the health service budget
to backfill something else. The complete health service
budget is unchanged. There is not a penny less for the
health service in any way as a result of the changes, but
we are changing the way we fund the expenditure. Instead
of funding it from the health and social care levy, it will
be funded differently, partly by general taxation and
other means, which will be set out in the medium-term
fiscal plan. However, not a single penny less will go to
the health service as a result of this change.

Several hon. Members rose—

Chris Philp: I am spoilt for choice; I will start
with my hon. Friend the Member for South Suffolk
(James Cartlidge).

James Cartlidge: I am lucky to have a second intervention
already. I know that as a former businessman, the
Minister cares passionately about growth, and I respect
that. However, as a businessman, he must also know
that the single most important factor for business is
confidence and stability. When we speak to businesses
at the moment, we hear that they are worried about the
lack of stability. They want certainty and confidence.
He needs to explain the basic question about the £17 billion
of revenue from the levy to fund social care and the
NHS. If the levy is going, surely that implies that
borrowing fills the gap or some other change fiscally. Is
it the case that that will be confirmed on the 31st?

Chris Philp: Yes, it is. My hon. Friend is asking entirely
reasonable questions, but we have to look at this issue in
the round across the entirety of public expenditure. The
Chancellor will set that out in detail on 31 October to
the House, accompanied by the OBR scoring.

Alex Cunningham: The hon. Member for South Suffolk
(James Cartlidge) has made this point: if £17 billion is
being removed from the Exchequer, how can we have all
that extra spending on the NHS and on social care if
there is no additional taxation?

Chris Philp: As I pointed out, we will set that out on
the 31st. The Chancellor has a number of measures in
mind to make sure, over the medium term, that this is
fully funded, and critically, so that we can do this and
the other things in the growth plan—this is obviously
only one measure among many—to make sure that we
get debt falling as a proportion of GDP. Hon. Members
are asking entirely reasonable questions, but the point
of the medium-term fiscal plan, and the details that will
accompany it on 31 October, is to answer precisely
those questions.

Let me set out the benefits that the move will confer
on employees earning more than £12,570 and self-employed
people earning more than £11,909. The average saving
for people in work who are earning more than those
thresholds will be approximately £330 next year. Combined
with the increase in the threshold that took effect last
July, the saving for the average worker earning above
those thresholds will be £500 next year. That will clearly
be welcome at a time of economic challenge. Moreover,
almost a million businesses—920,000—will get an average
tax cut of just a shade under £10,000 next year: £9,600,
to be precise. That will be very welcome indeed.

It is worth being clear that the increase in the threshold
that was put through a few months ago means that
people on lower incomes pay very little in national
insurance or income tax these days. I am sure that
Members of this House who want to see the burden of
taxation made as light as possible, particularly for those
with lower incomes, will strongly welcome the increase
in the threshold. It follows the very substantial increases
in the income tax threshold over the past 12 years, from
about £6,500 back in 2010 to £12,500 today, which have
lifted people on the lowest incomes out of national
insurance and out of income tax entirely.

I have already made the point that the reversal of the
levy is part of a much wider plan. Over the coming days
and weeks, my colleagues the Secretaries of State for
various Departments will announce further supply-side
measures to stimulate growth in our economy, including
by making the planning system faster, making sure that
business regulations are not unduly onerous, improving
childcare, addressing questions concerned with immigration
and agricultural productivity, and improving digital
infrastructure. As I have said, we will do so in a way that
makes sure that debt over GDP falls over the medium
term.

Alex Cunningham: Will the Chief Secretary give way?

Chris Philp: I was about to finish, but as the hon.
Member is an old friend, I will give way one last time.

Alex Cunningham: I am grateful; I enjoyed my time
dealing with justice issues opposite the right hon. Member.
Twelve years ago, one of his predecessors—a Lib Dem,
in fact—cancelled the new hospital for Stockton. The
need for one is far greater than ever and the Chief Secretary
seems very capable of splashing the cash, so will he
finally approve funding for a new hospital in Stockton?
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Chris Philp: The Government have a commitment,
which we stand by, to build I think 40 new hospitals in
the coming years. Of course, the details of that programme
are in the hands of my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Health and Social Care. I am sure she
would be happy to discuss a hospital for Stockton with
the hon. Member, who is an eloquent advocate for his
home town, as ever.

Making sure that we act in a fiscally responsible way
is a responsibility that falls partly on me as Chief
Secretary. I have already said that we intend to stick to
the limits set out a year ago in the comprehensive
spending review—a three-year spending review, of which
we are in the first year. We will exercise restraint in
public expenditure, because we simply cannot have a
state that continues to consume ever larger proportions
of national income. Of course we need to make sure
that public services are properly funded, but we need to
do so in a way that does not impose excessively onerous
burdens on taxpayers—our constituents who work hard
day in, day out to earn a living and pay their taxes.

Growing our economy is our central and defining
mission. The United Kingdom needs a Government
who are wholeheartedly and unequivocally committed
to economic growth. We stand committed to growth in
a way that the anti-growth coalition arrayed against us
does not. This Government have a very clear growth
plan. The reversal of the levy and of the temporary
national insurance increase is an important part of that
growth plan, which is at the heart of this Government’s
mission. I commend the Bill to the House.

5.43 pm

James Murray (Ealing North) (Lab/Co-op): Just over
a year ago, Opposition Members stood in this Chamber
urging the Government to drop their plans to hike
national insurance contributions and to introduce a
new levy on working people and their jobs. It was not
just my Opposition colleagues and me making the case
against this tax rise; the Government were warned by so
many others, from the Federation of Small Businesses
to the British Chambers of Commerce, the CBI and the
TUC. Ministers were warned from all sides of the harm
that their approach would cause. The Government were
warned by their own Back Benchers. Ministers at the
time even warned themselves. The tax information impact
note on the tax rise was signed off by the Minister who
took the original legislation through Parliament, and
that note said:

“There may be an impact on family formation, stability or
breakdown as individuals, who are currently just about managing
financially, will see their disposable income reduce.”

In relation to businesses, it said:

“Behavioural effects are likely to be large, and these will
include...business decisions around wage bills and recruitment.”

Yet the Government pressed ahead with the tax rise,
supported in the Lobby by the current Prime Minister
and the Chancellor. The Government kept supporting it
until the then Foreign Secretary became Prime Minister
and decided to perform a U-turn.

We welcome this U-turn, as it puts an end to a tax rise
that we said was wrong from the very start. It is, of
course, not the only U-turn that we have seen under this
Prime Minister. Just last week the Government U-turned
on their damaging and misguided plan to cut the top

rate of tax for the very highest paid, so our current
message to the Prime Minister and the Chancellor is to
keep on U-turning.

James Cartlidge (South Suffolk) (Con): Will the hon.
Gentleman clarify something? Would he keep the social
care cap and the spending on the backlog, and if so,
given that he supports repeal, how would he fund that?

James Murray: The truth is that we are having this
debate as part of a wider Government economic strategy
that has caused economic chaos, and contains no plan
for growth and no plan to fund public services. Even
when we were discussing the original Bill last year, there
was no plan for social care: there was no guarantee that
a penny of the money would go into social care. So I
will not take lectures from the hon. Gentleman.

James Cartlidge rose—

James Murray: I am going to make some progress. I
may let the hon. Gentleman intervene again in a few
moments.

As I was saying, right now our message to the Prime
Minister and the Chancellor is to keep on U-turning.
They need to U-turn on their whole disastrous approach
to the economy, which the Chancellor set out just over
two weeks ago. That Budget—in all but name—was
the most destructive, unfair and irresponsible fiscal
announcement in a generation.

The Prime Minister and the Chancellor should now
U-turn on their decision to lift the cap on bankers’
bonuses. They should U-turn on their refusal to ask oil
and gas giants to put some of their eye-watering excess
profits towards helping keep to people’s energy bills
down. They need to U-turn on their discredited, dangerous
trickle-down approach to the economy. It is time for
them to reverse their disastrous kamikaze Budget, which
has unleashed an economic crisis that they made in
Downing Street, and which working people are paying
for through higher mortgages and prices.

Alex Cunningham: My hon. Friend says, rightly, that
we support this particular U-turn, but is he not as
perplexed as I am about where all this money will
actually come from—or does he know that, rather than
having a magic money tree, the Tories have a full
orchard?

James Murray: My hon. Friend is right to point out
that the Conservatives’ sums simply do not add up.
However, you do not have to take our word for it,
Mr Deputy Speaker. Just look at the markets: they have
issued their own judgment on the Conservatives’ so-called
economic plan, and they are not convinced.

As we consider the repeal of the Health and Social
Care Levy Act, it is important to remember how the
Government’s decision to bring in this national insurance
hike came to pass in the first place. Over the last
12 years under the Conservatives, we have been stuck in
what the Chancellor himself rightly described last month
as a “vicious cycle of stagnation”. With tax revenues
stagnating under low growth, the Government made it
clear that they felt the only way to raise more funds was
to raise taxes on working people.
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On Second Reading of the legislation that is being
repealed today, the then Chief Secretary to the Treasury
tried to defend the Government’s approach, saying that
this new charge would

“enable the Government to provide additional funding to the
NHS so that it can recover from the pandemic.”—[Official Report,
14 September 2021; Vol. 700, c. 843.]

We argued at the time that if the Government felt that
they had to raise taxes, those with the broadest shoulders
should contribute more, but the Government refused.
They pushed ahead with this tax rise on working people
and their jobs, and they refused throughout the debate
on the original legislation to ask those with the broadest
shoulders to take more of the burden. Now, as they
repeal the legislation for the national insurance increase,
they have abandoned any attempt at fiscal responsibility
altogether, with an economic approach that has borrowing
at its heart.

In a letter sent to the shadow Chancellor and the
shadow Secretary of State for Health and Social Care
on 22 September, the Economic Secretary to the Treasury
wrote:

“The additional funding used to replace the expected revenue
from the Levy will come from general taxation and may require
further borrowing in the short-term.”

Labour takes a different approach. Our pledges are
fully and fairly funded. As the shadow Chancellor has
set out, we would boost NHS investment by ending the
outrageous non-dom tax loophole exploited by the
super-rich. We will use money from what is saved by
scrapping that arcane practice to double the number of
district nurses qualifying every year, to train more than
5,000 health visitors, to create an additional 10,000
nursing and midwife placements every year and to
double the number of medical students so that our
NHS has the doctors it needs.

Chris Philp: I think I heard the shadow Chancellor
on television a week or so ago saying that her proposals
on non-doms would raise about £2 billion. The cost of
this measure is about £15 billion, so where is the other
£13 billion going to come from?

James Murray: The Minister must not have been
listening carefully enough to the shadow Chancellor
setting out Labour’s plans, because we have set out how
we would scrap the non-dom status, which it is completely
irresponsible to keep in the current context, and to use
some of that money to set out our plans for investment
in the NHS. The difference between the Government
and the Opposition is that the Government make promises
and use throwaway comments about how they might
fund this with general taxation or through extra borrowing,
whereas when we set out our pledges, we set out exactly
what we will pay for. They are fully costed, fully funded
and paid for through fairer taxation.

James Cartlidge: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

James Murray: No, I am going to make some progress.

We have set out that we will not borrow for day-to-day
spending and that we will not ask working people who
are already struggling to foot the bill. That is what we
mean when we say we are the party of economic
responsibility and the party of social justice. The
Conservatives have shown themselves to be the party of

a failed approach to the economy. After six so-called
growth plans from the Government that have all failed,
the drunken gamblers of Downing Street have rolled
the dice one last time, putting their faith in the ideological
mantra that if they just slash taxes and regulation, they
will unleash business investment and growth. They believe
that wealth is created only by a few at the top, when the
truth is that it comes from the bottom up and from the
middle out.

The trickle-down economics of the Prime Minister
and her Chancellor are wrong. Their approach will not
work and it is not fair. It will hit working people’s
spending power, undermining prospects for growth,
and it ignores the need for the Government to be a
partner for business to grow—something that is more
important than ever with the turbulent, changing,
challenging outlook that we face. That is why the next
Labour Government would do things differently. We
would bring together businesses and trade unions through
a national economic council. We would support businesses
to grow, through our modern industrial strategy, and we
would use a national wealth fund to invest in the new
green industries of the future. That is our approach to
the British economy: pro-business, pro-worker, pro-growth.

The Government are making the wrong calls again
and again. They were wrong last year to introduce the
national insurance rise on working people, just as they
were wrong last month when they tried to cut tax for
some of the highest paid in society and to hide the OBR
report on their plans. We welcome the Government
finally admitting that they were wrong to raise national
insurance on working people and businesses in the
middle of a cost of living crisis, but their wider economic
approach is one that is characterised by ballooning
borrowing and a discredited trickle-down approach to
economic growth.

The Prime Minister and her Chancellor are gambling
with the livelihoods and wellbeing of people across the
UK. Their gamble is dramatically worsening the cost of
living crisis, with higher costs and mortgage payments
for households across the country. It is shredding any
reputation for economic competence the Conservatives
might once have claimed to have, and it will fail to
deliver the growth we need after 12 years of stagnation.

Throughout the cost of living crisis, Labour has
forced the Conservatives to U-turn time and again. By
repealing the national insurance rise and levy and by
halting their plans to cut the top rate of tax for the very
highest paid, the Prime Minister and the Chancellor
have shown that they have it within themselves to make
a U-turn. Our message to them is clear: do not stop
there. The Government must U-turn on their whole
economic approach and reverse their disastrous kamikaze
Budget. Our message to the British people is also clear:
this is a Tory crisis that has been made in Downing
Street and is being paid for by working people. Only
Labour will fix the damage that the Tories are doing.
Only Labour will deliver economic responsibility and
social justice. Only Labour will be a Government that
are on your side.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): Could people
who intend to speak in the debate please stand, because
I know that at least one is not on the list? Thank you.
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5.55 pm

James Cartlidge (South Suffolk) (Con): It is fair to
say that it is a bit of a novelty for me to be called so
early, and without a time limit, in a debate. I am very
grateful, not least because how we pay for healthcare is
one of the single most important subjects in British
politics. That is essentially what we are debating today,
and I feel strongly on this subject. The core principle
must be one that I have always held as a Conservative,
which is that we are fiscally responsible. As with the
environment, we must aim to leave things in a better
condition for future generations and, with the public
finances, have in mind at all times the impact on those
yet to be born—on our grandchildren—so that we are
fiscally responsible. That is the fundamental belief of
my party, in my view.

With that in mind, there is a lot of excitement about
what the OBR will say on Hallowe’en, but it has already
pronounced on the matter of health expenditure. In
July it published “Fiscal risks and sustainability”, a
fascinating bedtime read. The crucial thing is what it
says about the OBR’s estimate for the future cost of
healthcare in this country. It predicts that the current
spend on health and adult social care will go from
around 10.3% of GDP to 17.5% of GDP in 50 years’
time. That is an extraordinary increase—almost double—
and it would take up so much more of our wealth and
public expenditure. The OBR’s track record is very
accurate on estimating health spend. It is based on a lot
of cautious variables that are obviously difficult to
predict, but essentially this is, if you like, cutting the
mustard in telling us the future cost we have to face
up to.

To put this in context, the OBR estimates that the
headline estimate for public debt that we will be passing
to our grandchildren will be 100% of GDP in 30 years’
time and that in 50 years’ time it will be 267% of GDP.
That is what it says in this document. If we carry on as
we are, we will have a national debt of 267% of GDP
because of the rising cost of what is called demographics.
That is mainly healthcare but also the state pension and
other aspects of the pensions system. Overwhelmingly,
however, it is healthcare. Adult social care will double
as a percentage of GDP as well.

I should declare an interest in the sense that I had an
indirect role in the creation of the health and social care
levy, and it is fair to say that I have many reservations
about what we are doing today. As colleagues know, the
former Prime Minister—who deserves great credit for
this—was determined that we would not just have another
Green Paper or White Paper on social care. He wanted
to actually deliver something for the country and he
introduced the cap that had been promised by successive
Governments, so that although people who have saved
hard and have assets have to contribute to their care,
they know that there is a limit. It is incredibly important
that we brought that forward, and I sincerely hope that
in removing the funding mechanism for the cap, the
Treasury will resist the temptation to water it down.
Local authorities are not yet aware of exactly what the
cap will cover, and with the funding stream gone, the
Treasury must resist the temptation to water the cap
down. That is absolutely paramount.

When the Prime Minister came forward with wanting
to pursue the cap, it was the view of the then Chancellor
—my right hon. Friend the Member for Richmond

(Yorks) (Rishi Sunak), who I had the privilege of being
Parliamentary Private Secretary to throughout the
pandemic—that it must be funded, and that it could not
just go on the national credit card. The social care cap
on its own is massive rising liability. I have just set out
what is going to happen to health costs more generally.
So, how to fund social care? The most common suggestion
was an increase in national insurance, for the simple
reason that it applies to businesses and individuals and
so raises the sorts of revenue we can get. It is not easily
avoided, and it can give us the money in the bank to pay
for these expensive costs that we face.

However, I submitted a paper to the Chancellor at
the time and suggested that, rather than having just a
narrow national insurance levy—a social care levy, as it
were—we should have a full health and social care levy
that should be hypothecated and appear as an explicit
line on people’s payslips. It will be there on our payslips
until November. I accept that we have not made the
most of it, and there has been almost no enthusiasm
from any quarter—possibly only from the social care
sector—but with a transparent, hypothecated statement
on payslips, if the NHS came back to us two years into
a five-year funding settlement saying, “We need this
additional big item,” we could say, “Fine, but it will
come out of the levy.” That would be transparent, and it
would have provided the discipline that we have terribly
lacked in health spending for many years, under successive
Governments. I thought it had great potential, but it is
being vapourised today. The Prime Minister has a mandate
for it and the whole House seems to support that view,
as does the Labour party even though it does not have
the foggiest idea how it would fill the gap.

Peter Grant: The former Prime Minister had a mandate
to do what he did last year. The hon. Member for South
Suffolk (James Cartlidge) says the new Prime Minister
has a mandate to do this. Where did that mandate come
from? I do not remember Parliament being dissolved
for a general election in the last couple of months.

James Cartlidge: The new Prime Minister would rightly
say that our manifesto said we would not increase
national insurance, so she can draw on the mandate of
the general election. We also seem to have vapourised
our memory of the pandemic, but I would argue that it
changed everything. The enormous borrowing accrued
to this Government during the pandemic, which everyone
supported—everyone wanted even more spending and
even more support for businesses and individuals, as I
remember because I was the then Chancellor’s PPS—made
it exceptional, and we had to balance the books. I make
it clear that this was not my preference, as I would not
have wanted a levy to fund the NHS and social care.
Given the politics of the time, it was the best way
forward.

This is my personal view about how we should move
forward. The key point is that the NHS is free at the
point of delivery, which means we pay with time. When
something is free, people wait and there are massive
queues. Of course, those queues have been massively
exacerbated by the pandemic, which is why the backlogs
are so big, but it is blindingly obvious that the pressure
on the NHS is overwhelming. There is almost infinite
demand on finite capacity.
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Labour Members will say in any election campaign,
as we will. “We will do everything possible to increase
capacity.”The Deputy Prime Minister and Health Secretary
will, of course, do everything possible through her
ABCD—ambulances, backlogs, care, doctors and dentists
—strategy to improve outcomes in the NHS, but when
we talk about funding the NHS, when we talk about the
obligation to our grandchildren and the next generation,
we have to be more radical, frankly.

In my view, we need a core NHS that is free at the
point of delivery, but as a country we need to drive up
the use of the independent sector and of private healthcare
from all those brilliant companies that are seeing take-up
shoot through the roof because of the backlogs. I know
some of this territory is difficult to talk about, but I will
give three key reasons why we should go down this
route. First, every single person who pays to go private
is freeing up space on the backlog. They are also boosting
NHS capacity.

Secondly, this is standard in comparable countries.
The Republic of Ireland, Australia and Germany have
tax incentives for people to pay for their healthcare.
There is an understanding that people who go to that
trouble should have some kind of rebate, because they
are doing everyone else a favour.

Thirdly, this is already happening. The post-Beveridge
revolution is happening, and it is happening silently.
There has been a massive surge in the number of people
paying privately for healthcare. The Guardian recently
published figures estimating that one in 10 adults in the
UK has paid for private healthcare in the past 12 months,
primarily because of the backlogs. Use has surged,
according to the Independent Healthcare Providers
Network. The number of people paying for hip
replacements was up 193% in January to March 2022
compared with January to March 2019, and the number
of people paying for knee replacements was up 173%.
This is a huge surge in the number of people paying
privately. It is true that many of them will not have
wanted to do so, and I am not suggesting that they will
have been delighted. Of course, we all want everyone to
be able to use the NHS without long waits—that is
clearly the ideal scenario—but it is not deliverable any
more, not least with the demographic pressures we face.

We should look at the surging use of the independent
sector and embrace it as a policy opportunity. Research
from the Independent Healthcare Providers Network
shows that 48% of people in this country will consider
going private in the next 12 months because they know
about the waits. This is about choice, and the most
important thing is to have greater tax incentives for
people to use the independent sector, so that people
think about making a realistic choice. We should not
settle for long waits for care any more. This is standard
practice in comparable European and Australasian
countries.

To be very specific, going back to the OBR document
I mentioned, as a country we face a huge liability for
health and social care. We should target increasing the
percentage of our healthcare spend that goes to the
independent sector so that we have a better balance,
more like the balance in comparable European countries.
If we did that, we would get much better outcomes, we
would have more choice and we would finally have a
21st-century healthcare system with diversity of provision,
which is the best way forward.

We should recognise that the revolution is happening,
and it needs to happen with the Government’s backing
and support.

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Rosie Winterton): I
call the SNP spokesperson, Richard Thomson.

6.5 pm

Richard Thomson (Gordon) (SNP): It was a little over
a year ago that the then Chief Secretary to the Treasury
told the House that this health and social care levy

“will enable the Government to tackle the backlog in the NHS. It
will provide a new permanent way to pay for the Government’s
reforms”.—[Official Report, 14 September 2021; Vol. 700, c. 845.]

That was quite a spectacular U-turn on the Conservative
party’s 2019 manifesto. Page 2, signed by the then Prime
Minister, made a solemn pledge:

“We will not raise the rate of income tax, VAT or National
Insurance.”

To be back here, just over a year later, seeing a reversal
is really quite something. Describing it as a U-turn does
not do it justice. An antisocial driver doing donuts in
the car park of the local supermarket is the best analogy
for how out of control this approach seems to be.

The UK Government published a health and social
care levy policy paper when the levy was introduced,
and I distinctly remember this quote:

“This levy provides a UK-wide approach which enables us to
pool and share risks and resources across the UK”.

It was therefore highly enjoyable to listen to the current
Chief Secretary to the Treasury claiming that, now the
levy is being repealed, the reverse also happens to be
true, in terms of the UK-wide approach to pooling and
sharing.

I spoke in the debate when the levy was introduced,
and I recall that there was a sparsity of Back Benchers
prepared to provide political cover for their Government’s
change of heart. Quite clearly, an awful lot has changed
since then. We have a new Prime Minister, who makes
much of the fact that she is prepared to be unpopular,
which is probably just as well in the light of recent
events. She also tells us, and the Chief Secretary repeated
it today, that there is apparently a sinister grouping at
work outside this place—the anti-growth coalition. I
will not go through all the groups that supposedly
comprise this coalition, but it seems to be anyone who
has the temerity or the audacity to disagree with the
Prime Minister, so it probably includes about half the
Cabinet and most Conservative Back Benchers.

Hywel Williams: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for raising the Government’s assault with such frivolity.
Does he know how one joins this anti-growth coalition?
When does it meet? Does it provide lunch? Does one
have to apply through the currently absent Minister? Is
there a form on the internet, as there is for everything
else?

Richard Thomson: I am sorry to disappoint the hon.
Gentleman, but I do not have any answers. From a
Marxist perspective—a Groucho Marxist perspective—I
would not want to be part of any club that would have
me as a member. I am sure the T-shirts are being printed
and will be available very soon.
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[Richard Thomson]

The Government Benches were rather sparse in our
previous debate on the levy. Judging by some of the
contributions and the exceptionally well-targeted friendly
fire, the Government clearly have some way to go to
persuade their Members on not only the sincerity of
their commitments on health and social care, but their
broader approach to managing the economy.

Scottish National party Members had concerns about
the levy at the time as a means of achieving the policy
objectives outlined. In our view, it was unclear what the
additional resource would be used for, other than in the
broadest of terms. The near £13 billion levy seemed to
us to be an arbitrary amount, unconnected to any clear
plan for how the funds might be used to tackle the
pressures in the NHS—far less for how that resource,
and how much of it, would end up being passported
through to meet the challenges in the care sector. We
also remarked that there was no sign of the accompanying
reforms that would be necessary to get better outcomes
on integrating health and social care services in England,
as has been done in Scotland and as will be built on
through the establishment of a national care service by
the end of the current Scottish parliamentary term. The
levy was also introduced, and is now being withdrawn,
without our having had any indication from the OBR—
although we believe the work has been done—of the
impact not just of this but all the other fiscal choices
that now sit around it.

To say that the UK Government are in complete
disarray in their approach not just to health and social
care but to managing the economy, would be a kindness
and an understatement. They are abandoning the national
insurance rise in favour of increased borrowing, just as
the Chancellor’s limited fiscal event has resulted in
borrowing growing considerably more expensive. They
are introducing tax cuts, which are intended to be
funded in part by cuts to public expenditure, and those
will inevitably feed through to pressures on the health
and social care sectors that the levy was supposed to be
bolstering. With the rampant inflation we now see in
our economy, any resource that makes it through to the
health and social care sectors will not travel as far as it
would have done—those pounds will buy less. The huge
post-pandemic health and social care problems that we
face in common across these islands have also been
made that much worse by the botched nature of the
mini-Budget.

John Appleby, the director of research and chief
economist at the health think tank the Nuffield Trust, is
surely correct when he warns that the funding ball is
now back in the Government’s court, saying:

“They will have to fund the commitment through some
combination of borrowing and deprioritising other public spending”.

Let us be realistic about this: that is a far more likely set
of outcomes than seeing the commitment being met
through ambitions for growth, no matter how loudly
and repeatedly they are stated.

To be clear, SNP Members never believed that a levy
on national insurance was the way to achieve the objectives
of meeting those challenges. It is tempting to go back to
what was said on 24 March, when Paul Johnson, the
director of the Institute for Fiscal Studies, called the
Government to account in The Times newspaper, saying:

“Why promise to spend billions cutting the basic rate of
income tax whilst going ahead with an increase in NI rates? That
will make the tax system both less equitable and less efficient. It
will increase the wedge between higher taxes on earnings and
lower taxes on pensions and unearned incomes. And wouldn’t
that money have been better spent sooner helping those most in
need?”

That was an excellent question then and it remains so
today.

Let us be clear that the funding challenge goes beyond
the challenges of the economy, to meeting the parallel
challenge presented by the growing and complex demands
of an ageing population. In meeting that challenge, it is
important that we are able to meet the demands and
needs of patients, service users and staff with dignity
and compassion, while making sure that the responsibility
for contributing towards that financially is a burden
shared fairly and equitably.

In financial terms, that is going to be met through a
combination of revenue spend and capital spend. The
way in which that cost is shared will come down to
political choices over how much is to be borrowed and
how the tax system is to be balanced over the longer
term. We certainly wait with a mixture of bated breath
and nervousness as to what the Chancellor will finally
bring forward later this month. I make no apology for
repeating this point: it must be fairer, as a general
principle, to spread the burden by increasing income
taxes across the board on both earned and unearned
income, as well as to look again at areas such as
inheritance taxes and capital gains, so that the totality
of the wealth right across the nations of these islands
can be taken into consideration when sharing that
burden.

Instead, we seem to have a piecemeal and incoherent
approach to reform from this Government, allied to an
equally piecemeal and incoherent approach to taxation
and the wider economy. It is often said of a person’s
character that, when someone shows you who they are,
you should believe them. My goodness, haven’t we in
the past three weeks seen exactly what the essential
character of this Government is when it comes to their
priorities? We have seen that instinct revealed in the
decision to unapologetically lift the cap on bankers’
bonuses. We see it in the attempts to cut taxes for the
richest, to give least to those who need it most and to
hack back on the public services that enable people to
live the best lives they possibly can, irrespective of their
personal circumstances. We see it in the resulting economic
chaos and the fiction that out of that chaos growth will
emerge, which somehow makes all of this additional
borrowing affordable.

In some kind of conclusion, it is clear that the problems
that led to this levy being identified as a solution in
health and social care have not disappeared, even if the
levy itself is about to. The Chief Secretary repeated the
Prime Minister’s lamentable jibe about the “anti-growth
coalition”. As the chaos that has emerged from the
mini-Budget shows, the solutions to the myriad problems
we face are not going to be found among the dangerous,
disruptive ideologues who cause mayhem by supergluing
themselves to the policy prescriptions of the Institute of
Economic Affairs. They can be found only by building
long-term value in the economy and making sure that
the burden for doing so is shared equitably among all
people and all businesses that can make the contribution
that they need to.
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6.17 pm

David Rutley (Macclesfield) (Con): I am grateful for
the chance to speak on Second Reading and to follow
considered speeches by right hon. and hon. Members. I
am particularly pleased to see the Economic Secretary
to the Treasury, my hon. Friend the Member for North
East Bedfordshire (Richard Fuller), in his place. I knew
him for many years before coming to this place and he
brings real expertise to the Front Bench, notwithstanding
the fact that he has very big shoes to fill—that’s for sure.

The repeal of the health and social care levy is part of
the Government’s growth plan. The key elements of the
plan to address cost of living challenges, caused largely
by President Putin’s savage attacks on Ukraine, are
most welcome. The energy price guarantee helps to
limit the price of fuel bills for households across the
country for two years, while the energy bill relief scheme
provides similar support for businesses right across the
country. Those steps are particularly welcome to the
small and medium-sized businesses, both in Macclesfield
and across the country, which have felt particularly
exposed to the sharp increases in energy costs.

I understand the desire for greater growth and for
reducing the tax burden. I recognise that many businesses
and working people will be pleased to see the health and
social care levy being reversed. They will be able to keep
more of what they earn and decide how best to use the
saving for their own business or household. I acknowledge
that many business owners will welcome another element
of the growth plan: the planned rise in corporation tax
will not go ahead either. That said, I believe it is
important to see the removal of the health and social
care levy, and other proposed tax reductions, in the
context of the wider economy and our public finances.

Financial markets have shown concerns about the
cumulative effects of the policies set out in the growth
plan, as was eloquently set out by my hon. Friend the
Member for Salisbury (John Glen) earlier, and the lack
of an associated OBR forecast to help set out an
independent view has been unsettling. The forecast will
help provide an independent view of the plan’s impact
on our public finances and on the levels of the Government’s
borrowing and debt. That is why I was pleased to learn
that the Chancellor will bring forward to 31 October his
statement on the medium-term fiscal strategy, and that
Treasury Ministers and officials will, as is necessary,
work closely with the OBR over the weeks ahead. It is
vital that the Chancellor sets out his fiscal strategy
soon, to help explain how the measures in the growth
plan, including the impact of reversing the levy, will be
funded and what they will mean for the Government’s
spending plans, such as the funding for NHS backlogs
and social care that the levy sought to address, as
highlighted very well by my hon. Friends the Members
for Winchester (Steve Brine) and for South Suffolk
(James Cartlidge).

The latest timing also means that documents will be
available before the next meeting of the Bank of England’s
Monetary Policy Committee on 3 November. They will
help provide additional, much-needed information for
the markets, to colleagues here in Parliament and, of
course, to our constituents. As the Prime Minister has
said, in hindsight more could have been done to roll the
pitch and communicate the growth plan before the
Chancellor’s statement on 23 September.

In addition to the steps to lower taxes, such as the
reversal of the levy, and to tackle energy cost challenges,
the growth plan includes several innovative plans, such
as the investment zones to help drive growth. In Cheshire
East, our vibrant life science sector and industrial hubs
would represent an exciting opportunity for such a zone
to drive sustainable economic growth. That is just an
idea, of course, for the Chief Secretary.

I wish that we could spend more time talking about
such opportunities, but we have to accept that we cannot
wish away market concerns. We have to recognise where
we are, and the Treasury needs to take the time to
communicate and explain its plans in more detail and in
the context of the wider economy. With that in mind, I
am pleased that the Chancellor earlier agreed with the
Chair of the Treasury Committee on the need to further
engage with and counsel colleagues in this House over
the weeks ahead.

To conclude, this Bill will see the health and social
care levy reversed. That policy and the implementation
and phasing of other measures in the growth plan aim
to help lift growth and will have wider economic
consequences, so let us take the time to understand
them more fully. Like many colleagues, I am a strong
supporter of free enterprise. I recognise that lower taxes
have a role to play in driving growth. As is often said,
there is a time to every purpose, and at heart I am a
fiscal conservative.

6.22 pm

Sarah Olney (Richmond Park) (LD): The Liberal
Democrats were opposed to this tax to start with. We
opposed the national insurance levy when it was introduced
last year. Our argument at the time was that it would
disproportionately impact lower earners and hit working
families at precisely the time when they were struggling
to pay their bills and prices were starting to increase in
shops. We are really pleased that it is being reversed,
and we support this Bill.

We must not ignore the fact, however, that a great
deal of damage has been done in the past six months,
during which employees, the self-employed and employers
have been charged with this levy. During that time,
employees and the self-employed will have paid about
£2.5 billion, and businesses about £3.8 billion. One of
the main disruptions is that it has been incredibly
disruptive to businesses. I speak with some feeling as an
accountant who in a previous life spent many hours
working on payrolls and forecasting employee costs. I
can only imagine what it must have been like for businesses
over the past three years. In 2019, a Conservative
Government came in promising not to increase any
business taxes, but in 2021 they increased national
insurance, and now here they are in 2022 reversing that
increase. That is an awful lot of change for businesses to
have to deal with, and that is quite apart from the
increased costs that they will have borne over the past
six months.

Let us think about the impact that that cost will have
had on businesses. They will have been thinking, “Which
employees can we have? If we want to grow our business,
how many employees can we afford to take on?” They
will have revised those assumptions in the light of the
increased cost of national insurance, so we can only
assume that the six-month increase will have stunted the
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very growth that the Conservatives say that they want
to see, and that it will have contributed in part to the
economic slowdown, not least because the impact on
employees will have decreased their take-home pay, and
that, of course, will have decreased their consumption.

What businesses need above all is certainty and stability,
but that has been continually undermined by this
Government and their constant chopping and changing
of national insurance. This, of course, is happening at a
time of a huge increase not just in inflation but, as has
been mentioned several times, in energy costs, primarily
as a result of Putin’s illegal invasion of Ukraine. That is
also having a massive impact on businesses in this
country, and the chopping and changing of the costs of
employing staff will not have helped.

It has always been our argument that tax could have
been more productively raised by an expanded windfall
tax, which we have been calling for since last autumn.
We are very pleased that the Government took on
board some of our suggestions, but both Shell and BP
have said that the Government could have gone further.
Potentially up to an extra £60 billion of taxes could
have been levied on oil and gas firms, which would have
negated the need not just for the national insurance
increase but for many of the other unfunded borrowing
commitments that the Government made on 23 September.

Now that we are repealing the health and social care
levy, it is important to remember—the hon. Member for
South Suffolk (James Cartlidge) made this point very
well—that we still have to deal with a crisis in health
and social care. The Government must immediately set
out their plans. We all anticipate the much-awaited
fiscal event on 31 October with a huge amount of
excitement but, more than anything, we need to hear
from the Government their plans for health and social
care, because there is no doubt that the backlog in NHS
hospitals is in itself having an impact on growth. I saw
figures today that suggested that the number of people
suffering from a long-term sickness that prevents them
from working is at a record high. We can all see how
that has come about from the events of the past few
years, but these are people who cannot be available for
work and who cannot contribute to the Government’s
“growth, growth, growth” agenda; they are not able to
take up posts in what we know now is a record number
of vacancies simply because they are waiting for treatment.
We welcome this reversal, but the Government must
state, and soon, what they plan to do to address the
backlog.

Of course, this is not just about health; it is also
about social care. There are 130,000 vacancies across
our social care sector, and we know that that is caused
by chronic underfunding. It cannot offer the kinds of
salaries that care workers can find in other sectors. The
shortage of care workers and of places in care homes is
having a knock-on impact on our hospitals. I was at
Kingston Hospital recently and was told that the reason
it has problems, and one of the big contributors to its
backlog, is that it cannot discharge patients because
there is no care package for them to be looked after in
their homes. The issue of social care, health and the
backlog needs to be addressed urgently. It was not being
addressed when the legislation to increase national insurance

was first brought in, and it is not being addressed now.
We urgently need to hear more from the Government
on that.

I say to the Government that we would support an
increase in the windfall tax and that we oppose their
plans to reverse the planned increase in corporation tax,
which I believe is what is creating the biggest need for
the additional borrowing announced on 23 September.
The Government urgently need to look at that again
and at all the plans announced by the Chancellor on
23 September, and I for one am very keen to see what
they come up with on 31 October.

6.29 pm

Kim Johnson (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab): I welcome
this decision to repeal the regressive hikes to national
insurance, which would have seen those least able to pay
with the heaviest proportional tax burden to tackle the
crisis in social care. This is the right thing to do, but it
should never have happened in the first place. Tax rises
on the poorest, especially during a cost of living crisis,
are cruel and unnecessary.

We now need urgent reassurances from the Minister
that new funding for adult social care will come from
progressive taxation and the pockets of those who can
most afford it. We must be clear that a U-turn is not a
plan; it is the absence of one. We still have no answers
from the Government about how they plan to tackle the
crisis in adult social care or where the funding will come
from, other than to wait until 31 October for the
medium-term fiscal plan.

Twelve years of Tory austerity have already seen
£8 billion taken out of the social care system. Now we
are facing a winter of hardship driven by the rampant
cost of living crisis. Instead of bringing forward measures
that will help the poorest and those most in need, the
Government are prioritising tax cuts for the rich and
public service cuts for the rest of us. They have removed
the triple-lock protections on pensions and are refusing
to commit to raising benefits in line with inflation. They
have made disastrous economic decisions that have
crashed the economy and made the cost of living crisis
one of the worst among comparable countries.

Local governments are being forced to make further
crippling cuts, as well as find extra money for energy
costs and inflation to maintain their public services. We
know that adult social care provision will suffer. Liverpool
has lost £465 million of our budget since the start of
austerity, which is more than two thirds of our overall
budget since 2010. Liverpool, like other cities, has a
growing elderly population with increasing complex
needs, including dementia.

We urgently need a big injection of funding to councils’
care budgets alongside a social care workforce strategy
to meet rising demands. We are facing unprecedented staff
shortages in the health and social care sectors, with
more than 165,000 vacancies and a massive staff turnover
of 30% a year. In Liverpool, 15% of our social care
workers are employed on zero-hours contracts and we
have a vacancy rate of over 10%. Without action, the
consequences will be devastating. We must be absolutely
clear: a shortage of staff costs lives. It is as simple
as that.

We are about to face a second round of Tory austerity,
with £43 billion to be slashed from public services that
have already been decimated during 12 years of Tory
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Government. Instead of more cuts, we need a serious
injection of cash into adult social care and a plan to
bring those services back in-house to end the rampant
profiteering of companies backed by private equity
funds, which sucks public money out of the system and
out of services and straight into tax havens in the
Cayman Islands to be hoarded by the super-rich. Decent
pay, terms and conditions for undervalued employees
must take centre stage of any serious plans to tackle the
deep-rooted structural issues in the social care sector
along with a long-term workforce strategy and improved
quality and standards of care.

The Secretary of State for Health and Social Care
has committed to maintaining the same levels of funding
on health and social care despite today’s cancellation of
the levy. However, the Prime Minister and the Chancellor
are crowing about this reversal to national insurance
contributions as a key victory in their tax-cutting agenda,
which will see £43 billion slashed from public services.
Will the Minister confirm whether the Government will
commit to spending the same planned £12.4 billion a
year over the next three years that would have been
raised by this levy? A simple yes or no answer would be
great, thank you.

6.33 pm

Peter Grant (Glenrothes) (SNP): I do not often say
this, but I welcome the decision that the Government
have taken, which is to U-turn on their increase in
national insurance contributions, although I utterly
reject any suggestion that it should be coupled with any
watering down of the previous commitments on funding
for health and social care services.

I do not think that national insurance is the right
name for this tax. It is an income tax—a jobs tax—and
we should be honest about what it is doing. It is a jobs
tax because if a person has a job, they pay tax on the
money that they get paid for doing their job— unless
they are earning way below the minimum full-time
wage. If they are an employer, they pay tax on the wages
that they pay someone for doing the job for them. It is
only if a person is lucky enough to be able to make most
of their money from owning shares or property that
they can earn significant amounts of money without
paying national insurance on that income. I have to say
that not many of my constituents who are struggling on
a minimum wage and part-time jobs are that impressed
by the fact that they can get national insurance-free
income from their share portfolios, because they cannot
afford to buy them in the first place.

This is a form of income tax—a jobs tax—specifically
targeted at working people. It is not even an insurance
as such. I pay insurance on my car. If I am involved in
an accident, I have a guarantee that the insurance
company will pay its share of the costs. People do not
get that guarantee just because they have been paying
national insurance contributions all their life. Just ask
the WASPI women—of the Women Against State Pension
Inequality Campaign—how much of an insurance scheme
guarantee they actually get from national insurance.

The legislation that we are being asked to repeal
today—and it looks like it will be repealed today without
a Division—introduced a form of hypothecated tax,
which is not something that I would generally support.
Nobody has really mentioned that in this debate, and it

did not get much coverage in the debate last year. Other
than for very time-limited and precisely defined purposes,
hypothecated taxes do not really work. Filling in a small
part of the decades-long underfunding in some of our
most important public services is neither time limited
nor specific.

Whatever we are going to do to change the tax system
to get adequate funding for these services, a single,
specific hypothecated tax is never going to be it. I have
been consistent on this. I find it interesting that nobody
who has spoken in this debate in favour of repealing the
levy has explained why they voted for it in the first place
last year. I note that sometimes people are allowed to
change their minds regularly, whereas at other times
people are not allowed to change their minds from eight
years ago.

Our health and social care services are among our
most precious public services. Universal healthcare—
including free prescriptions—free at the point of delivery,
based only on clinical need rather than the ability to
pay, is surely an essential part of any civilised society. I
would say the same about social care. I am proud that in
Scotland we have free personal care for those who need
it, regardless of whether they can afford to pay for it. I
welcome the steps that the Scottish Government have
taken to reduce the financial burden on those who need
other forms of social care as well. All of these services
are available to everybody and they should be paid for
by everybody according to our means through general
taxation. I am not ashamed to say that if I had to pay a
wee bit extra tax that I could easily afford in order to
provide a civilised society for my people to live in, I
would do so willingly.

Those principles are now under direct attack, even
more so than they were under the previous Prime Minister,
and even more so than they were in the dark days of
Margaret Thatcher. We now have a Prime Minister who
has chosen to surround herself with people whose links
to the NHS privatisation lobby are not hard to find. It
does not need to be direct privatisation; it is very easy to
privatise the health service by stealth, simply by strangling
it of funds so that the waiting list becomes so long that
people choose to pay for a health service that they have
already paid for through their taxes.

That is why it is essential that we get a commitment
from this Government that not only will there not be a
reduction in cash terms in health service funding or in
social care funding, but that those budgets will increase
by enough to cover the cost of inflation as it hits those
services. Historically, inflation in the health service has
usually been higher than the headline rate of inflation.
The headline rate of inflation is savage enough just now.
It is likely that the true cost of inflation to the health
service is even higher. I asked the Chancellor about this
directly a few weeks ago when he issued his mini-Budget.
Scandalously, he refused to give a commitment that
funding in the health service will even keep pace with
inflation, never mind increasing to meet what we can all
see is an unmet demand.

Part of the reason that the NHS is coming under
unprecedented pressure is that the policies and deliberate
choices of this Government and their predecessors have
forced people into poverty and destitution, and that has
an impact on people’s health, which creates additional
demand on the NHS. As others have pointed out,
having people on health service waiting lists unable to
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work damages the economy. If the economy is damaged
in such a way that it affects the funding of the health
service—if, for example, people are given lower wages,
are put under financial stress and are unable to afford
the cost of living—that in turn damages our health, and
to an extent that we perhaps have not properly realised
until recently.

A recent study by the University of Glasgow and the
Glasgow Centre for Population Health found nearly
335,000 excess deaths in the UK in the past seven years
that were caused by austerity. Deliberate policy choices
by this and previous Tory Governments since 2012 have
killed more people than the covid pandemic. That is a
scandalous thing to happen in any country that claims
to be civilised. That is why we cannot fully consider the
provisions of this Bill, or the provisions of the Act of
Parliament that it seeks to repeal, in isolation from the
wider policies of a Government who seem hellbent on
plunging even more people into poverty, while lining
the pockets of their own billionaire supporters and
donors.

To give just one example, the Chief Secretary to the
Treasury was delighted to tell us earlier that the combination
of not increasing the national insurance levy and the
previously announced changes to income tax thresholds
will amount to a whopping £500 per year back in the
pockets of my lowest-earning constituents. They are
paying between £1,200 and £1,500 a year more just for
the heat in their homes compared with last year, so the
generous £500 a year that the Government are putting
back into their pockets is less than half of what my
constituents need just to stand still for electricity and
gas prices. That is before they start to pay their increased
costs of food, rent and mortgages for those able to buy
their own homes.

That should not be inevitable. My constituents live in
a country in which 85% of energy does not come from
gas, so why do they see their bills doubling when there is
a gas shortage? My constituents live in a country that
supplies more energy than it needs and has a commodity
that is in short supply, so why are they so much worse
off when the value of the commodity that we have in
surplus increases on the global market? Those are not
questions that Treasury Ministers or other Ministers in
this place do not know the answers to; they are questions
that they are scared to face up to the answers to.

Repealing this legislation when the ink is hardly dry
on the paper serves to illustrate yet again the total chaos
that this Government are in. That chaos has spread to
the whole of these islands, and they seem quite happy to
inflict it on the financial markets, despite the impact
they know it will have on people’s standard of living
now and the pensions they will be able to rely on in the
future.

The Government’s persistent refusal to provide a
costed plan to ensure sufficient and sustainable funding
for those vital services, directly through funding in
England and indirectly through Barnett consequentials
on the devolved nations, and their persistent refusal to
put health and social care services on a proper and
sustainable funding basis demonstrate clearly that our
national health service can never be safe in the hands of
this or any other Westminster Government.

6.42 pm

Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): Before I get
into the Bill, I want to note some of the remarks made
by the Government on their energy package and the speed
with which that was brought forward. Given that this is
the first opportunity we have to discuss these financial
matters, I want to record that it felt during recess as though
almost every day in August people were begging the
Government to act, and they did not. We waited and waited,
while they had an internal debate when they could have
acted. For 12 years, in fact, it has seemed that the British
economy has had both deep-rooted problems and significant
shocks. Given the situation before us and the chaos we
face, would not any Government want to act?

That brings us to today’s Bill, which is essentially a
U-turn. As colleagues have said, the Government are
showing here that they can U-turn, but what we need
now is much more significant action. We can say with
certainty that the Chancellor has already made a
considerable impression on the economy. He inherited a
cost of living crisis and for good measure added a cost
of borrowing crisis, an interest rate crisis, a mortgage
crisis, a sterling crisis, a Government bond crisis and a
pension funds crisis.

Inflation was already at its highest rate in 40 years,
devouring household wages and savings; Shell, ExxonMobil
and Chevron recorded their highest ever profits and
household energy bills doubled within a year. Thanks
to this Government, the pound has slumped to its
lowest value against the dollar since Britain went decimal
in 1971, and the Bank of England has been forced to
launch an emergency £65 billion bond-buying scheme
that, as we saw yesterday, has barely stopped the chaos.

Thanks to this Government, in the blink of an eye
the average homeowner now faces a monthly mortgage
payment that is £500 more expensive and food bank use
has soared to such an extent—[Interruption.] Do not
say it is global. The food bank increase is not global; it
is a feature of the UK economy, and it has soared to
such an extent that volunteers will need either to turn
people away or to reduce the size of emergency rations.
That is the situation we face, and that is why this Bill
must not represent the last U-turn from this Government.

We have heard from various Conservative Members
that they are the party of tradition, so let me commend
the Government on respecting a long-standing Conservative
tradition in their conduct relating to our economy. Just
like on 16 September 1992, Conservative Governments
always end up sacrificing family finances to pay for
their chaos.

This Chancellor, in his airy disregard for experts,
produced a Budget so complacent, so unfunded and so
unconvincing to the markets that the cost of our long-term
borrowing soared. His doubters are now not just the
members of the Labour party; they include bond traders,
the currency markets, the civil service, the OBR, the
Bank of England, the IMF and the British public.

The Conservatives have pierced a hole in the British
economy, and the effects are widespread and severe.
Pension funds were brought to the edge of collapse and,
before the Bank of England intervened, we risked falling
into a self-perpetuating spiral,
“threatening severe disruption of core funding markets and consequent
widespread financial instability.”

To be so ignorant, so high-handed and so willing to risk
impoverishing people is unforgivable.
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It is some small comfort that today the Tories are
reversing their own rise in national insurance. U-turn
follows U-turn and we return to square one. However,
this zig-zagging incoherence is not just a waste of
parliamentary time and energy, but damaging to our
stability and our credibility. No matter whether they
raise taxes or lower them, high-quality public services
and economic growth will continue to elude the
Conservatives. That is because, as has been said so
often, economic strength does not come just from the
top; it starts in the everyday lives of working people
right across our great country. The hon. Member for
South Suffolk (James Cartlidge) explained well what is
happening right now for people trying to work. Thanks
to the Conservatives, record waiting lists see acute conditions
becoming chronic and more and more people having to
leave the labour market. Do not crow about unemployment
being at historically low levels when inactivity—people
simply unable to work—is shooting up again, as we
found today.

James Cartlidge: Just to clarify, what I said was that it
was due to the pandemic—not entirely, but everything
the Labour party says now is airbrushing out of history
the greatest post-war trauma that the country faced,
when there was an enormous surge in borrowing, which
we all supported, to fund the support for businesses and
people in our constituencies. At some point, will Labour
recognise the impact that had and the action we had to
take, which has led to decisions such as these tax
increases?

Alison McGovern: The impact of the pandemic on
our labour market and our health service has been
profound. It should inspire us to see the capabilities of
the people within our health service, and it should show
us the undeniable truth that there will be no economic
health in this country without securing the health of the
people of this country. That is what the pandemic
shows us. I simply ask that the party in government
today, the Conservative party, learns that lesson.

If we look at what is going on with our labour
market, we see that part of the growth plan must be to
secure our health service, get waiting lists down and get
people back to good health. We have heard that funding
for health and social care services will be untouched, so
let me assure the Government—already so elastic with
their commitments—that their promise on the health
service will be under heightened surveillance in months
to come.

The Government say that they have a growth plan to
end their cycle of stagnation and to radically overhaul
what has been dragging us down, but that plan simply
has no credibility. It is delayed and delayed. Until we see
what they truly believe can help this country grow, all
we see is the cost of borrowing growing, inflation growing,
mortgage payments growing, food bank use growing
and child poverty growing, while the true opportunities
that this country has—its people and their talents—are
left wasted.

Who asked for this? Who nodded happily at higher
mortgage repayments? Who wanted public services to
be slashed or spiralling inequality? There is no consent
for this, as we have seen—not even consent on the Tory
Back Benches. The resulting damage to our economy is
immediate and sharp, but there is another danger that
emerges slower but is just as great: the risk to our
relationship with the British people.

I worry that we have short memories in this place.
Only three months ago, more than 60 Ministers fled the
Government of the right hon. Member for Uxbridge
and South Ruislip (Boris Johnson). For some time, that
Government were viewed with real anger by the public,
who overcame the pandemic through shared sacrifice,
only to feel cheated, insulted and taken for fools by
their Government. Well, the British people are not
fools, Madam Deputy Speaker. They understand that
this winter, whether it is due to soaring energy bills,
surging inflation or the war in Ukraine, shared sacrifice
is needed again. In return, they are owed compassionate,
responsible leadership and a Government who can look
them in the eye.

This is not a time for economic hobbyism—for testing
pet theories like schoolboys in the common room—and
ignoring the country. Not even two people in every
1,000 voted for the Prime Minister or her Chancellor.
Britain did not choose to be experimented on in this
way. When the Chancellor delivered his crazy Budget
on 23 September, everyone in this country was united in
experiencing that act of economic vandalism. When
children are hungry, pensioners colder and families
fearful, the Chancellor avoided the profits of energy
giants and signed off unfunded tax giveaways for
millionaires. In waving through bigger bonuses for bankers,
he took a torch to our social contract. Instead of shared
sacrifice, this gang of fanatics on the Treasury Bench
turned to casino economics and gambled away public
trust.

It is an old, old saying that you can judge a person by
what they choose to do with power. After 12 years of
the Tories in power, the veneer has worn off, revealing
the same old ideas that have been tested to destruction
in this country: run the country on the cheap, leave
public services crumbling and make working people pay
the price. The big society—remember that?—has been
and gone, one nation conservatism is a painted shell,
and the façade of levelling up has been abandoned, as
they cut taxes for millionaires and look set to cut
benefits for the poor. It does not matter whether it is
this Prime Minister or whoever soon replaces her—this
is the Conservative project and it has been there all
along.

It is the single greatest privilege in this country to sit
on the Treasury Bench. Instead of living up to that
honour, the Conservative party is hopeless, reckless,
callous and weak. There is no consent for this Government’s
ideas, and they should be driven out of office. If they
really are such a confident group of free thinkers, surely
they have nothing to fear from taking their pitch to the
country.

6.53 pm

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard
Fuller): It is a pleasure to close this debate on behalf of
the Government. I thank all hon. Members for their
contributions to this relatively short debate. I think it is
fair to say that none of us came here expecting to find a
perfect consensus, but it was rather pleasing to hear the
measure welcomed by the Opposition spokesperson,
the hon. Member for Ealing North (James Murray),
the SNP spokesperson, the hon. Member for Gordon
(Richard Thomson), the Liberal Democrat spokesperson,
the hon. Member for Richmond Park (Sarah Olney),
and the hon. Member for Glenrothes (Peter Grant). I
thank all those Opposition Members for their support.
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I thank my hon. Friend the Member for South Suffolk
(James Cartlidge) and my long-standing hon. Friend
the Member for Macclesfield (David Rutley) for their
speeches and my hon. Friends the Members for Winchester
(Steve Brine) and for Salisbury (John Glen) for their
interventions. If there was one message from the four of
them, it was on the importance of fiscal responsibility.
That was heard loud and clear, and it has been resonated
by the Chancellor again and again, including today.
Truly, it is the essence of conservatism, as my hon.
Friend the Member for South Suffolk said. I noted what
my hon. Friend the Member for Macclesfield said about
the Treasury working more closely with the OBR and
about the engagement requested by the Chair of the
Treasury Committee. I assure him that the Treasury
team will engage as he has suggested.

This has been a serious debate for the most part. It
looked like it was getting into levity at one point, when
the hon. Member for Arfon (Hywel Williams), who
unfortunately is no longer in his place, volunteered to
be a member of the anti-growth coalition. He said it
was important that there was a free lunch. The hon.
Member for Gordon spoke about not joining a club and
invoked Marx, although not the Marx who was the
favourite of the former Opposition spokesperson on
finance.

At times, there were clear points of ideology in respect
of the plan. It is clear that the purpose of the Chancellor’s
growth plan is to improve lives across the country over
the long term. Growing the economy must be our
guiding mission, and with this Government it is. We will
do so through lower taxes, through improved infrastructure,
by supporting skilled employment, by removing barriers
to investment, by getting the housing market moving,
by making Britain an even better place to do business
and by ensuring that people who earn money keep more
of it so that they can make their own decisions—that
includes our businesses.

I heard from the Opposition spokesperson that their
plan comprises two aspects. First, it is the Government—a
Labour Government—who should decide the right way
to achieve growth in this country, rather than the wealth
creators and businesses. Labour wishes to make those
decisions on behalf of all of us. Many of us on this side
of the House know where that sort of central planning
ends up.

Secondly, those with the broadest shoulders should
bear the burden. I just warn hon. Members to measure
how broad their shoulders are. My fear is that it is not
those with broad shoulders but anyone with shoulders
who bears the burden. My point is this: the starting
position for Labour’s plan is that this year, 2022-23,
those in the top 1% of the income distribution are
estimated to receive 13% of all income, but already pay
30% of all income tax liabilities. Those in the bottom
50% of the income distribution are estimated to pay
only 8.3% of all income tax. When Labour says that it
wants to fund its plans through general taxation, it is
not looking for the 1% to pay; it is looking for people on
average and low incomes to pay. The Conservative party
does not think that is the right way to achieve growth.

Peter Grant: Will the Minister give way?

Richard Fuller: I will come to the hon. Gentleman if I
have time.

The Liberal Democrat spokesperson gave a very good
speech and raised important broader issues. She welcomed
the measure and spoke about the costs that have been
paid by people and businesses—she gave the figures
£2.5 billion and £3.8 billion. That underlines the important
contribution this measure will make by putting money
back into the pockets of households as they face the
winter crisis and into the hands of businesses as they
make their investment decisions.

The hon. Lady kindly spoke about her past as an
accountant—not everyone would necessarily volunteer
their past as an accountant. She spoke about some of
the disruption there has been. I assure her that I have
spoken, as has HMRC, to payroll software companies
to assess what the level of disruption has been and
whether this additional change will cause further disruption.
In my conversations with them, they have said that
there have been minimal costs to date and that the
reversal will have minimal costs for them. That is just a
selection of payroll software companies—there are others—
but I can give her some assurance that there has perhaps
been less disruption than she feared.

Sarah Olney: I thank the Minister for that assurance,
but the point I was making was not so much about the
technical implementation; I totally take his point that it
is a software change. The point I was making was more
about headcount forecasts and how many staff businesses
can afford to take on. Changing the national insurance
contribution that businesses make has a material impact
on those forecasts and will have had an impact on how
many new jobs have been created.

Richard Fuller: That is an interesting point, and it
probably is worthy of further investigation. On the day
when we have announced that the country has more
vacancies than unemployment, and unemployment is at
a long-term low, one would think that that impact has
not been significant, but it is an issue that is worthy of
further investigation. The other point that the hon.
Lady made about the impact that hospital discharges
may be having on social care—she talked about the
hospital in her constituency—is a relevant one, and I
am sure that it will be taken up by my right hon. Friend
the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care.

The hon. Member for Liverpool, Riverside (Kim
Johnson) asked, as others did, whether the changes to
the levy will change the funding previously announced.
I can assure her that the levy change makes no difference
to the funding outlined.

Other points were made, and we will have further
discussions in Committee. My right hon. Friend the
Chief Secretary to the Treasury made the point that the
reversal of the levy is part of a much greater sum.
Above all, it is about achieving the sustainable growth
that this country needs and deserves. That is our mission
as a Government, and it is the purpose of the Bill. I
commend it to the House.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read a Second time; to stand committed
to a Committee of the whole House (Order, this day).

Further proceedings on the Bill stood postponed (Order,
this day).
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HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE LEVY (REPEAL)
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 Health
and Social Care Levy (Repeal) Bill, it is expedient to authorise:

(a) the payment of sums by the Secretary of State out of
money provided by Parliament to His Majesty’s Revenue and
Customs for payment into the National Insurance Fund, and

(b) the payment of sums out of the National Insurance Fund
into the Consolidated Fund.—(Amanda Solloway.)

Question agreed to.

Health and Social Care Levy (Repeal) Bill
Proceedings resumed (Order, this day).

Considered in Committee

[DAME ROSIE WINTERTON in the Chair]

Clause 1 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clauses 2 and 3 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

New Clause 1

REVIEW OF EFFECTS OF ACT ON REVENUE SOURCES OF

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE EXPENDITURE

‘(1) The Treasury must lay before the House of Commons on
the day on which this Act is passed a report reviewing the effect
of the repeal of the Health and Social Care Levy Act 2021 on the
sources of revenue for the expenditure on health and social
care in—

(a) England,

(b) Wales,

(c) Scotland, and

(d) Northern Ireland.

(2) The review conducted under subsection (1) must assess the
Treasury’s plans to raise an amount of revenue equivalent to the
proceeds of the Health and Social Care Levy in the context of—

(a) general taxation,

(b) government borrowing, and

(c) other public expenditure.’—(James Murray.)

This new clause would require the Treasury to publish an assessment
of the Government’s commitment to replace the money for health
and social care that will no longer accrue from the Health and
Social Care Levy.

Brought up, and read the First time.

James Murray: I beg to move, That the clause be read
a Second time.

The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means (Dame
Rosie Winterton): With this it will be convenient to
consider new clause 2—Assessment of revenue effects on
health and social care of increases in the rates of taxes on
dividend and capital gains income—

‘The Treasury must lay before the House of Commons within
30 days of the date on which this Act is passed an assessment of
the merits of raising at least the same amount of revenue for
health and social care as would have been raised by the health
and social care levy by instead bringing the rates of taxation on
dividends and capital gains income in line with existing rates of
taxation of earnings.’

This new clause would require the Treasury to report on an alternative
to using the health and social care levy to fund health and social
care, by raising more tax revenue from dividends and capital gains.

Schedule stand part.

James Murray: We know that the Bill is straightforward
in what it seeks to achieve: as clause 1 sets out, it simply
repeals the Health and Social Care Levy Act 2021.
Ministers are asking us today to overturn a piece of
legislation that they and their colleagues strained to
defend and voted in favour of a little over a year ago.

As I set out on Second Reading, we welcome Ministers
scrapping the tax rise on working people introduced by
last year’s Act, but while the levy was not due to come in
until April 2023, and the Bill means that the levy will
never be charged, the Act also raised national insurance
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contributions for the current financial year 2022-23 as a
transitional measure. As clause 2 confirms, the Bill
keeps national insurance contributions at that higher
level for the first seven months of this year, before
letting them return to their previous levels from November.
The decision by Ministers to scrap the national insurance
rise is, of course, better to have come late than never,
but this in-year change means that yet another cost will
be paid for through working people’s taxes, as public
money pays to undo the mess created by the Tories
having made the wrong call last year. The explanatory
notes to the Bill confirm that there will be a cost of an
in-year change. Under “Financial implications of the
Bill”, they state:

“HMRC anticipates increased call volumes and customer contact
as a result of the in-year reduction of NICs rates. There will be
delivery costs in implementing this policy. IT changes will be
required to be delivered at additional cost to HMRC, to support
safe delivery of this policy.”

All this could have been avoided if Ministers had
simply listened to people across the country, to the
Opposition, to Members on their own side, to the
Federation of Small Businesses, the British Chambers
of Commerce, the CBI, the TUC and so many others. If
Ministers had listened, they would have realised that it
was wrong to go ahead with this tax rise on working
people in the first place. While we know that the U-turn
before us will cost more than if Ministers had made the
right call last year, we do not have a figure from the
explanatory notes for exactly how much this will cost.
On that point, the Bill’s notes simply say that

“Costings will be set out in due course.”

In other times, I might have read that statement and
concluded that Ministers genuinely do not know the
costings, but if their behaviour over the OBR report is
anything to go by, it could be that they are simply
refusing to publish those costings for political reasons.

It is because of this Government’s lack of willingness
to subject themselves to transparent scrutiny that we
have tabled new clause 1. New clause 1 would require
the Chancellor to publish a report on the financial
implications of the Act on the day that it comes into
force. That report must make an assessment of the
Treasury’s plans to raise an amount of revenue equivalent
to the proceeds of the levy in the context of its approach
to general taxation and borrowing.

As I mentioned on Second Reading, the Economic
Secretary to the Treasury confirmed in a letter sent to
the shadow Chancellor and the shadow Secretary of
State for Health and Social Care on 22 September that:

“The additional funding used to replace the expected revenue
from the Levy will come from general taxation and may require
further borrowing in the short-term.”

We already know that borrowing is set to soar thanks to
the Government’s disastrous and discredited approach
to the economy. We know that their approach has
inflicted huge harm on our economy, damaged our
international standing and pushed up mortgage payments
for households across the country. We know in particular
that the Government’s failure to publish the OBR report
showing the detail behind their approach has aggravated
the spooking effect on markets. Through our new clause,
we would require the Government to explain how they

will maintain the funding equivalent to the levy, given
their wider reckless decisions on borrowing and the
economy.

New clause 1 refers to general taxation. As Members
may recall, when they announced the health and social
care levy last year, the former Prime Minister and
Chancellor explained that, alongside the national insurance
increase, the Government would also increase taxes on
income from dividends at the same time. On 7 September
last year, the previous Prime Minister, the right hon.
Member for Uxbridge and South Ruislip (Boris Johnson),
said:

“because we are also increasing dividends tax rates, we will be
asking better-off business owners and investors to make a
fair contribution too.”—[Official Report, 7 September 2021; Vol. 700,
c. 154.]

The question arises of why the current Prime Minister
and Chancellor have decided to cut this tax rate from
April 2023. They do not need to scrap the dividends tax
rise as part of the repeal of the Health and Social Care
Levy Act—the dividend rate does not appear in that
Act—but they have none the less committed to doing
so. I would be grateful if the Minister could set out
whether he agrees with the former Prime Minister’s
argument that having a higher tax rate on dividends
means asking better-off people to make a fair contribution.
If so, can he confirm why the Government have decided
that it is the right time to cut taxes for those who are
better off, even if that means greater borrowing funded
by all taxpayers?

As I have made clear throughout, we are glad that the
Government are using the Bill to finally scrap this tax
rise on working people, but it is clear that taxpayers will
pay yet again to fix the mess the Tories have created,
that Ministers are planning to again cut taxes for those
they have described as the better-off and that this
Government are desperate to avoid scrutiny of their
plans. It is with that final point in mind that we ask
Conservative Members who are uncomfortable with
their Government’s approach to join us in supporting
new clause 1.

Our new clause would simply require the Treasury to
be transparent about how it will replace the money for
health and social care that will no longer accrue from
the health and social care levy, in the context of its
wider approach to taxation, borrowing and the economy.
As we have heard throughout the day in Parliament,
there is widespread concern that the Government’s plans
do not add up and that their lack of transparency is
making matters worse. Our new clause makes clear to
Ministers that this must change.

Steve Brine: I was not planning on speaking, but
there are a couple of points that I would like to put on
record, as a former Health Minister. I will not revisit the
debate on the leadership campaign in the summer, or
support new clause 1. I listened carefully to the hon.
Member for Ealing North (James Murray) setting out
his argument, and I have some sympathy with some of
it, as he probably gathered from some of my interventions
earlier.

I was happy to support the Second Reading of this
repeal Bill—not that we had a Division on it. The Bill
was well trailed throughout the ridiculously long leadership
campaign in the summer; I do not think that that was
the issue that spooked the markets at the time of the
fiscal event a couple of weeks ago.
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As my hon. Friend the Member for South Suffolk
(James Cartlidge) said so eloquently on Second Reading,
this is probably the most important debate that we
could be having; I am miffed that the House of Commons
is so quiet. It is about funding the British public’s No. 1
priority: the national health service. It was about that
when we passed legislation on the levy, and it is about it
now that we are repealing it. The issues have not gone
away. I will listen carefully when the case for new
clause 2 is outlined, but new clause 1 looks down the
wrong end of the telescope. My hon. Friend cited the
Office for Budget Responsibility’s projection that NHS
funding will, in coming years, go from about 10.3% to
17.5% of GDP. Those are eye-watering figures. I have to
say, as a former Minister for public health, primary care
and prevention, that we cannot simply carry on that
curve.

I want to put on record my points on three or four of
the big challenges that the health service faces. If the
Government let ideology get in the way of facing down
those challenges, future generations—and Governments,
whether Conservative or Labour—will pay the price.
Take obesity. UK-wide, the NHS costs attributed to
being overweight and obesity are projected to reach
£9.7 billion by 2050. When I was in the Department of
Health, we wrote the child obesity strategy. It is fair to
say that the former Prime Minister, my right hon.
Friend the Member for Uxbridge and South Ruislip
(Boris Johnson), did not like a lot of it when he was
running for the leadership of our party. In fact, I think
he referred to the sugar tax as a sin tax, but—let the
sinner repent—he came round to it. Now I hear rumours
that it is for the bin.

I hear rumours that many other measures, including
those around price promotion—″buy one, get one free”,
as it is colloquially known—are also potentially for the
bin, because we do not want to be seen as a nanny
state. This from the state that recently passed a law
making it illegal to leave the house without good reason.
Sometimes, the state does things in the interests of the
population that it serves, and there is no shame in
that. If we do not tackle the obesity challenge, it will
have not only a big financial impact on the NHS, which
we are talking about how to fund, but a big social
impact.

That takes me to my second point, which is on
cancer. Around four in 10 cancers today are preventable.
Smoking causes at least 15 different types of cancer. It
is the biggest cause of cancer in the world today. Earlier,
the hon. Member for Stockton North (Alex Cunningham)
mentioned the smoking cessation plan, which I published
when I was in office, and subsequently updated. We are
still waiting for its revision. Press reports say that it is to
be dropped as well. I gently suggest that that would be a
massive own goal for our Government, and for the
NHS, which we argue about how to fund.

7.15 pm

Alex Cunningham: I thank the hon. Gentleman for
his kind comments. I think that he will agree that the
savings that could be made in the longer term by
implementing an effective tobacco control plan are
absolutely massive; both the Department of Health and
Social Care and the Treasury could derive tremendous
benefits from it very quickly, if they act properly.

Steve Brine: Without question. We had some success
with our tobacco control plan, but progress has stalled.
We cannot ignore the pandemic, as the Opposition
Front Benchers sometimes try to, and I understand that
it disrupted the smoke-free England plans, but we need
to get back to it, for social reasons, and for economic
reasons relating to the health service that we seek to
fund.

I am sure that right hon. and hon. Members from
across the House have heard of the “Be Clear on
Cancer” campaign, and of the “Touch, Look, Check”
message encouraging women to check their breasts. I
lost my mother to breast cancer; it destroyed much of
my family. I brought a ten-minute rule Bill on the
subject to the House earlier this year. Breast Cancer
Now tells me that it thinks that there are 12,000 undiagnosed
breast cancers in this country today. One does not need
to be a genius, a former Health Minister or a breast
surgeon to understand what that could mean: undiagnosed
breast cancers move beyond stage 1, into 2 and 3, when
they are untreatable. That is what happened to my
mother, and I do not want it to happen to others. If the
nanny state means implementing “Be Clear on Cancer”
campaigns to help people avoid cancer, I am a nanny
state-ist.

David Rutley: My hon. Friend makes an important
point about raising awareness, particularly on public
health, and I support the points that he makes, but does
he agree that, at this time of real challenge, it is also
important to drive public awareness of how to use
energy more efficiently, in order to help people with
their fuel bills?

Steve Brine: I know why Dame Rosie is smiling: she
thinks that I have possibly attempted to fit my Second
Reading speech into this response to new clause 1. If I
go down the road of energy policy, I may test her
patience. All I would say to my hon. Friend is that, if
the energy price guarantee was a price cap, and people
could not pay more than the amount at which the cap
was set, there would be some argument for not having a
public campaign advising people on their energy use. It
is not a cap; it is an energy price guarantee. If people
use more energy, they will pay for more energy. It
therefore seems logical to me, on lots of levels, to help
people save energy—but what do I know?

I was just coming to diabetes. The NHS spends about
£10 billion a year—that was about 10% of its budget,
when I was in the Department—on diabetes care. That
is a phenomenal amount of money, yet type 2 diabetes
is preventable and, as we have heard from Members,
people can turn it around. Why would we not want to
encourage people to manage their weight better, when
weight is one of the big drivers of diabetes?

Finally, stoke is a big killer in this country. It costs the
NHS billions. During conference recess, I visited a
group in my constituency called Say Aphasia—I figured
it was a better use of my time. I met a group of 15 men
who had had strokes. One was two years younger than
me. They had severe communication difficulties. I see
my hon. Friend the Member for Bury St Edmunds
(Jo Churchill), a former public health Minister, by the
Front Bench. She knows what I am going to say. Why
would we not want to help the NHS prevent stroke
through a proper salt reduction strategy? Given my
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surname, when I tried to suggest one to the Department,
it caused some amusement among officials, but I think
it is the right thing to do. If we cannot prevent stroke, I
will meet a lot more people like those I met in the Say
Aphasia group last week. Their ongoing cost to the
NHS is significant.

In conclusion, the point I am trying to make, and
maybe I am not making it very well, is that, if we do not
believe in prevention—and in my heart I believe that
those on the Front Bench do believe in prevention—the
costs of the NHS predicted in the OBR book are going
to look quite conservative. I think I am right in saying
that those projections include this levy being in place,
not repealed—

James Cartlidge: And corporation tax.

Steve Brine: And corporation tax, as my hon. Friend
says from a sedentary position. If we believe in
prevention—and, as I say, I believe that those on the
Front Bench do—we need to have the courage to act on
that. That will mean doing unpopular things, but sometimes
we have to do unpopular things to do the right things,
and that means preventing some of the major killers
and some of the major causes of ill health that I have
mentioned. If we do not do that, the NHS will continue
to cost unsustainable amounts of money and it will
become unsustainable. There endeth the lesson of Dr Brine.

Richard Burgon (Leeds East) (Lab): I want to focus
my remarks on my new clause 2. I thank the 25 right
hon. and hon. Members who added their signature to
mine on the amendment paper, and I am pleased that it
has support from Plaid Cymru, Alba, Labour, Green,
and Social Democratic and Labour party MPs.

The Conservative party was wrong to introduce the
health and social care levy, so it is right that it is being
scrapped, but it is wrong that the Government are
imposing a package of unfunded tax cuts, which have
created financial panic and led to interest rates shooting
up and millions of people fearing how they will keep
their home. The package has created a Tory crisis made
in Downing Street, but being paid for by working
people.

As I say, I welcome the scrapping of the levy, but of
course health and social care still need the extra funding
that it would have raised. We only have to look at
today’s news about how the number of social care
workers has fallen for the first time in a decade to see
just how broken our care system is, and rising waiting
lists and soaring ambulance waiting times show that the
NHS is in dire need of a funding boost. So my new
clause 2 would require the Chancellor, in addition to
scrapping the levy, to look at different taxes to raise the
income that would have been raised by the levy. Specifically,
it calls on the Chancellor to look into the iniquity of tax
rates on wealth being lower than the taxes paid on
income from work.

We are, I am afraid, one of the most unequal countries
in Europe when it comes to income distribution, but it
is even worse when we look at wealth. The richest
1% hold almost a quarter of UK wealth, so we need a
full and wide debate in our country about wealth taxes.
I have been calling for a wealth tax—for example, a
one-off wealth tax of 10% on wealth over £5 million,

which could raise £100 billion and provide an emergency
wealth fund to help get us through this crisis—but
today, with new clause 2, I want to concentrate not on
the taxing of wealth itself, but on taxes on income
deriving from wealth.

We have a scandalous situation in our society in
which income derived from wealth is taxed below income
derived from work. If someone is lucky enough to be
able to live off share dividend payouts, they will pay less
in tax than someone who earns exactly the same amount
by getting up each and every day and going out to work.
Likewise, capital gains tax, which is paid on profits
when selling assets such as a second home, is paid at
rates below income tax rates. How on earth can that
ever be justified, and how can it be justified when the
Government are plotting—without any democratic
mandate, I would add—to cut benefits and public services
across society?

In fact, there is huge potential for increasing tax
revenues by simply ending the significant tax discounts
that go to income from wealth over income from work.
How much would be raised by doing this? Ending the
lower rates paid on capital gains and share dividends,
and removing the related exemptions on those taxes,
would raise around £24 billion per year. That is a lot
more—nearly double—than the amount from the national
insurance tax hike on working people, which would
have raised around £12 billion to £13 billion. The funds
that my proposal would raise could be a big down
payment on the investment that we need to ensure our
social care system delivers for everyone, and it could
make a big difference in addressing the crisis in our
health service.

For those on the Conservative Benches who may be
appalled by this idea or this moderate proposal, I want
to point out that the former Chancellor—not the last
one, but the one before, the right hon. Member for
Richmond (Yorks) (Rishi Sunak)—commissioned a review
of capital gains tax, and that review recommended
slashing the annual allowance and aligning capital gains
tax rates more closely with income tax, in a move that
could raise billions of pounds for the Exchequer. On
this, Margaret Thatcher, even, had an interesting view.
Under Thatcher’s premiership, the same basic unfairness
of lower taxes on capital gains was ended. It was back in
1988 that the then Chancellor, Nigel Lawson, said that

“there is little…difference between income and capital gains, and
many people effectively have the option of choosing…which to
receive. And…it is by no means clear why one should be taxed
more heavily than the other.”—[Official Report, 15 March 1988;
Vol. 129, c. 1005.]

Since then, wealthy people living a low-tax lifestyle have
been benefiting from even lower capital gains rates than
over 30 years ago, so something has gone wrong and it
is now time to put that right. We need solutions to deal
with this economic crisis in a socially just way, not
through austerity, not through benefits cuts and not
through public service cuts. Social justice means putting
tax justice at the heart of our economy. We should start
by ensuring that those who live off their wealth pay at
least the same level of tax as those who live off their
own work.

John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): I disagree with
new clause 2 and new clause 1. I welcome very much the
legislation. One of the objectionable features of the
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original proposal was hypothecation, because I do not
think it is possible to identify a single tax that just
happens to meet the costs of a particular service, let
alone a tax that would then have revenue growth at the
right pace to take care of the needs of that service. This
one was particularly misleading. There was no way that
the amount of tax to be levied got anywhere near
paying the full costs of social care. It was misleading to
make people feel that social care might be as cheap as
this particular tax, although the tax itself was burdensome
on all those who go to work.

There are still strong elements of hypothecation in
new clause 2, which I would equally object to. Again,
we should not mislead people into believing there is a
simple, relatively low tax that takes care of a huge
problem—social care. Indeed, when the Government
compounded the difficulty by saying that in the first
instance the tax would be mainly used for the health
service, and by some magic that would drop away and it
would go to social care, it all became incredible to me.
That is why I did not like the idea in the first place. It is
very good news that we are sorting it out.

The challenge of new clauses 1 and 2 is a perfectly
fair one, and I think the answer is straightforward.
Social care does need more money to go into it, and it
will need progressively more. If we fund our social care
better and expand it, it will release some of the pressures
on the NHS. There are some people who could vacate a
bed quite safely and get better social care if that were
available, so this is worthwhile expenditure from that
point of view as well. Above all, it is worthwhile expenditure
because people deserve better care and better treatment
and that should be funded out of general taxation.

The Government are right now to abolish the
hypothecated specialist tax, to give up the idea that
there is a single, relatively low tax that solves all the
problems, and to accept that social care and NHS
provision together is a major claim on the general
taxation of the country. If the general taxation of the
country does not reach total spending—it does not
seem to at the moment—it is also a claim on borrowing.

On that last point, we should remember that for the
previous two years the Office for Budget Responsibility
grossly underestimated the revenues that came into our
economy, and we borrowed considerably less than it
was forecasting. It may not be so wildly wrong this year,
when it looks perhaps as if its borrowing forecast is a
bit on the low side, but we must remember that the way
to pay for these services is to grow the revenue. That was
what we were doing last year and the year before, and
that is what we must do next year, to take care of the
need to spend more on the NHS and social care.

7.30 pm

Lloyd Russell-Moyle (Brighton, Kemptown) (Lab/Co-op):
I rise to support new clauses 1 and 2, and I suspect we
will soon vote on new clause 1. Let us be clear: the
economic issues we are now facing—rising interest rates
for homeowners, and a crashing of confidence in the
British economy—are partly because the Government
will not produce proper, transparent plans about how
they are managing tax and spend.

New clause 1 would force the Government to publish
proper documentation on how they will manage that
expenditure. We cannot scrimp and save any more on
social care, and while it is right to reverse this tax, which

was pernicious and hurt the poorest the most, the
Government’s failure to outline how they will raise the
revenue and properly spend it will cause more chaos
and more lack of confidence in the Government. It will
contribute to the ongoing crisis in interest rates, and it
will end up hurting hard-working people in this country
again. Although the reversal of this tax is welcome,
without proper analysis the danger is that people in this
country will still pay, but they will be paying not through
tax to the Government, but through pernicious interest
rate rises to lenders and banks. That would be worse
than the current situation.

Social care needs to be funded. Brighton and Hove
City Council spends £154 million a year on adult social
care. That is care for older and disabled people—social
care in all its forms. It only raises £160 million through
council tax and the precept, so it has only £10 million
discretionary funding, although of course it gets grants
for schools and other non-discretionary funds. That is
the same up and down the country. It is no good just
finding Treasury money to support an expanding need
for social care; it is a scandal that any penny of council
tax is going on adult social care at all. No voter I ever
speak to thinks it is appropriate for council tax to be
spent on adult social care. Council tax should be for
council services, universal services, and ensuring that
our local areas are better, more prosperous and thriving.
Every person I speak to thinks that social care should
be centrally financed. Yes, councils should deliver it,
just as they do with education and other services, but
the grant must be fully funded by the Government.
That the Government have not outlined how they will
do that, or have even a long-term plan to do that,
continues the pressure and burden on councils and is
wrong.

Not only is it wrong, but there is another way of
doing it. That is why new clause 2 is so important. It
starts to set out the alternatives, and my hon. Friend the
Member for Leeds East (Richard Burgon) stated that
we should be looking at taxing income from wealth. It is
a scandal that generations after generations have squirreled
away wealth, hiding it away like Monopoly money on a
Monopoly board, and they are then able to generate
money from doing almost diddly squat. That is wrong
when hard-working people are toiling and paying a
higher rate.

There are other ways that the tax could be raised,
such as abolishing the upper earnings limit and the
scandal of people who earn more than £50,000 paying
only 3.25%—less once the levy is abolished—on national
insurance. That rich people pay less national insurance
as a percentage of income than poorer people is a
national scandal. Rather than a progressive tax, it is an
innately regressive tax. The poorer someone is, the more
they pay; the richer they are, the less they pay as a
percentage. If that was abolished and we had a flat tax
for everyone, that would have raised £10 billion more
than this failed tax U-turn. The Government would
have been able to fund all they wanted. It would have
been fair, and it would not have hit poorer people. There
were many alternatives and the Government did not
pursue any of them.

Last week I visited my local A&E at Royal Sussex
County Hospital. Fantastic nurses and doctors were
working their socks off, and the management were
trying to cope with reducing resources. What did I see?
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Tens of people in beds in corridors, and more than
30 people in waiting chairs, waiting not to be treated in
A&E but to be moved on to adult social care or other
wards in the hospital. One person had waited for 23 hours,
and another who had been discharged the day before
had been waiting in A&E for four days. Why is that? It
is because our social care system is failing. People are
leaving in droves because there are no national terms
and conditions and no decent pay. It is a disgrace that
care workers earn less than £10 an hour in Brighton and
across the UK. They are on poverty wages yet they do
such important work.

We need a proper plan for how social care will be
paid for. It is no good for the Government to remove
this pernicious tax and then come forward with no
plans, no ideas, no nothing. This Government have run
out of ideas, and Conservative Members have run out
of a future for this country. All they are in now is a
quick “grab as much as they can” in the next two years,
before they lose the election. It is not right for this
country. We need them to move aside because Labour
has the ideas. Labour has the plan for adult social care,
and for everything.

Richard Fuller: New clause 1 was tabled by the hon.
Member for Ealing North (James Murray), and he
raised two specific points. One was on the direct cost
that HMRC will incur as a result of this Bill, and he is
right; there will be some additional costs. It costs to
make these changes, and there will also be costs in
future months from additional calls that may come into
HMRC. Those numbers have not yet been fully quantified,
but I will write to the hon. Gentleman with those costs
when we have them. I do not think this was the intent of
his question, but on the changes to dividend tax rates,
the 1.25% cut will be implemented from April 2023 and
is not taking place this year.

Overall funding for health and social care services
will be maintained at the same level as if the levy was in
place, and we will do that without the tax increase. The
Chancellor and the Government are committed to fiscal
sustainability, ensuring that debt to GDP falls over the
medium term, and the Chancellor will set out further
details in his medium-term fiscal plan on 31 October.
Strong growth and sustainable public finances go hand
in hand, and maintaining fiscal discipline over the medium
term will provide the confidence and stability to underpin
long-run growth. In turn, faster growth can promote
confidence in the UK economy and lead to higher tax
revenues without the need to raise levels of taxation.
That broader context of the medium-term fiscal plan in
the round is the right way to assess these changes, not
via the specific measures in new clause 1. I therefore
urge the House to reject the new clause.

I will make a point to my hon. Friend the Member
for Winchester (Steve Brine), who rightly spoke about
the importance of prevention. To reassure him, the
Department’s spending review settlement provided
£2.3 billion over the spending period to transform diagnostic
services and funding to enable local authorities to invest
further in prevention through the public health grant.

I turn to new clause 2, tabled by the hon. Member for
Leeds East (Richard Burgon) and supported by the
hon. Member for Brighton, Kemptown (Lloyd Russell-
Moyle), who I was interested to hear advocating flat

taxes—I look forward to further discussions with him
about the merits of flat tax rates. There are key differences
between the tax bases of earned income, capital gains
and unearned income such as dividends. For example,
employers also pay national insurance contributions on
employment earnings, which broadens the base of revenue
from national insurance contributions across employers,
employees and the self-employed. In practice, if the
taxation of dividends and capital gains were aligned
with the taxation of earnings, we could expect to raise
less than the levy was forecast to do due to the size of
the tax bases and the significant behavioural responses
by both tax bases. One of the key points that the hon.
Member for Leeds East misses is such behavioural
changes when we seek to change certain taxes in a
significant way.

Unlike the Opposition, the Government are committed
to lowering taxes, not raising them. We have already
committed to reversing the 1.25 percentage point increase
in dividend tax from April 2023, as I said, to drive
growth and investment, and the Chancellor of the
Exchequer will publish the medium-term fiscal plan on
31 October. I therefore urge the House to reject new
clause 2. With thanks to those hon. Members for tabling
their new clauses, I hope that they are satisfied with my
explanations and that the hon. Member for Ealing
North will not press his new clause to a Division.

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

The House divided: Ayes 190, Noes 257.

Division No. 55] [7.41 pm

AYES

Ali, Rushanara

Ali, Tahir

Allin-Khan, Dr Rosena

Amesbury, Mike

Anderson, Fleur

Ashworth, rh Jonathan

Barker, Paula

Beckett, rh Margaret

Begum, Apsana

Benn, rh Hilary

Black, Mhairi

Blackford, rh Ian

Blackman, Kirsty

Blake, Olivia

Blomfield, Paul

Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben

Brennan, Kevin

Brock, Deidre

Brown, Ms Lyn

Bryant, Chris

Burgon, Richard

Byrne, Ian

Cadbury, Ruth

Cameron, Dr Lisa

Campbell, rh Sir Alan

Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair

Chamberlain, Wendy

Champion, Sarah

Chapman, Douglas

Charalambous, Bambos

Cherry, Joanna

Clark, Feryal

Cooper, Daisy

Cooper, rh Yvette

Coyle, Neil

Cruddas, Jon

Cryer, John

Cummins, Judith

Cunningham, Alex

Daby, Janet

Davey, rh Ed

David, Wayne

Day, Martyn

De Cordova, Marsha

Debbonaire, Thangam

Dhesi, Mr Tanmanjeet Singh

Docherty-Hughes, Martin

Dodds, Anneliese

Doogan, Dave

Dorans, Allan

Doughty, Stephen

Eagle, Dame Angela

Eagle, Maria

Eastwood, Colum

Edwards, Jonathan

Efford, Clive

Eshalomi, Florence

Esterson, Bill

Evans, Chris

Farron, Tim

Farry, Stephen

Fellows, Marion

Ferrier, Margaret

Flynn, Stephen

Foord, Richard

Fovargue, Yvonne

Foxcroft, Vicky

Gardiner, Barry

Gill, Preet Kaur

Grady, Patrick

Grant, Peter

Green, Kate
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Green, Sarah

Greenwood, Lilian

Greenwood, Margaret

Griffith, Dame Nia

Haigh, Louise

Hamilton, Fabian

Hamilton, Mrs Paulette

Hanna, Claire

Hanvey, Neale

Hardy, Emma

Harris, Carolyn

Hayes, Helen

Hendrick, Sir Mark

Hendry, Drew

Hobhouse, Wera

Hollern, Kate

Hopkins, Rachel

Hosie, rh Stewart

Howarth, rh Sir George

Huq, Dr Rupa

Hussain, Imran

Jarvis, Dan

Johnson, rh Dame Diana

Johnson, Kim

Jones, Darren

Jones, Gerald

Jones, rh Mr Kevan

Khan, Afzal

Kyle, Peter

Lake, Ben

Lammy, rh Mr David

Lavery, Ian

Leadbeater, Kim

Lewell-Buck, Mrs Emma

Lewis, Clive

Lightwood, Simon

Linden, David

Long Bailey, Rebecca

Lynch, Holly

Madders, Justin

Mahmood, Mr Khalid

Mahmood, Shabana

Malhotra, Seema

Maskell, Rachael

Matheson, Christian

McCabe, Steve

McCarthy, Kerry

McDonald, Andy

McDonald, Stuart C.

McFadden, rh Mr Pat

McGovern, Alison

McKinnell, Catherine

McMorrin, Anna

Mearns, Ian

Mishra, Navendu

Monaghan, Carol

Morden, Jessica

Morris, Grahame

Murray, James

Nandy, Lisa

Newlands, Gavin

Nichols, Charlotte

Norris, Alex

Olney, Sarah

Onwurah, Chi

Oswald, Kirsten

Owatemi, Taiwo

Peacock, Stephanie

Pennycook, Matthew

Phillipson, Bridget

Pollard, Luke

Powell, Lucy

Qaisar, Ms Anum

Reeves, Rachel

Reynolds, Jonathan

Ribeiro-Addy, Bell

Rimmer, Ms Marie

Rodda, Matt

Russell-Moyle, Lloyd

Saville Roberts, rh Liz

Shah, Naz

Siddiq, Tulip

Smith, Jeff

Smith, Nick

Smyth, Karin

Sobel, Alex

Spellar, rh John

Stephens, Chris

Stevens, Jo

Stone, Jamie

Streeting, Wes

Stringer, Graham

Sultana, Zarah

Tami, rh Mark

Thewliss, Alison

Thomas, Gareth

Thomas-Symonds, rh Nick

Thompson, Owen

Thomson, Richard

Thornberry, rh Emily

Trickett, Jon

Twigg, Derek

Twist, Liz

Vaz, rh Valerie

Wakeford, Christian

West, Catherine

Western, Matt

Whitley, Mick

Whittome, Nadia

Williams, Hywel

Winter, Beth

Wishart, Pete

Yasin, Mohammad

Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Sarah Owen and

Mary Glindon

NOES

Adams, rh Nigel

Afriyie, Adam

Aiken, Nickie

Aldous, Peter

Anderson, Lee

Ansell, Caroline

Argar, rh Edward

Atherton, Sarah

Atkins, Victoria

Bacon, Gareth

Bailey, Shaun

Baillie, Siobhan (Proxy vote

cast by Craig Whittaker)

Barclay, rh Steve

Baron, Mr John

Baynes, Simon

Bell, Aaron

Benton, Scott

Bhatti, Saqib

Blackman, Bob

Bottomley, Sir Peter

Bowie, Andrew

Bradley, Ben

Bradley, rh Karen

Brereton, Jack

Bridgen, Andrew

Brine, Steve

Bristow, Paul

Britcliffe, Sara

Browne, Anthony

Bruce, Fiona

Buchan, Felicity

Burghart, Alex

Butler, Rob

Cairns, rh Alun

Carter, Andy

Cartlidge, James

Cash, Sir William

Cates, Miriam

Caulfield, Maria

Chishti, Rehman

Churchill, Jo

Clark, rh Greg

Clarke, rh Mr Simon

Clarke, Theo (Proxy vote cast

by Craig Whittaker)

Clarke-Smith, Brendan

Clarkson, Chris

Clifton-Brown, Sir Geoffrey

Colburn, Elliot

Courts, Robert

Coutinho, Claire

Crabb, rh Stephen

Crosbie, Virginia

Crouch, Tracey

Daly, James

Davies, David T. C.

Davies, Gareth

Davies, Dr James

Davies, Mims

Davis, rh Mr David

Dinenage, Dame Caroline

Dines, Miss Sarah

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Docherty, Leo

Donelan, rh Michelle

Dowden, rh Oliver

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, James

Duguid, David

Duncan Smith, rh Sir Iain

Dunne, rh Philip

Eastwood, Mark

Edwards, Ruth

Ellis, rh Michael

Eustice, rh George

Evans, Dr Luke

Evennett, rh Sir David

Everitt, Ben

Fabricant, Michael

Farris, Laura

Fell, Simon

Firth, Anna

Fletcher, Katherine

Fletcher, Nick

Foster, Kevin

Fox, rh Dr Liam

Francois, rh Mr Mark

Frazer, rh Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

French, Mr Louie

Fuller, Richard

Ghani, Ms Nusrat

Gibb, rh Nick

Gibson, Peter

Gideon, Jo

Glen, John

Goodwill, rh Sir Robert

Graham, Richard

Grant, Mrs Helen

Gray, James

Green, Chris

Green, rh Damian

Griffith, Andrew

Grundy, James

Gullis, Jonathan

Halfon, rh Robert

Hall, Luke

Hammond, Stephen

Harper, rh Mr Mark

Harris, Rebecca

Harrison, Trudy

Hart, Sally-Ann

Hart, rh Simon

Henderson, Gordon

Henry, Darren

Higginbotham, Antony

Hinds, rh Damian

Hoare, Simon

Holden, Mr Richard

Hollinrake, Kevin

Hollobone, Mr Philip

Holmes, Paul

Howell, Paul

Hudson, Dr Neil

Hughes, Eddie

Hunt, rh Jeremy

Hunt, Tom

Javid, rh Sajid

Jayawardena, rh Mr Ranil

Jenkin, Sir Bernard

Jenkinson, Mark

Jenkyns, Andrea

Johnson, Dr Caroline

Johnson, Gareth

Johnston, David

Jones, Andrew

Jones, rh Mr David

Jones, Fay

Jones, Mr Marcus

Jupp, Simon

Kawczynski, Daniel

Kearns, Alicia

Knight, rh Sir Greg

Knight, Julian

Lamont, John

Leadsom, rh Dame Andrea

Levy, Ian

Lewer, Andrew

Lewis, rh Brandon

Loder, Chris

Logan, Mark

Longhi, Marco

Lopez, Julia

Lopresti, Jack

Lord, Mr Jonathan

Loughton, Tim

Mackinlay, Craig

Mackrory, Cherilyn

Maclean, Rachel

Malthouse, rh Kit

Mangnall, Anthony
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Mann, Scott

Marson, Julie

May, rh Mrs Theresa

Mayhew, Jerome

Maynard, Paul

McCartney, Jason

McCartney, Karl

McPartland, rh Stephen

McVey, rh Esther

Merriman, Huw

Metcalfe, Stephen

Milling, rh Amanda

Mills, Nigel

Mohindra, Mr Gagan

Moore, Damien

Moore, Robbie

Mordaunt, rh Penny

Morris, Anne Marie

Morris, James

Morrissey, Joy

Mortimer, Jill

Morton, rh Wendy

Mullan, Dr Kieran

Mumby-Croft, Holly

Mundell, rh David

Murray, Mrs Sheryll

Neill, Sir Robert

Nici, Lia

O’Brien, Neil

Opperman, Guy

Pawsey, Mark

Penning, rh Sir Mike

Penrose, John

Philp, rh Chris

Pow, Rebecca

Prentis, Victoria

Pritchard, rh Mark

Pursglove, Tom

Quin, Jeremy

Quince, Will

Randall, Tom

Redwood, rh John

Richards, Nicola

Richardson, Angela

Robertson, Mr Laurence

Robinson, Mary

Ross, Douglas

Rowley, Lee

Russell, Dean

Rutley, David

Sambrook, Gary

Saxby, Selaine

Scully, Paul

Selous, Andrew

Shapps, rh Grant

Simmonds, David

Skidmore, rh Chris

Smith, Greg

Smith, rh Julian

Smith, Royston

Solloway, Amanda

Spencer, Dr Ben

Spencer, rh Mark

Stafford, Alexander

Stevenson, John

Stewart, Iain

Streeter, Sir Gary

Stride, rh Mel

Stuart, rh Graham

Sunderland, James

Syms, Sir Robert

Thomas, Derek

Throup, Maggie

Timpson, Edward

Tolhurst, Kelly

Tomlinson, Justin

Tomlinson, Michael

Trott, Laura

Truss, rh Elizabeth

Tugendhat, rh Tom

Vickers, Martin

Vickers, Matt

Villiers, rh Theresa

Walker, Sir Charles

Walker, Mr Robin

Warman, Matt

Watling, Giles

Webb, Suzanne

Whittaker, Craig

Wiggin, Sir Bill

Wild, James

Williams, Craig

Williamson, rh Sir Gavin

Wragg, Mr William

Young, Jacob

Tellers for the Noes:
Stuart Anderson and

Nigel Huddleston

Question accordingly negatived.

Schedule agreed to.

The Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair.

Bill reported, without amendment.

Third Reading

Motion made, and Question proposed, That the Bill be
now read the Third time.—(Richard Fuller.)

7.56 pm

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I will not detain
the House any longer than I need to; I just want to put
on record my concerns for those who are on £9 an hour
and those who are also what I refer to as the working
poor. While I welcome where we are, I will steal the
phrase of a well-known supermarket: “Every Little
Helps”. Tonight’s bit will help and it will go a long way.
However, we need to do much more than this little
measure. When it comes to moving forward, for the
working poor—those across this United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland—this repeal Bill is
necessary at this time, and I am glad it is here. Investment
in families is also necessary, especially the working
poor, who were doing fine two years ago and are not
doing as fine now. I just wanted to make those pithy
comments, Madam Deputy Speaker.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read the Third time and passed.

Business without Debate

COMMITTEES

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Rosie Winterton):
With the leave of the House, we will take motions 7 and
8 together.

Ordered,

STANDARDS

That Laura Farris be discharged from the Committee on
Standards and Sir Charles Walker be added.

PRIVILEGES

That Laura Farris be discharged from the Committee of Privileges
and Sir Charles Walker be added.—(Craig Whittaker.)
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Dental Training College: East Anglia
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Jacob Young.)

7.58 pm

Jerome Mayhew (Broadland) (Con): It would be all
too easy to focus any speech on dentistry on a call for
the renegotiation of the NHS—[Interruption.]

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Rosie Winterton):
Order. Could colleagues leave quietly? Otherwise we will
not be able to hear what the hon. Gentleman is saying.

Jerome Mayhew: As I was saying, it would be all too
easy to focus any speech on dentistry on a call for the
renegotiation of the NHS dental contract. Every Member
of Parliament will know from their postbag the suffering
that ordinary people are experiencing every day because
they are simply unable to see a dentist.

The pandemic has caused the loss of 40 million
dental appointments—more than an entire year’s worth
of standard pre-covid treatment—but covid is not the
cause of our problems. Ever since Labour imposed its
NHS dental contract on the profession back in 2006,
trouble has been brewing. Dentists have been voting
with their feet, moving in their thousands away from
NHS treatment into private work.

That trend has only accelerated through covid. Between
the start of the pandemic and May 2022, 3,000 dentists
have stopped doing any NHS work. Three quarters of
those who are left say that they are likely to reduce their
coverage further over the next year, so we simply cannot
ignore the problem any longer. The pain and suffering
are too great. Labour may have created this bad system,
which fails to pay for the cost of complex work, but our
job is to fix it, and the sooner the better.

The purpose of this debate, however, is not to moan
about the state of NHS dental provision, but to put
forward a positive case for solving the long-term problems
in Norfolk and the east. Put simply, we have a desperate
shortage of dentists of any description. Too few dentists
and too few dental technicians—whether NHS or private—
are choosing to work in East Anglia.

Nationally, the General Dental Council says that we
have more dentists than ever before, with a national
average of 43 for every 100,000 of the population, but
in Norfolk and Waveney, that figure is just 38. That is
the fifth lowest ratio of the 106 clinical commissioning
groups around the country. Dental practices are crying
out for new staff, but they simply cannot get them.

In the town of Fakenham in my constituency, I
lobbied successfully for the NHS to award a brand-new
NHS dental contract to increase local NHS provision.
That was the Government being prepared to pour new
money into increasing NHS provision. However, when
that contract was advertised, not a single company bid
for the work. There simply was not the staff to supply
the need.

That is not just an NHS issue. In the same town, a
private dental practice has been advertising for a private
dentist for two years, but without success. In the constituency
of my hon. Friend the Member for North Norfolk
(Duncan Baker), there is a dentist in Sheringham who
operates practices both in London and Norfolk. He has

not had a newly qualified dentist come to work in his
Sheringham practice for 10 years. Job vacancies in
London are snapped up, but he simply cannot get them
to take the jobs in Norfolk.

Why can we not produce dentists in East Anglia? The
answer is that there is nowhere for them to train. If
someone who lives in East Anglia wants to become a
dentist, the nearest place they can train is Birmingham
or London. None of the 10 training facilities around
England is in the east of England.

That has to change. We know from our experience
with the University of East Anglia that graduates tend
to stay and build their lives close to where they have
studied. Each year, the UEA does a survey of its
graduates to see where they go to accept their first
employment. If we look at that survey for doctors
coming through the medical school of the University of
East Anglia, we see that more than 40% end up taking
jobs locally every year. That is great for us in relation to
doctors and particularly for the Norfolk and Norwich
University Hospital, which is based in Norwich.
Unfortunately, however, the same problem is true in
dentistry.

Let us look at the number of dentists working near
existing dental training schools. As I said, Norfolk has
38 dentists per 100,000 of the population. Devon is a
broadly similar county—it is largely rural, with coastal
communities and one major conurbation, Plymouth—but
there is a big difference: Plymouth has a dental school,
which was installed in 2005, and Devon’s ratio of dentists
per 100,000 of the population is not 38, but 49.6. If we
look at the north-east, where there is a school in Newcastle,
we see that its ratio of dentists to the general public is
56 per 100,000 of the population. In Cheshire and
Merseyside, there is a school in Liverpool, so the whole
area benefits from 58 dentists per 100,000 of the population.
We can see from the hard data that people tend to settle
down where they have trained.

So if that is the data, surely the solution to East
Anglia’s problems is obvious: first, we need to open a
dental school in East Anglia. I raised that need directly
with the University of East Anglia some months ago
and I have been enormously encouraged and impressed
by their response, strongly supported by the NNUH,
the region’s training hospital. The University of East
Anglia has developed an innovative solution to our
dental training problems that would minimise cost and
get students out into the workplace from the start of
their training, helping with capacity in the short term
and dealing with the training deficit in the long run.

Tom Hunt (Ipswich) (Con): As a Suffolk MP, I welcome
the idea of an East Anglian training centre. I also want
the University of Suffolk to play a role. It recently
outlined its plans for a Suffolk centre for dental
development. Does my hon. Friend agree that, actually,
a dental training college in Norwich could work hand in
glove with the new centre in Ipswich to make sure that
people are trained locally but, when needed, they are
pooled to provide services on the NHS for our constituents?

Jerome Mayhew: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
that intervention, and I agree entirely. There can be
collaboration between the university in Norwich and
the University of Suffolk, which is based in Ipswich.
People can start training in Norwich and, once they are
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qualified, have career and professional development
taken care of by the proposed unit in Ipswich. I will
come on to that in further detail.

To return to the plans of the University of East
Anglia, its idea is that students would work in the
community for at least one day a week throughout their
five-year training course. In that way, dental students
will increase the capacity of associated NHS practices
right from the get-go. Too often, it is suggested that a
dental training school is too long term to solve the
problems now. In a sense, it is, of course, but under this
plan, we would have increased capacity right from the
first year of the students’ five-year course.

There are more benefits, too: students would not only
increase the capacity, but develop employment relationships
locally, increasing their stickiness, and provide training
income to stretched NHS practices. For that reason,
MPs from North Norfolk, North West Norfolk, Mid
Norfolk, South Norfolk and Norwich North all support
the proposal. If there were an East Norfolk constituency,
I am sure that that Member would support it as well.

Peter Aldous (Waveney) (Con): I speak as an MP with
a foot in both camps: I am a Suffolk MP but I also
represent the Norfolk and Waveney integrated care
system area. Does my hon. Friend agree, as my hon.
Friend the Member for Ipswich (Tom Hunt) said, that it
is very important that the two proposals being put
together by the University of Suffolk and the University
of East Anglia are collaborative and worked on together,
so that they come through with a solution for the whole
of East Anglia?

Jerome Mayhew: I am grateful to my hon. Friend.
The only phrase that I would pick him up on is that he
has “a foot in both camps”. I do not think there should
be two camps. This is an East Anglian solution, whereby
the proposals are complementary and, in time, they
should both be implemented.

George Freeman (Mid Norfolk) (Con): I commend
my hon. Friend and constituency neighbour for raising
this issue and highlighting the huge pressures that the
dental service in his area and mine is experiencing on
the ground. Many of our constituents are struggling
and this proposal would not only make our region a
leader in the science and technology of dentistry, but
help to meet that demand and need on the ground.
With new housing, the pressure will only get more acute
in the next few years.

Jerome Mayhew: My hon. Friend is entirely right.
There is a further point to be made about the collaboration
between the University of East Anglia and the Norfolk
and Norwich University Hospital, because they also
have the Norwich research park co-located. I am thinking
particularly of the Quadram Institute, the sole focus of
which is world-leading research on the gut microbiota. I
cannot pretend to know exactly what the gut microbiota
are, but I know that they start with the mouth. There is
huge capacity for proper, hard research in the area, and
it could be assisted by a dental training school in
Norwich. That is the first solution.

The second solution, which is also needed, is for the
dental school in Norwich to complement the University
of Suffolk’s plans to build a centre for dental development
in Ipswich to support further career development in the
region, attracting and retaining newly qualified dentists.
My hon. Friends the Members for Bury St Edmunds
(Jo Churchill), for Waveney (Peter Aldous) and for
Ipswich (Tom Hunt) and others have all pushed for that.

The truth is that we need both to attract qualified
dentists in the short term and to find a long-term
solution to the wider training problem. It may be that
an assessment is made nationally that there is no need
for additional dental training seats, but people are human.
We have to look beyond the empirical analysis and
recognise that training needs to be offered in a location
of real shortage. That location is East Anglia, and
Norfolk in particular.

As a Conservative, I believe that people should have
power over their own lives and that communities should
not be dictated to by national Government. Rather,
they should be empowered to come up with their own
solutions to their local needs. We know what the problem
is, and we have a solution to fix it locally; we just need
the Government to trust the people to let us get on and
do it.

We simply need more dentists and dental technicians
in East Anglia. We recognise that budgets are tight and
that timings may have to be stretched. We accept that
short-term fixes are sometimes more powerful arguments
in politics than long-term solutions. We simply ask the
Minister to agree to meet the University of East Anglia
team to learn at first hand how we can make East
Anglian dentistry better, and to be inspired by their
practical vision.

Peter Aldous rose—

Madam Deputy Speaker (Dame Eleanor Laing): I
cannot quite tell whether the hon. Gentleman wishes to
contribute.

8.11 pm

Peter Aldous (Waveney) (Con): I will contribute very
quickly, Madam Deputy Speaker, if you will give me the
opportunity.

My hon. Friend the Member for Broadland (Jerome
Mayhew) has set out a great vision of a future in which
East Anglia, Norfolk and Suffolk have high-quality
dentistry schools. That is great, but we need a bridge to
get to that future, because two dentistry schools will
take some time to set up. Does he agree that we need to
look at other strands to address the crisis in NHS
dentistry in East Anglia, including recruitment and
retention in the short term, making it easier for people
from overseas to come and work in local dentistry;
contract reform, which I think my hon. Friend referred
to; a fair, long-term funding settlement; a focus on
prevention; and improved local accountability through
the fledgling integrated care systems?

Jerome Mayhew: I am grateful—

Madam Deputy Speaker: Order. Perhaps I am confused,
but I thought that the hon. Member for Broadland
(Jerome Mayhew) had finished. [Interruption.] Ah, so
now he is intervening on the hon. Member for Waveney
(Peter Aldous). That is absolutely fine.
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Jerome Mayhew: Thank you for that clarification,
Madam Deputy Speaker.

Does my hon. Friend agree that all those aspects are
very important, but that perhaps there is another proposed
solution that he has not mentioned? As we have learned
today, there are inducement payments for teachers in
special areas that are struggling to recruit. Perhaps we
could apply the same approach to dentists in special
areas that are struggling to recruit.

Peter Aldous: I thank my hon. Friend for that intervention
and apologise for hijacking his debate. Yes, I agree
wholeheartedly. This is a multifaceted challenge; there
is no one solution and no one golden bullet. We need to
address all the points, and he is right to raise that one.

8.14 pm

George Freeman (Mid Norfolk) (Con): As a former
Minister for life science and for science and research, I
rise very briefly to highlight the point that my hon.
Friend the Member for Broadland (Jerome Mayhew)
made about the microbiome and the mouth—the buccal
cavity—as a primary diagnostic for our understanding
of the role of the biome and of gut flora and fauna, not
only in good health but in diseases such as cancer. As a
diagnostic tool, it could make our region a leader in the
diagnostics of the digestive system and the gut biome,
which would have a whole bunch of other important
secondary health benefits. For that reason, I commend
my hon. Friend’s case to Ministers on the Front Bench.

8.14 pm

The Minister of State, Department of Health and
Social Care (Will Quince): I congratulate my hon. Friend
the Member for Broadland (Jerome Mayhew) on securing
this debate on the potential merits of establishing a
dental training college in East Anglia. It is clear that he
has support from his neighbouring MPs—I know that
one of them cannot be here this evening, but very much
supports this endeavour—and from colleagues further
afield and across East Anglia. I also thank him for
raising the issue of access to dentistry in rural and
coastal areas, particularly the challenges of seeing a
dentist in Norfolk.

As the new Minister for dentistry, I understand that
areas across our country, as my hon. Friend has highlighted,
have faced difficulties with recruitment and retention,
including in his constituency of Broadland and in the
east of England more widely. Those challenges have a
significant impact on the provision of NHS dentistry
and on patients’ ability to receive NHS care. My hon.
Friend is right that we cannot ignore the problem,
which I can assure him is a priority for me and for the
Secretary of State. I hope that it will not have escaped
my hon. Friend’s notice that dentists are a key element
of the Secretary of State’s ABCD approach and of
“Our plan for patients”.

I am aware that my hon. Friend, alongside my hon.
Friend the Member for North Norfolk (Duncan Baker),
attended meetings with my predecessor, and I think
even with my predecessor’s predecessor, to discuss the
construction of a dental school in Norfolk. It is a
testament to the character of my hon. Friend the Member
for Broadland that he brought the issue to my attention
just days after my appointment as a Minister in the

Department of Health and Social Care. If I may say so,
his constituents are fortunate to have such a passionate
and persistent advocate in their corner.

My hon. Friend set out in his speech to make a
positive case for doing something about a long-term
problem, and I think everyone in the Chamber this
evening will agree that he has done so. He makes the
case for a new dental school in Norfolk—a case that I
know has the backing of my hon. Friend the Member
for North Norfolk, who cannot be here this evening. On
the face of it, it is a compelling case and is worth further
exploration.

I think that my hon. Friend the Member for Broadland
knows me well enough to know that I am not someone
who likes saying no to parliamentary colleagues, although
sadly that is a responsibility that all too often comes
with the job. On this occasion, it is a no, but it is “No for
now, and let’s very much keep talking.” Let me explain
why.

Establishing a new dental school takes several years
and would not influence service provision in the short
term, as my hon. Friend rightly identified. Notwithstanding
the strong case that he makes, it also would not guarantee
the ongoing sustained retention of dentists or support
staff in the area. Our focus is not just on training more
dentists, important as that is, but on the better use of
the full dental team and the progression and retention
of all dental care professionals in the NHS. There is, of
course, an argument about the medium to long term,
which is why I suggest that we keep talking, and of
course I would be delighted to meet my hon. Friend, as
he requests, to further discuss his ideas and plans.

My hon. Friends the Members for Broadland, for
Waveney (Peter Aldous) and for Ipswich (Tom Hunt) all
mentioned centres for dental development, the alternative
training model identified by Health Education England
in its 2021 “Advancing Dental Care” review report—that
is a mouthful! The centres for dental development model
would specifically benefit localities in which there is a
shortage in provision and there are no nearby dental
schools—as is the case in East Anglia, as my hon.
Friend the Member for Broadland rightly pointed out.

The premise is that the centres would build on any
existing dental infrastructure in the area, bringing together
training and the resultant provision of NHS treatment
to patients in a co-ordinated way. Things like postgraduate
training opportunities are more likely to be compatible
than early undergraduate placements, as they would
increase access to the more complex and specialist care
that we know is often most lacking in certain areas of
the country, otherwise known as dental deserts. This
would work towards the aim, specified in the “Advancing
Dental Care” report, to produce the skilled “multi-
professional oral healthcare workforce” that could best
support patient and population needs within the NHS.
A further advantage of the centres for dental development
model is that they would be tailored to suit the local
workforce requirements, in addition to the education
and training needs of the area, contributing to stronger,
multi-disciplinary dental teams and local area workforce
retention.

Given that the centres would focus on postgraduate
training or the later stages of undergraduate training, they
could provide support in transitions from undergraduate
to dental foundation training and more specialised training
beyond those, all of which involve—as my hon. Friend
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mentioned—important decision-making moments in terms
of career development and where dentists are likely to
base their careers and practices. We believe that a broader
range of placements across the country and in different
clinical environments would enhance the student experience.
The centres could offer a constructive alternative to
dental schools, while acknowledging and addressing
recruitment, retention and training gaps. I am sure my
hon. Friend will be pleased to learn that Health Education
England has now moved into its four-year implementation
stage through its dental education reform programme—
another mouthful!—following the “Advancing Dental
Care” report and its recommendations.

My hon. Friend rightly raised the subject of
collaboration. With regard to establishing a centre for
dental development in East Anglia—this has been
mentioned by my hon. Friend and others—the University
of Suffolk and the NHS Suffolk and North East Essex
integrated care board have announced plans for a centre
in Ipswich. I am informed—this also covers my area, so
I have an interest in it as well—that the initial plans
include proposals to offer postgraduate educational
opportunities as well as wider training opportunities for
newly qualified dentists, alongside the training of the
dental therapists, hygienists and dental technicians who
form a vital part of the dental workforce. I pay tribute
to my hon. Friends the Members for Waveney and for
Ipswich for the work that they have done in pushing so
strongly for that development, along with the integrated
care board, which is a trail-blazer in this regard. It
would be wrong, at this juncture, for me not also to pay
tribute to my hon. Friend the Member for Bury St Edmunds
(Jo Churchill). She has pushed strongly for this as well,
and, moreover, is—dare I say—a much-missed Minister
at the Department of Health and Social Care. She has a
passion for dentistry, and, within the Department, she
really put it on the map. That is a legacy that I intend to
continue.

I strongly encourage my hon. Friend to meet the
NHS and HEE regional teams for his areas, as centres
for dental development are very much a local solution,
tailored to the existing infrastructure and needs of an
area. I, and those in my office, would be delighted to
help facilitate such a meeting.

I have mentioned integrated care systems and integrated
care boards. As we make the transition to integrated
care systems—this point was made by my hon. Friend
the Member for Waveney—commissioning roles for
dentistry will be delegated. This will ensure that dentistry
decisions are considered at a local level, and that, for
example, local workforce as well as local population
health requirements are taken into account. I therefore
encourage my hon. Friend to meet the integrated care

board—I am sure he has already done so, but I think an
ongoing dialogue would make sense—to discuss its
plans further, and to talk about how they will affect
Broadland and the rest of East Anglia.

My hon. Friend touched on recruitment and retention,
which I know is a particular issue in his constituency
and more broadly. I have referred to the changes that we
have made nationally through system reform, but NHS
England in the East of England region has been working
closely with the organisations that train dentists to
improve the recruitment and retention of NHS dentists
in East Anglia, and will continue to help those training
organisations to develop the dental workforce. I am
pleased to say that, in 2021-22, there was an increase of
539 dentists performing NHS dentistry compared with
the previous year. In the East of England, there was a
3.5% increase, with an additional 105 dentists. However,
as my hon. Friend pointed out, that is not enough: we
need more dentists, and we need more dentists on NHS
contracts.

More broadly, I know that my hon. Friend will want
to know what improvements are being made now which
will improve access to dentistry for his constituents. He
rightly focused on the medium to long term, but I know
from my postbag that the pressing concern is often the
here and now. We plan for the dental system improvements
announced on 19 July as part of “Our plan for patients”
to begin to take effect by the end of this year, and some
of the improvements in the package have already taken
effect and are beginning to bear fruit. The Secretary of
State and I are looking at a number of further measures
that we can take to aid recruitment and retention—I
know that that is one of the key concerns of my hon.
Friend and others, and I think my hon. Friend touched
on one of the ideas that we are considering—and, in
turn, improve access for constituents. As I have said,
this is a priority for me, and I hope to share more details
with my hon. Friend and the House in due course.

I am committed to playing my part to improve access
to NHS dentistry, particularly for those most in need of
dental care, and I know that recruitment and the dental
workforce will play a pivotal role in that. I hope my
hon. Friend has been reassured that action is being taken
to address the challenges in recruitment and retention
across the country, and particularly in his constituency.
I look forward to working with him as we develop our
ambitious plans, and I know he will continue to be a
champion for his constituents and hold the Government’s
metaphorical feet to the fire as we deliver the improvements
in dentistry access that we all want to see.

Question put and agreed to.

8.26 pm

House adjourned.
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[SIR CHARLES WALKER in the Chair]

Blasphemy Laws and Allegations:
Commonwealth Countries

11.30 am

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I beg to move,

That this House has considered blasphemy laws and
allegations in Commonwealth Countries.

I would first like to express an interest, as chair of the
all-party parliamentary group for international freedom
of religion or belief and as chair of the APPG for the
Pakistani minorities. These issues are close to my heart,
and it is a privilege to speak about them and to try to
outline where we wish to be. I therefore thank the
Backbench Business Committee for giving us the
opportunity to discuss this timely and important topic.
As always, I am pleased to see my dear friend the
shadow Minister, the hon. Member for Leeds North
East (Fabian Hamilton), in his place. It is also a pleasure
to see the Minister, and I thank her for all that she does
for persecuted ethnic groups across the world.

Blasphemy laws may sound like an archaic and outdated
issue, but they are far from a thing of the past. I thought
long and hard about this debate, and I wanted to bring
the issue forward for discussion in a positive fashion. As
of 2019, 79 countries had laws or policies banning
blasphemy, which included speech or actions deemed to
be insulting, contemptuous or showing lack of reverence
for a God or something sacred. Unfortunately, despite
the Commonwealth’s values—which we adhere to—of
promoting democracy, human rights and individual
liberty, its members are some of the worst offenders.
Of the 79 countries that prohibit blasphemy, 26 are
Commonwealth states, which equates to 46% of
Commonwealth members.

Yesterday was World Day Against the Death Penalty.
A higher share of countries inside the Commonwealth
than outside it have prison sentences for blasphemy and
other legal restrictions. Regrettably, the Commonwealth
also has a higher share of countries with the death
penalty for blasphemy. Five Commonwealth countries
have the death penalty for blasphemy or apostasy, and
many more have seen people murdered for them. A
clear goal to work towards would be the abolishment of
the death penalty for any blasphemy-related charges.
While progress would still need to be made to ensure
that people are not unjustly imprisoned on blasphemy
charges, it would be a big step forward to know that the
death penalty was not on the table.

Blasphemy laws are not always in and of themselves
an issue—I want to make that clear. They can often be
little more than legislation that is never utilised or that
lies dormant, with no impact on a country’s people. For
instance, Saint Lucia and other Caribbean states have
blasphemy laws, but they are not enforced and have
every likelihood of never being enforced. However, the
fact that they are in place means that, sometime, they
could be enacted and enforced and could become a

stringent part of the law. Therefore, it is the abuse and
misuse of blasphemy laws that is the issue; indeed, it is
social attitudes towards blasphemy and the lack of the
tolerance for other faiths and beliefs, not blasphemy
laws on their own, that leads to violations of freedom of
religion or belief.

I recall a visit that the APPG organised to Pakistan in
2018. It was around the time that Asia Bibi had been
charged with blasphemy and given the death penalty.
That deputation consisted of my colleague, the hon.
Member for St Helens South and Whiston (Ms Rimmer),
and Lord Alton, from the other place. We decided that
if we were going to do something about Asia Bibi it was
probably better not to go in with all guns blazing and
say, “Blasphemy is wrong, and your constitution is
wrong,” because we would get nothing. Instead, we
showed how the blasphemy laws in Pakistan at that time
were being used in an erroneous, vindictive and malicious
way. They were also being used in an untrue and dishonest
way, because the allegations were never factually or
evidentially proven to be true.

We met two of the three judges—at this stage, I am
not breaking any confidences, because the thing is past
and over—who told us that they did not see an evidential
base for the allegations that were made and were therefore
of a mind to free Asia Bibi. We never said that when we
came home—I talked to the then Minister and assured
him that we did not intend to say anything—because we
thought it was more important to have Asia Bibi released.
Eventually, she was released to her family and now lives
in Canada.

However, there may be other Asia Bibis in Pakistan
and across the world in a similar situation, and I will
refer to a couple of them. I know that the shadow
Minister, the hon. Member for Argyll and Bute, who
speaks for the Scottish National party, will also speak
about some of them, because we have been on many
deputations together, including one to Nigeria recently—I
will refer to one case in Nigeria and I know he will do
the same.

However, before highlighting cases where blasphemy
laws pose a serious threat to ordinary people’s lives and
are weaponised as tools for persecution, I would like to
bring to Members’ attention the fact that a blanket
repeal of blasphemy laws would be ill advised and that I
am not seeking one. In some circumstances, calls for a
blanket repeal would have the unintended consequence
of removing certain protections, such as prohibiting the
vandalism of places of worship. Far from advancing the
fight for freedom of religion or belief, such consequences
would simply create new challenges. Instead, it is vital
to stress the problems with blasphemy laws and how to
counter those challenges. Therefore, a blanket repeal is
not the solution, but something must be done, and I
hope to make some suggestions during the debate.

Unfortunately, misuse of blasphemy laws or accusations
of blasphemy are one of the tools most commonly used
to target religious or belief minorities around the world.
They are often used as a pretext for land seizures,
extrajudicial violence or discriminatory legislation.
Blasphemy allegations can make a mockery of a justice
system and can often fuel mob violence. They can also
be utilised to settle personal vendettas, and they can be
invoked more generally to target and drive out religious
or belief minorities in a given country or region. There
are many examples of such activities, and I have referred
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to some of them. The susceptibility of some blasphemy
laws to such abuses is a grave challenge to freedom of
religion or belief for all, with those of many different
religions or belief backgrounds falling victim to the
misuse of blasphemy laws, particularly in certain states
of the Commonwealth.

In recent months, there have been a number of high-
profile blasphemy cases, with blasphemy charges filed
against Imran Khan, Pakistan’s former Prime Minister,
and the murder of Deborah Samuel, a student in Nigeria.
I was in Nigeria in May—the hon. Member for Argyll
and Bute and others were on that trip—and we had a
chance to discuss many issues, and the case of that
young Christian girl, who I will refer to again later, was
one of those we looked at. Such cases illustrate how
blasphemy laws are used to restrict freedom of speech,
discredit political opponents and attack religious minorities,
and they also draw attention to the rule of mob violence
in blasphemy allegations and how that determines the
legal frameworks that are in place.

A report by the United States Commission on
International Religious Freedom on the use of blasphemy
laws found that extrajudicial violence was particularly
prevalent in Pakistan, with more than half of the recorded
cases of such violence happening in that country. The
other significant contributor from the Commonwealth
was Nigeria, which we visited just a few months ago,
and I will touch on that later, as will the hon. Member
for Argyll and Bute. The USCIRF report noted that
extrajudicial violence is more likely to happen when
persons accused of blasphemy are acquitted through
the legal system or police choose not to file charges.
That shows that a solution cannot be found through
legislation alone but by changing attitudes in a country.
I think we have to do that as well, but it has to be done
in a gentle way, and I hope that we may just do that very
thing through this debate.

Given the high levels of extrajudicial violence, many
victims and their families receive death threats and must
live in hiding, in fear of their lives, even if they are
found innocent—I have referred to one such case already.
In these cases, victims are unable to access asylum
pathways, as they are stuck in their country of origin
and cannot make a claim until they leave. One case that
illustrates that scenario and sheds light on Pakistan’s
blasphemy laws more broadly is that of Sawan Masih. I
have raised this case in the past, as have other colleagues
present today, but it is worthy of renewed attention,
given that last week marked two years since Sawan’s
acquittal but there has been little improvement in the
situation. The Minister is always responsive to us—we
all appreciate that—and I ask her to give us an update
on the case today if she can. If not, I am happy for us to
be notified afterwards.

Sawan Masih was a Christian street sweeper, a father
of three from the city of Lahore in Pakistan. He was
imprisoned in March 2013 and sentenced to death for
blasphemy in March 2014. Sawan’s appeal hearing was
adjourned at least 16 times, but on 5 October 2020 he
was finally acquitted in Lahore High Court. He was
released 10 days later, with the delay due to security
concerns for his life. His father lived to hear news of the
acquittal, but died before Sawan could see him. Sadly,
earlier this year, his mother also passed away without

seeing her son. Sawan and his family now live in a secret
location, as they would most likely be murdered if their
location was known.

Sawan Masih’s arrest happened only after mob
violence—it was not the rule of law that led to his dire
circumstances, but the abuse of the law. Local factory
workers went on strike for Sawan’s arrest. More than
3,000 Muslims attacked his home village, torching
180 Christian homes, 75 shops and two churches. Sawan
believes that the charge against him was part of a plot
by local businessmen to seize land previously held by
Christians. The fact that blasphemy laws can be manipulated
in such a way is at the heart of this debate. Spurious
accusations should not be a vehicle for settling personal
disputes or targeting minorities who have little recourse
to justice.

Sawan’s life has been irreversibly damaged by the
malicious levelling of blasphemy allegations. Pakistan’s
justice system has been undermined by mob rule provoked
by malicious and vindictive allegations. Our asylum
process has also been shown to be further flawed, owing
to the fact that Sawan is still in hiding, with an ever-
diminishing hope of a safe and full future for himself,
his wife and his family. Regrettably, Sawan is just one of
many people in Pakistan who faces such a situation.
According to the National Commission for Justice and
Peace, 84 individuals were charged with blasphemy
in 2021, and many others remain imprisoned or on
death row.

How do we prevent cases such as that of Sawan
Masih? One solution, which is key to this debate, is for
blasphemy laws to be amended to include reference to
intentionality. In essence, blasphemy laws that stress
intentionality would mean that intention to cause insult
would need to be established before someone was convicted
for this offence. The absence of a reference to intent in
article 295C of Pakistan’s blasphemy law means that
the prosecutor does not carry the burden of proving
that the accused had the intention of blasphemy. Such a
problem is not unique to Pakistan, but Pakistan’s more
active enforcement of blasphemy laws makes an amendment
ever more relevant. Moreover, a general promotion of
amending laws to introduce an intentionality clause in
countries where blasphemy laws are misused could
dramatically improve the situation for religious and
belief groups, not to mention the vigour of the law as a
whole. Given that the UK is a significant giver of aid to
Pakistan, the UK Government should not be backwards
at coming forwards—that is a bit of an Irishism—in
recommending such a change in the law, laying the
groundwork for other members of the Commonwealth
to do similarly. There should be no toleration of low
standards of evidence for convicting somebody of
blasphemy in any country, let alone one with which the
UK has such close ties.

My final point about Pakistan, which is also relevant
to other countries, is that cyber-laws, for example, should
not be used as a back door for blasphemy laws. In
November 2020, Pakistan enacted an amendment to
the Prevention of Electronic Crimes Act 2016 that
empowered the Pakistan Telecommunications Authority
to block or remove online content if it considers it
necessary

“in the interest of the glory of Islam or the integrity, security or
defence of Pakistan”

3WH 4WH11 OCTOBER 2022Blasphemy Laws and Allegations:
Commonwealth Countries

Blasphemy Laws and Allegations:
Commonwealth Countries



or public order, decency or morality. Unfortunately,
such a law enables the targeting of minorities for
blasphemy-related charges. Since its enactment, six Ahmadi
Muslims have been arrested owing to those laws, and
17 named in police reports.

We have made overtures to Pakistan in the past about
the Ahmadi, and we will do it again. The Ahmadis are a
small Muslim sect who are persecuted by other Muslims
in Pakistan. Such digital persecution exacerbates the
difficulties for Ahmadis and other religious groups in
Pakistan, with even the online sphere no longer being a
forum where they can speak or learn about their faith.
With the rise in digital persecution globally, our
policymakers must not be ignorant of the challenges
that cyber poses and how it compounds human rights
challenges around the world, particularly pertaining to
freedom of religious belief.

Another country I would like to draw attention to is
Nigeria. As I said, I was in Nigeria with the hon.
Member for Argyll and Bute and others. It was a chance
for us to seek answers on freedom of religious belief
and to highlight cases, and I want to highlight one in
particular. Nigeria’s legal system arguably allows for
some of the most punitive sentences in any Commonwealth
member state for blasphemy allegations, if cases even
reach the courts to start with.

Horrifically, in May this year, a student called Deborah
Samuel was stoned to death. This young Christian girl
was set on fire by a mob over an alleged blasphemous
comment in a WhatsApp group. Just a few weeks later,
Ahmad Usman was burned to death by a mob of
200 people after he was accused of making a blasphemous
comment against a cleric. Undeniably, it is not even the
misuse of blasphemy laws that leads to persecution in
such cases, but the devastating hostility towards those
of other religious beliefs—it is mob rule and mob
violence, irrespective of the issue, with allegations mostly
unproven and with no evidential base whatever. Neglectful
law enforcement and a culture of impunity permit such
murderous acts to prevail, and only two people have
been arrested so far in connection with Deborah Samuel’s
murder, despite the prevalence of social media footage
depicting it.

Apparently, young Deborah Samuel’s crime was to
express frustration with members of the group chat for
posting religious articles and to ask them to focus on
the coursework at hand. Those are very gentle words,
and not confrontational or difficult in any way. Some
reports indicate that Deborah Samuel had rejected the
advances of a Muslim student and that he made the
allegations against her in retaliation. Undeniably, in
such a case, it is not even about the misuse of laws, but
the devastating hostility.

There should be no place for mob rule in any country.
When such unlawful behaviour emerges, it should be
met with repercussions. Yet, neglectful law enforcement
and a culture of impunity permit such murderous acts
to prevail and let mob rule and violence take prominence.
Only two people have been arrested so far in connection
with Deborah Samuel’s murder, despite the prevalence
of social media footage. There is an abundant evidential
base depicting her brutal murder.

Worse still, the two students who were arrested were
charged only with criminal conspiracy and disturbing
the peace—both bailable offences—rather than facing
the more fitting charge of culpable homicide, which is

what it should have been and what the evidential base
proves. They are receiving legal representation from a
team of 34 lawyers led by a professor of law. While a
fair trial is a necessity—I am always for fair trials—one
cannot help but wish that such legal support was provided
to those falsely accused of blasphemy and facing trial in
sharia courts.

While we were in Nigeria, we were very aware of how
sharia law seems on many occasions to supersede the
law of the land. Although the sentence stipulated for
blasphemy under Nigeria’s criminal code is two years,
Nigeria’s dual legal system of customary and sharia law
enables sharia courts to trump federal law and impose
extreme sentences for blasphemy. Rather than two years,
sharia law permits the death penalty.

The religious make-up of Nigeria is split down the
middle. I understand—I hope the hon. Member for
Argyll and Bute will back me up—that Christians are
50% of the population of Nigeria and Muslims are 50%.
It is very much a 50:50 split, so it is important that
people get on with their neighbours and embrace what
they say.

The sharia law penal codes in those states, coupled
with the retention of blasphemy punishments in the
criminal code, have served to embolden religious extremists
to take matters into their own hands and misuse blasphemy
laws to serve selfish and manipulative ends. One of the
highest profile cases of a recent blasphemy allegation
reaching the courts in Nigeria is that of Mubarak Bala,
which the hon. Gentleman will refer to. We met the
Nigerian Humanist Association and had discussions
with the Minister responsible, and we were quite encouraged
by their response. Mubarak Bala was sentenced to
24 years in prison following accusations that he insulted
the Prophet Mohammed in a Facebook post. He was
penalised under sections 114 and 210 of Kano state’s
penal code, which aims to implement parts of sharia
legislation into the civil code and merge the penal codes
of other sharia states. It is very important that the law
of the land is not used detrimentally, as it has been in
this case. The hon. Gentleman will refer more to that.

The fact that sharia law can take precedence over the
criminal code should give cause for concern, but it has
not. Hon. Members and others outside this Chamber
have not realised that they need to focus on that issue.
Whether we agree with the person’s views or comments,
I hope we all agree that 24 years in prison for a Facebook
post is disproportionate, no matter who is alleged to
have been insulted.

The implementation of sharia-based blasphemy laws
curtails the liberty of all in Nigeria. Everyone is subject
to an interpretation of the law—not necessarily the law
of the land—that stands in stark contradiction to Nigeria’s
constitution, which protects freedom of religion or
belief and states:

“The Government of the Federation or of a State shall not
adopt any religion as State Religion.”

Well, that is what it says, but the reality is different. That
concerns us greatly, and more so since our deputation
to Nigeria. Sharia-based blasphemy laws are contrary
to that statement and affect those of other minority
religious beliefs—Christians, other small ethic minority
religious groups and humanists, in particular. Reasserting
a rule of law that is not sharia-based should be one of
the Government’s key priorities when working with
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Nigeria so that freedom of religion or belief can become
a reality for all. What discussions have the Minister and
our Government had with the Nigerian Government on
that case? Have we had an update yet?

The Nigerian people are lovely, and we were welcomed
royally when we were there back in May. We found them
to be incredibly helpful, and we cherish and wish to
hold on to our relationship with Nigeria, but as friends
we also have to highlight issues that concern us, and this
is one.

I want to draw out the importance of focusing on
blasphemy allegations and the misuse of blasphemy
laws in Commonwealth countries. Although the scale of
the abuse can in some countries be significant, our role
as the UK is vital. As a friend and ally, we should
encourage higher standards and greater accord with
human rights, with freedom of religion or belief serving
as a cornerstone human right. When such states attempt
to justify their blasphemy laws by pointing to dead-letter
laws in the west, they are being intellectually dishonest,
as the differences in the enforcement of those laws
could not be further apart.

I am glad that the Commonwealth Heads of Government
meeting in 2018 affirmed that freedom of religion or
belief is

“essential for democracy and sustainable development”,

and that our Government and the Minister adhered to
that. It would be lovely if they did more than just talk
about it and instead acted as though they actually
believed in it. I remind the Minister that when we trade
with those countries, or give them aid, we should bear
in mind that commitment and that principle, which are
welcome, and repeatedly focus on human rights conditions
on the ground and the true equal treatment of all
religions and beliefs before the law.

I am mindful of the good work that many
Commonwealth states do to promote freedom of religion
or belief for all, and there is no denying the leading
work done by countries such as Canada, New Zealand
and others with respect to blasphemy laws, as well as
their encouragement of other states to implement fair
law. I believe that by working together we can make
freedom of religion or belief a reality. That starts with
working with those countries with which we have well-
established links and a reciprocal honest relationship.

I would like to share the words of the apostle Paul,
which I often use on such occasions, and which are
close to my beliefs. The words from Ephesians are very
clear that we should act

“with all humility and gentleness, with patience, bearing with one
another in love”.

We live in a diverse and culturally vibrant world, and it
is good to have that. While it brings many joys, as it
does, it sometimes means that we do not always see eye
to eye, but by heeding words of patience and humility,
and translating those guiding principles into law, we can
grow our tolerance for one another and deepen our
respect for difference. That is what the debate is all
about: how we can look at the blasphemy laws and
focus on those words of patience and humility, and on
translating those guiding principles into law. With that
comes the tolerance we have for others, and others have
for us.

11.56 am

Fiona Bruce (Congleton) (Con): First, I congratulate
the Minister on her appointment. I know that her
interest in such subjects is profound, and I am pleased
to see her in her place, as I am pleased to see the shadow
Minister, the hon. Member for Leeds North East (Fabian
Hamilton)—my hon. Friend, as we call each other. I
thank the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon)
for continually shining a spotlight on freedom of religion
or belief, for securing the debate and for his excellent
and detailed speech.

It is deeply concerning that in the 21st century the
rights to freedom of religion, belief and expression are
still severely limited in many Commonwealth countries,
and that all too often blasphemy laws are used to silence
people who hold minority views. I intend to focus on
the use of death penalty policy in the Commonwealth.
In doing so, I will be assisted by research and work
undertaken recently by the International Religious Freedom
or Belief Alliance, which I have the privilege of chairing.
The alliance has grown to 42 countries, members and
friends, and we will shortly issue a statement on blasphemy
and related offences. Later this month, we will call for
action across the world.

Research in Australia by Monash University examined
12 countries identified as having retained the death
penalty as a lawful possibility for offences against religion.
Apart from Nigeria and Pakistan, which are the two
most concerning Commonwealth examples and on which
I want to focus my remarks, those countries include
Afghanistan, Brunei, Iran, the Maldives, Mauritania,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, the United Arab Emirates
and Yemen. It is worth mentioning that of those
12 countries, 11 have established Islam as a state religion.
The 12th country, Nigeria, has no state religion, but the
12 Nigerian states in which blasphemy is punishable by
death operate a sharia law system in parallel with secular
courts. In all 12 countries, sharia is cited as the basis on
which the death penalty is prescribed for offences against
religion, regardless of whether that penalty has been
subsequently codified. We therefore have an issue, but it
is one of policy and legislation as well as one of religion.
That requires advocacy at different levels, including
within Islam.

I will give a few short examples from Nigeria. Yahaya
Sharif-Aminu was a Sufi Islamic gospel musician from
Kano state who was accused of blasphemy for sending
audio messages on WhatsApp in 2020. His house was
burned down, and he was arrested and sentenced to
death by hanging. His conviction was overturned, but
he is still in danger of being convicted. As recently as
August 2022, a court of appeal upheld the constitutionality
of the blasphemy law in his case. His lawyer will soon
appeal to the Supreme Court to call for the blasphemy
law to be ruled unconstitutional.

There is a particularly disturbing case for me as a
mother, although so many are. In 2020, 13-year-old
Omar Farouq was sentenced to 10 years in prison for
blasphemy after comments were made to a friend.
Thankfully, his conviction was eventually overturned,
although only on procedural irregularities.

As we have heard, the impact of blasphemy laws goes
beyond the courtroom and into the community—dreadfully
and fatally so in the case of Deborah Samuel Yakubu, a
young teenage girl who was burned to death in Sokoto
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after an allegation of blasphemy in 2021. She had been
accused of insulting the Prophet Mohammed in a
WhatsApp classroom discussion group, although apparently
she had merely thanked Jesus for helping her in an
exam. All of this is happening under the watch of the
constitution of Nigeria, which prohibits the adoption
of any religion as a state religion. The reality, though, is
that the state endorses numerous anti-secular and theocratic
policies. Islam is often regarded as the de facto state
religion in nine of the northern states, where the majority
of the population is Muslim. Blasphemy laws in those
sharia states allow the death penalty, which has affected
Christians, atheists, Shi’a Muslims, artists, converts and
those expressing beliefs that local leaders find offensive.

I turn now to Pakistan, which actually ratified the
international covenant on freedom of religion or belief—the
international covenant on civil and political rights—in
2010. However, it is ranked No. 8 in the Open Doors
2022 world watch list, and a main source of persecution
comes from the strict blasphemy laws. Even though
freedom of speech is guaranteed under the Pakistani
constitution, it is limited by law and considerations of
national security, and also by

“the interest of the glory of Islam”.

Pakistan’s strict blasphemy laws have been in place in
their present form since 1986, punishing blasphemy
with death or life imprisonment for

“deliberately or maliciously outraging the religious feelings of
any class or the citizens of Pakistan—either spoken or written.”

Over the past 30 years, nearly 2,000 people have been
accused under the blasphemy laws, yet Amnesty estimates
that most examples are based on false premises and lack
evidence. Although the most severe punishment of execution
has not been used in Pakistan to the knowledge of the
international community, it is acknowledged that the
laws have been used to sentence people to death and to
incite harassment and violence against those accused
under the law. In a judgment released by the Pakistani
Supreme Court recently, the judges noted that

“many a time false allegations are levelled to settle personal
scores and cases are also registered for mischievous purposes or
on account of ulterior motives.”

I will not go into too much detail about some of the
more high-profile cases; suffice to say that I was deeply
saddened last year to hear of the case of Shagufta and
Shafqat, a couple who were on death row for seven
years for sending allegedly blasphemous text messages.
Eventually their sentence was overturned in June last
year, when it was found that neither of them could read
or write. Stephen Masih spent three years in jail after
being accused of blasphemy by his neighbour during an
argument over a pigeon.

Jim Shannon: Surely the cases that the hon. Lady has
outlined show a failing in the police investigations. For
the two people who were accused of blasphemy but
could neither read nor write, why did it take so long for
that to be sorted out? Surely the police investigation
would have sorted it out right away.

Fiona Bruce: One of the problems is that many countries
sign up to international covenants and rights, including
of freedom of religion or belief, in their constitutions,
and yet the court systems and the police investigation
systems often do not apply the principles in practice.
That does need to be looked at.

The social implications of Pakistan maintaining
blasphemy laws cannot be underestimated in terms of
mob violence, the burning of villages and the public
parading of blasphemers, which are all too common.
Two politicians who have advocated against blasphemy
laws have been assassinated within the last 10 years.
One defendant died from a gun wound after he was shot
in court, when on trial in 2020.

What can be done to better respect and protect
freedom of religion or belief ? One of the outcomes of
our London ministerial conference on FORB in July
this year—I am delighted to report that no less than
88 Governments sent delegates—is to provide funding
for lawyers via an organisation called Role UK, Rule of
Law Expertise, to work in countries such as Nigeria to
support law reform. That is exactly the kind of issue
that the hon. Member for Strangford referred to.

We need to use the respect and expertise of UK
lawyers in the Commonwealth to modify or repeal
blasphemy, defamation of religion and other speech
laws that allow for the persecution of individuals. Frequent
concerns that have been expressed, such as the vague
wording of such laws, lack of due process and arbitrary
enforcement, need to be addressed. I am pleased to
confirm that one of the “next steps” set of actions,
which is being led by the International Religious Freedom
or Belief Alliance with the aid of our experts, is to look
at how legal systems can be strengthened to better
reflect FORB in practice. UK Ministers should use
every opportunity, including on in-country visits, to
raise FORB concerns with their counterparts, including
those raised in the debate today. What assurance can
the Minister give me on that?

We should appeal to countries such as Nigeria and
Pakistan to enact strong safeguards to ensure that
individuals who take sharia blasphemy laws into their
own hands are punished under law. This is a human
rights issue. Sunni schools agree that only the ruler of a
state should sentence people to death and that vigilantism
on the basis of alleged apostasy should be punished,
meaning no individual Muslim without state authority
could execute an apostate. That is of relevance to Pakistan,
where there is widespread violence at community level.
There is a need for careful advocacy, supporting the
position of many contemporary Islamic scholars, as
articulated by the retired chief justice of Pakistan,
S.A. Rahman:

“The position that emerges, after a survey of the relevant
verses of the Qur’an, may be summed up by saying that not only
is there no punishment for apostasy provided in the Book, but
that the Word of God clearly envisages the natural death of the
apostate…He will be punished only in the Hereafter.”

We need to urge Commonwealth countries to uphold
and fiercely protect the rights of individuals to a fair
trial and to ensure due process. Often the emotion of a
crowd of accusers has expedited trials to the detriment
of a court firmly establishing the facts. Again, careful
advocacy locally led with the support of international
non-governmental organisations can make an impact.
We should thank organisations such as ADF, Christian
Solidarity Worldwide, Open Doors, CAN and Amnesty
for their tireless advocacy. We should join with these
NGOs in calling for the release of individuals facing the
death penalty, and with the report of the UN Secretary-
General on the 13 August 2020 in calling for a moratorium
on the application of the death penalty for non-violent
conduct such as apostasy and blasphemy, in line with
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the agreement of the international covenant on civil
and political rights, which so many countries have signed
up to, including Nigeria and Pakistan. I look forward to
the Minister’s response.

Sir Charles Walker (in the Chair): I thank Mr Shannon
and Mrs Bruce for their contributions. We now go to
the Front Benches. I call Mr Brendan O’Hara.

12.9 pm

Brendan O’Hara (Argyll and Bute) (SNP): Thank
you, Sir Charles. It is a pleasure to see you in the Chair
for this morning’s debate, and I thank the hon. Member
for Strangford (Jim Shannon) for securing it. I agree
with him that it will come as a surprise to many people
in the UK that 79 countries across the world still have
blasphemy laws on their statute books, and that 26 of
those are members of the Commonwealth; that is almost
half of the membership. As we have heard, where
blasphemy laws are in place, they are all too often used
to target religious or non-religious minority groups.
They are also commonly used to discriminate against
ethnic minorities, to facilitate land seizures, or as a
convenient way to settle personal disputes. Blasphemy
laws are also often used as an excuse to legitimise
extrajudicial violence, particularly when someone accused
of blasphemy is acquitted through the courts or the
police choose not to file charges. In those cases, blasphemy
laws have given a cloak of legitimacy to the mob, which
has used them as a green light or a call to arms to take
matters into its own hands when it feels the judicial
process is not delivering the answer it wants.

We have seen far too many cases of mob violence
against individuals or minority communities, including,
as we have heard from the hon. Members for Congleton
(Fiona Bruce) and for Strangford, the case of young
Deborah Samuel in Sokoto in Nigeria in May. Because
of comments she made on a student WhatsApp group,
Deborah was declared a blasphemer. She was brutally
beaten and stoned before being burned in a pile of tyres,
while others recorded the whole sickening event on their
mobile phones. Despite that evidence going viral around
the world, only two students have been arrested for
Deborah’s death, and they have been charged not with
murder but with criminal conspiracy and disturbing the
peace. It is an indication of the degree of support they
enjoy that, following their arrest, the mob turned out
again to demand their release from custody. Sadly,
history tells us not to expect too much in the way of
justice for Deborah, because the culture of impunity
that usually accompanies such crimes will likely mean
that the perpetrators of this awful murder face few or
no consequences for their actions.

As the hon. Member for Strangford said, two weeks
after Deborah’s murder we were in Nigeria. We spoke to
religious groups, secular groups, charities, non-governmental
organisations and regional and federal Government.
Nigeria is a deeply religious country that, in numerical
terms, is almost evenly split between Christians and
Muslims, but there are also those who follow traditional
African religions and those who have no religious faith—
humanists. In a country so divided along religious lines,
Nigeria’s humanists need someone to defend their corner,
particularly after the jailing of Mubarak Bala, the
president of the Humanist Association of Nigeria, who

was imprisoned for 24 years for blasphemy on his
Facebook page. It is a remarkable and totally unjustifiable
punishment for something that most of us would not
even recognise as a crime or offence. Some of our
delegation spent time with Mubarak’s wife and young
child while we were in Abuja, and we promised them we
would raise Mubarak’s case and the length of his sentence
at every opportunity in this place. I would appreciate it
if the Minister updated us with the latest from the
Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office, and
told us what it is doing to help secure the release of
Mubarak Bala.

As we have heard from the hon. Members for Congleton
and for Strangford, Nigeria is not the only senior member
of the Commonwealth where blasphemy laws are being
used, or where even the accusation of blasphemy can be
fatal; the picture is similarly bleak in Pakistan. I am
pleased that the hon. Member for Congleton raised the
case of the American citizen Tahir Naseem, who in
2020 was shot dead inside a courtroom while standing
trial for blasphemy. Tahir was from the Ahmadiyya
Muslim community, the only religious community to be
explicitly targeted by Pakistan’s laws on the grounds of
its faith. Over the years, its members have been relentlessly
harassed, denied their civil rights, murdered and officially
declared non-Muslim. The murder of Tahir brought
thousands out on to the street, not in protest but in
support of his murderer, a teenager who had somehow
managed to get a loaded gun through three separate
security checks before shooting Tahir multiple times.
Tahir was a US citizen, and the State Department was
unequivocal in its condemnation, saying that he

“had been lured to Pakistan from his home in Illinois by individuals
who then used Pakistan’s blasphemy laws to entrap him.”

As we have heard, arguably the most high profile case
in recent years has been that of Asia Bibi, the Christian
woman who in 2010 was arrested and given a death
sentence following a dispute with her neighbour who
claimed that she had insulted the Prophet. It took eight
years for the Supreme Court to acquit her because of
lack of evidence, but even then her family were forced
into hiding, and a cleric put a bounty of half a million
rupees on her head for anyone who would kill her. The
Asia Bibi case shone a light on Pakistan’s blasphemy
laws, but rather than opening up the debate on their use
and purpose, those who dared to question their very
existence were themselves deemed guilty of blasphemy,
and Salman Taseer, the governor of Punjab province,
and the country’s religious Minister, Shahbaz Bhatti,
were both murdered after calling for blasphemy law
reform in 2011.

The stark reality is that, as Omar Waraich, head of
south Asia at Amnesty International, pointed out, in
blasphemy cases in Pakistan

“an accusation becomes a death sentence, whether carried out by
the state or by mobs of vigilantes.”

The hon. Member for Strangford was therefore absolutely
right to question how the continued existence and
widespread use of blasphemy laws in so many
Commonwealth countries can sit in an organisation
whose own core values and principles say that it is there
to support

“tolerance, respect, understanding, moderation and religious freedom”.

That blasphemy laws still exist in almost half the countries
of the Commonwealth is of huge concern, but the manner
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in which they are being used as a tool of repression is
deeply alarming, whether that is through the courts or
the unofficial green light to the mob.

Jim Shannon: One of the problems, which the hon.
Gentleman clearly referred to, is the fact that lawyers
and even judges are often frightened to accept blasphemy
cases. At the highest level of the law of the land, people
are afraid. Does he agree?

Brendan O’Hara: There is ample evidence that lawyers
and judges are intimidated by the rule of the mob. We
have to be part of addressing that to find a solution. I
have great sympathy for the argument that we should
press for immediate abolition, but the reality on the
ground is much more complex and nuanced. Like so
much across the Commonwealth, blasphemy legislation
is a direct product of British colonialism, because we
put much of the blasphemy legislation in place many
years ago. The legal precedent for blasphemy laws originated
here. At the time it was thought convenient to put a
range of other legislation in there, too, meaning that all
too often blasphemy covers much more than what we
would consider to be blaspheming. Rather than reaching
for the wrecking ball, perhaps we have to use diplomacy,
international law and solidarity with these persecuted
people to bring about positive change. That should start
with the Minister calling on all Commonwealth countries
who currently have people imprisoned for blasphemy to
release them immediately, starting with Mubarak Bala.

The UK must play its part in offering asylum to the
people, and their families, who have been accused of
blasphemy and who are at grave risk of extrajudicial
violence. The UK should encourage countries as they
move to repeal, and we must ensure that they start to
decouple all offences that are not blasphemous but that
have historically been covered by blasphemy legislation.
The UK should condemn unreservedly any legal system
in which individuals can be accused, arrested, convicted
or demonised on little or no evidence where it is clear
that a personal vendetta is a motivating factor. As we
work towards the eventual abandonment of all blasphemy
legislation across the Commonwealth, the UK has to
insist that, as an absolute minimum, no one can be
convicted of blasphemy unless there is intent to cause
offence, or insult can be proven, because right now
people are being convicted of so-called crimes that they
were totally unaware they had even committed.

The widespread use of blasphemy laws and the awful
human cost that that brings with it can have no place in
an organisation that claims to have the promotion of

“tolerance, respect, understanding, moderation and religious freedom”

as its core values. While I share the desire to see these
laws abolished immediately, given the complexity of the
situation, getting rid of them can be best achieved by
supporting, pressuring, cajoling, incentivising and calling
out regimes that use blasphemy laws in this way.

12.20 pm

Fabian Hamilton (Leeds North East) (Lab): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairship, Sir Charles, in
the first debate after the conference recess. I thank my
friend, the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon),
for securing this debate. His work on the issue is hugely
appreciated by Members from all parts of the House. I
also thank my friend, the hon. Member for Congleton
(Fiona Bruce), who is a known champion for freedom

of religion and belief. I am glad that the conference that
she and many others organised earlier this year was
such a great success, with 88 Governments sending
representatives. That is a tribute to her work and that of
the hon. Gentleman.

The hon. Gentleman opened the debate by saying
that Commonwealth countries are some of the worst
offenders when it comes to blasphemy laws, and that a
higher proportion of them impose the death penalty for
blasphemy. That should be a source of some shame to
the Commonwealth. He mentioned exceptions, and I
am glad that he pointed out St Lucia, which is a
Caribbean island with blasphemy laws that are not
enforced. Why does it need them in the first place? That
is the question we should be asking.

The hon. Gentleman pointed out that the central
issue is the misuse and abuse of these laws, rather than
the laws themselves. That was a very important point.
He told us that it had been demonstrated clearly that
blasphemy laws were being wrongly applied, for example
in Pakistan, where they have often been weaponised.
Every speaker today has given examples of that.

The SNP spokesperson, the hon. Member for Argyll
and Bute (Brendan O’Hara), rightly said that the blanket
repeal of those laws may well have unintended consequences,
such as the vandalism of minority places of worship. As
the hon. Member for Strangford said, blasphemy laws
can be and have been used to try to drive out religious
minorities, and should not be used as an excuse for
ditching the rule of law and ruling by mob. He concluded
with something that I thought rang true for all of us,
and with his permission, it is a phrase that I will quote
again and again. He said that we need to “deepen our
respect for difference” and that, eventually, eradicating
blasphemy laws will be part of that. That is a great phrase.

We heard that the hon. Member for Congleton is
worried that rights to freedom of religion and belief are
still curtailed by blasphemy laws in many Commonwealth
countries. There are 12 countries that still retain the
death penalty for blasphemy. She mentioned Nigeria in
particular, as every speaker in this debate has done.
Nine states there use sharia law, which seems to invalidate
the constitution and the rights it confers on citizens. She
quoted many appalling examples of the abuse of blasphemy
laws in Nigeria. They are contrary to the constitution of
the country, which prohibits a state religion.

Freedom of religion or belief includes the fundamental
right to be a non-believer. It is vital that those freedoms
are protected everywhere, and that the United Kingdom
uses its position to put diplomatic pressure on countries
that retain such oppressive blasphemy laws. As we have
heard, 79 countries in the world have laws banning
blasphemy, and 26 of those are Commonwealth states;
that is 46% of the 56 Commonwealth members. New
Zealand and Malta repealed their blasphemy laws, but
only in the last six years, which is surprising.

The main countries enforcing blasphemy laws are
Bangladesh, Brunei, Nigeria and Pakistan. In countries
such as Pakistan, authorities use such laws to target
religious minorities and Muslim sects that are not officially
respected or tolerated. Even when blasphemy laws are
enforced weakly, if at all, they none the less

“in both theory and practice, harm individuals and societies”,

according to the US State Department in 2017. They
are wrong in principle, and they are open to abuse. The
enforcement of blasphemy laws varies significantly between
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countries, but the fact that they are still on the books in
so many places should be a cause for concern for all of
us in this House.

Let me quote article 18 of the universal declaration
of human rights. I am sure we all know it, but it is
helpful to reinforce it and remember what it says:

“Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or
belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and
in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching,
practice, worship and observance.”

Although it is important to oppose the restriction of
the freedom of expression everywhere, the UK must
focus its diplomatic pressure on those Commonwealth
member states that allow violence against religious
minorities and atheists on the grounds of blasphemy.
One example that many speakers mentioned is Pakistan,
which often punishes blasphemy by death. As we know,
its blasphemy laws mainly target the country’s Ahmadiyya
Muslim and Christian communities, but the extrajudicial
killings of those who are deemed blasphemous are
particularly worrying. Far more must be done to tone
down the rhetoric and ensure that any accusations are
treated sensibly and in accordance with the law, as we
would expect in any free society that follows the rule
of law.

Let us remind ourselves of what the US State Department
said in 2018:

“Among the range of universal, interdependent human rights,
the freedom to follow one’s conscience in matters of religion or
belief is essential to human dignity and human flourishing”.

As we have heard, many incidents illustrate the kind of
extrajudicial violence that those accused of blasphemy
often face. I shall remind hon. Members again of Tahir
Naseem, who was shot dead in court in 2020 after being
accused of blasphemy. As the SNP spokesperson, the
hon. Member for Argyll and Bute, said, in 2011 the
governor of Pakistan’s Punjab province, Salman Taseer,
and the country’s religious minorities Minister, Shahbaz
Bhatti, were also killed after calling for reform of the
blasphemy law. They were only calling for reform, and
yet they were murdered.

As we heard, another recent case of the disturbing
use of blasphemy laws is that of Mubarak Bala, the
president of the Humanist Association of Nigeria. As
the SNP spokesperson said, Mr Bala was sentenced to
24 years in prison in connection with a number of social
media posts, some of which were deemed blasphemous.
I am delighted to hear that, as part of the delegation
that went to Nigeria, the hon. Members for Argyll and
Bute and for Strangford met the family and promised to
do all they could to see the sentenced cancelled. Before
being sentenced, Mr Bala had been held without charge
for 462 days, and he was denied access to a legal team
and medical care for five months. That is completely
unacceptable. It does not matter what the allegation is:
it is unacceptable to treat anybody who has been accused
in that way.

Blasphemy laws are not just an issue for other
Commonwealth countries; they have a direct impact
here in the United Kingdom. The use of violence legitimised
by the accusation of blasphemy contributed to the
murder of Asad Shah, an Ahmadiyya Muslim, in Glasgow
in 2016—a case that shocked all of us. I remember

hearing the news and being lobbied by the Ahmadiyya
community in my own constituency. The killer said that
his reason was that Shah had made blasphemous statements.
It is also in our country’s interest to do everything
that we can to bring these repressive laws to an end
in all Commonwealth countries. Will the Minister
therefore tell us what discussions she has had with our
Commonwealth partners on the use of blasphemy laws,
and whether she has taken any diplomatic steps to urge
those countries to remove them? Will she also tell us the
Government’s view on the use—sometimes described as
“misuse”—of blasphemy laws, and will she review the
Government’s position on that term?

We live in a completely globalised world, and we
should protect the rights of all who choose to have faith
or not. The diversity of our Commonwealth friends
and allies is what makes our partnership thrive. It is
vital that the UK does all it can to urge countries still
employing blasphemy laws to begin to drop them and
finally to eradicate them.

Last week I had the opportunity to visit Morocco as
an officer of the all-party parliamentary group and in
my role as shadow Minister for peace and disarmament.
Morocco is a very interesting country, although I know
it is not in the Commonwealth. My late father lived in
Tangier as a child, and my late uncle—who was Jewish
as well—was the mayor of Tangier in the 1940s, during
the second world war. Morocco is a country that tolerates
freedom of religion and belief and has demonstrated
that very clearly. Indeed, we visited St Andrew’s church
in Tangier, which was given by the sultan in the late
1880s to Queen Victoria. It is a magnificent church,
decorated in the Islamic style, with contributions made
by the local mosque and synagogue. It was a great
feeling being there.

We also had the privilege of meeting an organisation
called the Rabita Mohammadia of the Ulemas. The
name did not mean much to me, but, literally translated,
it means “the league of scholars”—the league of Islamic
scholars, of course. It was reconstituted, having lain
dormant for many years, by the current monarch, King
Mohammed VI. I do not think I have ever heard an
Islamic scholar speak as clearly and openly about what
Islam means, not just to him and all the worshippers
and adherents throughout the world, but for Christianity
and Judaism. Indeed, he mentioned Hinduism, Buddhism
and Sikhism as well. It actually means freedom for all
those who believe in the human spirit and in faith in
God or someone above and beyond their own selves.

This man that we met in the most extraordinary
premises in Rabat was a really serious scholar, who
talked in philosophical terms that I do not think I have
ever had the privilege to hear. I wanted to share that
with Members today, because sometimes we believe
that it is only Islam that is so extreme. To hear scholars
like that in a country where the King has a really
important place in the ummah of Islam worldwide gives
one faith again in goodness and humanity, that the
human spirit will conquer all in the end, and that we
will be able to achieve the freedom of religious belief
that we all aspire to.

12.32 pm

The Minister for Development (Vicky Ford): It is, as
ever, a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Sir Charles. I join others in expressing how grateful I
am to the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon)

15WH 16WH11 OCTOBER 2022Blasphemy Laws and Allegations:
Commonwealth Countries

Blasphemy Laws and Allegations:
Commonwealth Countries



for securing this debate and for all he does with the
all-party parliamentary group for international freedom
of religion or belief. I thank all hon. Members for their
insightful contributions. I will try to cover a number of
the points they raised.

Let me begin by underlining the Government’s deep
concern that the use of blasphemy laws undermines the
right to freedom of religion or belief, the right to
freedom of expression, and often the right to gender
equality as well. My remarks today will cover the broad
spectrum of the UK’s work on freedom of religion or
belief, of which our work to tackle the misuse of blasphemy
laws is an important part.

Freedom of religion or belief is the right of every
person to hold any faith or belief, or none at all, and the
freedom to change if they choose. It is the very foundation
of a free and open society. People should not live in fear
of persecution for what they hold in their hearts or how
they choose to express it. For these reasons, the UK
Government remain committed to defending freedom
of religion or belief for all. Promoting these rights is
one of the UK’s long-standing human rights priorities.

The use of blasphemy laws that undermine human
rights, including freedom of religion or belief and freedom
of expression, is deeply concerning. The laws generally
limit freedom of expression and are compatible with
international human rights law in only very narrow
circumstances. The Government regularly apply diplomatic
pressure on countries that misuse blasphemy laws, often
through private lobbying as that can be the most effective
way to resolve a sensitive case or bring about longer-term
change.

Hon. Members have drawn particular attention to
the Commonwealth. We are proud to be part of the
Commonwealth alliance, which is united behind the
shared values of sovereignty, democracy and human
rights. In June this year, member states reiterated those
values at the Commonwealth Heads of Government
meeting in Kigali, where they
“noted that freedom of religion or belief are cornerstones of
democratic societies.”

However, despite the agreed values, there remain counties
where a person may be imprisoned, fined or even sentenced
to death for leaving a religion or expressing a dissenting
opinion about a religion.

As a matter of principle, this Government oppose the
death penalty in all circumstances. Our position is well
known to Commonwealth members, including Brunei,
Malaysia, Maldives, Nigeria and Pakistan. We do not
shy away from challenging those who we believe are not
meeting their obligations, whether publicly or, when we
believe it is most effective, in private.

Hon. Members spoke about Pakistan and Nigeria, so
I will turn to those two countries. In Pakistan, we
strongly oppose the use of blasphemy laws against both
Muslims and non-Muslims. In June, Lord Ahmad
impressed upon Pakistan’s Minister of Foreign Affairs
the need to uphold freedom of religion or belief. The
British high commissioner regularly lobbies the Pakistani
authorities to guarantee the rights of all people, particularly
the most vulnerable, including women, minorities and
children. We strongly condemn forced marriage and
forced conversion of Hindu, Christian and Sikh women
and girls, which is an important part of our engagement
with the Government. Forcing women and girls into
marriage is a serious abuse of women’s rights that often
robs them of the right to choose their own future.

A number of hon. Members mentioned the Ahmadiyya
Muslims. We remain very concerned about the reports
of discrimination and violence against religious communities
in Pakistan, including the Ahmadiyya Muslim community.
We continue to urge the Government of Pakistan, at
senior levels, to guarantee the fundamental rights of
their citizens, regardless of their belief. Some individual
cases have been mentioned, particularly that of Tahir
Naseem. We strongly condemn the shocking murder of
Mr Naseem while he was on trial for blasphemy in
2020, and we are very clear that the perpetrators of such
crimes must be brought to justice.

In Nigeria, the right to freedom of thought, conscience,
religion and expression is enshrined in the constitution,
but blasphemy is still a punishable offence under both
secular and sharia law. The murder of Deborah Samuel
in Sokoto state in May, following an allegation of
blasphemy, was a barbaric and heinous act. I expressed
my condemnation in public at the time and urged the
relevant authorities to ensure that the perpetrators faced
justice in line with the law. I again condemn that attack
today and again urge that the perpetrators face justice.
Hon. Members may be interested to know that when
the Sultan of Sokoto came here to the ministerial
conference on freedom of religion or belief in July, he
pointed to good inter-faith relations in Sokoto between
Muslims and Christians, but he also underlined the
point that the action was criminal and has no religious
legitimacy.

Jim Shannon: I thank the Minister for her strong
response on blasphemy laws, which I expected. In relation
to wee Deborah Samuel, there is a strong evidential
base—it is available in some media, and many people
have it. Has it been reinforced to the Nigerian Government
that that evidential base, which we believe to be emphatic,
could be used to try people not just for some minor
crimes, but for murder?

Vicky Ford: The hon. Member makes a strong point.
As I said just now, the sultan of the area condemned
that act as criminal. We condemn all violence against
civilians in Nigeria. Christians have been victims of
violence, but civilians of all faiths—including many
Muslims—have also suffered devastating harm at the
hands of extremist groups.

Mubarak Bala was, as Members have mentioned,
arrested in 2020 for alleged blasphemy and has been
sentenced to 24 years in prison. I have raised this case
personally with the Nigerian Foreign Minister, to whom
I have stressed that defending freedom of religion or
belief—including non-belief—is a human rights priority.
We are following Mr Bala’s case closely, and last week
officials from our high commission in Abuja again
raised his case with the National Human Rights
Commission of Nigeria.

I know that hon. Members have a keen interest in our
broader work on such issues, so I will highlight three
pieces of work. First, we are collaborating with and
influencing international partners because we know
that we cannot bring positive change alone. In March
last year, we joined Australia and 50 other countries in a
statement condemning the existence of the death penalty
as a punishment for blasphemy. In July this year, we
hosted the international ministerial conference on freedom
of religion or belief here in London. I thank in particular
my hon. Friend the Member for Congleton (Fiona Bruce)
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for the huge amount of work she did for that conference,
which brought together more than 100 faith and belief
leaders and human rights actors, and, I believe, delegations
from 100 different Governments, including from around
the Commonwealth. The sessions provided opportunities
for participants to delve into the challenges created by
blasphemy laws and their impact on freedom of expression
and freedom of religion or belief.

Secondly, we are actively working with multilateral
organisations such as the International Religious Freedom
or Belief Alliance, which is chaired very ably by my hon.
Friend the Member for Congleton.

Thirdly, we are working with the G7 and the United
Nations to ensure that states uphold their human rights
obligations. Just over a fortnight ago, for example, my
noble Friend Lord Ahmad spoke at the United Nations
urging the international community to call out Iran for
systematically targeting members of minority communities,
to press Afghanistan to protect minorities who are
targeted for their beliefs, to challenge the discriminatory
provisions in Myanmar’s citizenship laws, and to hold
China to account for its egregious human rights violations
in Xinjiang.

Finally, we are working hard to bring diplomacy and
development together on these issues. During the
international ministerial conference, my noble Friend
Lord Ahmad announced that the UK will extend the
hand of partnership to countries that are prepared to
take action on their freedom of religion or belief challenges,
including by helping with funding or expertise to implement
legislative changes. A number of Members, including
the hon. Member for Strangford, mentioned the need to
make legislative changes in some areas. We are also
working with Advocates for International Development,
a UK-based non-governmental organisation, to match
experts from across the UK with requests from willing
Governments about implementing changes in blasphemy
laws and access to justice, gender equality, health and
education.

This is a complex area, but change is needed. The
Government have a firm belief that no one should
suffer because of what they believe or how they express
their beliefs.

Brendan O’Hara: Before the Minister sits down, will
she say a few words about what the Government have
done to advocate on Mubarak Bala’s behalf directly
with the Nigerian Government? When is the last time
the Government spoke to the Nigerians about Mubarak?

Vicky Ford: As I said, I have raised the case directly
with the Nigerian Foreign Minister, and officials from
our high commission in Abuja again raised it with the
National Human Rights Commission last week. We
will continue to raise it, and I will certainly let the
Foreign Minister know that the case of Mubarak Bala
has been raised by Members of all parties. I thank them
for their support on this journey.

Sir Charles Walker (in the Chair): I call Jim Shannon—
two minutes.

12.45 pm

Jim Shannon: Thank you, Sir Charles. You are always
very generous.

I thank everyone for taking part. In particular, I
thank the hon. Member for Congleton (Fiona Bruce)
not just for participating in the debate but for all she
does as special envoy. She mentioned the conference at
which 88 countries were represented—that tells us a lot
about reaching out and grasping the importance of this.
She referred to many cases in Nigeria and Pakistan,
where it is not going according to plan and blasphemy
laws have been used in a very adversarial manner.

The hon. Member for Argyll and Bute (Brendan
O’Hara) is a dear friend of mine and we speak on these
issues all the time. He underlined how blasphemy laws
are used to target and discriminate against ethnic minority
and religious groups. It is clear that an accusation can
become a death sentence.

The hon. Member for Leeds North East (Fabian
Hamilton) is always here when we have these debates—I
am alongside him and he is alongside me. I thank him
for his participation, and in particular for the quotation
at the end of his speech. That was quite wonderful. That
is where we all want to be through this debate—we want
a better understanding and respect for each other. That
is the way it should be.

I especially thank the Minister. It is genuinely always
a pleasure to see her in her place. We had a very positive
response from her on the engagement that she and the
Government have with Commonwealth countries. We
want not just words expressed but actions in place. I
very much welcome the commitment to ensuring that
the murderers of Deborah Samuel are held to account,
and the Minister has had clear engagement with the
Nigerian Government. I am pleased to see that the
International Religious Freedom or Belief Alliance,
which the hon. Member for Congleton chairs, and the
G7 and the UN uphold their human rights obligations,
and Lord Ahmad’s work is tremendous.

I thank everyone for their participation—particularly
everyone who made constructive recommendations. We
hope through this debate to make a positive movement
forward. There are those across the world who have no
one to speak for them. We in this House today have
been that voice for the voiceless, who must have someone
to respond to them. Today, this House has done just
that.

Sir Charles Walker (in the Chair): It has been a
privilege to chair such a well-informed debate.

Question put and agreed to.

Resolved,

That this House has considered blasphemy laws and allegations
in Commonwealth Countries.

12.48 pm

Sitting suspended.
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Child Murders: Sentencing

1 pm

Dr Kieran Mullan (Crewe and Nantwich) (Con): I
beg to move,

That this House has considered sentencing for people convicted
of murdering a child.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Sir Charles. The subject of this debate is a difficult
one—a dark one. It is a subject that no one would rush
to talk about, but I hope that I speak today for the
families of children who have been murdered, and for
future victims and their families, in calling for changes
to our justice system, so that it actually delivers justice.

In my view, along with protecting the public, delivering
justice should be the absolute focus of our justice system.
Yes, of course we should seek to divert people from
offending, particularly those guilty of less serious crimes,
but delivering justice is in and of itself a moral good.

Child murder is one of the most horrific crimes and it
must create unimaginable pain for the families who are
left behind. I do not have children, but I am lucky
enough to have a niece and a nephew, and they are the
most precious members of my whole family. Millions of
families across the whole country would join me in
saying that protecting their children—keeping them
safe—is the most important thing in the world, which
we would give up anything, or do anything, to achieve.

It is fair to say that the pain that must come when
someone destroys a family by breaking through that
wall of protection is something that people never really
get over. Just imagine how you would feel if it happened
to your family. Along with the loss of innocent life,
there is the loss of a future, not just for the child but for
their family. The imagined achievements: watching them
grow and go on to live their own life, and their own
family—all of that is gone; in fact, it is stolen. That
haunts people forever.

One such person is Elsie Urry. David McGreavy
killed Elsie Urry’s children—Paul Ralph, who was four,
Dawn, who was two, and nine-month-old Samantha—in
1973, at their Worcester home. Forgive the graphic
nature of the details that I am about to give, but they
need to be given—McGreavy strangled Paul Ralph, cut
Dawn’s throat and fractured Samantha’s skull. The
bodies of all three children were left on railings.

Campaigning on this issue has given me the privilege
of speaking to Elsie and learning how what happened
has affected her. I spoke to her again yesterday, ahead
of this debate, and she explained that she feels that she
has been left with a lifelong sentence herself. It should
come as no surprise that she was horrified that McGreavy
was released from prison in 2019. She said that at the
time he was sentenced she was left with the impression
that he would never get out of prison and that was the
sole source of comfort for her.

It is likely to be the view of the overwhelming majority
of the public that if someone brutally murders a child,
they should spend the rest of their life in prison. There
is sometimes a narrative that forgiveness and moving on
are the answer. I welcome that narrative for people who
feel that way, and I hope it gives them peace. However, I
—and I think many other people—would get more solace
from justice being done.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I commend the
hon. Gentleman on securing this debate. As he rightly
suggests, a child’s murder hurts every one of us in our
heart and we feel for their parent. As a dad of three and
a grandfather of six, I understand exactly what he
means.

The Criminal Justice Act 2003 states that the only
murder charge against a child that warrants life
imprisonment is the murder of a child following abduction,
or a murder involving sexual or sadistic motivation.
Does the hon. Gentleman agree that there needs to be
greater emphasis on life imprisonment for child murders
that take place within the household and that abduction,
while a contributing factor, should not be the only
reason for life imprisonment? Any child murderer should
be in jail; that should be the only criterion. When the
Minister responds to this debate, she should say very
clearly that we need to have that in law, because that is
what every parent wants—indeed, every non-parent
also wants it.

Dr Mullan: I thank the hon. Gentleman for that
intervention and I wholeheartedly agree with him; indeed,
I will go on to explain how we have made a tiny step in
that direction but are still falling far short of what he
says should happen.

I return to the issue of how people feel when they or
their family have been a victim of serious crime. After
the murder of Sarah Everard—who, of course, was not
a child at the time she was murdered, but obviously
never stopped being a child to her loving parents—her
family released the following statement:

“We are very pleased that Wayne Couzens has received a full
life sentence and will spend the rest of his life in jail. Nothing can
make things better, nothing can bring Sarah back, but knowing
he will be imprisoned forever brings some relief.”

That is exactly how I would feel if any member of my
family were murdered, not least if it was my niece or
nephew. However, what is known as a whole-life order,
rather than just a life sentence, is extremely rare in our
justice system, whether the victim is a child or otherwise.
Such a sentence was given to Couzens because the judge
said that his use of his status as a police officer was of
extreme seriousness.

Across our entire prison population, only around
60 people who are currently in custody are there for
the rest of their life, under a whole-life order. That is
the suggested sentence when someone is convicted of
the murder of two or more persons involving a substantial
degree of premeditation, abduction of the victims, or
sexual or sadistic conduct; the murder of a child that
involves the abduction of a child, or sexual or sadistic
motivation, as the hon. Member for Strangford (Jim
Shannon) mentioned; the murder of a police or prison
officer; a murder carried out for the purpose of advancing
a political, religious, racial or ideological cause; or
when there is a murder by an offender previously convicted
of murder. I cannot know, but I suspect that Sarah’s
family would have felt exactly the same about wanting
to see her killer spend the rest of his life in prison
regardless of whether or not he was a police officer and
was viewed by the judge as meeting that threshold.

We frequently hear that a murderer has received a life
sentence. That is often reported as their being “jailed
for life”, but that is not what actually happens; in my
view, that term is misleading. As I have said, to support
the public understanding and media reporting of sentencing,
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we need to think about calling those sentences something
other than a life sentence, because in reality, a life
sentence means that someone is subject to recall to
prison for life—that in theory, they could be in prison
for life if they are never thought to be safe for release.
The minimum term is actually the guaranteed sentence:
in reality, people given a life sentence for murder serve
an average of just 16 and a half years, which is very far
from anyone’s definition of “life”. The idea that being
on parole for life is in any way equivalent to being in
prison is insulting to victims and their families.

During the time I have been campaigning on tougher
sentencing, I have picked up on what I will describe as
an intellectual snobbery towards people who think that
longer sentences serve justice—that it is small-minded
thinking; that to think it, a person must somehow be
unable to realise the moral and intellectual heights that
can be reached through forgiveness; that it is obviously
the wrong approach because it does not allow for
rehabilitation, as if by default, no matter the crime,
victims and their families should care more about that
than they do about justice. That is misguided thinking.
A society in which people who follow the law see those
who do not punished is a noble and valid society.
Making sure that victims of crime experience life with
some relief, no matter how small, should be our priority.

Those listening to my speech might be wondering
what the point of today’s debate is. They might be aware
that the point I am making—that child murderers should
spend the rest of their lives in prison—is a deserving
call that has already been responded to by the Government.
The recently passed Police, Crime, Sentencing and Courts
Act 2022 brought in a whole-life tariff for the offence of
child murder, removing the requirement for child abduction
or sexual or sadistic motivation. That measure should
have been what would save people like Elsie from
experiencing the heartache she has suffered watching
her children’s murderer walk free.

However, I am afraid that as welcome as that measure
is, looking at the detail of it makes clear that it falls far
short and will rarely do so, because it can be used only
when a murder involves significant premeditation. That
is why I have called for today’s debate: I am deeply
unhappy that that decision undermines what would
otherwise be a positive step forward in ensuring justice
for victims and their families. Worse than not addressing
an issue is giving the impression that we have done so,
when in fact we have not. I am entirely unclear why the
decision was taken to restrict the measure in that way. I
would be grateful if in her response, the Minister would
explain the Government’s thinking, because it only
takes a casual observer to realise that that restriction is
going to leave the public wondering whether in reality
we have done what we pledged in our manifesto to do.

Elsie tells me that her recollection of the case is that
the murder of her children was a spontaneous act,
without premeditation. More recently, I am sure the
Minister and others will remember the horrific murder
of Arthur Labinjo-Hughes at the hands of Emma Tustin,
tragically with the help of Arthur’s father, Thomas
Hughes. Arthur suffered 130 injuries in the lead-up to
his death at the age of six. He was poisoned with salt,
emaciated, and forced to sleep on a hard floor and
stand all day in a hallway. The amount of violence used

on him produced forces on his body equivalent to a
high-speed road traffic collision. Tustin was convicted
of murdering Arthur in December last year, and was
given a life sentence with a minimum term of 29 years,
before our measure kicked in. Every person I have
spoken to and everyone who contacted me about the
case wanted to see her locked up for the rest of her life.
However, in his sentencing remarks, the judge was clear:
there was no premeditation in the case.

Sir Charles Walker (in the Chair): Order. The hon.
Gentleman cannot talk about sentencing in this case.

Dr Mullan: With respect, Sir Charles, the sentence is
set, or resolved. It is a closed matter, so I think I can
talk about it as a historical case.

Sir Charles Walker (in the Chair): I am sorry, but
according to the Clerk, you cannot talk about sentencing.
You can talk about the details of the case, Dr Mullan,
but not the sentencing.

Dr Mullan: Okay—I had finished anyway. We know
that if that crime were to be repeated tomorrow, the new
measure we have passed would not apply, despite it
being exactly the type of cruel, callous murder that the
public would expect to be impacted.

Significant premeditation, not just premeditation, is
a very high burden to reach. I have reviewed some
recent cases where, in sentencing remarks, premeditation
was raised. Mohamed Jama was found guilty of murder
with an element of premeditation because he armed
himself with a knife and actively sought out his victim
as part of a plot to avenge the robbery of his brother.
Jason Cooper was found guilty of murder with an
element of premeditation because he killed his former
partner after telling people he would do exactly that,
encountering her at a pub and returning home to get a
knife with which to attack her. Thomas Dunkley was
found guilty of murder with an element of premeditation
because he was found to have searched, before the
murder took place, for terms such as:

“What is the fastest way for a human to bleed to death?”

and:

“How long does it take to bleed to death from a stab wound?”,

alongside looking at things he could buy with the
money he stole from the deceased. I hope those examples
make clear what a significant hurdle premeditation is,
let alone significant premeditation.

Did Parliament, when passing the legislation, really
mean to rule out cases such as Arthur’s? Did it mean
that unless a murderer has a very clear plan to kill a
child, we should be content to see them walk from
prison? I am not content with that, and I do not believe
that, had it been considered more closely, Parliament
would be satisfied with it. Will the Minister say whether
the Government remain happy with that position?

I became aware of the issue as the Bill that became
the Act passed through the House, and I raised it with
Ministers, although I recognised that such a complex
Bill, to which much had been added, was not suited to
yet further amendments. However, I am determined
that we should fix the issue now. Quite rightly, the
public will ask us to explain ourselves when—heaven
forbid that it should happen, but sadly it is likely—another
poor child is murdered and justice, as most of us would
see it, does not prevail.
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A cynic might conclude that an established view of
the extremely high thresholds for the use of whole-life
tariffs meant that, in reality, the caveat was introduced
to continue the extreme restriction of its use while
apparently satisfying a ministerial policy intention. I
would not suggest that, of course, but others might.
The impact assessment states that the Government
estimated that, on average, some 10 adults per year
commit the murder of a child. I am not clear whether
that figure, or the policy development linked to it, took
the caveat into account. It certainly does not seem to,
and there is no mention of it in the impact assessment.
If it seems that the Department was satisfied with the
policy without the need for the “significant premeditation”
caveat, it should not be such a burden to get it removed
at the necessary legislative opportunity. Otherwise, we
will have to answer difficult questions when the next
case arises and angers public sentiment in a similar way.

The issue reflects, for me, a need for a wholesale
recalibration of our sentencing through the courts and
the guidelines we set. What length of time in prison
represents justice for different crimes is entirely subjective;
no one can give a right or wrong answer. However, I
believe the justice system is there to serve the public and
our sense of what merits justice. That is the grand
bargain that we make when we say we will follow the
rule of law and not take matters into our own hands. Of
course, the white heat of pure anger and vengeance
should not be our guide or starting point, but reasonable,
moral, decent people feel continually let down by what
we offer them as justice when they and their families are
victims.

The Government can be proud of their overall record,
in many ways, such as increasing Labour’s appalling
halfway early release to two thirds for serious offenders.
Again, I think most people would want that for all
offenders, but it was progress none the less. We also
introduced GPS tagging for some repeat offenders and
brought in tougher sentencing options for child cruelty
and dangerous driving. However, acting properly on
child murder would have been a step forward that I
thought was long overdue and welcome; my support for
it was as strong, sadly, as my disappointment in how we
ended up doing it.

We can and must do better. That is the right thing to
do. It is the right thing to do for past victims and their
families, to honour and recognise their suffering, and so
that, when children are murdered, we can at the very
least ensure that they and their families get justice.

1.13 pm

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Rachel
Maclean): I very sincerely thank my hon. Friend the
Member for Crewe and Nantwich (Dr Mullan) for
securing the debate—our first of the parliamentary
term—and it is a real pleasure to be here to answer him
and to see my friend the hon. Member for Strangford
(Jim Shannon) in his accustomed place. As a former
special constable, my hon. Friend the Member for Crewe
and Nantwich is well placed to campaign and speak out
on these issues, based on his personal experience as well
as his experience as an excellent constituency MP. He
represents his constituents extremely well.

I commend my hon. Friend for his work to stand up
for victims, to bring such issues to the attention of
parliamentarians and to campaign for tougher sentences.

I completely agree that sentencing fitting the crime is
vital for public confidence in the justice system. I know
that, as an active and engaged member of the Justice
Committee, he will have a lot to say on that in the
future. I very much look forward to working with him
as well.

All murders are terrible acts, but those where the
victim is a child are particularly so. The murder of those
most vulnerable in our society causes extreme grief and
devastation for loved ones left behind. As a parent, it is
devastating to listen to the cases set out by my hon.
Friend. I know society feels it is necessary to ensure that
those responsible for those terrible crimes are properly
punished.

It may be helpful if I set out how the sentencing
framework in England and Wales responds to the murder
of children. Sir Charles, I hope I can abide by your
guidance but would welcome your intervention if I fail
to do so. I will start by saying that all murder convictions
must result in a life sentence. When that life sentence is
imposed, the court must determine the minimum period
to be served in custody for the purposes of punishment
and deterrence. Only when that period has been served
in full may the offender be considered for release by the
Parole Board. The board will release a prisoner only if
it satisfied that it is safe to do so—I will come later to
how we have toughened up the Parole Board. The judge
will calculate the minimum term by selecting the appropriate
starting point as set out in legislation, namely schedule 21
of the Sentencing Act 2020.

When sentencing adult offenders, the starting points
are 15, 25 or 30 years or a whole-life order. Whole life
orders are the most severe penalty available in our
justice system and someone sentenced to one will spend
the rest of their life in prison without the prospect of
release. Judges must then consider relevant aggravating
and mitigating factors and adjust the minimum term
accordingly.

Of course, offenders serving a life sentence may remain
in prison beyond the minimum term set by the court,
and some may never be released if the Parole Board
does not think it is safe to do so. If and when the
offender is released, he or she will remain on licence for
the rest of their life and will be subject to recall to
prison at any time if they breach the conditions of their
life sentence. A life sentence, therefore, remains in force
for the whole of the offender’s life and it is an indeterminate
sentence under which the offender could spend their life
in prison.

Coming on to sentencing for the murder of children,
which my hon. Friend the Member for Crewe and
Nantwich spoke about, the framework rightly regards
the murder of children as particularly serious. Schedule 21
sets out a number of circumstances where a whole-life
order is the starting point when considering what minimum
term should be imposed by the court. The legislation
provides that the murder of a child should have such a
starting point if it involves sexual or sadistic motivation,
or the abduction of the child.

My hon. Friend rightly pointed out that the PCSC
Act strengthens schedule 21 by expanding the range of
circumstances in which a whole-life order is a starting
point when the court is determining how long an offender
convicted of murder should spend in prison. That means
that the premeditated murder of a child now has a
whole-life order as its staring point. Some instances of
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child murder might also fall within the other circumstances
that apply to victims of all ages where a whole-life order
is a starting point, for example, terrorist murders or
murder committed by someone already convicted of
murder.

Judges still have discretion to depart from those
points and to impose a life sentence with a minimum
term if they consider that to be the most appropriate
sentence, having considered all the circumstances. However,
it is right that they must first consider a whole-life order
when making that decision. Alternatively, it is possible
for the court to regard any offending as exceptionally
serious and to impose a whole-life order in a case in
which the circumstances are not listed as those where
such a punishment would usually be the starting point.

Where a murder of a child does not meet the
circumstances listed in the schedule for which there is a
whole-life order as a starting point, the minimum term
will be set according to the remaining starting points,
depending on the facts of the case. There are aggravating
factors applicable to all murders that could result in an
increase to the minimum term due to the victim being a
child. They include the vulnerability of the victim due
to age, and where the murderer abused a position of
trust.

It is important to note that through the PCSC Act,
we have ensured that the courts have the fullest range of
sentencing powers available to deal appropriately with
those who commit other offences against children. It is
worth Members noting and remembering that we brought
forward Tony’s law, which was named in reference to
young Tony Hudgell, who as a baby was abused to such
an extent by his birth parents that he is severely disabled.
I have had the great privilege of meeting his foster
parents, and they are an incredibly inspirational and
brave family. I pay tribute to them for all the work they
have done.

The 2022 Act increased the maximum penalty for the
offences of cruelty to a person under 16 and of causing
or allowing a child or vulnerable adult to suffer serious
physical harm from 10 to 14 years of imprisonment. It
increased the maximum penalty for causing or allowing
a child or vulnerable adult to die from 14 years to life
imprisonment.

I fully recognise that my hon. Friend has kindly noted
the progress made by the Government, but I recognise
too that he would like a lot of these measures to go a lot
further.

I do not wish to stray and will follow the strictures of
the Chair, but may I make a point about judicial
independence? My hon. Friend mentioned the case of
Arthur Labinjo-Hughes. My understanding is that the
judge ruled that those vile acts, although horrific, as my
hon. Friend described, were not committed with intent
to murder and that there was no premeditation. In our
system, judicial independence is a cornerstone of our
parliamentary democracy, and we, as politicians, cannot
and should not pre-empt sentencing.

Let me refer to the case of David McGreavy, which
my hon. Friend also mentioned. It is highly likely that
McGreavy would now be given a whole-life order because
he murdered three children with the sadistic motivation
that was a feature of the case. If a judge determined

that an offender was dangerous and the circumstances
of the offence were sufficiently serious, a life sentence
for that offence would be mandatory.

It is important that we turn for a few moments to the
role of the Parole Board, which determines the end of
an offender’s term in prison. The Government published
a root and branch review of the parole system in
March, setting out a number of reforms to the parole
release process. It was felt that that process needed to be
improved, that it should be tougher and that we should
look to see where we could improve the system. The
reforms will establish a top-tier cohort of offenders who
have committed the worst offences, including murder
and causing or allowing the death of a child. The
top-tier cohort will be subject to increased ministerial
scrutiny at the point of release, with new powers to
prevent release if Ministers are not satisfied that the
new and stricter release test has been met. That means
that in future all prisoners who have committed the
murder of a child or who have received a parole-eligible
sentence for causing or allowing the death of a child
will be subject to additional scrutiny at the point of
release. We have committed to legislate for those reforms
as soon as parliamentary time allows. Those reforms
will be broadly welcomed by the public because they
will be seen to improve confidence in the system.

Cases of child murder are rightly punished severely
by the courts, and those who are convicted face long
prison sentences, possibly with no prospect of release.
That is the right thing to do. The Government have
increased the powers available to the courts by raising
the maximum penalties for acts of cruelty and extending
the list of circumstances in which a whole-life order is a
starting point to ensure that courts are able to impose
severe penalties.

Jim Shannon: I thank the Minister for her response to
the debate, and I think that the general public across the
United Kingdom, particularly people in England and
Wales, will welcome what she is saying. Following on
from the contribution made by the hon. Member for
Crewe and Nantwich (Dr Mullan), if someone beats a
child over time and he or she does not die, but then one
day that person beats the child and it does die, surely
that should be taken as murder even though the intention
at the beginning was not to murder, because it was
certainly murder at the end. I am following the Minister’s
line of argument here, and I am looking for clarification,
please.

Rachel Maclean: The hon. Gentleman has gone to
the heart of the issue of premeditation, which is relatively
new with respect to the PCSC Act and how we have
framed the law around sentencing. If I may, I will write
to him on the issue in detail. I hope he is sympathetic
that I have not been in this ministerial role for a long
time, and I do not want to mislead anybody. I want to
give the hon. Gentleman the precise facts and the legal
position.

It is vital, and right, that we have increased the
powers available to the courts in raising the maximum
penalties for acts of cruelty and extending the list of
circumstances in which a whole-life order is the starting
point to ensure that courts can impose severe penalties
for such serious offending. It has been a pleasure to
speak about this important topic and to respond to my
hon. Friend the Member for Crewe and Nantwich, as
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well as my friend the hon. Member for Strangford. I
look forward to continuing to work with my hon.
Friend to do whatever we can to increase public confidence
in sentencing and the criminal justice system.

Question put and agreed to.

1.25 pm

Sitting suspended.

Energy Costs in Wales

[MR CLIVE BETTS in the Chair]

4.30 pm

Anna McMorrin (Cardiff North) (Lab): I beg to
move,

That this House has considered energy costs in Wales.

On our first day back in Parliament this term, this
debate on energy costs in Wales is hugely timely. We are
facing a national emergency. People are scared, cold,
and paying the ultimate price for the energy crisis. I am
therefore grateful that the Minister is in his place to
listen to us discuss the very real issues that people are
facing across the country, but it would be remiss of me
to start without calling out the recent incompetent
actions from the UK Government. In just a few short
weeks, this Tory Government have plummeted millions
of people into hardship and misery—the choice between
heating and eating, going to bed cold and hungry or
giving their child their last tin of food. The shockingly
mishandled emergency Budget was inexcusable. It has
seen the pound plummet, energy costs spiral, mortgages
pulled, interest rates shoot up—and for what? Unfunded
tax cuts for the richest 1% in society and bigger bankers’
bonuses.

Alun Cairns (Vale of Glamorgan) (Con): I congratulate
the hon. Lady on securing this important debate. In
addition to that tirade of comments, will she recognise
that the energy price guarantee is the most generous
across all the major developed nations in Europe?

Anna McMorrin: I thank the right hon. Member for
his intervention, but providing that is the very least that
could be done in the face of all this incompetence, quite
frankly.

The result of this reckless decision will be felt by
households across the country for years to come. It is
always the most vulnerable who pay the highest price
for the political choices made by this UK Government.
In Wales, people are worried sick. Thankfully, our
Welsh Labour Government have shielded so many from
the very worst, but the crippling energy crisis is hard to
undo when action from Westminster is worsening by
the day. The human cost of such decisions cannot be
overstated. At the launch of the Institute of Health
Equity’s fuel poverty report last month, Professor Sinha
said there is “no doubt” that children will die this
winter. Damaged organs and respiratory illnesses are
just some of the many long-term health impacts that
people will face, and the trauma of going to bed cold
and hungry will stay with someone for life.

I was speaking to the National Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Children just this morning, and it told me
how heartbreaking it is to receive calls through its
helpline from children who really do not know what to
do or how to help their parents, as they witness them
struggle to make ends meet, often while living in cold,
damp and mouldy conditions. I, too, receive heartbreaking
calls from struggling parents just trying to do their best,
and from distraught constituents torn between losing
their home and losing their business. A pub in the heart
of Cardiff North told me that it literally cannot afford
to keep the lights on and is moving to using candlelight

29WH 30WH11 OCTOBER 2022Child Murders: Sentencing



[Anna McMorrin]

after receiving a £24,000 energy bill. My constituent
Rebecca, a talented jeweller and silversmith, runs a
small business on top of doing three other jobs. She
faces a sixfold increase in her electricity bill. Her partner,
Gareth, who contacted me worried sick, said, “What
are we working for if not a better future?”

Well, that better future is being carved out by our
Welsh Labour Government, with £51 million of targeted
support for those who need it most. Measures include
doubling the winter fuel support payment, cost of living
support payments, £4 million for fuel vouchers, a heat
fund to support those on prepayment meters, and the
roll-out of universal free school meals. That is the
difference that a Labour Government make. The Welsh
Labour Government understand the human cost of this
crisis. Perhaps the Prime Minister should pick up the
phone to our First Minister for the first time after all.

Jonathan Edwards (Carmarthen East and Dinefwr)
(Ind): I am extremely grateful to the hon. Lady for
securing the debate and for the very important points
that she is making. It is right that we debate this issue.
One of the big issues that we face is that the UK is not
particularly self-sufficient when it comes to electricity
generation; we are the second largest net importer of
electricity in Europe. Meanwhile, Wales produces double
the electricity that it consumes. We are a superpower, in
European terms; no other country is close to the generation
and consumption levels of Wales. The question that
occurs to me is: how can we use that strength to
safeguard our own people in Wales from the fuel poverty
that they face?

Anna McMorrin: The hon. Member makes exactly
the right point. We want to hear from the Minister as to
why that challenge is not being addressed. This week is
also Hospice Care Week, and the families supported by
Tŷ Hafan and Tŷ Gobaith—the two children’s hospices
in Wales—really are the ones on the frontline in this
energy crisis. Tŷ Hafan is facing a sixfold increase in
energy costs at a time when it is also facing rising
demand for its services. It could never have foreseen
what was to come, and it is the families who rely on its
support that suffer. The Welsh Government have provided
support to the hospice with the funding uplift. However,
the Chancellor is yet even to respond to its letter. The
Business Secretary’s response was to assure hospices
that they would be prioritised for additional support.
Will the Minister confirm whether that is the case? The
evidence clearly suggests the opposite.

Let me explain to the Minister the human cost of
continued inaction. My constituent Emma has a son
called Jack, who has cerebral palsy. Emma does not
have the option of not using energy. She relies on it for
Jack’s lifesaving equipment. Emma sadly lost her son
Tom, Jack’s twin, to the deadly disease. It is families
such as Emma’s who face nearly £600 more a month in
bills. The support that Tŷ Hafan provides to families is
invaluable. Will the Minister tell those families whether
they will get an emergency assistance payment, and
when that specialist support will be given to the hospices
on which they so heavily rely?

The chairman of the Conservative party, the right
hon. Member for Rossendale and Darwen (Jake Berry),
said that people should just get better jobs. Emma is

Jack’s full-time carer, living off just £850 a month in
universal credit, topped up with a carer’s allowance.
How would she manage? Will the Minister tell Emma
whether the Government intend to uprate benefits in
line with current inflation rates, so that she and her
family can live and not just barely survive?

The UK Government’s attitude towards hospices in
Wales reflects their attitude towards Wales in general—our
organisations and people alike. It is an attitude of
disdain and neglect. The fact that the Government are
planning for energy blackouts says it all. In short, it
means that people will die. What action will the UK
Government take to ensure that families of seriously ill
children, who rely on that lifesaving equipment at home,
have access to a secure and constant supply of energy—or
will the Government have blood on their hands?

Support for energy bills only goes so far. Too many
homes are poorly insulated and their bills will rise at a
far higher rate. Since 2011, the Welsh Labour Government’s
warm homes programme has invested more than
£400 million in more than 67,000 homes to improve
home energy efficiency across Wales. Under Labour’s
warm homes plan, we aim to insulate 19 million homes
in a decade across the whole of the UK.

In a display of utter incompetency, this Prime Minister
has defied her own official advice and blocked plans for
a public information campaign asking people to save
energy over the winter. Apparently, she is ideologically
opposed to that. Will the Minister confirm whether he
is too? Is he ideologically opposed to urging people to
keep an eye on usage, saving households £8.4 billion
and avoiding blackouts?

Insulation measures are not just about cost. Old,
poorly insulated homes are more likely to be cold,
mouldy or damp, which can cause significant long-term
physical and mental health problems. It is astounding
that councils are now forced to open warm hubs. Just
yesterday, our Labour-run Cardiff Council launched its
warm welcome space; anyone who is struggling to heat
their home can go to the local hub or library, to be
greeted with a warm welcome and a free hot drink—but
that is shocking.

We must remember that this crisis is caused by a
dependency on oil and gas. It will not be solved by
increasing dependency. Gas costs nine times more than
renewables. This Tory Government are intent on locking
us into a fossil fuel era, with high bills and an ever
worsening climate crisis. The Prime Minister refuses to
understand that the climate crisis and energy crisis go
hand in hand. The Government cannot tackle one
without tackling the other. I know well that the Minister
agrees, and I would like to hear him say so today.

Rising seas and extreme weather events are costing
lives. Our younger generations are being robbed of their
future. Climate change presents an opportunity to change
the way we live. Labour is committed to a great British
energy company that will deliver clean power by 2030,
saving UK households £93 billion over the rest of the
decade. What was the UK Government’s answer? To lift
the ban on fracking—yet another broken manifesto
pledge to deliver the most ambitious environmental
programme of any country on earth.

Rest assured, the ban on fracking in Wales is still
firmly in place, and the Welsh Government will do
everything in their power to pick up the pieces where
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the Tory Government have fallen woefully short, whether
that is for businesses at the heart of our community that
risk closing their doors for good due to spiralling,
unaffordable energy prices; for people like my constituent,
who tragically told me that his elderly mother felt she
would be better off dead than forced to pay such
astronomical energy prices; or for those who are cutting
back on their essential groceries or relying on food
banks just to get by.

Jessica Morden (Newport East) (Lab): In an earlier
comment, my hon. Friend mentioned prepayment meters.
For those who use prepayment meters, £3.50 of every
£10 that they top up goes on charges, and South Wales
has one of highest rates in the UK. Does she agree that
we really need to address that issue?

Anna McMorrin: Absolutely. It is an area we need to
focus on, and I hope the Minister will have an answer to
that issue today.

The examples I have given show the real human cost
of the energy crisis. I hope that this Conservative
Government for once bear that in mind, instead of
fighting one another like cats and dogs. The people
paying the true cost of the energy crisis in Wales must
not be forgotten or sidelined.

4.43 pm

Alun Cairns (Vale of Glamorgan) (Con): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts. I
congratulate the hon. Member for Cardiff North (Anna
McMorrin) on securing this important debate. I look
forward to the contributions of all Members, because
this is a serious issue that needs addressing in a serious
way. In the spirit in which I congratulated the hon. Lady
on securing the debate, I am bit disappointed by the
party political tone that it has taken. These are genuine,
serious issues that need addressing. Constituents are
looking to politicians to find the best response to a
genuine energy supply crisis and its sources, which we
will come to in a moment. I am disappointed that the
debate has been so party political so far, but I will try to
move it on in a way that might be helpful to constituents
who listen.

Anna McMorrin: I think the right hon. Gentleman
failed to hear what I actually said. I was clarifying what
the different Governments provide and setting out the
human cost of what is happening because of the political
choices made by the UK Government and this Prime
Minister. I sincerely hope he can understand that.

Alun Cairns: I will respond to some of the points that
have been made, but we need to recognise that the
absolute cause of the challenge is the war in Ukraine
and Putin’s aggression. Anyone who seeks to weaponise
the increase in energy prices for political ends is undermining
the war effort and Ukraine’s right to defend its nation.
It is a serious issue, but that does not mean that we do
not need to react.

The Government are reacting. We need to recognise
some of the things they are doing and congratulate
them, but there will be other areas where we want to
press for further support. That is an intelligent way to
pursue a debate, rather than saying that everything
politicians in Cardiff Bay are doing is right and everything

those in Whitehall are doing is wrong. That is simply
not credible and it is not the case. I am disappointed
that the war in Ukraine is being weaponised in this way.

Just weeks ago, we saw the explosions at Nord Stream
1 and Nord Stream 2, which were clearly attacks, although
we have no certainty about the reasons for them or their
source. They have had an impact on supplies across
Europe, but thankfully supplies to the UK do not come
from Nord Stream 1 and Nord Stream 2, and are
therefore much more secure. I underline my interest as
chairman of the all-party parliamentary group for energy
security. It would be helpful for us all to recognise that
energy is traded at a multi-national, if not a global,
level. That is part of the complexity of the situation,
rather than the simplicity that has been described.

Constituents want to know exactly what support
they will get. Everyone will get a grant of £400 in
addition to a council tax rebate of £150 for properties in
bands A to D. There are also additional payments,
including a cost of living payment of £650 for benefit
claimants, a one-off payment of £300 for pensioners for
heating, and a disability cost of living payment of £150.
Those payments will alleviate the situation and make
sure that some people are able to keep the fires burning.
They may have formed the impression that they could
end up in an extremely unfortunate situation, but they
may well be able to avoid that, depending on their
individual circumstances.

The energy price guarantee announced a couple of
weeks ago is an extremely welcome measure, and it
would be helpful for the Opposition to recognise that. I
press the hon. Member for Cardiff North to acknowledge
that it is the most generous package that has been
offered across Europe. I am happy to be corrected if the
hon. Lady wishes to intervene, but independent sources
say it is the most generous package in Europe, which
means that people in similar circumstances in Europe
will find themselves worse off. I am not saying that is a
good thing; it is not a good thing. More needs to be
done to support everyone—not only across Europe, but
well beyond—because the conflict in Ukraine has created
a global challenge.

The energy consumption of an average property will
cost £2,500. There is a lot of misunderstanding about
that. People will pay depending on their energy consumption
and that figure is an average cost, which is provided as a
guide. It is a significant increase, but lower than it
would otherwise have been without the energy price
guarantee, and the additional payments will support
people and allow them to cope with those increases.

I find it difficult to believe that everything the Welsh
Government are doing is right and everything Whitehall
is doing is wrong. On the one hand, the hon. Member
for Cardiff North claimed that people were living in
cold, damp and uninsulated homes—and many are and
we need to recognise that—but then seemed to champion
the insulating programme and schemes that the Welsh
Government have been pursuing. It cannot be one or
the other; we must recognise that it is a complex situation
and that people are finding themselves in difficult
circumstances.

I find it difficult that the wider public debate makes
such an issue of a public information campaign. This
debate could serve as a public information campaign in
itself if it were conducted in a reasonable and intelligent
way. We need to recognise that this issue is rightly
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dominating the news and people should be able to
interpret that large increases in energy prices will mean
consumption needs to be managed to prevent cost of
living challenges. In addition, information is being made
available by the Energy Saving Trust, Ofgem and so
many other agencies and charitable organisations. I
would much prefer that the money that would have
been spent on a public information campaign is spent
on supporting people to reduce their bills, rather than
on duplicating and repeating what we could do and
what is available freely on the internet.

I ask the Minister for guidance on two points. I have
already highlighted the domestic levels of support that
are available, and they are significant, but we need
further clarity on park homes. It is not clear how they
will be able to benefit, because of how their meters
work compared with others. I recognise that this is the
first day that Parliament is sitting and therefore it has
not been easy to communicate all the messages that
need to be communicated, but there are a number of
park homes in my constituency and across the whole of
the UK—Wales possibly has a disproportionate number
of park homes—so further clarity would be helpful.
Reassuring messages have been given, but it is helpful to
have the mechanics of how it should work.

Jonathan Edwards: I am grateful that the right hon.
Gentleman raised this point because I asked a written
question on this issue and was referred to an answer to
another Member. That answer was not particularly
clear to me, so when my constituents ask me how they
will receive the support I am unable to provide that
answer. I am sure that, like me, the right hon. Gentleman
would like the Minister to clarify that today.

Alun Cairns: I am grateful to the hon. Member for
underlining that point. I recognise that it is a complex
situation. There are so many facets, which is why, again,
we need to have a reasonable debate to address these
serious issues. Until now people in park homes will not
have had much clarity from this debate, and I look to
the Minister to provide it, but it is not a straightforward
situation.

I seek greater clarity on the level of support and I
press the Minister to look again at extending support
for off-grid properties. Many residents in my constituency—I
declare an interest as one of them—do not have the
privileges or benefits of mains gas and therefore depend
on either liquefied petroleum gas or oil. We need to
recognise that there is a standard volatility in that
marketplace, and off-grid properties may have benefited
when oil prices were extremely low during the covid
period, at less than $20 a barrel of oil—I ensured that I
filled my tank up at that time—compared with the 85p,
86p or even 90p a litre that is available now. I was
talking about $19 a barrel, but that was also 19p a litre
at the time. It is now up to 90p per litre of oil, which
people off-grid have to use, and LPG will have a similar
volatility. I hope the Minister will give that greater
consideration or at least provide some hope that there
will be further support.

There is a final area of support to which I hope the
Minister will be able to bring some clarity—not necessarily
now, because it is quite a complex picture, but certainly

by providing greater information or tables online. The
Government website sets out examples of different sorts
of businesses and how they will benefit, from the average
corner shop or pub to larger organisations. It explains
the types of approach and savings that they would
make. I looked for specific examples of numbers to be
provided according to the market rate. One grocery
business in a rural area in my constituency was paying
21p per kWh; now, at the market rate, it is paying
£1.26 per kWh. When a business seeks to negotiate
through a broker for guarantees of the level of Government
intervention and how much that will be, the broker
makes the case—as do energy providers; I have spoken
to some—that they do not know how much the
Government discount is specifically until they accept
the contract, as that is when they can confirm it. That
does not seem to be the most reasonable position.

I am not saying the Government are to blame for
that, but I suspect greater clarity over the numbers will
help businesses in my constituency and elsewhere to
understand what exactly the discount is. It is in the
region of 40% in some cases, while it is less in others. It
depends on use. Clarity is needed to provide scrutiny
and ensure the most understanding. Although the discount
is 40%, if someone happens to have come off a fixed-term
contract and moved from 21p up to about 80p, that is
still a significant increase.

4.56 pm

Ruth Jones (Newport West) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship this afternoon, Mr Betts.
I am grateful for the opportunity to speak briefly today. I
congratulate my near constituency neighbour, my hon.
Friend the Member for Cardiff North (Anna McMorrin),
on calling this important debate.

Although we have seen a new Prime Minister appointed
in recent weeks, when it comes to this 12-year-old Tory
Government it is the same old story. Like people throughout
Wales and the United Kingdom, the people of Newport
West are looking for proper action to support them as
they face rising energy costs. There is nothing new
about the Tory fantasy of trickle-down economics, and
there is nothing new about a Tory who, when asked
“Who pays?”, answers “You: the working people of
Britain.”

In her first Prime Minister’s questions, the Prime
Minister said she was against a windfall tax, as she did
during her leadership campaign, during that wasteful
summer of inward-looking Tory politics. My constituents
want to know why the Prime Minister remains so committed
to protecting the £170 billion of excess profits of the oil
and gas giants—profits that they did not expect and
that the companies have actually suggested should be
used to mitigate the effects of this energy and cost of
living crisis. Because of the Prime Minister’s decision,
the people of Newport West and others throughout the
country will now have to pay the bill for this Tory cost
of living crisis.

It is worth remembering what the former Chancellor,
Mr Osborne, said in 2008: that profligate borrowing
could provoke a run on sterling, or require a rise in
interest rates that would plunge Britain deeper into
recession. I think some chickens are coming home to
roost now.
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I recently had a call from a constituent—a retired
colliery worker—in Bassaleg. Like so many in Newport
West, he has paid his taxes and never missed a bill.
However, as we approach winter, the rising cost of
energy is putting a serious strain on his finances. He
told my team that it is simply not fair that ordinary
people are being forced to foot the bill while the energy
companies laugh all the way to the bank, saying:

“My monthly direct debit has just gone from £166 to £320. We
are a two adult, two children family on average wages and are not
able to handle such huge hikes in bills. Would appreciate it if you
could look to address or mitigate this for us as a community.”

That is why I am here today.

If the average family in Newport West are seeing a
doubling of utility bills, our country and our economy
are in for some very difficult months ahead. That sits at
the door of this Government. Rather than taking real
action to pay for proper support, they have simply
shifted the bill on to working people. When families and
public services need every penny they can get, our Prime
Minister, with the same old agenda, seems to think that
now is the right time to protect Shell’s excess profits and
give Amazon a tax cut. I say to the Minister: it is not. It
is time for the Government to lead, to act and to
properly support those most in need.

Over recent months, I have worked with local people
on the issue of energy payment rebates for park home
residents, as mentioned by the right hon. Member for
Vale of Glamorgan (Alun Cairns). I have received a
significant amount of correspondence from residents in
Lighthouse caravan park in Newport West, and have
worked with local people to clarify whether people in
park homes would be able to benefit from any UK
Government support schemes. My concern was and
remains that there is no comprehensive and co-ordinated
approach for all who need help to heat their homes and
pay their bills. I have just been sitting in the Chamber
listening to the Chancellor answer a question on that
very subject, but sadly his answer was more confusion
and uncertainty, and I am no better off now.

That confusion stands in stark contrast to the action
of the Welsh Government. I welcome the Welsh
Government fuel support scheme, and many people in
Newport West do too. Eligible households can claim a
one-off £200 cash payment from their local authority to
provide support towards paying fuel bills. Importantly,
that is in addition to the winter fuel payment offered by
the UK Government. The payment will be available to
all eligible energy customers, regardless of how they pay
for fuel. That includes those who make payments on a
prepayment meter by direct debit, those who pay quarterly
and those who use off-grid fuel.

The scheme is part of the Welsh Labour Government’s
£90 million support package to address immediate pressures
on living costs. The fuel support scheme was launched
with the explicit aim of reducing the impact of the
rising cost of energy and the cost of living crisis. It is
targeted at low-income households, and the number of
households that are eligible and in need of help is to be
extended.

We know that the winter months can be the most
difficult time of the year. Like the Welsh Labour
Government, I do not believe that families in Newport
West or any other part of the United Kingdom should
have to choose between heating and eating.

Jonathan Edwards: Can I take the hon. Lady back to
the windfall tax? I do not think a windfall tax would
pay for all the energy schemes, but it would definitely
make a significant contribution to the public intervention
that will be required. The reality is that even the oil
executives are mildly in favour of it: BP announced a
few months ago that a windfall tax would not make any
difference to its investment plans over the next 10,
15 and 20 years.

Ruth Jones: The hon. Gentleman puts it far more
eloquently than me. Absolutely—these people are actively
saying, “These are excess profits that we did not expect,
so they should be used to mitigate the problem.”

I say to residents in Newport West and across Wales
that the Welsh Government’s scheme is open to households
in which the applicant or their partner is in receipt of
one of the qualifying benefits at any time between
1 September 2022 and 31 January 2023. Folks in Newport
West can get in touch with my office if they want or
need support with the application process.

If we are expecting working people out in the country
to tighten their belts, I urge Ministers to wake up and
make sure the oil and gas companies pay their share
too. That is what we are here to do, and if the Government
do not want to do that, they should make way for a
Labour Government who will.

5.2 pm

Ben Lake (Ceredigion) (PC): It is a pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship, Mr Betts, and to speak in this
important debate. I congratulate the hon. Member for
Cardiff North (Anna McMorrin) on securing it. It is a
pleasure to follow the hon. Member for Newport West
(Ruth Jones). I join her and the right hon. Member for
Vale of Glamorgan (Alun Cairns) in urging the Minister
to bring forward greater clarity on park homes.

I will concentrate my remarks on a particular aspect
of the energy crisis: off-grid homes. The right hon.
Gentleman rightly said that we need to go further in the
support that is offered to them. I appreciate that, on a
UK-wide basis, the proportion of domestic properties
that are not connected to the mains gas grid may seem
immaterial or quite modest, but in certain areas of the
country the concentration of such properties is significant.
Across Wales, 19% of domestic households are not
connected to the mains gas grid, but in more rural
constituencies such as Gwynedd that rises to 49% of the
housing stock. In my Ceredigion constituency it rises to
74%, so it is a pressing concern for many of my constituents.
Although the energy price guarantee offers some Welsh
Government support for those who are connected to
the mains gas grid, people often read the bulletins and
announcements and realise that it does not apply to
them, or at least not to their gas or heating bills.

It is important to put on the record that, despite the
volatility in the heating oil and LPG markets, there has
been a steady increase in the prices that consumers have
had to pay. It is always a bit dangerous to quote average
heating oil prices, given the vicissitudes of that market,
but the average price per 1,000 litres of heating oil
increased from £351 in August 2020 to £491 in August 2021
and then £896 in August 2022. I note the great volatility
in that market and also the fact that prices peaked at
£1,108 back in June, at the beginning of the summer,
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[Ben Lake]

when some people look to buy and fill their tanks, but
the trend has been of considerable increases in heating
oil prices, which is having a serious impact on many of
my constituents.

I have sadly received many messages from constituents
who are having to resort to quite drastic measures to
reduce their consumption of heating oil. I have lost
count of the number of people who have told me that
they have taken to having cold showers in the morning.
I have also come across many people who have tried to
keep down the cost of electricity by resorting to investing
in solar-powered garden lights to help a little in the
evenings. These are very drastic measures. People are
looking at every way possible to reduce their bills but
are still finding it impossible to keep the heating on as
we enter the winter months.

Much has been made of the impact of the energy
crisis and rising costs on businesses, and it is important
to highlight the added impact on businesses that are not
connected to the mains gas grid. For example, I have
been contacted by quite a few hospitality businesses in
Ceredigion that have quoted increases to their average
fuel costs of 200% to 300%, while a cheesemaker in my
constituency has seen the price of running his business
double over the last 12 months. Sadly, such increases
are forcing these businesses to make very difficult staffing
decisions; indeed, I know of a few that have closed their
doors for the winter. One hopes that these will just be
temporary and not permanent closures, but it is important
to stress that a number of viable businesses are struggling
to absorb the spike in heating oil and LPG prices.

One suggestion, made by counterparts from Northern
Ireland, is for the Government to offer greater support
to off-grid homes and businesses by introducing a voucher
scheme. I thank Social Democratic and Labour party
Members from Northern Ireland for pressing that as a
potential solution, which has a lot to recommend it.
They have suggested that the Government could introduce
a voucher for 1,000 litres of heating oil or the equivalent
volume of LPG. Some might ask, “Why 1,000 litres?”
The answer is that Certas Energy has estimated that the
average UK household uses around 27,000 kWh of
energy per year, which roughly equates to 1,800 litres of
oil. At current average prices, 1,000 litres would cost
around £890, which I concede is not an insignificant
amount of money, but it compares very favourably with
the expected savings of around £1,000 to those households
that will be eligible for both elements of the energy price
guarantee—the electricity side and the mains gas side.

The Government have made statements previous to
this week about ensuring a commensurate level of support,
and we could explore further the idea of a voucher
scheme for those in off-grid properties. It would offer a
fair level of support for those on the gas grid and also
those who are not connected to it. For the sake of
clarity, if that were rolled out in Wales, for example, we
would be talking about 275,000 properties. Again, that
is not an insignificant number but, when considered in
the larger scheme of things, it is something that the
Government could do, and potentially with some speed.

In considering off-grid properties, I also wish to raise
how this debate emphasises the need to bring forward
not only immediate support to address the short-term
pressures we face but mid-term to longer-term solutions.

Energy-efficiency measures have already been mentioned;
the Energy Saving Trust reports that it is typically far
more expensive to heat an off-grid home, which creates
a significant problem for the rural poor. Sadly, because
of the nature of the housing stock in Wales, particularly
in rural areas, the average energy performance certificate
rating across the entire country is D. To reduce our
vulnerability to further price shocks down the line,
there should now be a real push in respect of the mid to
long term to invest in energy-efficiency measures.

Jonathan Edwards: The hon. Gentleman is making an
important point. There is a big role to play for the
Welsh Government and, indeed, the partnership agreement
between Plaid Cymru and the Welsh Government. My
cursory reading of the agreement is that it contains
nothing specifically on energy efficiency. Of course, the
agreement was composed before the crisis. I hope there
are mechanisms in the agreement whereby both parties
can look again at the programme of government and
focus on what we can do in Wales.

Ben Lake: The hon. Gentleman makes an important
point. There is an opportunity, through the co-operation
agreement, for the Welsh Government and Plaid Cymru
to focus their efforts on improving the energy efficiency
of the Welsh housing stock. A year or so ago, Wales’s
Future Generations Commissioner reported that it would
take around £3.6 billion of investment over 10 years to
bring the entire Welsh housing stock up to EPC band C.
Were we able to achieve that—there is now an important
case to be made for accelerating such an intervention—it
would save Welsh households an average of £418 a year
on their energy bills. Of course, those savings were
estimated based on the energy prices a year and a half
to two years ago; one wonders how much more of a
saving could be realised were we to pursue energy-efficiency
measures today.

The Energy Efficiency Infrastructure Group has added
to the calls for energy efficiency, saying that to bring up
the EPC level of all UK housing stock would provide
significant annual energy-cost savings of £7.5 billion. I
appreciate that such measures would not offer any
solace in the short term, but it is now time that we
consider how we can address some of these issues in the
mid to long term to avoid falling into a similar situation—
dare I say it?—next winter.

Finally, another aspect that bears repetition and further
consideration is the recommendation from the Federation
of Small Businesses to look again at support for renewable-
energy installations for small businesses. The FSB has
suggested that vouchers worth £5,000 could be made
available to small and medium-sized businesses to spend
on qualifying energy-saving products and services and
renewable-energy installations. I look around the Chamber
and recognise a few rural Members of Parliament; they
may have been approached by farmers and agricultural
businesses that have pointed out that they have a lot of
roof space that might well be suitable for the installation
of solar panels. Even if that cuts just the energy
consumption and grid dependence of those farmers
and businesses, it will still contribute to the wider effort
to reduce our energy vulnerability to fossil fuels and the
vicissitudes of the market.

There is an opportunity here. There needs to be
further consideration of the short-term support for
properties that are not connected to the mains gas grid.
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In looking at the example of homes such as those in
Ceredigion, 74% of which are not connected to the
mains gas grid, I also emphasise how important it is
that we do not lose sight of the mid to long-term
measures and the benefits of a properly invested energy-
efficiency programme.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): Beth Winter was not
present for the beginning of the debate, but she gave
advance notice to me, as Chair, that she would be late
because she was in a Delegated Legislation Committee.
Given that no others wish to catch my eye at this point,
I now call Beth Winter.

5.14 pm

Beth Winter (Cynon Valley) (Lab): Thank you for
allowing me to speak, Mr Betts, and thank you to
everyone present. As you explained, I came from a DLC
as soon as possible, so diolch yn fawr. This issue is
extremely close to my heart, which is why I really
wanted to speak in the debate. In my constituency, we
have been doing a lot of work on the cost of living
crisis, which I will cover in my contribution.

With their intervention on the retail price for energy,
the Government are clearly paying lip service to people’s
concerns and failing to alleviate the misery they are
causing. We have to be clear: the energy price cap is
rising and bills are going up under the newly elected
Prime Minister. Despite the Prime Minister and the
Chancellor saying that they have intervened to reduce
bills, what has really happened? Under the previous
Tory Prime Minister, the price cap went up by £693 in
April; under this new Conservative Prime Minister, it
went up by another £529 last week. That is driving
inflation to a 40-year high and creating extreme hardship
in communities such as mine in the Cynon valley. Figures
for Wales show that, in October 2020, 14% of households
were living in fuel poverty. If we use those figures to
model the impact of April’s price cap rise, up to 45%, or
almost half, of all households are likely to be in fuel
poverty.

I undertook a cost of living survey of constituents
just before the summer. The stories they told me were
truly harrowing, especially in terms of the mental health
impact that the cost of living crisis is having, which
cannot be overestimated. For example, one constituent
said:

“It is affecting my sleep. I am worrying constantly. I keep
watching my gas and electric meter.”

Most respondents said they were struggling to pay their
energy bills, and almost three quarters said they would
cut down significantly on heating in the next 12 months.
That is unacceptable. That is a political choice.

As others have said, small businesses are struggling
too. A local business owner told me recently that the
combined gas and electric bill from the supplier was
estimated to be in excess of £25,000. The owner was in
floods of tears and had no idea how she was going to be
able to continue running her business. That is the reality
of the impact of the politically motivated cost of living
crisis in this country.

Alun Cairns: The hon. Lady is making some interesting
points about the real impact and cost for businesses,
individuals and families, but I am not quite sure what
she is asking for. Is she asking the Government to
intervene for the entirety and to return the prices to

what they were 12 months ago, say, bearing in mind that
there is a global energy crisis as a result of the conflict
in Ukraine?

Beth Winter: I am about to offer some solutions to
the crisis. If the right hon. Gentleman can bear with me,
I will answer his question in my speech.

Briefly, the Welsh Government are doing everything
they can to support people through the cost of living
crisis. They have made an array of announcements to
support people, including a £200 fuel support payment,
in addition to the winter fuel payment offered by the
UK Government; a £150 cost of living payment; £4 million
to support people on prepayment meters—not on mains
gas—who are facing hardship; and of course the
discretionary assistance fund. However, fair funding
from the UK Government to Wales is needed to meet
people’s needs; it is Westminster that has to step up and
support our communities.

Alun Cairns: Will the hon. Lady give way?

Beth Winter: No, I will not give way. The Chancellor
has not yet responded to Welsh Finance Minister Rebecca
Evans’s recent letter asking for a meeting. That shows
that Wales is being treated with contempt.

Labour at Westminster is clear that, unlike the Tories,
we would not have allowed the energy price cap to rise
at all this autumn. Labour has proposed a fully costed
and funded package of Government support. Our “Warm
Homes for All” plan and investment in sustainable
British energy, funded from our climate investment
pledge, will tackle the climate crisis, strengthen our
energy security, create good jobs in new industries and
cut bills for good. There will be up-front costs to those
measures but, as the Office for Budget Responsibility
has stated, not acting will cost far more in damage to
the climate and economic security.

We have wind farms on the mountains in my
constituency. Who owns them? A Swedish company,
Vattenfall. We need our own energy sources. The Welsh
Government’s proposal to develop a publicly owned
energy company, Ynni Cymru, has been followed by
UK Labour’s proposal for GB Energy, a British publicly
owned company that will help generate the clean power
that will cut bills and provide energy security for the
UK. Those measures will start to challenge the private
market, but we need public ownership now so that the
power we produce contributes to our national community
prosperity, not the pockets of private companies, fossil
fuel giants and shareholders. It is affordable, as the
Trades Union Congress has already set out. Energy
costs must be brought down, and to achieve that, we
must have public ownership, which is in the interests of
the people of the UK and the future of our planet.

Jonathan Edwards: The hon. Lady mentioned Ynni
Cymru, which is something I have pushed for many a
year, and I am glad that it is embedded in the partnership
agreement. The Leader of the Opposition announced in
his conference speech that there will be a GB Energy
model based on Ynni Cymru. Can the hon. Lady explain
how those two bodies will interact? There will be a
Labour Government in a few years—there is no doubt
about that now, and I of course welcome that—so there
will be a GB Energy company. How is that company
going to interact with the Welsh Government’s energy
company?
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Beth Winter: I think that point is under discussion. I
am not in the fortunate position of being on the Front
Bench at the moment, but I understand that those
discussions are in train. Hopefully, my hon. Friend the
Member for Cardiff North can expand on that.

To conclude, on the question of how this will be paid
for, I am will be presenting a petition from the people of
Cynon Valley in the Chamber tomorrow evening with
key asks, including a wealth tax, a windfall tax and a
cap on energy costs—an array of initiatives. We are the
fifth richest nation in the world; we can, and must,
afford this. We must change for the benefit of everybody
in our country. Diolch yn fawr.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): We now come to the
Front Benchers. We have a little bit more time than the
10 minutes that is normally allocated, if you want to
take a bit more time—15 minutes or whatever.

5.22 pm

Dr Alan Whitehead (Southampton, Test) (Lab): I will
try to spend the time I have addressing myself to the
excellent speeches we have heard this afternoon. I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff
North (Anna McMorrin) on securing the debate. It is
about Wales and how Wales is affected by the runaway
rises we are seeing in energy costs and by the actions the
Government have taken in relation to them. Those price
rises are having devastating effects across Wales, and
hon. Members have paid considerable attention this
afternoon to what is happening to individual constituents
across Wales. Of course, price rises are having devastating
effects across the whole UK, but two things stand out in
the case of Wales.

The first is the particular demography of Wales. As
the hon. Member for Ceredigion (Ben Lake) mentioned,
Wales has a different profile in terms of its households
and energy costs, particularly from England, and from
the UK in general. One in five households in Wales is
off the grid; fewer than one in six are off the grid across
the whole UK, and for England that figure is about one
in eight. Those off-grid properties in Wales have suffered
to a far greater extent than households in England and
Scotland and in the United Kingdom generally. That is,
among other things, because the heating fuels needed
for off-grid properties were never under the price cap.
Those properties suffered price rises of, for example,
250% in two years for heating oil before the crisis came
upon us. They are in the crisis now, with further enormous
increases, but they were suffering for a long time before
that.

It is therefore wholly appropriate and deserves
congratulation that the Welsh Government have instituted
an additional £200, on top of the funding available in
the UK generally, to meet the specific circumstances in
Wales. Considering their other financial problems, the
fact that they are able to carve out that amount to
support people in these circumstances is something we
can only stand back and applaud, and I would be first
to add my applause.

The immediate response—well, the rather less than
immediate response—of the UK Government, through
the energy price support scheme, has been relatively
generous and goes some considerable way to removing
the worst aspects of the energy price rises for the

general public, and is to be tremendously welcomed for
that reason. However, I have one or two points to make
about what the UK Government have done and what it
means for the future and what we all have to face. This
energy price crisis will not go away in a year’s time, with
prices going back to normal.

The Minister for Climate (Graham Stuart): The hon.
Gentleman rightly says that the crisis may not necessarily
go away quickly, so why is it Labour party policy to
intervene for six months? The Government have come
in with family support—I am delighted to hear his
recognition of the extent and power of that intervention—
for two years.

Dr Whitehead: The support is for two years for domestic
properties. For business and commercial properties, it is
for six months. The proposal that the Government have
put forward for two years’ support on price rises is
completely unfunded. We might, for example, have
introduced a windfall levy, to accurately reflect the
difference between what is happening in the UK market
and the reasons for the price increases, and the profits
being made by the energy companies supplying the UK,
particularly with gas. Those profits are not based on
some amazing technical breakthrough in the delivery of
gas to the UK; exactly the same companies are providing
exactly the same service in bringing gas from the wholesale
market to the retail market in the UK, but they are
making nine times the profit they were previously, for
no extra work at all. The idea that we should put
forward a windfall levy to cover a good proportion of
the cost of those arrangements seems a complete no-brainer.
I was quite astonished when the Government decided
that they were not going to draw on that resource at all
for the next phase of the support arrangements. Not
only were they not going to introduce an immediate
levy, but they were not going to introduce any sort of
continuing levy arrangement to keep prices at a reasonable
level.

The Labour proposal took into account what we do
in the first instance with the windfall levy and what we
do over the next period. I want to come to that in a
moment, but it is important to recognise that the Prime
Minister was bang on guilty of misleading the public in
her recent conference speech, and other speeches, by
saying that people would pay not more than—

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): Order. I ask the hon.
Member to be careful about the word “misleading”.
Perhaps “unintentionally misleading” would be more
helpful.

Dr Whitehead: Of course, the Prime Minister was
unintentionally misleading the British public in this
instance by saying that they would not pay more than
£2,500 on their energy bills. She did correct herself later,
but she gave the unintentionally misleading impression
that we are all okay and will not pay more than £2,500
for bills—essentially, however much energy we use, it
would not cost us more than £2,500. That is completely
wrong. This is a support scheme based on units consumed.
Therefore, households with very few resources but higher
than average energy use will pay far more than £2,500
for their fuel this winter.

43WH 44WH11 OCTOBER 2022Energy Costs in Wales Energy Costs in Wales



Jonathan Edwards: The hon. Gentleman mentioned
the generosity of the UK Government’s support scheme,
but they have to be slightly careful about that, do they
not? It is partially a result of electricity prices in the UK
being the second highest in Europe—only the Czech
Republic has higher. For the last five years, electricity
prices in the UK have been far higher. Within the UK,
electricity prices in south Wales and north Wales are far
higher than the UK average. There is something drastically
wrong with the system, is there not?

Dr Whitehead: It is uncanny that the hon. Member
has anticipated exactly what I was going to say next:
one reason it was necessary for the UK Government to
be relatively generous in their support is that the price
rises in the UK are far higher than those across most of
the rest of Europe. I will not go into the support that
the French Government have put in place to support
price rises, but French price rises are 4% or 5%. The
rises are quite a considerable factor of how energy
markets work in the UK as opposed to the arrangements
elsewhere in Europe.

For a long time we had a Government pretty much
asleep at the wheel on governing energy prices, thinking
that an energy price cap would deal with the whole
thing. But the energy price cap originally was supposed
to deal with retail companies price gouging, not price
rises coming from the wholesale market into the retail
market in the UK as a whole. The fact is that UK
energy prices are determined entirely by gas prices. We
have done a lot over the years to start bringing renewable
energy sources into the mix—indeed, 38% of our power
is now supplied by renewable sources; if we take nuclear
too, the majority of our energy supply is provided by
low-carbon sources—but the UK retail market works
as if it were supplied entirely by gas-fired power stations
paying the price of gas to make electricity. That is
because of the marginal effect of the way the UK
energy market works, with auctions and how that all
works. I do not think we will go into that this afternoon,
but the fact is that the UK energy market is completely
broken, in that it allows those really high prices to come
through in a situation where we are—or should
be—decreasingly reliant on gas.

Let me make a couple of suggestions. It is one thing
to introduce price support for the immediate problem
of energy price rises. By the way, that problem is not,
as the right hon. Member for Vale of Glamorgan
(Alun Cairns) said, exclusively about the Ukraine war.
Prices were going through the roof well before the
Russian invasion of Ukraine. They started increasing at
a high and unsustainable rate from the middle of 2021.
The Ukraine war has exacerbated that considerably, but
it is by no means the only reason. One reason that prices
increased considerably well before the Ukraine war
started was the structure of energy markets in the UK,
the extent to which they were completely prey to
profiteering, and the fact that the UK Government
were unable to do anything about the effect of increases
in the international price of gas on the UK market.

If we have price support over the next period but we
do nothing about that structural position, knowing that
sky-high gas prices will be with us for probably—I am
speculating—the next decade, or at least five to six years,
and that the price will never come down to its level of
three or four years ago, we will simply be here in two or

three years’ time saying exactly the same thing under
exactly the same circumstances. The price cap and the
price support will have been and gone and we will be in
exactly the same position as before.

Now is the time for the Government to fix the UK
energy market rapidly, so that we do not find ourselves
here again. That means getting us out of gas and on to
renewables as quickly as possible. Without adding to
what hon. Members have said, the Labour party’s
commitment to a wholly renewable power system by
2030 is absolutely germane to ensuring we have an
energy system that delivers us relatively low-priced energy
that is not volatile, and is not subject to international
power politics, with LPG vessels changing course halfway
across the Atlantic because someone has bought their
cargo at a higher price than they originally thought they
were getting for it when they set out. All those issues
would be resolved because the power would be UK-based
and essentially free—once the capital cost of the renewables
providing it had been taken away—and it would be
entirely within the UK’s control to deal with prices in
the UK. That is how to fix the particularly difficult
energy market conditions.

By the way, a lot can be done in that direction before
we get to that position by decoupling energy prices in
the UK market from the gas market. That can be done
by changing the way people receive their rewards, as far
as energy is concerned, and renewable obligations and
contracts for difference, as far as renewable energy is
concerned. We could perhaps introduce a green power
pool arrangement, whereby renewable power is traded
in advance of gas, and the gas is placed on the margins
without the ability to swamp the whole market. That
means that we perhaps have to introduce a strategic
reserve for gas-fired power stations outside the market
as we move towards a wholly renewable energy market.

None of that will wait for the energy crisis to be over.
If we do not do these things very quickly, we will just
repeat ourselves. One of the key things—

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): Order. I think we are
getting to the point at which the Minister needs to come
in.

Dr Whitehead: Yes, indeed.

The Opposition will look very closely at whether the
Government are serious about moving our energy economy
on to the sort of renewable basis that we have set out.
One of the early indications that they are not is the
recent shenanigans going on with solar farms and wind
in this country. We will look on, and we hope the
Government have success in moving the energy economy
away from a reliance on gas. Certainly, introducing
fracking and exploring more for gas in the North sea
will not fix it; indeed, they will do the opposite. This is
about getting renewables in place for our power system
as soon as possible and ensuing we are proofed against
crises in the future. That would be of great benefit for
Wales and for UK customers as a whole, because their
bills would assuredly come down in the future. It is a
policy for the long term, not one just to fix the windows
a bit while it is raining.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): I ask the Minister to
leave a couple of minutes for the hon. Member for
Cardiff North (Anna McMorrin) to sum up at the end.

45WH 46WH11 OCTOBER 2022Energy Costs in Wales Energy Costs in Wales



5.43 pm

The Minister for Climate (Graham Stuart): It is a
great pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts.
I congratulate the hon. Member for Cardiff North
(Anna McMorrin) on securing the debate, although I
share with my right hon. Friend the Member for Vale of
Glamorgan (Alun Cairns) some disappointment at the
tone that she and most Labour Members took. That
does not reflect the seriousness of the debate, and by
way of contrast I would point not only to my right hon.
Friend’s typically thoughtful speech but to that of the
hon. Member for Ceredigion (Ben Lake), who made his
points perfectly clearly but constructively, as we wrestle
with this unprecedented global rise in prices.

It was good to hear the hon. Member for Southampton,
Test (Dr Whitehead)—this was not reflected by the
more rabid Back-Bench contributions—recognising
the scale and generosity of the intervention, which is
the most generous in Europe. This Government have
acted decisively to help families and the poorest in
particular. A failure to acknowledge those basic facts
suggests a lack, I would say, of moral seriousness in
dealing with this issue, which is of great import and is
having a great impact on families now. No one is well
served by political game-playing when we are dealing
with something so severe and serious.

The Government understand the scale of the challenge
and are taking action to help support households and
businesses facing these record energy prices. This includes
those in all four of our nations. Wales, alongside the rest
of the UK, is feeling the pain of this crisis, which has
been driven by the illegal invasion of Ukraine and Putin
holding gas supplies hostage, in addition to the global
pressures of the recovery from the pandemic—a point
that was set out by the hon. Member for Southampton,
Test, who is a learned Gentleman in this area of energy
policy.

The announcements made by the Prime Minister on
8 September and 21 September 2022 demonstrated the
Government’s commitment to protecting UK households
and businesses through the energy price guarantee and
the energy bill relief scheme. Under the plans, households,
businesses and public sector organisations across the
country will be protected from significant rises in energy
bills, thanks to the new Government support that took
effect from the beginning of October.

Without Government action, average household energy
bills under the energy price cap had been due to rise to
around £3,500 in October, a rise of 80% on current bills.
Next year, it was predicted they would increase to as
high as £6,500 per family. Those are truly chilling
numbers. From this month, the Government’s energy
price guarantee will limit the price households pay per
unit of gas and electricity they use. It means that a
typical household in Great Britain will pay on average
£2,500 a year. Those with lower energy bills will pay
considerably less, because it is about the number of
units that people use. An average family will save between
£1,000 and perhaps as much as £4,000 a year because of
this unprecedented, unparalleled intervention by the
Government to look after the people of this country
and help them through this challenge.

The intervention has had a significant wider impact.
It is interesting to note today that the International
Monetary Fund has now conceded that the mini Budget,

of which this was the centrepiece, will boost economic
growth. [Interruption.] The hon. Member for Cardiff
North, who only wants facts that support her political
viewpoint, may be disturbed to learn that according to
the IMF in 2022 the UK is predicted now to have the
highest economic growth in the G7. This comes at a
time of record employment as well. This Government
put the people first. One of the saddest things about
Labour Governments over the years is that they always
end with higher unemployment than at the beginning. I
am sure they wish the best, but they never seem to be
able to deliver it.

In addition, households will see the first instalment
of the £400 energy bill support scheme in their October
electricity bill. Families are seeing it in their bills already
in some cases. In Great Britain, the discount will
automatically be applied monthly in six instalments
between October 2022 and March 2023. For the 8 million
most vulnerable households across the country, that
will form part of a £1,200 package of targeted support
to help with the cost of living.

Jonathan Edwards: The Minister mentioned the IMF
report. Did the same report not say that, actually,
inflation in the UK will be among the highest in Europe?
There is perhaps only one country—Slovakia, I think—with
a higher inflation rate. People will be hit far harder here.

Graham Stuart: The growth plan and the Government’s
intervention will have a significant impact on reducing
inflation, protecting households, mortgages and the
like. Households in Northern Ireland will also receive
support through the energy price guarantee from November,
with support for October bills backdated so that they
see the same benefit overall.

Like many in the Chamber, I represent a rural
constituency with many people off grid. Those who live
in an area of the UK that is not served by the gas
grid—we have had a lot of conversation about that—and
use alternative fuels, such as heating oil, to heat their
homes will receive a £100 payment to support them
with their energy bills. We are working at pace to work
out how best to pay that money to those people. On
8 September, on the Floor of the House, the Prime
Minister committed to supporting park homes. Residents
will receive support equivalent to the EBSS and the
EPG—apologies for the alphabet soup. More details on
that will follow soon. It is important to note that
households that use alternative fuels will get the £400 energy
bills support scheme payment and the electricity component
of the energy price guarantee as well as the £100 for
alternative fuels.

Jonathan Edwards: Will the Minister give way?

Graham Stuart: With respect to the hon. Gentleman,
I am going to press on. The Government’s package of
interventions makes up the biggest proportion of the
fiscal package set out in the growth plan.

Non-domestic energy consumers, including businesses,
charities and public sector organisations, have also been
experiencing significant increases in energy costs, with
reports of increases of more than 500%. Those consumers
will also be protected through the Government’s energy
bill relief scheme from October, over the next six months.
That support is equivalent to the energy price guarantee
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put in place for households, and similarly discounts the
unit prices of gas and electricity, meaning that non-domestic
energy consumers will pay wholesale energy costs well
below half of the expected prices this winter. That will
provide much-needed relief and certainty to non-domestic
energy users who were facing significant energy costs,
and it will enable them to plan ahead.

Ben Lake: Will the Minister give way?

Graham Stuart: Forgive me; if I had been left anything
like half the time that was available by the Opposition
spokesman, I would have been able to accommodate the
hon. Gentleman.

After that initial six-month scheme, the Government
will provide ongoing focused support for vulnerable
industries. There will be a review in three months’ time
to consider where that should be targeted to ensure that
those most in need continue to get support.

Non-domestic users that are eligible for support with
energy bills include those on standard variable energy
contracts, those whose fixed-price contracts are coming
to an end and those businesses that have agreed a
fixed-price contract in the last six months. We recognise
that it is a challenging time for businesses, particularly
those that are energy intensive, many of which are
situated in Wales, as hon. Members will know.

The Government have provided more than £2 billion
of support since 2013 to energy-intensive industries. We
are continuing to ramp up the support, through measures
such as the extension of the energy intensive industries
compensation scheme. That is being extended for a
further three years, and will double the relief available.
We are also consulting on the energy intensive industries
exemption scheme, with a view to increasing the aid
intensity and reducing electricity prices for energy-intensive
industries, thus supporting many jobs in Wales.

In parallel to those measures, the Government are
taking decisive steps to tackle the root causes of the
issues in the UK energy market, by boosting British
energy supply and increasing independence to ensure
that this does not happen again. The hon. Member for
Southampton, Test is right that that is what we need to
do. That includes the work of our energy supply taskforce,
a new oil and gas licensing round, lifting the moratorium
on UK shale gas production, and driving forward progress
on nuclear and renewables.

It is important to remember that our energy needs
this year are 75% dependent on fossil fuels. We are
driving forward on the path to net zero, more than any
other major economy in the world. However, the idea
that the market could be entirely decarbonised by 2030
is mad. It is crazy. That is the official policy of His
Majesty’s Opposition. The poverty, bankruptcies and
ruin that the Opposition’s policy would cause this
country—and the impact that it would have on families
and businesses in Wales—are incalculable. We need to
ensure that our energy system is working to shield
consumers in Wales and the whole of the UK from the
worst impacts of a volatile international energy market,
and to reap the benefits of our increasing cheap renewable
electricity generation while reducing our dependence on
imported fossil fuels.

I will not take any lectures from Labour Members in
this space. Today, renewables make up more than 40% of
our electricity supply; just 12 years ago, in 2010, it was

7%. The Labour party talks but it does not deliver; it is
the Conservatives who deliver. We have led the world.
We have transformed the economics of offshore wind
with our contracts for difference, which were brought
about under a Conservative-led Government and are
now being mimicked right around the world. Why?
Because they recognise the high up-front capital cost of
these projects, increase certainty for investors, lower the
cost of capital, and have seen the price per megawatt-hour
for offshore wind go from £120 in a 2015 auction to
£38, I think, in the latest round. Not only that, but
because of the CfDs brought in by a Conservative
Administration, we are now seeing tens of millions of
pounds paid back to reduce bills for taxpayers.

The Government are working with electricity generators
to reform the outdated market structure where gas sets
the price for all electricity. We have recently launched
the review of electricity market arrangements, REMA—a
major review of Britain’s electricity market design to
ensure that it delivers an enduring framework that
works for our businesses, industries and households—and
we will introduce reform where necessary.

As issues of energy efficiency, fuel poverty and heat
are devolved, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland
have specific net zero strategies, and we work closely
with our counterparts in the devolved authorities to
ensure that our strategies align. Overall, the UK has a
strong track record in making homes more energy-efficient,
with 46% in England now achieving an energy performance
certificate rating of C or better, compared with 14% in
2010. Again, it is the Conservatives who deliver and
reduce energy costs, and it is Labour who produce hot
air and nothing to help families with the cost of living.
The energy performance of our buildings continues to
improve, helping to reduce consumer bills and improve
our energy security.

We are taking steps to encourage businesses to reduce
their energy demand.

Alun Cairns: Will the Minister give way?

Graham Stuart: No—I will have to sit down very
shortly.

We have long-term regulations to ensure that landlords
are incentivised to improve the energy efficiency of
buildings and to set a minimum standard. We are also
providing tax incentives for less energy-intensive technologies
by bringing forward an exemption on business rates for
green technology, saving businesses an extra £35 million
in 2022-23.

We are doing an awful lot, and my job, when the
Prime Minister appointed me to this position, was to
accelerate the uptake of all of these energies to move us
to net zero, and to do so in a way that supports families
and does not impoverish them, which is sadly what the
policy of the Labour party would bring about.

5.58 pm

Anna McMorrin: Where to start? I do admire the
fantasy being played out by the Government in trying
to explain away the Chancellor’s horrific mini-Budget,
while the IMF has today doubled down on its criticism
of it in an unprecedented way. However, today’s debate
was about energy costs in Wales. I set out in my speech,
and we heard from Members present, how those costs
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[Anna McMorrin]

have impacted constituents, people, businesses and
organisations up and down Wales and, indeed, the
whole country.

We need action from this Government, and we need
it now. They have been in power for 12 years—12 years
doing little bit by little bit. We need proper reform of
the energy market, proper investment in renewables,
and a proper plan and strategy for an energy efficiency
scheme. That starts with the Prime Minister not ignoring
official advice from the Climate Change Committee
and not ruling out solar generation on farmland. The
Government’s actions are pitiful, and they are not the
way that we will see solutions across the country.

Motion lapsed (Standing Order No. 10(6)).

Baha’i Community in Iran

6 pm

Mr Alistair Carmichael (Orkney and Shetland) (LD):
I beg to move,

That this House has considered the treatment of the Baha’i
community in Iran.

It is a pleasure to serve with you in the Chair, Mr Betts.
I welcome the Minister to her position, and I am
grateful that there are a number of other colleagues in
the Chamber. I chair the all-party parliamentary group
on the Baha’i faith; in that regard, before I come to the
meat of what I want to say, let me place on the record
the appreciation that I feel, and I know my predecessors
felt, for the work of the UK Baha’i Office of Public
Affairs. Dan Wheatley, in particular, and his various
colleagues over the years have been of enormous service
to us all, and to the Baha’i community in my constituency.
Orkney and Shetland are home to two small but very
effective, warm and welcoming Baha’i communities,
which have demonstrated great fellowship to me and my
family over the years, for which I have always been
enormously grateful.

Persecution of the Baha’i community in Iran is hardly
new; it has been a feature of life for Baha’is in Iran since
the 1979 revolution. However, over the summer, we saw
a sharp increase in the number of innocent Baha’is
facing persecution by the Iranian state. It is unfortunate—it
grieves me—that we have to bring this matter to the
House today, but I hope that those who are suffering
that persecution will take some comfort from hearing
reference made to it in this House. The people whose
names I will mention should understand that their
suffering and persecution are seen, and that they will
not be ignored by those of us who care about human
rights for everyone.

Iran does not have a good record on human rights; I
think that is an uncontroversial statement across the
Chamber. However, rather than getting to grips with it,
the country has in recent years stepped up the oppression
of its own people. From the arbitrary detention of
protesters to the persecution of the LGBTQ+ community
and the second highest number of executions in the
world, there is a great deal about which we should
worry in the state of human rights and freedom in Iran.
I do not want to touch on it at any great length, but it
would be remiss of me if I were not to mention what we
have seen in recent weeks in Iran. In particular, we
should mourn the loss of the 22-year-old Kurdish woman
Mahsa Amini, who tragically died in police custody
after being detained for alleged violations of Iran’s
strict dress code.

It is in this context—that of a brutal regime—that we
come to Iran’s repression of the Baha’i community
inside its own borders. Iran’s religious minorities have
suffered for too long at the hands of the state. The
Baha’i community of Iran has an estimated 350,000
believers, who have long faced systematic oppression
orchestrated by the Government. That alone merits
discussion, but the alarming increase in persecutions of
the Baha’i community in recent months further shows the
need to shine a spotlight on the issue. This year, over
the summer in particular, Baha’is in Iran have faced
what The New York Times characterised as a “sweeping
crackdown” on their community. That new wave of
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suppression by Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence has included
unwarranted arrests of believers and faith leaders, a
deeply concerning rise in the confiscation and destruction
of property, and accusations that followers of the Baha’i
faith have acted as spies for Israel.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I commend the
right hon. Gentleman for securing the debate and on
the hard work he does for the Baha’i community. I
share his concern for that community in Iran. I believe
that Iran’s treatment of the Baha’i community serves as
a litmus test for Iran’s commitment to freedom of
religion or belief. Does the right hon. Gentleman agree
that more should be done to stop the arbitrary arrest of
Baha’is on spurious allegations? That is one of many
ways in which the religious freedom of Baha’is is violated,
along with their other fundamental human rights.

Mr Carmichael: Indeed I do, and I pay tribute to the
hon. Gentleman for the work he does to promote freedom
of religion or belief around the world. He makes a very
good point, and I hope to give some context in reference
to the situation in which the Baha’is in Iran find themselves.

Margaret Ferrier (Rutherglen and Hamilton West)
(Ind): The right hon. Gentleman may be aware that
people of the Baha’i faith are banned from accessing
higher education in Iran, which is a sad means of
repression by the state. Does he agree that denying
access to education is Iran’s way of keeping Baha’i
youth isolated and powerless? Access to education is a
vital right that should be protected.

Mr Carmichael: I absolutely do. I am grateful to the
hon. Lady for making that point because it means that I
will not need to say quite so much about that subject
and that I can continue to take interventions. I am
happy to take interventions, because it is important
that, when the record is printed, it is seen that this is not
a tiny concern but one that extends across the House.

Ruth Jones (Newport West) (Lab): Will the right hon.
Gentleman give way?

Mr Carmichael: How could I not?

Ruth Jones: The right hon. Gentleman is making a
powerful speech and it is really important that our
concern is placed on the record. I am proud to be an
officer of the APPG on the Baha’i faith. I hope that he
agrees that this House must continue to hold Iran
accountable for its violations of the rights of its own
citizens in the Baha’i community, particularly during
this global crisis. Will he join me in urging the Minister
to speak up and speak out, because we need action
now?

Mr Carmichael: Absolutely. In many ways Baha’is
are low-hanging fruit—this issue is not just confined to
Iran but it is particularly acute there—because they are
a tiny religious minority. As somebody who has campaigned
on human rights for many years, including before I
came to this House as a Member of Parliament, I know
that that increases rather than diminishes our obligation
to draw attention to their plight.

We can do a lot as individual Members of Parliament,
but I hope that the Government, who speak for the
country as a whole, will take that message to heart in

everything we say as a permanent member of the United
Nations Security Council and still, I hope, a country to
which the world looks as a force for good and as a
protector and, in many cases, a creator of human rights
legislation. People should understand that this issue
matters to Britain—not just to individuals but to our
Government as a whole.

While I am on the subject, I should place on the record
my appreciation for the remarks made by Lord Ahmad
earlier in the year. They were heard by the Baha’i
community in this country and beyond, and they were
certainly very much appreciated.

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): The
right hon. Gentleman is being incredibly generous with
his time. I spoke to members of York’s Baha’i community
just last week, and they wanted to stress the importance
of our Government speaking out because the Baha’i
community in Iran cannot. Their aims are always altruistic
and peaceable in serving their community. Will the right
hon. Gentleman comment on the fact that many in the
Baha’i community are unable to work in Iran because
of the suppression and suspicion that is placed on them
when all they want to do is serve like the rest of the
population?

Mr Carmichael: A breach of human rights is a breach
of human rights. It is invidious to try to construct a
hierarchy of human rights, because the defining
characteristic of human rights is that they are universal.
But one of my particular concerns is the pervasive way
in which the Iranian state persecutes the Baha’i community.
It is not just the persecution of their religious belief, but
their exclusion from education, the closing of their
businesses—there is persecution in a whole range of
ways. That is not an accident. It is a quite deliberate
strategy that is designed to persecute people simply
because of their religious belief. If we allow it to happen
to the Baha’is, it will happen to other religious minorities
as well. If it can happen in Iran, it can happen in just
about any other country. When it comes to human
rights and freedom of religion, we are not safe unless
everyone is safe.

The Baha’i International Community reported
125 separate incidents of persecution in the first 10 days
of August 2022 alone—a worrying development that
signals a step up in the regime’s attempts to crack down
on an already heavily persecuted religious minority. By
1 September, the number of incidents in the crackdown
had almost doubled to 245. I fear that it is doubtless
even higher today.

I want to highlight a number of developments that
show the breadth and depth of these changes. First, the
regime has upped its campaign against religious minority
leaders in Iran by rearresting three former members of
the Yaran, the informal leadership committee of the
Baha’i community. Afif Naemi, Mahvash Sabet and
Fariba Kamalabadi have already served 10 years of
their life in prison for their service to the Baha’i community,
and the Yaran committee has been wound up, so all
three have, in fact, retired from roles of religious leadership.

Furthermore, the mass arrest of 26 Baha’is in the city
of Shiraz alone is exceptionally worrying. The number
of Baha’is raided, arrested or recalled to prison has
increased significantly since June.
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Holly Lynch (Halifax) (Lab): I am grateful to the
right hon. Member for giving way. He is making a really
powerful speech. I have been approached by a number
of people in my constituency who are incredibly concerned
about this crackdown and the human rights abuses
right across Iran. It is particularly worrying for those
who belong to my Baha’i community in Halifax. I
thank them not only for bringing this to my attention,
but for the community work they do in Halifax. Reading
the information about what is happening in Iran, I
found it particularly heartbreaking to learn of the arrest
and detention of parents of young children, leaving
those children without parental care. That demonstrates
the impact this crackdown is having on families and
children in particular.

Mr Carmichael: This is where it becomes personal for
us all. As a parent, I can only imagine what it would be
like to find myself under that sort of pressure. It touches
on my earlier point about the pervasive, all-encompassing
nature of the persecution of the Baha’is. They find
themselves excluded from just about every aspect of
normal, everyday life that we would take for granted. It
is this element of systematic oppression that is particularly
concerning.

On 2 August 2022, Iran sealed off the village of
Roushankouh in the Mazandaran province, blocking
off road access by sending in 200 armed agents of the
Iranian state. Six homes were demolished by heavy
equipment and 20 hectares of Baha’i-owned property
were confiscated, according to the Baha’i International
Community. Amnesty International reports that villagers
had their mobile phones taken to stop them filming,
while peaceful protesters were beaten and targeted with
pepper spray. That incident follows a similar demolition
of at least 50 homes in the village of Ivel, also in the
Mazandaran province, in June 2021.

As the hon. Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton
West (Margaret Ferrier) mentioned earlier, access to
education is severely limited by the state. Most Baha’is
are excluded from the national entrance examination to
higher education institutions because their applications
are characterised as “file incomplete”—illustrating the
way in which bureaucracy can be used as a tool of
religious oppression—as they do not come from one of
the four constitutionally recognised religions. This year,
as of August 2022, more than 90 Baha’i students were
prevented from enrolling in Iranian universities, according
to the UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human
Rights. The Iranian Ministry of Intelligence has further
accused believers of espionage and infiltrating education
institutions.

In 2020, Baha’i faith believers became unable to
register for identity cards for a similar reason to that
given to those applying for higher education. The option
of “other religion” was removed from the application
form—an example of Iran cracking down on even a
hint of an already oppressed minority—and that has
caused real problems, as the Baha’is are not allowed to
lie about their faith.

Baha’i-owned shops have been another target of the
Iranian regime in recent years. Iranian authorities have
systematically closed Baha’i-owned shops without legitimate
cause. We also have the horrific situation of more than
1,000 Baha’is facing legal hearings on false charges or
being summoned to be put into overcrowded prisons—

something that is unjust and unsustainable. But the
cruelty does not stop there. In April 2021, Amnesty
International reported that authorities prevented Baha’is
from burying their loved ones in empty plots at a
cemetery near Tehran, insisting that they bury them
between existing graves or at the nearby Khavaran mass
grave, a site related to the 1988 prison massacres. This
ban was eventually lifted after mass public outcry, but
the fact that it was ever even imposed shows the Iranian
regime’s contempt for the Baha’is within its own borders.

The explicit policy to take away the social and economic
rights of the Baha’is is driven by a memorandum from
the Supreme Revolutionary Cultural Council back in
1991, which was prepared for the Supreme Leader to
deal with what was termed “the Baha’i question”. Just
consider the use of that term, “the Baha’i question”.
This memorandum’s provisions say that the Iranian
Government should conduct their dealings with the
Baha’i community in such a way that

“their progress and development are blocked”.

As this shows, the recent sweeping crackdown is just the
latest in a long line of actions against believers of the
Baha’i faith.

The oppression of the Baha’is in Iran has, however,
been noticed and will continue to be noticed, and it will
be rightfully condemned by human rights campaigners,
media and Government. I welcome the comments of
Lord Ahmad of Wimbledon, who was quick to condemn
this summer’s developments, and I welcome the
Government’s commitment to working with international
partners to hold Iran accountable. I hope that that will
not be an isolated comment and that the Government
of this country will continue to call this out when they
find it. What we are witnessing in Iran today is not a
new development. The Baha’i community have faced an
unjust assault on their freedoms for decades, but it is
deeply troubling to watch this new intensification unfold.

For many years, Baha’i officers around the world
have suggested that the treatment of their community in
Iran offered an instructive litmus test on the sincerity of
Iranian authorities towards reform and respect for human
rights. In addition to the plight of the Baha’is, we
witness a wider human rights crisis engulfing Iran and
taking the lives of young Iranians, most notably young
women. Iran has failed that litmus test. The Baha’i
community and all other persecuted religious minorities
across the globe deserve better. They deserve our support.
They deserve our actions and the actions of our
Government in calling out the actions of the Iranian
Government where they are seen. We will not ignore
what is happening. I hope that, if this is heard in
Tehran, that is the one message that they will take from
today’s proceedings.

6.18 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Affairs (Gillian Keegan):
It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Betts, I believe for the first time. I am grateful to
the right hon. Member for Orkney and Shetland
(Mr Carmichael) for securing this important debate
and making sure that this important message continues
to be heard. I also appreciate his dedication as chair of
the all-party parliamentary group on the Baha’i faith.
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Let us be clear: Iran’s human rights record is deplorable.
Human rights violations are widespread and routine
under President Raisi’s Government. Freedom of
expression, peaceful assembly and women’s equal
participation in society have been further eroded in
2022, and the events of recent weeks, following the
shocking death of Mahsa Amini after her arrest by
Iran’s so-called morality police, bring home the stark
reality: women in Iran fearing for their lives because of
what they choose to wear. Those who bravely take to
the streets to protest against this injustice do so at great
risk to their lives. I am in awe of them, and I know from
the previous debate and urgent question that many in
this House are as well.

Mass arrests and the mistreatment of detainees are
common, trials continue to be marred by irregularities,
and individuals receive little or no due process. The use
of the death penalty is rampant and on the rise. It is
against that bleak backdrop that the Baha’i community
face a sustained campaign of persecution by the Iranian
authorities. The Baha’i community has long faced
systematic discrimination and targeted harassment in
Iran. As the right hon. Member said, acts of repression
include the forced closure of Baha’i-owned shops and
businesses, pressure to convert to Islam and the denial
of education, which the hon. Member for Rutherglen
and Hamilton West (Margaret Ferrier) mentioned. Over
recent years, there has been a marked increase in the
state identifying, monitoring and arbitrarily detaining
Baha’i people. Alarmingly, Iran shows no signs of stopping.

On 1 August, the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence
confirmed the arrest of a number of Baha’i community
members. That followed credible reports in July, particularly
in the Mazandaran province, of widespread raids of
Baha’i homes, forced demolitions and property seizures.
Since June, the community has reported a marked uptick
in arrests, including, as the right hon. Member also
mentioned, three former spiritual leaders, with some
detainees handed lengthy sentences. These reports point
to one conclusion: the Iranian authorities have made a
conscious decision to intensify the repression of the
Baha’i.

While Iran’s constitution offers protection for some
faiths, there is widespread discrimination against minority
religious or belief groups. This experience is noticeably
worse for unrecognised faiths, such as the Baha’i. This
Government share the view of the UN special rapporteur
on the human rights situation in Iran, namely that
discrimination against the Baha’i community is legally
sanctioned by a lack of constitutional recognition in
Iranian law and the absence of other legal protections.
Recent reports that Iran is carrying out a campaign to
persecute Baha’i followers in other countries—such as
in Yemen, through its links with the Houthis—highlight
the severity of Iran’s suppression of religious minorities.

As hon. and right hon. Members are aware, the UK
Government are committed to defending freedom of
religion or belief for all and promoting respect between
different religious and non-religious communities. When
we have concerns, we engage directly with Governments

at ministerial and official level, and we raise them both
publicly and privately. We have repeatedly expressed
concern at the ongoing repression of members of the
Baha’i faith and have taken the following steps. On
5 August, as outlined earlier, my noble Friend Lord Ahmad
of Wimbledon issued a statement condemning the detention
of members of the Baha’i community in Iran and
reports of forced closures of their businesses and land
seizures. He made it clear that the persecution of religious
or belief minorities cannot be tolerated and is a serious
violation of international human rights law.

The UK continues to co-sponsor the annual UN
resolution on the human rights situation in Iran and
works with international partners to ensure that it
expresses serious concerns about Iran’s mistreatment of
members of minority religious or belief groups, including
the Baha’is. We will continue to hold Iran to account for
its human rights record and have done so in relation to
the crackdown on girls, women and other peaceful
protesters. On 21 September, Lord Ahmad in his capacity
as Minister for the Middle East called for a rigorous
and transparent investigation into Mahsa Amini’s death
and urged Iran to respect the right to peaceful assembly.
On 3 October, the Foreign Secretary summoned Iran’s
most senior diplomat in the UK to the Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office. He made it
clear that instead of blaming external actors for the
unrest, the Iranian authorities should take responsibility
for their actions and listen to the concerns of their
people. Yesterday the UK Government imposed new
sanctions on the morality police and two of its leaders,
as well as five individuals historically responsible for the
repression of protests. As the Foreign Secretary has
said, the protests send a clear message that Iranian
people are not satisfied with the path that their Government
have been taking, and Iran’s leaders must now listen.

The UK continues to demonstrate its global leadership
on freedom of religion or belief in support of human
rights in Iran and around the world. In July, the UK
hosted the international ministerial conference on freedom
of religion or belief, at which 47 Governments, international
organisations and other entities made pledges to take
positive actions in support of that human right. We will
continue to build and strengthen coalitions with
Governments and civil society in order to promote and
protect freedom of religion or belief for all. This
Government are appalled by the treatment of the Baha’i
community in Iran and by the crackdown on peaceful
demonstrators. I assure the House that this Government
remain committed to defending freedom of expression
and freedom of religion or belief for all, and to promoting
respect between different religious and non-religious
communities. We will continue to hold the Iranian
Government accountable for their human rights obligations,
and to take action and encourage the international
community to join us when they do not.

I thank Members for this important debate, and I
thank the right hon. Member for Orkney and Shetland
for securing it.

Question put and agreed to.
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Liver Disease and Liver Cancer: Diagnosis

6.29 pm

Margaret Ferrier (Rutherglen and Hamilton West)
(Ind): I beg to move,

That this House has considered the diagnosis of liver disease
and liver cancer.

It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship,
Mr Betts. I am proud to sit as a vice-chair on the
all-party parliamentary group on liver disease and liver
cancer. I am delighted to have succeeded in securing
today’s debate.

While health policy may be devolved in Scotland, I
believe that work in this area across our four nations is
vital. We can support each other in cutting mortality
rates and improving outcomes across the UK. The liver
is a remarkable organ. Like something from science
fiction, it can regenerate. It is one of the more forgiving
pieces of our anatomy. We can make lifestyle changes
and treat it a bit better, and it has the capability to heal
itself and undo some of the damage we may have
caused in the past.

Considering that the liver is one of our most important
organs in terms of its function, we probably do not give
it the attention it deserves. Some 49% of liver cancer
cases in the UK are preventable, and 20% of liver
cancer cases in the UK are caused by smoking, according
to Cancer Research. There are around 6,200 new liver
cancer cases in the UK every year and 5,800 deaths.
That is roughly 17 diagnoses a day and 16 deaths. There
are five types of liver-affecting cancer, with hepatocellular
carcinoma, or HCC, being the most common, accounting
for more than three quarters of liver cancer cases globally.

While mortality rates for other cancers have improved
over the decades, liver cancer mortality has more than
doubled since the ’70s, with only 13% of patients surviving
more than five years from diagnosis. Right now, the United
Kingdom is facing a liver disease crisis. The number of
deaths from the disease have doubled in the last two decades,
while other disease outcomes, for example from diabetes
or respiratory diseases, have stabilised or even improved.
Around 10,000 people die from liver disease and liver
cancer each year in the UK. It is the second leading
cause of premature mortality in England and Wales
after suicide. These statistics come in spite of the fact
that 90% of liver disease is preventable.

As a Scottish MP representing a Scottish constituency,
this hits even closer to home. Scotland has the highest
mortality rate for liver disease in the whole United
Kingdom. We also have one of the highest mortality
rates for chronic liver disease across central, northern
and southern Europe. This health crisis is affecting my
constituents, and the statistics are sobering. In 2020,
Scotland saw an 11% rise in chronic liver disease deaths
on the previous year. It is one of the leading causes of
premature deaths, above breast cancer and suicide.
Approximately seven in 10 people who died of liver
disease were of working age, so under 65. In a country
with an average life expectancy at birth of 76.6 years for
males and 80.8 years for females, these are premature
deaths.

I want to look at why liver disease and cancer outcomes
are so poor in Scotland and across the UK and at what
work needs doing to address that. Let me start with the
why. One of the biggest barriers to effective diagnosis

and treatment is the social stigma that continues to
cloud how we view patients with liver disease and
cancers. It is crucial to acknowledge and understand the
part that poverty has to play in the demographic of
patients with these conditions. As the UK grapples with
the cost of living crisis and a drastic drop in living
standards, this is not a contributing factor that can be
overlooked or ignored—it will be a huge risk to public
health and the lives of those living in our most vulnerable
communities—and it would be a catastrophic mistake
to do so.

There are over 100 causes of liver disease, but the
ones that contribute to the most cases are also factors
much more likely to be present in poorer communities:
alcohol misuse and obesity. In Scotland, 58% of liver
disease deaths are alcohol related. Across the UK,
alcohol-related liver disease accounts for 60% of diagnoses.
Like most addictions, alcohol abuse is statistically higher
in poorer communities and carries a heavy stigma: the
resulting harm is seen as self-inflicted. To improve
outcomes for alcohol-related liver disease, we need to
look at alcohol dependency and the reasons for its
prevalence. Most importantly, we need to support patients
in making positive lifestyle changes. Access to the right
care is paramount, and increasing the availability and
quality of support available at a primary care level is
essential.

On the impact of obesity, which is also higher in
Scotland than the rest of the UK, non-alcohol related
fatty liver disease, or NAFLD, is expected to become
the leading variation of the disease in the UK within
the next decade. Nearly one third of Scottish adults are
obese and two thirds are overweight, but the statistics
across the UK are similar. Again, obesity is more prevalent
in deprived communities; it is seen as a choice. Obese
people are seen as greedy or lazy, and societal conditioning
teaches us that we do not need to look much closer at
the reasons why.

There are many reasons why obesity is on the rise in
those communities, including underlying health conditions,
eating disorders and a lack of access to high-quality
healthy foods. Like alcohol abuse, this challenge needs
to be met with increased access to the right support,
such as weight management programmes, but by far the
most important tool on the road to prevention is early
detection. That goes for alcohol-related liver disease,
NAFLD or viral hepatitis, autoimmune or genetic-related.

Liver disease is largely asymptomatic in the early stages.
Three quarters of patients with cirrhosis are diagnosed
only when it has progressed too far for intervention or
treatment. Without early detection pathways and investment
in treatment, we will continue to see mortality rates rise.
The British Liver Trust’s 2021 survey showed massive
disparities in access to patient care pathways for early
diagnosis in primary care settings region to region. It
revealed that just 26% of local health bodies in the UK
have effective pathways in place. It is calling for every
integrated care system or health board to ensure that
there is a named person responsible for liver disease and
the identification of high-risk patients, and for all GPs
to have the means to assess fibrosis.

CT and MRI scans are a critical tool for diagnosis
and informing treatment plans, but this is an area that
has been overlooked. The key problems are access to
the right equipment and the quality of the equipment
available. Some 41% of clinical radiologists state that
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they do not have the equipment they need to deliver a
safe and effective service for patients. Industry surveys
show that one in 10 CT scanners and almost a third of
MRI scanners are more than a decade old—the age at
which the equipment is considered obsolete. That is
shocking.

This area of the NHS, like so many others, it is
struggling with workforce numbers. The British Liver
Trust welcomed the Government’s 15-year workforce
strategy earlier this year, and I back its calls for
gastroenterology and hepatology to be given due recognition
through that process.

In May, I visited the Royal Free Hospital in Hampstead
with the hon. Member for Caerphilly (Wayne David), as
part of the APPG’s work, and we saw the Sheila Sherlock
Liver Centre, a leading centre for liver disease treatment.
It is well equipped with excellent, highly skilled staff. I
would like every area of the UK to have something
similar in place for patients. I met the chief executive,
John Connolly, and Dr Thorburn, a consultant hepatologist,
along with some of the patients. My conversations with
Lucy and Hannah, two young women undergoing treatment
at the centre, really brought home the human aspect of
the disease. I am grateful to them for taking the time to
speak to me about their experiences.

This morning, I received some very disappointing
statistics from my local health board, NHS Lanarkshire,
which is categorised as “red”, with no effective pathways
in place for early detection and disease management. I
have reached out to NHS Lanarkshire to request an
urgent meeting so I can discuss this and seek assurances
on its plans for improvement. The stats for my local
board have cemented just how fundamental it is to
properly fund detection and treatment of liver disease
and liver cancer, and to give the NHS the tools it needs
to support our communities.

While NHS Lanarkshire falls under the remit of the
Scottish Government, I want to make some requests to
the Minister here, too. The all-party parliamentary
group on liver disease and liver cancer, along with the
British Liver Trust, is calling for a full review of adult
liver services by NHS England. I urge the Minister to
make that a priority. I hope that I have set out enough
reasons to illustrate why that is so essential, and I am
sure that other Members will have more to add.

As part of the plans to improve early detection rates,
the NHS health check must routinely include assessment
for non-alcoholic fatty liver disease, as it looks to become
the leading cause of liver disease over the next 10 years.
Pathology is also vital, providing the study of disease
and informing the development of treatment. I back
calls for a new, nationally endorsed pathology pathway.
That is another area that desperately needs support
with its workforce supply and funding. I hope that the
Minister will be able to address her Department’s plan
for that support. Overarching all of this is the need for
Government commitment and direction to address the
disparities in access to care through policymaking and
implementation.

Before I finish, I thank several organisations for
supplying briefings to inform so much of this speech,
and for their ongoing work in this area. I thank The
British Liver Trust—particularly Paul, Richard and its
chief executive officer, Pam—as well as Cancer Research,
the Royal College of Pathologists and the Royal College
of Radiologists. I look forward to the Minister’s response;

I hope that, through collaboration, we can accelerate
progress across the four nations to improve outcomes
for patients and for our constituents.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): The wind-ups have to
start at about quarter past, so that is six Back Benchers
in about an hour. I think you can probably work out the
time limits for yourselves in that respect. First of all,
from the Government Benches, I call Peter Gibson.

6.42 pm

Peter Gibson (Darlington) (Con): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts. I congratulate
the hon. Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton West
(Margaret Ferrier) on securing this debate. I also welcome
the Minister, my hon. Friend the Member for Sleaford
and North Hykeham (Dr Johnson), to her place. I wish
her every success in her new role. I have known her for
over 30 years, and I have every confidence that she will
be a thoughtful, listening Minister in a Department
where she has professional experience and expertise.

Last month, my father should have celebrated his
80th birthday. Instead, his life was cut short by liver and
pancreatic cancer. He died at 47—the age I am now—exactly
six weeks to the day from being diagnosed. Looking
back on the events of his passing in 1990, I would have
assumed that things had improved. Advances in screening,
treatment and diagnosis surely must have led to a very
changed picture. However, in preparing for today’s debate,
I have sadly learned that things do not look better. The
British Liver Trust reports that there were around 200,000
deaths from liver disease in 1990, and in 2018 that figure
had risen to almost 400,000.

In the north, the picture is quite bleak. It has the
highest levels of liver disease, the highest admissions
and the highest deaths. Liver disease is the second
biggest cause of premature mortality and lost working
years of life. We have seen a 400% increase in deaths
from liver disease over just the last two generations. Liver
cancer has seen the second fastest increase in incidence
of any cancer in the UK, and the fastest increase in
mortality rates over the past decade of any cancer for
both men and women. Liver cancer mortality rates have
more than doubled since the 1970s. I am reliably informed
by the British Liver Trust that, sadly, the mortality rate
in Darlington is the worst in the north-east, at 46 deaths
per 100,000. Those are the worst results of any constituency
in the north-east, which in itself is the worst in the
country.

Those figures are not worrying or troubling; they are
shocking. That is why I am pleased that we are having
this debate. It is essential that the Government focus on
tackling the causes of liver disease and cancer, so that
we can prevent further families from losing a loved one
prematurely.

As we know, liver disease is largely preventable, however
symptoms often do not present until the damage is
irreversible, making early diagnosis difficult but key to
tackling disease. We know that liver disease deaths are
higher in more deprived areas and are increased by
higher levels of alcohol harm and obesity. When we talk
about levelling up—improving our roads and railways,
improving our homes and hospitals—we must not forget,
and indeed must have a keen focus on, the health
mission element of our levelling-up goals: to narrow the
gap in healthy life expectancy and increase healthy life
expectancy by five years.

61WH 62WH11 OCTOBER 2022Liver Disease and Liver Cancer:
Diagnosis

Liver Disease and Liver Cancer:
Diagnosis



[Peter Gibson]

The British Liver Trust’s “Make early diagnosis of
liver disease routine” campaign in Parliament earlier
this year was welcome, as are the Government’s efforts
to improve diagnosis times and make testing more
readily available. The evidence from this debate, however,
is clear: we need to go much further and much faster to
have a real impact on the dreadful mortality figures.

As I said at the beginning, I know that the Minister is
someone who listens and who will have listened closely
to the debate. I know too that, as someone who was
born in the north-east, she will share my concerns about
those families robbed of their fathers or mothers too
early. She will want to do all that she can to reduce
those losses in the future. I look forward to her response
to the debate.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): Those Members who
were listening intently to what I said earlier will have
noticed that I tried to extend the debate by a further
half hour, although we do have to start the wind-ups at
about quarter past. For guidance, that gives about five
minutes for each speech.

6.47 pm

Wayne David (Caerphilly) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts.

I congratulate the hon. Member for Rutherglen and
Hamilton West (Margaret Ferrier) on her excellent
contribution. I also thank her for her tremendous
commitment to the work of the all-party parliamentary
group on liver disease and liver cancer, which is really
appreciated.

This is an important debate, and I speak as the chair
of the APPG on liver disease and liver cancer. As we
have heard, unfortunately the incidence of liver disease
is increasing dramatically, although 90% of liver disease
is clearly preventable. However, it has to be addressed in
its early stages. Worryingly, three quarters of people
with cirrhosis are diagnosed when it is too late for
effective intervention or treatment. To say that there is a
liver disease public health emergency in our country is
not an exaggeration. That needs to be addressed, and
addressed urgently.

These days, in particular over the past two years, we
hear a great deal about levelling up, but it is important
that we see a health aspect to that agenda as well. It is
truly shocking that liver disease deaths are four times
higher in deprived areas. In those areas, people with
liver disease die 10 years earlier than people with the
disease in the most affluent areas. That needs to be
addressed as part of a wider debate about creating a
more balanced and equal society.

A short time ago, the British Liver Trust conducted a
survey, which was published in the British Journal of
General Practice in August last year. The survey identified
widespread variation in the identification, treatment
and management of chronic liver disease in primary
care. It found that only 26% of local health bodies have
an effective patient pathway in place for the early detection
of liver disease. That survey was reinforced by the fact
that a number of Members of Parliament wrote to their
local health bodies: in total, 31 letters were sent by
parliamentarians to their relevant health bodies to call
for urgent action to improve liver disease pathways.
Sadly, good practice is a postcode lottery.

It is important to bear in mind that we are not just
talking about an abstract disease but about real people
in terrible circumstances. Last July, the all-party
parliamentary group on liver disease and liver cancer
took evidence on the need for a comprehensive review
of adult liver services in this country. We heard from a
patient called Steve, who gave a moving address. He
shared his experience of running a business for some
36 years and fighting for his life in accident and emergency
with end-stage liver failure. Steve fell through gaps in
the system and faced a life-threatening late diagnosis,
due to the stigma that has been referred to, which is all
too prevalent in this disease. He was discharged from
A&E with little more than a dietitian’s sheet. He did not
have access to any support or resources, and had no
idea how to manage his condition. Steve’s story is a
poignant reminder that we need urgently to improve the
quality of care for people at risk of liver disease across
the United Kingdom.

There is hope across the United Kingdom. In particular,
under the leadership of the Welsh Government, Wales
was the first UK country to introduce a dedicated liver
disease delivery plan in 2015. The all-Wales liver blood
test pathway is providing for the early diagnosis and
management of liver disease across the whole of Wales.
I am very pleased that the work was based initially on
the local pilot project in Gwent, from which I come, and
ensured an 81% increase in diagnosis of cirrhosis at a
treatable stage.

Yesterday I was pleased to receive a letter from the
deputy head of external affairs for NHS England. I
thought, “Good! He has something positive to announce
in readiness for this debate.”However, I was disappointed,
because the letter says that “internal discussions” have
taken place about whether there should be a review of
adult services, and if there is, it will be done in the future.
I think we have gone beyond that stage. The evidence is
there. We need to go beyond discussing whether we
should have the review—we should get on and do it.

The letter is disappointing and I urge the Minister to
ensure that England is not left behind in the early
diagnosis of liver disease. We urgently need a new,
nationally endorsed pathology pathway that will save
lives, drastically improve early diagnosis and transform
outcomes for liver disease patients.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): I remind hon. Members
to try to keep to five minutes. The next Member indicated
that he has to leave before the end of the debate, and I
accept his reasons, so I call Anthony Mangnall.

6.54 pm

Anthony Mangnall (Totnes) (Con): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts. I begin by
congratulating the hon. Member for Rutherglen and
Hamilton West (Margaret Ferrier) on securing this
debate on an important issue. It is striking how similar
the points she made about her constituency are to the
issues affecting many constituencies across the country,
especially down in the south-west. It is a pleasure to follow
my hon. Friend the Member for Darlington (Peter Gibson),
who added such a personal point to his speech, as well
as the hon. Member for Caerphilly (Wayne David) and
his extremely good work on the APPG.
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I can be very brief, because I want to make just a few
points. I come to the debate having not known a great
deal about the issue before I was elected. Like so many
people, I was lobbied and introduced to the subject by
constituents, specifically the Meredith family, who are
very involved in liver diagnosis and transplant services
and the need to improve them in the south-west. Over
the last three years, I have met them regularly to discuss
the issue, to see how the UK can improve its services
across the whole of the country and to look at some of
the positives and negatives. Of course, I am participating
in the debate to point out some of the negatives, but it
has been a fascinating journey. I met Professor Cramp
of University Hospitals Plymouth NHS Trust to discuss
the matter, to see where we might be able to improve it
and to lobby my colleagues in the south-west about
beginning a campaign to improve south-west transplant
and diagnosis services. There is a real need to do so, and
the statistics speak for themselves.

I continue to learn about this issue. In fact, I was
completely unaware of the link between smoking and
liver disease; given the fact that I am trying to quit
smoking, that has only redoubled my efforts. It is important,
because we talk in this debate about where we can
tackle things at source: people who have alcohol addiction,
smoking addiction or issues around obesity. We must
address those at-source points.

However, I will focus very briefly on geographical
disadvantages. The hon. Member for Rutherglen and
Hamilton West described what she sees in her own
constituency, but it is absolutely the same in mine.
People who are in need of liver transplants have to
travel across the country for a potential transplant, and
they are then rejected when they arrive at the hospital.
They then travel back to the south-west, which on a
good day can be a four, five or six-hour round trip—far
more if they are travelling by car. That is incredibly
debilitating for them. It is incredibly destructive, and it
hurts their health. We need to look at where we can
improve that geographical disadvantage, and the south-west
is more than a good case in point.

As I understand it, there is due to be a review of adult
liver disease services this year. I understand that it was
meant to be 2022-23. Would the Minister update the
House—I apologise for not being here for her concluding
remarks, but I will look at Hansard tomorrow—on
whether that will be undertaken this year, and when it is
likely to report? It is hugely important. A great many of
us are banking on that report to identify some of the
pitfalls across the country. May I also invite the Minister
to meet the Meredith family and Professor Cramp to
discuss the issue, get a better sense of where we are in
the south-west and get a sense of where there are
disadvantages for those who are suffering?

We have a real opportunity. I do not think there is any
politics in the issue. We all recognise the pitfalls across
the country—where the problem is increasing, and why
it is increasing—and we have the opportunity to address
it. I look forward to seeing the Minister’s response, and
I again congratulate the hon. Member for Rutherglen
and Hamilton West on securing the debate.

6.58 pm

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): I thank the hon.
Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton West (Margaret
Ferrier) for raising this issue and for giving us all an

opportunity to participate in the debate. I am my party’s
spokesperson for health, and also a vice-chair of the
all-party parliamentary group on liver disease and liver
cancer, so it is good to be here to discuss how we can
better improve our services for the diagnosis of liver
disease and cancer.

There are over 100 types of liver disease and cancer.
They impact some 2 million people across the United
Kingdom, so it is of the utmost importance that our
services are up to scratch to ensure quick and efficient
diagnosis. The British Liver Trust has raised concerns
about the difficulty of diagnosing liver disease, given
that it can take some time for real symptoms to show.
Perhaps the Minister would come back to us on that
issue. I am very pleased to see the Minister in her place,
which is well deserved, and we look forward to her
response to all the issues raised by Members.

Many may wish to keep an eye out if they have been
indulging in what are classed as the three main causes of
liver disease: excessive alcohol consumption, undiagnosed
hepatitis and potential obesity. The hon. Member for
Rutherglen and Hamilton West set that out very clearly.
Since the 1970s, liver disease has been on the increase,
with a 400% increase in deaths. That cannot be ignored.
I am one of those—probably one of many here—who
have had a liver capacity test. It has also been said that
there is a stark disparity between liver disease and diseases
such as cancer and heart disease: figures show that deaths
from those diseases have remained stable or decreased.

This is a nationwide issue, of course. As of 2019, one
in five people in Northern Ireland—I always like to give
a Northern Ireland perspective in these debates—who
was suffering from liver disease was completely unaware
of the fact. It is staggering that that could be the case:
that is 20% of those people. In addition, since 2011,
there has been a 28% increase in hospital admissions
due to liver diseases and cancer.

Unlike some diseases, liver disease is something that
we have real control over if we are on top of it and
looking out for the potential symptoms. We must become
knowledgeable as to how we prevent liver disease to
start with: keeping an eye on our consumption of sugar,
fat and alcohol can be instrumental in preventing some
90% of liver diseases, so there are a lot of things we can
do ourselves. Before covid, Parliament’s Health and
Social Care Committee released a publication that alerted
people to the concern that exists about alcohol-related
diseases and deaths—about a potential spike in deaths
of young people due to alcohol or needle-induced hepatitis,
which are extremely preventable. The Government have
a role to play in schools and at universities to ensure
that young people who may be experimenting with
alcohol are fully aware of its long-term impacts.

There are things we can do to prevent liver disease,
and to diagnose it earlier. Along with personal awareness,
more must be done to gather as much information as
possible through research. As with all diseases, the
more funding we are able to pump into researching liver
disease, the more we can investigate, learn and prevent
in the future. That is ultimately the role of Governments,
not only here in Westminster but across all our devolved
Assemblies, whether in Wales, Scotland or Northern
Ireland. They are responsible for funding our wonderful
charities to enable them to commission and implement
great liver disease and cancer services for all our constituents.
It is important that we as elected representatives align
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ourselves very closely with liver disease charities. Those
charities do incredible work, carrying out investigations
and tests to find ways of making people’s lives better
and, ultimately, to try to do away with liver disease.

We are on the right path, but there is no doubt that
there is still work to be done on this issue. When we
compare liver disease with other diseases, such as heart
diseases and cancers, we can see the success stories in
some of those areas, but we can make today’s debate an
important step forward in curing liver disease. I hope
that today’s turnout has encouraged the Minister to
come back with something good when she responds; I
also look forward to the contribution of the shadow
Minister, the hon. Member for Enfield North (Feryal
Clark). Today is a true representation of our goal to do
better, and whether we are in Wales, in Scotland, in
Northern Ireland or in England, we can do it together.

7.2 pm

Andy Carter (Warrington South) (Con): It is a great
pleasure to follow the hon. Member for Strangford
(Jim Shannon), and I congratulate the hon. Member for
Rutherglen and Hamilton West (Margaret Ferrier) on
securing the debate. It is also a pleasure to listen to the
chair of the APPG on liver disease and liver cancer, the
hon. Member for Caerphilly (Wayne David). I am grateful
for the input he gave from Wales in particular, because
it is very interesting to hear how different Administrations
that have responsibility for health are tackling this issue.

I will spend the brief time I have talking about issues
in the north-west of England. Similarly to my hon.
Friend the Member for Totnes (Anthony Mangnall),
liver disease was not an area that I was particularly
familiar with until I became a Member of this House
and heard from constituents, particularly families who
had seen loved ones go through the terrible, very fast
process of hearing about a liver disease and, sadly,
passing away. I am particularly grateful to Dr Tim Cross,
a constituent who is also a consultant hepatologist at
the Royal Liverpool and Broadgreen University Hospitals
NHS Trust. Talking to him has really helped me to
understand some of the issues, and in particular some
of the regional disparities that affect not only my
constituents in Warrington, but people in towns and
cities such as Blackpool, Manchester and Liverpool.
These major centres in the north-west of England are
woefully underserved when it comes to transplant facilities
for tackling liver disease and liver cancer.

All those areas of the north-west record some of the
highest rates of liver disease mortality, with the most
recent statistics from 2020 highlighted by the British
Liver Trust showing a shocking 1,838 deaths, the highest
of any region in England. Per 100,000 people, that
equates to 28.4 deaths. By comparison, an area such as
the east of England has almost half that figure—16.1 deaths
per 100,000. Over the course of 2021, the north-west
saw around 10,000 admissions to hospital due to liver
disease, which is by far the highest figure in the country.

As hon. Members have said, early diagnosis is
fundamental to treating the disease and preventing
premature deaths. The critical issue for the north-west
of England is the total lack of liver transplant facilities.
There is not a unit that does it. Patients are routinely

travelling to Birmingham, Leeds and a further afield to
be assessed for liver transplants. There is no service for
an area covering 7.3 million people, including major
cities such as Manchester and Liverpool. It is clear to
me that one of the reasons that we have such high levels
is the poor facilities in those cities in the north-west of
England. My constituents are also disadvantaged because
they have to spend a lot of their own money travelling
to those centres to get clinical guidance—people in
other areas are not having to do that. That takes a toll
on the constituents who face those challenges.

In Warrington alone, 51 lives were lost due to liver
disease last year. Our town’s diagnoses, hospital admissions
and premature deaths far exceed the national average.
When we talk about the need to level up areas of the
UK, particularly in the north of England, that is not
just about economic growth. Regional inequalities in
healthcare need to be addressed. I am pleased that this
Government see that as a priority and are tackling it,
but they could address that by looking at liver disease,
and liver cancer in particular.

I welcome the Government’s commitment to narrowing
the gap in healthy life expectancy, but I urge the Minister
to look at liver disease and see what we can do. She will
be aware that there are areas of the UK that are asking
for better healthcare and better hospitals. Warrington is
one of the areas bidding for funding to secure a new
hospital. I say to the Minister that Warrington would be
a great place to have regional transplant facilities for the
north-west of England, and a new facility could
accommodate that. I am keen to hear the Minister’s
thoughts on the additional capacity that could be released
in the north-west of England to help those people in my
area who are suffering from this terrible disease.

7.7 pm

Rachael Maskell (York Central) (Lab/Co-op): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts. I
congratulate the hon. Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton
West (Margaret Ferrier) on securing this important
debate, as well as on the important work that she and
my hon. Friend the Member for Caerphilly (Wayne David)
do with the APPG.

While there are multiple causes of liver disease, such
as from viral hepatitis, obesity and alcohol, I particularly
want to focus on alcohol. Successive Health Ministers
will know that, over a period of time, I have consistently
raised concerns about the absence of a comprehensive
alcohol strategy. This afternoon we have heard only too
clearly why that is so important. For too long, alcohol
has been promoted as a social norm, and not to imbibe
as an anomaly, yet the scale of alcohol harm,
psychologically and physically, is off the radar. It is
something that is causing me significant concern, whether
it is used for pleasure or to address pain. It must
become a priority of this Government.

In a city where I see more and more licensing of
premises, I am aware of the impact and harm that that
is having on livers. We see it in the statistics. My discussions
with the British Liver Trust over the summer highlighted
the fact that more and more people with liver harm were
younger and sicker. Our excellent public health team in
York says that it is their No. 1 concern. When we match
that against the fact that 90% of liver harm is preventable,
we realise that there must be a more comprehensive
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strategy. As the profile of those with liver disease changes,
so must investment in prevention, diagnostics and disease
management.

Astoundingly, since 2010 hospital admissions for liver
disease have risen by a staggering 45%. NHS Humber
and North Yorkshire ICS currently has no clinical
pathway for the early detection of liver disease. I have
written to express my concern, and the ICS tells me it
will respond on 4 November.

There are many causes of liver disease and cancer,
but prevention and early detection can make a significant
difference to outcomes. In Yorkshire and the Humber,
our pressurised NHS is seeing a 13% increase on the
national average for admission rates due to liver disease,
and rates are 38% higher for alcohol-related liver disease.
In York, alcohol is a major factor in A&E attendance.
For women in York, admissions due to liver disease are
30% higher than the national average. As we focus on
York being a drinking capital, we have to look at those
correlations.

Over the covid period, many people turned to alcohol
as a means of addressing other needs. When so many
people are dying from alcohol-related disease, the
Government must turn their attention to that matter—not
least because we know the impact it has on the most
deprived communities, as we have heard. In York, the
mortality differential is 10 years between the most deprived
communities and the wealthiest. One in four with alcohol-
related liver disease will die in hospital within 60 days of
detection.

I know from working on a ward specialising in hepatology
how important this subject is, but also how tragic it is
for families. That is why I urge the Government to focus
attention on this public health matter in a way akin to
Dame Carol Black’s work on drug-abuse harms. There
were 4,859 drug deaths in 2021. I am not belittling that
statistic at all, but the fact that there are 10,000 liver
deaths—over double—really demands the Government’s
attention and a strategy. However, there is none in
place.

That is why the Minister has a unique opportunity—one
that she must take hold of. Ministers can turn their
attention to so many things, but getting on top of this
issue, driving a strategy that makes that difference and
ensuring that every community has a diagnostic centre,
as York longs to, could make a serious difference to our
communities and our nation. I trust that she will embark
on an alcohol strategy and ensure that there are community
diagnostic centres, that alcohol harm is properly addressed
and focused on, and that we also understand and focus
on non-alcohol related fatty liver disease. We have an
opportunity to double down on tackling liver disease,
and I trust that this Government will not let this moment
pass.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): To co-operate with the
timing, we head to the Front Benches, with five minutes
for the Opposition, 10 minutes for the Minister and a
couple of minutes at the end for the mover to wind up.

7.13 pm

Feryal Clark (Enfield North) (Lab): It is a pleasure to
serve under your chairmanship, Mr Betts. I thank the
hon. Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton West (Margaret
Ferrier) for securing the debate and for her continued

advocacy on this issue. I welcome the Minister to her
place, and I look forward to many constructive discussions
with her in the months ahead. I praise the contributions
from the hon. Members for Darlington (Peter Gibson),
for Totnes (Anthony Mangnall), for Strangford
(Jim Shannon) and for Warrington South (Andy Carter),
and from my hon. Friends the Members for Caerphilly
(Wayne David) and for York Central (Rachael Maskell).
I particularly thank the hon. Member for Darlington
for sharing his personal experience. As the hon. Member
for Strangford often reminds us at these debates, it is
those personal experiences that remind us of the impact
of what we are discussing.

Liver disease is increasing rapidly across the country,
with deaths doubling over the past 20 years, as we have
heard. Too often people with liver disease have little to
no recognition of the condition, which is often
asymptomatic in its early stages. As a result, as every
hon. Member has set out tonight, diagnoses often come
too late, with mortality rates from liver disease far
outpacing those for other major conditions, such as
diabetes or respiratory conditions, which have stabilised
or improved over the past 40 years.

This is a condition that is only getting worse, with the
2020 covid-19 lockdowns seeing a 21% increase in alcohol-
related liver disease deaths. We have heard tonight that
the stats on liver cancer in particular are deeply concerning,
with incidences rising by almost half in the past decade.
With the poorest and most vulnerable in our society
facing dire consequences from the cost of living crisis
this winter, we are at real risk of seeing such a spike
happen again. Given the serious inequalities we have
already observed for liver disease patients, we know the
devastating effects that that would have.

Statistics from the British Liver Trust show that
prevalence of liver disease is four times higher in our
most deprived communities than our most affluent.
The most deprived patients are also expected to die a
decade younger, as set out by my hon. Friend the
Member for Caerphilly. This snapshot highlights the
most glaring of inequalities. How can it be that, before
we even look at the provision of services, people are
facing such a glaring postcode lottery?

It is bitterly disappointing for liver disease patients,
who are so badly affected, that the new Secretary of
State for Health and Social Care has decided to scrap
the health inequalities White Paper. Given the evidence
we have heard from colleagues today, I look forward to
hearing from the Minister how the Government plan to
address this issue following that decision.

The picture for liver disease patients is deeply concerning,
but when we look at the state of care and treatment
services on offer, the situation gets even worse. Although,
as we heard, access to specialist care improves survival
rates by around 20%, provision of specialist liver disease
services across the country is incredibly varied. Each
year, thousands of patients are dying unnecessarily
because they cannot access specialist services or because
the services they can access are stretched to breaking
point.

The rise in the prevalence of liver disease, combined
with the shortage of specialist care, is compounding the
crisis facing all parts of our NHS. More people are
being admitted to hospital with no specialist care services
available to them and no primary or social care capacity
in their communities. We must break this all too common
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[Feryal Clark]

vicious cycle if our NHS is to have any chance to
recover. The NHS desperately needs a workforce plan—
something that has been called for consistently by not
only Labour, but the cross-party Health and Social
Care Committee. Can the Minister tell us what plans
her Department has to address this issue facing all parts
of our NHS?

As well as ensuring that we get the fundamentals
such as workforce right, when it comes to liver disease,
we should be learning from places where things are
going right. Fortunately, my local integrated care system—
North Central London—was categorised as green by
the British Liver Trust survey, indicating that it has a
fully effective pathway in place for the early detection
and management of liver disease in primary care. Whether
it is proactive case finding to identify those at high risk,
GPs having the means to assess fibrosis, or effective
management of patients, including referrals to secondary
care where necessary, we know what effective care looks
like, and we know what works.

I will conclude shortly. We need centres such as the
North Central London integrated care system to exist
not just in north London, but across the country. I urge
the Minister to look at the positive examples of ICSs,
such as North Central London, and see how the great
work they are doing can be replicated more widely
across the country. We know what works. We know we
can do it. It is time for the Government to deliver.

7.19 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health
and Social Care (Dr Caroline Johnson): I thank the hon.
Member for Rutherglen and Hamilton West (Margaret
Ferrier) for securing a debate on this important issue.
She has been a great advocate on this topic, and I share
her commitment to tackling this serious disease. I also
thank my hon. Friend the Member for Darlington
(Peter Gibson) for his kind words and for sharing his
family story and speaking about some of the personal,
family impact of these terrible conditions.

It is a year ago this month that our colleague, Sir David
Amess, was tragically taken from us. He had a huge interest
in liver disease. He was the co-chair of the APPG for
hepatology and did so much to raise awareness of this
disease in Parliament. One of the many ways we can
take forward his legacy is to improve the lives of those
with liver disease. That is why, although the Minister
responsible for this topic was unable to attend, I wanted
to ensure that I took forward this important debate and
updated hon. Members on the work we are doing.

Many have talked about the scale of the problem, so I
will not go further into that, but I want to talk about
what we will do to address it. First, the NHS plan will
help us to do that. It recognises the importance of
preventing avoidable liver disease through targeted policies
to address alcohol consumption and obesity. Unfortunately,
most people are diagnosed with liver disease at a late
stage, when it is less treatable, and they are often diagnosed
during an emergency hospital admission. It is for that
reason that liver disease is often called the silent killer.

To help detect early signs of liver disease, NHS
England has a number of trials in train. One is evaluating
intelligent liver function tests. That is when patients get

a normal liver function test, and the laboratory has a
process in place, based on those results, to test the same
sample further, not necessitating a further appointment,
so we can work out which patients need further investigation
and treatment.

The NHS health check for 40 to 74-year-olds also
identifies people particularly at risk of alcoholic liver
disease and refers them in for further treatment and
investigation. On top of that, we have the fibroscans,
which have been rolled out through community diagnostic
centres. They help to identify fibrosis in the liver at a
time when we can try to treat it and before it becomes
worse. Last year’s spending review allocated £2.3 billion
for diagnostics to increase the number of community
diagnostic centres to at least 100 by March 2025. That
will boost diagnostic capacity to diagnose liver disease
and improve earlier diagnosis and health outcomes.

The hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon)
talked about education for children about alcohol.
Education on alcohol is now a statutory component of
relationships, sex and health education in England.

My hon. Friend the Member for Totnes (Anthony
Mangnall) talked about a review of liver disease and
liver care. That is taking place in 2022-23, and there
should be a report after that. He and my hon. Friend
the Member for Warrington South (Andy Carter) raised
transplant care. I will ask the responsible Minister to
write to them with further details about what is being
done in that area.

The hon. Members for York Central (Rachael Maskell)
and for Strangford said that many liver diseases can be
prevented and are preventable, particularly in relation
to alcohol, obesity and hepatitis, and I want to talk a
little about what we are doing in those areas. Alcohol is
the leading risk factor for liver disease, and identifying
disease early in those at risk and supporting them to
stop drinking is critical. If they stop drinking, that can
halt or even reverse damage to the liver. People at risk of
alcoholic liver disease are being identified and given
early access to tests, to detect emerging liver disease
through the health check and other means.

The NHS has also invested in the treatment of
alcoholism: £27 million has been used to establish specialist
alcohol care teams in hospitals with the highest rates of
admissions related to alcohol dependence. Those specialist
teams will help identify alcohol-dependent patients,
start them on specialist alcohol treatment in hospital
and support their transfer to community alcohol services.

Since April 2022, NHS England has introduced a
measure known as commissioning for quality and
innovation, which incentivises providers to improve earlier
detection of liver disease for alcohol-dependent in-patients
in acute and mental health services. We are also committed
to increasing liver health investigations in community
treatment settings. Through the drugs strategy, we are
making the largest ever single increase in drug and
alcohol treatment and recovery funding, with £780 million
of additional investment over the next three years.

As hon. Members said, another major risk factor is
obesity. Tackling obesity is a major priority for the
Government. We have seen some important successes
since 2016. The average sugar content of drinks subject
to the soft drinks industry levy decreased by about
43% between 2015 and 2019. This month, regulations
have been brought in about store placement of products
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that are high in fat, salt and sugar, so that they cannot
be displayed in areas of the store that are attractive and
available to children. There have also been the provisions
set out in the Calorie Labelling (Out of Home Sector)
(England) Regulations 2021 and an investment in further
weight management services for people living with obesity.

I would like to turn to hepatitis B and C, which are
also important risk factors for liver disease and primary
liver cancer. Through the NHS hepatitis C virus elimination
programme, we have reduced the number of people
living with chronic hepatitis C virus infection in England
by 37% since 2015. New treatment with direct-acting
antivirals has massively improved the success of the
treatment, with mortality from hepatitis infections falling
by 35% since 2015. So that has already reaped rewards.

There is a new opt-out pilot programme of testing for
HIV, hepatitis B and hepatitis C in emergency departments
in areas of the country where HIV is most prevalent,
which is a proven way of identifying new cases. During
the first 100 days of the pilots in London, Blackpool,
Brighton and Manchester, 328 people with hepatitis B
were newly diagnosed, with 30 found to be lost to care.
Each of them is an individual who will now be able to
be treated effectively for the condition, which will reduce
the risk of passing it on. Similarly, 137 people were
newly diagnosed with hepatitis C, of whom 23 were
found to be lost to care. Those are promising early
results in just the first 100 days, and we now looking at
what we can do to perhaps roll this programme out to
other centres.

Many hon. Members talked about primary liver cancer,
which has a tragic impact. As my hon. Friend the
Member for Darlington said, the number of recorded
deaths has more than doubled in the last two decades.
Cancer Research UK statistics show that there are
around 6,200 new cases diagnosed each year and, tragically,
5,800 deaths. Unfortunately, the five-year survival rate
for people with liver cancer is poor, at only 13%, and
that could be markedly improved by earlier diagnosis,
as I mentioned.

To contribute to achieving a long-term plan ambition
to diagnose 75% of cancers at an earlier stage by 2028,
the NHS cancer programme has launched the early
diagnosis liver programme. The programme aims to
detect more liver cancers at an earlier stage, so that
more patients can benefit from treatment. More people
at a high risk of liver cancer are referred to six-monthly
liver surveillance. The national cancer programme is
working in partnership with the hepatitis C virus elimination
programme to deliver 11 community liver health check
pilots.

The pilots aim to support early detection and diagnosis
of liver cancer by identifying and referring people with
cirrhosis or advanced fibrosis into a liver surveillance
pathway, and providing them with a peer supporter who
can help and guide them through future appointments.
The pilots will target people experiencing significant
inequalities and those who disengage from the healthcare
service, including homeless people, those with alcohol
and substance addiction, sex workers, people in the
justice system, disabled people and others. The hon.
Member for Enfield North (Feryal Clark) mentioned
the workforce; she will be interested to know that over
the last five years there has been a 20% expansion in the
number of consultant hepatologists.

This is an important debate on a very important
issue. We have heard some heartfelt contributions about
the pain that liver disease and liver cancer bring to so
many people and their loved ones across the United
Kingdom. This Government are determined to take
action and to make the changes that are needed to
tackle this deadly disease.

Mr Clive Betts (in the Chair): Margaret Ferrier has
one minute to wind up.

7.28 pm

Margaret Ferrier: Thank you, Mr Betts. I would like
to speedily thank all the hon. and right hon. Members
who took part in the debate. We heard from the hon.
Members for Darlington (Peter Gibson), for Caerphilly
(Wayne David) and for Totnes (Anthony Mangnall),
who said there were no politics in this issue, which I
absolutely agree with, and who spoke about transplants
and the need to improve the geographical spread of
adult liver services.

The hon. Member for Strangford (Jim Shannon)
reminded us of the charities in this field, which are all
doing such great work, and the hon. Member for
Warrington South (Andy Carter) offered his area for a
new transplant facility for the north-west. I thank the
hon. Member for York Central (Rachael Maskell), who
said we have a unique opportunity to make a difference.

This is about early detection pathways, because rates
vary considerably from region to region. We must have
a full review of adult liver services, and GPs must have
the means to assess fibrosis. Thank you, Mr Betts, for
letting me wind up.

7.30 pm

Motion lapsed, and sitting adjourned without Question
put (Standing Order No. 10(14)).
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Written Statements

Tuesday 11 October 2022

TREASURY

Interim Infected-blood Compensation Payments and the
Welsh Government Jobs Growth Plus Scheme:

Clarification of Tax Treatment

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Richard Fuller):

Interim infected blood compensation payments

Following Sir Brian Langstaff’s recommendation, the
Government previously announced that infected individuals
and bereaved partners currently registered on the existing
UK infected blood support schemes, and those who
register from now to the inception of any future scheme,
would receive an interim compensation payment of
£100,0001.

The Government are today announcing that they will
ensure that no income tax, capital gains tax, national
insurance contributions or inheritance tax are charged
on these payments. In addition, these payments will not
be included as income for tax credit purposes. The
Government will legislate to exempt these payments in
due course.

In the interim, His Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
will exercise its collection and management discretion
and will not collect any tax on these payments once
issued.

Jobs Growth Plus scheme

In addition, the Government will legislate in the
Finance Bill 2022-23 to ensure that payments made
under the engagement and advancement strands of the
Jobs Growth Plus scheme by the Welsh Government
will be exempt from income tax. This legislation will
apply retrospectively from 1 April 2022, when payments
from the scheme started.

HMRC will exercise its collection and management
discretion and will not collect any income tax that may
have been due on payments made from 1 April 2022 to
the date the legislation takes effect.

These measures are being announced outside of the
normal fiscal process in order to provide certainty regarding
the tax treatment to those making the payments and the
recipients.
1 https://www.infectedbloodinquiry.org.uk/sites/
default/files/2022-08/16082022_Minister for the Cabinet
Office to Sir Brian Langstaff.pdf

[HCWS308]

Timing of Medium-Term Fiscal Plan

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Kwasi Kwarteng):
Today I can inform the House that I have asked the
Office for Budget Responsibility to bring forward the
date of its next forecast to 31 October.

Strong growth and sustainable public finances go
hand in hand. Alongside the publication of the economic
and fiscal outlook, I will set out the Government’s
medium-term fiscal plan. This will set out further details
on the Government’s fiscal rules, including ensuring
that debt falls as a share of GDP in the medium term.

This forecast, in addition to the forecast that will be
commissioned in spring, will fulfil the obligation for the
OBR to produce at least two forecasts in a financial
year, as is required by legislation.

[HCWS310]

EDUCATION

Initial Teacher Training

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Jonathan Gullis): Today, my Department is informing
applicants of the outcomes of the final round of the
application process to gain accreditation as a provider
of initial teacher training from September 2024. This
forms part of the ongoing initial teacher training reform
announced on 1 December 2021.

The key aim of the reforms, which centre around the
introduction of a new set of clear quality requirements,
is to ensure high-quality teacher training is available in
all areas of the country. Following the development of
the early career framework and National Professional
Qualifications, the reforms to ITT are the next step in
realising our ambition to create a golden thread of
evidence-based training, support and professional
development, which will run through every phase of a
teacher’s career. We know that the quality of teaching is
the single most important in-school factor in improving
outcomes for children, especially for those from
disadvantaged backgrounds. Being taught by a high-quality
teacher can add almost half a GCSE grade per subject
to a given pupil’s results.

As part of the provider accreditation process, both
existing and prospective ITT providers were invited to
apply for accreditation to deliver courses from September
2024, when the new quality requirements will come into
effect. The process was designed to be proportionate
but rigorous, with questions that reflected vital components
of the ITT market review’s recommendations.

One hundred and seventy-nine providers have been
awarded accreditation in total across the two rounds,
and I am pleased to see the high quality of provision
that has been accredited.

The Department will now work the accredited providers
as part of the next stage of the reform process to ensure
that all ITT courses are developed in line with the new
criteria and are ready for delivery from September 2024.
The Department will also work with these providers to
ensure that they have strong partnerships in place to
provide sufficient training places in the subjects, phases
and areas where they are needed.

I would like to thank all ITT providers for engaging
in the process and for their ongoing support as we
implement the ITT market review. We understand that
providers who have not received accreditation will be
disappointed. My Department will work closely with
these providers to support their next steps and look to
facilitate partnership with accredited providers for those
who want to continue to provide ITT from September 2024.
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The Department’s priority will be ensuring that the
new standards and expectations will continue to be met
at all institutions delivering ITT, both accredited and
through the formation of partnerships. As the market
develops over the next two years, officials will continue
to work closely with a range of sector experts to monitor
the availability of provision across all regions. We will
be encouraging providers who did not achieve accreditation
to consider forming a partnership with an accredited
provider in the areas where this is needed.

This is a significant step in the delivery of our ambitious
programme to create a world-class teacher development
system and transform the support teachers receive at
every stage of their career—all the way from ITT and
early career support, to specialisations and school leadership.
The number of teachers in England remains high, with
over 465,500—full-time equivalent—working in state-
funded schools across the country, which is over 24,000
more than in 2010. I am confident that from 2024 the
accredited providers will deliver high-quality, evidence-
based, training in a reformed ITT market that prepares
trainees to thrive in the classroom, wherever they are in
the country.

[HCWS306]

Examinations in 2023

The Secretary of State for Education (Kit Malthouse):
The Department of Education welcomed the successful
return of summer exams and other formal assessments
in 2022. Alongside Ofqual, we put in place a package of
support to recognise disruption faced by the 2022 exam
cohort while being clear of our intention to return to
exams as normal in 2023.

In May, the Department and Ofqual confirmed that
for exams and formal assessments in 2022-23 there
would be usual arrangements for non-exam assessment
and there would be full subject content coverage for all
subjects.

On 29 September, the Department and Ofqual confirmed
exams will largely return to well-established, pre-pandemic
arrangements in summer 2023. In making these decisions,
the Department considers the level of disruption
experienced by the 2023 cohort over the course of their
qualifications has not been as significant as that experienced
by those who received qualifications in 2022 as they will
have had more time to cover their curriculum, practise
assessments, and access education recovery programmes
and interventions. There have been no national school
closures in the 2023 cohort’s GCSE/A-level teaching
years, which are designed as two-year courses. The 2023
cohort had less overall absence, including all covid
absences, in their year 10 autumn term than the 2022
cohort did. Furthermore, the Department believes it is
important to return to pre-pandemic arrangements to
build confidence in the credibility and validity of
qualifications.

In that context, the Department confirms that advance
information will not be provided for any exams taken in
summer 2023. However, acknowledging students may
still have experienced a level of disruption due to the
pandemic, the Department has decided that formulae
and equation sheets for GCSE mathematics, physics
and combined sciences exams should be provided in
summer 2023, as was the case for exams in 2022. As most

students take at least one of these subjects at GCSE,
this will provide broad support for all GCSE students.
We have asked Ofqual to put this into place and they
have launched a consultation on this.

On grading, Ofqual have confirmed the position they
set out in September 2021, to return to pre-pandemic
grading in 2023.

Looking back over the past three years, the Department
and Ofqual are keen to build resilience in the exam
system and learn lessons from the alternative arrangements
that have been put in place. Jointly with Ofqual, we have
launched a consultation that seeks views on how centres
should gather and retain evidence from students so that
it can be used both to support students’ revision and
exam preparedness and could be used as a basis to
determine students’ grades in the unlikely event that
formal exams and assessments do not go ahead as
planned. It invites views on whether the guidance proposed
will minimise the burden on centres and students, and if
it will support centres in providing the best possible
preparation for students for their exams.

[HCWS307]

JUSTICE

Electronic Monitoring

The Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice
(Brandon Lewis): We set out in our beating crime plan
how we will improve public protection and increase
public confidence in the justice system. We are determined
to empower the police and probation to keep us safe;
through providing them with the technology and resources
they need, we will crack down on the repeat offenders
who are blighting our neighbourhoods.

Since April 2021 our acquisitive crime project has
been using GPS electronic location monitoring to track
the movements of burglars, robbers and thieves released
on licence and serving a standard determinate sentence
of 12 months or more across 19 police force areas. I
have now laid a statutory instrument to expand this
world-first project to include offenders serving shorter
sentences of 90 days or more. This will come into force
on 26 October.

Electronic monitoring will be a compulsory condition
on the offender’s licence for the remainder of their
sentence up to a maximum of 12 months, other than in
exceptional circumstances where probation assess that
an offender’s health or personal situation make the use
of a tag inappropriate.

Through this measure we aim to deter further offending
and reduce crime; expanding the project to offenders
serving shorter sentences will increase the number of
offenders captured by the legislation by around 2,000
by March 2025.

This expansion will be subject to robust evaluation,
including of impact on reoffending and cost-effectiveness.
The evaluation will be conducted by the Ministry of
Justice data and analysis directorate; the final evaluation
conclusions report will be peer reviewed by independent
academics before publication. It will allow us to better
assess the most effective period for electronic monitoring
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of acquisitive offenders, helping to identify what is
necessary and proportionate use and therefore influencing
future decisions on how electronic monitoring can be
used to reduce reoffending.

The location monitoring data is used to support the
work of probation and the police. Using “crime mapping”
technology we overlay police acquisitive crime data
with tagging data to identify if any tagged offenders
were in the vicinity of a given crime, to better equip the
police to investigate offences, apprehend or rule out
suspects and to support prosecutions. Alongside this,
probation practitioners are provided with summaries of
an offender’s movements and compliance behaviour
and, to further enhance supervision, they can investigate
an offender’s movements in closer detail using a self-service
portal.

Throughout this joint endeavour between the Ministry
of Justice and the Home Office, feedback from policing
and probation has been positive, and expansion is supported
by them.

A copy of this statement has also been laid in the
House of Lords by my colleague, the Lord Bellamy.

[HCWS312]

Transgender Prisoners

The Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice
(Brandon Lewis): On 4 October, I announced reforms to
our policy for the allocation of transgender prisoners.
Under the reforms, transgender prisoners with male
genitalia should no longer be held in the general women’s
estate. This will not be a blanket rule; exemptions to
these new rules will be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

This will also apply to transgender women who have
been convicted of a sex offence.

Further detail about these reforms will be announced
when we publish our updated transgender prisoners
policy framework before the end of the year.

[HCWS313]

PRIME MINISTER

Machinery of Government

The Prime Minister (Elizabeth Truss): I am making
this statement to bring to the House’s attention the
following machinery of Government changes.

Responsibility for Union and devolution policy will
move to the Cabinet Office under the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster, in his role as Minister for
Intergovernmental Relations. This will allow the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster to lead the UK Government’s
engagement with the devolved Administrations and
drive forward cross-Government efforts to deliver tangible
improvements for people across the UK, working closely
with the territorial Offices.

The Brexit Opportunities Unit will move from the
Cabinet Office to sit under the Secretary of State for
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy. This will bring
together work to tackle EU red tape, seize post-Brexit
opportunities and efforts to ensure the regulatory and
business environment enables the UK to attract investment
and boost growth.

Both machinery of Government changes will take
effect immediately.

[HCWS311]

WORK AND PENSIONS

Bereavement Benefits

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (Claire Coutinho): My noble Friend, the
Under-Secretary of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Baroness Stedman-Scott) has made the following
written statement:

We have today laid the draft Bereavement Benefits (2022)
Remedial Order. Copies of the draft remedial order and
explanatory memorandum are available in the Journal Office
and the Vote Office (Commons) and the Printed Paper
Office (Lords). We have also laid the Government response
to representations made on proposals for a draft Bereavement
Benefits (Remedial) Order 2021, including the eighth report
from the Joint Committee on Human Rights, Session 2021-22
(HC 594, HL 91). We would like to thank the Committee,
and other Members, for their observations on the draft
proposed order.

[HCWS309]
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Petition

Tuesday 11 October 2022

BUSINESS, ENERGY AND INDUSTRIAL
STRATEGY

Liberty Pressing Solutions

The petition of residents of the constituency of Coventry
South,

Notes that redundancy notices have been handed out
to workers at Liberty Pressing Solutions in Coventry;
further that this is happening during the cost-of-living
crisis and will have a devastating impact on workers and
their families; further that the redundancy offer made
to workers is woefully inadequate; and further that
Sanjeev Gupta, the owner of the Liberty Steel Group,
has not done enough to protect jobs, prioritising profits
over people.

The petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urge the Government to do more to support
skilled manufacturing jobs like those at Liberty Pressing
Solutions, including through encouraging Liberty Steel
Group to redouble efforts to find a buyer and, failing
that, encouraging an improved redundancy offer to
Liberty Pressing Solutions workers.

And the petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by Zarah
Sultana , Official Report, 20 July 2022; Vol. 718, c. 1074.]

[P002760]

Observations from The Minister of State, Department for
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (Jackie Doyle-
Price):

We acknowledge that the speculation surrounding Liberty
will be worrying for employees and local communities.
BEIS continues to closely monitor developments around
Liberty, and we regularly engage closely with the companies,
the broader UK steel industry and trade unions.

The Government regularly works with industry and
local partners to provide support and investments to
stimulate economic growth and support local businesses.
Recent investments in Coventry which have supported
the manufacturing industry include:

£1.9 million for the Made Smarter scheme which helps
SMEs in the manufacturing and engineering sectors utilise
new digital technology and equip them for the future.

£35 million towards providing the infrastructure to open up
Whitley South technology park and support to expansion of
JLR and the colocation of supply chain.

£1 million towards the Institute for Advanced Manufacturing
and Engineering which supports businesses to expand capabilities,
increase the scope and reach of teaching and skills development,
and support engagement and Research and Development
and Innovation activities.

£10 million for the Warwick Manufacturing Group Degree
Apprenticeship Centre to increase capacity for higher level
skills for existing employees in high growth, advanced
manufacturing and engineering (AME) businesses in the
area.

In addition, the UK Shared Prosperity Fund provides
£2.6 billion of new funding for local investment by
March 2025. This money will go straight to local places
right across England, Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland to invest in three local priorities: communities
and place, support for local businesses and people and
skills. The West Midlands Combined Authority is set to
receive over £13.7 million over three years to support
these activities.

The Government stand ready to support employees
and their families affected by any developments. Anyone
worried about redundancy should contact the DWP’s
Rapid Response Service (RRS). The service is available
to all people who are at risk of redundancy from the
initial point of notification of potential redundancy
from their employer. RRS is designed to support people
into alternative employment at the earliest opportunity
to prevent people becoming unemployed.
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