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House of Commons

Wednesday 1 February 2023
The House met at half-past Eleven o’clock
PRAYERS

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]
Oral Answers to Questions

ATTORNEY GENERAL

The Attorney General was asked—

Violence against Women and Girls:
Prosecution Rates

1. Wera Hobhouse (Bath) (LD): What steps she is
taking to increase the proportion of cases relating to
violence against women and girls that are prosecuted.

[903433]

The Attorney General (Victoria Prentis): Tackling
violence against women and girls remains one of the
Government’s top priorities, and we are doing all we
can to make streets and homes safer. We are prioritising
prevention, supporting survivors and strengthening our
pursuit of aggressors.

Wera Hobhouse: It is a well-known national scandal
that only 3% of rape cases have led to charges against
the perpetrator. Locally, Avon and Somerset police are
making big strides towards change. They have tripled
charge rates, are bringing more cases to the Crown
Prosecution Service and have changed their investigative
focus from the victim to the perpetrator. I am immensely
proud of this progress, and I hope that my local area
could become part of the ongoing pilot for specialist
rape courts. Can the Attorney General confirm when a
decision on the further roll-out of specialist rape courts
will be made? Will my local Crown court be considered
to be part of the next stages?

The Attorney General: Evidence is being gathered
from our three specialist courts, but I should emphasise
that every Crown court tries rape cases and will benefit
from the learning. The south-west, as the hon. Lady has
outlined, is showing the way by demonstrating new
ways of working with the police, providing specialist
training to all first responders. They are also, I hear,
planning a community event later this month.

Miriam Cates (Penistone and Stocksbridge) (Con):
Prosecution rates for the appalling crime of rape against
women and girls have been too low across the country.
What impact does my right hon. and learned Friend
believe that Operation Soteria will have on prosecuting
cases of rape?

The Attorney General: I thank my hon. Friend for her
question. She is always a great advocate for vulnerable
people. Operation Soteria is focused on delivering cultural
transformation in the investigation of rape offences. It
looks to ensure that the victim is well supported and the
case thoroughly investigated. I was glad to see joint

working between the police and CPS when I visited
Leeds last Friday. They are working closely together
and, crucially, with support services such as independent
sexual violence advisers to make sure we really deliver
for victims.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): A recent revelation
in Northern Ireland is that a man was punished with
140 hours of community service after domestically
assaulting his wife on two different occasions. What
steps will the Attorney General take to ensure that
harsher sentences are given to those guilty of inflicting
violence on women? We need harsher sentences.

The Attorney General: I thank the hon. Gentleman
for raising that important case. Sentencing is, of course,
a matter for the independent judiciary, the Ministry of
Justice and the Sentencing Council. I know that he
shares the Government’s desire to do all we can to make
sure that the victims of violence against women and
girls get justice.

Sir Oliver Heald (North East Hertfordshire) (Con):
Does the Attorney General agree that the Crown
Prosecution Service is very dependent on the quality of
the investigation from the outset? I therefore welcome
this joint working, which is something that had been
hoped for over many years and seems to be delivering
results. I do not know whether she has anything she can
say about its roll-out to the country as a whole.

The Attorney General: I thank my right hon. and
learned Friend for his question. I know that this is
something he has personally been working on for many
years. It is true to say that joint working is the answer,
and in Leeds on Friday I was able to see a police
gatekeeper—that is what he is called, but I think a
better word would be “interpreter”—who was able to
work between the lawyers and the victim and witnesses
and ensure that the case was investigated properly right
from the beginning and that disclosure was managed in
a sensible way.

Access to Justice

2. Mick Whitley (Birkenhead) (Lab): What recent
assessment she has made of the effectiveness of the
Crown Prosecution Service in ensuring access to justice
for victims of crime. [903434]

The Solicitor General (Michael Tomlinson): All victims
of crime deserve the right support, and the CPS has
published the findings of independent research and is
implementing changes based on that to deliver what
victims need. There is new and innovative victim
communication for half of CPS areas.

Mick Whitley: Justice delayed is justice denied, but as
of September 2022 more than 17,300 Crown court cases
had been outstanding for a year or more, and nearly
5,000 had been outstanding for more than two years.
What does the Attorney General have to say to the
victims of those crimes, whose lives have been put on
hold for years while waiting for their cases to be brought
to justice, and to those who cannot cope with any more
delay, even if that means allowing their cases to collapse?

The Solicitor General: The hon. Gentleman raises an
important point, and the Attorney General and I are
working closely with the Ministry of Justice. There has
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been good progress in terms of the CPS and the time it
takes for cases to be heard. The most recent figures for
the CPS show that it is 171 days on average, and I am
determined to see that improve and decrease.

Mrs Flick Drummond (Meon Valley) (Con): Victims
of crime have already been through distressing
circumstances, so can my hon. and learned Friend tell
me what the CPS is doing to inform and support people
to navigate the criminal justice system?

The Solicitor General: I am grateful to my hon.
Friend for her interest in this important area. The CPS
has launched a new online guide for victims, ensuring
that they have access to the necessary information. She
is right that accessible information is the key to supporting
victims and ensuring that they can navigate the criminal
justice system.

Karl Turner (Kingston upon Hull East) (Lab): The
Solicitor General will be aware that victims of crime are
being badly let down, waiting months and years for
their cases to come to court. That problem is being
exacerbated by the fact that there is now a disparity
between criminal defence barristers’ pay and that of
prosecution barristers. What does he intend to do to
right that wrong and put victims first?

The Solicitor General: The hon. Gentleman is right to
say that we should be putting victims first, and indeed
we are doing so. On his specific question, the Treasury
has agreed to consider the CPS funding position following
publication of the criminal legal aid independent review—a
report that he will know about. Discussions regarding
fees and funding are ongoing, but I fully support him in
putting victims first and ensuring that those cases are
brought on as quickly as possible.

Jonathan Gullis (Stoke-on-Trent North) (Con): I put
on record my thanks to the Solicitor General for his
compassion and care when dealing with the very tragic
case of Sharlotte-Sky, who lost her life on Endon Road
in Norton Green. He will know that Claire, Sharlotte’s
mother, has felt that she has been failed, because ultimately
it took over a year to get simple answers from a blood
test as to whether in this case someone had been drinking
and on drugs. What engagement has the Solicitor General
had with the Department for Transport about its review,
in order to speed up answers for our police officers and,
most importantly, for victims of this horrific crime?

The Solicitor General: I pay tribute to my hon. Friend,
who has diligently and vigorously pursued his constituent’s
case—I well remember the Adjournment debate that he
brought to this House and the important points that he
raised concerning the unduly lenient sentence scheme. I
am determined to work closely across Government, and
I know that my hon. Friend will continue his campaign
to pursue this.

Roles of Lord Chancellor and Law Officers

3. Clive Efford (Eltham) (Lab): What assessment she
has made of the implications for her policies of the
ninth report of the House of Lords Constitution
Committee, “The roles of the Lord Chancellor and the
Law Officers”, HL 118, published on 18 January 2023.

[903435]
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The Attorney General (Victoria Prentis): I thank the
House of Lords Constitution Committee for its thoughtful
and detailed report, which highlights the complexity of
this historic office. It is an honour to serve—to make
law and politics work together at the heart of Government.

Clive Efford: The Constitution Committee rightly
says that we need Law Officers
“with the independence of mind, autonomy and strength of
character to deliver impartial legal advice to the Government,
even where it is unwelcome.”
I am sure that the Attorney General agrees, but can she
give a single example of where her predecessor met that
standard in the advice that she gave to the Government?

The Attorney General: I thank the hon. Gentleman
for his question, but as he knows—as we all know, I
think—the Attorney General’s convention means that [
do not comment specifically on the advice that has been
given by any holder of this office, or even whether or
not advice was given.

Seriously—this is a serious matter—the report highlights
some very important points about how the Law Officers
work in combination, as politicians and as lawyers.
That is something that I take extremely seriously myself.
I know that I have duties to the court, as well as to my
constituents and to the Government, and it is very
important that we treat this matter with the seriousness
it deserves.

Mr Speaker: I call the Chair of the Justice Committee.

Sir Robert Neill (Bromley and Chislehurst) (Con): I
think the Attorney General has just demonstrated that
she and the Solicitor General are well up to the task of
internal inquiries. In welcoming the report, will she
recognise that, given the Attorney General’s important
role of speaking truth to power—to Government—it is
also important that the Law Officers should be consulted
in a timely fashion, and appropriately and fully, on any
controversial matters that may have a legal aspect, and
that fellow Ministers should then listen and act accordingly,
consistently?

The Attorney General: I thank my hon. Friend—he is
a very learned Gentleman, on whose Committee I was
extremely proud to sit for many years—for his question,
which I think was more of a statement. It is important
to note that the Government’s commitment to the rule
of law is absolute, and I will do my very best to uphold
that.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Attorney General.

Emily Thornberry (Islington South and Finsbury)
(Lab): May I join the Attorney General in thanking the
House of Lords Constitution Committee for this excellent
report? I have to say, it is a damning indictment of the
former Attorney General, but also a helpful warning
for current and future holders of the post. I want to ask
the Attorney General about one specific point in relation
to the report. Does she agree that it would be helpful to
provide greater clarity within the ministerial code on
the duties of Law Officers, particularly on upholding
the rule of law within Government and providing impartial
legal advice regardless of political considerations—both
areas that the former Attorney General fell so drastically
short on?
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The Attorney General: I have looked often at the
ministerial code, and I think the section that deals with
legal advice is sufficient. To go back to the previous
question, I note that it is suggested that the advice
sought should be timely, but, as all lawyers present in
the Chamber know, that is not always the way with
clients, and we do our best to accommodate them. On
some things, however, we can clearly be less accommodating.
The rule of law is absolutely a thread that runs through
the legal advice provided by the holders of this office.

Emily Thornberry: May I ask about one specific area
of the ministerial code that might benefit from particular
clarity? Section 7 requires Ministers to inform Law
Officers if they risk becoming
“involved in legal proceedings in a personal capacity,”
including when they are potential defendants or in
relation to potential defamation cases, and preferably
before they have instructed their own solicitors. On that
basis, I ask the Attorney General to clarify two points
of fact: are Ministers currently obliged to inform Law
Officers if either their solicitors are sending letters to
journalists threatening to sue them for libel, or they are
under investigation by His Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
over the non-payment of taxes?

The Attorney General: I am not going to comment on
specific cases—the right hon. Lady will understand why
that is the case. I think the ministerial code allows for a
certain level of wiggle room on that particular area. It is
clear that when proceedings have already commenced,
it is essential to ask the Law Officers’ opinion on those
proceedings. However, I think she and I both know that
it is not always clear at the beginning of a series of
letters, which may or may not lead to proceedings, when
that moment should be. I would always caution—as I
am sure she would—that it would be good to involve
the Law Officers at an early stage of proceedings, but I
cannot comment on specific cases and whether or not
that was done.

Support for Ukraine’s Judiciary

4. Robert Courts (Witney) (Con): What steps she has
taken to support Ukraine’s judiciary in their conduct of
war crimes trials. [903436]

The Attorney General (Victoria Prentis): I thank my
constituency neighbour for his question. This Government
firmly believe in international accountability. Ukraine’s
judiciary should be congratulated on prosecuting war
crimes right now, in real time, during a brutal conflict.
On Monday I met a delegation of Ukrainian judges in
this building and heard how they are approaching this
monumental task. They are grateful for our practical
support, including an extensive training programme led
by Sir Howard Morrison.

Robert Courts: What assessment has the Attorney
General made of the international community’s progress
in bringing Russian leadership to trial for the crime of
aggression in Ukraine?

The Attorney General: The crime of aggression is one
of the most significant in international criminal law. At
Ukraine’s invitation, we have joined a core group of
states to discuss the establishment of a bespoke tribunal.
We are absolutely determined to play a leading role in
ensuring international accountability for Russia’s actions.
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Nick Smith (Blaenau Gwent) (Lab): Will there be
Russian war reparations to Ukraine, and how can the
UK support that?

The Attorney General: At the moment, the international
community is rightly focused on prosecuting war crimes.
That is the right focus, as we hope that in so doing we
will have a good effect on the behaviour of those
fighting this conflict at the moment. We are undoubtedly
starting to turn our minds to reparations, and there is a
great deal of work going on within Government on how
best to support the Ukrainians to do that. I know that
the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy is very involved in that.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Minister.

Andy Slaughter (Hammersmith) (Lab): Three weeks
ago, the Secretary of State for Justice told me from the
Dispatch Box that Russian war crimes would be pursued
via Ukrainian domestic courts and the International
Criminal Court, even though that denied the possibility
of prosecuting Putin and his inner circle for the crime of
aggression. At the time, the Attorney General appeared
to share his view. Last week the Foreign Office welcomed
the special tribunal necessary to try Putin, saying it
would “complement established mechanisms”. That is
welcome, and I think it is what the Attorney General
has said today, but can she—because we know her to be
a candid and thoughtful person—explain and confirm
what by any definition is a screeching U-turn in Government
policy?

The Attorney General: [ am afraid I really would not
describe this as a screeching U-turn—/Interruption. |
No, not at all. This is a development in a very difficult
area of international law. [Interruption. ] 1 would just
listen to this for a moment. It is a very delicate area of
international law. This is a live and brutal conflict—we
are all agreed on that—and it is right that most of the
prosecutions take place in Ukraine, with real-time evidence
and with witnesses present. Those prosecutions are
going well, and I think we all support the Ukrainian
judiciary in that. I hope very much that there will be an
international moment of accountability following this
war. I suspect that many courts will need to be involved,
including both the ICC and any special tribunal.

Mr Speaker: I call the SNP spokesperson.

Angela Crawley (Lanark and Hamilton East) (SNP):
It is almost one year to the day since the beginning of
Russia’s illegal invasion of Ukraine, and an estimated
7,000 civilian lives have been lost during this time, in
one of the most barbaric atrocities against civilians
recorded since the second world war. Given that the UK
will host a major international meeting on war crimes in
March, what further support will the Attorney General
give on information sharing and testimonial gathering,
and on ensuring that legal expertise will be fully utilised
to hold Russian war criminals to account?

The Attorney General: I thank the hon. Lady for her
question. It is fortuitous that the Lord Chancellor has
just entered the Chamber, because in March he is hosting
an important conference, with the Dutch, to discuss
how further we can help and support the work of the
ICC. Further, we have the work of the special tribunal
that I mentioned, and we are providing a great deal of
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practical help on the ground in training Ukrainian
judges and providing funding to help them to find
evidence and to prosecute these crimes effectively.

Criminal Justice System: Backlog

5. Edward Timpson (Eddisbury) (Con): What assessment
she has made of the effectiveness of the Crown Prosecution
Service in tackling the backlog of cases in the criminal
justice system. [903437]

6. Jerome Mayhew (Broadland) (Con): What assessment
she has made of the effectiveness of the Crown Prosecution
Service in tackling the backlog of cases in the criminal
justice system. [903438]

The Solicitor General (Michael Tomlinson): First, I
would like to pay tribute to my hon. and learned Friend
the Member for Eddisbury (Edward Timpson) for his
work as Solicitor General. From that work, he will
know the significant amount of funding in the criminal
justice system to help improve waiting times for victims.
Both the Attorney General and I have seen that at first
hand in our visits to regional Crown Prosecution Service
areas.

Edward Timpson: I thank the Solicitor General for his
answer. Further to the point raised by the hon. Member
for Kingston upon Hull East (Karl Turner), in the first
three quarters of 2022 there have been 235 ineffective
Crown court trials caused by prosecution absence—the
highest annual total since 2014—compared with just 19
in 2019. The recent uplift to defence fees has meant
there is now more money in defending than in prosecuting,
and consequently the CPS is struggling to find enough
prosecutors for trials. What timescales is my hon. and
learned Friend working to in order to address this
situation?

The Solicitor General: I am grateful to my hon. and
learned Friend for raising this point. Of course, I recognise
the importance of ensuring that all those who work in
the criminal justice system—both defence and
prosecution—are paid and rewarded appropriately. He
will have heard my answer earlier, and it is right that the
Treasury has agreed to consider the CPS funding position.
Discussions are ongoing, and I know that he will keep
pressing.

Jerome Mayhew: The police are doing an excellent
job in Broadland. They have just opened a new response
centre at Postwick, improving response times and housing
some of the many additional officers that this Government
have provided. The CPS is the next line in the criminal
justice journey. The CPS inspectorate undertook a report
on local provision in March 2022. Can my hon. and
learned Friend provide an update to the House on the
performance since that date?

The Solicitor General: I recognise my hon. Friend’s
expertise and interest in this matter. The inspection
report for the east of England praised the quality of the
work in the area, and the latest data suggests that
performance continues to be strong. The area is now
making all crime charging decisions more quickly than
it did previously. My hon. Friend will be pleased to
know that, in the face of the backlog, the conviction
rate for the CPS in his region remains reassuringly high
at 85%.
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Domestic Abuse: Prosecution Rates

7. Elliot Colburn (Carshalton and Wallington) (Con):
What steps she is taking to help increase the rate of
prosecutions for domestic abuse. [903439]

The Attorney General (Victoria Prentis): We are
committed to increasing the volume of prosecutions
and supporting more victims. We enacted new provisions
to increase the time that victims have to report domestic
abuse offences to ensure that we bring more offenders
to justice.

Elliot Colburn: Despite Carshalton and Wallington
being a relatively safe part of London, domestic violence
rates there are higher than the London average. Local
charities such as Sutton Women’s Centre do a great job
in training people to spot the signs, but what assurance
can the Attorney General give me that CPS staff have
access to that same training to bring that level of crime
down?

The Attorney General: I thank Sutton Women’s Centre
for its fantastic work in training the community to spot
the signs of domestic abuse. All prosecutors in London
are now domestic abuse trained. Close working with the
police should continue to increase the rate of prosecutions.

Serious Fraud Office: Prosecutions for
Fraud and Bribery

8. Aaron Bell (Newcastle-under-Lyme) (Con): What
steps she is taking to help the Serious Fraud Office
investigate and prosecute fraud and bribery. [903440]

The Solicitor General (Michael Tomlinson): Mr Speaker,
you may remember that the SFO successfully prosecuted
Glencore Energy UK Ltd and that the total amount the
company will pay—£280 million—is the highest ever
ordered in a corporate criminal conviction in the United
Kingdom. We continue to work closely with the SFO to
identify any policy changes that could support its ambitions.

Aaron Bell: My constituents want to see the Government
crack down on corporate criminality. What measures
are the Government considering in the Economic Crime
and Corporate Transparency Bill to address corporate
crime?

The Solicitor General: 1 am grateful to my hon.
Friend for his interest. The Government recognise that
the current law does not go far enough. That is why we
have committed to addressing the need for a new “failure
to prevent” offence in the Economic Crime and Corporate
Transparency Bill. In addition, we are introducing a
provision to extend the SFO’s pre-investigation powers.

Legislative Competence of the Scottish Parliament

9. Stuart C. McDonald (Cumbernauld, Kilsyth and
Kirkintilloch East) (SNP): What discussions she has
had with Cabinet colleagues on the potential implications
of an order under section 35 of the Scotland Act 1998
for the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.

[903442]
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The Attorney General (Victoria Prentis): As I said
earlier, by convention, information on whether the Law
Officers have been asked to provide advice and the
content of such advice are not disclosed outside
Government. That convention enables candid legal advice
to be given.

Stuart C. McDonald: Why was the prospect of a
section 35 order not raised at any time before the
Gender Recognition Reform (Scotland) Bill was
overwhelmingly passed by the Scottish Parliament? What
alternatives did the Attorney General look at? When
will she set out the changes to the Bill that she wants to
see before the Government would revoke the section 35
order? Those are simple questions. If she cannot answer
them, all we can conclude is that the Government have
lost their last shred of respect for the Scottish Parliament.

The Attorney General: That would be absolutely the
wrong conclusion to draw. The Attorney General’s
convention is clear: the UK Government respect the
Scottish Parliament’s ability to legislate within its
competence on devolved areas. The Government are
committed to working with the devolved Administrations
and strengthening the Union of the UK.

Prosecution of Hate Crime

10. Mary Kelly Foy (City of Durham) (Lab): What
steps she is taking to ensure effective prosecution of
hate crime. [903443]

The Solicitor General (Michael Tomlinson): We are
committed to delivering justice for victims of hate crime.
All CPS prosecutors are trained about hate crime, and
its specialist prosecutors help to lead that work. The
latest figures show that the CPS has prosecuted nearly
13,000 hate crime offences, with a charge rate of 86%
and, importantly, a conviction rate of 84%.

Mary Kelly Foy: As we mark the start of LGBTQ
History Month, it was shocking to see in the year-end
figures for hate crime a 41% increase in offences targeting
people’s sexuality and a 56% increase in offences targeting
people’s transgender identity. What are the Government
doing to stop prejudice and fear, which led to that rise
in crime, being stoked against the LGBTQ community?

The Solicitor General: In the hon. Lady’s area of the
north-east, the CPS is particularly successful in getting
uplifts to sentences in relation to hate crime. In the last
rolling year to date, it has been successful in obtaining
uplifts in 90% of cases. The question she raises is
important and the CPS is working incredibly hard in
that area.

Mr Speaker: Before we come to Prime Minister’s
questions, I would like to point out that the British Sign
Language interpretation of proceedings is available to
watch on parliamentlive.tv.

PRIME MINISTER

The Prime Minister was asked—
Engagements

Q1. [903448] Kirsty Blackman (Aberdeen North) (SNP):
If he will list his official engagements for Wednesday 1
February.
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The Prime Minister (Rishi Sunak): I know the whole
House will want to join me in sending condolences to
the First Minister of Wales on the death of his wife,
Clare. From the warmth of the tributes, I know how
much she will be missed.

This morning I had meetings with ministerial colleagues
and others. In addition to my duties in this House, |
shall have further such meetings today.

Kirsty Blackman: As the Prime Minister reaches 100 days
in office this week, having pledged a Government marked
by integrity, what are his thoughts on the UK being one
of only five countries, along with Oman, Azerbaijan,
Myanmar and Qatar, to have seen a decrease in
Transparency International’s corruption index score since
last year?

The Prime Minister: In fact, there is widespread
recognition and support for the UK’s approach to
transparency and tackling corruption. Indeed, the most
recent report from the Financial Action Task Force
commended the UK for the steps it had taken.

Q3. 1903450] Sir Robert Neill (Bromley and Chislehurst)
(Con): I refer to my entry in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests. Arts Council England was established
to increase access to great art for the population. There
is real concern and anger that its current funding decisions
do the exact reverse of that, on the basis of inadequate
evidence and a lack of transparency in the process. Will
my right hon. Friend meet me and other concerned
Members to discuss the situation whereby centres of
national excellence, such as the English National Opera,
are at risk of closure, and how we can reform the
operation of the Arts Council, which many people feel
is no longer fit for purpose?

The Prime Minister: I know my hon. Friend cares
deeply about this issue. He will know that decisions
made by the Arts Council are taken at arm’s length
from Government. Department for Digital, Culture,
Media and Sport Ministers have been assured that that
process was robust, but I will ensure that he gets a
meeting with the relevant Minister to discuss this important
matter further.

Mr Speaker: We now come to the Leader of the
Opposition.

Keir Starmer (Holborn and St Pancras) (Lab): May I
join the Prime Minister in his words about the First
Minister of Wales and the sad loss of his wife? Everybody
knows just how close they were, and I know he is
absolutely devastated by her loss.

When the Prime Minister briefly emerged from his
hibernation at the weekend, he raised more questions
than he answered, so in the interests of integrity and
accountability, can he set the record straight? Did his
now former chair, the right hon. Member for Stratford-
on-Avon (Nadhim Zahawi), tell Government officials
that he was under investigation by the taxman before or
after the Prime Minister appointed him?

The Prime Minister: I appointed the independent
adviser to investigate this matter fully. He set out his
findings in detail over the weekend and, on receipt of
those findings, I took action. I refer the right hon. and
learned Gentleman to the independent adviser’s report.
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Keir Starmer: Oh, come on! Anybody picking up a
newspaper in July last year would have known that Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs and the National Crime
Agency were investigating months before the Prime
Minister appointed the right hon. Member for Stratford-
on-Avon. The Independent said on 6 July:

“New chancellor’s finances secretly investigated by National
Crime Agency.”

The Observer said three days later, on 9 July:

“Revealed: officials raised ‘flag’ over...tax affairs before he was
appointed chancellor”.

The Financial Times the next day, 10 July, said:
“Pressure builds...to explain his finances.”

Is the Prime Minister saying that his officials hid this
information from him, or was he just too incurious to
ask any questions?

The Prime Minister: As I have said before at the
Dispatch Box, the usual appointments process was followed
with respect to the Minister without Portfolio. No issues
were raised with me at the time of his appointment, but
as the independent adviser’s report makes clear, there
was a serious breach of the ministerial code. That is why
I took decisive action on receipt of that report.

Keir Starmer: So, in relation to his former chair, the
Prime Minister’s defence is, “Nobody told me. I didn’t
know. I didn’t ask any questions.” Will he now also
claim—/ Interruption. |

Mr Speaker: Order. Mr Gullis, we heard enough last
week. I might not be able to hear what you are saying
but I can certainly see your mouth moving. It will be
moving outside if it continues.

Keir Starmer: Is the Prime Minister now going to
claim that he is the only person who was completely
unaware of serious allegations of bullying against the
Deputy Prime Minister before he appointed him?

The Prime Minister: The right hon. and learned
Gentleman asks what was known. I followed due process.
I appointed an independent adviser as soon as I was
made aware of new information. The independent adviser
has conducted his process. If the right hon. and learned
Gentleman is so concerned about what people are saying
and about behaviour in public life, recently, one of his
own MPs was forced to speak out because being in his
party had reminded her of being in an abusive relationship.
Then, his own office was caught undermining her. He
ought to be supporting her and her colleagues, but if he
cannot be trusted to stand up for the women in his
party, he cannot be trusted to stand up for Britain.

Keir Starmer: At the last count, the Deputy Prime
Minister was facing 24 separate allegations of bullying.
According to recent reports, some of the complainants
were physically sick. One says that they were left suicidal.
How would the Prime Minister feel if one of his friends
or relatives was forced to work for a bully simply
because the man at the top was too weak to do anything
about it?

The Prime Minister: I notice that the right hon. and
learned Gentleman did not say anything about how one
of his own MPs describes being in his party. When I was
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made aware of formal complaints, I instructed a leading
independent King’s counsel to conduct an investigation,
because I take action when these things happen.

What did the right hon. and learned Gentleman say
at the weekend? He said that hate had been allowed to
“spread unchallenged” in the Labour party under his
predecessor. He was speaking as if he was not even
there, but he was sitting right next to the right hon.
Member for Islington North (Jeremy Corbyn), supporting
him for four long years and not challenging. That is
typical of the right hon. and learned Gentleman—declining
to lead, sitting on the fence, carping from the sidelines
and never standing up for a principle that matters.
[Interruption. |

Mr Speaker: Order. I want to hear both sides. I will
not be interrupted by either side. I am particularly
looking for people who continue, because we will sort it
out today.

Keir Starmer: The Prime Minister is just like one of
his predecessors who treated questions about conduct
as something to brush off, and thought that ducking
responsibility was a perfectly reasonable response from
a Prime Minister. In fairness, at least his predecessor
did not go around pretending he was a paragon of
integrity and accountability. On that subject, was it a
coincidence that the two people who arranged an £800,000
line of credit for the former Prime Minister were shortlisted
for plum jobs at the BBC and the British Council?

The Prime Minister: As I said when we addressed this
previously, the appointments process for the BBC chairman
isrigorous, transparent and set out in a public code of conduct.
Indeed, it was fully supported not just by expert panel
members but by the cross-party Digital, Culture, Media
and Sport Committee, which included Labour Members
who described the appointment as impressive.

Back to this week and what is happening to the
people of this country, the right hon. and learned
Gentleman voted with the unions to oppose minimum
safety levels. He voted with Just Stop Oil to water down
the Public Order Bill. What do the unions and Just Stop
Oil have in common? They bankroll him and his party.
While he sides with extremist protesters and union
bosses, we stand up for hard-working Britons and
schoolchildren.

Keir Starmer: After 13 years in power, trying to
blame the Labour party for the Prime Minister’s failure
to sort out the strikes is rank pathetic. The Tory party’s
addiction to sleaze and scandal has done huge damage
to this country, and the cost to the public keeps adding
up. We have a justice system letting murderers walk the
streets, heart attack victims waiting hours for an ambulance,
and an economy that is shrinking quicker than the his
leadership. Even I could not quite believe it when I saw
that his Government are expecting taxpayers to pay the
legal fees for the right hon. Member for Uxbridge and
South Ruislip (Boris Johnson) to defend himself over
his lockdown rule breaking—a quarter of a million
pounds! Surely even this Prime Minister can put his
foot down, stand up to his old boss and tell him: he
made the mess, he can pick up the bill.

The Prime Minister: The right hon. and learned
Gentleman cannot stand up to his union bosses, he
cannot stand up for Britain’s schoolchildren today and
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he cannot stand up for the women in his party. We are
getting on: we are halving inflation, we are growing the
economy, we are reducing debt, we are cutting waiting
lists and we are stopping the boats. While he cannot
even figure out what he believes in, we will keep delivering
for Britain.

Q4. [903451] Mrs Heather Wheeler (South Derbyshire)
(Con): Does my right hon. Friend agree that integrated
care boards must prioritise more access to new GP
services, especially in places such as South Derbyshire,
where new housing estates are being built at the fastest
rate in England, and in particular on the new
brownfield development of Drakelow?

The Prime Minister: The Government are committed
to increasing the number of doctors in general practice,
and last year saw the highest ever number of doctors
accepting a GP training place. The British Medical
Association is consulting each year on the funding of
GP services. My hon. Friend will know that the NHS
has a statutory duty to ensure sufficient medical services,
including general practice, in each local area.

Mr Speaker: I call the SNP leader.

Stephen Flynn (Aberdeen South) (SNP): I would like
to pass on my condolences and those of my party to the
First Minister of Wales, and also to the family, friends
and colleagues of firefighter Barry Martin, who so
sadly lost his life following the blaze in Edinburgh last
week.

We have just marked the three-year anniversary of
Brexit. [HoN. MEewmBers: “Hear, hear!”] Government
Members will not be cheering in a moment, because we
have learned three things: the UK’s trade deficit has
grown, the economy is being hit to the tune of £100 billion
each year and, of course, the UK is expected to have the
worst-performing economy of all advanced nations.
Does the Prime Minister still believe that the UK can
afford not to be in the European Union?

The Prime Minister: If the hon. Member actually
looks at it, since Brexit the UK has grown exactly the
same as Germany. Not only that, but we are taking
advantage of Brexit to deliver for people across the UK,
whether that is in the fishing and farming communities
of Scotland or through the two new freeports that we
have just announced. The difference between his party
and ours is that we respect referendums.

Stephen Flynn: Let us be clear: taken together, 2022
and 2023 are expected to be the worst years for living
standards since the 1930s, and the economy is expected
to perform worse than sanction-hit Russia’s. As the
Brexit ship sinks with the Prime Minister and the Leader
of the Opposition at the helm, can the Prime Minister
blame those Scots who want to jump aboard the
independence lifeboat?

The Prime Minister: The No. 1 factor that is impacting
people’s living standards is inflation caused by high
energy prices as a result of a war in Ukraine; it has
nothing to do with Brexit. That is why the Government
are taking significant action, supporting every family
with £900 this winter. What I would say to the hon.
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Gentleman is that rather than obsessing about constitutional
arrangements, he should focus on delivering for the
people of Scotland. That is what we will do.

Q5. 1903452] David Johnston (Wantage) (Con): The baby
daughter of my constituents Gary and Sarah Andrews,
Wynter died just 23 minutes after she was born. When
they asked questions about that, the parents were told
that these things happened and that if hospitals had to
listen to the concerns of every mother they would be
overrun. Thanks to dogged campaigning by Gary and
Sarah and other parents whose babies had died avoidably,
Nottingham University Hospitals NHS Trust was found
to have systemic failures, and last week was given the
highest fine that has ever been given for failings in
maternity care.

Does my right hon. Friend agree that this case—this
situation—has to serve as a watershed moment, and
that we should not just have the highest standards of
maternity care, but when things go wrong in an NHS
trust or another body, those organisations have to be
open, honest and transparent about their failings so
that people can get the truth, and not have it hidden
from them?

The Prime Minister: [ am very sorry to hear about the
tragic case that my hon. Friend raises, and the whole
House will join me in sending our thoughts to Gary and
Sarah. We want to make sure that the NHS is the best
and safest place in the world to give birth. The NHS has
taken steps to improve, but cases such as the one that he
raises highlight the fact that more must be done.
Nottingham University Hospitals NHS Trust is receiving
support from expert maternity improvement advisers
and, nationally, the royal college is implementing
recommendations from the independent Ockenden report,
together with £127 million of extra investment. My
hon. Friend is absolutely right: when situations like this
arise, transparency is paramount so that we can seek
answers and make improvements.

Caroline Lucas (Brighton, Pavilion) (Green): It is
nearly 10 years since the tragic death of nine-year-old
Ella Roberta, the first person ever to have air pollution
listed on their death certificate. Yesterday, the environmental
improvement plan pledged to improve air quality, but
the Government’s target of 2040 is a whole generation
away. I do not think that that is fast enough, and neither
does Ella’s mum, Rosamund Adoo-Kissi-Debrah. So 1
ask on her mum’s behalf: will the Prime Minister agree
to meet us both to discuss the lifesaving measures in a
proposed new Bill called Ella’s law?

The Prime Minister: It is very sad to hear the case of
Ella, and our thoughts and hearts go out to her family.
Regarding the legislation, my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs will make a statement later today. We are confident
that the measures we are putting in place are not only
legally binding but world leading in tackling air quality.
The record over the past 10 years is one in which every
single air particulate has been reduced, with binding
targets to continue reducing them in future. Indeed, the
Environment Act 2021 makes sure that we have the
capability, accountability and ambition that we need
to make all the effective interventions to drive down
air pollution.
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Q7. [903454] Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) (Con):
Compared to what some people seem to believe, 82% of
the jobs in our economy are in the private sector and
18% are in the public sector. Most of those private
sector jobs are in the small businesses on which we will
depend for wealth creation and prosperity in future.
Will my right hon. Friend consider introducing a small
business test across Government, so that every regulation
we produce, every bit of legislation we produce, helps
not hinders small businesses? Does he share my ambition
that every white-van man and woman and every white-coat
tech worker in this country will regard the Conservative
party as their natural champion?

The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend is absolutely
right. This Government are proud to join him in supporting
small businesses. I am pleased to tell him that we do
have a small business test to consider whether the
impacts of regulatory changes will disproportionately
affect small and micro-businesses. I will make sure that
we apply that test rigorously, and he will be pleased to
know that many small businesses will benefit from
billions of pounds in business-rate reductions this coming
financial year, as well as from our annual investment
allowance which, at £1 million, is the most generous tax
incentive for investment for small businesses anywhere
in the world.

Q2. [903449] Anne McLaughlin (Glasgow North East)
(SNP): This morning, just two hours ago, I launched
the all-party parliamentary group on prepayment meters.
I did so because most people on those meters are on
very low incomes, yet they pay more per unit of energy
than the Prime Minister, they pay higher daily standing
charges than the Prime Minister, and they are automatically
disconnected from their energy supply the second they
run out of money. Perversely, right now, record numbers
of people are being forced to use them by the energy
companies. Can the Prime Minister even begin to imagine
how terrifying that moment is, when the lights go out
and everything shuts down? Does he agree with me—rather
than reading out what is written in front of him—that
what I have just described is completely unfair?

The Prime Minister: The Government do recognise
the challenges facing those on prepayment meters, and
that is why the Government are taking action. The
Secretary of State has set out five very specific points on
prepayment meters. Energy suppliers are being spoken
to to make sure that they treat customers with the
respect and flexibility that they deserve. Finally, Ofgem
has announced that it is launching a review into supplier
practices in relation to prepayment meters. All of this
comes on top of the considerable financial support that
this Government have provided to help people with
their energy bills, with more of that support being
targeted at the most vulnerable families in our society.

Q8. [903456] Rachel Maclean (Redditch) (Con): After
8,000 residents of Redditch signed my petition to bring
back chemotherapy to the Alex, the trust reversed its
decision to leave it at Kidderminster permanently—a
fantastic win for our town. I am grateful to the local
acute trust for listening so carefully and changing its
mind. Does the Prime Minister agree that it is right that
the acute trust can change its mind on provision of
maternity and paediatric services, so that women can
give birth in our wonderful town of Redditch?
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The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend has clearly been
a fantastic advocate for the Alex and for her constituents.
We have awarded £10.5 million to the local trust, and I
understand that some of that funding is being used to
improve maternity and paediatric services at the nearby
Worcestershire Royal. She will know that these operational
decisions are being made by integrated care boards, and
I know that she will continue to make her views known.

Q6. [903453] Andrew Gwynne (Denton and Reddish)
(Lab): If T had £1 for every time I had heard the Prime
Minister’s weak excuses, I would be able to pay the
former Chancellor’s tax Bill. It was last July that it
was reported that the National Crime Agency had
investigated the right hon. Member for Stratford-on-
Avon (Nadhim Zahawi). The then Prime Minister
knew. The media knew. We all knew. It is inconceivable
that the current Prime Minister did not know, so why
did he choose to ignore it?

The Prime Minister: I appointed an independent adviser
to fully examine the matter, establish facts and report
back. That is the process that the Labour party called
for, and that is the process that we followed.

Q10. [903458] John Penrose (Weston-super-Mare) (Con):
Two years ago, the Prime Minister commissioned me to
propose 30 ways to boost growth and make Britain the
most competitive country in the world. So far, we are
under way with about half of them, but some of
the most valuable, such as reforming ponderous and
expensive utilities regulators or building on our
international lead in open banking, have not moved at
all. Will he meet me to discuss how to channel our
inner Nigel Lawsons and unblock the arteries of our
economy with low-cost, pro-competition supply-side
reforms?

The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend has a long track
record of advocating for and implementing policies that
increase our competitiveness and reform the supply side
of our economy. His report was fantastic, and I look
forward to meeting him to discuss those things further
and help drive growth in this country.

Q9. [903457] Catherine West (Hornsey and Wood Green)
(Lab): Ambulance waiting times are out of control. My
constituent contacted me regarding her 93-year-old
mother, who lay collapsed on the ground at home for
17 hours and then queued for 13 hours to get into the
hospital. And yet on Monday the Prime Minister said
he had his “fingers crossed” that ambulance waiting
times would be reduced. Does he really think that is
enough?

The Prime Minister: If the hon. Lady actually looks,
she will see that we published on Monday a comprehensive
plan to reduce wait times in A&E and for ambulances,
backed with more funding, reform of the system, more
beds, more ambulances and more staff. It was a plan
that was warmly welcomed by all working in emergency
care and the ambulance services. They recognise that
this plan will deliver reduced waiting times and improve
care across the country, including in Labour-run Wales,
where there are some things they can benefit from.

QI12. 903460] Jerome Mayhew (Broadland) (Con): If
someone who grows up in Norfolk wants to become a
dentist, the nearest place they can train is Birmingham
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or London. It is not really surprising, therefore, that in
Norfolk we have a dearth of dentists, whether NHS or
private. We also know that where there is a dental
training school, more dentists end up working locally.
Will my right hon. Friend agree to look again at the
benefits of establishing a dental training school alongside
the excellent medical school at the University of East
Anglia?

The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend will know that
there are around 400 dentists with NHS activity in
Norfolk and Waveney, but he is right that centres of
dental development build on existing local infrastructure
to help to retain and recruit dentists, and I advise him to
encourage his local integrated care board to look at
proposals for one of those centres in his area.

Q11.903459] Mary Kelly Foy (City of Durham) (Lab):
The Prime Minister once said that he did not have any
working-class friends, so he may not be aware that
today half a million hard-working people are on strike,
including in his constituency. Tory Britain is not
working. Will the Prime Minister get a grip and
negotiate with working people, or does he intend to be
remembered as the Prime Minister who silenced and
sacked hard-working nurses, paramedics, teachers, rail
workers and firefighters in a cost of living crisis?

The Prime Minister: When it comes to teachers, we
have actually given them the highest pay rise in 30 years.
That includes a 9% pay rise for newly qualified teachers
and record investment in their training and development.
I am clear that our children’s education is precious, and
they deserve to be in school today being taught. The
Labour party would do well to say that the strikes are
wrong and that we should be backing our schoolchildren.

Q14. 1903462] Dr Neil Hudson (Penrith and The Border)
(Con): Sadly, suicide is the biggest killer of young people
under 35 in the UK. Andy Airey, my constituent, Tim
Owen and Mike Palmer are the Three Dads Walking.
Andy, Tim and Mike all tragically lost their precious
daughters, Sophie, Emily and Beth, to suicide, and have
campaigned tirelessly through charity walks for suicide
awareness and prevention to be included in the school
curriculum. I have been humbled to support them, by
joining them on their UK walk as they came through
Penrith; with their petition, which is due for parliamentary
debate on 13 March; and with my early-day motion,
which has had support from across the House. Will
the Prime Minister join me in paying tribute to the three
dads and will he meet me and them to discuss suicide
prevention and how we can save young lives in the
future?

The Prime Minister: Of course I pay tribute to Andy,
Tim and Mike, especially for channelling their personal
tragedies into such positive action to prevent it from
happening to other families. That is inspiring and they
deserve enormous credit. The Government are taking
action to improve the provision of mental health services
for young people in schools and colleges, but I will be
delighted to meet him and Andy, Mike and Tim to
discuss what more we can do.

Mr Speaker: I call Ian Blackford.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Oral Answers 342

Q13. 903461] Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye and Lochaber)
(SNP): I thank hon. Members for that welcome.

Ordinary people did not need to hear an IMF forecast
to understand that the UK economy is the worst performer
among the leading nations in the world. They live with
it every day. People know that energy bills are through
the roof and that 750,000 households face defaulting on
their mortgages while house prices fall. They know that
food prices are rising at a record rate of 16.7% as of
today. The Prime Minister has had 100 days in office
and his party 13 years in power. In all that time, does he
ever reflect that the only thing that the Tory party has
been good at is pushing people into poverty?

The Prime Minister: Aah, it is wonderful to hear from
the right hon. Gentleman and lovely to see him in his
place. We are continuing to deliver for people across the
UK, including in Scotland. He mentioned poverty, which
is lower today than when the Conservatives first came
into office; inequality is lower than when the Conservatives
first came into office; and the number of people on low
pay is the lowest on record.

Iain Stewart (Milton Keynes South) (Con): Today in
my constituency, there is a great sense of shock and
disbelief following last night’s horrific dog attack that
killed a four-year-old girl. The police investigation is
still going on, and it would not be appropriate to
speculate on the circumstances, but it would mean a
great deal if, on behalf of the House, the Prime Minister
could send our condolences to the family and the
community, and thank the emergency services for dealing
with the situation with their customary compassion and
professionalism.

The Prime Minister: I thank my hon. Friend and send
my condolences, and I am sure the whole House’s
condolences, to the girl’s family and the community
after this horrific incident. I join him in thanking the
emergency services. They have responded rapidly and
professionally, and I know that my hon. Friend himself
will be supporting them and his constituents during this
difficult time.

Christine Jardine (Edinburgh West) (LD): Thank you
very much, Mr Deputy Speaker. [Interruption. ] Can 1
blame the painkillers? Apologies, Mr Speaker.

This past weekend, I visited a charity that was hosting
an exhibition in my constituency about metastatic breast
cancer, which claims 31 lives each day in the United
Kingdom. The women there asked me to convey to the
Government the need for more awareness, more support,
more research and more drug availability. Will the Prime
Minister help to bring about that support? I have also
written to the Scottish Government, asking for their
support. In his next meeting with the First Minister, will
he mention it to her?

The Prime Minister: I pay tribute to the charity that
the hon. Lady mentioned for the work it does. She is
absolutely right: awareness is key in tackling and identifying
breast cancer symptoms early. That is one of the reasons
why we are investing more in diagnostic screening tools
to make sure that we can detect more cancers earlier,
treat them and, ultimately, save people’s lives. I would
be happy to pick up this particular topic with the First
Minister when I next speak to her and ensure that we
are working together to improve cancer services for
everyone, regardless of where they live in the UK.
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Shailesh Vara (North West Cambridgeshire) (Con):
Will the Prime Minister kindly confirm to the House
that, in the United Kingdom Government’s negotiations
with the EU regarding the Northern Ireland protocol,
the sovereignty of the United Kingdom and its four
nations will not be compromised?

The Prime Minister: I can give my right hon. Friend
that assurance. I know this is something that he cares
passionately about. The implementation of the protocol
is having an impact for communities in Northern Ireland.
That is why it needs to be addressed, which is what we
are attempting to do through constructive dialogue, but
the goal in that must be to ensure Northern Ireland’s
place in our precious Union.

Kim Johnson (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab): Since the
election of the fascist Israeli Government in December
last year, there has been an increase in human rights
violations against Palestinian civilians, including children.
Can the Prime Minister tell us how he is challenging
what Amnesty and other human rights organisations
are referring to as an apartheid state?
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The Prime Minister: The hon. Lady failed to mention
the horrific attacks on civilians inside Israel as well. It is
important in this matter to remain calm and urge all
sides to strive for peace, and that is very much what I
will do as Prime Minister and have done in the conversations
that I have had with the Israeli Prime Minister.

Sir John Hayes (South Holland and The Deepings)
(Con): In 2016, the British people had the wisdom and
foresight to take back control from foreign lawmakers.
When they did so, they believed we were taking back
control of our borders, yet since that time we have faced
wave after wave of illegal migration. Will my right hon.
Friend, without further delay, bring forward the necessary
legislation to turn back the tide and fulfil the promise
that was made to the British people?

The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend makes an
excellent point. That is why one of this Government’s
five priorities and promises to the British people is
indeed to stop the boats. We will introduce new legislation
that makes it unequivocally clear that if you arrive in
this country illegally, you will not be to stay, and we will
swiftly detain you and remove you to your own country
or a safe third alternative. That is the right and responsible
way to tackle this problem.
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Mr Speaker: Before we come to the urgent question, I
wish to state that although I encourage Members not to
refer to any ongoing legal proceedings, I am prepared to
allow a full discussion of the matter, given the importance
of the issue.

12.36 pm

Ian Byrne (Liverpool, West Derby) (Lab) (Urgent
Question): To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department if she will make a statement on the national
police response to the Hillsborough families report.

The Minister for Crime, Policing and Fire (Chris
Philp): I am extremely grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his question. I know this is a subject with profound
personal resonance for him. I pay tribute to him and
many others for the work they have done and continue
to do in memory of the victims of this awful tragedy
and to ensure that the lessons are learnt.

The Hillsborough disaster was an awful, devastating
tragedy. Its impact continues to be felt to this day,
especially by the families and friends of the victims. I
am sure the thoughts of the whole House are with
them. It is imperative that lessons are learned from the
experiences the Hillsborough families have gone through,
so I am very grateful to Bishop James Jones for the
report he produced, which highlighted a number of
points of learning for the Government, the police and
other agencies.

As my right hon. Friend the Home Secretary said
during yesterday’s debate, the Government are fully
committed to engaging with the Hillsborough families
prior to the publication of the Government’s formal
response. Since arriving in the Home Office two or three
months ago, I have asked for this work to be sped up,
and we are expecting it to come out in the course of this
spring. The National Police Chiefs’ Council and the
College of Policing published their response earlier this
week. I welcome their commitment to avoid repeating
the mistakes that were made, and I welcome the apology
that they gave. They made it clear that strong ethical
values and the need for humanity and humility in the
police response to public tragedies are critical. One of
the commitments they rightly made earlier this week
was to substantially strengthen and update their own
code of ethics in relation to these issues.

Some important steps have been made by the
Government in the past few years, which have addressed
a number, but not all, of the points that Bishop James
Jones published. For example, in 2020 a suite of police
integrity reforms was introduced, on a statutory basis,
via the professional standards for policing, which included,
crucially, a duty to co-operate with inquiries. Other
initiatives have already been taken forward to support
bereaved families, including the removal of means-testing
for exceptional case funding to cover legal support for
families at an inquest, which broadens the scope and
access for families; and the refreshing of our “Guide to
Coroner Services for Bereaved People” so that it is more
tailored to their needs and provides improved guidance
for others involved in the inquest process. The Inquiries
Act 2005 also provides a statutory process for funding
legal representation requests. Last year, the Home Office
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also established an independent pathology review, and
additional consultation with the families is now taking
place. A consultation has also taken place on retaining
police documents, which was the subject of a
recommendation made by the bishop, and the Ministry
of Justice has also consulted on establishing an independent
public advocate.

Those steps are important. They go a long way to
improving the situation, but they do not cover everything
that the bishop recommended, which is why we will be
responding in full. We intend to do so in the spring, but
after, of course, full and deep engagement with the
families concerned.

The Government are committed to making sure that
these lessons are learned following this awful tragedy
and I, as the newly appointed Police Minister, will do
everything that I can to work with Members across the
House, particularly those representing the affected
communities, to make sure that this does now happen
quickly.

Ian Byrne: Since that awful day on 15 April 1989,
97 people have died directly from the actions of South
Yorkshire police and other agencies, including the emergency
services, the Football Association and Sheffield Wednesday
Football Club, with families destroyed and survivors
traumatised—so traumatised that many have since taken
their own lives.

The lies and smears from the cover-up by the
establishment, which acted with impunity and arrogance
because it could, meant that justice was never delivered
for all those who have died and suffered since. In 2017,
Bishop Jones delivered the report “The patronising
disposition of unaccountable power: A report to ensure
the pain and suffering of the Hillsborough families is
not repeated.” Shamefully, we have not yet had a
Government response to his recommendations in the
report commissioned by the then Prime Minister, the
right hon. Member for Maidenhead (Mrs May).

Yesterday, Bishop Jones said that the delay was
intolerable. His recommendations are, in essence, the
Hillsborough law, which so many in this place and
outside have since campaigned for. We must always
remember that these recommendations are to ensure
that no other community goes through the suffering
that we have endured since 1989. They will hopefully
futureproof the ability to gain justice.

Yesterday, we finally had the response to the report
from the College of Policing and the National Police
Chiefs’ Council. This was the first apology from the
police force for its actions since the disaster 33 years
ago. For so many, including myself, it is far too little and
far too late.

Yesterday’s recommendations from the police did not
go anywhere near far enough to change the culture that
we came up against in our quest for justice. I ask the
Minister whether this Government will do the right
thing for future generations in our nation and implement
a Hillsborough law containing Bishop Jones’s
recommendations with immediate effect. The families
and survivors of so many disasters and consequent
state cover-ups deserve nothing less, and these injustices
must never again be allowed. If a Hillsborough law had
existed in 1989, we would have had a chance of justice
for the 97; without it we had none.
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Chris Philp: I fully understand and respect the sentiments
that the hon. Member so powerfully expressed in his
remarks. On the timing and the years that have passed
since the bishop’s report, for much of that time there
were ongoing legal proceedings and, of course, no one
wanted to prejudice those for obvious reasons. That
accounted for about four years—from 2017 to about
May 2021—but about 21 months have passed since then
and I agree that the Government response does need to
come out quickly. Indeed, since my appointment a
couple of months ago I have asked for it to be sped up,
and I want to make sure that that happens this spring,
following, of course, consultation with the families,
which is extremely important. That will include responses
to the points that the hon. Member made.

I reiterate that the statutory changes made to the
professional standards for policing in 2020 include a
duty of co-operation on police officers in relation to
inquiries, which, as he has said, is very important. He is
right: we do need to get on and respond comprehensively
to the bishop’s recommendations, which is what T am
working on.

Mrs Theresa May (Maidenhead) (Con): The apology
from the police is, of course, welcome, but it would
have been far better for them to have done their job
properly on that fateful April day, 34 years ago. If they
had done so, families of the 97—and, indeed, the whole
Liverpool community—would not have gone through
the suffering and anguish that they have had to bear
over the past 34 years.

Let me say first to my right hon. Friend that I do not
think saying vaguely that the Government’s response
will be available this spring is good enough: five years
on, they must now publish it. Secondly, does my right
hon. Friend agree that one of the elements that can be
put in place to help families if, sadly, such an event—a
tragedy of this sort— happens in the future is the
introduction of an independent public advocate, which
was promised in the Conservative party manifesto in
2017? Will he give a commitment now that the Home
Office will not put any barriers in the way of the work
of the Ministry of Justice in introducing such a body?

Chris Philp: As I mentioned, for approximately four
years following the publication of the report there were
ongoing criminal legal proceedings which nobody
wanted to prejudice, but, as I have said in the House
and as the Home Secretary said yesterday, we do
now want to get on and respond quickly and
comprehensively to the bishop’s report. As for the
introduction of an independent public advocate—a
measure being worked on by the Ministry of Justice, as
the right hon. Lady said—a public consultation has
taken place. The response is being worked on in the
usual way, but it is happening at pace.

Mr Speaker: I call the shadow Home Secretary.

Yvette Cooper (Normanton, Pontefract and
Castleford) (Lab): I thank my hon. Friend the Member
for Liverpool, West Derby (Ian Byrne), and all the
other Merseyside MPs, for pursuing this matter, and I
thank my hon. Friend for securing this urgent question.

Ninety-seven people lost their lives as a result of what
happened at Hillsborough on that terrible day 34 years
ago. We remember the football fans who never came
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home, and we must also never forget the shameful
cover-up that followed. The Hillsborough families have
fought for decades against obfuscation and lies to get to
the truth. Everyone hoped that the report from the
Right Rev. James Jones would be a turning point, and I
welcome the work that the former Home Secretary did
in commissioning that report, but it is five years on. The
police have rightly said:

“Police failures were the main cause of the tragedy and have
continued to blight the lives of family members ever since.”

Nevertheless, five years is too long, and what makes this
even more shameful is the fact that there is still no
Government response to what has happened. The Home
Secretary said yesterday that it was because of active
criminal proceedings, but those finished 18 months ago,
and the work could have taken place even while those
proceedings were ongoing.

In September 2021 the Government announced that
the response would be published by the end of the year,
and we are still waiting. The Home Secretary also said
yesterday that the Government were engaging with
families, but what engagement has taken place? Has the
Home Secretary met the families? Has she met the
bishop? And I have to ask, where is she today? Previous
Home Secretaries have shown respect to the families
and acknowledgement of the appalling ways in which
they have been wronged by being here to respond, and
it is a devastating failure of responsibility and respect
to them for her not to be here to respond.

The key measures on which we need a Government
response are well known: the duty of candour, the
public advocate and the elements of the Hillsborough
law. The Labour party stands ready to support that law
and get it into statute. Will the Government now
commit themselves to supporting it, and recognise
what the bishop has said about its being “intolerable”,
given the pain of those families, not to have a response?
The report is entitled “The patronising disposition of
unaccountable power”. Does the Minister accept that
that is exactly what this continued delay will feel like to
so many families and survivors now?

Chris Philp: I entirely agree with the shadow Home
Secretary’s opening comments—and, indeed, with what
has been said by other Members—about the appalling
impact that this has had on the families of those who
so tragically lost their lives. When I took my own son to
a Crystal Palace football game a few weeks ago, |
thought about how awful it must have been to be
trapped in those circumstances, which is a terrible thing
to contemplate.

As the shadow Home Secretary said, the police have
apologised for the terrible failings that took place on
the day and in the years subsequently. It is right that
they have apologised to the families, and to the country
as well. In relation to the timing, I have already said
that there were legal proceedings ongoing. It has been
18 to 21 months since those concluded, which is why
since I was appointed I have asked for the work to be
sped up, and it will be concluded rapidly and it will
respond to all the points in full.

I repeat the point I made earlier that a number of
things have happened already. The right hon. Lady
mentioned the independent public advocate. As she will
know from her own time in government, where a public
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consultation has taken place, it is generally speaking
a prelude to action. On the question of co-operating
with inquiries, the 2020 statutory professional standards
for policing did introduce that requirement, but the
response needs to cover all the points, and that will
happen soon.

Sir Robert Buckland (South Swindon) (Con): I
listened with great care to my right hon. Friend’s
response to the urgent question, but I have to press him
on the independent public advocate point. As my right
hon. Friend the Member for Maidenhead (Mrs May)
said, the Ministry of Justice, which I had the honour of
leading—I worked with her and the hon. Member for
Garston and Halewood (Maria Eagle)—is in a position
to go ahead with this policy. The consultation was five
years ago. What is stopping the Government from
doing this?

Chris Philp: As I have said before to others, including
the former Prime Minister, my right hon. Friend the
Member for Maidenhead (Mrs May), the consultation
has, as my right hon. and learned Friend the Member
for South Swindon (Sir Robert Buckland) said, taken
place. The usual processes in government are going on
to respond to that consultation. As soon as the
Ministry of Justice can make an announcement on this,
it will most certainly be doing so.

Mr Speaker: 1 call the Scottish National party
spokesperson.

Stuart C. McDonald (Cumbernauld, Kilsyth and
Kirkintilloch East) (SNP): May I also start by commending
the hon. Member for Liverpool, West Derby (Ian Byrne)
and his colleagues not just on securing the urgent
question, but on all their campaigning work on behalf
of survivors and families affected by Hillsborough? The
persistence, bravery and decency of the people of Liverpool
over these 34 years has been utterly extraordinary in the
face of cover-up and smear, but they need more than
warm words—they need a comprehensive response. The
long overdue police report, while a start, does not
provide a complete response. That needs the Government,
and we should have had a Government response before
now.

As Bishop Jones has said, the wait has been “intolerable”,
and the families are speaking about the bishop’s report
gathering dust. I appreciate that questions are being
raised that will not be answered today, in the light of the
announcement of a spring publication, but can the
Minister at least assure us that when that long overdue
response from the Government is published, we can
have a full debate on the Floor of the House on its
findings?

Secondly, the Minister referred to engagement with
the families. There has been some good engagement,
but there have been some ropy times as well, so can he
say a little more about what form that engagement will
take going forward?

Chris Philp: T thank the hon. Gentleman for his
question and for the sentiments he expressed, which I
completely understand. In relation to a full debate,
scheduling business in the House is not my responsibility,
but it would seem to me like a reasonable request to
make, and I will certainly pass it on to my colleagues
who are responsible for scheduling parliamentary business.
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Families have been fully engaged. One reason why the
independent pathology review, which had been commenced,
has been temporarily paused is to allow for more
engagement to take place, because families rightly felt
that they wanted to be more involved. That engagement
is continuing. Critically, before the Government response
is published, there will be more such engagement, for
the obvious reasons that the hon. Gentleman rightly
points to.

Alexander Stafford (Rother Valley) (Con): The
Hillsborough disaster and the following cover-up by
South Yorkshire police was a devastating tragedy that
undermined the faith of my communities in Rother
Valley and South Yorkshire in the police. The police
apology yesterday was the bare minimum that could be
done. Will my right hon. Friend assure me that, as part
of this process, the Government will thoroughly engage
not only with the families of the 97, but with the wider
communities in Liverpool, Leeds and Sheffield, to make
sure that lessons can be learned so that such an awful
tragedy does not happen again and that there will be no
more police cover-ups of such awful disasters?

Chris Philp: My hon. Friend makes a powerful point.
I agree with the points he has made. I can confirm that
the engagement he rightly requests will happen.

Mr Speaker: I call the Chair of the Select Committee.

Dame Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North)
(Lab): It was a great pleasure to meet Bishop James
Jones recently. As an aside, I pay tribute to his work in
securing the infected blood inquiry, which is another
example of the patronising disposition of unaccountable
power, where cover-ups and secrecy become a further
scandal on top of the original events. Given that the
Home Secretary is not here, may I ask the Minister
whether she has met Bishop James Jones to discuss his
report on Hillsborough and the Government response?

Chris Philp: I am afraid that I do not have visibility of
the Home Secretary’s diary, so I cannot give a direct
answer, but I can certainly ask the Home Secretary to
write to the Chair of the Select Committee in response
to that question. I add my thanks to hers to the bishop
for the work he has done in both of the areas to which
she referred. In the coming months, there will be very
full engagement with all the interested parties, including
Members of Parliament who represent the relevant
communities, for the reasons that she mentioned.

Rob Butler (Aylesbury) (Con): I was at university in
Sheffield at the time of the Hillsborough disaster. A
friend of mine died in that tragedy; another was seriously
injured. I pay tribute to the residents of Sheffield, who
are very rarely mentioned but who showed compassion
and gave real practical support on that day to people
they did not know. They raced to the stadium, they
offered free taxi journeys to help people to get where
they needed to go, and they looked after people in their
homes and provided them with hot meals. It was an
incredibly moving thing to witness.

It has taken too long to learn the lessons of Hillsborough.
Will my right hon. Friend confirm, irrespective of the
timing of the publication of a Government response,
that he will emphasise to all police forces around the
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country that if such an appalling tragedy ever happens
again, their officers must behave openly and sympathetically,
even if it means showing their own shortcomings?

Chris Philp: Yes, I can do that. I thank my hon.
Friend for his question, particularly in the light of how
he has been personally affected by the tragedy. I can
give him that assurance. Some steps have already been
taken, partly through the changes made in 2020 to the
statutory professional standards for policing. That will
be further reinforced by the updated code of ethics,
which will be published by the College of Policing,
following its announcement yesterday, with the exact
purpose that my hon. Friend has just set out in mind.

Maria Eagle (Garston and Halewood) (Lab): It is
unconscionable that 18 months after the collapse of the
criminal trials, there has still been no Government
response to the bishop’s report. The fact that we will
have to wait until spring, whenever that is, shows that
the work is not finished, more than five years after that
report was written and published. It is outrageous
that the Government have done nothing to sort this out
in that time.

The Minister keeps referring to the consultation on
the independent public advocate. That happened in
2018. The Government have not yet responded to their
own consultation on the independent public advocate.
But I can get the Minister off the hook. My Public
Advocate (No. 2) Bill will be considered again in the
Chamber this Friday. If the Minister were to stop his
Whip objecting to it for the 12th time in this Session, we
could get it into Committee and start this legislation
rolling. It is a key part of the Hillsborough law, along
with the duty of candour and the equality of arms at
inquests. With the support of Labour Front Benchers,
the Minister could do himself and his Government a
favour by getting that legislation through.

Chris Philp: As I have said, we are working quickly
on the comprehensive response. The hon. Lady says
that nothing has happened since 2018, but with great
respect I do not think that is entirely accurate. I have
referenced the professional standards for policing introduced
in 2020, which introduced a duty to co-operate. I have
mentioned the pathology review that has happened. I
have mentioned the consultation on the independent
public advocate, and I can tell her that that is being very
actively worked on by the Ministry of Justice as we
speak. We have had changes made to the exceptional
case funding at inquest, so the means testing has been
removed. A lot has been done. But I do accept that a
comprehensive Government response is required. Since
arriving at the Home Office, I have asked for that to be
done as quickly as possible, and it will be.

Kevin Foster (Torbay) (Con): Anyone who knows the
story of Coventry City’s 1987 cup run will know that
there was a match at Hillsborough where a near crush
took place, making what then happened two years later
tragically predictable. The Hillsborough disaster was a
tragedy; the lies, smears and cover-ups that followed
were an absolute disgrace, worrying echoes of which we
saw after the Champions League final last year, so the
extended delay in getting this response out just makes it
even worse. Will the Minister at least commit today to
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the principle of the independent public advocate, to
ensure that in future, families would be on a level
playing field?

Chris Philp: I thank my hon. Friend for his question,
and agree with his point about the policing failures at
the time. It is right that the police comprehensively
apologised yesterday for the police’s behaviour, both at
the time and in the years subsequently. As I say, the
consultation on the independent public advocate did
happen, and it is under active consideration at the
moment. I do not want to pre-empt the Ministry of
Justice’s work on that, because it is for the Ministry of
Justice to publicly respond, but I can tell my hon.
Friend and others that they are actively working on it at
the moment.

Derek Twigg (Halton) (Lab): It is an absolute disgrace
that the Home Secretary was sat on the Government
Benches just before this debate started, but has left—a
debate about a disaster that has no parallel, in terms of
what happened and the injustice that took place. I am
quite sure that the right hon. Member for Maidenhead
(Mrs May) would never have left the Front Bench in
these circumstances.

Mr Deputy Speaker, as you may be aware, I have a
number of constituents who lost loved ones at Hillsborough,
and I myself was present that day at the disaster. As |
am sure my hon. Friend the Member for Garston and
Halewood (Maria Eagle) will agree, my hon. Friend and
I are so proud to have been privy to the work of the
Hillsborough families over the years in fighting for
justice. Part of the injustice that has existed over the
years—apart from the general injustice—was the continued
delays, the time it took to try to get to justice and get to
the bottom of what went wrong, even though we all
knew, and to get the report out. It took a long, long
time, and this is adding to the torture of the families
and those people who were affected by Hillsborough, so
the Minister saying that he hopes to have a response by
the spring is just not good enough. I ask him to come
back to the House before the recess in February with an
actual date for when that response will be given to the
House.

Chris Philp: I thank the hon. Member for his question,
particularly given that he has such direct personal experience
of the tragedy that unfolded—that he was there himself,
all those years ago. I agree that speed of resolution is
now important after all this time: too much time has
passed, and I can give the hon. Member my assurance
that I want this done as soon as possible. It is something
I have personally pressed for since arriving, and I will be
doing everything I can to expedite this process and get
the comprehensive response published as quickly as
possible.

Bob Blackman (Harrow East) (Con): For football
fans everywhere, 15 April 1989 is seared on the memory,
and my sympathy is with the families of the victims who
tragically lost their lives. One of the problems here is
that, as my hon. Friend the Member for Torbay (Kevin
Foster) alluded to, this could have happened in 1987—it
could have happened in 1981. I was present for the
semi-final held at Hillsborough when crushing took
place, but the difference then was that there were no
cages. In 1989, the Liverpool fans who lost their lives
were caged in and could not escape.
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The key problem is that, in the same way, following
the policing in 1981, 1987 and 1989, the lessons were
not learned. I personally gave evidence to the inquiry
about what happened in 1981, yet nothing seems to
have happened about those aspects of policing. Will my
hon. Friend the Minister ensure that there will be a duty
of candour and the other legislative measures that we
need to ensure that the police own up to their mistakes,
rather than cover them up for 34 years? They may
apologise now, but it is far too late for the victims.

Chris Philp: My hon. Friend is right to point to the
police failings at the time, and the fact that they essentially
created the tragic situation that unfolded. The apology
they gave yesterday was important: it was comprehensive,
I think it was heartfelt, and it is good that they have
done that. It is also important that they change the way
that they respond in those circumstances, as my hon.
Friend has said. That is why the changes to the code of
ethics that the College of Policing will be bringing
forward are important, and it is why the duty of candour
I have referred to previously, enshrined in the statutory
professional standards, is important as well. But I do
agree with the points that my hon. Friend has made.

Dan Carden (Liverpool, Walton) (Lab): Former Bishop
of Liverpool James Jones’s report laid bare the sheer
scale of the failure of the police at Hillsborough and the
lies, smears and state cover-up that followed. It is
disappointing, to say the least, that it has taken this
long for an apology to come from the National Police
Chiefs’ Council and the College of Policing, and it does
nothing to undo the horrific abuse of power that has
been seen. What is worse—what is more shameful—is
that five years on, we are still waiting for the Government’s
response to the report.

The appalling treatment of the Hillsborough families
did not happen in isolation. As we have heard, from the
contaminated blood scandal to Grenfell, it is part of a
problem of failure and cover-up. When will the Government
finally listen to calls for the Hillsborough law? Will the
Minister back the Public Advocate (No. 2) Bill introduced
by my hon. Friend the Member for Garston and Halewood
(Maria Eagle) so that the scales of justice can be levelled
in favour of the bereaved families?

Chris Philp: We will be bringing forward the full
response as quickly as possible. That is important, as
Members on both sides of the House have pointed out.
In relation to the Hillsborough law, that will be included
in the response. However, via the professional standards
of policing in 2020, which are statutory and were introduced
by regulations, we have already introduced the duty of
co-operation in relation to inquiries, which is one of the
most important elements of that. Our response on the
independent public advocate, which is also important,
will happen as quickly as possible. The Ministry of
Justice is working on it actively right now.

Sir Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): It is not
good enough. First of all, the Minister criticises his
immediate predecessor, my hon. Friend the Member for
Corby (Tom Pursglove), who, as I understand it, really
was trying to get to grips with this issue. Secondly, he
fails to explain why the Government are blocking this
legislative vehicle for establishing the independent public
advocate. What is going to happen is that the Government
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will report at the end of the spring, and then they will
say it will take a long time to get through any legislation.
We have a legislative opportunity before us. The debate
began last July! Why will the Government not allow
that Bill to have its Second Reading this Friday?

Chris Philp: First of all, to be clear, I am in no way
criticising my immediate predecessor, who was only in
post for a matter of two or three months. For the
record, I am most certainly not criticising him, and I
frankly resent the insinuation that I was. The Government
are not blocking progress on the issue of the independent
public advocate, but there is a process to go through to
get cross-Government agreement. The Ministry of Justice
is working on it, and we will respond as quickly as
possible.

Paula Barker (Liverpool, Wavertree) (Lab): I would
like to place on the record my thanks to my hon. Friend
the Member for Liverpool, West Derby (Ian Byrne) for
securing this debate, and to pay tribute to my hon.
Friend the Member for Garston and Halewood (Maria
Eagle) and the right hon. Member for Maidenhead
(Mrs May) for their work. It is a pleasure to follow the
hon. Member for Christchurch (Sir Christopher Chope)—
something I never thought I would say in this Chamber.

After 34 long years, the police finally acknowledged
what every decent Scouser and every decent person in
this country knew: a failure in policing was the main
cause of the tragedy that saw the death of 97 innocent
men, women and children. Our city has never given up
the fight for truth, justice and accountability. I have
heard nothing from the Minister at the Dispatch Box
today to say why the Government have not responded
to the report for five long years. This Friday, the Minister
has the ideal opportunity to back the Bill of my hon.
Friend the Member for Garston and Halewood and the
duty of candour. We do not want to hear the reasons
why it cannot be done or that something will be brought
forward in the spring. The Government have an ideal
opportunity to back this Bill on Friday. The first question
is, will they do that? If not, why not?

Secondly, the Secretary of State for Education—herself
a Scouser—did the media round today. On BBC Radio 4,
she said that there had been no Government response
to Bishop James Jones’s Hillsborough report because of
ongoing criminal trials. The last trial finished in May
2021, and the police conduct investigation is ongoing.
Does the Minister agree, after all the smears and all the
lies, and after 34 years, that Ministers have a responsibility
to ensure that what they say in the media round is
truthful?

Chris Philp: As I said earlier, several things have been
done in the last few years to address the issues that have
been raised—not comprehensively and not everything—but
they include the professional standards for duty of
co-operation; the pathology review; consulting on retaining
documents, which is another recommendation; the
consultation on the independent public advocate, and
the removal of means-testing for exceptional case funding
for bereaved families and inquests. All those things have
been done.

The IPA is a Ministry of Justice lead. I cannot speak
for that Department, but I can say that it is working
actively on it.
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The position on the delay is as I explained earlier.
Between 2017 and May 2021, there were ongoing legal
proceedings, as the hon. Lady just said. For the past
18 to 21 months, that has not been the case, and we need
to get on quickly and bring forward the full Government
response. [ will make sure that that happens.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): Order. Because
of the nature of the urgent question, I am giving a bit
more latitude on the length of questions, but please
help me by trying to focus as quickly as possible on the
question in hand.

Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): My constituents
have waited long enough. That was true last month
when the Secretary of State for Justice gave me the same
pathetic response. I am afraid that I have concluded
that the Minister does not know very much about the
issue. It affects not just Merseyside, but the whole
country. As others have said, it is not just about football
or Hillsborough. It affects people who have suffered
because of Grenfell, contaminated blood and a host of
matters where the state has tried to protect itself instead
of putting the interests of the citizen first.

I want a straightforward yes or no answer. When the
Bill promoted by my hon. Friend the Member for
Garston and Halewood (Maria Eagle) comes before the
House on Friday, will the Government block it—yes
or no?

Chris Philp: I have already explained several things
that the Government have done in the past few years to
address the issues that the bishop’s inquiry raised—[Hon.
MEewMmBERrs: “Answer the question!”] I am going to. They
include the duty of candour on police in relation to
inquiries. That was done in 2020. I have been asked
about the independent public advocate several times
and I have given the same answer. It is a Ministry of
Justice, not a Home Office lead. I cannot speak for
another Minister’s area of responsibility. It is with the
Ministry of Justice, which is actively considering it and
will respond shortly.

Mick Whitley (Birkenhead) (Lab): I commend my
hon. Friend the Member for Liverpool, West Derby
(Ian Byrne) for securing the urgent question.

More than 30 years after the Hillsborough disaster,
and more than five years after the publication of Bishop
Jones’s report, the National Police Chiefs” Council and
the College of Policing have finally apologised for what
they described as decades of “deflection and denial”.
However, for many of my constituents, who are still
haunted by that terrible day, that is too little, too late.

Does the Minister agree that while plans to revise the
police code of ethics are welcome, a new duty of candour
on public authorities must have a statutory footing, so
that no family ever again has to struggle for truth and
justice, which the Hillsborough families sought for decades?

Chris Philp: A duty of co-operation on police in
relation to inquiries was set out in the professional
standards for policing in 2020. We will respond to the
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wider duty of candour, to which point of learning 14 in
the bishop’s report referred, along with everything else,
shortly.

Dame Angela Eagle (Wallasey) (Lab): The Minister
speaks from the Dispatch Box for not only his Department,
but the entire Government. I would have expected him
to know what the approach of the Ministry of Justice to
the Bill promoted by my hon. Friend and sister the
Member for Garston and Halewood (Maria Eagle) on
Friday would be before he came here. Will he at least say
from the Dispatch Box that when he leaves the Chamber,
he will go to the Ministry of Justice and get permission
from them to ensure that on Friday, my hon. Friend and
sister’s Bill, which provides for an independent public
advocate, will be let into Committee and not be blocked,
so that the clauses that the Ministry of Justice is currently
drafting can be incorporated into the Bill in Committee?
We have a legislative vehicle, we could do it now, and he
could enhance his reputation. We have a legislative
vehicle, we could do it now, and he could enhance his
reputation.

Chris Philp: I would be very happy to convey the hon.
Lady’s request to my Ministry of Justice colleagues.

Kim Johnson (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab): I send my
support and respect to all the families and friends who
have fought for justice for the victims of Hillsborough.
The Government have said that they will respond in due
course, and today we have heard that might be in the
spring but it could be any time soon. The Labour party
has pledged to create a new Hillsborough law. Can the
Minister, without looking at his notes, commit to supporting
the Bill introduced by my hon. Friend the Member for
Garston and Halewood (Maria Eagle), and to supporting
an independent public advocate?

Chris Philp: 1 have just responded on the public
advocate point. On the Hillsborough law point, which is
different, we will respond to that and the recommendation
in point of learning 14 with the rest of it. But as I have
said quite a few times, we have already, on a statutory
basis, changed and updated the professional standards
for policing to include a duty to co-operate with inquiries
imposed on the police.

Margaret Greenwood (Wirral West) (Lab): I pay tribute
to everybody who has campaigned for justice for the 97.
I was a young school teacher in Liverpool when
Hillsborough happened, and I remember how traumatised
the children were on the following Monday and in
subsequent weeks and months. I pay tribute to my hon.
Friend the Member for Liverpool, West Derby (Ian
Byrne) for securing the urgent question.

I hear what the Minister is saying about a Hillsborough
law, but can he tell us whether, in principle, he agrees
that we should have a Hillsborough law that would
place a new legal duty of candour on public authorities
and officials—not just the police, but all public authorities
and officials—and would ensure that victims of disasters
or state-related deaths are entitled to parity of legal
representation during inquests and inquiries?

Chris Philp: I thank the hon. Lady for her question,
particularly given that she and many other Members
have been affected personally by the tragedy. It has
touched an extraordinary number of lives in many
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different ways, including hers. We will respond fully
when we reply to the bishop’s report, and I want to
make sure that happens as quickly as possible. It is very
important that public bodies respond quickly, openly
and honestly, and with integrity, and that they do not
try to cover things up, as obviously happened in this
terrible case. We all have a shared interest in making
sure that it never happens again.

Justin Madders (Ellesmere Port and Neston) (Lab): I
thank my hon. Friend the Member for Liverpool, West
Derby (Ian Byrne) for securing this urgent question, but
the truth is that he should not have had to do so. As
soon as the police made the apology, there should have
been a Government statement, and it should have been
the Home Secretary giving that statement. I am afraid
this gives the impression that this issue is not a priority,
which, given the history, is completely unforgiveable.
Following the question from my hon. Friend the Member
for Halton (Derek Twigg), I suggest to the Minister that
he should go back to the Home Secretary this afternoon
and express in the strongest terms that it would be
sensible for her to come back at the next opportunity
with a concrete date by which the Government will
respond to the bishop’s report.

Chris Philp: The Home Secretary did of course reference
this issue during her speech in yesterday’s debate—I
think it was in response to an intervention. To be fair to
the Home Secretary, she addressed the issue in the
House as recently as yesterday, but I can assure the hon.
Gentleman that it is already the subject of urgent
discussions. I want to see action on this as quickly as he
and others do, and I am committed to making sure that
happens.

Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East) (Lab): As someone
who was present at Hillsborough on that terrible day
and who was the leader of the council, I echo comments
made by Conservative Members—first, about the incredibly
generosity and warmth of Sheffield residents around
the ground, who welcomed very distraught people into
their homes and gave them whatever help they could.

Secondly, the hon. Member for Harrow East (Bob
Blackman) is right; the South Yorkshire police are
accountable for what they have done. They probably
have not been accountable enough, given their enormous
failings. But there was also a failing to recognise that
circumstances had changed, with cages being put around
grounds. As Lord Justice Taylor recommended in his
report, those cages had to be taken down because they
were making so many grounds in this country unsafe.
Essentially, they were put there to treat every football
fan as a hooligan, without any thought for spectator
safety, and we ought to learn some lessons from that as
well.

When the Government eventually produce their report,
rather than merely giving us warm words and commitments,
will they say how they will ensure that every single
police force in the country abides by the recommendations
in the report and implements them in full?

Chris Philp: First, I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
question. Like so many in the Chamber today and
across the country, he was personally affected—indeed,
he was actually present. I completely agree with his
point about caging; as a football fan myself—I take my
son to Crystal Palace—the idea of people being caged is

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Hillsborough Families Report: 358
National Police Response

completely wrong. In answer to his direct question: yes,
when there is a response to the report, which will be
soon, it is important to make sure that it has teeth and is
not just warm words; that it has biting and binding
effect. I am confident it will, in the way that he asked.

Gill Furniss (Sheffield, Brightside and Hillsborough)
(Lab): T thank my hon. Friend the hon. Member for
Liverpool, West Derby (Ian Byrne) for securing this
urgent question. Like many others, I have never forgotten
that day. I lived just around the corner from the football
ground and remember seeing young people queueing
outside phone boxes—probably 50 of them—with not
one word being spoken, because they were so traumatised.
I have never seen anything like it. There were young
people trembling around the streets in my area. Yes, lots
of us went out to support them, because that is what we
do in Sheffield. None of us has ever forgotten that tragic
day, let alone the travesty of justice that has followed.

The Hillsborough disaster will live long in the memory
of my constituents, but it is completely unacceptable
that, more than 30 years on, 97 families are still waiting
for justice and assurances that this can never happen
again. It would show those families the respect they
deserve if the Government were to do exactly what my
hon. Friend the Member for Wallasey (Dame Angela
Eagle) has asked for, by supporting the Bill that will be
debated in the Chamber on Friday. Let us show the
families the respect that they deserve and have not
received until now.

Chris Philp: A lot has been done already to address
many of the issues that the bishop raised in his report. I
have gone through them previously, but they include,
critically: those professional standards for policing, the
removal of the means test on exceptional case funding,
and many other things that I have set out and will not
repeat. We want to honour the families by responding
in full. We want to make sure that this will never happen
again. I have already committed to raising the IPA
point with Ministry of Justice colleagues, which I will
do straightaway. I hope that, through the actions taken
already and the response we will bring forward as
quickly as possible, we will show the families of those
who suffered this appalling tragedy that the Government
and the whole House are with them. I want to make
sure that no one has to go through what they went through.

Stephanie Peacock (Barnsley East) (Lab): I do not
think that the Government’s response is acceptable, and
neither is the Minister’s; he can read out the same thing
again and again, but he is simply not answering the
question. Why will the Government not back the Bill on
Friday? I would like to press him further on the
Hillsborough law. The Government have access to a
blank cheque for legal representation, yet victims have
to navigate an often alien and complex system to access
limited legal aid. Does he agree that victims should have
access to public money on the same terms as the state
for legal representation during inquests and inquiries?

Chris Philp: That is an important issue. It was one of
the points that the bishop raised in his report, which we
will respond to. We have already taken action in this
area already by removing the means test for exceptional
case funding at inquest for the reason the hon. Lady set
out.
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Clive Efford (Eltham) (Lab): The fact that the Home
Secretary did not think that it was a priority to be here
to answer this urgent question is a complete disgrace,
and yet another snub to the families of the Hillsborough 97.
We know what will happen on Friday. The Bill being
promoted by my hon. Friend the Member for Garston
and Halewood (Maria Eagle) is No. 10 on the Order
Paper. The Whips will sit on the Government Benches
and anonymously shout “Object” when the Bill is read
out, unless the Government change their position. We
need no further debate on this issue. We can get the Bill
into Committee, debate it line by line and get the
legislation through. There is a vehicle for doing it right
here, right now in this House. It will be forever to the
condemnation of this Government if they do not take
that opportunity.

Chris Philp: As I have said, the Home Secretary
spoke about the issue when she was asked about it in
this House yesterday. The private Member’s Bill of the
hon. Member for Garston and Halewood (Maria Eagle)
is due for consideration on Friday; [ have already committed
to communicating with my Ministry of Justice colleagues
on the topic, and I will do so.

Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD): Any indication of obfuscation is dangerous for
the Government. We must have a Hillsborough law. We
must have a report in full, as soon as possible. A
functioning democracy depends on public trust in the
police forces; without that trust, democracy itself is
undermined. I would like to hear a word of recognition
from the Minister that this is a dangerous situation that
we have to put right. We have to make sure that the
general public—our voters, the people of the United
Kingdom—have proper faith in their police forces. Right
now, that faith has been damaged by all that we have seen.

Chris Philp: The hon. Gentleman raises a valid point.
Policing takes place by consent, and it is important that
the public have confidence in the police force. That is
why the apology yesterday from the police and the
acknowledgment of the terrible, terrible mistakes and
wrongdoing—not just all those years ago, but in the
years that followed—was right. That is important. The
police have committed to change their own code of
ethics to build trust in policing, which reflects the hon.
Gentleman’s point.

Action is also being taken on the vetting issues that
we have debated in this House over the past two or three
months. We are looking to review the way in which
dismissals from the police happen, so we can allow chief
constables more readily to remove officers who are
guilty of misconduct or of poor performance more
generally. I agree with the hon. Gentleman’s point;
action is under way.

Let me end my answer by saying that, despite the
points that the hon. Gentleman has raised and other
points that we have debated in this House over the past
few months, the vast majority of police officers are
dedicated, hard-working, decent people who put themselves
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in danger for our safety. But where there are terrible
failings, as there have been in this case and others that
we have debated recently, it is critical that robust action
is taken, because without public confidence we cannot
have an effective police force.

Dame Nia Griffith (Llanelli) (Lab): We absolutely
need a Hillsborough law. We hear that all police forces
in England and Wales have signed the charter for families
bereaved through public tragedy, but the Minister should
not be surprised if that has been met with some cynicism.
To prevent the charter from being just empty words,
what steps is the Minister taking to ensure that all forces
are fully trained in and regularly updated on its
requirements, and that they implement it in full when
they deal with any future tragedy?

Chris Philp: I thank the hon. Lady for her question,
which is a good one. Charters, codes and so on, in this
context or any other, are only as good as their
implementation. The College of Policing—particularly
Chief Constable Andy Marsh, who leads it—has made
it clear that implementation of the charter will be a
topic in training across all 43 police forces. Moreover, |
expect His Majesty’s inspectorate of constabulary and
fire and rescue services to ensure it looks at that when it
conducts its regular PEEL—police effectiveness, efficiency
and legitimacy—inspections. I would be happy to raise
the matter next time I see Andy Cooke, the chief inspector,
to make sure that he is keeping an eye on the issue. The
hon. Lady raises a very good point, and I will take it
away.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): 1 thank the hon.
Member for Liverpool, West Derby (Ian Byrne), as
always, and others in this Chamber who have consistently
brought this matter to the fore. No words and no
amount of money can bring back a loved one or soothe
the grief of loss, but the Minister will know that full
accountability and openness can help some people to
move on. Does he really believe that is being achieved?
Will he consider implementing and legislating on the
proposals in the 2017 Jones report as a signal that
changes will be made to prevent this from ever happening
again?

Chris Philp: Closure for victims’ families through
openness is critical. The bishop’s report was an important
part of that, as were the various inquiries that happened
in the aftermath; we will respond in full. There were, 1
think, 25 points of learning, some of which address the
issues that the hon. Gentleman has quite rightly spoken
about. When we respond in full to the bishop’s report,
those issues will be addressed.

In closing, I repeat that I want to see this happen as
quickly as possible. Hon. Members on both sides of the
House have made very clear the House’s expectation
that it will happen as quickly as possible. I will make
sure that it is my duty to ensure that it does.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I thank Ian
Byrne for his urgent question, all those who have taken
part and the Minister for responding for over 50 minutes.
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The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Dr Thérése Coffey): I would like to update
the House on the next steps that the Government are
taking to help nature recover through our new
environmental improvement plan. It is a delivery plan
setting out how we will achieve our ambitious, stretching
environmental targets, the most critical of which is to
halt the decline of nature by the end of this decade. We
can and must achieve that, both here in the UK and
globally.

We are already under way. In this Government’s first
100 days, we have already delivered with legally binding
targets to halt nature’s decline, clean up our air and
rivers and support a circular economy; playing an
instrumental role in a new global agreement for nature
at the UN nature summit COP15; enacting the legal
duty on Government, national and local, on considering
biodiversity; publishing our environment principles policy
statement; setting out in detail our transformational
farming schemes with the full range of actions we will
pay farmers and land managers to do to restore nature;
announcing we will ban the most commonly littered
single-use plastic items from October 2023; agreeing to
enact mandatory sustainable urban drainage systems
for new development, which will reduce the risk of
surface water flooding and pollution; putting in place
the plant biosecurity strategy for Great Britain, a five-year
vision for plant health to protect native species, with
plants providing an annual value of £15.7 billion to the
UK; and agreeing with the devolved Administrations
our approach to managing fisheries. There is much
more I could add.

Nature is a crucial part of our islands’ story and our
shared future. We know what is special with our rare
habitats and our iconic species, and we also know the
pressures it is under. We rely on our natural capital for a
secure supply of food, for clean air, and for clean water,
as well as for leisure and genuine joy. However, nature
has been taken for granted for too long and used freely
as a resource with little thought for the consequences.
We have to reverse that and respect nature.

Seventy years ago, people were waking up to the
devastation of the great flood of 1953, in which more
than 300 people died, reminding us that the full force of
nature can bring us challenges. We took action then and
it is why we have continued to invest billions of pounds
in protecting people’s homes and in better protecting
more than 100,000 local businesses to safeguard around
100,000 jobs. However, nature can also help us to tackle
some of our great challenges, so we need to help protect
nature too. Undoubtedly and understandably, the pandemic
set us back in some areas, as we responded to the
emergency at hand. A silver lining to that experience, if
any is to be had, was the opportunity for us to reconnect
with nature, and I am particularly pleased by our pledge
in this plan to bring access to a green or blue space
within a 15-minute walk of everyone’s homes, be that
parks, canals, rivers, countryside or coast.

Our focus is on picking up the pace and scaling up at
home, and around the world, and that is why we are
putting nature top of the international agenda as well.
We brought nature into the heart of our collective
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response to climate change under our presidency of
COP26 in Glasgow. At COP27 the Prime Minister said
that

“there is no solution to climate change without protecting and
restoring nature”.

The House may have heard me before extol the marvel
of mangroves as the ultimate example of how investing
in nature is an essential, effective and cost-effective way
to take on a multitude of challenges. The key achievement
of 2022 was the agreement reached at the UN nature
summit, the Convention on Biological Diversity COP15
in Montreal.

To level with the House, there is much, much more to
do to restore the natural world. Some of the challenges
are not always so easy or so quick to fix as we might all
hope, yet I assure hon. Members that with our new legal
duty to consider biodiversity, guided by our environmental
principles policy, we are embedding nature in the heart
of every decision that Government will take for the long
haul. We have a plan for the whole of Government to
support this national endeavour and we have already
started the journey with a great many improvements.

We are replacing the EU’s bureaucratic common
agricultural policy, which did so little for farmers or
nature, and rewarding our farmers for taking action to
help nature retain and regain good health, reduce emissions
and produce food sustainably. Those things are absolutely
symbiotic and we are leading the way in making this
essential transition. We have cleaner air, with major
decreases in all five major pollutants. Emissions of fine
particulate matter, PM, s, the most damaging pollutant
to human health, decreased by 18% between 2010 and
2020. I want our air to be even cleaner. That is why we
are working with farmers to tackle ammonia emissions.

Councils ask for a lot of powers, but I need them to
use the powers they already have, including on tackling
litter and fly-tipping, rather than just asking for more. |
will be publishing what they are doing and seeking to
share best practice across the country.

We are accelerating the rate of tree planting. The
Forestry Commission will start growing its estate and
increase planting, fulfilling its original statutory obligation
to help to rejuvenate the forestry and timber industry.
We have strengthened the financial support through our
environmental land management schemes and we will
continue to promote urban tree planting so children
everywhere can enjoy their local woods.

On the chemical status of our water bodies, the
science and modelling are clear that it will take decades
to recover and heal completely, but we are keeping a
spotlight on water quality and getting industry to clean
up its act. We are restoring 400 miles of river through
the first round of landscape recovery projects and
establishing 3,000 hectares of new woodlands along
England’s rivers, as well as doubling funding available
for the catchment-sensitive farming programme to
£30 million in each of the next three years, to cover all
farmland in England. We have already seen a huge
improvement in our bathing waters. Last year, nearly
three in four beaches were deemed excellent—only about
half of them were back in 2010—but I share people’s
concern about sewage in our waters. That is why we, a
Conservative Government, turned on the monitoring,
and why we are holding industry to account on fixing
this issue. Through our storm overflows discharge reduction
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plan, we are requiring water companies to deliver their
largest ever environmental infrastructure investment,
an estimated £56 billion of capital investment over
25 years. We have set clear expectations on improvements
on which we will track performance. The next formal
review will be in 2027, so if we can go further and faster,
that is exactly what we will do.

This issue remains an international endeavour as
well. We have a globally recognised track record of
action, helping communities protect and restore their
national treasures. Reinforced by our science expertise
and financial support, we are helping nature around the
world. That is the right thing to do and it is absolutely
in our interests as well. Having committed to doubling
UK international climate finance to £11.6 billion, and
to spending at least £3 billion of that on nature, we are
building on decades of action, backing efforts to take
on the whole host of threats that now face the world’s
flora and fauna well beyond climate change alone. We
are doing that through the blue belt programme, protecting
an area of ocean larger than India around our biodiverse
overseas territories, through our world-renowned £39 million
Darwin initiative, and through the illegal wildlife trade
challenge fund. We are ploughing all that expertise and
experience into our newly established £500 million blue
planet fund, and our £100 million biodiverse landscapes
fund, to help some of the world’s poorest and most
vulnerable communities restore, protect and connect
globally important but fragile habitats.

I am so proud that the UK is leading, co-leading and
actively supporting the global coalitions that are committed
to securing the maximum possible ambition and achieving
the greatest possible impact on everything from taking
on the scourge of illegal, unregulated and unreported
fishing, to persuading countries to agree a new, legally-
binding global treaty to end plastic pollution by 2040,
to supporting efforts to establish a global gold standard
for taking nature into account across our economies.

I could spend hours talking about nature, about our
mission, about what we have already achieved. As the
Member of Parliament for Suffolk Coastal, I am blessed
to represent a very special part of our country, with
many precious habitats and protected sites, on land and
offshore. I always said it felt like I had had six years of a
perfect apprenticeship before I became the Environment
Minister in 2016. There are many more parts to the plan
that we published yesterday. I recognise that we have
work to do, and our aim is to catalyse action across
Government, across the economy and across the country,
with the whole Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs family, our agencies, including Natural
England, the Environment Agency and the Animal and
Plant Health Agency, our delivery partners and regulators,
the whole of Government, and individuals, communities
and businesses, from farms to finance, all working
together to bring this to life.

Nature needs us to accelerate and scale up our help if
we want to enjoy nature and have its help for generations
to come. Together, we can achieve it. Whether someone
lives in a city or town, in the countryside or on the
coast, we all have a part to play in the truly national
endeavour and the decade of global action that we need
now to see this through. I commend this statement to
the House.
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Alex Sobel (Leeds North West) (Lab/Co-op): I thank
the Secretary of State for advance sight of her statement.
I am pleased that on this occasion we are actually
getting an oral statement, rather than a DEFRA Minister
having to be dragged to the House for an urgent question
or sneaking something important out as a written statement.
However, even on this occasion, she made a speech
announcing this plan outside this House yesterday.
Unfortunately, my hon. Friend the Member for Oldham
West and Royton (Jim McMahon), the shadow Secretary
of State, is unable to be here, as he has a pre-arranged
medical appointment. I am glad the Secretary of State
is here to be held accountable, but it must be difficult for
her to continue to try to defend her Department’s record.

The Conservative Government are big on promises
but little on delivery. The proof is in the pudding, and
the Secretary of State’s own appalling environmental
track record speaks volumes. As water Minister, she
presided over a new sewage spill every four minutes—
321 years’ worth of sewage was spilt in just three years;
and she cut the resources of regulators that are there to
protect the environment by a third. Her three months as
Environment Secretary have not been any better. First,
she broke her own statutory deadline for publishing
environmental targets. Then she told Parliament that
meeting polluting water bosses is not a priority, before
announcing measures that inflict more sewage dumping
and toxic air on our country. [Interruption.] She can
correct the record when she responds. Even her
Department’s own regulator, the Office for Environmental
Protection, gave the Government “nul points” on their
25 year environmental goals. On chemicals, the Government
are missing in action. Their UK REACH system is
evidently not working properly. Never mind Dr Dolittle,
it is Dr Damage—a lot.

Let us look at this latest plan, as I have questions.
Why will our sites of special scientific interest, which
have been so neglected, not be assessed for five years,
until 2028? Why is there no mention of reintroducing
species to help nature recovery, aid flood management
and increase pollination? Does the Secretary of State
agree that she is betting the house on environmental
land management schemes—ELMs—Dby relying totally
on take-up and farmer co-operation? She had the
opportunity to come to Parliament to say, or to outline
at the National Farmers Union conference in Oxford,
that she is on the side of farming communities, but she
failed to do so. Where is she on the Dartmoor issue, and
the increasing threat to access to nature? How does she
plan to deal with the 1,781 retained EU environmental
regulations we are going to have to deal with this year?

Trust is an important word in politics, and it is clear
that there is very little trust in this Government to get
anything done. Actions speak louder than words. The
environmental improvement plan is full of praise for the
action the Government have taken since 2018 to deliver
improvements in our air quality, but light on detail on
the actions they will take over the next five years to
deliver change. That is why when Labour plans to
introduce a stand-alone, ambitious, effective and
comprehensive clean air Act, it will do what the Minister
will not: save lives, save money and clean our air.
Labour will expand meaningful access to nature and
clean up the Tory sewage scandal. We will hold water
bosses to account, not just pay lip service, and ensure
that regulators can properly enforce the rules.
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This environmental improvement plan, which was so
long in gestation, still has glaring omissions, and there
is no evidence on how it will be delivered. Tony Juniper,
the chair of Natural England, said at the plan’s launch
yesterday:

“It’s now all about delivery”.

Yet, DEFRA has continually failed to deliver. How can
we trust this failed Government to deliver for our
natural environment? Only Labour will deliver a fairer,
greener future.

Dr Coffey: Well, what can I say? I am not sure how
much that deserves a response, but out of respect for the
House I will say that it is important to make sure that
these long-term environmental plans are in place. We
brought in legislation saying that we would refresh them
every five years, and that is exactly what we have done.

If we are talking about track records, of course the
Labour Government never did anything about sewage.
They did not know anything about it. [Interruption. ]
They did nothing—nothing. I am used to the usual
spew coming out of those on the Labour Front Bench
and, frankly, it is not good enough.

Let us go through some of the questions on which the
hon. Member wanted some updates. On chemicals, we
still have the system in place, and as is set out in the
environment improvement plan, we will be publishing a
chemicals strategy this year.

On SSSIs, I am very conscious of the risks that exist.
There are variations in what is going on around the
country, which is why I have asked for an individual
plan to be put in place for every single SSSI. Natural
England will be going through and making the assessments
of what is there and what needs to be done, and we will
get on with it.

I think environmental land management schemes
have been transformational. This is a journey for those
in the farming industry, who are the original friends of
the earth—the people who want a very special
countryside—and that is why we have brought forward
measures, as my right hon. Friend the Minister for
Food, Farming and Fisheries laid out to the House
when he came here to talk about this transition last
week. We will be working with farmers, and indeed I
will be at the NFU conference next month. There has
not been any NFU conference since I have been in the
Government, but we make sure that we continue to
speak to farmers and others.

On retained EU laws, I have already told Parliament
the approach we have set out. Where there is legislation
that is superfluous, we will get rid of it. We will be
looking carefully at all the regulations that are in place,
and that is what we are going through. It seems to have
escaped Opposition Front Benchers’ attention that we
have of course already repealed 146 regulations. They
did not even notice, so there we go.

In the meantime, we want to make sure that we are
holding different people to account, but there is an
individual endeavour, a local endeavour and a national
endeavour. That is why provisions such as those on
biodiversity net gain, which will be coming into effect
later this year, will start to help local nature recovery
strategies. It is why we have announced extra funding
for more projects, with second rounds of things such as
the landscape recovery scheme. There are also species
reintroductions happening in different parts of the country.
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Iam very pleased we have published our environmental
improvement plan. I think it shows a clear path for how
we will get nature recovery, recognising that this has
been going on for centuries. Finally, I am delighted to
say that we in the UK Government should be proud of
getting nature very much at the forefront of international
thinking. We are leading the way on that, and we are
doing our bit around the world. T trust that we will
continue to be the Conservative party because we believe
in the conservation of our precious land.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I call the Chair
of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee.

Sir Robert Goodwill (Scarborough and Whitby) (Con):
Goal 5 of the plan aims at eliminating waste, and while
we have made great progress—for example, in phasing
out single-use plastics and substituting more sustainable
materials for plastic in packaging for foods—the sad
fact remains that our local authorities are very good at
collecting waste, but the majority of our plastic waste is
exported overseas.

Will the Secretary of State look at two things she
could do to improve that situation? First, will she look
at the operation of extended producer responsibility,
and maybe look at what is being done in Belgium to
make sure there is work with industry to incentivise
investment in our plastic waste recycling here? Secondly,
will she look at setting a date, as my Committee has
suggested, for the phasing out and elimination of plastic
waste exports to countries such as Turkey, where standards
are not as good as ours?

Dr Coffey: On exports of plastics, we have recognised
this issue and want to make sure that we are not
exporting to non-OECD countries, but that does not
mean that we give a blank cheque when there are
exports to member countries of the OECD. That is why
we have a rigorous process in place, but we will continue
to investigate, through the Environment Agency, where
issues arise and get them fixed.

On our thinking more broadly, one of our sadnesses
during covid was of course the explosion in single-use
plastics and the throwaway elements that were necessary
for public health. We also had a reduction in our
recycling rates. We do want to turn that around, and
that is why we will continue to work on the important
EPR reforms to which my right hon. Friend referred.

Caroline Lucas (Brighton, Pavilion) (Green): At
yesterday’s launch of the plan, the Secretary of State
claimed that

“we are embedding nature in the heart of every decision that
government will take”.

That is a very worthy aim, but how on earth does it
square with the action we see from her Department?
Just last week, the Department gave the green light to
an authorisation of the pesticide neonicotinoid, which
we know kills bees. I hope she will not tell us that this
was just an emergency authorisation; this is the third
year in a row that the Department has ignored its own
expert committee on this issue, so this is now becoming
routine. How can she reassure us that when she says
words such as, “We are going to put nature at the heart
of all our environment policy making”, she means it?
Where is the consistency?
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Dr Coffey: I thank the hon. Lady for that question.
We commenced the legal duty on public authorities, at
national and local government level, to consider biodiversity
from 1 January, so that is already in place. The
environmental principles policy statement was published
yesterday. It will take some time for the Government to
bring that in, and it will come into effect formally from
1 November this year.

My right hon. Friend the Minister for Food, Farming
and Fisheries went into considerable detail in the
consideration of the decision about neonicotinoids. Every
year, if an application is made, it has to be considered
separately. From discussion with our chief scientific
adviser, my understanding about what happened in that
process—/ Interruption. ] That is not true. We increased
the threshold for usage and we set a bar, to be decided
by Rothamsted Research, for how much of the crop has
to be at risk. Only when those thresholds are reached
can the neonicotinoid be applied to the seed. That is
further strengthened by a prohibition on the planting of
flowering crops for, I think, 36 months—it may be
32 months, but certainly between two and three years—after
the use of the pesticide. Very careful consideration has
been given to the matter, and we continue to consider
these applications with a great deal of care. I am conscious
that with the sustainable farming initiative, for example,
we have brought forward eligibility for integrated pest
management grants so that we can continue to try to
accelerate away from using pesticides routinely.

Philip Dunne (Ludlow) (Con): I warmly welcome the
incredible amount of work that the Secretary of State
and her team, fresh into post, have put into the five-year
environmental improvement plan. This is a holistic,
comprehensive update of the 25-year environment plan,
and it introduces for the first time a whole slew of
targets and interim targets on the journey to where we
wish to get to in the next 20 years.

Looking at goal 3 on clean and plentiful water, a
topic that has been of great interest to Members across
this House, I ask the Secretary of State to take this
opportunity to help Opposition Members who seem to
have deliberately confused what we voted for in this
House in trying to introduce targets, particularly in
connection with persistent chemicals. They are substances
such as flame retardants that are banned from use, but
that exist in sediment on our riverbeds and other places
and are being released through the natural process of
decay. This is not something that this House has voted
to continue for 40 years, as some Opposition Members
have tendentiously claimed.

Dr Coffey: I thank my right hon. Friend for that. He
is absolutely right to say that a lot of effort has gone
into this review. That is quite right, because nature
matters so much, not just to those of us who have a
passion for it, but because it is critical to the global web
of life.

This is not the first time that Liberal Democrats have
put stuff out and it has been a complete load of the
proverbial. 1 will make a point to the House more
broadly about the chemical status of water. In the last
decade, while we were still a member of the European
Union, we added a particular type of chemical—it
includes elements such as mercury—to the list of those
to be considered in assessing the chemical status of
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water bodies. Before that, nearly every one of our water
bodies had good chemical status. When that provision
came in, none of our water bodies had good status.
Exactly the same thing happened to countries such as
Germany. This is a natural process, and we now need
nature to heal and recover before we can get that status
changed.

On the other aspects that are more within our control,
we have pressed the case through our strategic policy
statements and things such as the water industry national
environment programme. We are getting water companies
to really tighten up and clean up waste water treatments.

Geraint Davies (Swansea West) (Lab/Co-op): Yesterday
I introduced the Clean Air Bill, which would require us
to reach World Health Organisation air quality standards
for PM, 5 of 10 micrograms per cubic metre by 2030, in
alignment with the ambition of the EU, which is achievable.
Yet today, five years into the 25-year plan, the Secretary
of State comes along, on the 10th anniversary of the
death of Ella Kissi-Debrah, and extends that another
10 years to 2040. How many thousands of extra avoidable
lives will be lost due to that? How many millions of
children will have to go into hospital with asthma
attacks because of that delay? What will she do to bring
forward that target to 2030 in alignment with the EU? If
we were still in the EU, thousands of lives would be
saved, instead of which she is ensuring that thousands
will die.

Dr Coffey: I am conscious of the hon. Gentleman’s
passion on this and know that he has a long-standing
interest in air quality, as do I. I seem to recall that, when
I was first in the Department, the focus was on NOx,
because we were in legal breach, but we are not in any
legal breach now. [Interruption.] That is not the case
either. It was I who pointed out to the various groups at
the time that the thing that we should worry about is
PM_ because it affects everybody. I have long been
passionate about this matter, which is why, with me in
post, we introduced the ban on the sale of smoky coal
and we got rid of wet wood as best we could, because
that was the principal source of what was happening
with PM, 5

As I have said publicly, I would have loved for the
target to be 2030, but the powers of the Environment
Act 2021 require me to believe that it is achievable. I am
very sad that, in London in particular, we do not seem
to be able to fix the problem. Many issues need to be
addressed; we still have a problem in 14 out of 21 London
boroughs. That is why I am very keen for the Mayor of
London not to be doing all sorts of tokenistic things
that make a marginal difference, such as the expansion
of the ultra-low emission zone, but to be encouraging
the councils to use their powers to inform people of the
issues, so that we can really tackle that PM, 5 If we can
go quicker, the next time that we review the targets I will
make sure that they are changed.

Sir Bill Wiggin (North Herefordshire) (Con): May 1
say a huge thank you to my right hon. Friend and
extend a big, grateful Herefordshire hug to her for this
excellent plan? Will she meet me to discuss the Environment
Agency’s permitting department, which I believe is
struggling, the rivers Lugg and Wye, and how we will
deliver through the work that farmers do?
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Dr Coffey: I thank my hon. Friend for his question. I
would be delighted to meet him. Hopefully I can bring
along the farming Minister and the water Minister,
because this is a good example of where we need
different agencies to come together, as well as our
farmers. We need to think through how we can improve
the capture of run-offs and other elements. That is why
we have made sure that money is available to farmers
for slurry storage, for example, so that we can try to trap
ammonia, as well as for some of the other activities that
they can undertake. That is how we can help them to do
the right thing.

Mr Clive Betts (Sheffield South East) (Lab): I want to
declare an interest: I am a trustee of the small charity,
Fields in Trust, that works with some local authorities
in trying to achieve the target of no household being
more than 15 minutes away from green space.

The Secretary of State said that this was about the
whole of Government. Before Christmas, the Secretary
of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities
introduced a consultation on changes to the national
planning policy framework, which required the 20 major
urban areas in this country to have a 35% uplift to their
house building targets. On 9 January, the permanent
secretary and his officials came to the Levelling Up,
Housing and Communities Committee, and Emran Mian,
the director for regeneration, said that that uplift had
been plucked out of thin air and that it did not have to
be followed if it meant building on the green belt, but if
it meant building more homes on green spaces, the
uplift would have to be implemented. So, if in implementing
that uplift—the 35% —authorities find that they cannot
deliver the Government’s target of everyone being within
15 minutes of green space, do they follow the uplift or
follow the aspiration on green space?

Dr Coffey: I hold the Chairman of the Select Committee
in high regard. As he will be aware, we do need to build
more homes in this country, and while we of course
want to prioritise brownfield sites, | am also very conscious
of some of the changes that may be needed in different
parts of the country. While I of course regret, as Secretary
of State for DEFRA, the loss of any good farmland—
although protections are already in place, and my right
hon. Friend the Member for Sherwood is further consulting
on aspects of that—it is important that we can design in
great green space access. That might be something as
simple as community woods. I grew up in Liverpool—I
was very aware of what was happening in relation to the
urgent question—and Liverpool City Council has some
of the best tree programmes. I think we can design with
nature in mind. That is why biodiversity net gain, which
this Government have introduced, will come into effect
later this year. Those are the sorts of important changes
that we can make in order to ensure that people have
access to green space.

Selaine Saxby (North Devon) (Con): I thank my
right hon. Friend for her statement. As I have mentioned
in this Chamber before, in my constituency we have
already seen a dramatic reduction in the number of
storm overflows released on to our beautiful beaches.
Analysis has shown that the only way to completely
eliminate sewage overflows is to dig up and replace
60,000 miles of old pipes with two separated systems,
or to build the equivalent of 40,000 Olympic

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Environmental Improvement 370
Plan 2023

swimming pools of storage. Does my right hon. Friend
know which option the Lib Dems claim they would
deliver?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend is a very good champion
for her constituents and for nature, and so she should
be. I recall going to the beautiful Croyde beach and
doing litter picking, which brings joy in terms of the
beauty of nature. She is right to champion our
improvements on sewage. As she will know, the Liberal
Democrats will often say one thing to get elected and do
the complete opposite when in power.

Anna McMorrin (Cardiff North) (Lab): The
Government’s own regulator, the Office for Environmental
Protection, has found that this Government are seriously
failing on every one of the goals set out in their own
25-year environment plan. What are the Government
going to do differently in order to deliver these
commitments, or is this yet another case of the Government
talking the rhetoric of meaningless words and not
delivering?

Dr Coffey: I recognise what the hon. Lady has said. I
was disappointed by the OEP, given that it had put out
statements that we were getting cleaner air and making
progress on all these things. I was a bit surprised by the
headlines that came out of that. Of course, to some
extent, one of the issues with the goals, which are
complementary goals, is that targets had not been set at
that point. I am very confident. This is a delivery plan.

Anna McMorrin: Where is it?

Dr Coffey: As the hon. Lady will be aware, it is
available—it was available yesterday. I am conscious
that it does not cover Wales, where her constituency is,
so I do not know what the Welsh Government are doing
in that regard. [Interruption. |

I am not decrying them. This is the Parliament of the
United Kingdom, so I am very happy to take questions
from Welsh MPs and have already done so. But what |
am keen to say is that we have already delivered. I have
already shared information on how bathing water has
got much cleaner under this Administration, and we
will continue to do a number of activities. What we have
done, and what the Welsh Labour Government have not
done, is transform farming funding to make sure that
we have sustainable food production, but that we also
protect and enhance the environment.

Damian Green (Ashford) (Con): There are very many
farmers in my constituency who love the Kentish
countryside and are proud to be custodians of it for this
generation. At the same time, they have to run profitable
businesses, producing and selling good, healthy food.
Can my right hon. Friend assure me and them that the
new scheme has enough strength behind it to enable
them to run viable businesses and to continue to protect
and, indeed, enhance Kent’s beautiful countryside?

Dr Coffey: I congratulate my right hon. Friend, who
is right to stand up for his farmers. Kent is the garden of
our country and the producer of many fine foods, fruits
and, of course, wines. The same amount of money is
being dedicated to supporting our farmers and landowners.
I am conscious that we are on this transition journey,
and that is why I wanted to offer people opportunities
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to get Government funding as we reduce the guaranteed
BPS. We are in a good place whereby farmers have a
genuine menu from which to choose—a lot of this was
informed by a practising farmer, my right hon. Friend
the Minister for Farming—and, as well as saving the
planet, the farmers in the constituency of my right hon.
Friend the Member for Ashford (Damian Green) will
have opportunities to have a viable, sustainable and
profitable business.

Dame Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch)
(Lab/Co-op): As my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff
North (Anna McMorrin) highlighted, the Office for
Environmental Protection put out its report last week.
It talked about the need for
“better alignment and co-ordination at all levels of Government,
local and national, with actions that extend beyond Defra”.
Two years ago, the Public Accounts Committee published
a report, which the Secretary of State’s Department
agreed with, in which we described that simply as a lack
of clout across Whitehall. Further to the question from
my hon. Friend the Member for Sheffield South East
(Mr Betts), how will the Secretary of State ensure that
these plans are actually delivered across Whitehall?
Does she have the clout and the backing of the Treasury?

Dr Coffey: It is the first time that anyone has ever
accused me of not having heft. Since the hon. Lady’s
report came out—I am sorry to say that I am not aware
of it—we have passed the Environment Act 2021. That
included a biodiversity duty, which we have commenced
from 1 January. We have set out the environmental
principles policy statement. The hon. Lady does make
an important point: it has to be done with local government,
with individuals and with businesses. That is why I am
keen for councils to use the powers that they have asked
for in the past yet are still not using. It is for them to
decide, with local nature recovery strategies, how they
can best make nature improvements. Of course, we
want to help them achieve the best outcomes possible.

Theresa Villiers (Chipping Barnet) (Con): I welcome
this hugely important plan for the potential that it has
to protect nature and the environment. Now, we need to
see it delivered. With that in mind, I urge the Secretary
of State to ensure that we are meeting our manifesto
target of 13,000 hectares of tree planting every year.
That is a crucial means to meet our target of halting
species decline by 2030.

Dr Coffey: As a former Secretary of State, my right
hon. Friend knows how important our Department is
in ensuring not only that we are champions for nature
but that we deliver for nature. We are trying to ensure
that we increase the opportunities to plant trees. We
have had the woodland creation offer already. Some of
the changes that we are bringing through, as well as the
targets that we have put in law, will help us to accelerate
that tree planting.

Richard Foord (Tiverton and Honiton) (LD): These
environmental targets will be a complete waste of paper
if there are very few farmers left to put them into
practice. Farmers have had their basic payment cut by
5% in 2021 and by 20% in 2022, and it will be cut by

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Environmental Improvement 372
Plan 2023

35% later in 2023. Farmers are struggling to access
schemes to supplement their income, and they are struggling
to meet the inflated costs of feed, fuel and fertiliser.
When I was walking down a lane in Devon a few weeks
ago, a farmer in a 4x4 wound down the window and
asked me, “Do you know what DEFRA stands for
under this Government? The Department for the
Extermination of Farmers.” Can the Secretary of State
explain how the Government will support those farmers
who are being forced out of business to deliver the
environmental improvement plan?

Dr Coffey: I am not surprised by the quality of that
question. The hon. Gentleman represents a very rural
constituency in Devon. He should see this transition in
farming as a positive action about having sustainable
production as well as saving the planet. It is absolutely
vital that our farmers are supported to do that. That is
why we have continued the £2.4 billion of available
funding. And yes, there will be a transition as the
guaranteed payments start to decrease, but we will be
able to target the money and pay the farmers for eco-
services. That is critical to making sure not only that
they can have a sustainable business, but that they work
they do will enhance the nature that we all enjoy and
that they need in order to make sure we have future
harvests.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I call Kellie
Hughes.

Kelly Tolhurst (Rochester and Strood) (Con): I, too,
congratulate the DEFRA team, particularly my right
hon. Friend the Secretary of State, for bringing forward
the environmental improvement plan, which is full of
deliverable plans with real action. As she knows,  am a
passionate user of the River Medway in my constituency:
Isail in it and swim in it. I have the misfortune, however,
of living not far from a storm overflow, so it gives me
great pleasure that, because of her Department’s actions,
98% of all storm overflows on the River Medway are
being monitored and tested regularly. Will she outline
how the actions she has taken will further reduce the
sewage and dangerous chemicals that are pumped into
our river?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend is clearly a champion of
her special part of Kent. The best way I can put it is that
a plan was set out and monitoring is taking place. We
are not trying to hide anything—far from it. We have
opened up to the problem and have a laser-like focus on
tackling sewage. It is imperative that we continue to
hold the water companies to account. In that regard,
the investment will start flowing. That is all part of the
impending price review.

Kerry McCarthy (Bristol East) (Lab): I have had a
pretty good read of the plan, and it is disappointing
that there is not more about the urban environment and
the contribution that it can make, particularly in terms
of the nature section. As the parliamentary species
champion for the swift, I am keen to see more swift
bricks installed in buildings. A lot has been said about
trees, hedgerows and so on, but when it comes to
reversing the decline in swifts, we need to look at
buildings. Is that something that the Secretary of State
can go away and look at, and perhaps introduce it,
despite the fact that it is not in the plan?
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Dr Coffey: I am very aware of swift boxes. There has
been successful awareness raising in my constituency.
Indeed, I think the guidance from the Department for
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities talks about
what can be done to make safe spaces for nature in our
urban environments and in future buildings. That is, of
course, important. Our Department is not just for the
countryside—far from it. We can touch everybody’s
heart when they think about how they can reconnect
with nature.

I will continue to try to make sure that prominence is
given to urban areas. I grew up in a city, and over 80%
of people live in urban settings. That is one of the
reasons why the pledge is very clear about people having
access to a green or blue space within a 15-minute walk.
It is also why we will continue to focus on air quality,
which is of course a particularly prevalent issue in
urban situations.

Andrew Jones (Harrogate and Knaresborough) (Con):
I warmly welcome the statement. My right hon. Friend
made an important point when she said that the proportion
of excellent bathing water quality beaches has increased
from about half to nearly three quarters. That is very
positive, but 98% of our waters with bathing water
status are coastal, and inland waters with that status are
mainly lakes. Does she agree that improving river water
quality is an important priority, too, and will she back
my campaign for the River Nidd to be given accredited
bathing water quality status at the lido in Knaresborough?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend is absolutely right to say
how important this issue is. It is not just about the
coast. Traditionally, bathing water statistics have focused
on coastal areas, because that is where the majority of
people go to enjoy that leisure, so that is vital. More
broadly, the quality of water matters dramatically. I
think of our chalk streams, which are so precious.

Let me tell the House a little anecdote about an
occasion when I went to see the River Itchen. The
landowner in front of me, having spotted a bottle of
dog shampoo, started to cry and said, “This person may
not have realised that they have just ruined the chemical
status of this river for about the next 25 years.” That
will not have been done deliberately, so we need to
ensure that everyone is more aware. I understand why
my hon. Friend is campaigning for his local river to be
brought into the bathing water statistics, and I am sure
that his case will be considered very carefully indeed.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP): While I note that
the plan applies to England specifically, the protection
of 30% of land and sea, including through marine
protected areas, must apply equally to the Irish sea.
What discussions have taken place with officials from
the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural
Affairs in Northern Ireland to ensure that Northern
Ireland Water does not drop the ball, and that that
protection is fully extended?

Dr Coffey: The hon. Gentleman has made a strong
point. In preparation for the CBD COP15 in Montreal,
we brought back together the four nations of the United
Kingdom that we are proud to represent. We have the
Joint Nature Conservation Committee, which is a body
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that covers the UK. Last year, wearing a different hat, |
visited the Giant’s Causeway, which is, of course,
extraordinary.

We want to ensure that there is more access to Northern
Ireland in this regard, and I know that that has been an
important part of the discussions that have taken place.
However, we will also continue to work closely with
officials—although we all want the Executive to be
re-formed so that we can really make progress in Northern
Ireland, which is a fantastic part of the United Kingdom.

Anna Firth (Southend West) (Con): The quality of
the water off the new city of Southend-on-Sea is
fundamental both to our world-famous cockling industry
and to our swimming group, the Bluetits Chill Swimmers,
who swim all the year round. I welcome the statement,
but does my right hon. Friend agree that claims by the
Opposition parties that Members have voted for 15 more
years of sewage dumping are totally false, and a bit rich
coming from Labour, which ignored sewage discharges
when it was in power, and from the Liberal Democrats’
Minister for water in the coalition, who did nothing?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend has been in the House for
a relatively short time, but she has shown how savvy she
is in standing up for her constituents in Southend.
Where we identify issues, we put the spotlight on them
and try to fix them. We do that because we are
Conservatives: we want to conserve, and we want to
enhance. I assure my hon. Friend that I will continue to
support her in what she is trying to do for the great
people of Southend, and try to ensure that our beaches
are as clean as ever.

Simon Jupp (East Devon) (Con): I warmly congratulate
my right hon. Friend and her team on today’s
announcement of the plan. Devon’s farmers produce
some of the best food and drink in the world; I should
know, having sampled a fair bit of it. They are custodians
of our countryside and have been for generations, and
we owe them a debt of gratitude and certainty. Will my
right hon. Friend explain how this plan will help them
to go on producing fantastic food throughout the south-
west?

Dr Coffey: There is great food in a number of counties,
and I do not want to come between Devon and Cornish
MPs about who has the right pasty or where cream
should go on a scone, but I will say to my hon. Friend
that it is very important for us to involve farmers and
landowners in improving our natural environment. |
think that, by default, most of them are already doing
that, but I am very conscious of the challenges they
face. The Minister for Food, Farming and Fisheries has
been very active, in a number of ways, in responding to
the issues that they have raised. I am convinced that
what we are doing, and what we did last week, is
opening up many more activities that will allow us to
pay farmers to improve, for instance, the quality of soil
and integrated pest management. We will help them not
only to farm more sustainably, but to enjoy the extra
benefit of ensuring that the quality of Devon’s food is
the best it can be.

Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): I thank the
Secretary of State, and the Under-Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, my hon. Friend
the Member for Taunton Deane (Rebecca Pow), for the
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tremendously hard work they have put into developing
this world-leading environmental improvement plan.
Local residents in the Kettering constituency are keen
to support any measures to protect, preserve or enhance
our natural environment. Does my right hon. Friend
agree that (a) nature has been neglected for far too long,
(b) environmental and agricultural policies were returned
to this country as a result of Brexit, and (c) she is
drawing on (b) to fix (a) so that we can clean our waters,
tackle air pollution and increase biodiversity?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend sums it up perfectly. By
leaving the European Union, we have removed ourselves
from the constraints—the handcuffs—of the common
agricultural policy. We have been able to develop a
policy that, certainly in England, will translate into
sustainable food production and improving the
environment. The Lords are about to pass the Genetic
Technology (Precision Breeding) Bill—another Brexit
freedom—which will allow us to develop climate change-
resilient wheat. We can use the best of technology and
our freedoms to do what is right for the farmers and
people of this country, ensure that we have a healthy
and wealthy farming community, and continue to enjoy
all the fabulous produce for generations to come.

Richard Fuller (North East Bedfordshire) (Con): Going
back to the Victorian era when the water companies
were putting in their pipes, they did not take action on
sewage overflow. Perhaps they should have. In the 13 years
that the Labour Government were in office, they took
no action on sewage overflow. Perhaps they should
have. This Government are taking action on sewage
overflow, but doing so will cost tens of billions of
pounds of investment. Therefore, does my right hon.
Friend agree that it is right to work within the constructs
of this environmental plan and other environmental
plans to achieve that long-term change?

Dr Coffey: My hon. Friend is spot on. We identified
the issue—indeed, it was Lord Benyon who spotted it
early on as a DEFRA Minister. He got on with it, and
that is what we are dealing with. The monitoring will be
in place completely by the end of this year, so we can
have that laser-like focus on sorting out the unacceptable
sewage problem. My hon. Friend is also right to point
out that it will cost tens of billions of pounds. Some of
what was proposed before was going to cost hundreds
of billions of pounds, which would have added at least
£800 to people’s water bills. We need that balance and to
focus on where we can make the most impact right now.
That is what we will continue to do.
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Mark Pawsey (Rugby) (Con): I draw attention to my
entry in the Register of Members’ Financial Interests.
The Secretary of State will know that the packaging
sector and its customers welcome the measures in the
plan to reduce littering and increase recycling rates.
Does she agree that they will be at their most effective if
they are introduced consistently and at the same time
across all countries of the UK?

Dr Coffey: I understand the point that my hon.
Friend is trying to make. We have to make progress in
this country. We are trying to get consistency in the
recycling process alongside the introduction of the EPR,
but although there are many things that we and other
parts of the UK agree on, we need to ensure that we
have a plan that will deliver our recycling targets that we
have set in law. We want to make this straightforward
for our manufacturers. We need to press on with the
important targets that we have passed into law in the
past few days.

Alexander Stafford (Rother Valley) (Con): I was pleased
to see that the environmental improvement plan included
the Lapwing estate near Bawtry, which is on the border
of Rother Valley, as a case study. This 5,000-acre piece
of land will abate emissions, store carbon and produce
food. It is funded partly by the Government. Can the
Secretary of State confirm that she will continue to
fund such projects across South Yorkshire and in Rother
Valley to store our carbon, secure our food supplies and
support our local rural communities?

Dr Coffey: Indeed, there are a number of funding
streams, of which our nature for climate fund is a key
element. My hon. Friend will be aware that as we make
the transition to environmental land management schemes,
we will continue to ensure that activities that do good
things for the environment will be rewarded. Indeed, we
will be going further by giving a premium where there is
greater connectivity, so that the opportunity is enhanced.
Improving the quality of our land is a symbiotic relationship.
That will have results in improving the biodiversity we
all enjoy.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): Apologies
to Kelly Tolhurst who I have known for years, but
Kellie Hughes, a very popular hairdresser in my
constituency of the Ribble Valley, will be delighted with
the publicity.

I thank the Secretary of State for her statement
today and for responding to questions for well over
50 minutes.
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Fleur Anderson (Putney) (Lab): On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker. I seek your advice on how my
constituent, Mr Walker, can get a response to his pension
credit application. He made his application on 13 September
last year but has had no response. Despite many follow-up
calls and three complaints by his Age Concern caseworker,
he has heard nothing from the Department for Work
and Pensions. He is 73. The long delay means he is
dependent on food bank vouchers and is at imminent
risk of homelessness because his housing benefit is
contingent on his pension credit.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): I thank the
hon. Lady for her point of order and for giving me
notice of it. Clearly, this is a very urgent matter and it is
right that it should be addressed in this way. [ hope that
the Whip on the Treasury Bench will ensure that the
Minister gets to hear of it and that action can be taken
as quickly as possible.

Kim Johnson (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab): On a point
of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. I apologise unreservedly
for the intemperate language I used during Prime Minister’s
questions. I was wrong to use the term “fascist” in
relation to the Israeli Government and understand why
this was particularly insensitive, given the history of the
state of Israel. While there are far-right elements in that
Government, I recognise that the use of the term in this
context was wrong. I would also like to apologise for the
use of the term “apartheid state”. While I was quoting
accurately Amnesty’s description, I recognise this is
insensitive and withdraw it.

Mr Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. Lady for her
point of order. It now stands on the record.

Martin Docherty-Hughes (West Dunbartonshire) (SNP):
On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. An essential
part of being a Member of this House is to represent
and support our constituents when they approach us
for assistance. Members on all sides engage, or hope to
engage, with UK Visas and Immigration on a regular
basis through what is called the MP engagement team.
My team and I have been seeking to engage with the
MP engagement team since September 2022, without a
single response. Given that it is my duty, and that of
Members across the House, to support our constituents
in their engagement with UK VI, what would you advise
me and other Members to do on behalf of our constituents
when there is an utter lack of engagement from UK VI’s
MP engagement team?
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Mr Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. Gentleman for
his point of order and for notice of it. Again, he makes
an incredibly important point. We expect, when we
contact Government agencies, that they will respond in
a very timely manner. That clearly has not happened in
this case, and I ask the Whip on the Treasury Bench to
ensure that the Department gets to hear of it.

Stephen Crabb (Preseli Pembrokeshire) (Con): On a
point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. I thank the hon.
Member for Liverpool, Riverside (Kim Johnson) for
making that statement in her point of order, but my
understanding is that the use of language such as
“apartheid” and “fascist” is not just insensitive but a
breach of the International Holocaust Remembrance
Alliance definition of antisemitism.

Mr Deputy Speaker, what advice will you and the
Speaker’s Office be providing to the leaders of all the
parties in this House about the language we use here
and the importance of tackling deep-rooted antisemitism
in our political culture, which at this point in time is so
evident on the left of politics? It is less than a week ago
that you sat in the Chair when we were here for the
annual debate on Holocaust Memorial Day. You ended
that debate with very powerful words. It is incumbent
upon us to tackle this deep-seated problem, is it not?

Mr Deputy Speaker: I thank the right hon. Gentleman
for his point order. Mr Speaker has made it absolutely
clear on several occasions that temperate language should
be used throughout proceedings in this Chamber, and
there are very good reasons for that. Thank you once
again.

BILL PRESENTED

LireLoNG LEARNING (HIGHER EDUCATION
Fee Limits) BirL

Presentation and First Reading ( Standing Order No. 57)

Secretary Gillian Keegan, supported by the Prime
Minister, Secretary Steve Barclay, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Secretary Suella Braverman, Secretary Grant
Shapps, Secretary Michael Gove and Robert Halfon,
presented a Bill to make provision about the determination
of the fee limit for higher education courses provided by
registered English higher education providers subject to
a fee limit condition; and for connected purposes.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time
tomorrow, and to be printed ( Bill 240) with explanatory
notes (Bill 240-EN ).
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Scotland (Self-Determination)

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

2.29 pm

Neale Hanvey (Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath) (Alba):
I beg to move,

That leave be given to bring in a Bill to amend the Scotland
Act 1998 to transfer to the power to legislate for a Scottish
independence referendum to the Scottish Parliament; to provide
that that power may only be exercised where the Scottish public
has demonstrated its support for the holding of such a referendum;
to provide that no such referendum may be held sooner than seven
years after the previous such referendum; and for connected purposes.

The question of whether the ancient nation of Scotland
should be an independent country once more continues
to be the subject of much debate, indicating that the
matter is far from settled. Of course, it is entirely proper
for any country to review such matters. Scotland will
only become independent as and when the majority of
the people of Scotland choose that path, yet that requires
a democratic mechanism that is constitutional and satisfies
international legal precedent. The Bill seeks to standardise
and codify such a requirement in line with the motion
passed by this House that endorsed the principles of the
1989 claim of right, which acknowledged the sovereign
right of the Scottish people to determine the form of
government best suited to their needs.

The Bill is explicit on the necessary conditions to
bring that mechanism into play: first, that the power to
legislate for a referendum requires a democratic mandate
from the Scottish public. Since 2014, that criterion has
been met in successive general elections to the Scottish
Parliament, most recently in 2021, when a majority of
MSPs were elected on a manifesto commitment to
deliver an independence referendum. In addition, a
majority of the votes cast on the d’Hondt regional list
were won by parties that support independence—the
SNP, the Scottish Green party and the Alba party.
Secondly, the Bill states that no such referendum may
be held sooner than seven years after any previous such
referendum. In terms of established UK precedent, that
would bring Scotland into line with the provisions for a
border poll in Northern Ireland regarding the constitutional
future of the island of Ireland. As Robert McCorquodale,
professor of international law and human rights, sets
out, that would be in keeping with the UK’s international
legal obligations, applicable to all states, including to
peoples within states worldwide, to seek to exercise their
right to self-determination.

It is necessary to put the Bill into its political and
historical context. In 1707, a majority of Scottish
parliamentarians may have been persuaded, but the
people were never consulted. The Acts of Union 1707
between England and Scotland created the kingdom of
Great Britain, establishing a single political entity yet
preserving the territorial, legal and institutional integrity
of each partner country. The UK’s constitution is not
codified in a single document, so the question of whether
the Acts of Union can unilaterally be dissolved by one
party is not clear. However, the accepted position hitherto
is that the Union is a voluntary association of equal
partners and Scotland has an unquestioned right of
self-determination. That is a right underpinned by Scots
common law which rests not on the Magna Carta, but
on the claim of right which continues to assert that it is
the people who are sovereign in Scotland.
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The Scotland Act of 1998 established the Scottish
Parliament, which has the power to legislate on agreed
devolved matters within Scotland, while the UK Parliament
retains legislative competency on matters reserved to
Westminster. It is generally understood that for a country
to gain independence a legal process, such as a vote in a
referendum, is required. Such a process was established
in 2012 through the Edinburgh agreement which was
signed by First Minister Alex Salmond and Prime Minister
David Cameron. The Edinburgh agreement established
a clear process whereby a Scottish general election that
returned a Government with a mandate for an independence
referendum would enable that Government to petition
for authority under section 30 of the Scotland Act to
respect the democratic force of that vote in a referendum.
While respect for that established process has since been
affirmed by the UK Government, in absence of any
legal constitutional consensus the matter of Scottish
independence has reached a political impasse to the
detriment of Scotland’s democratic process.

The Bill seeks to remedy that by setting out the
process by which the democratic wishes of the people of
Scotland can be respected and enacted. This would
preserve their inalienable human rights as a distinct
people of the ancient nation of Scotland in accordance
with the constitutional tradition of Scotland, the UN
charter and extant international law.

Scotland’s distinct constitutional tradition is best
expressed by Lord Cooper, in the case of MacCormick ».
Lord Advocate:

“The principle of the unlimited sovereignty of Parliament is a
distinctively English principle which has no counterpart in Scottish
constitutional law.”

In the pleadings of the hon. and learned Member for
Edinburgh South West (Joanna Cherry) in her prorogation
case to the UK Supreme Court, it was noted that the
1707 parliamentary Union between England and Scotland
may have created a new state, but it did not create one
nation.

The UK Government enthusiastically claim that they
seek to preserve democracy the world over, yet they
have moved to block Scotland’s consistently expressed
democratic aspirations at each and every turn. Surely it
is now time to move to eliminate accusations and counter-
accusations of brinkmanship and set out a clear pathway
consistent with the precedent across these islands where
constitutional friction exists.

Can Government Members imagine the circumstances
where, having entered the common market and ratified
every subsequent treaty leading to the European Union,
the EU Parliament moved to block or interfere with
their Brexit vote, or set a limit on when and if such a
vote should be held? The notion is ludicrous, because
democracy is not a single event, but an evolving and
continuous process. That is how civilised people behave
and how fundamental rights of freedom of thought and
expression are peacefully demonstrated.

As amember of the EU, the UK Government possessed
and exercised a veto, yet they claimed their sovereignty
was impeded by membership. Scotland has no such
equivalent mechanism available to our people and remains
subject to the wiles of our larger neighbour, as exemplified
by Brexit. How does that constitute access to meaningful
political process, as claimed in the recent UK Supreme
Court judgment?
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Prime Minister Winston Churchill’s signing of the
1941 Atlantic charter brought into being the principle
of self-determination of peoples, as now enshrined in
the United Nations charter. Margaret Thatcher in her
memoirs said of Scotland:

“As a nation, they have an undoubted right to national self-
determination”.

John Major, when Prime Minister, said of Scotland that
“no nation could be held irrevocably in a Union against its will”.

None of these senior Conservative politicians sought to
constrain the democratic right to self-determination.

In the aftermath of the 2014 referendum, the all-party
Smith Commission agreement was signed by all of
Scotland’s main political parties and it stated:

“It is agreed that nothing in this report prevents Scotland
becoming an independent country in the future should the people
of Scotland so choose.”

The effect of this Bill should be uncontroversial for
every Member. It merely establishes in law an equivalent
mechanism to the principle, already conceded by the
UK Government in relation to a border poll in Northern
Ireland, that no such referendum may be held sooner
than seven years after any previously mandated referendum.

In 1889 in this place, the equality of UK partner

countries was asserted by one William Ewart Gladstone
MP, saying
“I am to suppose a case in which Scotland unanimously, or by a
clearly preponderating voice, were to make the demand on the
United Parliament to be treated, not only on the same principle,
but in the same manner as Ireland, I could not deny the title of
Scotland to urge such a claim.” —[Official Report, 9 April 1889;
Vol. 335, ¢. 101-102.]
That begs the question: why would the UK Government
deny democracy to Scotland but not to Northern Ireland?
Could the clue lie in the words of former Prime Minister
John Major from 1993’s Downing Street declaration
that the UK has

“no selfish strategic or economic interest in Northern Ireland”?
In the case of Scotland, the opposite is true. With

unconstrained access to our vast resources, energy is
transmitted south to millions at no cost.
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The decision on Scotland’s future ultimately and
rightly must rest in the hands of the people of Scotland.
In the constitutional tradition of popular sovereignty in
our great country, it is the people who remain sovereign.
This Bill is neutral in its effect. It favours neither one
side nor the other, but seeks to codify the Scottish
people’s right to choose their own constitutional future.
To return to 1889, Dr Gavin Clark, MP for Caithness,
said on the matter:

“Everybody, even old Tories on the other side, must admit that

some change is necessary. Then what is the remedy to be?”—{ Official
Report, 9 April 1889; Vol. 335, ¢. 71.]
If democracy matters at all, every Member in this
House should support the remedy contained in this Bill
regardless of their view on Scottish independence. 1
commend it to the House.

Question put and agreed to.
Ordered,

That Neale Hanvey, Kenny MacAskill, Joanna Cherry,
Angus Brendan MacNeil, Douglas Chapman and Margaret
Ferrier present the Bill.

Neale Hanvey accordingly presented the Bill.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 24 March, and to be printed ( Bill 241 ).

UK INFRASTRUCTURE BANK BILL [LORDS]
(PROGRAMME) (NO.2)

Ordered,

That the Order of 1 November 2022 (UK Infrastructure Bank
Bill: Programme) be varied as follows:

(1) Paragraphs (4) and (5) of the Order shall be omitted.

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

(3) Proceedings on Third Reading shall (so far as not
previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion two hours
before the moment of interruption on that day.—(Scott Mann.)
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UK Infrastructure Bank Bill [Lords]

Consideration of Bill, as amended in the Public Bill
Committee

New Clause 1

FUTURE OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK

“The Bank may not be sold until commitments to meet net
zero by 2050 and duties set out in section 1 of the Climate
Change Act 2008 and commitments and duties set out in
section 1 of the Environment Act 2021 have been met.”—
(Richard Foord.)

This new clause would ensure that the Investment Bank remains in
operation until the Government’s net zero and environmental
commitments have been met.

Brought up, and read the First time.

2.41 pm

Richard Foord (Tiverton and Honiton) (LD): I beg to
move, That the clause be read a Second time.

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Nigel Evans): With this it
will be convenient to discuss the following:

New clause 2— Businesses and bodies the Bank invests
in—

“(1) The Bank must publish an annual report setting out—

(a) the geographical spread of businesses and bodies it
invests in, and

(b) the ownership of the businesses and bodies it invests
in.

(2) The Bank must prepare and publish a ‘Good Jobs’ plan for
all businesses and bodies it invests in, which requires the business
or body to improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards.”
This new clause would ensure that the Bank considers the location
and ownership of the businesses and bodies it invests in and only
invests in businesses and bodies who create “Good Jobs” plans to
improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards.

Amendment 5, in clause 2, page 1, line 14, at end
insert

“(@1) to reduce economic inequalities within and between
regions of the United Kingdom, and
(i1) to improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards.
(¢c) to support supply chain resilience and the United
Kingdom’s industrial strategy.”
This amendment would ensure that the Bank’s objective to support
regional and local economic growth includes reducing economic
inequalities within and between regions and improving productivity,
pay, jobs, and living standards. It would also create a third objective
for the Bank to support supply chain resilience and the UK’s
industrial strategy.

Amendment 3, page 1, line 14, at end insert, “, and
(c) to improve water quality in the UK.”
This amendment would add improving water quality in the UK to
the Bank’s objectives.
Amendment 4, page 1, line 22, at end insert—

“(4A) The Bank may only provide any of the support listed in
subsection (4) to water companies if they have produced a
costed, time limited plan demonstrating they are committed to
preventing discharge.”

This amendment would require water companies to have a costed,
time limited plan, demonstrating they are committed to preventing
discharges before they can receive investment from the UKIB.

Amendment 2, page 2, line 9, leave out “consult” and
insert—

“gain the express consent of 7.

This amendment would require the Treasury to gain the express
consent of the appropriate national authority before making
provision in regulations under subsection (6).

Government amendment 1.

Richard Foord: I rise to speak to new clause 1 and
amendments 3 and 4.

I welcome the UK Infrastructure Bank Bill. We
previously had a Green Investment Bank, founded by
the Liberal Democrats in government. It was short-sighted
for the Government to sell it off, especially as it made
£144 million in profit for its Australian owners last year.
Nevertheless, the Liberal Democrats are glad to see
steps finally being taken to put the replacement UK
Infrastructure Bank on a statutory footing.

Liberal Democrat new clause 1, in the name of my
hon. Friend the Member for Richmond Park (Sarah
Olney), seeks to ensure that this new UK Infrastructure
Bank will remain in operation until the Government’s
net zero and environmental commitments have been
met.

I hope to see this new bank change investment in
green infrastructure for the better, and this brings me to
the two amendments—amendments 3 and 4—tabled in
my name and those of Liberal Democrat colleagues.
They seek to ensure that water companies set out costed,
time-limited plans to deal with discharges before they
can get funding through the bank. This is important
because communities across the UK are currently being
impacted by the actions of some negligent and wayward
water companies. For years, we have seen these firms
failing to invest in our vital infrastructure, but instead
prioritising shareholder payouts and bumper bonuses
for chief executive officers. It is shocking that this
practice has been allowed to continue, and that the
Government have resisted several attempts by the Liberal
Democrats to clamp down on these sewage spills.

South West Water, which covers my patch in Devon,
was awarded a one-star rating by the Environment
Agency after having been found to have discharged
sewage into rivers and lakes and on to our beaches over
42,000 times. This represents more than 350,000 hours
of dumping, including at our prestigious blue flag beaches.
Three of the 10 most affected beaches are in Devon.
And what was the reaction at South West Water? It gave
the chief executive a bonus of more than £1 million.

Richard Fuller (North East Bedfordshire) (Con): We
on the Government Benches are aware of some of the
comments—if I may say so, the somewhat misleading
comments—in Liberal Democrat propaganda about this
issue. The hon. Gentleman is obviously familiar with
the situation at South West Water. Could he tell me
what the cost is to South West Water of eliminating
sewage overflow, and what are the implications for
water bills for residents in the south-west, because that
is what the literature from his party has been saying
needs to be done?

Richard Foord: The amendment that we are considering
is about loans from the UK Infrastructure Bank. Whatever
figure is required, the bank should not be permitted to
release funds for the purpose of improving our sewerage
system until there are plans by water companies for the
system’s complete restoration.
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South West Water is not an isolated case. Last year
alone, water companies paid out dividends to the tune
of almost £1 billion, with water company executives
pocketing £16.5 million in bonuses. Why should those
people profit from others’ misery? Why should they be
allowed to cut corners and get away with it? The situation
is the same across the country.

Southern Water polluted our rivers and waterways
more than 38,000 times in the past two years, with over
358,000 hours of spills, while their top executives raked
in more than £2.3 million in bonuses, benefits and
incentives. Thames Water discharged sewage into rivers
and lakes 33,156 times in the past two years, lasting
378,977 hours in total, and their bosses took home
more than £2.9 million on top of their already generous
salaries.

It is clear that those water companies are not being
run for the benefit of the British people. Instead, firms
are content to sit back and watch profits pour in while
communities across the country suffer. Their failure to
redirect profits to patch up our ageing infrastructure
and build capacity means not only sewage dumping on
an industrial scale, but losing millions of tonnes of
water due to leaking pipes. That amounts to a scale of
negligence unparalleled by anything we have seen in
recent years.

The scandal must be addressed, which is why the
Liberal Democrats have tabled these amendments. It
would be a scandal if taxpayers’ money were given to
the same firms that continue to poison our rivers and
coastlines. If we do not add strict sewerage conditions
to the Bill, we will give a blank cheque using taxpayers’
money to fund those polluting, profiteering firms.

Those are the very same water companies that line
their executives’ pockets with bonuses worth millions of
pounds. Now they expect public money to bail them out
and line the leaking pipes that they have long neglected.
If they want public money to help bail them out, they
must show that they have a serious plan, which is both
costed and time limited, to clean up their act and end
the flow of sewage gushing on to our beaches and into
our rivers.

Turge colleagues from all parties to back the amendments
and show that we are serious about ending the sewage
scandal once and for all.

Richard Fuller: I shall go through the amendments
thoroughly and therefore I shall not detain the House long.

New clause 1 on the future of the UK Infrastructure
Bank would have the effect of not permitting a sale of
the bank until the duty set out in the Climate Change
Act 2008 and the targets of the net zero commitment by
2050 had been met. That puts significant strictures on
the maintenance of one bank and its objectives. I think
the hon. Member for Tiverton and Honiton (Richard
Foord) probably acknowledges that. He wants us to
reflect on the sale of the green bank that was set up
under the coalition Government. He talked about the
profits that it made last year—about £180 million,
perhaps a little less. However, I hope that he recognises
a couple of things.

First, when the sale was made, the taxpayer benefited
to the tune of £2.3 billion. That included a surplus of
£186 million on taxpayer-invested funds and a commitment
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from the successful acquirer, Macquarie bank, to invest
a further £3 billion. In the round, I do not think that
was a bad transaction to make, because it enabled the
attraction of more third-party capital—private capital—to
try to achieve some of the objectives of that green bank
under its new owners, and indeed that has taken place.
Part of the balance with this Infrastructure Bank is:
how are we going to evaluate its abilities and success in
attracting third-party capital? If the hon. Member for
Tiverton and Honiton reflects, he will see that his broad
point in new clause 1 is a fair one, but I hope that he will
not press it to a vote, because there are strong arguments
on the other side and I would not support the points
that he would be trying to make.

Again, I can understand some of the import of
Labour’s new clause 2 and amendment 5. Labour is
saying, “Here is an opportunity, with a major institution,
with which we are going to look at and try to expand
the infrastructure of the country, to make sure it has a
full focus on the round of public interest in the things it
is doing in our name.” That is a good intention but, as
the hon. Member for Erith and Thamesmead (Abena
Oppong-Asare) knows—we have talked about this in
Committee—there are trade-offs to be made within
those sets of objectives. As we add objectives to our
institutions, those trade-offs make it more obscure to
parliamentarians and to the public what the intention
of the bank will be.

The objectives that the Government have set out in
the Bill are already clear. They have the benefit of
clarity, as we know what they are. They also cover a
wide range of sectors and intentions, but with the
underlying core objective of helping us to meet our
green net zero and climate change objectives.

So if the Opposition wish us to support their
amendments, where do they see the trade-offs being
made between achieving those objectives and having
the duties to reduce economic inequalities between regions,
to improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards,
and to support supply chain resilience? Very few of us
would disagree with some of those objectives—indeed,
the Government are making great strides on some of
them with their levelling-up initiatives—but we have to
accept that as we give directions to some of these
institutions with a broad range of objectives, we are, as
democrats, losing some control over how public money
can be directed; we are giving more discretion to the
chief executives of those organisations to do as they see
fit and not perhaps to do as we were laying down in
statute. I encourage the Opposition to think again, and
to consider that perhaps having the clarity and precision
of objectives set out in the Bill is precisely what will
enable this and future Parliaments to exercise control
over the Infrastructure Bank.

The hon. Member for Tiverton and Honiton, who is
speaking for all the Liberal Democrats today, as he has
graced us with his presence in a number of the debates,
talked a little about the water companies again. I hope
that he will have been listening today and will be reflecting
back to his party’s leadership that some of the publicity
the Liberal Democrats have put out has been substantially
misleading about the intentions and actions of this
Government. Obviously, parties make political statements
all the time, this way and that. However, particularly as
he has now followed up with his proposal for how water
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company discharge can be managed, I hope he will see
that it is a serious issue and therefore we should treat it
seriously.

Amendment 4 seeks to provide that the support the
bank can give can happen only after the water companies
have produced a “costed, time limited plan”. I think
the water companies would say, “We have already done
that.” They have a plan, but not one that can be
implemented just like that, in the flash of an eye—I mix
my metaphors there. I am not sure that the amendment
will have the intention that the hon. Member for Tiverton
and Honiton wishes it to have, given what the water
companies are already doing and what the Government
are already doing with the monitoring and the objectives
being set to reduce sewage discharge.

I will step over what the SNP spokesperson, the right
hon. Member for Dundee East (Stewart Hosie), put
forward, because I am sure he will be able to elucidate
that point clearly—I believe we have heard it here a
number of times, although we are never bored by the
repetition. Finally, I thank the Minister for listening to
the points that were made in Committee and coming
forward with the Government’s amendment.

Finally, I thank the Minister for listening to the
points that were made in Committee and coming forward
with the Government’s amendment. I can see that the
Opposition have not put down a further amendment on
that matter, which is a sign that he has got that judgment
call right.

Stewart Hosie (Dundee East) (SNP): I will speak to
amendment 2 in my name, but before I address that
fully, I will say a little about the other Opposition
amendments and new clauses.

New clause 1 seeks to stop the bank being sold prior
to net zero targets being met, which is sensible in
principle, given the fate of the old green investment
bank, as I described on Second Reading. New clause 2
seeks a report on the geographical spread of investments,
which, again, is sensible given the Government’s recent
track record on allocating money from the levelling-up
fund. It still strikes me as rather absurd that the Prime
Minister’s wealthy Richmond constituency should have
been allocated £90 million, while the entire city of
Glasgow received nothing in the second round of funding.
I think we would all want to ensure that the UK
Infrastructure Bank was far more equitable in its
disbursements.

Amendment 5 seeks to reduce inequality and improve
productivity. Amendments 3 and 4 seek to ensure that
investment in water supply quality is permitted, but
with conditions on the private companies receiving it.
Each of these amendments and new clauses have merit,
and we will be happy to support any if they are pressed
to a Division.

Government amendment 1 seeks to reduce the gap
between reporting from a maximum of seven to a
maximum of five years. That is progress of a sort, but
five years is still too long. I would be looking for a
commitment from the Dispatch Box that the Government
anticipate the review and reporting frequency to be
within the proposed five-year maximum.
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Let me briefly reprise what I said about my own
amendment on Second Reading, when I gave the UK
Infrastructure Bank and the Bill a broad welcome.
Taking it at face value, there was nothing to criticise in
its objectives of helping to tackle climate change and
supporting the efforts to meet the UK Government’s
2050 target. Nor was there anything to criticise in
the objective to support regional or local economic
growth.

What I pointed out, though, is that—the Minister on
Second Reading alluded to this in his speech—the delivery
of support to facilitate local and regional growth in
Scotland is provided by the Scottish Government, local
government and other agencies, and that the green
targets in Scotland, such as the earlier net zero target,
are also set independently. It is therefore important that
the UK Infrastructure Bank actually supports the devolved
Governments’ objectives and does not, even inadvertently,
end up working against them. That remains important
because we have our own infrastructure investment
plan, our own global capital investment plan and our
own national strategy for economic transformation that
provides the framework for the Scottish Government’s
policy priorities.

In giving the Bill a broad welcome, I also made the
point that while there is clearly an overlap between the
strategic objectives of the UK Infrastructure Bank and
the Scottish National Investment Bank—the wording
of the aims of both the UKIB and the Scottish National
Investment Bank are broadly similar—it is vital to
ensure that both banks meet their goals and deliver the
maximum impact for the people of Scotland. In line
with the objectives set in the Bill, it is essential that the
two banks are able to work together to identify and
support appropriate infrastructure projects in Scotland.
It is also vital that Scottish interests are appropriately
represented and that there is an awareness of the Scottish
economic context and the Scottish Government’s policy
goals.

To ensure that there is alignment between both banks’
aims, I have argued that there should be an administrative
mechanism, such as a memorandum of understanding,
between the UKIB and the Scottish National Investment
Bank to ensure that policy alignment is maintained. I
fear that unless we have a firm mechanism, the UKIB’s
aims might also be undermined, and there will ultimately
be a risk that it will not deliver fully on its objectives.
However, the Bill merely suggests in line 9 of clause 2(7)
that the Treasury must only
“consult the appropriate national authority before making provision

in regulations...that would be within the legislative competence
of

one of the devolved Administrations.

3 pm

The problem we face is that recent evidence suggests
that a consultation is insufficient protection against the
UK Government making inappropriate regulation. For
example, the United Kingdom Internal Market Act 2020
completely undermined devolution by handing decisions
on animal welfare and environmental and food standards
to an unelected quango. The same Act stripped Scotland
of high standards by forcing all the nations of the UK
to adhere to the lowest common denominator. We have
seen multiple examples of the Sewel convention being
breached: since Brexit alone, we have seen the refusal of
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legislative consent by the Scottish Parliament overruled
during passage of the European Union (Withdrawal)
Act 2018, the United Kingdom Internal Market Act 2020,
the European Union (Future Relationship) Act 2020,
and the Elections Act 2021.

Most recently and most egregiously, we saw section 35
of the Scotland Act 1998 used to stop a Bill from
proceeding to Royal Assent. That was an outrageous
decision—a completely unjustified, full-frontal attack
on the democratically elected Scottish Parliament. Therefore,
our amendment 2 seeks to replace the UK Government’s
requirement merely to “consult” with a harder requirement
to

“gain the express consent of ”

a devolved Parliament before embarking on regulatory
change. I commend the amendment to the House.

Jonathan Edwards (Carmarthen East and Dinefwr)
(Ind): I was going to make my points through interventions,
but as so few Members want to speak, I thought I
would take the opportunity to make a speech. I will
speak very briefly to new clause 2 and amendment 5—which
stand in the name of the official Opposition, and deal
with the need to ensure that the geographical investment
is spread across the UK, which is of course is something
we all support—and amendment 2, tabled by the right
hon. Member for Dundee East (Stewart Hosie), which
deals with the constitutional challenges created by these
post-Brexit agencies and frameworks. The right hon.
Gentleman made his points very eloquently, and I fully
support what he said.

In my speech on Second Reading, I highlighted how I
thought some of the challenges outlined in these
amendments could be dealt with. In my view, that is
primarily by ensuring that post-Brexit frameworks and
agencies such as the UK Infrastructure Bank have a
formal role for the Welsh, Scottish and Northern Ireland
Governments within their constitutions and their
administration. When I made that speech on Second
Reading, the Welsh Government were withholding consent;
they have now decided to offer consent because the UK
Government have given an element of a concession by
outlining that a director of the UK Infrastructure
Bank will be responsible for liaising with the Welsh
Government—I suppose the same will be true for the
Scottish and Northern Irish Governments. That does
not go quite as far as I was calling for on Second
Reading, when I made the case for the Welsh, Scottish
and Northern Irish Governments to be able to appoint
their own individual directors.

That concession is a step forward, which I of course
welcome. However, the Minister might be aware that
the Climate Change, Environment, and Infrastructure
Committee in the Senedd, which was responsible for
scrutinising the legislative consent mechanism, advised
the Welsh Government against awarding legislative consent
because of that lack of a formal role—indeed, there was
no role whatsoever for the Senedd. I would be grateful if
the Minister reflected on my Second Reading speech,
where I made the case that it would be very helpful if
the UK Infrastructure Bank had to be scrutinised by
the relevant Senedd committee, as well as by the Welsh
Government.

In conclusion, this really comes down to the Labour
party. We expect that it will form the next UK Government;
how is it going to Brexit retrofit the UK constitution in
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light of all these frameworks and agencies that have had
to be created since the Brexit referendum, and since we
left the European Union and the single market in particular?
In Labour’s response to this debate, I very much hope to
hear that it is looking at a radical realignment of the
British state when it forms the next UK Government,
giving the Administrations in Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland, where appropriate, a formal role in these post-Brexit
agencies and frameworks.

Abena Oppong-Asare (Erith and Thamesmead) (Lab):
A lost decade of broken Tory promises has left much of
the UK with second-rate infrastructure, which is why
we support the establishment and the strengthening of
the UK Infrastructure Bank and will not be opposing
the Bill. The bank is much needed. It will invest in
projects that support our net zero targets and contribute
to local and regional economic growth. However, we
will go further than the Government and harness the
full potential of the bank to provide good jobs and
opportunities across the country. I will speak to our
amendments a little later.

I wish to start by saying how much I welcome the
Government’s U-turn in relation to their amendment 1.
I see Ministers on the Front Bench who were with us
when the Bill was debated in Committee. I am sure that
they notice how similar their amendment is to the one
that Labour tabled at that stage. Indeed, it is identical to
our amendment—an amendment that they voted against.
As Labour has repeatedly emphasised, reviews of the
bank’s performance will be essential to ensuring that it
meets its objectives to invest in the industries of the
future. It was shocking that the Government wanted an
initial review in 10 years with subsequent reviews every
five years. The bank needs momentum and drive behind
it, and I am glad to see that the Government have now
realised the error of their thinking and committed to
reviews of the bank every five years.

Richard Fuller: I commend the hon. Lady for holding
the Government to account on this particular issue of
the review period. This is where we are setting the bank
free to go on its mission. As she and I agree—I think we
agree—the initial few years are really very important. |
notice that the Minister has restricted to five years
subsequent assessments, as both the hon. Lady and I
thought would be wise, but there is still that initial seven
years. She did not table an amendment on that, so I
wondered what the Opposition’s thinking was on that
initial period?

Abena Oppong-Asare: 1 am grateful to the hon.
Gentleman for his comments. He might remember that
we tabled amendments in Committee and again on
Report on that issue, but because the Government
announced a U-turn, we decided to withdraw our
amendment.

Yesterday’s dreadful IMF forecast makes it very clear
that Britain has so much potential but that the Conservative
Government are holding us back. The UK is the only
G7 country forecast to see negative economic growth.
Let us look at the Government’s record on infrastructure:
a green homes scheme closed just six months after its
introduction, with a £1 billion cut from its budget; an
energy system that sees fossil fuel companies making
record profits while hard-working people’s bills soar;
and just a fortnight ago, a crucial gigafactory, Britishvolt,
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went into administration, leaving the future of the
British electric vehicle market in jeopardy. According to
the Government, the purpose of the UK Infrastructure
Bank is to provide access to money, particularly where
there is an undersupply of private financing. Britishvolt,
a UK battery start-up, was expected to support new
jobs and green technology with a factory in Blyth. Now
it is being sold by administrators, with the Government
seemingly abandoning their promises of levelling up
and supporting a green economy.

Just this week, the British electric van start-up “Arrival”
announced that it is cutting 800 jobs, as it moves for
extra funding and green subsidies in the US. Hon.
Members will not be surprised to hear that Labour has
no faith in the Government harnessing the potential of
the UK Infrastructure Bank to invest in the high-skilled
jobs of the future. A Labour Government will use our
green prosperity fund to invest in wind, solar and
nuclear energy; insulate 19 million homes; grow our
economy; and get Britain winning the race to net zero.
We have tabled new clause 2 and amendment 5 to
ensure that the UK Infrastructure Bank can play its role
in this mission. New clause 2 would require the bank to
publish an annual report setting out the geographical
spread and the ownership of businesses and bodies that
it invests in. It would also require the bank to publish a
good jobs plan for every project it invests in, to ensure
that the project will improve productivity, pay, jobs and
living standards.

Samantha Dixon (City of Chester) (Lab): Does my
hon. Friend agree that by failing to commit to Northern
Powerhouse Rail, the Government have failed on their
levelling-up promises to the north? Would she, along
with me and other Members who have expressed opinions
earlier in the debate, suggest that the Minister needs to
offer the House some assurances that the UK Infrastructure
Bank will distribute its benefit to every part of the
country, with the geographical spread she just mentioned?

Abena Oppong-Asare: My hon. Friend makes strong
points about what the Government should be doing,
and I hope the Minister takes them on board. We have
all seen the allegations of favouritism that have beset
the Government’s levelling-up funding, with nothing in
the Bill to guarantee that the bank will distribute its
funds to the areas that need them the most. Our new
clause would ensure scrutiny and transparency over
bank investments. Given the Prime Minister’s now famous
boast—I quote it in case Members have forgotten—about
reversing Treasury formulas that
“shoved all the funding into deprived...areas”,

I hope the Minister can see why we think transparency
is necessary. His party, after all, is the party responsible
for the loss of £6.7 billion to fraud and mismanagement.

I hope, too, that the Minister is paying attention right
now and agrees that we want the UK Infrastructure
Bank to create high-skilled, well-paid jobs. With a good
jobs plan for every project that it invests in, we can
ensure value for taxpayers’ money. That approach has
been taken with previous significant infrastructure projects
in the UK. For example, the Olympic Delivery Authority
worked with trade unions and others to ensure that the
project delivered good quality local jobs, and a similar
approach was taken with High Speed 2. If the Government
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are as committed to their levelling-up agenda as they
claim to be, I am sure that they will vote for our new
clause today.

Amendment 5 would strengthen the bank’s objectives.
It would make it clear that the bank’s target of boosting
regional and local economic growth includes reducing
economic inequalities within and between regions in the
UK. Despite the Government’s assurances to the contrary,
the Bill contains only a watered-down commitment that
could result in the bank’s resources being poorly targeted
and ineffective.

We want a further objective for the bank to contribute
to the UK’s supply chain resilience and industrial strategy.
I have mentioned the collapse of Britishvolt and the
warnings of green investment moving abroad. Those
are serious concerns. The importance of supply chain
resilience has become particularly clear in the wake of
the pandemic and as concerns over energy security have
come to the fore with the war in Ukraine. We want the
benefits of the UK Infrastructure Bank to be seen here
in the UK, with home-grown renewables such as offshore
wind, solar, nuclear, hydrogen and tidal power.

Richard Fuller: The hon. Lady is being generous in
giving way, and [ am grateful to her. I want to probe her
thoughts a little further on amendment 5. The Bill, as I
have said, has the benefit of being quite precise in its
current objectives. As parliamentarians, we know that
when we take something from statute and leave it to
regulators, the House’s ability to hold them to account
in the public interest is somewhat weakened. Does she
accept that additional objectives would give an Executive
a lot more discretion to say, “I didn’t achieve that
because I was focusing on this objective”? We have
created some primary objectives about climate change
and so on. Adding others would leave us somehow
disempowered, because those Executives could move and
shake around where they said their priorities were. As [
said earlier, I am concerned about the balance between
laudable objectives and ensuring that, when we have put
the Bill into statute, we parliamentarians retain the
ability to control what is actually happening on the
ground in one, two, three, four and five years from now.

3.15 pm

Abena Oppong-Asare: | thank the hon. Gentleman

for his comments—as I say, I always like to take them
on board—but I fundamentally disagree with him, because
our amendment would ensure that we take the Bill
further. As he once said, the best way to promote UK
manufacturing jobs and production is to
“shape regulation to support enterprise.”—[Official Report,
16 November 2021; Vol. 703, c. 438.]
That is exactly what Labour seeks to do with our
amendments, so I really hope he will support them. |
understand where he is coming from, but our amendments
would make sure that we deliver the projects that we
need in the UK.

We know that the UK Infrastructure Bank could be a
national enterprise. We have a world-leading offshore
wind industry in Scotland and on the east coast, hydrogen
in the north-west and on Teesside, nuclear power in the
south-east, and solar power in the south and the midlands,
but the potential of these industries can be realised only
if investment stays in the UK. The amendments we have
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tabled would allow that to happen. The lack of domestic
champions has compromised our security and stalled
progress, and our amendments would enable the UK
Infrastructure Bank to help reverse the trend.

I will speak briefly to the other amendments we are
considering today. Labour strongly supported the circular
economy and nature-based solutions being on the face
of the Bill, and we were disappointed to see the Government
remove them, but we are clear that amendment 4 has
not been properly thought through. Nothing in it would
do anything to improve water company performance or
reduce sewage dumping; on the contrary, it would give
water companies an excuse to not undertake the necessary
improvement works. We will therefore not support it.
Labour has set out a clear plan to end the Tory sewage
scandal by introducing mandatory monitoring with
automatic fines, ensuring that regulators properly enforce
the rules, and holding water bosses personally accountable
for sewage pollution.

Selaine Saxby (North Devon) (Con): Does the hon.
Lady not agree, having been in the Chamber earlier
today, that the Government are already monitoring
storm overflows across the country? One of the reasons
why we are aware of the size of the problem that we are
trying to tackle is because we have increased the monitoring
from only 6% a few years ago to nearly 100% now.

Abena Oppong-Asare: I am not going to take any
advice from the Government. They have been in government
for 13 years, and what have they delivered so far? I
suggest that the hon. Lady support our amendment,
which would ensure that things go through properly.

The devolved Administrations must be included in
the development of the UK Infrastructure Bank. I have
already mentioned the fantastic wind energy sector that
we have in Scotland, and I was excited to read about the
opportunities that the bank has identified in Northern
Ireland. We do not believe that amendment 2 is necessary
to ensure that all regions and nations of the UK benefit
from the Bill, so we will not support it.

As we enter another year of low growth and failed
Conservative government, we know there is a vital need
to invest in the infrastructure of the future. We support
the establishment of the UK Infrastructure Bank and
have sought to improve the Bill throughout. We want to
see stronger objectives and reporting for the bank, so
that it can play a role in meeting our net zero targets
while creating good jobs across the country and supporting
the UK supply chain’s resilience, but what the bank
needs most of all from the Government is an ambitious
plan. Once again, the Government are on the back foot
and U-turning at the last minute with amendment 1, on
the bank’s reviews. It is yet another sign that Labour is
the party with a plan for government—a party that will
grow the economy and create jobs for the future.

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Andrew
Griffith): It is always a pleasure to follow the hon.
Member for Erith and Thamesmead (Abena Oppong-
Asare). I thank all hon. Members who have tabled
amendments and contributed to today’s debate, as well
as those who made valued contributions in Committee.
Notwithstanding a certain number of amendments, I
feel that generally there is good consensus across the
House about the core purpose and objective of an
important institution.
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If we are fully to meet our responsibilities to spread
opportunity to all parts of the United Kingdom and
support the all-important transition to the clean energy
economy, it is right that we take bold action now with
institutions such as the UK Infrastructure Bank. We
have therefore introduced the Bill to make explicit—with
a legislative lock, if you like—the scope of the bank’s
objectives
“to support regional and local economic growth”
and
“to help tackle climate change”.

Enshrining the bank in legislation will help to establish
it as a long-lasting institution. That is important to
colleagues across the House, as we have heard, who
agree that it is a welcome initiative. I am glad that there
has been general consensus today about the importance
of the Bill.

I turn to Government amendment 1, which stands in
my name. In Committee, I committed to looking again
at the frequency of statutory reviews into the UK
Infrastructure Bank and undertook potentially to propose
a different frequency at a later stage of the Bill’s passage.
It would be a gross mischaracterisation to call the
amendment a U-turn; it is simply an example of a listening
Minister in a listening Government trying to do what is
best to get the institution on the right footing. I thank
hon. Members who brought the matter to my attention
and shared their views, particularly my predecessor, my
hon. Friend the Member for North East Bedfordshire
(Richard Fuller), who raised the point in Committee.

It is, T hope, a sign of strength that I considered
afresh what was appropriate for the first review period.
However, given the pre-existing reviews to which the
Cabinet Office and HM Treasury have already committed,
and the need to allow a nascent institution time to
embed itself, I remain of the view—having taken the
question away and looked at it again—that it is right for
the first review period to be seven years. However, I
recognise the strength of the arguments for, the
appropriateness of and the desire for a shorter period
between every subsequent review to ensure that this
House applies the necessary accountability. My amendment
1 would therefore reduce the interval between each
regular review after the first.

Abena Oppong-Asare: Does the Minister remember
rejecting our amendment about the reviews? He is saying
that this is not a U-turn, so I just want to hear from him
about that aspect.

Andrew Griffith: I hope the hon. Lady would never
dream of trying to score cheap political points, as
distinct from our good-natured and collaborative discussions
in Committee. Rather than setting a new timeframe
there and then, we looked at precedent in a quest for the
optimal timeframe. I undertook to come back on Report
and share a proposal with the House, precisely as [ am
doing today. Having listened and having made that
determination, I can feel the warm radiation of support
from the Opposition. I hope to see that good will
extending to supporting the rest of the Bill without
further amendment.

Richard Fuller: As it gets warm and huggy between
the two Front Benchers, I would like to remind the
Minister that I also tabled an amendment in Committee.
I hope that he is feeling warm and huggy towards
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Government Back Benchers as well. He seems huggy,
though I am not sure it is politically correct to say that
any more. [ want to emphasise that the Minister has
been listening, which is why he has come back with the
amendment. That is the right thing for him to do.

The serious part of my point is how the institutional
culture of the bank is set. The Minister will know from
his own experience that the first few years are very
important. He says that the first review period will be
seven years, and I understand that, but can he share
with the House some of his thinking about how that
responsibility will be balanced? I think Members on
both sides of the House are concerned that we set the
institutions and regulators out there a task, but then we
do not have the time, the information or the control to
hold them to the original principles that we have set.
Does the Minister broadly agree with that? Is he comfortable
with the way the legislation will now be framed?

Andrew Griffith: Let me assure my hon. Friend and
the whole House that this institution will not lack the
proper scrutiny. In that initial set-up period it will be
reviewed by both the Cabinet Office and His Majesty’s
Treasury. It will not lack scrutiny. It has an obligation to
report annually. On some of the amendments we have
discussed today, I have already procured a commitment
from the bank to put more information into the public
domain about its investments and their location, which
Opposition Members have rightly pressed us for.

Although the bank is yet to reach its full complement
of staffing and run rate of operations, it has already
benefited from a serious review by the Public Accounts
Committee of this House. I think it would be worth
trying to correct some misapprehensions, but I do not
for one moment take away the importance of regular
scrutiny. We are talking about public money, and it is of
the utmost importance that we engender trust as well as
good value for public money.

That Public Accounts Committee report is a good and
important piece of work. I absolutely commend the work
of the Committee, which does a sterling job to protect
the interests of taxpayers. We should always remember
our duty of care when we are spending other people’s
money. It is a good piece of work, and I am grateful for
it. We will respond to it in the usual way through the
Treasury minute process to get that on the record.

However, I want to address one or two of the points
raised. The report raised concerns about governance,
but this is an institution that has benefited from strong
financial governance from the get-go. All deals done to
date have been reviewed by the full UK Infrastructure
Bank board before being approved. Because of that,
early deals were also approved by HM Treasury Ministers
to ensure that we protected taxpayers’ money.

I am proud, as we all should be, of the bank’s work as
it continues to engage with the market and across
Government, building on its first 18 months in which it
has done 10 deals worth more than £1 billion of additive,
incremental investment across all parts of the United
Kingdom.

Richard Fuller: My hon. Friend has just used the
magic word “additive”. Would he care to explain further,
in the context of these new clauses and amendments,

1 FEBRUARY 2023

UK Infrastructure Bank Bill [ Lords] 396

that the issue of additive capital is a crucial part of the
bank’s responsibility? This is not just about protecting
taxpayers’ money, but about attracting third-party private
capital. One of the points about the proposal to spread
the objectives is that it becomes harder to attract that
capital when the mission of the institution is more
diffuse. The more focus it has, and the more focus my
hon. Friend has, the more likely we are to achieve the
objective of additive capital that he has outlined so
clearly.

3.30 pm

Andrew Griffith: My hon. Friend is, once again, absolutely
right. The principle of being additive is baked into the
core charters and constitutions, as well as the steer that
my colleagues and I will give.

New clause 1 would insert a provision to prevent the
sale of the bank. [ understand the concern that has been
expressed by Members in the past, but I can reassure
them that the bank is intended to be a long-lasting
institution. I have detected a strong degree of consensus
about the importance of this, both in Committee and
here in the Chamber, just as our commitment to net
zero is long-lasting and a subject of consensus. We
intend the bank to be permanent; it is an essential part
of the Government’s infrastructure strategy. Moreover,
the new clause is simply not necessary. In the event that
any future Government considered a sale of the bank—and
that is not my expectation—it would require primary
legislation at the time. The new clause cannot bind the
House on a future occasion, and in any event it is not
necessary, so I ask for it not to be pressed to a vote.

The hon. Member for Erith and Thamesmead has
tabled a new clause and an amendment. New clause 2
would require the bank to publish an annual report
addressing the geographical spread and ownership of
bodies in which the bank invests. That is, of course, its
core purpose, and I therefore do not think we need the
new clause. We debated this proposal in Committee
and, for the reasons that we set out then, we do not
propose to accept it now.

The new clause is simply unnecessary, because the
bank will already be reporting on its investments: it will
publish a summary of them in its annual report and
accounts. It captures data in all its deal assessments,
and will be happy to make them publicly available. I
have received a letter from the bank confirming that it
will make publicly available the names of developers
and/or sponsors of the projects it supports. It will also
provide the geographical location of these projects. 1
feel pressed by colleagues on this matter. I have procured
more information, as the hon. Lady has requested and,
again, I ask for this new clause not to be pressed to a
vote.

As for jobs, it is actions, not lines of statute, that
count. We do not need to deliver an amendment to
deliver good jobs; just ask the employees involved in the
NextEnergy, Gigaclear and Fibrus investments which
the bank has already supported. Every job is a good
job. The bank is committed to pursuing the highest
environmental, social, resilience and governance policy
standards, and we do not feel that there is any added
value in simply adding extra lines of statute or red tape
for the sake of it, as the hon. Lady proposes. It is
actions, not words, on which we are focused.
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Amendment 5 asks for the bank’s objective to include
reducing regional inequality and improving pay, productivity
and living standards, as well as supporting supply chain
resilience. However, those are already implicit in the
bank’s current objective. That is the very purpose of
setting up a UK infrastructure bank—the clue is in the
name—and we now have a track record to show what
the bank is doing to support regional and local growth.

Richard Fuller: Will my hon. Friend give way?

Andrew Griffith: I will give way one final time, but my
hon. Friend will have to make it count.

Richard Fuller: I am not so sure about that, but I
know that my hon. Friend has a lot of reading to get
through. As he obviously knows, part of what is inherent
in the net zero objectives is the fact that there will be an
increase in supply chain resilience.

Andrew Griffith: My hon. Friend did indeed make his
intervention count, because that is a very pertinent
point. Of course, the whole purpose of the bank is
infrastructure and capability building, and the commitment
to regions is at its heart. Regional and local growth are
among its core objectives. The more diverse infrastructure
we have in all parts of this great United Kingdom, the
more we are naturally adding resilience and achieving
our objective. Indeed, the strategic steer set by the then
Chancellor in March last year makes it clear that the
bank must focus on geographic inequalities by reference
to the levelling-up White Paper, which includes a
comprehensive set of levelling-up objectives and measures
and supports the Government’s strategic approach to
levelling up. We would rather do that on a portfolio
basis than investment by investment, as proposed by the
hon. Member for Erith and Thamesmead.

Amendments 3 and 4, tabled by the hon. Member for
Tiverton and Honiton (Richard Foord), focus on the
important issue of water quality. This is an area where
the Government do not need any lessons. We are taking
the lead in this matter, and are taking the action that the
hon. Gentleman’s party and its leader failed to take in
coalition. Sometimes one detects the fervour of a convert,
or even the working-out of some past guilt about their
failure to take action on water.

Selaine Saxby: It is obviously delightful to have another
Devon MP who cares passionately about the environment,
as did his predecessor. I cannot help but wonder whether,
if the Liberal Democrats were serious about this, the
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change from
2012 to 2015 might have implemented some of these
things. Does my hon. Friend the Minister agree that
there seems to be a trend of creating opportunities for
dodgy graphics and social media content, rather than
making serious changes to legislation?

Andrew Griffith: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. It ill behoves a party that aspires to be taken
seriously as a force in British politics to be all about
clickbait, misleading graphics and half-truths, rather
than about, for example, the data, which show that
monitoring has increased from just 5% in 2016—a level
at which it would be wrong for anyone to characterise
themselves as having their arms around this long-standing
issue—to more than 90% today. I understand from my
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right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs that it will be 100% by the end
of this year. We are the party that is taking action. We
are the party that is finding the data, exposing the
conduct of the water companies and putting record
investment into the sector to solve this long-standing
problem. We are the party that provides the solution.

The hon. Member for Tiverton and Honiton needs to
consider whether he wants to be part of the problem or,
as we all are, part of the solution. One of his amendments
is entirely superfluous, as such a measure is already
underwritten by the objectives in the world-leading
Environment Act 2021. Only yesterday, we announced
ambitious interim targets to deliver those objectives in
our environmental improvement plan. I believe that the
hon. Gentleman was in the Chamber for the statement
that preceded this debate. For that reason, we will
accept his amendment, because it sits within the actions
that we are taking and the commitments that we have
made.

Finally, the amendment tabled by the right hon.
Member for Dundee East (Stewart Hosie) would require
explicit consent from the devolved Administration before
using powers under clause 2(6) that touch on devolved
competence. However, I was pleased when his colleague,
John Swinney, the acting Finance Secretary, wrote to
me indicating that he was happy with the content of the
Bill, and would recommend that the Bill receive a
legislative consent motion. Last week, I was even more
pleased—imagine my delight—when the Scottish
Parliament gave the Bill an LCM. The right hon. Member
for Dundee East will see that not just the Government
but his colleagues suggest that his amendment is not
required by the Government in Holyrood. As a result, |
very much hope that he will not seek to push it to a vote.

This is an incredibly important milestone and moment
in establishing a new national institution that will deliver
real social purpose and make an enormous difference to
the lives of our fellow citizens across the United Kingdom.
Establishing it today in statute will give the market
greater certainty and confidence, and encourage significant
private sector investment in all of the bank’s priority
sectors. By partnering with the private sector—by mobilising
the life force of private capital, the ferocious, problem-
solving power of business—in areas that might otherwise
struggle to get the investment they require, we will help
speed up the transition to net zero and level up the UK.
With the exception of amendment 4, which I have
indicated the Government will not oppose, I hope Members
understand the reasoning—even if they do not agree—that
I have set out as to why we cannot accept the amendments
and new clauses and that they respect the time of the
House and agree not to press them to a vote.

Richard Foord: I beg to ask leave to withdraw the
motion.

Clause, by leave, withdrawn.

New Clause 2
BUSINESSES AND BODIES THE BANK INVESTS IN
“(1) The Bank must publish an annual report setting out—

(a) the geographical spread of businesses and bodies it
invests in, and

(b) the ownership of the businesses and bodies it invests
in.
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(2) The Bank must prepare and publish a ‘Good Jobs’ plan for
all businesses and bodies it invests in, which requires the business
or body to improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards.”

—(Abena Oppong-Asare. )

This new clause would ensure that the Bank considers the location
and ownership of the businesses and bodies it invests in and only
invests in businesses and bodies who create “Good Jobs” plans to
improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards

Brought up, and read the First time.
Question put, That the clause be read a Second time:—

The House divided: Ayes 210, Noes 271.

Division No. 170]

Abbott, rh Ms Diane (Proxy
vote cast by Bell Ribeiro-
Addy)

Ali, Rushanara

Ali, Tahir

Allin-Khan, Dr Rosena

Anderson, Fleur

Barker, Paula

Beckett, rh Margaret

Begum, Apsana

Benn, rh Hilary

Betts, Mr Clive

Black, Mhairi

Blackford, rh lan

Blackman, Kirsty

Blake, Olivia

Blomfield, Paul

Bonnar, Steven

Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben

Brennan, Kevin

Brock, Deidre

Brown, Alan

Brown, Ms Lyn

Bryant, Sir Chris

Buck, Ms Karen

Burgon, Richard

Butler, Dawn

Byrne, lan

Byrne, rh Liam

Cadbury, Ruth

Callaghan, Amy (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)

Cameron, Dr Lisa

Carden, Dan

Chamberlain, Wendy

Chapman, Douglas

Charalambous, Bambos

Cherry, Joanna

Corbyn, rh Jeremy

Cowan, Ronnie

Coyle, Neil

Crawley, Angela

Creasy, Stella

Cryer, John

Cummins, Judith

Cunningham, Alex

Davey, rh Ed

David, Wayne

Davies, Geraint

Davies-Jones, Alex

Day, Martyn

Dhesi, Mr Tanmanjeet Singh

Dixon, Samantha

Docherty-Hughes, Martin

Dodds, Anneliese

Doogan, Dave

[3.41 pm

AYES

Dorans, Allan (Proxy vote cast
by Brendan O’Hara)
Doughty, Stephen
Eagle, Dame Angela
Eagle, Maria
Eastwood, Colum
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Elmore, Chris
Eshalomi, Florence
Evans, Chris
Farry, Stephen
Ferrier, Margaret
Fletcher, Colleen
Foord, Richard
Fovargue, Yvonne
Foxcroft, Vicky
Foy, Mary Kelly
Furniss, Gill
Gardiner, Barry
Gibson, Patricia
Gill, Preet Kaur
Grady, Patrick
Grant, Peter
Green, Sarah
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Dame Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Hamilton, Fabian
Hamilton, Mrs Paulette
Hanna, Claire
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Hendrick, Sir Mark
Hillier, Dame Meg
Hobhouse, Wera
Hodge, rh Dame Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Rachel
Hosie, rh Stewart
Howarth, rh Sir George
Hug, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Jardine, Christine
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Dame Diana
Johnson, Kim
Jones, Darren
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Ruth
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Khan, Afzal
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Kinnock, Stephen

Lake, Ben

Lavery, lan

Law, Chris

Leadbeater, Kim

Lewis, Clive

Lightwood, Simon

Lloyd, Tony (Proxy vote cast
by Navendu Mishra)

Long Bailey, Rebecca

Lucas, Caroline

Lynch, Holly

MacNeil, Angus Brendan

Madders, Justin

Mahmood, Mr Khalid

Mahmood, Shabana

Malhotra, Seema

Mc Nally, John

McCabe, Steve

McCarthy, Kerry

McDonald, Stewart Malcolm

McDonald, Stuart C.

McDonnell, rh John

McFadden, rh Mr Pat

McGovern, Alison

McKinnell, Catherine

McLaughlin, Anne (Proxy vote

cast by Brendan O’Hara)
McMorrin, Anna
Mearns, lan
Mishra, Navendu
Monaghan, Carol
Moran, Layla
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Helen
Morgan, Stephen
Morris, Grahame
Murray, lan
Murray, James
Newlands, Gavin
Nichols, Charlotte
Nicolson, John (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)
Norris, Alex
O’Hara, Brendan
Olney, Sarah
Onwurah, Chi
Oppong-Asare, Abena
Osborne, Kate
Oswald, Kirsten
Owatemi, Taiwo
Owen, Sarah
Peacock, Stephanie
Pennycook, Matthew

Adams, rh Nigel
Afolami, Bim
Afriyie, Adam
Aiken, Nickie
Aldous, Peter
Allan, Lucy
Anderson, Lee
Anderson, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, rh Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Gareth
Bacon, Mr Richard
Bailey, Shaun
Baillie, Siobhan
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Perkins, Mr Toby
Phillips, Jess
Phillipson, Bridget
Pollard, Luke
Qaisar, Ms Anum
Qureshi, Yasmin
Rayner, rh Angela
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Ellie
Reeves, rh Rachel
Reynolds, Jonathan
Ribeiro-Addy, Bell
Rodda, Matt
Russell-Moyle, Lloyd
Saville Roberts, rh Liz
Shah, Naz

Sharma, Mr Virendra
Slaughter, Andy
Smith, Cat

Smith, Jeff

Smith, Nick

Smyth, Karin

Sobel, Alex
Stevens, Jo

Stone, Jamie
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Sultana, Zarah
Tami, rh Mark
Thomas, Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, rh Nick
Thompson, Owen
Thomson, Richard
Timms, rh Sir Stephen
Turner, Karl

Twist, Liz

Vaz, rh Valerie
Wakeford, Christian
West, Catherine
Western, Andrew
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Whitley, Mick
Whittome, Nadia
Williams, Hywel
Wilson, Munira
Winter, Beth
Wishart, Pete

Yasin, Mohammad
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mary Glindon and
Tonia Antoniazzi

NOES

Baker, Duncan
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, rh Steve
Baron, Mr John
Baynes, Simon
Bell, Aaron
Benton, Scott
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, rh Sir Jake
Bhatti, Saqib
Blackman, Bob
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, rh Karen
Brereton, Jack
Bridgen, Andrew
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Brine, Steve

Bristow, Paul

Britcliffe, Sara

Browne, Anthony

Buchan, Felicity

Buckland, rh Sir Robert

Burghart, Alex

Burns, rh Conor

Butler, Rob

Cairns, rh Alun

Carter, Andy

Cartlidge, James

Cash, Sir William

Cates, Miriam

Caulfield, Maria

Chope, Sir Christopher

Churchill, Jo

Clark, rh Greg

Clarke, rh Mr Simon

Clarke, Theo (Proxy vote cast
by Mr Marcus Jones)

Clarke-Smith, Brendan

Clarkson, Chris

Coffey, rh Dr Thérese

Colburn, Elliot

Collins, Damian

Costa, Alberto

Crabb, rh Stephen

Crosbie, Virginia

Daly, James

Davies, rh David T. C.

Davies, Gareth

Davies, Dr James

Davies, Mims

Davies, Philip

Davison, Dehenna

Dinenage, Dame Caroline

Dines, Miss Sarah

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Double, Steve

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, Sir James

Duguid, David

Duncan Smith, rh Sir lain

Dunne, rh Philip

Edwards, Ruth

Ellis, rh Michael

Elphicke, Mrs Natalie

Eustice, rh George

Evans, Dr Luke

Everitt, Ben

Fabricant, Michael

Firth, Anna

Fletcher, Katherine

Fletcher, Mark

Fletcher, Nick

Ford, rh Vicky

Foster, Kevin

Fox, rh Dr Liam

Frazer, rh Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

French, Mr Louie

Fuller, Richard

Fysh, Mr Marcus

Garnier, Mark

Ghani, Ms Nusrat

Gibb, rh Nick

Gibson, Peter

Gideon, Jo

Goodwill, rh Sir Robert

Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Gray, James
Grayling, rh Chris (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Griffith, Andrew
Grundy, James
Gullis, Jonathan
Hall, Luke
Hancock, rh Matt
Harrison, Trudy
Hart, Sally-Ann
Hayes, rh Sir John
Heald, rh Sir Oliver
Heappey, rh James
Henry, Darren
Higginbotham, Antony
Holden, Mr Richard
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip

Holmes, Paul
Howell, John
Howell, Paul

Hudson, Dr Neil
Hughes, Eddie
Hunt, Jane
Hunt, Tom
Jack, rh Mr Alister
Javid, rh Sajid
Jenrick, rh Robert
Johnson, Dr Caroline
Johnson, Gareth
Johnston, David
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Fay
Jones, Mr Marcus
Jupp, Simon
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kearns, Alicia
Kruger, Danny
Lamont, John
Largan, Robert
Latham, Mrs Pauline
Leadsom, rh Dame Andrea
Leigh, rh Sir Edward
Levy, lan
Lewer, Andrew
Lewis, rh Brandon
Lewis, rh Sir Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr lan
Loder, Chris
Logan, Mark (Proxy vote cast
by Mr Marcus Jones)
Lopez, Julia
Loughton, Tim
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackrory, Cherilyn
Maclean, Rachel
Mak, Alan
Malthouse, rh Kit
Mangnall, Anthony
Mann, Scott
Marson, Julie
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Mayhew, Jerome
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Jason
McCartney, Karl
Mercer, rh Johnny

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Millar, Robin

Miller, rh Dame Maria
Milling, rh Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Mohindra, Mr Gagan
Moore, Damien
Moore, Robbie
Mordaunt, rh Penny
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mortimer, Jill
Morton, rh Wendy
Mullan, Dr Kieran
Mumby-Croft, Holly
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, rh Dr Andrew
Nici, Lia

Nokes, rh Caroline
Norman, rh Jesse
O’Brien, Neil
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Pawsey, Mark
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Philp, rh Chris
Poulter, Dr Dan
Pow, Rebecca
Prentis, rh Victoria
Pritchard, rh Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quince, Will
Randall, Tom
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, rh Mr Jacob
Richards, Nicola
Richardson, Angela
Roberts, Rob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mary
Rowley, Lee
Russell, Dean
Rutley, David
Saxby, Selaine
Scully, Paul

Seely, Bob

Selous, Andrew
Shannon, Jim
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Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, rh Sir Alok
Simmonds, David
Skidmore, rh Chris
Smith, Greg
Smith, rh Julian
Smith, Royston
Solloway, Amanda
Spencer, Dr Ben
Stafford, Alexander
Stephenson, rh Andrew
Stevenson, Jane
Stevenson, John
Stewart, rh Bob
Stewart, lain
Stuart, rh Graham
Sturdy, Julian
Sunderland, James
Swayne, rh Sir Desmond
Syms, Sir Robert
Throup, Maggie
Timpson, Edward
Tolhurst, Kelly
Tomlinson, Justin
Tomlinson, Michael
Tracey, Craig
Trevelyan, rh Anne-Marie
Trott, Laura
Vara, rh Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Vickers, Matt
Villiers, rh Theresa
Walker, Sir Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Warman, Matt (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)
Watling, Giles
Webb, Suzanne
Whately, Helen
Wheeler, Mrs Heather
Whittingdale, rh Sir John
Wiggin, Sir Bill
Wild, James
Williamson, rh Sir Gavin
Wilson, rh Sammy
Wood, Mike
Wright, rh Sir Jeremy
Young, Jacob

Tellers for the Noes:
Joy Morrissey and
Nigel Huddleston

Question accordingly negatived.

Clause 2

OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES
Amendment proposed. 5, page 1, line 14, at end insert—

“(i) to reduce economic inequalities within and between
regions of the United Kingdom, and

(ii) to improve productivity, pay, jobs and living standards.

(¢c) to support supply chain resilience and the United
Kingdom’s industrial strategy.”—(Abena Oppong-Asare.)

This amendment would ensure that the Bank’s objective to support
regional and local economic growth includes reducing economic
inequalities within and between regions and improving productivity,
pay, jobs, and living standards. It would also create a third objective
for the Bank to support supply chain resilience and the UK’s

industrial strategy.
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Question put, That the amendment be made.
The House divided: Ayes 212, Noes 269.

Division No. 171]

[3.54 pm

AYES

Abbott, rh Ms Diane (Proxy
vote cast by Bell Ribeiro-
Addy)

Ali, Rushanara

Ali, Tahir

Allin-Khan, Dr Rosena

Anderson, Fleur

Barker, Paula

Beckett, rh Margaret

Begum, Apsana

Benn, rh Hilary

Betts, Mr Clive

Black, Mhairi

Blackford, rh lan

Blackman, Kirsty

Blake, Olivia

Blomfield, Paul

Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben

Brennan, Kevin

Brock, Deidre

Brown, Alan

Brown, Ms Lyn

Bryant, Sir Chris

Buck, Ms Karen

Burgon, Richard

Butler, Dawn

Byrne, lan

Byrne, rh Liam

Cadbury, Ruth

Callaghan, Amy (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)

Cameron, Dr Lisa

Campbell, rh Sir Alan

Carden, Dan

Chamberlain, Wendy

Chapman, Douglas

Charalambous, Bambos

Cherry, Joanna

Corbyn, rh Jeremy

Cowan, Ronnie

Coyle, Neil

Crawley, Angela

Creasy, Stella

Cryer, John

Cummins, Judith

Cunningham, Alex

Davey, rh Ed

David, Wayne

Davies, Geraint

Davies-Jones, Alex

Day, Martyn

Dhesi, Mr Tanmanjeet
Singh

Dixon, Samantha

Docherty-Hughes, Martin

Dodds, Anneliese

Doogan, Dave

Dorans, Allan (Proxy vote cast
by Brendan O’Hara)

Doughty, Stephen

Eagle, Dame Angela

Eagle, Maria

Eastwood, Colum

Edwards, Jonathan

Efford, Clive

Elliott, Julie

Eshalomi, Florence
Evans, Chris
Farry, Stephen
Ferrier, Margaret
Fletcher, Colleen
Foord, Richard
Fovargue, Yvonne
Foxcroft, Vicky
Foy, Mary Kelly
Furniss, Gill
Gardiner, Barry
Gibson, Patricia
Gill, Preet Kaur
Grady, Patrick
Grant, Peter
Green, Sarah
Greenwood, Lilian
Greenwood, Margaret
Griffith, Dame Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Hamilton, Fabian
Hamilton, Mrs Paulette
Hanna, Claire
Harris, Carolyn
Hayes, Helen
Hendrick, Sir Mark
Hillier, Dame Meg
Hobhouse, Wera
Hodge, rh Dame Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hollern, Kate
Hopkins, Rachel
Hosie, rh Stewart
Huq, Dr Rupa
Hussain, Imran
Jardine, Christine
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Dame
Diana
Johnson, Kim
Jones, Darren
Jones, Gerald
Jones, Ruth
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Khan, Afzal
Kinnock, Stephen
Lake, Ben
Lavery, lan
Law, Chris
Leadbeater, Kim
Lewis, Clive
Lightwood, Simon
Long Bailey, Rebecca
Lucas, Caroline
Lynch, Holly
MacNeil, Angus Brendan
Madders, Justin
Mahmood, Mr Khalid
Mahmood, Shabana
Malhotra, Seema
Maskell, Rachael
McCabe, Steve
McCarthy, Kerry
McDonald, Stewart Malcolm
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McDonald, Stuart

C.
McDonnell, rh John
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGovern, Alison
McKinnell, Catherine
McLaughlin, Anne (Proxy vote

cast by Brendan O’Hara)
McMorrin, Anna
Mearns, lan
Monaghan, Carol
Moran, Layla
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Helen
Morgan, Stephen
Morris, Grahame
Murray, lan
Murray, James
Newlands, Gavin
Nichols, Charlotte
Nicolson, John (Proxy vote

cast by Brendan O’Hara)
Norris, Alex
O’Hara, Brendan
Olney, Sarah
Onwurah, Chi
Oppong-Asare, Abena
Osborne, Kate
Oswald, Kirsten
Owatemi, Taiwo
Owen, Sarah
Peacock, Stephanie
Pennycook, Matthew
Perkins, Mr Toby
Phillips, Jess
Phillipson, Bridget
Pollard, Luke
Qaisar, Ms Anum
Qureshi, Yasmin
Rayner, rh Angela
Rees, Christina
Reeves, Ellie
Reeves, rh Rachel
Ribeiro-Addy, Bell
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Robinson, Gavin
Rodda, Matt
Russell-Moyle, Lloyd
Saville Roberts, rh Liz
Shannon, Jim
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Slaughter, Andy
Smith, Cat
Smith, Jeff
Smith, Nick
Smyth, Karin
Sobel, Alex
Stevens, Jo
Stone, Jamie
Streeting, Wes
Stringer, Graham
Sultana, Zarah
Tami, rh Mark
Thomas, Gareth
Thomas-Symonds, rh
Nick
Thompson, Owen
Thomson, Richard
Timms, rh Sir Stephen
Turner, Karl
Twist, Liz
Vaz, rh Valerie
Wakeford, Christian
Western, Andrew
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Whitley, Mick
Whittome, Nadia
Williams, Hywel
Wilson, Munira
Wilson, rh Sammy
Winter, Beth
Wishart, Pete
Yasin, Mohammad
Zeichner, Daniel

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mary Glindon and
Tonia Antoniazzi

NOES

Adams, rh Nigel
Afolami, Bim
Afriyie, Adam
Aiken, Nickie
Aldous, Peter
Allan, Lucy
Anderson, Lee
Anderson, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, rh Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Gareth
Bacon, Mr Richard
Bailey, Shaun
Baillie, Siobhan
Baker, Duncan
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, rh Steve
Baron, Mr John
Baynes, Simon
Bell, Aaron
Benton, Scott
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, rh Sir Jake
Bhatti, Saqib

Blackman, Bob
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, rh Karen
Brereton, Jack
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Bristow, Paul
Britcliffe, Sara
Browne, Anthony
Buchan, Felicity
Buckland, rh Sir Robert
Burghart, Alex
Burns, rh Conor
Butler, Rob

Cairns, rh Alun
Carter, Andy
Cartlidge, James
Cash, Sir William
Cates, Miriam
Caulfield, Maria
Chope, Sir Christopher
Churchill, Jo

Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Simon
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Clarke, Theo (Proxy vote cast
by Mr Marcus Jones)

Clarke-Smith, Brendan

Clarkson, Chris

Coffey, rh Dr Thérese

Colburn, Elliot

Collins, Damian

Costa, Alberto

Crabb, rh Stephen

Crosbie, Virginia

Daly, James

Davies, rh David T. C.

Davies, Gareth

Davies, Dr James

Davies, Mims

Davies, Philip

Davison, Dehenna

Dinenage, Dame Caroline

Dines, Miss Sarah

Djanogly, Mr Jonathan

Double, Steve

Doyle-Price, Jackie

Drummond, Mrs Flick

Duddridge, Sir James

Duguid, David

Duncan Smith, rh Sir
lain

Dunne, rh Philip

Edwards, Ruth

Ellis, rh Michael

Elphicke, Mrs Natalie

Eustice, rh George

Evans, Dr Luke

Everitt, Ben

Fabricant, Michael

Firth, Anna

Fletcher, Katherine

Fletcher, Mark

Fletcher, Nick

Ford, rh Vicky

Foster, Kevin

Fox, rh Dr Liam

Frazer, rh Lucy

Freeman, George

Freer, Mike

French, Mr Louie

Fuller, Richard

Fysh, Mr Marcus

Garnier, Mark

Ghani, Ms Nusrat

Gibb, rh Nick

Gibson, Peter

Gideon, Jo

Goodwill, rh Sir Robert

Graham, Richard

Grant, Mrs Helen

Gray, James

Grayling, rh Chris (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)

Green, Chris

Green, rh Damian

Griffith, Andrew

Grundy, James

Gullis, Jonathan

Hall, Luke

Hancock, rh Matt

Harris, Rebecca

Harrison, Trudy

Hart, Sally-Ann

Hayes, rh Sir John

Heald, rh Sir Oliver

Heappey, rh James

Henry, Darren
Higginbotham, Antony
Holden, Mr Richard
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holmes, Paul
Howell, John
Howell, Paul
Hudson, Dr Neil
Hughes, Eddie
Hunt, Jane
Hunt, Tom
Jack, rh Mr Alister
Javid, rh Sajid
Jenkin, Sir Bernard
Jenrick, rh Robert
Johnson, Dr Caroline
Johnson, Gareth
Johnston, David
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Fay
Jones, Mr Marcus
Jupp, Simon
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kearns, Alicia
Kruger, Danny
Lamont, John
Largan, Robert
Latham, Mrs Pauline
Leadsom, rh Dame
Andrea
Leigh, rh Sir Edward
Levy, lan
Lewer, Andrew
Lewis, rh Brandon
Lewis, rh Sir Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr lan
Loder, Chris
Logan, Mark (Proxy vote cast
by Mr Marcus Jones)
Lopez, Julia
Loughton, Tim
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackrory, Cherilyn
Maclean, Rachel
Mak, Alan
Malthouse, rh Kit
Mangnall, Anthony
Mann, Scott
Marson, Julie
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Mayhew, Jerome
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
Mercer, rh Johnny
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Millar, Robin
Miller, rh Dame Maria
Milling, rh Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Mohindra, Mr Gagan
Moore, Damien
Moore, Robbie
Mordaunt, rh Penny
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mortimer, Jill
Morton, rh Wendy
Mullan, Dr Kieran
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Mumby-Croft, Holly
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, rh Dr Andrew
Nici, Lia

Nokes, rh Caroline
Norman, rh Jesse
O’Brien, Neil
Offord, Dr Matthew
Opperman, Guy
Pawsey, Mark
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Philp, rh Chris
Poulter, Dr Dan
Pow, Rebecca
Prentis, rh Victoria
Pritchard, rh Mark
Pursglove, Tom
Quince, Will
Randall, Tom
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, rh Mr Jacob
Richards, Nicola
Richardson, Angela
Roberts, Rob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Mary
Rowley, Lee
Russell, Dean
Rutley, David
Saxby, Selaine
Scully, Paul

Seely, Bob

Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, rh Sir Alok
Simmonds, David
Skidmore, rh Chris
Smith, Greg

Smith, rh Julian
Smith, Royston
Solloway, Amanda
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Spencer, Dr Ben

Stafford, Alexander

Stephenson, rh Andrew

Stevenson, Jane

Stevenson, John

Stewart, rh Bob

Stewart, lain

Stuart, rh Graham

Sturdy, Julian

Sunderland, James

Swayne, rh Sir Desmond

Syms, Sir Robert

Throup, Maggie

Timpson, Edward

Tolhurst, Kelly

Tomlinson, Justin

Tomlinson, Michael

Tracey, Craig

Trevelyan, rh Anne-Marie

Trott, Laura

Vara, rh Shailesh

Vickers, Martin

Vickers, Matt

Villiers, rh Theresa

Walker, Sir Charles

Walker, Mr Robin

Warman, Matt (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)

Watling, Giles

Webb, Suzanne

Whately, Helen

Wheeler, Mrs Heather

Whittingdale, rh Sir John

Wiggin, Sir Bill

Wild, James

Williamson, rh Sir Gavin

Wood, Mike

Wright, rh Sir Jeremy

Young, Jacob

Tellers for the Noes:
Joy Morrissey and
Nigel Huddleston

Question accordingly negatived.

4.5 pm

Proceedings interrupted ( Programme Order, this day ).

The Deputy Speaker put forthwith the Questions necessary
for the disposal of the business to be concluded at that
time (Standing Order No. 83E).

Amendment made: 4, in clause 2, page 1, line 22, at

end insert—

“(4A) The Bank may only provide any of the support
listed in subsection (4) to water companies if they
have produced a costed, time limited plan demonstrating
they are committed to preventing discharge.”—( Richard

Foord.)

This amendment would require water companies to have a costed,
time limited plan, demonstrating they are committed to preventing
discharges before they can receive investment from the UKIB.

Amendment proposed. 2, page 2, line 9, leave out

“consult” and insert

“gain the express consent of ”.—( Stewart Hosie.)

This amendment would require the Treasury to gain the express
consent of the appropriate national authority before making
provision in regulations under subsection (6).

Question put, That the amendment be made.
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The House divided.: Ayes 41, Noes 285.

Division No. 172] [4.6 pm
AYES

Black, Mhairi Lake, Ben

Blackford, rh lan Law, Chris

Blackman, Kirsty

Bonnar, Steven

Brock, Deidre

Brown, Alan

Callaghan, Amy (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)

Cameron, Dr Lisa

Chapman, Douglas

Cherry, Joanna

Cowan, Ronnie

Crawley, Angela

Day, Martyn

Docherty-Hughes, Martin

Doogan, Dave

Dorans, Allan (Proxy vote cast
by Brendan O’Hara)

Eastwood, Colum

Edwards, Jonathan

Ferrier, Margaret

Lucas, Caroline
MacNeil, Angus Brendan
McDonald, Stewart
Malcolm
McDonald, Stuart
C.
McLaughlin, Anne (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)
Monaghan, Carol
Nicolson, John (Proxy vote
cast by Brendan O’Hara)
O’Hara, Brendan
Oswald, Kirsten
Qaisar, Ms Anum
Saville Roberts, rh Liz
Thompson, Owen
Thomson, Richard
Whitford, Dr Philippa
Williams, Hywel

Gibson, Patricia Wishart, Pete

Grady, Patrick Tellers for the Ayes:

Hanna, Claire Gavin Newlands and

Hosie, rh Stewart Peter Grant
NOES

Adams, rh Nigel Butler, Rob

Afolami, Bim Cairns, rh Alun

Afriyie, Adam Carter, Andy

Aiken, Nickie Cartlidge, James

Aldous, Peter Cash, Sir William

Allan, Lucy Cates, Miriam

Anderson, Lee
Anderson, Stuart
Ansell, Caroline
Argar, rh Edward
Atkins, Victoria
Bacon, Gareth
Bacon, Mr Richard
Bailey, Shaun
Baillie, Siobhan
Baker, Duncan
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, rh Steve
Baron, Mr John
Baynes, Simon
Bell, Aaron
Benton, Scott
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, rh Sir Jake
Bhatti, Saqib
Blackman, Bob
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, rh Karen
Brereton, Jack
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Bristow, Paul
Britcliffe, Sara
Browne, Anthony
Buchan, Felicity
Buckland, rh Sir
Robert
Burghart, Alex
Burns, rh Conor

Caulfield, Maria
Chamberlain, Wendy
Chope, Sir Christopher
Churchill, Jo
Clark, rh Greg
Clarke, rh Mr Simon
Clarke, Theo (Proxy vote cast

by Mr Marcus Jones)
Clarke-Smith, Brendan
Clarkson, Chris
Coffey, rh Dr Thérese
Colburn, Elliot
Collins, Damian
Costa, Alberto
Crabb, rh Stephen
Crosbie, Virginia
Daly, James
Davey, rh Ed
Davies, rh David

T. C.
Davies, Gareth
Davies, Mims
Davis, rh Mr David
Davison, Dehenna
Dinenage, Dame Caroline
Dines, Miss Sarah
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Double, Steve
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drummond, Mrs Flick
Duddridge, Sir James
Duguid, David
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Duncan Smith, rh Sir
lain
Dunne, rh Philip
Edwards, Ruth
Ellis, rh Michael
Elphicke, Mrs Natalie
Eustice, rh George
Evans, Dr Luke
Everitt, Ben
Fabricant, Michael
Firth, Anna
Fletcher, Mark
Fletcher, Nick
Foord, Richard
Ford, rh Vicky
Foster, Kevin
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Frazer, rh Lucy
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
French, Mr Louie
Fysh, Mr Marcus
Garnier, Mark
Ghani, Ms Nusrat
Gibb, rh Nick
Gibson, Peter
Gideon, Jo
Goodwill, rh Sir
Robert
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Gray, James
Grayling, rh Chris (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)
Green, Chris
Green, rh Damian
Green, Sarah
Griffith, Andrew
Grundy, James
Hall, Luke
Harper, rh Mr Mark
Harris, Rebecca
Harrison, Trudy
Hart, Sally-Ann
Hayes, rh Sir John
Heald, rh Sir Oliver
Heappey, rh James
Henry, Darren
Higginbotham, Antony
Hobhouse, Wera
Holden, Mr Richard
Hollinrake, Kevin
Hollobone, Mr Philip

Holmes, Paul
Howell, John
Howell, Paul

Hudson, Dr Neil
Hughes, Eddie
Hunt, Jane

Hunt, Tom

Jack, rh Mr Alister
Jardine, Christine
Javid, rh Sajid
Jenkin, Sir Bernard
Jenrick, rh Robert
Johnson, Dr Caroline
Johnson, Gareth
Johnston, David
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Fay

Jones, Mr Marcus
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Jupp, Simon
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kearns, Alicia
Kruger, Danny
Lamont, John
Largan, Robert
Latham, Mrs Pauline
Leadsom, rh Dame
Andrea
Leigh, rh Sir Edward
Levy, lan
Lewer, Andrew
Lewis, rh Brandon
Lewis, rh Sir Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr lan
Loder, Chris
Logan, Mark (Proxy vote cast
by Mr Marcus Jones)
Lopez, Julia
Loughton, Tim
Mackinlay, Craig
Mackrory, Cherilyn
Maclean, Rachel
Mak, Alan
Malthouse, rh Kit
Mangnall, Anthony
Mann, Scott
Marson, Julie
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Mayhew, Jerome
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Jason
McCartney, Karl
Mercer, rh Johnny
Merriman, Huw
Metcalfe, Stephen
Millar, Robin
Miller, rh Dame Maria
Milling, rh Amanda
Mills, Nigel
Mohindra, Mr Gagan
Moore, Damien
Moore, Robbie
Moran, Layla
Mordaunt, rh Penny
Morgan, Helen
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mortimer, Jill
Morton, rh Wendy
Mullan, Dr Kieran
Mumby-Croft, Holly
Mundell, rh David
Murray, Mrs Sheryll
Murrison, rh Dr Andrew
Nici, Lia
Nokes, rh Caroline
Norman, rh Jesse
O’Brien, Neil
Offord, Dr Matthew
Olney, Sarah
Opperman, Guy
Paisley, lan
Pawsey, Mark
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Philp, rh Chris
Poulter, Dr Dan
Pow, Rebecca
Prentis, rh Victoria
Pritchard, rh Mark
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Pursglove, Tom
Quince, Will
Randall, Tom
Redwood, rh John
Rees-Mogg, rh Mr
Jacob
Richards, Nicola
Richardson, Angela
Roberts, Rob
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Robinson, Gavin
Robinson, Mary
Rowley, Lee
Russell, Dean
Rutley, David
Saxby, Selaine
Scully, Paul
Seely, Bob
Shannon, Jim
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, rh Sir Alok
Simmonds, David
Skidmore, rh Chris
Smith, Greg
Smith, rh Julian
Smith, Royston
Solloway, Amanda
Spencer, Dr Ben
Spencer, rh Mark
Stafford, Alexander
Stephenson, rh Andrew
Stevenson, Jane
Stevenson, John
Stewart, rh Bob
Stewart, lain
Stone, Jamie

Stuart, rh Graham

Sturdy, Julian

Sunderland, James

Swayne, rh Sir Desmond

Syms, Sir Robert

Throup, Maggie

Timpson, Edward

Tolhurst, Kelly

Tomlinson, Justin

Tomlinson, Michael

Tracey, Craig

Trevelyan, rh Anne-Marie

Trott, Laura

Vara, rh Shailesh

Vickers, Martin

Vickers, Matt

Villiers, rh Theresa

Walker, Sir Charles

Walker, Mr Robin

Warman, Matt (Proxy vote
cast by Mr Marcus Jones)

Watling, Giles

Webb, Suzanne

Whately, Helen

Wheeler, Mrs Heather

Whittingdale, rh Sir John

Wiggin, Sir Bill

Wild, James

Wilson, Munira

Wilson, rh Sammy

Wood, Mike

Wright, rh Sir Jeremy

Young, Jacob

Tellers for the Noes:
Joy Morrissey and
Nigel Huddleston

Question accordingly negatived.

Clause 9

REVIEWS OF THE BANK’S EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPACT

Amendment made: 1, page 4, line 39, leave out “7”
and insert “5”.—( Andrew Griffith.)
This amendment would require reports (other than the first report)
following reviews of the Bank’s effectiveness and impact to be
submitted at intervals of not more than 5 years rather than 7 years.

Third Reading
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4.19 pm

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

The Bill will place the UK Infrastructure Bank on a
statutory footing and enshrine key aspects of it in
legislation, ensuring that the bank’s purpose is clear and
enduring. It will enable the bank to lend directly to local
authorities and the Northern Ireland Executive, and
His Majesty’s Treasury will be able to put the bank into
funds. The Bill also guarantees a high standard of
transparency and accountability to this House.

The Bill will now enable the bank to be fully operational,
ensuring that its two strategic objectives are put into
statute. [t marks the next chapter for the UK Infrastructure
Bank as it continues to develop operationally. Since the
summer of 2021, when the UKIB became operational,
10 deals worth close to £1.1 billion have been completed,
including providing financing for a new £500 million
fund that could double the amount of subsidy-free
solar power in the UK.

The UKIB has a transformative potential that I
know is recognised and supported on both sides of the
House. I would like to thank my immediate predecessors,
my right hon. Friend the Member for Salisbury (John
Glen) and my hon. Friend the Member for North East
Bedfordshire (Richard Fuller). I also thank the hon.
Member for Erith and Thamesmead (Abena Oppong-
Asare) and her colleague the hon. Member for Hampstead
and Kilburn (Tulip Siddiq) for their appropriate challenge,
but also for the support they have given the Bill.

I would also like to put on record my sincere thanks
and the best wishes of this House to the UKIB, including
its chair, Chris Grigg, and its chief executive, John
Flint, who have both done such great work in establishing
the UKIB to date. Finally, as is customary, I would like
thank my Bill team—Alex McBeath, Milly Rainford
and Lorna Cosgrave—along with those in my private
office at the Treasury, who have supported me ably
throughout this process.

I am honoured to have played a part in taking this
Bill—one that will deliver meaningful, material benefits
for our country and our constituents—through the
House of Commons, and I commend it to the House.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read the Third time and passed, with
amendments.
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Raising the State Pension Age to 68

[Relevant documents. e-petition 617603, Increase State
pensions to £380 a week, and lower retirement age to 60,
e-petition 581736, Move the State Pension age back to 60
for both men & women, e-petition 630163, Increase State
Pensions to £416.80 per week & lower Retirement Age to
60 for All; and e-petition 587703, Reduce the state pension
age to 63 for all. ]

4.22 pm
Nigel Mills (Amber Valley) (Con): I beg to move,

That this House has considered the matter of raising the State
Pension age to 68.

I thank the Backbench Business Committee for providing
the time for this debate, and Members for staying here
on what I know is a tricky day for travelling. Some
people may have somewhere more exciting to get to
later in the evening, and I suspect we will not be able to
drag this out until 7 o’clock, but you never know. There
is plenty to talk about on pensions, and we can but try.

I wanted to hold this debate because the Government
have recently received the periodic review of the state
pension age from Baroness Neville-Rolfe. They have
not yet published that review, but we have been seeing
stories in the media suggesting that there may be an
announcement in the Budget of a change in date for the
increase in the state pension age to 68 from 2044 to
sometime in the 2030s. I should probably declare an
interest in that, depending exactly when that choice is
made, it may change my own state pension date. That is
on the record, but I have no idea what year the Government
are thinking about.

I hesitate to say it, but this is actually a really important
decision that will have a very significant impact on a lot
of people. It needs to be made very carefully, and with
very careful consideration of the impacts on people of
different genders, backgrounds and occupations and on
those in different parts of the country. Its impact for a
manual worker will be very different from that for a
professional, or someone living in an area with much
lower life expectancy than, say, in the south-east of this
country, and it is the same for those who have had a
high-earning career rather than a lower-earning one. So
it is quite a hard thing to get right, as various studies
have shown. The other reason to be very careful is that
the whole success of the pension regime depends on
certainty and predictability, and if people start to think
that nothing is certain or predictable, then they cannot
have confidence, the whole basis on which we save for
our retirement starts to become unclear and people
start showing behaviours that we would much rather
they did not show.

I actually support—I did support and I still support—the
position the coalition Government got to in the 2010 to
2015 Parliament, in which we raised the state pension
age to 66 in 2011 and brought forward the increase to
67 really quite considerably. That was based on the
principle that we should get roughly a third of our adult
life in retirement, and I think we should be very clear
about sticking to that principle. However, it is right that,
if life expectancy increases, that has to be paid for. If we
are going to get longer in retirement, we have to find a
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way of paying for that. The inevitable impact is that we
have to work a bit longer to pay for that. If there is a
clear principle that we will spend about a third of our
adult life in retirement, people can at least understand
what the situation is and what may be coming down the
line. I urge the Minister to not move away from that
principle, to at least give people that understanding.

[ fully support all the other pension reforms introduced
by the coalition Government, including the successful
roll-out of auto-enrolment and the introduction of the
single-tier state pension, which was designed to say to
people, “You will get a state pension and it will be above
the poverty threshold, so there will not be any means
test. If you save more and have your own private
pension, you won’t be losing benefits.” It is therefore
absolutely worth saving for that pension. The success of
auto-enrolment ties directly into that. Everybody is
clear that it is well worth their doing that.

Patricia Gibson (North Ayrshire and Arran) (SNP):
May I take the hon. Gentleman back to a point that he
made a moment ago about raising the pension age
because of increasing life expectancy? That has always
been the justification that has been given. However, at
best, life expectancy is now stalling, and in Scotland it
has been falling for the past two years. Does he agree
that, in that context, it seems bizarre to use that information
to raise the age further and faster?

Nigel Mills: I will come to that point in my argument.
If we accept that we should stick to the principle that we
get roughly a third of our adult life in retirement, the
reason why we would increase the state pension age is
that we have seen a three-year increase in life expectancy,
and that should give us two more years on the state
pension age. So for every 12 months life expectancy
goes up, people should effectively get four months of
that in retirement and expect to work for eight months
of it. The hon. Lady is right: the data does not now
show, sadly, life expectancy increasing, certainly not at
the rate that was forecast by all the actuarial calculations
at the time of previous reviews. The data for the 2018 to
2020 reference period showed that male life expectancy
had fallen by seven weeks compared with the 2015 to
2017 reference period, and female life expectancy had
gone up by half a week, or something really quite
insignificant.

On that logic, we would be thinking, “Yes, we are due
a periodic review and it would say that nothing has
changed—in fact it has got a bit worse. There is nothing
to see here, so let’s not make any more changes.” The
Minister can intervene if she wants to say that that is
what the review says, and we can all go home quite early,
but I suspect that nothing is ever quite that simple.

I suppose what we are asking the Minister to confirm
later in the debate is whether the Government will stick
to the principle of people getting a roughly fixed proportion
of their adult life in retirement, and whether they will
therefore be guided by that 33% figure. The hon. Lady’s
point would appear to suggest that the position is, if
anything, worse than that at the time of the Cridland
review six years ago and we should presumably come to
the same conclusion as that. That is not what the media
stories are suggesting. They seem to be saying that the
increase to 68, scheduled for the mid-2040s, will come
forward to perhaps as early as the mid-2030s—possibly
around 10 years from now.
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That leads me on to two keys asks of the Government,
and I think they were principles that were previously
set. First, increases in the state pension age should
always come with 10 years’ notice, so we should never
give people less than 10 years to have to change their
retirement plans. Perhaps the Minister will confirm that
there will be at least 10 years’ notice.

Furthermore, we should make one of these changes
only every 10 years; we should not be making multiple
changes. Had the Cridland review been handled differently,
we could have had the increase to 66 from 2011, the
increase to 67 in 2014, and then the move to 68 a few
years after that. That would have been far too much
change too quickly for people to handle.

Those key principles that we established were not that
different from what the Labour Government did in
previous pension Acts when they brought in pension
age rises. It is overwhelmingly in the interests of a stable
pension system that we keep those fundamental principles
in place. We do not want to end up in another situation
like we had with the Women Against State Pension
Inequality Campaign, where women—and I met many
of them in my constituency—genuinely did not know
that their state pension age was going up significantly
until they tried to claim it or thought they were about to
get it, only to in some cases find out that it was another
five or six years away. That is why we need to ensure we
have that certainty in place. I know that that was
changed in the Pensions Act 1995, so everybody had at
least 15 years’ notice for most of it, but people just were
not told, or at least not in a way that they understood or
noticed. We need a clear, stable pension architecture, as
was established under the coalition Government, with a
single-tier state pension above the poverty threshold, so
that people could save for themselves and had predictability.

This is not random conspiracy theory nonsense. Articles
are occasionally written by people who just do not
believe that when they get to retirement age, their state
pension will be there, or that they will ever get to it. In
fact, there was an article in the Daily Mail raising
exactly that point. Reading other stuff around, we see
that there is a general pervasive fear that people will
never get to state pension age—that it will always be
pushed just out of reach and they will never actually get
there. That is why we need to be absolutely clear that
that is not what we are trying to do here. We have a
predictable and reliable state pension system that people
can factor into their retirement savings and then use to
plan for the later years of their life. I am sure the
Minister will be able to reaffirm that that is absolutely
the Government’s position.

There is a question about whether the Government
are minded to make a change. I think the Cridland
review suggested that we could have brought the change
forward to the late 2030s, at least, so it should not be a
complete surprise if we think that 2044 is probably too
late and would result in that figure of roughly 33% becoming
a bit generous and people getting a bit longer than that.
We need to set out the rationale for that pretty clearly
and try to work through how we can help people who
will be put in the most difficult position by that change.
Intriguingly, the Cridland review said that if the
Government are after Budget savings, increasing the
state pension age is not a very clever way to do that.
Instead, the review recommended abolishing the pension
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triple lock, which, I suspect, is not a view that has great
support around Parliament. Hopefully this latest review
does not re-recommend that, and the Government will
not accept it if it does.

There were, though, some sensible analyses and
recommendations as to what we can do to help people
who are out of work in their mid-60s because they are
either not really fit for work or not realistically going to
get a job then. How do we give them financial support
when we cannot give them their state pension? Do we
subject them to full universal credit conditionality, or
can we find a way of giving them a better experience?
The review recommended potentially allowing people
to access the state pension a year early, having a benefit
equivalent to the state pension at least a year early or
having a tapering-off approach to UC or UC conditionality,
in case people fall out of work at just the wrong point.

I am not actually aware that the Government have
ever really put in place any of those measures, so that
would be another ask of the Minister. If the Government
are thinking of making a change, while we do need the
notice, can we also put in place a plan early for handling
those who will be the worst affected by the change? 1
think we will need that for the rise to 67, anyway, which
is coming up much sooner. It is just not realistic for
people who fall out of work very late in their working
life to get another job, and leaving them in financial
trouble for those last few months before they get their
pension seems to be a rather inefficient and cruel situation.
Hopefully we will have made some progress on that
before we get to the next pension age.

I would also like to say that I do not think handling
this sort of issue as part of the Budget process is
necessarily sensible. This change will not affect the
public finances this year or next year, or, actually, the
next Parliament; it may not be until the Parliament after
that, or possibly even the Parliament after that, when
this triggers any financial savings. There is not, as far as
I can tell, any real Budget sensitivity to how the Government
make this announcement, so I do not think we need to
have a shroud of secrecy over what the Government are
thinking of doing.

What the Government should do is publish the Neville-
Rolfe review. It would be helpful if Baroness Neville-Rolfe
could appear before the Work and Pensions Committee
and explain the findings of her review. I think she has
been brought back as a Minister in a different Department,
so I am not entirely clear whether that would be permitted.
Could we have a Minister from a different Department
answering questions about a review they led before they
were a Minister? I cannot think of any reason why not.
Perhaps the Minister could confirm that the Government
would be happy for her to come and explain the findings
of her review. We could then have an open consultation
about the content of that review and come up with a
coherent policy, rather than it being dropped out by the
Treasury and perhaps consulted on afterwards. The fear
is always that once something has been announced,
there is much less chance of it being changed.

I hope that the Government will get the feeling from
this debate that people are concerned about there being
further rises in the state pension age before we have had
a chance to assess fully the impacts of the rise to 66—Ilet
alone the rise to 67 that is coming. I think we all
recognise that it is a difficult situation and that it is
worse for different parts of the country, worse for



415 Raising the State Pension Age to 68

[Nigel Mills]

people in different occupations and possibly worse for
women than for men. It would be useful to understand
those implications and how we can mitigate them before
we make any further decisions.

Fundamentally, if life expectancy data is not going as
has been forecast, we should respond to the facts as
they change and accept that our policy on expected
changes to the state pension age can change as well, that
we do not need the increases to come as fast and as
often as we had thought, and that we should just leave
things as they are. Let us hope that life expectancy starts
to increase again. We can make these decisions then,
rather than rushing into things that really hurt people,
that bring uncertainty to the pension system—we do
not need that—and that will probably not bring any
financial savings for several Chancellors.

I look forward to hearing what the Minister has to
say. Let me restate my point: our pension architecture
and the foundations on which we have been trying to
build the system are all still there and are robust, and we
can all rely on them.

4.36 pm

Sir Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab): I congratulate
the hon. Member for Amber Valley (Nigel Mills) on
securing this Backbench Business debate, which gives us
the chance to ask for the Government’s views on this
topic of great importance and enormous public interest.
I am delighted that the Pensions Minister, the hon.
Member for Sevenoaks (Laura Trott), and the former
Pensions Minister, the hon. Member for Hexham (Guy
Opperman), are in their places on the Front Bench.

I agree with much of what the hon. Member for
Amber Valley said. The idea of spending a third of
adult life in retirement is a sensible yardstick to run
with. He made the point, in passing, about the importance
of implementing the recommendations of the auto-
enrolment review, and I agree with him that that is
important. We are repeatedly told that it will be done in
the mid-2020s, but time to implement it before 2025 is
either running out or has possibly already run out.

In my remarks, I will focus on the process we are in. I
recall the wise words of David Cameron, who said:

“Sunlight is the best disinfectant.”

He argued—rightly, in my view—for a culture of openness
in government. One of the results of his view was the
2010 protocol on publication of all Government social
research, which was most recently updated last year. It
states:

“Principle 1: The products from government social research
and analysis will be made publicly available”,
and that research should be published “promptly”,
within 12 weeks of completion.

For a number of years, that was, to their credit, the
Government’s approach. In 2017, when the first review
of state pension age was undertaken for the Government
by John Cridland—as the hon. Member for Amber
Valley has pointed out—his report, and the report of
the Government Actuary, were both published on 23 March
2017, nearly four months before the DWP’s own review
was set out on 19 July 2017, shortly after the hon.
Member for Hexham took up his former post as Pensions
Minister in June 2017.
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I have often expressed great regret that the Department,
for some reason or other—perhaps reflecting a different
approach across Government—has abandoned the practice
set out by David Cameron and instead now resists
publication of research and analysis, or delays it for as
long as it possibly can. Preventing public discussion no
doubt has the benefit of allowing Ministers to avoid
having to answer difficult questions, but it has the
disastrous drawback of worsening policy outcomes.
The policy cannot be informed by public debate before
the decisions are made, because the evidence that would
allow a debate is not available. The Government publication
protocol was watered down a little last year, but its
essential gist remains unchanged. It says, for example:

“The primary purpose of social research commissioned and

conducted by government is to inform...policy and delivery, but
it also plays a role in wider policy debate.”
That is quite right, but, as we have discussed in the
Chamber on various occasions, in the DWP the
requirements of the protocol are simply ignored. They
are not being fulfilled.

I have been hoping very much that the new ministerial
team will turn over a new leaf and take a more enlightened
approach. Indeed, the new Secretary of State has hinted
that he is considering the advantages of greater openness.
But here we have a flagrant example of his predecessor’s
bad habits of hiding analysis and evidence until it is
convenient to the Government to release them. Instead
of publishing the evidence four months before the
Government’s decision, as was done in 2017—around
the time the former pensions Minister, the hon. Member
for Hexham, was appointed—the Department is keeping
the evidence hidden until it makes its announcement
“early in 2023”. Presumably, as the hon. Member for
Amber Valley has suggested, that will be at the time of
the Budget next month.

In my brief contribution to this important debate, I
mainly want to press the Minister to publish now both
the report by the independent reviewer, Baroness Neville-
Rolfe, which the Secretary of State received on 16 September
last year—more than four months ago—and the related
Government Actuary’s report, which was submitted to
Ministers on 5 October. Publish them now. Why have
they not been published already? What possible benefit
can there be in keeping this important work and evidence
hidden for all this time?

The Select Committee has published today an exchange

of letters with the Minister on the subject. When asked
why these reports are not being published before the
Government’s announcement as they were for the 2017
review, the Minister, who is in her place, replied that
“this is a different publication schedule to the last review, the
issues are still under consideration and so we think this approach
is more appropriate.”
In other words, they appear to be saying, “We don’t
want anyone to see the evidence until we have made up
our mind. This is still under consideration, so we think
it is not appropriate to publish the evidence.” Surely,
there ought to be a public debate about all this before
the Government make their decision, not afterwards.
This instinct of hiding things, not disclosing them, and
not complying with the requirements of the cross-
Government protocol is very damaging to the Government’s
ability to make good policy.

Surely, Ministers should take advantage of public
debate to inform their decisions, rather than refusing to
show anyone the evidence until after the Government
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have made up their mind. What has become of David
Cameron’s belief in sunlight? We are talking here not
about confidential advice to Ministers—there is no
requirement to publish that—but rather about expert
analysis that will eventually be published, and which
sets out the evidence that will underpin the Government’s
decision. Publish it now so that everybody can see it.
The protocol says that

“analysis should be published promptly...as early as possible
following agreement of the final output.”

So it should be. The recent independent review was
announced in December 2021. The terms of reference
said that it should explore what metrics the Government
should take into account when considering how to set
state pension age. They stated that it should include a
consideration of recent trends in life expectancy in
every part of the United Kingdom; whether it remained
right for there to be a fixed proportion of adult life that
people should, on average, expect to spend over state
pension age, and what metrics would enable state pension
costs, and the importance of sharing those fairly between
generations, to be taken into account.

The Select Committee agreed months ago that once
Baroness Neville-Rolfe’s review had been published, we
would take evidence on it, including from her, as the hon.
Member for Amber Valley said, before the Government
announced their decision. Now that the Government
are unwilling to publish the analysis before they announce
their decision, we clearly cannot do that.

The Sun has reported that the Government plan to
raise the state pension age from 67 to 68 as early as
2035, which will affect everyone who is 54 and under,
instead of 10 years later, as set out in current legislation.
Is that the right thing to do? Well, we need to see the
evidence. The key evidence is about future projections
of life expectancy. As we heard from the SNP spokesperson,
the hon. Member for North Ayrshire and Arran (Patricia
Gibson), emerging evidence shows that the trend of
rising life expectancy is not what it was before the
pandemic.

One of the expert witnesses at this morning’s meeting
of the Select Committee said, “Mortality seems to have
peaked, because one reason why there was increasing
mortality was that the second world war lifestyle was
ironically quite healthy for people, and the numbers are
now going down quite a lot.” We were discussing something
else this morning, and I do not know what evidence the
witness was drawing on there, but I do not know what
evidence the Government will draw on either, because it
has not been published and it should have been. There
should be no delay in publishing it.

Cohort life expectancy statistics are produced every
two years. A new set is expected this year. The latest,
2020-based projections show life expectancy at 65 still
rising, but at a slower rate than in previous releases. Of
course, the 2020 figures did not take any account of changes
arising from the pandemic. The change in projection
has prompted some commentators to call for the planned
rises in the state pension age to be abandoned, or at
least to be slowed.

Lane Clark & Peacock took the latest Office for
National Statistics life expectancy projections and reran
the 2017 calculations of the Government Actuary’s
Department. They concluded that any move from 67 to
68 would not be needed until the mid-2060s rather than
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the mid-2040s, and certainly not by the late 2030s, as
suggested by The Sun. They also suggested that the
move from 66 to 67, which is currently scheduled to be
phased in over two years from 2026, could be put back
until the end of the 2040s. They went on to argue that if
further ONS statistics show relatively lower life expectancy
growth, that could imply further delays to planned
increases, and perhaps even abandoning the planned
rise to 67.

The former pensions Minister but two—I think—
Steve Webb, who is now a partner at Lane Clark &
Peacock said:

“The Government’s plans for rapid increases in state pension

age have been blown out of the water by this new analysis. Even
before the Pandemic hit, the improvements in life expectancy
which we had seen over the last century had almost ground to a
halt.”
Those are important public policy questions. They should be
debated in Parliament and among the public before the
Government announce their decision, so that that public
and parliamentary debate can inform the Government’s
decision. We should not just see the evidence after the
Government have announced what they plan to do,
because changing the Government’s mind at that point
will not happen.

A wide public debate should take place now, but it
cannot happen unless the independent review and the
Government Actuary’s report are published before the
announcement is made. I ask the Minister to resist the
temptation to keep the documents hidden for even
longer and instead to remember the wise words of
David Cameron, and to be open and publish those two
key documents.

4.49 pm

Mrs Natalie Elphicke (Dover) (Con): It is a pleasure
to follow the right hon. Member for East Ham (Sir Stephen
Timms). He is very knowledgeable about these matters,
as his comments demonstrated; I thank him for them. I
am grateful to my hon. Friend the Member for Amber
Valley (Nigel Mills) for securing the debate and to the
Backbench Business Committee for agreeing to it, because
statutory pension age and pension amounts are of such
importance to my constituents in Dover and Deal.

For a person of my age, the statutory pension is like
one of those Scottish mountains. It is an optical illusion:
as we get ever closer, it seems that there is just that bit
further to go. When I started my working life, my
pension age was 60. When it was changed in 2010, I was
already roughly two thirds of the way through my
expected working life. Should the pension age be raised
to 68, a woman of my age, at current rates, will have lost
out on the equivalent of between £59,000 and £77,000.
That matters because of the basis on which I began
paying national insurance contributions when I started
work.

The first point that I would like to raise on behalf of
all pensioners-to-be is that pensions are an unusual area
because the rules on grandfathering rights that are
usually applied are simply not followed. Surely it would
be fairer to use the basis that applied at the point at
which people started to work and started to pay national
insurance contributions. If someone’s pension age is to
be changed, it should be changed in the first third of
their expected working life, not right towards the end.
No one affected by a date change can go back in time to
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take out an ISA, top up their pension or use their
income differently, as they might have done if they had
known that such changes were due. People affected by
the changes might have made different decisions if they
had known that they would have to work for considerably
longer, and it might have made a difference to their
quality of life at an older age.

Secondly, people might have made different career choices
or made career changes if they had known that they would
have to work for longer. Thirdly, the expected extra years
of work—eight whole years, in the case of women of
my age—may mean that people will need extra skills
training and support during their working life. If the
pension age is to be extended even further, budgetary
consideration will need to be given to support for
lifelong learning, with leave being given for skilling up
and study being prioritised for people affected by the change.

For many people, the ages of 60 to 68 represent a
period in which, in the eyes of bosses or fellow workers,
they may be considered past the peak of employability.
Iam pleased to say that that is not the case for contributions
in this place, but age discrimination in our society is
very real. I suggest that no further changes should be
made to pension age unless such age discrimination is
firmly and clearly tackled.

If we want people to work later in life, we have to give
them the tools, support and legal protection that they
need to do so. That is all the more important because
age discrimination in particular terms and conditions of
employment is currently perfectly legal. If the pension
age is to be extended, the law needs to be changed. Age
discrimination, like any other form of discrimination, is
humiliating, demeaning and damaging. We do not want
to subject people to it by making them remain in work
while such prejudice continues.

I have a constituent, Stephen, who at the age of 66
—the current statutory pensionable age—is facing just
such lawful age discrimination. He has worked for a
very large Kent company for more than 30 years. He is
an effective, respected and well-liked employee with a
fantastic track record of work. When Stephen reached
his 66th birthday, he did not get a birthday card from
his bosses; he got a letter to the effect that it was not
possible to sack him on grounds of age, so instead they
were terminating his life insurance, his health insurance
and all his other insurance benefits.

Stephen was doing the same job at 66, at 66 minus
one day and at 66 plus one day, but now he does not get
the same money’s worth in relation to his contract of
employment. If he falls ill, he cannot get the same access
to speedy private healthcare that other people working
for the company can. If—heaven forbid—he died, his
wife would no longer have compensatory insurance.
However, he is doing exactly the same job as someone
else. It is the same job he did before, and the same job he
will do the day after. The attitude demonstrated by the
company communicates to him and to the wider
employment community in Kent that it thinks a person
who is older is worth less. We must tackle that issue if
people are to stay in the workplace longer.

I have looked into the policy considerations that are
sometimes put forward. The first, essentially, is that an
older person does not need to work. As a woman who
has been in the workplace for quite a long time now, I
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remember a time when employers would say that a woman
did not need to work, did not need to get the same bonuses
as a man, and did not need to be offered overtime,
because it was men who had families to feed. We have
outlawed that, because equal pay at work is not about
who is doing the work, but about what the work is.
Allowing age discrimination, as we do now, sends a
message that an older person is not worth the same as a
younger one. The continual changes in the pension age
also send a clear message that older people’s safety,
stability and security in managing their own lives are
not a priority.

The second reason put forward is that it becomes
more expensive for everyone—the premium for the company
itself goes up—if older people are included in corporate
benefits, or global benefits, beyond the statutory age. To
apply that logic, would it be okay to disallow health
cover in an employment context to someone who had a
chronic condition that could give rise, or had given rise,
to needing that policy? Of course not; we would say that
that was discriminatory and wrong. At the heart of
equalities law is the fundamental view that employers
cannot discriminate between those they employ based
on characteristics that are not relevant to whether they
can carry out the job. By continuing a discussion of the
type that has been happening about the pension age
moving and whether people will be supported in older-age
working, we are failing to address this absolutely dreadful
discriminatory environment.

The third and final reason given is that a disincentive
to recruit older workers would be created, because the
costs I have mentioned would be higher for the company.
I agree that we do not want to create disincentives to
employing older people, particularly if we are to require
people to work for years and years more than they had
expected, but the argument sounds awfully similar to
the well-known discussion about whether the cost of
maternity leave would dissuade employers from employing
women who become pregnant. We outlawed that, and
we know that a woman can still add value, be productive
and be effective when pregnant, so why are we making
people work longer? Why are we raising the statutory
pension age and communicating from this Parliament
that it is okay to discriminate against older workers? It
is not, and it is wrong—all the more so if the pension
age is raised from 66 to 68, because we would be raising
it above an age at which employers are already
discriminating against workers, as I have illustrated.
Unless we tackle age discrimination, we will continue to
have an environment in which it will be very difficult for
people who are working in older age.

As these pension changes are brought forward, I do
not feel that enough has been done to support, encourage
and incentivise employers to look favourably on an older
workforce. For example, national insurance contributions
could be reduced for older workers. Also, if people are
excluded from benefits by reason of the current law,
older workers should receive money or money’s worth
in cash or vouchers to make up for the work benefits
that have been removed from them.

By way of conclusion, I am not persuaded by the
arguments for increasing the pension age further or
discriminating on the grounds of age. It is simply not
acceptable. There is no justification for the treatment of
my hard-working and loyal constituent Stephen with
the discrimination he has faced in his workplace. If the
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pension age is to be raised again and we are going to
keep making these changes, forcing people to stay in
work for longer, age discrimination must be tackled
first. We should be taking steps now to change behaviours
in the workplace to make sure that older people who
now have to work longer will be able to do so and
will be treated fairly and equitably. We should be
outlawing this outdated and discriminatory law against
older workers.

5pm

Wendy Chamberlain (North East Fife) (LD): 1
congratulate the hon. Member for Amber Valley (Nigel
Mills) on securing this debate. How to calculate the
state pension age is an intensely technical topic, but it
fundamentally impacts on people’s lives, and what we
have heard so far this afternoon illustrates that, because
there is a great deal of consensus across the Benches. 1
congratulate the hon. Member for Dover (Mrs Elphicke)
on her speech and the areas she covered.

Obviously, it is our job on the Opposition Benches to
scrutinise the Government, and I do not expect the
Minister to pre-empt an independent review process,
but I absolutely agree with the Chair of the Work and
Pensions Committee, the right hon. Member for East
Ham (Sir Stephen Timms) that we should be publishing
any reports and looking at this issue before the Government
make a final decision in the public space. This debate is
an opportunity for the Government to make a political
statement to commit to some of the existing methodologies
we have used to date for the state pension age, and
primarily that means keeping it based on life expectancy.

‘We have heard significant concerns today that planned
pension ages might be accelerated, and that does not fit
with what we are seeing with life expectancy. As the hon.
Member for North Ayrshire and Arran (Patricia Gibson)
said in her intervention, life expectancy is not increasing.
In fact, the evidence suggests it is falling, so far from
seeing the retirement age going up faster, we should be
seeing no change or at the very least a slowdown in
planned increases.

It is highly technical, looking at actuarial tables to
work out statistics, but it is important that we do not
forget the faces behind the figures. In fairness, the
WASPI women have made sure that we never forget the
faces again. I am sure that every Member here, including
the Minister and me, will have spoken with WASPI
women in their constituencies about what they have
suffered as a result of process failures with previous age
increases. | have met many of the representatives who
come to Parliament on fiscal event days. They often
stand in the cold and damp waiting all day to be heard.
I urge the Minister and Members across the House to
meet them, if they have not done so previously.

Although this debate is about the future, I cannot
mention the WASPI women without talking about their
ongoing right for compensation. They have been waiting
years now, and thousands have died without ever seeing
a penny. The ombudsman is expected to report within a
matter of months, but the only thing that has taken
longer than their investigation is the Government’s inability
to decide to do the right thing and to promise to follow
the results of that report. I hope the Minister will make
reference to that in her closing remarks.
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The Government must learn lessons from what has
happened to the WASPI women. If we are going to see
changes, they must be communicated early and fully.
People must be able to plan ahead. Age UK suggests
10 years as the length of time in which people need
certainty to plan for retirement, as the hon. Member for
Amber Valley mentioned. I hope that the Government
can continue to commit to that.

I said it was important to remember the faces behind
the figures, and it is vital that the Government remember
that life expectancy is based on averages, and that all
people are not alike. There are already people struggling
to work to 66 through no fault of their own. Manual
workers, whether farmers or factory workers, are just
more likely to struggle to keep up as the impact of a life
of labouring catches up with them. The fictional police
sergeant Catherine Cawood of “Happy Valley” may
hopefully be reaching her retirement from the police on
Sunday night in the concluding episode of the series,
but she will be 56 when she does so. That is because we
accept that police officers are not necessarily physically
capable of being able to chase offenders or fight or do
any of the physical things we expect. We may hope,
however, that Catherine Cawood, as well as going to the
Himalayas, can also continue to contribute in a part-time
work capacity elsewhere.

Health problems for many mean that people cannot
work full time. Part-time working is increasing, and
many people have caring responsibilities. This is the
generation of sandwich carers who take care of their
parents, their children or grandchildren and, when needed,
their partners. There is of course a benefit to the economy,
and to older workers themselves, of continuing to work
if they can. If that is the Government’s aim, I implore
them to see that increasing the state pension age, when
we are not seeing a corresponding rise in health and life
expectancy, is not the solution. People might be living
longer, but they are not necessarily doing so in good health.

There are steps that the Government could take. I
continue to champion the needs of unpaid carers, many
of whom are in the pre-retirement age bracket. I welcome
the Government’s support for my Carer’s Leave Bill,
which will have its Third Reading on Friday, and look
forward to their support as it passes through the Lords,
but there is still much to do. Reforming carer’s allowance,
securing flexible working as a day one right, offering more
training and respite for carers, and investing in local
services such as day centres would all help, as would
more re-training, as the hon. Member for Dover mentioned,
and a greater understanding of what is keeping older
workers out of the workforce. We need to ensure that
there is a social security net for people who have paid in
and who, for whatever reason, cannot manage those
final few years. That would be more effective at encouraging
people to work longer, even past retirement age, than
just forcing people somehow to soldier on.

Of course, there is a balance to be struck. The pension
age must be both effective and sustainable. I agree that
it must realistically reflect how long people can expect
to live after retirement. We all see adverts pop up on our
social media about how to retire at 40, but we know the
Government could not be expected to fund such a
period. Knowing that there is a balance means also
making the expectation of the state pension realistic. |
want my children, and my children’s children, to have it
to look forward to one day. Our younger generations
have suffered the outcomes of Brexit, of covid and of
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the cost of living crisis. Owning a house is a dream, not
a reality for far too many. Future generations deserve
the same promises, the same security as those that came
before. We must not pull up the ladder.

I urge the Government to use this opportunity to
reassure the House that they will follow the rules on
determining retirement age by looking at life expectancy,
protect those who struggle to work later in life and help
those in work who can do so. Too often in recent years
the Government have trailed potentially detrimental
pension changes only to withdraw them later. Today’s
debate gives them an opportunity to make sure that that
is not the case in future.

5.7 pm

Patricia Gibson (North Ayrshire and Arran) (SNP): I
echo the appreciation of the hon. Member for Amber
Valley (Nigel Mills) for bringing the debate on the state
pension age to the Floor of the House today. There is
great concern that, according to reports, the UK
Government plan to accelerate their current timeline
for increasing the state pension age again, raising it to
68 by 2034. That means that those born in the 1970s or
later could soon be told that a review of the increase in
state pension age will further delay their retirement. If
the Minister can tell us that that simply will not happen,
we can all just go home and not worry about it, as the
hon. Gentleman and the hon. Member for North East
Fife (Wendy Chamberlain) said. We would all be delighted.

It is bad enough that the state pension age is due to
rise again from 66 to 67 by 2028. It is even worse that
the women born in the 1950s had their state pension age
increased with little or no notice, a move that has
robbed them of tens of thousands of pounds of their
hard-earned and expected state pension, throwing many
of them into deep poverty and unnecessary hardship.
That is all bad enough, but now we face the prospect of
the Government planning to bring forward the increase
in retirement age from 67 to 68 from 2046 to affect
anyone now aged 54 or younger.

The Minister may say that no final decision has been
taken, but how can anyone, having witnessed how women
born in the 1950s have been treated, have any real faith
that the Government understand how the increase in
retirement age would have a disproportionate impact
on those who have worked all their lives for poor pay?
The UK already has one of the lowest pensions in
Europe, and these plans will have an impact on millions
of people, many of whom are already struggling financially.
Age UK has said that
“any Government decision to accelerate the rise in Pension Age
will condemn millions to a miserable and impoverished run up to
retirement—and often beyond too”.

So many people are already in poor health by the time
they reach their state pension and they are already
suffering financial hardship.

As the hon. Member for North East Fife said, probably
every one of us has spoken to women born in the 1950s,
and when we do they tell us that the biggest UK
Government swindle in recent memory was robbing
their generation of their rightful state pensions at the
age of 60. Many discovered, often by sheer accident,
that their anticipated pension would not arrive until
years later, as there was equalisation with men. The
anger, sense of betrayal and disappointment was only

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Raising the State Pension Age to 68 424

inflamed when UK Government Ministers bizarrely
and insensitively insisted that this provided an opportunity
for the women affected to train for new careers. Some of
them then formed the Women Against State Pension
Inequality Campaign, which continues to campaign for
the injustice against them to be recognised and remedied.
They must be given the compensation that is their right
and I applaud the work they have done, because those
women faced delays of up to six years to access their
state pension, one in four of them now struggle to make
payments on crucial bills and one third are in debt, with
single women the worst affected. So that we can avoid this
happening again, will the Minister tell us what impact
assessment the UK Government have carried out, or
will carry out, on any further proposals to accelerate the
rise in the state pension age to 68 by 2034 or, indeed, to
accelerate it at all?

It seems to the people outside this Chamber who are
worried about this or who have experienced this, as the
WASPI women have, that this Government have developed
a taste for robbing people of their hard-earned state
pension. The website Interactive Investor calculates that
bringing forward to 2034 the increase in someone’s pension
age to 68 could mean a lost year of full state pension of
almost £17,000 for workers aged 46. Royal London
insurance found that more than half of those aged
55 and over are likely to have the state pension as their
main income, with 1.5 million of those in pre-state-pension
years, and 31 % with no savings at all to fall back on.
Many of them are also struggling with caring responsibilities
as well as financial ones.

Pensioners relying on state pension as their main
source of income are more likely to have already undergone
a working life of low pay, and they are more likely to
have health challenges in retirement and a shorter life
expectancy. They are also the pensioners who simply
cannot afford to retire early, even when health problems
occur. Raising the retirement age even further will therefore
have a disproportionate effect on poorer older people
who will enjoy fewer retirement years.

A review of the state pension age in 2017 established
that people should expect to spend one third of their
adult life in retirement. As we know and as has been
said, life expectancy in the UK is, at best, stagnating,
which seriously undermines the case for raising the state
pension age. [ am afraid that those considerations will not
have an impact on Government thinking and that the
very logic they have used in the past for increasing state
pension age—rising life expectancy—will not apply. If
that is the case, I would remind the Minister that not
only have life expectancy rates stalled across the UK,
but they have actually fallen for the second year in a row
in Scotland. Perhaps the Minister would like to factor that
in when determining the state pension age. According
to the UK Government’s own argument and the logic they
have used so far, the state pension age should perhaps
even be falling.

The UK Government must abandon any further
acceleration of the state pension age across the UK.
I hope that all parties will oppose that and commit to
continuing that opposition beyond the next election. As
the hon. Member for Amber Valley said, if you keep
tinkering with, accelerating and rising the state pension
age, you create uncertainty and undermine the whole
concept of a state pension, perhaps fatally undermining
it for future generations.
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Even talk of accelerating the state pension age feels
like a grubby smash and grab of people’s hard-earned
pensions to try to fill the black hole in the UK’s finances,
which is a consequence of 13 years of austerity. That
austerity started under Labour’s Gordon Brown and
has continued ever since, compounded by the damage
of Brexit to which Labour is fully signed up, cynically
and disingenuously pretending that there is such a thing
as a good Brexit after all. Labour knows that, but it is so
desperate to win seats in England, it will say anything.
But the public are watching.

To raise the state pension age further is bad enough.
To raise it even faster than originally planned as a
cost-cutting measure is unforgivable. People in Scotland
were told in 2014 that the only way to protect the state
pension was to vote no to independence. Here we are
nine years later, and the state pension does not support
the minimum standard of living. Pensioners have already
been short-changed by £6,500 on average, due to the
state pension underpayments to around 237,000 older
people, and a further 100,000 potential underpayments
that have been identified, which will take a year to
correct. Let us not forget how easily the Government
discarded their manifesto commitment to retain the
triple lock, the abandonment of which means that
current state pension payments are £520 less than they
otherwise would have been.

We must all learn from the huge injustice perpetrated
on WASPI women—I applaud their campaign for justice—
but we cannot permit even more people to be robbed of
tens of thousands of pounds of their rightful state pension
as life expectancy stalls or even falls in Scotland. Meanwhile,
our Government desperately seek to fill their financial
black hole because of their own incompetence, and
therefore have decided to pick a fight over pensions.
That is an outrage. In the dying days of this Government,
as they thrash around seeking to pick the pockets of
others to pay for their own economic mismanagement,
we must say that enough is enough.

5.17 pm

Matt Rodda (Reading East) (Lab): Pensions are an
incredibly important issue. People who have worked
hard and contributed all their lives deserve a decent
pension in retirement. The state pension has been a crucial
part of all our lives in this country for a very long time. I
thank the Backbench Business Committee for securing
today’s debate, and the hon. Member for Amber Valley
(Nigel Mills) and Members across the House for their
contributions.

I am sorry to say that there has been a certain amount
of unhelpful briefing in the media about a possible change
to Government policy on state pension age. I urge the
Government to stop that, and to raise issues in this
House rather than in the media. If Ministers are serious,
they should discuss the future of pensions policy with
the public and the pensions industry in a proper public
consultation. The current speculation fuelled by off-the-
record briefings is hugely unsettling for people who are
saving for a pension and trying to plan for their future.
Ministers should remember that families and pensioners
are living through an unprecedented cost of living
crisis and facing huge pressures on household budgets.
The last thing that people need is further stress and
uncertainty.

1 FEBRUARY 2023

Raising the State Pension Age to 68 426

We are living in challenging times, with inflation rates
that the country has not seen for more 40 years. To make
matters worse, as the IMF reported earlier this week,
the UK faces the worst economic outlook of any major
economy. After 12 years of economic mismanagement
by the current Government, we are stuck in a period of
persistently low growth and, unfortunately, persistently
high inflation. As a direct result of that mismanagement,
the Government are now trying to cut public spending.
They have reduced spending on the state pension before
by failing to increase pensions in line with inflation
until April this year. That means that pensions have
failed to keep up with the huge rise in the cost of food
and fuel that has hit pensioners in the last six months.

Independent research by the Pensions and Lifetime
Savings Association using data from Loughborough
University showed the scale of the Government’s failure.
It showed that the basic state pension has now fallen
below the cost of living. The PLSA put the basic cost of
living for a single pensioner at £12,800, more than
£2,000 above the basic state pension, which will be
£10,600 in the financial year 2023-24.

The Government’s mismanagement of the economy
and their desperate attempts to cut public spending
form the backdrop to today’s debate. This is made even
worse by Ministers’ disregard for pensioners, the House
and the public. The Government’s pattern of behaviour
is in stark contrast to the way in which Governments
have conducted themselves in the past. As I mentioned
earlier, there has been a long-standing convention that
pensions policy is based on evidence and agreed by
consensus. For example, when the evidence showed that
life expectancy was increasing, there was a discussion
about the impact on the state pension age, and it was
agreed that it should be gradually increased. The UK
already has one of the higher state pension ages among
OECD countries.

Following extensive consultation about the impact of
increased life expectancy in the 2000s, the Government
established the Pensions Commission to look into the
issue. As a result, and after a great deal of discussion, it
was agreed that the state pension age should be raised.
The Pensions Act 2007 provided for it to be increased
from 65 to 68 in stages over the period between 2024
and 2046. 1 should stress that those increases were
agreed at a time of steady rises in life expectancy. The
current situation is somewhat different, to say the least.
As we heard earlier, there is clear evidence of a stalling
of the increase in life expectancy. Data from the Office
for National Statistics on healthy life expectancy between
2018 and 2020 shows a downward trend in most regions
of the UK, and the situation for some pensioners seems
to be even worse, with a fall in life expectancy among
some groups since 2010. We have heard several examples
of that today, and there are others.

There is also clear and, in my view, deeply troubling
evidence of local disparities, with gaps of about 10 years
between the average life expectancy of some people—often
those living in better-off areas—and that of their neighbours
living in less well-off areas comparatively nearby. The
full impact of the pandemic on long-term health is unclear,
and there seem to be a growing number of older people
of working age who are suffering from serious
health conditions. That evidence needs to be considered
carefully.
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I appreciate that time is limited. Let me end by saying
that the Government are letting down both pensioners
and people saving for pensions. They have broken with
the long-standing convention that pensions policy is
developed on the basis of evidence, through consultation
and discussion. I hope the Minister will address these
issues in her speech. I know that she does prefer to
consult, even if some of her colleagues do not always
follow that approach.

5.22 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (Laura Trott): I thank my hon. Friend the
Member for Amber Valley (Nigel Mills) for raising this
important issue, and all the other Members who have
contributed to the debate.

The Government remain committed to ensuring that
older people can live with the dignity and respect they
deserve, and I absolutely reaffirm that the state pension
is and will remain the foundation of state support for
older people. As has already been pointed out today,
changes in the state pension age have been made in a
series of Acts by successive Governments from 1995—when
the state pension ages of men and women were equalised—
onwards, following public consultations and extensive
debates in both Houses.

The state pension age is currently 66, and will increase
to 67 in 2026-28. As was mentioned by the hon. Member
for Reading East (Matt Rodda), Labour legislated for it
to increase to 68 in 2044-46, but, following the Cridland
review of 2017, the current Government policy is to
bring the increase to 68 forward to 2037-39. That is the
baseline; we are required under law to review it every six
years, and that is what is now being undertaken.

As we heard from my hon. Friend the Member for
Amber Valley, the coalition Government of 2010 to
2015 were committed to the “core principle” that people
should spend, on average,

“up to one third of their adult life drawing a State Pension.”

They were also committed to giving individuals at least
10 years’ notice of any changes affecting them. The first
review of the state pension age following the Pensions
Act 2014 was undertaken in 2017, informed by both the
Government Actuary’s report and the independent report
undertaken by John Cridland. As I have set out, Cridland
recommended bringing forward the increase in the state
pension age to 68 from 2044 to 2026, as set out in
legislation, to 2037 to 2039.

Sir Stephen Timms: The two documents from 2017 to
which the Minister referred were published four months
before the Government’s announcement. Why have the
Government not published the documents before their
announcement this time around, and will she do so
now?

Laura Trott: I had a suspicion that the right hon.
Gentleman might bring that up. As he rightly pointed
out, I have written to him today to explain the rationale
behind this, but I will confirm that both documents will
be published in full. I look forward to discussing them
with his Committee in due course.
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Sir Stephen Timms: I just want to know why they
have not been published. What is the public interest in
keeping these things hidden?

Laura Trott: As I have said, they will be published in
full. On the timing of publication, there is work going
on in Government to undertake the review. Once it is
finished the documents will be published.

The 2017 review was based on a recommendation to
aim for “up to 32%" as the average proportion of adult
life spent in receipt of state pension. The review used
2014-based life expectancy data. The Government accepted
those recommendations, subject to a further review,
before tabling the requisite legislative amendments. The
savings from bringing forward this rise to 68 have
already been included in published fiscal forecasts.

On 14 December 2021, the Government launched the
second periodic review of the state pension age, and
work is now under way to complete it, as required by
legislation. The review must be published by May 2023,
in accordance with section 27 of the Pensions Act 2014.
At the autumn statement, the Chancellor committed to
concluding the review in early 2023.

As part of the second review, the Secretary of State is
considering evidence from two independent reports.
The first, a report from the Government Actuary, assesses
the latest life expectancy projections from all regions of
the UK. There has been a lot of talk about life expectancy
today, so I want to put on record the fact that the most
recent projections from the Office for National Statistics
show a slower rate of improvement in life expectancy
than those that informed the Pensions Act 2014 and the
Pension Schemes Act 2017. Nevertheless, despite the
slower improvement rate, ONS projections continue to
show increasing life expectancy over time, and the number
of people over state pension age is expected to continue
to rise. I can also confirm for the hon. Member for
North East Fife (Wendy Chamberlain) that the review
will consider the latest recommendations, as well as a
wide range of other evidence, before reaching any
conclusions about the state pension age.

The second report that will be taken into account is
an independent report by Baroness Neville-Rolfe, which
will consider recent trends in life expectancy and the
range of metrics that we could use when setting the
state pension age, including the metrics mentioned by
my hon. Friend the Member for Amber Valley. We will
publish both documents in full. With respect to the
question of whether Baroness Neville-Rolfe will appear
before the Select Committee on Work and Pensions,
that is a matter for the Committee and for her.

Alongside examining the implications of the latest
life expectancy data, the Government review is assessing
the costs of an ageing society and future state pension
expenditure, as well as considering labour market changes
and people’s ability and opportunities to work up to
state pension age, bearing in mind recent trends in life
expectancy.

My hon. Friend the Member for Amber Valley
highlighted the position of those who cannot continue
to work. The review will evaluate the impact of previous
changes to the state pension age for all individuals,
including those with long-term health conditions or
disability. The Government continue to provide substantial
support for people who are unable to work.
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My hon. Friend the Member for Dover (Mrs Elphicke)
made some important points about age discrimination.
The Government’s business champion for older workers,
Andy Briggs, spearheads the Government’s work to
promote the benefits of older workers and multigenerational
workforces across England, influencing them strategically
and by offering practical advice. I will ensure that my
hon. Friend’s points about discrimination are passed on
to the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy.

The review will aim to keep the right balance between
affordability, sustainability and fairness between generations.
The review has not yet concluded—it is very important
to emphasise that, given some of the comments today—and
I will not pre-empt its outcome. The Government are
committed to ensuring that older people have dignity
and security in later life, regardless of where in the UK
they are living. The Government introduced further
targeted support, including cost of living payments of
up to £900 for the most vulnerable households and an
additional £1 billion, including Barnett impact, to enable
the extension of the household support fund in England
in the next financial year. Since 2010, the full yearly
amount of the basic state pension has risen by over
£2,300 in cash terms. That is £790 higher than if it had
been uprated by prices, and £945 more than if it had
been uprated by earnings. For the first time, from April
2023, the full rate of the new state pension is worth over
£10,000 per year.

Automatic enrolment is having a transformational
effect on private savings. Over 10.8 million people have
been automatically enrolled in a workplace pension,
helping to deliver about an additional £33 billion into
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pension savings in real terms in 2021 compared with 2012.
The hon. Member for North East Fife mentioned the
PHSO inquiry. She will know that that is ongoing, so it
would be inappropriate for me to comment on it until it
concludes.

The Government are committed to ensuring that the
state pension continues to provide the foundation for
people’s retirement income and are proud of the support
they have given pensioners since 2010. I welcome today’s
debate and thank my hon. Friend the Member for
Amber Valley. As I have outlined, the Government take
the setting of the state pension age very seriously. I look
forward to being able to discuss this matter further—I
am sure we will—when the Government finally publish
their second review.

5.31 pm

Nigel Mills: I thank all Members for taking part in
the debate and the Minister for responding to it. I do
not think anybody spoke in favour of bringing forward
an increase in the state pension age. [ hope the Government
will factor it in that, on a cross-party basis, there is not a
lot of inclination for that. I hope we get to see the
completed review in relatively short order, and that no
decision will be taken until it has been published and
there has been a chance for further consultation and
consideration. I do not see any need for a rush, so I
hope the Government will take a consultative approach.
With that, I thank all those who took part.

Question put and agreed to.
Resolved,

That this House has considered the matter of raising the State
Pension age to 68.
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Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House
do now adjourn.—( Stuart Anderson. )

5.32 pm

Holly Mumby-Croft (Scunthorpe) (Con): I am very
grateful to have the opportunity to speak on a genuinely
important issue. What I am about to speak about was
brought to my attention by my constituents, Stephen
and Gill Ayling, who are in the Public Gallery today.
They experienced the very worst thing that could ever
happen to a parent when, sadly, their son Nathan died
at the age of 31 in February 2019. While I was not
fortunate enough to have known Nathan, we were close
in age and we both went to the same local school.

Nathan lost his life to young sudden cardiac death
after a problem with his heart went undetected all his
life. Before his death, Nathan appeared fit and healthy.
He played football and rugby regularly, and lifted weights
and cycled. Stephen and Gill have previously described
how they will never, ever be able to escape from the
memory of when they found their son, who had died in
his bed. As a parent myself, I cannot begin to grasp how
utterly shattering that moment must have been. My
condolences go out to them and to their family, and to
all who knew and loved Nathan.

In the wake of Nathan’s death, Stephen and Gill
became involved with the charity Cardiac Risk in the
Young, which provides heart screenings—I will come
on to this later—for young people. Stephen and Gill
founded a community group, The Beat Goes On, which
is a wonderful name and a wonderful tribute to Nathan.
As part of the group, Stephen and Gill raised £10,000
to fund private screenings on 10 and 11 January this
year, providing tests for 186 young people in our community.
Ten of those young people have been referred for further
cardiac investigation. I commend them for all their hard
work and put on the record my thanks, and the thanks
of many in our area, for all they have done for our
community in Scunthorpe.

Last summer, I tabled a written question to ask the
then Secretary of State for Health and Social Care what
steps his Department was taking to increase the diagnosis
rate of cardiac conditions in people aged 14 to 35. Once
those conditions are diagnosed, it is often possible for
them to be treated, either with pharmaceutical or surgical
intervention or through lifestyle changes.

In the Government’s response, I was informed:

“Since July 2021, we have launched community diagnostic
centres (CDCs) to increase diagnostic activity and reduce patient
waiting times. CDCs offer checks, scans and tests in community
and other health care settings and delivered over 880,000 diagnostic
tests... This will support Primary Care Networks to increase the
detection of conditions such as heart valve disease.”

While that answer is good news for some people, I
would welcome any assessment the Government have
carried out of how helpful those diagnostic centres are
in relation to heart conditions in young people specifically.

I was also told:

“The diagnosis of cardiac conditions is based on the presentation
of symptoms, rather than the age range of the patient”
or their genetic risk factors. That is a crucial point, and
for young people it takes us to the crux of the problem.
Research has shown that in 80% of cases of young
sudden cardiac death, there were no prior symptoms of

a heart defect; no opportunity was presented to step in
and intervene and potentially save a young person’s life.
As a result, families have lost sons, daughters, brothers
and sisters—someone they loved.

Doctors have raised with me their concerns about a
completely symptom-focused approach to young people.
Aside from the fact that the overwhelming majority of
people who have this condition do not exhibit symptoms,
my understanding is that the symptoms that GPs are
trained to look for are breathlessness, heart palpitations,
dizziness, chest pain and losing consciousness. Those
are common symptoms that can be attributed to other
ailments, many of which will be more common in
young people. As such, GPs could potentially misdiagnose
a heart condition, perhaps providing medication—for
anxiety or depression, for instance—that could aggravate
an undiagnosed condition.

The best approach to take in healthcare is always a
preventive one—a process that intervenes to stop someone
suffering or dying. In cases involving young people, the
best way to do this may be through proactive screening.
The majority of conditions—but not all—associated
with sudden cardiac death in the young can be identified
on the basis of an electrocardiogram, or ECG, abnormality.
That is the type of screening that Stephen and Gill, and
other parents like them, and CRY fundraise and campaign
for, sometimes resulting in follow-up tests. Approximately
one in 300 people screened by CRY will be identified as
having a potentially life-threatening condition, and one
in 100 will be identified as having a condition that could
cause significant problems by the ages of 40 or 50. Those
conditions need to be monitored every three to four
months, so that action can be taken when most appropriate.

As my hon. Friend the Minister knows, in 2019 the
UK National Screening Council recommended against
a systematic screening programme for cardiac conditions
in the young. There is set to be another review by the
end of this year. I would like to speak briefly first on the
previous review, and then on the future one.

One of the reasons cited for not rolling out a screening
programme was the continuing uncertainty over the
true incidence rate of sudden cardiac death. To say that
there was not a consensus on what that figure was
would be a gross understatement. I cannot stress enough
how important it is that we have accurate data on that
issue, especially if it is influencing clinical or policy
decisions.

In preparation for this debate, I spoke to representatives
from CRY. They said that, just on the basis of the number
of autopsies they are performing at their centre for cardiac
pathology each year, we are disastrously underestimating
the full extent of the problem. I want my language to be
very clear, so I repeat that they say that we are disastrously
underestimating the full extent of the problem.

In order to shed light on the issue, one of the stakeholders
contributing to the review stated that it would be

“very helpful if the review outlined more specific research
recommendations, providing potential researchers with a framework
of the characteristics of a project that could address the uncertainty.”

I have spoken to others involved with the review, who
advised me that that framework was not in place. I would
be grateful if the Minister could urge the UK National
Screening Council to provide clarity, so that we can get
reliable data that we can use to make policy decisions.
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Without that, we risk having an unhelpful fog shrouding
this issue; if we do not dispel it, we may lose more lives
to undiagnosed heart conditions.

Similarly, there are questions about testing accuracy.
Some stakeholders have asked for more specific research
recommendations. In particular, it is really important to
specify the test, or group of tests, that would enable
simultaneous screening for all the potential causes of
sudden cardiac death. Again, I ask the Minister to push
for those recommendations to be laid down, so that the
scientists can get on with the job that they do best.

Looking forward to the next review, I would be
grateful if the Minister confirmed a timeline for when
this will be completed and when we should expect the
findings to be published. It is important to note that
several other countries are steps ahead of us when it
comes to proactive screening programmes, and, although
I appreciate that these might be out of scope of the
review, I do think it would be a missed opportunity not
to raise them. Several American sporting bodies—

Gerald Jones (Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney) (Lab): 1
congratulate the hon. Lady on securing this debate. My
goddaughter, Sophie Pearson, passed away in 2006 at
12 years of age from cardiomyopathy. Sophie’s parents
spent many years helping to raise awareness and raise
funds. I congratulate the hon. Lady on the work that
she is doing and hope that the awareness that she is
raising today will go some way in supporting families
and avoiding unnecessary deaths of young people.

Holly Mumby-Croft: I am terribly sorry to hear what
the hon. Gentleman said, and I thank him for his
intervention.

Let me continue on the sporting aspect. Italy has
introduced pre-participation screening. Although I
appreciate that there are issues with extrapolating the
data to the non-athletic population, one study in 2006
did show that screening led to an 89% fall in sudden
cardiac death in that cohort.

I know that every Member in this House will be united
in wanting to reduce the number of young people dying
from undiagnosed cardiac conditions, and expanding
access to the screening available will help to reduce that.

Andrew Percy (Brigg and Goole) (Con): I thank my
hon. Friend for giving way and pay tribute to her
constituents who are with us today for doing so much to
raise funding for screening in our area. She is talking
about the important issue of screening, particularly in
relation to young people and sporting activities. Is it not
also important that we ensure that sports facilities have
access to defibrillators for when cardiac arrests take
place? She will know that, through North Lincolnshire
Council, scores of defibrillators have been funded across
our area. With the Government announcing a £1 million
fund to expand defibrillators, is it not important that
that fund also takes into account sporting clubs and the
issue around young people and sudden cardiac arrests?

Holly Mumby-Croft: I thank my hon. Friend for his
intervention. I know that he is very well placed to have a
view on this matter through his work as a first responder
in our community—something that he has been doing
for a number of years—so I listen very carefully to him
when he raises points around health and care.

I would be grateful if the Minister pushed the points
that I have made in relation to the review, with scientists
and stakeholders calling for more research to be done. 1
would also be immensely grateful if the Minister found
time—I know that he is incredibly busy—to meet Stephen,
Gill and myself to talk about this issue. That would be
very much appreciated.

That takes me to the last point that I wish to make,
which is once again to thank Stephen and Gill for the
work that they have done. Their experience, and Nathan’s
experience, was a tragic one. Despite that, they have
managed to do fantastic work in our community. |
know that, along with me, everyone that they have
helped through screening, such as those 10 people who
have been referred for further testing, will be extremely
grateful to them. I often say in this House, Mr Deputy
Speaker, that we have many people to be proud of in
Scunthorpe. The work that Stephen and Gill are doing
puts them very firmly in that category, and I want to be
clear today that they have both my support and my
thanks.

5.43 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health
and Social Care (Neil O’Brien): [ am grateful to my hon.
Friend the Member for Scunthorpe (Holly Mumby-Croft)
for securing this debate on such an important issue. |
am extremely sorry to hear about Nathan and about
Stephen and Gill and, indeed, about the constituents of
the hon. Member for Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney
(Gerald Jones). I would very much welcome the meeting
that my hon. Friend described with her constituents,
and we will set that up.

We recognise, though it is hard to understand, the
devastation caused to families by the sudden cardiac
death of a young person. Sudden cardiac death is an
unexpected and sudden death that is thought to be
caused by a heart condition.

The implementation of genomic laboratory hubs across
England provides an opportunity to explore the systematic
introduction of post-mortem genetic testing for SCD.
Seven NHS genomic medicine service alliances play an
important role in the support of genomic medicine.
Those NHS GMS alliances are supporting several
transformation projects, including a national project
with the NHS inherited cardiac conditions services, the
British Heart Foundation and the country’s coroners.

The project will test the DNA of people who died
suddenly and unexpectedly at a young age from a
cardiac arrest, and their surviving family can also be
offered genetic testing to see if they carry the same gene
changes. In addition, a pilot project based in the NHS
South East Genomic Medicine Service Alliance is aimed
at people who have had an unexpected cardiac arrest
and survived. They will be offered a genomic test to
enable access to treatment, and further genomic testing
will be offered to identify immediate family members at
risk if a gene change associated with a heart condition
is found.

As my hon. Friend the Member for Scunthorpe
mentioned, screening programmes in England are set
up on the advice of the UK National Screening Committee.
These are not political decisions; they are decisions
based on the best currently available evidence, and they
determine whether the introduction of a screening
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programme would offer more good than harm. As my
hon. Friend said, in 2019 the National Screening Committee
reviewed the evidence to provide general screening, and
concluded at that time that there was not enough evidence
to support the introduction of a national screening
programme.

Research showed that the current tests were not accurate
enough to use in young people without symptoms,
because incorrect test results can cause harm by giving
false reassurance to individuals with the condition who
may have been missed by the screening test, while
individuals without the condition may receive a false
positive test result that could lead to unnecessary treatments.
The review found that most studies for SCD were in
professional athletes, whose hearts of course have different
characteristics from those of the general population.
Tests can work in different ways in different groups of
people. That is why it is very important that research is
gathered in a general population setting, as to base it on
athletes would not provide a good indication of what
would happen if we tested all young people under the
age of 39.

The UK NSC was due to review SCD in 2022-23, as
my hon. Friend mentioned, but has been unable to do
so for a variety of reasons to do with covid and competing
priorities. I am unable to confirm this evening when the
regular review of SCD will tak