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House of Commons

Tuesday 9 February 2010

The House met at half-past Two o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions

JUSTICE

The Secretary of State was asked—

Youth Reoffending Rates

1. Andrew Selous (South-West Bedfordshire) (Con):
What recent steps his Department has taken to reduce
reoffending rates for young offenders. [316129]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): Since 2000, the frequency of juvenile reoffending
has dropped by more than 20 per cent.—the trend is
significantly downwards. The number of first-time offenders
coming into the criminal justice system is also down.
Our approach to reducing reoffending still further is
detailed in the youth crime action plan, which is backed
by £100 million of funding. The plan focuses on a
triple-track approach of tough enforcement, non-negotiable
support and prevention.

Andrew Selous: Given that many hundreds of young
people who commit crime have previously been behind
bars on three or more occasions, why are there no major
incentives for young offender institutions to be rewarded
for cutting reoffending rates?

Maria Eagle: I am interested in incentives throughout
the system, but it is difficult to attribute a particular cut
in reoffending to the actions of one particular institution,
course or individual. So although incentives are a good
and fine thing, designing what they are and how they
work is slightly more difficult.

Keith Vaz (Leicester, East) (Lab): I thank the Minister
for giving evidence this morning to the Select Committee
on Home Affairs inquiry into crime prevention, when I
mentioned to her a group that we had met called User
Voice. It is a group of ex-offenders who wish to help to
prevent young offenders from following the path into
crime. Will she meet the group and thus recognise the
importance of young ex-offenders who are trying to be
a model to prevent others from getting involved in
crime?

Maria Eagle: It was of course a great pleasure for me
to give evidence to the Committee this morning—the
time passed very swiftly. I am more than happy to meet

the group to which my right hon. Friend refers. I meet
groups of ex-offenders in my constituency who believe
that mentoring can be an excellent way of trying to turn
those who are on the path into custody away from
crime.

Mr. David Burrowes (Enfield, Southgate) (Con): In
2007, the Government talked about
“delivering improved outcomes for young black people in the
criminal justice system”.

However, the latest published figures show that among
15 to 17-year-old prisoners, 17 per cent. of those on
remand and 13 per cent. of those sentenced are black.
Given the year-on-year increase in the over-representation
of young black people in custody, how does the Minister
rate the performance of the designated ministerial champion
tasked with reducing those numbers? I refer of course
to the Justice Secretary.

Maria Eagle: I rate my right hon. Friend extremely
highly; he is very good at everything he does as far as I
am concerned. The particular issue that the hon. Gentleman
raises is very difficult, and we must recognise that black
and minority ethnic people are still over-represented in
our criminal justice. The reasons for that over-representation
are complex. Work is going on to try to tackle it but, as
he rightly says, there is still a lot to do.

Education and Training

2. Mr. Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op):
What education and training opportunities are available
to offenders (a) on remand and (b) serving short-term
custodial sentences to help them find employment following
release. [316130]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): We have increased spending on education and
training threefold in the past few years. In prisons we
provide a curriculum with a broad focus on employability,
ranging from preparatory employment skills, literacy
and numeracy, to higher level qualifications and skills
training. A new unit-based qualifications and credit
system will be particularly valuable for those serving
short sentences, as it will allow learning to take place in
short modules, which can be continued out in the
community.

Mr. Sheerman: My hon. Friend would be very welcome
to come before my Select Committee, which is currently
examining the not in education, employment or training—
NEET—population. We are finding that a large number
of young people who begin short custodial sentences or
spend a long time on remand break their education and
find it very difficult to get back, so can we have more of
these short courses and can they be well funded?

Maria Eagle: My hon. Friend rightly says that there
is an issue to address in respect of ensuring that people
who have not engaged in education and training at the
earliest possible opportunity in their lives get a chance
to do so and are helped to stick at it, in whatever setting.
I have been collecting Select Committees lately. If that
was an invitation, I might just come along to his Select
Committee to tell him what I think about this and his
fellow members of the Committee—[Laughter.]—I said
“if” that was an invitation. I am happy to say that the
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number of 16 and 17-year-old NEETs in the system has
been falling and now stands at 5.2 per cent., but there is
clearly more to do in that respect.

Mr. Humfrey Malins (Woking) (Con): Education and
training opportunities, especially for young offenders,
are still very poor. At Reading young offenders institution,
for example, there are only five hours a week of education
and training, and at Rochester only three and a half
hours. Why are those figures—they are Government
figures—so bad?

Maria Eagle: In the YOI estate, we aim for 25 to
30 hours of education and purposeful activity. I realise
that outcomes vary across the estate, and we strive to
improve that because it is something that can make a
difference to the lives of these young people.

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): Visiting prisons
and young offenders institutions in my area, one notes
how variable the facilities are. Younger people often
need hands-on experience with equipment to gain technical
expertise. Is that something that the Government are
making efforts to improve?

Maria Eagle: Yes. We have a corporate alliance of
100 employers across various sectors, many of which
actually provide work-based training in prisons and
young offenders institutions, which give those who take
the courses not only employment while in prison but
qualifications and, sometimes, the promise of a job
when they leave prison. That has to be the way forward.
Some 38 per cent. of those released from custody are
released into education and training, and 26 per cent.
into employment.

Alan Duncan (Rutland and Melton) (Con): Is not the
greatest impediment to training and getting a job the
simple fact that all the efforts to help an offender upon
release from prison are fragmented, and the first person
they are likely to meet when they step through the
prison gate with £40 in their pocket is the local drug
dealer? What plans do the Government have to ensure
that national offender management becomes genuinely
local offender management, and that the ex-offender is
met at the gate by someone responsible for their
rehabilitation, so that over time reoffending is dramatically
reduced?

Maria Eagle: While the Conservatives talk about a
rehabilitation revolution, the Government have been
providing it and we already have such schemes. Because
of the creation of the National Offender Management
Service and closer working together at a local level in
education, health and local authority services such as
housing, this is already happening. I am not saying that
we cannot do more—we can, and we must—but the
Conservatives should recognise the significant impact
that has already been made on reducing reoffending.

Civil Litigation Costs

3. Paul Rowen (Rochdale) (LD): What assessment he
has made of the recommendations in Lord Jackson’s
review of civil litigation costs; and if he will make a
statement. [316131]

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): Lord Justice Jackson’s review was
published on 14 January. Anybody who has read its
550 pages—as I am sure the hon. Gentleman has done—will
note that it is remarkable for its thoroughness and
imagination. It makes recommendations for fundamental
reforms to reduce costs in the civil justice system. We
are now actively assessing the implications of Sir Rupert’s
proposals, including—crucially—their economic impact.

Paul Rowen: Does the Secretary of State accept that
if the proposals are implemented, especially those on
litigation costs for industrial personal injuries, it will be
ordinary men and women with, say, asbestosis or byssinosis
who will lose out? That will be in direct opposition to
the commitment made on behalf of the Government by
the right hon. Member for Ashfield (Mr. Hoon) on
14 April 1999, when he said that the costs of litigation
should lie, in the first place, with those who have actually
caused the damage.

Mr. Straw: I am afraid that I do not share the hon.
Gentleman’s opinion about the impact of Lord Justice
Jackson’s proposals, which are designed to reduce the
costs of civil litigation overall. Those costs have risen
too high, and that is a bar to proper access to justice. Of
course, he makes scores of interlinked recommendations,
and they have to be examined with great care, but I
hope the hon. Gentleman will do Lord Justice Jackson
justice—no pun intended—given the thoroughness of
his report, and recognise that his whole aim was to
reduce costs and improve practical access to justice.

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton, South-West) (Lab): I
am a non-practising solicitor because I do not believe in
moonlighting. Will my right hon. Friend assure me that
when considering implementation of the Jackson review
he will seek to avoid lessening access to justice, with
fewer so-called no-win, no-fee agreements or a greater
burden on the already stretched legal aid system?

Mr. Straw: I know that legal aid is understandably a
matter of concern, but it must be said that the legal aid
system in England and Wales, both for civil and criminal
legal aid, is by far and away the most generous system in
the western world. It compares by a factor of about
three with systems in comparable common law jurisdictions,
such as Australia and New Zealand. Part of the problem
concerning the burden on the civil legal aid fund and
the public purse from, for example, actions for medical
negligence are the costs of litigation. Those are in nobody’s
interest, except those who directly benefit. Lord Justice
Jackson has made specific proposals for conditional fee
arrangements: he proposed that they should be abolished
and replaced by an alternative of contingency fees,
under which the litigant, applicant or plaintiff would
pay his or her side’s own costs out of any damages
recovered, and that there be a 10 per cent. uplift in
damages. That is a central recommendation of Lord
Justice Jackson’s review, which, as I have already made
clear, we are examining with great care.

Mr. Henry Bellingham (North-West Norfolk) (Con):
We, too, welcome this remarkable magnum opus. The
Secretary of State will be aware that Lord Justice Jackson
was very critical of referral fees and some of the practices
of claims management companies. What is the Secretary
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of State’s view of that, and can he now give a cast-iron
guarantee that when it comes to referral fees and claims
management matters, there will be no special exemptions
or cosy deals for the trade unions?

Mr. Straw: I am not intending that there should be
any cosy deals with anybody in the implementation of
the report. The hon. Gentleman will, I am sure, have
read with care chapter 20 of the Jackson report.

Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire) (Con): I
have read every word of the report!

Mr. Straw: There will be an examination straight
after this!

The recommendations for referral fees actually came
not from the trade unions but directly from the Office of
Fair Trading, which still supports referral fees. That
said, I fully understand the objections raised by Lord
Jackson about referral fees. We have to look at all the
recommendations in the round and make judgments in
the round, not least after the economic assessment that
we are making at the moment.

Reoffending Rates

4. John Robertson (Glasgow, North-West) (Lab):
What steps he plans to take to reduce the number of
prisoners reoffending within two years of release; and
if he will make a statement. [316132]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): We have had substantial success in reducing
youth and adult reoffending, which fell by 23.6 per cent.
and 20.3 per cent. respectively between 2000 and 2007.
The Government will continue to work towards driving
down reoffending and to ensure that, alongside punishment,
we also try to reform offenders.

John Robertson: I thank my hon. Friend for that
answer. She will be aware that there is something of a
revolving door as two thirds of people are reoffending.
We are now talking about 20,000 extra places being
made available for people who have committed crimes.
Should we not be looking at why these crimes happen
and why people get involved in criminality in the first
place, and trying to prevent them from ever getting
involved in criminality?

Maria Eagle: Of course we should, and we do both.
It is not unconnected, in my view, that crime has fallen
by one third and that we incarcerate serious and dangerous
offenders for longer. Those things are not unconnected.
Violent crime is down by 41 per cent., although the
Conservative party appears unwilling to accept it. There
are fewer victims of crime than ever before and one now
has the lowest chance of being a victim of crime since
records began. These are substantial achievements that
the Conservative party ought to recognise.

David Howarth (Cambridge) (LD): It is disappointing
to hear a Minister still claiming that the fall in crime has
to do with the increase in the prison population, given
that the same fall in crime has happened throughout
Europe, apart from Belgium, without the same prison
policy being in place. Does the Minister not recognise
that the real underlying problem is that too many

people are in prison in the first place for crimes that
would be better dealt with by systems that work, such as
restorative justice and getting them off drugs and drink?

Maria Eagle: We have increased fifteenfold the amount
of money that we spend on drug interventions in prison
and the amount we spend on providing prison education
threefold. They are substantial achievements. Some 38 per
cent. of those leaving prison enter education and training;
26 per cent. get a job and 80 per cent. enter settled
housing. That is tackling the underlying causes of crime.
Not only do we protect the public by incarcerating
dangerous and severe offenders for longer, but we tackle
the causes of crime.

Julie Morgan (Cardiff, North) (Lab): What progress
have the Government made on ensuring that offenders
have bank accounts when they leave prison? Without
bank accounts they cannot access accommodation or
employment, and they are one of the things that help to
prevent reoffending.

Maria Eagle: My hon. Friend is right. We have some
arrangements between bankers and the Department,
and through those we are exploring the provision of
basic bank accounts to offenders. Clearly there are
difficulties, and some banks have concerns about allowing
a certain type of offender to have a bank account.
However, we believe that we can overcome some of
those difficulties by continuing to discuss such matters,
and we are seeing some progress in that regard.

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): Neither
reducing reoffending nor public protection is served by
this Government’s reckless early release scheme. Can
the Minister tell the House whether she or the Secretary
of State plans to announce the end of early release
before 6 May?

Maria Eagle: I cannot say anything other than that
we keep the matter closely under review. The policy was
announced as a temporary measure to deal with
overcrowding. We have said that we want to end it as
soon as practically possible, and I, my right hon. Friend
the Secretary of State and others keep that under review
frequently.

Mr. Grieve: That was a gentle masterpiece of obfuscation,
so let me try again. Can the Minister confirm that the
official advice that she and the Secretary of State are
receiving from their Department or the Prison Service
warns against ending early release now, because the lack
of cells means that it would have to be reintroduced in a
matter of weeks or months? Can she reassure the House
that there are no plans to leave the next Government the
poison pill of a looming prison crisis?

Maria Eagle: I am not about to start bandying
official advice across the Dispatch Box, and I do not
think that any Minister, in any Administration, would
seek to do that. I will therefore not rise to the bait that
the hon. and learned Gentleman is dangling before me.
Beyond saying that we keep the matter, which we take
very seriously, under constant review, I have nothing
to add.
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Re-registration (Service Personnel)

5. Mr. Andrew Robathan (Blaby) (Con): What
assessment he has made of the merits of ending the
re-registration requirement for service voters. [316133]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): Ending re-registration altogether would create
inaccuracies in the register. However, the Government
recognise the need to respond to the special circumstances
of service voters. That is why we have laid before
Parliament an order that extends the declaration period
for service voters from three to five years, and why we
are taking forward further measures to help service
voters to register to vote and, indeed, to vote.

Mr. Robathan: Before the last general election I took
this matter up because I discovered that there were
shamefully low levels of service voter registration. I
welcome what the Government have said. I last had a
meeting with the Electoral Commission in, I think,
October, when we discussed this. I am sure that, like me,
the Minister wishes to make it as easy as possible for
people fighting—and possibly dying—in places such as
Afghanistan to be able to vote. May I therefore urge
him to reconsider so that perhaps people could register
as service voters when they join the forces, as I did, and
then de-register when they leave? That would be very
easy: it worked in those days, and I managed to vote
Conservative throughout those days as well.

Mr. Wills: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his interest
in the matter. He brings a lot of experience to it, and I
am grateful to him. I agree with him entirely: it is crucial
that those who are prepared to make such sacrifices for
their country should be able to have that important say
in the future of their country. There is no question
about that. I will of course take into consideration what
he has said. We have set up a working party, with
Ministry of Defence officials, Ministry of Justice officials,
and representatives of the families and the armed services,
to see how we can achieve long-term solutions to what
is a difficult problem.

I very much welcome the hon. Gentleman’s suggestion.
I promise him that we will take it forward and have a
look at it. I know that he will agree with me and would
not want to recreate the sort of inaccuracies that were in
the register before 2000. However, I can reassure him
that we are making efforts to ensure that our servicemen
in Afghanistan in particular are enabled to register to
vote in the forthcoming election, and then able to vote.
The proxy vote system is available to everybody. We are
trying to expedite postal voting for service personnel as
well, and we will be announcing measures to that end
shortly.

Prisoners Maintaining Innocence

6. John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley) (LD):
What recent estimate he has made of the number of
people in prison who maintain their innocence. [316134]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Claire Ward): The information requested is not collected.
A person who believes that they have been the victim of
a miscarriage of justice can appeal against their conviction.
If the appeal is unsuccessful, the Criminal Cases Review

Commission can be asked to review the case. The
commission has the power to refer a conviction to the
Court of Appeal.

John Hemming: I thank the Minister for that answer.
Does she think there would be any merit in the Government
undertaking a study of miscarriages of justice, and of
the correlation between unevidenced assertions and
compensation in miscarriage of justice cases?

Claire Ward: There is absolutely no evidence to suggest
that the number of wrongful convictions is rising. The
Court of Appeal quashes about 200 convictions each
year, and I see no reason at all to make any change to
the current arrangements.

Dr. Stephen Ladyman (South Thanet) (Lab): One
group of people who often have difficulty expressing
and establishing their innocence are those on the autistic
spectrum. In the state of Maryland in the United States,
this is being tackled by the Maryland curriculum, which
trains court officers and police officers to recognise
autistic behaviour. Would my hon. Friend be prepared
to review the Maryland curriculum to see whether there
would be any merit in introducing such a scheme in the
United Kingdom?

Claire Ward: My hon. Friend has given the House
some interesting information, and I would be more
than happy to ask officials to look into it in more detail.
He might also be aware of the Bradley report, in which
my noble Friend Lord Bradley identifies the difficulties
experienced by people with mental health and other
learning difficulties. The report examines how the criminal
justice system should approach these issues and suggests
alternative ways of dealing with them, where possible.

David Howarth (Cambridge) (LD): I am disappointed,
although not surprised, that the Minister responded to
the original question by saying that the Government do
not collect this information at all. About a year ago,
they said it would serve no useful purpose to collect it.
Does she not recognise that there is a useful purpose?
When prisoners maintain their innocence, it can often
lead to their being held in prison for longer, perhaps
because they are held not to have completed various
courses. Do the Government not see that there would
be a purpose in making a study of cases such as those?

Claire Ward: When someone is convicted, it is only
right that the system accepts that the court’s decision is
right and, if they are sent to prison, the prison system
should accept the decision on that basis. The person has
an opportunity to appeal, and if the appeal is unsuccessful,
they also have an opportunity to refer the case to the
Criminal Cases Review Commission. The hon. Gentleman
seems to be suggesting that people who maintain their
innocence might not get parole or be considered
appropriately. It would not be lawful for the Parole
Board to exclude someone from an opportunity for
parole simply because they maintained their innocence.
There are some courses that it would be inappropriate
for such people to attend, such as sex offending treatment,
simply because if they could not admit their offence, it
would be difficult to discuss with them how they were
going to progress from it.
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Self-harm (Female Prisoners)

7. Mr. Eric Illsley (Barnsley, Central) (Lab): What
recent estimate he has made of levels of self-harm in
women’s prisons. [316136]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): About half of all incidents of self-harm across
the entire prison estate are perpetrated by women, who
comprise only 5 per cent. of the prison population.
Levels of self-harm in women’s prisons are broadly
stable, although they are high. The number of self-inflicted
deaths, however, has gone down to a three-year average
of 60, which is a significant improvement on the past
few years.

Mr. Illsley: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for that
response. On a recent visit to New Hall women’s prison,
I was shocked to see the levels of self-harm among very
vulnerable females. Some of the women are serving jail
sentences for offences such as the non-payment of their
television licence fee. Is there more that the Government
can do to reduce the serious level of self-harm in
women’s prisons?

Maria Eagle: We are taking steps to try to deal with
serious self-harm in all our prisons. One of the best
ways of preventing vulnerable women from self-harming
is to try to provide alternatives to custody for petty
offences. This enables the women to remain in the
community while tackling their offending behaviour. In
that respect, using the £15.5 million of extra resources
that we have made available to divert women from
custody is probably the best way of tackling this issue.

Mr. Elfyn Llwyd (Meirionnydd Nant Conwy) (PC):
Given what the Minister has just said and given the
overwhelming evidence recently provided in the Corston
and other reports, it is clear that far too many women in
prison should not be there. More should be done, as it
has been estimated that up to half the female prison
population should not be in prison—we really should
grasp this nettle and act urgently.

Maria Eagle: I am doing my best to do that. The hon.
Gentleman’s analysis that some women in prisons should
not be there may well be correct, but it is sentencers who
send people to prison and we have to provide places for
them. We have to find alternatives in the community for
many of these vulnerable women that command the
respect and support of sentencers. That is what some of
the money in the diversion projects I mentioned is being
used to do. It shows some progress that there has been a
4.2 per cent fall in the number of women in prison over
the last year during which these projects have been
working, while at the same time the male prison population
has increased by 2 per cent.

Mr. Speaker: May I gently say that the comprehensiveness
and courtesy of ministerial replies is greatly appreciated
by hon. and right hon. Members, but I think that the
abridged rather than the “War and Peace” version will
suffice.

Mrs. Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): I very much
welcome what my hon. Friend said about providing
diversionary tactics for women in prison. Welsh women,

if sentenced to a period in prison, have to serve their
time in England at some considerable distance from
their families. What ways can be found to help to ensure
that there are greater diversionary opportunities for
sentencers in Wales so that women are able to serve
their sentence closer to family support in Wales?

Maria Eagle: My hon. Friend is correct: about 50 or
so Welsh women are serving their prison sentences in
English jails, as there are no women’s prisons in Wales.
We do not intend to build one, but we are providing
support both in south and north Wales for diversionary
projects that might enable sentencers not to impose
short prison sentences for those who really would do
better with community sentences.

Burglary Sentences

8. Mr. Laurence Robertson (Tewkesbury) (Con): What
progress has been made in his review of sentencing for
people convicted of burglary offences. [316137]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Claire Ward):The maximum sentence for burglary of
dwellings is 14 years; for non-domestic burglary, it is
10 years; and for aggravated burglary, it is life. Within
the statutory framework, it is for the Sentencing Guidelines
Council to issue guidelines to the judiciary. The SGC
issued guidelines for non-domestic burglary in 2008;
following R v. Saw in 2009, it is currently preparing
guidelines for domestic burglary.

Mr. Robertson: I am grateful to the Minister for that
answer. Twelve months ago, the Secretary of State and
the then Minister of State said that they were looking at
toughening up the sentencing policy for burglary offences.
Will the Minister tell me what is happening with first-time
offenders who commit burglary?

Claire Ward: Within the statutory framework, it is of
course for the courts to determine what is appropriate,
and the framework is quite extensive. As a result of that
framework, we are seeing that the average custodial
period for burglary has increased from 15.5 months in
1998 to 17.4 months in 2008. Overall, burglary has
more than halved since 1997.

Returning Officers

9. Mr. Andrew Mackay (Bracknell) (Con): If he will
take steps to strengthen accountability arrangements
for returning officers. [316138]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): The Government are aware of concerns that
have been raised in Parliament about the accountability
of returning officers and registration officers, and we
are exploring ways to address them. I have to say to the
right hon. Gentleman that any changes should take
place only if they support the principle of the independence
of these officers.

Mr. Mackay: Notwithstanding that independence,
does the Minister not agree that he should make it very
clear to returning officers at the forthcoming general
election that unless there is very good geographical case
against, all counts should take place on the night?
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Mr. Wills: I can assure the right hon. Gentleman that
on a personal level I have made that very clear, as indeed
has my right hon. Friend the Justice Secretary. I think
that that is a settled view across the House. However, as
the Minister responsible for elections, I have to proceed
in a way that respects the integrity and independence of
the system and of those officers. As I have said, we are
exploring ways of addressing this issue; we will announce
the outcome of that review very shortly.

Geraldine Smith (Morecambe and Lunesdale) (Lab):
I welcome the Minister’s comments, but does he appreciate
that this is a cross-party issue? Indeed, we agree with
Mr. Speaker when he says that we do not want slow-motion
democracy, but instant democracy. In a modern democracy,
we should be able to achieve that.

Mr. Wills: I entirely agree with my hon. Friend. She
and many other Members in all parts of the House have
made the same points extremely cogently in recent
weeks, and their concerns have been taken on board. As
I have said, we will announce the result of our explorations
very shortly.

Mrs. Eleanor Laing (Epping Forest) (Con): I know
that the Minister is well aware of the strength of feeling
and cross-party opinion on the matter referred to by the
hon. Member for Morecambe and Lunesdale (Geraldine
Smith). He will have seen the massive number of signatures
attached to an early-day motion on the subject, he was
present at a debate in Westminster Hall last week, and
he will know that new clause 98, tabled to the Constitutional
Reform and Governance Bill, is due to be debated this
evening.

The Minister has been offered a great opportunity to
take action to preserve the constitutional convention
under which the government of our country is determined
without delay after a general election. Either he can
accept new clause 98, or the Government can present
further proposals to give powers to the Electoral
Commission forthwith to ensure that election night is
not lost and democracy is preserved.

Mr. Wills: I have already made clear my great personal
sympathy with the view that has just been expressed so
cogently by the hon. Lady. Her new clause plays a
valuable part in the debate, and I will respond to it at
the appropriate time rather than during Question Time.
However, while I share her views on a personal level, I
am sure that all Members would wish to preserve the
other fundamental constitutional underpinning of our
electoral system, namely the independence and integrity
of the returning officer.

Tony Lloyd (Manchester, Central) (Lab): Does my
right hon. Friend accept that this question is not really
about protecting the independence of the returning
officer, but about protecting the right of the British
people to know the results of our election at the earliest
possible opportunity? I do not always agree with Opposition
Front Benchers, but in this instance they are absolutely
right. New clause 98, or another one, would come in
very handy to concentrate returning officers’ minds.

Mr. Wills: I have already made clear several times
that I personally agree entirely with my hon. Friend’s
point. However, it is very important—I ask all Members

to respect this—that we proceed in a way that does not
give the impression that politicians are interfering with
the independence and integrity of the electoral system.
We know the view of Members in all parts of the
House, and we must find a way of meeting it that does
not compromise those fundamental constitutional
principles.

Probation Service

10. Mr. Shailesh Vara (North-West Cambridgeshire)
(Con): What plans he has to improve the performance
of the probation service. [316139]

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): The performance of the probation
service has improved significantly in recent years from
the variable and insufficiently supervised base that I
found on becoming Home Secretary in 1997. Since then
funding has increased by 70 per cent., staff numbers by
49 per cent., and case load by 53 per cent. All but one of
the 41 probation areas are meeting or exceeding their
targets, but the whole service is committed to driving up
standards further. I have no doubt that the introduction
of probation trusts is providing its own dynamic for
change and improvement.

Mr. Vara: I am grateful to the Secretary of State for
his answer, but is he aware that, owing to the Government’s
obsession with bureaucracy and centralisation, the
probation service now uses a plumber from Birmingham
to fix a loo seat in Norwich, and an electrician from
Devon to change a light bulb in Birmingham?

Mr. Straw: I think that the hon. Gentleman is referring
to the rather unsatisfactory shared-facilities arrangement
that was entered into some years ago. I was not aware
that it had led to the situation that he has described, but
I am certainly aware of concern about it. I have received
representations about the arrangement from many
probation officers and probation trusts, and we are
trying to disentangle the service from it.

National Victims Service

11. John Howell (Henley) (Con): How much his
Department plans to spend on the national victims
service in 2010-11. [316141]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Claire Ward): The national victims service has been
allocated £8 million for the financial year 2010-11. Of
that, £2 million will be allocated to the homicide scheme,
and the remaining £6 million will provide the enhanced
service for other victims of crime. The service will be
delivered, in partnership with the Government, by the
charity Victim Support. It builds on huge improvements
for victims in the past 10 years to change the culture of
the criminal justice system in responding to the practical
and emotional needs of victims.

John Howell: I thank the Minister for her response,
but Ministers have already said that the national victims
service will be funded from efficiency savings in the
Department. Will the Minister tell us precisely how
those efficiency savings will be made?
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Claire Ward: We have already allocated the funding,
and we have made the efficiency savings. The money has
not been taken away from other victims’ services provided
by the Department. What we do with that money is
important. Victim Support already provides a good
service, and I am absolutely confident that the national
victims service will provide an even better one.

Electoral Registration

12. Chris Ruane (Vale of Clwyd) (Lab): What steps
his Department is taking to increase the rate of
electoral registration. [316142]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): The Electoral Administration Act 2006 imposed
new duties on electoral registration officers to take all
necessary steps to ensure a comprehensive and accurate
registerandtoencouragevoting.Thephasedimplementation
of individual registration across Great Britain will be
supported by a drive to improve registration rates.

Chris Ruane: I thank my right hon. Friend for that
reply. What measures might his Department take to
ensure that the money it sends to the Department for
Communities and Local Government for electoral
registration is actually spent on electoral registration?

Mr. Wills: I agree that the money that the Government
allocate to local authorities for that purpose ought to be
spent on that purpose, but as my hon. Friend well
knows, he needs to raise the matter with DCLG Ministers,
not those at the Ministry of Justice.

Mr. Nigel Dodds (Belfast, North) (DUP): In areas of
very low registration, is there not a case for resources to
be targeted, so that there can be active canvassing of
households in order to ensure much greater registration
in those areas?

Mr. Wills: The hon. Gentleman makes an important
point. We know that there are fundamental disparities
in registration rates, especially among minority ethnic
groups, people in privately rented accommodation,
unemployed people and young people. That is why the
Electoral Commission is specifically targeting registration
campaigns on those under-registered groups. There is a
good case for targeting, and we are doing that.

Mr. Denis MacShane (Rotherham) (Lab): The Minister
will be aware that there are about 2 million British
citizens living as immigrants in other EU countries and
an estimated 10 million to 12 million living outside our
borders all over the world, but just 13,000 of them are
registered to vote. That is the lowest figure for overseas
citizens who are registered to vote in any democracy.
Why is it so low?

Mr. Wills: I suspect that my right hon. Friend already
knows that overseas voters are, quite rightly, subject to
the same registration requirements. It is often very
difficult to find them, but that is not to say that we are
not doing everything we can to encourage citizens overseas
to register. The Electoral Commission has been carrying
out promotional campaigning on the issue, and I hope
that my right hon. Friend will come forward with
suggestions as to how we can do still better.

Legal Aid

13. Mr. Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con): When
he next expects to meet the chief executive of the Legal
Services Commission to discuss the commission’s work
in procurement of legal aid in England and Wales.

[316143]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): Meetings are regularly held with the
Legal Services Commission, at which a wide range of
issues are discussed. One of the key current items on the
agenda is the Public Accounts Committee report, which
we welcome.

Mr. Harper: I am very pleased that the Minister will
be discussing those issues. When she meets the LSC
chief executive, will she discuss why it overpaid solicitors
by £25 million in 2008-09, why its accounts have been
qualified, and why the head of the National Audit
Office says that it does not understand the markets in
which it is buying services? Is that not an appalling
record that needs to be fixed?

Bridget Prentice: If I may just correct the hon.
Gentleman, it will not be me who will be meeting the
LSC; it will be my noble Friend Lord Bach. Having
spoken to Lord Bach, I can assure the hon. Gentleman
that he will be discussing the issue of overpayment.
Since the NAO report came out, 10 per cent. has
already been recovered. We are taking a very robust
view on the way in which the whole thing has been dealt
with, and I assure the hon. Gentleman that further
information will be forthcoming shortly.

Bail Hostels

14. Mr. John Baron (Billericay) (Con): What recent
assessment he has made of the effectiveness of bail
hostels in assisting prisoners’ resettlement. [316144]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): Approved premises—formerly known as probation
and bail hostels—are the most effective form of supervision
for many high-risk offenders on release from custody.
They are far better than dispersing such offenders into
less suitable accommodation elsewhere in the community.
While in approved premises, offenders undertake offending
behaviour work and purposeful activity to help them
reintegrate into the community and reduce the risk that
they will reoffend.

Mr. Baron: I thank the Minister for that answer, but
Government figures show that a quarter of all those
living in bail hostels are returned to prison because they
have either reoffended or broken the rules. Does the
Minister therefore think it fair that, if our suspects
cannot be bailed to their own homes, we should be
obliging other communities and neighbourhoods to
take them?

Maria Eagle: The fact that there are recalls from
approved premises because of breach of rules, absconding,
further arrests or remand for other offences is a sign
that supervision of those offenders is working. Such
offenders are often highly dangerous and pose a high
risk of harm. It is better that they are looked after in the
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community—which is often the community from which
they originally come—with much greater levels of
supervision than would be possible in any other way.
Many of these people have been released at the end of
their sentences and therefore cannot be retained in
custody but need to be properly supervised when they
are in the community. The fact that many of them
return to prison is a sign of success.

Croydon Land Registry Office

15. Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind):
What financial provision has been made in respect of
staff redundancies at the Croydon land registry office.

[316145]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): If the proposed closure of the Croydon land
registry goes ahead following the consideration of the
responses to the public consultation, which closed recently,
the estimated figure for redundancies is £11.7 million.
The Land Registry plans to announce its final decisions,
including a decision on Croydon, and to publish a
full-responses document in March.

Mr. Pelling: Will the Minister take a keen interest in
such a decision, particularly bearing in mind the fact
that the Croydon land registry managed to secure a cost
per unit of £14.01, which is much better than the target
of £16.54? It is the best performing office of all land
registries in terms of its cost per unit. Let us bear in
mind, too, the fact that the sale of the building will cost
the taxpayer—

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman is pushing
his luck. He got in and he had his opportunity, but he
cannot have two bites of the cherry.

Mr. Wills: I will of course continue to take a keen
interest in the proposals. I commend the hon. Gentleman
for his diligence on behalf of his constituents in Croydon
land registry and I know that the Land Registry will
consider his remarks with great interest. The results of
its deliberations will be announced in March.

Topical Questions

T1. [316154] Tony Lloyd (Manchester, Central) (Lab):
If he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): I would like to draw the House’s
attention to two major reviews that have been announced
recently. First, a working party has been established to
examine issues relating to the substantive law of libel in
response to concerns that our libel laws might be having
a chilling effect on freedom of expression. Secondly,
there will be a review of the family justice system in
England and Wales to ensure that we can improve
outcomes for children, support parents as fully as possible
and ensure that court time is focused on protecting the
vulnerable. These important issues need proper and due
consideration and that could lead to a fundamental
shift in the way in which family justice is done from the
current adversarial system to a more inquisitorial system.

Tony Lloyd: My right hon. Friend will be aware that
community payback schemes are not only effective in
dealing with offenders but popular with local communities,
who believe that they provide valuable payback to the
community. Will my right hon. Friend tell the House
whether he intends to expand those schemes ?

Mr. Straw: My hon. Friend is absolutely right that
community payback schemes are increasingly popular.
They have become additionally popular since 1 December
2008, when we introduced the high-visibility jackets so
that the public could see who the offenders were. The
system is working very well and, as I have seen in many
parts of the country, the public are now voting on
which schemes they want the offenders to undertake.
We want to see the schemes expanded. The question of
how many offenders end up on them is a matter for the
courts, but they are expanding and we back that.

T2.[316155]Mr.ShaileshVara(North-WestCambridgeshire)
(Con): Will the Justice Secretary kindly explain why we
will be wasting time today debating the alternative
voting system rather than all the proposals of the
Wright Committee report? We ought to debate them all
instead of simply selected items in due course, as the
Government propose. We need to discuss the whole
report; why are we not debating it?

Mr. Straw: The Opposition are Johnny-come-latelies
to the issue of parliamentary reform—[HON. MEMBERS:
“Rubbish!”] It is true. It was my right hon. Friend the
Prime Minister who ensured that the suggestion from
our hon. Friend the Member for Cannock Chase
(Dr. Wright) to establish a Committee was implemented.
We have wholeheartedly welcomed the report. There
will be a full day’s debate on the whole report and there
will then be votes on it. If the hon. Member for North-West
Cambridgeshire (Mr. Vara) has concerns about the
items on the Order Paper, my strong advice to him is to
talk to his Chief Whip before he next stands up and
makes pronouncements about it.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Speaker: Order. I am grateful to the right hon.
Gentleman for what he has just said. I suppose that his
answer is living proof that once a Leader of the House,
always a Leader of the House. It was very generous of
him to answer what was effectively a business question,
but I do not think that we need further supplementaries
on that particular matter, which is not relevant to the
Ministry of Justice.

T3. [316156] Mr. Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/
Co-op): When will my right hon. Friend do something
about the bloodsuckers who benefit when small businesses
or individuals go bankrupt? One of my constituents
was bankrupted for a sum of £9,000, but by the time
PricewaterhouseCoopers had finished administering the
case, she owed £80,000. When I inquired about that
case, PWC charged her £800 for answering my letter.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): I fully sympathise with my hon.
Friend and his constituent. If he wants to give me the
details of that case, I will happily take it up not only
within the Ministry of Justice but with colleagues in the
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Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, because
I understand that small firms in particular that have
become bankrupt or insolvent need immediate help. We
have been doing a great deal of work in that area during
the current economic crisis, and I am more than happy
to share some of that with him.

T5. [316158] Greg Mulholland (Leeds, North-West)
(LD): The court fees paid by Leeds city council to
cover care and adoption proceedings used to be capped
at £150, but on the new scale it pays anything between
£2,225 and £4,825. That acts as a tax on keeping
children safe. There is the Francis Plowden review to
consider, but this matter seems to be taking too long.
Will the Justice Secretary say when the issue will be
addressed and when the review will be made public?

Mr. Straw: Let me point out to the hon. Gentleman
that there was a transfer of funding of £40 million from
my Department to the revenue support grant to provide
fully adequate compensation to local authorities for the
increase in fees. [Interruption.] That was not ring-fenced,
because local authorities object powerfully to ring-fencing,
but they have had the money and we have lost the
money. We are now studying Francis Plowden’s
recommendations with care.

T4. [316157] Mr. Jim Cunningham (Coventry, South)
(Lab): May I ask my right hon. Friend whether an update
of measures on witness protection—more importantly,
witness protection in the courts—is under way?

Mr. Straw: We have made huge improvements on
witness protection in recent years. The Crown Prosecution
Service, the police and the courts now have witness
protection measures in place, and some £22 million a
year is spent by the police. We changed the law in 2008
to provide for a statutory scheme of witness protection,
and that has been further extended by measures in the
Coroners and Justice Act 2009 regarding victims of
serious gang and knife crime, which will shortly come
into force.

T6. [316159] Mr. Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con):
There are 10,000 foreign national prisoners in British
jails at the expense of British taxpayers. That is a
massive 13 per cent. of the prison population. Will the
Lord High Chancellor of all England confirm that, as
of this moment, not a single foreign national prisoner
has compulsorily been returned to his or her country of
origin?

Mr. Straw: The proportion of foreign nationals in
prisons in England and Wales is far lower than the
European average. In most European countries, it is
about 20 per cent. or much higher, particularly in southern
European countries, so we are at the bottom of the
league table, and I am glad that we are. On compulsory
repatriation, the hon. Gentleman will know that it has
been a long-standing practice of Governments, including
those whom he has supported, for prisoner transfer
arrangements to be subject to the consent of the prisoner.
We are changing that practice, and the arrangements
apply right across Europe.

Mr. Stephen Hepburn (Jarrow) (Lab): Can the Justice
Secretary, even in his wildest dreams, think of any
scheme dafter than the one under which pleural plaques

victims in Scotland are compensated by the British
taxpayer while English pleural plaques sufferers get
nothing?

Mr. Straw: I obviously understand the concern that
my hon. Friend raises, but he will be well aware that
Scotland is a separate jurisdiction in respect of civil law.
It is therefore inevitable that differences will arise—that
is a natural and inevitable consequence of devolution. I
understand his frustration about the issue of pleural
plaques in this country, which is widely shared, but we
continue to look actively for a solution.

T7. [316161] John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley) (LD):
The Under-Secretary of State for Justice, the hon.
Member for Lewisham, East (Bridget Prentice), is the
Minister with responsibility for the family courts. She
will recall the meeting that she had with the hon.
Member for Wealden (Charles Hendry) and myself, at
which we discussed the conflicts of interest that can
arise when solicitors are introduced to clients by local
authorities and then paid by both sides. What have her
conversations with local authorities about this matter
brought up?

Bridget Prentice: I have not had any conversations
with local authorities on this matter, but I shall be
raising it with the Law Society and with other bodies
that have a professional interest in it.

Chris Ruane (Vale of Clwyd) (Lab): Ministers will be
aware that there are currently 66 electoral registration
officers who are not fulfilling their role of registering
electors. What can be done to improve the situation?

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): May I commend my hon. Friend on his diligence
in pursuing this matter? It is a scandal that 3 million or
more people in this country who are eligible to vote are
not able to do so because they are not registered. He has
been diligent in trying to improve the situation. As he
knows, the Government have taken a range of measures
to try to drive up registration rates. The Electoral
Commission is now monitoring the performance of all
electoral registration officers closely. It is determined to
make sure that they all do their job and that the scandal
of having 3 million people not on the register when they
should be is ended.

T9. [316163] Paul Rowen (Rochdale) (LD): Will the
Secretary of State tell us when a decision will be made
on compensation for pleural plaque victims? He has
been saying for 18 months that an announcement is
imminent. Will it be made before the general election?

Mr. Straw: The hon. Gentleman is absolutely right to
chide me for saying that, and I wish that I could be
more precise. However, I—

Mr. Henry Bellingham (North-West Norfolk) (Con):
He is going to leave it to us.

Mr. Straw: No, as that would be leaving it for a very
long time indeed. Counting chickens is not a wise idea
but, to come back to the question, my hope remains
that we can make the announcement as soon as possible.
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Mr. Tom Watson (West Bromwich, East) (Lab): Will
the threat of prison for visiting Israeli politicians make
it easier or harder for the UK Government to secure
peace in the middle east?

Mr. Straw: I think that my hon. Friend is referring to
the issue of arrest warrants and universal jurisdiction.
Action on that is currently being considered by Government.

Mr. Philip Dunne (Ludlow) (Con): In response to a
question from the right hon. Member for Rotherham
(Mr. MacShane), the Minister of State, the right hon.
Member for North Swindon (Mr. Wills), said that overseas
voters were subject to the same registration requirements
as domestic voters. If he is not aware that overseas
voters have to re-register annually—whereas here, of
course, only households have to register—perhaps it is
no surprise that he has taken such small steps to increase
overseas participation. What is he going to do about it?

Mr. Wills: The hon. Gentleman is well aware that we
are introducing individual registration in this country.
That is welcomed by his Front-Bench team, and I hope
that he will welcome it too. We are doing a great deal to
try to increase registration rates among overseas voters,
and we have changed the requirements in all sorts of
ways. He well knows that we are looking at how we can
make attestation an easier process for overseas voters.
We are not negligent about these matters. We are trying
to do our best but, as I pointed out to my right hon.
Friend the Member for Rotherham (Mr. MacShane), it
is sometimes difficult when people choose to live overseas.
They do not register their presence with our missions
overseas, and so they can sometimes be very difficult to
trace. That is the fundamental problem, as the hon.
Gentleman ought to know.

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton, South-West) (Lab): When
are the Government going to take steps to lessen markedly
the use of these wretched super-injunctions, which hide
from the public legal process even the fact that they
have been obtained, let alone their content?

Mr. Straw: That is principally a matter for the courts.
The recent judgment by Mr. Justice Tugendhat was
important. It made clear the limitations on the so-called
super-injunctions, as have other members of the senior
judiciary. If my hon. Friend has in mind the case
involving The Guardian, I can tell him that part of the
problem was that the interpretation of the court order
did not necessarily accord with the order’s actual wording.

Miss Anne McIntosh (Vale of York) (Con): The Justice
Secretary is aware of my concern about sentencing
guidelines that allow shop theft offenders to be let off
with a private notice penalty. Those offenders should be
referred to court so that their substance abuse might be
addressed. What progress has been made on that?

Mr. Straw: I am so well aware, and so is my Department,
that there is an official who works virtually full time on
the concerns of the hon. Lady, whom I commend for
her assiduity. We have changed the guidelines significantly
so that fixed penalty notices for shop theft are made
available only for a first offence when there is no evidence
of drug or other substance misuse. There are other
restrictions, too, and we look to the police strictly to
enforce those guidelines.

Sir Nicholas Winterton (Macclesfield) (Con): What
advice would the Secretary of State give to my constituent
Joanne Foster, whose partner was killed by a man who
has committed a string of violent offences during his
career—and who has been sentenced to what will turn
out to be two years’ imprisonment? Is that adequate? Is
that justice?

Mr. Straw: First, may I express my profound sympathies
and condolences to the family in respect of their loss?
The hon. Gentleman will excuse me, but I cannot possibly
comment on the detail of an offence without knowing a
great deal more about it. If he cares to let me know
about it, however, I shall write to him explaining the
view of the court, which is independent, so that he can
pass it on to the family.

Mr. Speaker: I do not want to cause friction in the
Winterton household. I have called Sir Nicholas; I now
call Ann Winterton.

Ann Winterton (Congleton) (Con): Jolly good! As we
seek to reduce reoffending, why are young offenders not
positively encouraged to take part in Duke of Edinburgh
award schemes—not least because those schemes in
turn encourage self-confidence and self-discipline and
are very much favoured by employers, thereby leading,
hopefully, to a job?

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): It is a great scheme, and there is no doubt that
many schemes are available. I expect that some youngsters
in youth offending institutions and in custody are so
encouraged, and I hope that more will be in due course.

Philip Davies (Shipley) (Con): Over the Christmas
recess, the chief constable of West Yorkshire police, Sir
Norman Bettison, highlighted his concerns that burglars
were being let out of prison early because there were
not enough prison places, thereby causing an unnecessarily
high burglary rate in West Yorkshire. What is the Secretary
of State doing to address that outrageous state of
affairs, which the chief constable of West Yorkshire
police has highlighted?

Mr. Straw: The end-of-custody licence scheme is
unsatisfactory, as I and the Minister of State, my hon.
Friend the Member for Liverpool, Garston (Maria
Eagle) have already said, and we wish to bring it to an
end as quickly as possible. That said, there has been a
dramatic reduction in burglary rates over the past dozen
years throughout the country and a dramatic improvement
in prison places. That contrasts very sharply with the
policy of the hon. and learned Member for Beaconsfield
(Mr. Grieve), the shadow Justice Secretary, who is
committed to reducing the prison population to its
1993 level, which would mean not an increase in prison
places, but a cut to 43,000.

Christopher Fraser (South-West Norfolk) (Con): Further
to the question that my hon. Friend the Member for
Kettering (Mr. Hollobone) put, the independent monitoring
board report on HM prison Wayland in my constituency
found that the UK Border Agency routinely detains
foreign nationals beyond their release date. The report
says:

“This practice…is…poor use of a training prison to warehouse
foreign national indefinitely.”
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Why have the Government not done anything about it?
What are they going to do in order to engage the UK
Border Agency to deal with that serious issue?

Mr. Straw: We are doing a great deal to ensure that
time-served foreign national prisoners are deported.
When we can, we transfer them during their sentence,
but in many cases we have to deport them at the end of
their sentence, and my right hon. Friend the Home
Secretary and I are working very closely together. The
result is a very significant increase in the number of
deportations—particularly, if I may say, given the shambles
of a situation over which the previous Conservative
Government presided until 1997.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Does the
Secretary of State and Lord High Chancellor believe
that there should be a change in the law with regard to
the wearing of the burqa in public places?

Mr. Straw: No I do not, and I would strongly recommend
against a change in the law.

Maria Eagle: I think the hon. Gentleman would look
quite good in one.

Mr. Straw: My hon. Friend the Minister is offering
the hon. Gentleman some advice that I shall not pass
on; it is equivalent to saying that he looks good on the
radio.

All of us may have views about the wearing of the
burqa, but I do not believe that the matter should be the
subject of the criminal law—that would be expecting
the police to remove these items of apparel from women
who chose, for religious or cultural reasons, to wear
them. That should have no part in the system of law in
the United Kingdom.

Mr. Speaker: It is encouraging to see the House in
such a good mood this afternoon.
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Out-of-Hours GP Services

3.35 pm

The Minister of State, Department of Health (Mr. Mike
O’Brien): With permission, Mr. Speaker, I should like
to make a statement about out-of-hours primary care
following the conclusion of the coroner’s inquest last
week into the care of Mr. David Gray, who died on
16 February 2008. First, and I am sure that I will be
joined by the whole House in this, I should like to
extend my sincere condolences to the family of Mr. Gray.
This was a tragic case, and I am deeply sorry for their
loss. I understand that litigation has arisen out of this
issue and I shall therefore direct my remarks primarily
to the wider policy issues.

Concerns about out-of-hours primary care were raised
with me last summer. I then met primary care professionals
to understand the issues in greater detail and to consider
what action we might take to improve out-of-hours
services for patients. The Care Quality Commission’s
interim report on out-of-hours care in Cambridgeshire,
published on 1 October 2009, also expressed concerns
over the quality of care provided. By that time, on
23 September, following discussions with them, I had
formally asked Dr. David Colin-Thomé, the national
director for primary care at the Department of Health,
and Professor Steve Field, chairman of the council of
the Royal College of General Practitioners, to lead
jointly a review of the current arrangements for the
local commissioning and provision of out-of-hours services.

The report, which I published last Thursday, considered
the commissioning and performance management of
out-of-hours services, the selection, induction, training
and use of out-of-hours clinicians, and the management
and operation of the medical performers lists on
which doctors must register in order to practise in
England. The report acknowledges the fact that there
is an unacceptable variation in the quality of out-of-
hours services across the country, and it sets out
24 recommendations, including that primary care trusts
should review the performance management arrangements
that they have in place for their out-of-hours services, to
ensure that they are robust and fit for purpose; that the
Department of Health should issue guidance to PCTs
to help them decide whether a doctor has the necessary
level of English to be added to their medical performers
list; that the Department of Health should develop and
introduce an improvement programme for PCTs to
support the commissioning and performance management
of out-of-hours services; that out-of-hours providers
should consider their recruitment and selection processes
for clinical staff to ensure that they are robust and
follow best practice; and that strategic health authorities
should monitor the actions taken by PCTs in response
to the report and in carrying out appropriate performance
management of out-of-hours providers.

The report’s recommendations are an important
reminder, to PCTs and providers, of their pre-existing
obligations to provide patients with safe and effective out-
of-hours services. We have accepted the recommendations
in full, and we intend to go further still. I have announced
additional improvements to out-of-hours GP services.
We will review the existing national quality requirements,
and introduce and mandate national minimum standards
that all out-of-hours providers will be required to meet.

We will introduce a model contract based on these
national minimum standards for out-of-hours provision
that PCTs and the providers of out-of-hours services
must use. The Department will work with national
medical organisations to develop a national database
and consider what data should be placed on it. We will
tighten existing controls to ensure that PCTs meet their
legal obligations and that providers employ competent
clinicians to practise as out-of-hours GPs. SHAs must
ensure that PCTs are meeting their obligations and we
will, in turn, hold SHAs to account for this.

There is already a clear legal requirement under the
National Health Service (Performers Lists) Regulations 2004
for PCTs to refuse a doctor’s inclusion on their performers
list if they are not satisfied with their level of English.
We will direct PCTs to review their procedures and to
make certain that they have a clear policy in place for
assessing the English language skills of everyone applying
to be added to their local performers list. Finally, we
will require PCTs to involve local GPs in the design of
out-of-hours services through local medical committees,
RCGP groups and faculties, clinical executive groups
and practice-based commissioning consortiums.

Officials in the Department of Health will continue
to work with the NHS to implement these measures.
The NHS chief executive, Sir David Nicholson, wrote
to all NHS organisations last Thursday to bring Dr. Colin-
Thomé’s and Professor Field’s report to their attention.
He sought assurances that they are meeting their obligations
as highlighted in the report. Along with Sir David
Nicholson’s letter, the Department of Health has issued
new interim guidance to PCTs to assist them in complying
with their obligations to ensure that all doctors admitted
to their performers list have the necessary English language
skills.

It is clear that in some areas out-of-hours services are
not as good as they could or should be. However, as
Professor Field’s and Dr. Colin-Thomé’s report
acknowledges, even when GPs were responsible for the
care of their patients 24 hours a day, only 5 per cent. of
them actually provided out-of-hours care for their own
patients. Those GPs that did so were often left dangerously
tired and exhausted. The system was unsafe. In fact, by
early 2000, the level of complaints from the public was
so great that the Government asked Dr. David Carson
to conduct a comprehensive review of out-of-hours
services in England. His recommendations formed the
basis of our 2004 reforms, which have led to significant
and independently verified improvements in out-of-hours
care.

Most of our out-of-hours care is today provided by
local GPs working on rotas for co-operatives or companies
and, the case of Dr. Ubani notwithstanding, most of
the service is good. A 2006 review of out-of-hours care
by the National Audit Office said:

“England is at the forefront of thinking internationally”

on out-of-hours care. In 2008, a Healthcare Commission
report on urgent and emergency care added:

“There have been significant improvements over recent years
in the...number of out-of-hours GP services meeting national
quality requirements.”

While it is clear that the quality of out-of-hours care
for most people is better than it was in 2004, it is still
not good enough. I hope that the recommendations set
out in the report by Dr. Colin-Thomé and Professor
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Field, along with the additional measures I have set out,
will let Mr. Gray’s family know that lessons will be
learned, and I hope that we will give patients the level of
out-of-hours primary care that they expect and deserve.

Mark Simmonds (Boston and Skegness) (Con): May
I join the Minister in extending my sincere condolences
to Mr. Gray’s family?

I thank the Minister for the courtesy of giving me
sight of his statement prior to his making it at the
Dispatch Box. I suspect, however, that it is with great
reluctance that he has come before the House today and
that he has done so only because of significant pressure.

It needs to be said that good out-of-hours care is
being provided in some parts of the country, but it is
clear from the coroner’s report into the terrible tragedy
of David Gray in February last year, and from the
additional report by Dr. Colin-Thomé and Professor
Field released last Thursday, that there are significant
failings in the provision of out-of-hours care in some
parts of England, providing unsatisfactory levels of
patient care and, ultimately, putting patients’ lives at
risk. There have been several tragic deaths, and we must
all do everything we can to ensure that that never
happens again.

The Government’s decision to allow almost all GPs
to opt out of involvement in out-of-hours care in 2004
was a significant and serious mistake. The current structure
of out-of-hours care is at best patchy and has been
described by the Public Accounts Committee as
“shambolic”. The Government were consistently warned
that there were ongoing failures in the system, with
reports not only by the PAC but by the National Audit
Office and by the Select Committee on Health, twice,
highlighting serious concerns and failings, yet no effective
action was taken. All those reports, and the two released
last Thursday, are critical of the patchy provision of
out-of-hours care.

The list of defects and non-performance is extensive:
increasing numbers of complaints about out-of hours
care; primary care trusts failing to monitor the quality
of care and not reviewing or assessing contracts; inadequate
performance measurements; strategic health authorities
not monitoring PCT performance, and in some cases
not engaging in the process at all; out-of-hours care
used too often as a holding bay; insufficient skills for
commissioning out-of-hours services; some PCTs ignoring
and shunning GPs’ involvement and advice; a lack of
clarity on responsibility between commissioners and
providers; significant additional pressure and attendance
at accident and emergency and pressure on ambulance
services; little or no integration of out-of-hours care
withurgentcare;non-implementationof selection, induction
and training of foreign doctors; very poor response
times; and a lack of a coherent and consistent approach
to the inclusion of doctors on the performers list.

It is clear that there were failures at SHA, PCT and
provider level. There were failures to assess foreign
doctors’ language, communication and formulary skills,
to involve GPs in the commissioning of services, to
monitor, review and assess out-of-hours care, and to
assess and learn from patient experience. In some parts
of the country, that litany of failures has been detrimental
not only to patient care but to patient safety, culminating
in the shocking death of David Gray.

The Minister has said that he will implement all the
recommendations of the Colin-Thomé and Field review.
Will he do the same for the coroner’s recommendations?
What will be the time scale for the implementation of
the recommendations of the review? In other words,
what is the longstop date for its total implementation?
What action will the Minister take to ensure that SHAs
review PCTs’ progress in that area? SHAs need to do
more than just consider what action should be taken.
How will he ensure that PCTs properly and regularly
review out-of-hours contracts, involving local GPs and,
I note with interest, including local GP consortiums?
Rigorous monitoring should be taking place everywhere,
looking at the quality of clinical decisions, the efficiency
of call handling, the adequacy of staffing, doctors’
training and patient outcomes.

The Minister will be aware that the General Medical
Council is very concerned about the ability of foreign
doctors from within the European economic area to
practise in the UK. It believes that
“the current legal framework is unsatisfactory”
and that
“the current system does not adequately safeguard patient safety.”
The Minister must ensure that he completes the immediate
implementation of the Department of Health report
“Tackling Concerns Locally”, which has been collecting
dust in the Department since March 2009. Will he
address the concerns of the GMC and lobby for a
change to EU law, to ensure proper skills and language
testing for doctors who wish to practise in the UK? Will
he consider including in the process of revalidation
locums and doctors from the EEA who are working in
the UK, and will he ensure that access to the performers
list is tightened and that there is a much greater flow of
information between PCTs and the GMC? As far as I
understand from what the Minister said, there is still no
mechanism in place to ensure that a doctor struck off in
another EU country cannot practise in the UK.

To put it mildly, this is not the Government’s finest
hour. It has taken the tragic death of Mr. Gray for
action to be taken, despite persistent and consistent
previous warnings. This is a serious situation that will
be resolved only when the Minister accepts that in some
geographical areas the system of out-of-hours care has
failed; when, as the Royal College of General Practitioners
recommends, a comprehensive review of out-of-hours
care takes place; and when the Government accept, for
the sake of patient care and safety, that responsibility
for commissioning out-of-hours services must be with GPs.

Mr. O’Brien: I certainly agree with the hon. Gentleman
that we must ensure that we do all we possibly can so
that this sort of incident never happens again. That is
why we responded to a series of reports and ensured
that after the Carson review on out-of-hours services,
we changed things—it was clear that the system that
existed before 2004 was unsafe; therefore, changes were
put in place.

We do not want a situation in which we return
responsibility to GPs for the management of out-of-hours
care, as appears to have been suggested. Dr. Laurence
Buckman of the British Medical Association has been
very clear on that. He said:

“The old system meant many doctors were tired and therefore
potentially dangerous to patients and it is for that reason that the
BMA, and the GPs it represents, would resist a return to doctors
taking back personal responsibility for delivering care out-of-hours.”
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On another occasion, he said:
“The current out-of-hours system desperately needs improving,

but we can’t go back to where we were before 2004 where doctors
were on call 24 hours a day, meaning many were operating in a
constantly sleep-deprived state.”

We need to ensure that we deal with some of the
issues that exist in the current system. I think we all, as
parliamentarians, need to confront the issue of
decentralisation of power. We have been pushing down
responsibilities to PCTs. That is all very good, and there
is a broad consensus in the House that that should
happen—the closer to the patient the better—except
some PCTs are more capable than others of doing a
good job. That presents us with the question how best
to manage that. We have taken the view that we need to
bring about two changes. First, we need much more
central involvement by the Department of Health in
ensuring that PCTs have minimum standards, through a
model contract. All PCTs must ensure that providers
comply with that contract. Secondly, we need to get
local GPs more involved—that does not mean giving
responsibility back—so that they can monitor the quality
of the out-of-hours service that is being delivered.

The hon. Gentleman set out the concerns expressed
in the report by Dr. Colin-Thomé and Professor Field. I
remind him that that report was commissioned not
after the coroner’s report last week, but on 23 September
last year. Indeed, discussions on it took place with those
involved before that time, because we knew that we
needed to ensure that we improved out-of-hours care. I
want to have further discussions with the doctors’
organisations on some of the coroner’s recommendations,
but in a broad sense, we accept them. We must go
through some of the detail with the doctors’ organisations
on how that will be done.

When can we put those changes in place? I have said
very clearly to officials that I want it done by the end of
the year. I want to be sure that we have got the system
right by then at least. I was asked how that would be
monitored. For the next six months PCTs will be required
to have on the agenda of every board meeting, at least
once a month, the quality of out-of-hours care and its
improvement. That will be monitored by the SHA.
Thereafter, PCTs need to take a higher level of responsibility
for it.

There are three checks on foreign doctors from the
EEA. First, the GMC checks their medical qualifications.
Secondly, since 2004 the PCT is responsible for checking
that they speak English and that nothing is known
about them that undermines their medical capability.
Thirdly, the employers are responsible for ensuring that
the GPs whom they employ not only speak English, but
are clinically competent. In some cases it is clear that
some of the PCTs have been a weak link. Some have not
always complied with their responsibilities.

The GMC, as was pointed out, has indicated that it
would like to do some tests on GPs who do out-of-hours
work. It was clear from the Medical Act 1983 that the
GMC could not carry out such tests, and it cannot do
so under the directive which has been renewed but
predates that. In 2004, therefore, the responsibility for
ensuring that English was spoken was given to the
PCTs. Most of them have delivered on that. Some have
not, and that is what we need to change.

The EU law will be reviewed in 2012, so the directive
will be reviewed in any event. We must ensure that we
examine the detail of that. However, we cannot wait
until then. We must put in place safety checks to ensure
that this year the lessons of that tragic death are learned
and that Mr. Gray did not die in vain.

Norman Lamb (North Norfolk) (LD): I, too, thank
the Minister for early sight of the statement, and I join
in the expressions of sympathy and condolences to the
Gray family. The two sons of David Gray, Rory and
Stuart, want something positive to come out of their
personal tragedy and I hope very much that that is the
case. The system ultimately failed their father in allowing
Dr. Ubani to practise in this country. Also, it failed the
family by failing to ensure that he appeared before a
court in the United Kingdom following a police
investigation into what happened.

I welcome the report and the recommendations, but
why the delay? A report on the performers list was
published on the Department’s website last March.
That is 11 months ago. Why has it taken this long for
the Government to respond to those recommendations?

Will anyone be held to account for the failure of
Cornwall PCT? The Minister says that there are legal
duties, but they are of no value if nothing happens
when they are breached. The House was informed in
February 2007 of doctors working in Cornwall with
inadequate language skills. That was before Dr. Ubani
was registered by Cornwall. What action was taken and
who will be held to account for that? Will the Minister
consider introducing a criminal offence of PCTs failing
to protect patient safety, in order to give some teeth to
the regulations?

The greatest safeguard of all would be to prevent a
foreign doctor who has inadequate language skills or
competence from registering with the GMC. The EU
directive allows a regulator to satisfy itself on language,
but the Medical Act, as the Minister said, needs amending.
Will he consider amending it so that, under existing
directives, the GMC could test language skills? Will he
agree to lobby for EU reform to protect patients, as the
GMC accepts is necessary—first, to allow a test of
competence; secondly, to require immediate notification
of suspension across Europe; and thirdly, for suspension
anywhere to apply everywhere that that doctor is allowed
to practise under the freedom of movement of labour?

Does the Minister share the GMC’s view that patients
should have a right to safe and good-quality health care
across the EU and to safe doctors? If so, these reforms
are necessary. Does he agree that training in UK prescribing
practice and medicines use—along with an induction
and assessment—is essential before a doctor from overseas
starts to practise in out-of-hours care? Will those
requirements be part of the minimum standards? Does
he agree that providing for a minimum number of local
GPs on duty, particularly in widely dispersed rural
counties, must be part of those minimum standards?

A European arrest warrant was issued in the Dr. Ubani
case, but it failed to be effective because of action taken
by Germany’s authorities to prosecute him on a minor
charge in that country. Co-operation failed in that case,
so is the Minister prepared to make representations to
the Home Secretary to press for proper co-operation,
because the European arrest warrant is of no value if it
does not deliver justice in cases such as this?
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Mr. O’Brien: Certainly I want to ensure that we learn
all the lessons from this, but may I deal with the legal
issue last? On the performers list, a report was published
last March and officials have been consulting on how all
that will be put in place. Where regulations need to be
put in place, that will be done shortly, but the hon.
Gentleman will appreciate that consultation with the
relevant organisations needed to occur and that we wish
to move forward with this as quickly as we reasonably can.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned holding to account
those who have failed in the system, particularly Cornwall
primary care trust. The main thing is that we get the
system right; that we ensure that those who have failed
will no longer be in a situation where failures can take
place again; that we are able to examine how the system
operates; and that the checks that will protect patients
are the ones that occur.

I am not convinced about imposing a criminal offence
on a PCT. I am not sure who in the PCT the hon.
Gentleman wants this to be imposed on—is it the PCT’s
chairman or its chief executives? I am also unsure as to
what the penalty would be. We are talking about a
criminal conviction, so does he want these people to be
sent to prison? Does he want to fine them? Why would
he convict them? These are people who have been
employed to do a job, and appropriate disciplinary
procedures are in place to deal with them if they do not
carry out their job adequately. Boards can be dismissed,
and chairmen and chief executives can be removed, so I
am still to be convinced about his suggestion that a
criminal penalty for these people is the best way of
changing behaviour. I am also a bit cautious because we
do not want to get into a situation with criminal law,
which tends to be absolute in its implications, where
people are reluctant to come forward and say that there
is a problem in their system that needs addressing
because they fear that they might get prosecuted if they
were to do so. I am concerned about such implications.

As for the GMC carrying out checks, we were aware
in 2004 that there was a problem as a result of the
Medical Act 1983. That is why we put in place the
requirement on PCTs to ensure that English was spoken—
that is something that PCTs must do. There may be
ways in which PCTs can work with the GMC to ensure
that it can be satisfied that people are not only able to
speak English, but competent. However, that needs
some further discussion between the GMC and the
PCTs. In other words, the GMC could act as an agent of
the PCTs, but I wish to examine that. My main concern
is to ensure that the checks are done—I am less concerned
about who does them. I just want them done, because
patients deserve safety.

As for ensuring that across Europe we have good and
competent quality of care, we can discuss with other
countries the need for them to improve the quality of
what they do. We obviously have a limited amount of
control over that, but what we can do is ensure that we
have systems in place that enable people to become
aware of information about doctors being disciplined
or struck off elsewhere.

As far as minimum training and induction are concerned,
I agree that, as part of minimum standards, we need to
ensure that they are included in a national contract.
There is a legal requirement now, through the national
quality regulations, that those standards be applied, but

in this particular case, they were not always applied.
That is why I want the model contract, so that there is
no doubt on that point.

Finally, the hon. Gentleman asked me about extradition
and the European arrest warrant. It is indeed the case
that an arrest warrant was issued. Unfortunately, it
appears that the arrest warrant was issued on 12 March
2009 but the German authorities refused it on 24 March
2009 on the basis that they were already prosecuting the
case. I cannot quite work out why they were doing that.
It has been suggested that Dr. Ubani asked the German
authorities to prosecute him first, so he could avoid
extradition on grounds of double jeopardy. The CPS
was concerned about that, because it wanted to prosecute
him, and contacted Eurojust to query that on 26 March.
On 21 April, Dr. Ubani was convicted, received a four-
month suspended sentence and made a payment, although
it is disputed whether it was a cost or a fine. I hope that
that deals with some of the hon. Gentleman’s concerns,
but we are concerned to engage further with the German
authorities on this issue.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Speaker: Order. The exchanges between the Front
Benches have been wide-ranging and doubtless illuminating,
but they have absorbed 32 minutes, which is almost
unprecedented. The House will be conscious that after
this there is a 10-minute Bill and much important
business, including the final day in Committee for the
Constitutional Reform and Governance Bill. Sixteen
right hon. and hon. Members are seeking to catch my
eye. I want to accommodate everyone, but if we are to
make progress timeously, we need short questions and
short answers.

Jacqui Smith (Redditch) (Lab): I welcome my right
hon. and learned Friend’s emphasis on national minimum
standards to ensure high-quality out-of-hours care for
all patients, and the fact that local GPs will be involved
in the design of the system. No GP has argued to me
that they want to take back full responsibility, but they
should be involved in the design. Does my right hon.
and learned Friend think that, if new contracts are
being let or contracts are being renewed, local GPs
should also have a say in who receives those contracts?

Mr. O’Brien: I certainly hope that we will be able to
engage our local GPs, through the various mechanisms
that I mentioned, in looking not only at the rules and
the best way in which services can be delivered locally,
but at who gets those contracts.

Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire) (Con):
Will the Minister reflect on the very wise words of the
first family doctor I had when I was elected, who said
that no true general practitioner can know his patient if
he does not know him at home as well as in the surgery?

Mr. O’Brien: That is a good point to reflect on, but
whether it is always possible to deliver in practice is
another matter. GPs who are exhausted from working
all day and then all night could end up being unsafe
GPs.

Charlotte Atkins (Staffordshire, Moorlands) (Lab):
Can my right hon. and learned Friend tell me how he
expects PCTs to ensure that they are co-ordinating the
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out-of-hours service with other parts of the primary
care system, including minor injury units and the ambulance
service? The latter is especially vital in rural areas,
where needy patients can be many miles from the out-
of-hours provider.

Mr. O’Brien: My hon. Friend is entirely right. We
need to ensure effective co-ordination between the
ambulance service and out-of-hours provision to ensure
that patients are well served.

Angela Browning (Tiverton and Honiton) (Con): In
the guidelines and minimum standards recommendations,
what is the ratio of doctor to population, and does it
take account of geographical areas with a sparse
population? Should that not be looked at, because there
are parts of the country where people wait a long time?
If the Minister is looking to improve standards, surely
ensuring adequate coverage in the first place is one of
the first things to consider.

Mr. O’Brien: Adequate coverage is indeed essential.
As far as I am aware, there is not a ratio as such.
However, we need to ensure that people do not have to
wait a long time and that someone is available to come
out within a reasonable time to ensure that the patient
gets the necessary care. I have seen some of the statistics,
as I am sure the hon. Lady has, on the numbers of
patients and out-of-hours doctors. They vary considerably,
and I want to engage with doctors’ organisations to
ensure that we do not need such a minimum standard.

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): Does my
right hon. and learned Friend accept that the last thing
that we need is another group of professionals being
forced out of the NHS, as would happen if the Conservative
party’s proposals were taken seriously? Will he look at
how we handle people with mental health problems and
how they engage with the out-of-hours service, because
there seems to be some variation across the country? In
particular, what responsibilities do the different trusts
that engage with such people have in the out-of-hours
period?

Mr. O’Brien: My hon. Friend is right that there is a
difference between the Conservative party and us. As I
understand it, the former wants to transfer responsibility
to GPs. We take the view, however, that we should not
force that responsibility on to GPs, but that they should
be more involved in how those services are commissioned.

It certainly is the case that, in some areas, out-of-hours
mental health provision needs to be looked at with great
care, because its quality is crucial, particularly when
those with mental health problems have an episode that
needs urgent attention.

Dr. Richard Taylor (Wyre Forest) (Ind): As I understand
it, the basic fault with Dr. Ubani was that he did not
even know the dose of diamorphine, which is why I am
so pleased with the emphasis on the greater involvement
of local GPs in the commissioning, design and, in some
cases, provision of the service. Will the Minister therefore
support me in supporting the bid for out-of-hours
services in Worcestershire that has the approval of
local GPs?

Mr. O’Brien: The discussion on the out-of-hours
service needs to be with the local primary care trust, but
the hon. Gentleman needs to ensure that local GPs and
doctors are involved in some of those discussions.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Will the
Minister let the GMC test the competency and language
abilities of EU doctors before they are registered? Will
he put the lives of British patients before EU law?

Mr. O’Brien: It is not about EU law; it is about
testing and ensuring that the tests are done by the
people who are legally responsible for ensuring that
GPs speak English before they provide out-of-hours
care. That responsibility is currently with the PCTs. My
concern is that those requirements be met—they are
legal requirements, they ought to be being met now, and
PCTs have been told that they must meet them.

Dan Rogerson (North Cornwall) (LD): Does not the
Minister agree that, in the issuing of some contracts
during the previous round, PCTs seemed to decide that
they wanted to drive down costs above all other
considerations for out-of-hours contracts? Some of those
deals looked too good to be true, and have turned out to
be too good to be true.

Mr. O’Brien: Funding for out-of-hours contracts has
risen significantly in recent years. The spend by PCTs
has risen from £209 million in 2004 to £378 million in
2008-09, so considerable funding has been put into it.
However, the hon. Gentleman is right that PCTs have a
responsibility above all to safeguard the patient. That is
their primary responsibility. A secondary one is to
ensure that they do it with value for money.

Chloe Smith (Norwich, North) (Con): I regret to
report to the House that my constituent Mrs. Marjorie
Alderson had a difficult experience with out-of-hours
care. I am particularly sad to say that she has since
passed away, but her daughters have been active in
highlighting the difficulties faced in Norfolk. I would
particularly appreciate the Minister’s reassurance that
he will look seriously at what it takes to attract doctors
to work in the out-of-hours service. I have had various
comments from medical professionals to suggest that
that is a particular difficulty.

Mr. O’Brien: May I extend my condolences to the
family of Marjorie Alderson? As for attracting doctors,
the hon. Lady is right: some parts of the country seem
to be experiencing difficulties, whereas others are not.
That is one of the points to come out of the report by
Dr. Colin-Thomé and Professor Field, as well as my
discussions with those in some out-of-hours services. I
am not entirely clear, in that the issue does not seem to
be funding or how much the GPs are paid. Rather, there
seems to be a reluctance among GPs in some areas to
get involved in out-of-hours services, whereas in other
areas they are anxious to get involved. It is important to
get to the bottom of that and identify exactly why the
problem that the hon. Lady has identified is occurring.

Mr. Bernard Jenkin (North Essex) (Con): Has the
Minister done any analysis of the disparities in costs
between different out-of-hours contracts? Is he aware of
the disparities between the costs that the Ministry of
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Defence pays? In one case it pays £20,000 a year for
17,000 soldiers, but in another it pays £278,000 for
20,000 soldiers, which is considerably more. Why should
the Ministry of Defence pay for out-of-hours care for
its soldiers when soldiers pay tax and should get that
service on the national health service anyway?

Mr. O’Brien: The Ministry of Defence wants to ensure
that particular facilities are available to it. Therefore,
some want to fund those facilities themselves. That is, in
a sense, a matter for the MOD. As for variations in cost
between PCTs, that is an issue that we need to look into
with care. I am satisfied that the broad run of PCTs is
trying to get both value for money and a good quality
of service, and that those PCTs are indeed delivering
that. However, one or two PCTs are looking more at
cost than at patient safety.

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): To
bring the Minister back to rural areas, is not another
factor the availability and accessibility of accident and
emergency units? My constituency covers 900 square
miles. There is not a single A and E unit in my constituency,
nor is a single out-of-hours doctor based there. Do we
not need better cover than the four cars that currently
provide for the whole of Somerset? Should there not be
an assumption that community hospitals will have at
least an evening treatment centre, with a doctor available
to look after people out of hours?

Mr. O’Brien: The hon. Gentleman has raised a number
of issues. As for provision in his local area, the issue
that we have faced over a number of decades is that
power is being devolved. That means that we are very
reliant on local PCTs to make local decisions. We can
have minimum standards, but we cannot rewrite the
entire framework in which PCTs operate—in other
words, take away their flexibility to respond to local
need. Getting the balance right is quite tricky, but it is
important that we work on getting it precisely right.

Miss Anne McIntosh (Vale of York) (Con): I should
declare an interest: my brother works for the out-of-hours
service in North Yorkshire, although we have not discussed
the issue. Is not the heart of the matter the fact that only
in the UK has the system of family doctors and GP
services developed to the extent that it has developed
here? No one else is in quite the same position—or,
possibly, no one else is better qualified—to judge that
the PCT is not qualified to judge whether a GP here, or
a medically qualified doctor in Germany or another
EEA country, is fit to operate our out-of-hours service.
I am not sure that what the Minister has told the House
today fundamentally addresses that point.

Mr. O’Brien: We need to ensure that doctors are
properly qualified. It is a requirement that PCTs should
not allow anything that might mean that the GPs they
employ are not capable of being GPs. Therefore, we
need to ensure that we have proper induction and
proper training. We must ensure that GPs are capable of
doing the work that they are employed to do. It is not so
much a matter of the EU; rather, it is a matter of
ensuring that if someone comes into an area, the PCT
and the providers have done the checks and ensured
that that GP knows what they are doing and are safe.

Dr. John Pugh (Southport) (LD): Why is the Minister
so opposed to specifying a minimum ratio of medical
personnel to population? Surely there is a level that is
clinically unsafe, and we ought to specify it.

Mr. O’Brien: This is dependent on a number of
factors, including the size of the area, the amount of
time it takes to get to people, and the level of demand in
the area. That is why the PCTs have to ensure that
proper medical issues are looked at, and that the level of
cover and provision is adequate to ensure that people
get the quality of service that they need. Checks should
be being done now, but I still want to consider whether
we need a national minimum standard. The requirements
for the ratios to be right from a medical point of view
are already there.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): Is the Minister satisfied
that the greater use of our generally excellent ambulance
service in some areas is not part of the problem?

Mr. O’Brien: I do not think that it is. There is a lot of
increase in demand on the ambulance service, and we
are working through some of the issues relating to that
increase. Much of it, however, is occurring during the
daytime, rather than at night. I would need to get more
research done before I could answer in depth the hon.
Gentleman’s question on whether that relates directly to
the issues around the out-of-hours service.

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
campaigning social issues journalist Aline Nassif revealed
in the Croydon Advertiser last Friday that our population
of 370,000 is covered by only three GPs between midnight
and 8 am. Does the Minister really feel that that is
clinically safe?

Mr. O’Brien: Decisions on clinical safety should be
made by people who are clinically qualified, rather than
by me as a Minister. It is a requirement for the PCT to
ensure that there is appropriate clinical supervision of
the provision, that there is an appropriate number of
GPs for the population, and that the cover is safe. That
is a legal requirement, and the PCTs should be doing that.
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Point of Order

4.22 pm

Mr. Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con): On a
point of order, Mr. Speaker. I know how much importance
you place on timely answers being provided to questions
posed by Members of the House. Could you give me
some advice on how I might ensure that the Department
for Work and Pensions does a little better at answering
its questions? I have tabled 30 questions that have now
passed their due date without being answered. To be
fair, most of them are due to be answered in February,
but the worst instance dates back to 30 November last
year. The most embarrassing example is from 14 December,
when I asked the Secretary of State how many and what
percentage of questions tabled for written answer on a
named day had had a substantive answer. Every other
Department has managed to answer that question in a
timely manner, but I suspect, given that I have not had
an answer from the DWP, that its response will be “Not
very many”. What can I do to get more timely answers?

Mr. Speaker: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for
his point of order. I understand why he feels disquiet
about this matter. I wondered for a moment whether we
were going to get a Cook’s tour of his questions to
which Ministers had so far failed to respond. He is right
to say that I attach a premium to prompt and informative
answers from Ministers to questions from hon. Members,
whether those questions are written or oral. He is a keen
student of these matters and a regular and substantial
tabler of questions, and he will also be aware of the
developing system of transparency, whereby it can readily
be seen at a glance whether a question has been answered
or not.

I would like to say, perhaps a little speculatively, to
the hon. Gentleman that I have found, over the years,
that when a Member complains about an unanswered
question or letter, either through a further question on
the Order Paper or by raising a point of order on the
Floor of the House, that often serves speedily to concentrate
the minds of Ministers. There are a number of Ministers
on the Treasury Bench at the moment, and I feel sure
that they are listening attentively to the point that the
hon. Gentleman has just made. I hope that that is helpful.

Mr. Harper: I am grateful.

Mr. Speaker: Good. If there are no further points of
order, we shall move to the presentation of Bills.

BILL PRESENTED

CLIMATE CHANGE (SECTORAL TARGETS) BILL

Presentation and First Reading (Standing Order No. 57)
Mr. Martin Caton, supported by Colin Challen,

Mr. David Heath, Mr. Michael Meacher, Dan Rogerson,
Alan Simpson, Dr. Desmond Turner and Joan Walley
presented a Bill to set targets relating to energy generation
and consumption; to make provision for the sectoral
targets to be met; and for connected purposes.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 12 March, and to be printed (Bill 64).

Environmental Protection
(Fly-Tipping Reporting)

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

4.24 pm

Joan Ryan (Enfield, North) (Lab): I beg to move,
That leave be given to bring in a Bill to require local authorities

to supply regular data to the Environment Agency on their
response time to incidents of fly-tipping; and for connected
purposes.

Fly-tipping blights communities; it causes pollution
and destroys wildlife; it attracts vermin and can encourage
arson; and it is also just plain unsightly. We all want to
feel proud of where we live, but too often problems such
as fly-tipping and litter and graffiti and vandalism
makes people’s lives a misery.

The Government have taken tough action to tackle
fly-tipping. Much has been done to increase the powers
available to local authorities in taking action against
fly-tippers. We have substantially increased the penalties
available to courts to punish those convicted of fly-tipping,
but for too many people in too many places, fly-tipping
still scars our communities and the extent of the problem
is shocking, if not—sadly— entirely unsurprising.

Last year, there were more than a million incidents of
fly-tipping—1.16 million to be exact, and the clean-up
costs come in at somewhere between £100 million and
£150 million. Even those figures, however, are likely
significantly to underestimate the true extent of the
problem. For one thing, they include only the reported
cases of fly-tipping, while many incidents go unreported.
For another, only fly-tipping on public land is counted
so the figures do not include incidents of fly-tipping on
private land, which is the responsibility of the owner of
the site. The conclusion, though, is clear: fly-tipping is a
widespread and serious problem—one that degrades
our environment, costs our economy and damages our
community.

Enfield suffers from particularly high levels of fly-tipping.
The average local authority deals with about 250 incidents
of fly-tipping a month. In Enfield, in November 2009
alone, there were nearly 1,400 reported cases of fly-tipping;
and over the course of a year, we face not far off 10,000
reported incidents of fly-tipping. That gives us a sense
of the scale of the problem we face with fly-tipping in
Enfield. Open spaces, alleyways and even beauty spots
are often disfigured by rotting black sacks, discarded
tyres and a mixture of almost every conceivable household
item. The need for further action, then, is obvious.

Since 2004, local authorities have been required to
supply information detailing the number of incidents of
fly-tipping, the number of enforcement actions, such as
prosecutions or fines, and clean-up costs to the Environment
Agency—but not how quickly the rubbish is actually
removed. The residents I meet in Enfield are not really
interested in the type of mattresses that have been
dumped down their street or the number of black sacks
that block their drive. They just want them removed—and
they want them removed quickly.

Yet one of the most common complaints I receive is
the time it takes to deal with fly-tipping. Residents tell
me that they can be waiting weeks for rubbish to be
cleared—and I doubt that the problem is confined to
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Enfield—so we need to make local authorities more
responsive to local residents. We need to encourage
them to tackle the scourge of fly-tipping with the urgency
it deserves.

I believe that making local authorities publish their
response times, as my Bill seeks to do, would reduce the
time it takes them to remove fly-tipping. Every local
authority would be able to see how well they performed
and how much better they could do. No local authority
would want the dubious title of “the slowest council in
Britain to deal with fly-tipping”, and no voter would
tolerate a council that dragged its heels in removing
rubbish. Just as we ask schools to publish their exam
results and hospitals to disclose their waiting lists, and
just as we require train-operating companies to report
the number of delays and cancellations, so, too, we
should ask local authorities to publish their response
time to incidents of fly-tipping.

Since 2004, local authorities have been required to
report the number of incidents of fly-tipping and their
enforcement actions—and rightly so, in my view, as
since this requirement was introduced, councils have
taken tougher action to combat fly-tipping. As a result,
the amount of fly-tipping across the country has gone
down and the number of enforcement actions, fines and
prosecutions has gone up. In the last year alone, there
has been a 9 per cent. decrease in fly-tipping throughout
the country. Sadly that is not the case in Enfield, where
since the closure of the Carterhatch recycling centre in
2006—against which I campaigned, along with thousands
of local residents—fly-tipping has increased threefold,
just as we said it would.

If making local authorities publish information about
fly-tipping has encouraged them to take tougher action,
we might assume that making them publish the time
that it takes to respond to reports of fly-tipping would
make them quicker at cleaning up the results. Publishing
response times is not just about getting councils to
remove rubbish more quickly, important though that is;
it is also about reducing the amount of fly-tipping in
the first place. Removing rubbish quickly would also act
as a deterrent to fly-tippers.

It is easy to see what happens. One black bag that is
not removed quickly attracts another. I observe that for
myself when I am out and about in my constituency,
and I am sure that the same applies to other Members.
The three black bags dumped at the end of a row of
houses become four the next day, and five the day after
that. Not removing fly-tipped rubbish sends others the
message that fly-tipping is tolerated, that rubbish can be
dumped, and that no one cares about the area. It also
has a snowball effect: small acts of fly-tipping encourage
more fly-tipping and larger amounts of rubbish, which
attract vermin and become a public health hazard. The
more rubbish is dumped and the longer it is left, the
more likely are acts of vandalism and graffiti, which in

turn attract even more damage and other more serious
crimes, making the whole problem more difficult and
more expensive to solve. As with so many problems, it is
cheaper and easier to nip it in the bud than to allow it to
grow.

It is an extremely simple change that I seek: one that
has little or no cost implications, and does not place any
extra burden on local authorities. Authorities are already
required to provide the Environment Agency with extensive
information about fly-tipping in their areas. They must
tell the agency how much fly-tipping takes place, how
they deal with it, and how much it costs to clear it up.
My Bill would simply ask them to submit information
on their response times to the agency, alongside the
data that they are already obliged to give it.

It is inconceivable that local authorities do not already
maintain records of some kind or other of their response
times. This is, after all, what residents are most concerned
about. Surely local authorities must already log the time
when a report of fly-tipping is received, and when some
sort of action is taken. If they did not, how would they
know whether they had dealt with a particular case? If
they already have that information on file, why can it
not be given to the Environment Agency at the time
when all the other fly-tipping data are supplied?

That is the simple change that my Bill seeks to
achieve—a simple change which I believe could prove
hugely positive for the residents whom I represent and
the community that I serve. The residents whom I meet
out and about in Enfield tell me that all they want is to
live somewhere decent and to be able to feel proud of
where they live. Is that really too much to ask? I do not
think so, and for that reason I commend the Bill to
the House.

Question put and agreed to.
Ordered,
That Joan Ryan, Siobhain McDonagh, Mr. Andrew

Dismore, Fiona Mactaggart, David Cairns and Ms Karen
Buck present the Bill.

Joan Ryan accordingly presented the Bill.
Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on

Friday 30 April, and to be printed (Bill 65).

CRIME AND SECURITY BILL
(PROGRAMME) (NO. 2)

Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing
Order No. 83A(7)),

That the Order of 18 January 2010 (Crime and Security Bill
(Programme)) be varied as follows:

(1) Paragraph 2 shall be omitted.
(2) Proceedings in the Public Bill Committee shall (so far as

not previously concluded) be brought to a conclusion on Thursday
25 February 2010.—(Kerry McCarthy.)

Question agreed to.
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Constitutional Reform and Governance Bill
(Money) (No. 3)

Queen’s recommendation signified.
Motion made, and Question proposed,
That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Constitutional

Reform and Governance Bill, it is expedient to authorise the
payment out of the Consolidated Fund of sums required by the
Electoral Commission to meet—

(a) the charges payable to counting officers in connection with
a referendum held on the voting system for parliamentary elections;
and

(b) sums payable in respect of increases in superannuation
contributions required to be paid by local authorities in consequence
of fees paid as part of those charges.—(Kerry McCarthy.)

4.35 pm
Mr. Douglas Hogg (Sleaford and North Hykeham)

(Con): I rise to oppose this money resolution on several
grounds. First, it meets no perceived need. It has no
justification, and it would also involve a wanton waste
of public money. It is an election gimmick thought up
by a discredited Prime Minister hoping to extend his
days in office by some shady deal with the Liberal
Democrats—and he should remember that although he
can hire a Liberal Democrat, he cannot rely upon him.

In addressing the money resolution, the House should
consider the following facts. The Prime Minister has
now been in office, either as Prime Minister or Chancellor,
for 12 years, and at no time has he shown the slightest
interest in electoral reform. Indeed, the Ashdown diaries,
which my right hon. Friend the Member for Witney
(Mr. Cameron) mentioned a few weeks ago, make it
absolutely plain that the Prime Minister opposed the
deal on electoral reform when Tony Blair and Lord
Ashdown discussed that, so what we are dealing with
here is an act of pure political cynicism. The Prime
Minister refused to fund a referendum on the Lisbon
treaty, although he had promised that, but he now
wants us to fund a referendum on a change that he has
always opposed.

This money resolution also illustrates the profligacy
of the Prime Minister. He wants us to spend public
money on something we do not want, even though that
money is not readily available, thus ratcheting up debt
and taxation, and his sole motive is personal ambition
cloaked in the language of moral purpose. This House
has heard too much about the moral compass to be
readily deceived.

We should also consider the intellectual dishonesty
involved. We are being asked to spend public money on
the alternative vote, but there are many other ways of
electing a Parliament, of course. Some of them appear
on the amendment paper. The Liberal Democrats favour
the single transferable vote, as spelled out in amendment
(b) to new clause 88. The right hon. Member for Birkenhead
(Mr. Field) favours the “two-round runoff system” in
amendment (j) to that new clause, while the hon. Member
for Edinburgh, North and Leith (Mark Lazarowicz)
refers to the top-up system in amendments (m) and (p).
In common, I suspect, with most Conservative Members,
I prefer first past the post, but the Prime Minister,
without proper consultation—indeed, without any
consultation at all—wants to spend public money to
promote not a broad debate on the merits of electoral
reform, but a narrow proposal, which in the dark watches
of the night, if not the dark watches of his soul, he
thinks might favour his electoral prospects.

Mr. John Gummer (Suffolk, Coastal) (Con): I am
sure my right hon. and learned Friend has thought
about this himself in the dark watches of the night, but
am I not right in saying that AV has been chosen
because it is the only system that, had it been in force in
the last election, would have produced an even more
unfair—if that is the right word—result than the system
we have?

Mr. Hogg: Yes, indeed. It has the curious property of
producing not the most popular representative, but the
least popular. That is its curious characteristic. The
House should note, too, how the question will be framed—
not after full debate in this House on an amendable
motion, where all the options can be canvassed and
included, but through an unamendable order, almost
certainly debated in quick time and subject to intensive
whipping. That is what this money resolution seeks to
propose. Thus the Prime Minister proposes to dispose
of a system of election that has carried this country
through war and tribulations.

Daniel Kawczynski (Shrewsbury and Atcham) (Con):
I am grateful to my right hon. and learned Friend. May
I inform him, as joint chairman together with the hon.
Member for Central Ayrshire (Mr. Donohoe) of the
all-party group on first past the post, that the largest
contingent of that all-party group is made up of Labour
Scottish MPs who have seen at first hand the chaos and
mayhem that this system has brought to elections north
of the border?

Mr. Hogg: Had those Members the courage of their
convictions, they would be voting against it today.

Hugh Bayley (City of York) (Lab): Will the right hon.
and learned Gentleman at least acknowledge that the
alternative vote system is not the system used north of
the border, as his hon. Friend the hon. Member for
Shrewsbury and Atcham (Daniel Kawczynski) mistakenly
told the House?

Mr. Hogg: My hon. Friend the Member for Shrewsbury
and Atcham (Daniel Kawczynski) will doubtless seek to
catch your eye, Mr. Deputy Speaker. I am not going to
fall into an argument about this, but what is certainly
true is that most of the Scottish Members—and indeed,
I gather, at least 40 other Labour MPs—would prefer
not to see the Prime Minister’s venture being carried
through.

I want to conclude with the following observation.
The Prime Minister wants to spend public money on a
venture for which there is neither justification nor public
demand. It is true that politicians, politics and Parliament
have sunk low in public esteem—I recognise that fact—but
a change in the voting system, funded by the money
resolution before us, will not address that. I believe that
the principal reason that we are so disliked is that the
public have come to realise what most of us know:
namely, that we are not doing the job that we ought to
be doing. We are failing to hold the Executive to account.
We are failing to scrutinise legislation in the way in
which it ought to be scrutinised. We have allowed the
powers of this House to be usurped by Government
and we have created the elected dictatorship.

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): Would
it not be possible for Members of this House to take
back that power from the Whips? It is the Whips, with
their wily ways, who stop us. Surely it would be better—the

775 7769 FEBRUARY 2010 Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill (Money) (No. 3)



debate resonates back to the Chartists—to have a
referendum on allowing a fifth of us to retire every year
and on having yearly elections to this Parliament. In
that way, we would be closer to the people, not necessarily—

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Michael Lord): Order. Before
the right hon. and learned Member for Sleaford and
North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) responds to that intervention,
may I remind him and the House that we are debating
quite a narrowly drawn money resolution at the moment?
There will be ample opportunity to consider the other
merits of the matters when we move into Committee.

Mr. Hogg: I was rather minded of that before you
intervened, Mr. Deputy Speaker. Let me make this
response, if I might, to the hon. Member for Croydon,
Central (Mr. Pelling). I have always and often criticised
the Whips in this place—that is true—but I do not
believe that they are the fundamental problem. I believe
that the cowardice of Members is the ultimate problem.
I do not believe that we will solve this issue unless we
have true separation of powers, but I recognise that that
is extraordinarily difficult to achieve.

Let me revert to the subject of the money resolution.
The issue is profound, but it will not be solved by the
alternative vote. The money resolution will simply deepen
public disdain. It will be seen as a misuse of public
money by a Prime Minister who has become arrogant in
office, undemocratic by habit and craven by instinct.
This House can deny him the money this afternoon,
and we should do so.

4.44 pm

Mr. Richard Shepherd (Aldridge-Brownhills) (Con): I
follow my right hon. and learned Friend the Member
for Sleaford and North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) with
great pleasure. This morning, after I had struggled into
the House through the tumbleweed on the floor, the
gales blowing through and the emptiness of our proceedings,
I noticed that a money resolution was, unusually, tabled
for debate before the business that we are to discuss.
Given that it was not, as my right hon. and learned
Friend has rightly pointed out, on the Lisbon treaty or
anything like that, I read what it was about. I note that
it shows the fatuity of the Bill, which produces babies
every time we do anything on it. We are debating money
resolution No. 3; each such resolution charts a special
little sub-Bill that is stuck into the midst of it. So, as we
continue our proceedings on the Bill, we are now tacking
on another Bill—as that is what it is. The money resolution
represents what should be a separate Bill in its own
right. As my right hon. and learned Friend has indicated,
if it were a Bill, we would be able to explore all the
arguments on this issue.

I know that the Prime Minister has abolished boom
and bust, and I now know that he wants to reform our
voting system, but let me make an observation. The
first-past-the-post voting system goes back to before
time almost. It was the way by which, in ancient societies,
in a one-vote system, the individual who had the most
votes came first. It was the most simple rubric for
determining who should be elected. That is how things
were, but there has been a reversion. I am told that the
Liberal Democrats support the money resolution and
the purposes behind it. They have forgotten the advice
of Lord Jenkins in his commission’s report. The system
that we are debating cannot be said to be an equal or

proportionate system any more than the first-past-the-post
system can. It therefore means that the least-objectionable
candidate is elected. I note that the Jenkins report
talked about seeking not consent but acquiescence.
There is no sense of consent regarding the motion,
certainly on the Conservative side, and the best that the
Government can seek is acquiescence to it. I do not
acquiesce to the money resolution; I note simply that it
is a distraction.

Mr. Frank Field (Birkenhead) (Lab): I am sorry that I
did not hear the beginning of the hon. Gentleman’s
speech, but the money resolution is important only if
we think that the Bill is going anywhere, is it not?

Mr. Shepherd: That is the point that I want to emphasise.
If we defeat the money resolution, we will not have
dealt with the rest of the debate, but there will be no
money to fulfil the expectations that come from it. That
is why I urge the House to reject the motion. If it
genuinely believes that there is merit in the resolution,
there should be a full and proper Bill that will enable us
to debate the views of the Liberal Democrats and the
Conservatives and other varied views across the House.
No costing is associated with this matter. In a time of
economic crisis, the resolution is a wild distraction that
emphasises the futility of the Constitutional Reform
and Governance Bill, with all its add-ons.

Tom Levitt (High Peak) (Lab): I believe that the hon.
Gentleman has won a seat in this place in seven general
elections. In how many of those elections did he achieve
50 per cent. or more of the vote? I know that he did not
in the last election. Would it not be nice for him to know
that he had at least the conditional support of more
than 50 per cent. of those who turned out?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I am sorry to intervene
again, but we are talking simply about the expenses
involved in this matter, not the details of the matter
itself, which must wait until we are in Committee.

Mr. Shepherd: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker. I
should have liked to reply “five” to that question, but
that would not be appropriate, as you have noted.

I was talking about expenditure, about the lack of
estimates and about the distraction from substantial
matters that this matter entails. For those reasons, I
oppose the money resolution. I believe that in the dying
days of this dying Parliament we should show some
resolution along the lines that I have described. This
House itself is dying. Parliament’s purpose is to hold
Governments to account on the expenditure of money.
That is essential, as are the processes by which we look
at that expenditure and the balance of the arguments
that are put, yet today we have only 45 minutes for
debate—and on most money resolutions we do not even
get that.

So I urge the House to reject with a cheer the nonsense
that is this motion and this Bill. The sooner that we tell
the Government that there is no business worth considering,
the better. The people must determine the fate of every
one of us here. We must give up absurd gestures such as
this referendum proposal, which has been dreamed up
and put on the Order Paper inside a week. The Government
tell us that it is a serious constitutional measure that
must be debated, even though there is no possibility of
an outcome.
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4.50 pm

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): You
were correct, Mr. Deputy Speaker, to point out to the
House that we are discussing a money resolution now,
not the content of the amendments and new clauses
coming up later in Committee. Many may say that the
referendum proposal is merely a gimmick on the Prime
Minister’s part, but that is no of consequence in this
debate.

Mr. Hogg: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Heath: I will give way later. The Government
have been in power for 12 years and done nothing about
electoral reform. A few weeks before a general election,
they find that they have been converted but, again, that
is not a matter for this debate on the money resolution—and
neither is the fact that they are so irresolute that they
cannot bring themselves to agree even with the proposal
that they say that they want to put before the British
people in a referendum.

As has been pointed out, the system that would be
the subject of the question in such a referendum is not a
proportional one. The hon. Member for Aldridge-
Brownhills (Mr. Shepherd) was right to commend the
single transferable vote as a proportional system, and
we welcome his views. We hope that he will join us when
we discuss the amendment that would enable that system
to be the question to be put before the people in a
referendum.

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): Will the
hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Heath: I said that I would give way to the right
hon. and learned Member for Sleaford and North Hykeham
(Mr. Hogg).

Mr. Hogg: The plain truth is that, if this is the useless
gimmick that the hon. Gentleman says that it is, we
should not be paying for it.

Mr. Heath: But ideas are not responsible for their
authors. It may well be that, in the mind of the Prime
Minister, this is a gimmick, but my point is that it may
also be an idea worth putting before the British people.

The key is that we must debate this Bill and amend it
to ensure that a proper referendum is held at the proper
time. That referendum must give the British people a
proper choice about whether to maintain the present
discredited system for electing Members to this House—
this neanderthal system that is older than time itself.
Conservative party members consider the present system
to be out of date and do not use it to elect their leader,
yet they believe it to be right for the election of Members
to this House.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): Will the hon.
Gentleman give way?

Mr. Heath: No, as I am about to finish. The British
people should be given a choice between the present
system and a proper proportional system, and that is
the question that should be put to them in a referendum.
This Bill, if it becomes an Act, would enable such a
referendum to take place, but people with a vested
interest in maintaining the present rotten system say
that they will obstruct it by preventing agreement to the
money that it needs. I think ill of them for that.

I believe that we should trust the British people—and
not the opinions of those who benefit from the present
unfair system. I now give way to the hon. and learned
Member for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve).

Mr. Grieve: I am most grateful to the hon. Gentleman.
He knows that there is no prospect of the amendment
that he has tabled being carried by this House. I think
that the gimmick that we are discussing would require
expenditure of about £80 million of public money, at a
time of financial constraint. He does not approve of the
scheme, so does he think that all that money should be
spent on it?

Mr. Heath: I shall not prejudge the debate that we are
about to have, but the hon. and learned Gentleman
obviously feels that we should. He feels that, from his
position, he knows the outcome, and he is not prepared
to back the British people’s judgment on the electoral
system. I am prepared to trust the people; I am prepared
to go along with that concept; and that is why I shall
support the money resolution.

4.54 pm

Mr. John Gummer (Suffolk, Coastal) (Con): Earlier
today we had a discussion about out-of-hours GP provision.
In my constituency and the whole of Suffolk, including
your constituency, Mr. Deputy Speaker, we do not have
enough money for more than three doctors to provide
an out-of-hours service. We have no money for a whole
series of important things; the leaders of both major
political parties admit that we have to cut the crucial
things that service our constituents; and the Government
have proposed that we spend £80 million or thereabouts—
they have not worked out how much—on a question
that very few people in this House think suitable.

This debate is about the money resolution, but the
previous contribution was a revealing statement of Liberal
party economics. It showed that the Liberal party does
not believe that one discusses the money in any connection
with the purpose for which it might be used. As for
“ideas are not responsible for their authors,” that is
about as elliptical and confused a concept as the average
Liberal Democrat party political broadcast; it is, indeed,
typical Liberal confusion. There is nothing more confused
than the Liberal Democrat party except the proposition
that the Government have put before the House.

The money resolution is, frankly, a scandal. My
constituents do not have the wherewithal to keep our
current systems going, because the Government have
taken money from the national health service and local
government and spread it elsewhere in order to distribute
it to their heartlands. It is therefore a scandal to talk to
my constituents about £80 million, and they will not
forget it at the election. More importantly, the neighbouring
constituencies, which are very marginal, will certainly
not forget it. They will return to this House people more
willing to care for the public finances.

The reason why we are here is to defend the freedom
of the people and to protect the taxpayer. The original
purpose of this House was to ensure that the Executive
did not spend money unwisely; did not spend money
without due concern; did not spend money without
exact accounting; and did not spend money in a way
that the public felt unnecessary. That is why we are here.
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On this occasion, we are invited to spend money
where there is no count; invited to spend money on
something that the public has shown no concern for;
and invited to spend money on asking a question that is
not connected with the argument and not supported by
anybody on any side of the argument except the Prime
Minister, who has worked out—although I suspect that
it was worked out for him—that this is the one change
that would make the current system worse mathematically.
We are invited to do so also before we have discussed
the matter, and that is wholly contrary to the way in
which the money resolution is normally placed.

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw) indicated dissent.

Mr. Gummer: In the old days, which the right hon.
Gentleman might remember, we discussed the issue first
and then we came to the money resolution, because we
had decided that the issue was one on which it was
worth spending the money. In this case, we are discussing
the money resolution first, because we know perfectly
well that if the Government actually faced the issue,
they would find it very difficult to get even their own
supporters behind them.

Mr. Shepherd: We know the reason why; it was to
prevent the House from wasting 40 minutes after 10 o’clock,
as the Government then saw it. So they changed the
procedures of the House yet again.

Mr. Gummer: That reminds us why this is such an
outrage and such a scandal. The reason why the House
is not keeping the Government under control is that the
Government took advantage of a point at which large
numbers of hon. Members were new to say that they
were modernising the system in the House, when in fact
they were taking powers away from the House and
depositing them in their own pocket. That is what
they did.

The Government also did two other things. They
introduced a system of guillotines, which is entirely
foreign to this country and stops the proper debate and
discussion of motions such as this. Secondly, they changed
the system on money, so that we were gulled into a
position in which the House was able to vote for money
on subjects that it did not want for sums that it did not
compute. For that reason, of all the issues that we have
had before the House, this motion is more redolent of
the smell at the heart of this Government—the disgracefully
decaying Government who are before us—and the stench
of a Prime Minister who puts his own future before that
of this nation.

5.1 pm
Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire) (Con): As

I follow my right hon. Friend’s splendid speech, I am
tempted to remember the American politician who
talked of an opponent being like “rotten mackerel by
moonlight” that “stinks”.

This stinks. The motion is a most appalling illustration,
on the one hand, of the prodigality of the Prime Minister
and, on the other, of the contempt in which the Government
hold this House of Commons. Here we are in the dying
days of a decaying Parliament, and what should we be
doing to restore the reputation of this honourable House?
We should be devoting such time as we have between
now and going to the polls to discussing the great issues
of the day.

Can this motion, by any stretch of the imagination,
be construed as one of the great issues of the day? It is
utterly irrelevant to our constituents’ interests and, as
my right hon. Friend the Member for Suffolk, Coastal
(Mr. Gummer) has just illustrated, it proposes the
expenditure of £80 million. There is not a Member of
the House who could not get inestimable benefits for his
or her constituents for a 10th of that.

I do not want to take long, because I want to direct
my remarks entirely to the motion before us. The other
thing is this. The motion not only illustrates the prodigality
of the Prime Minister—with his busted reputation for
financial acumen, which went down the drain a very
long time ago—but shows that the Government have no
place in their affections or regard for Parliament. They
are thrashing around like a dying tyrant, seeking to use
their majority to take the public eye off the things that
really matter and, perhaps, to save their skins in what
they think might become a deal in the future—we
remember the Lib-Lab pact, Mr. Deputy Speaker—with
those who might come to their aid and succour.

If anything ought to make the people of this country
realise that we are going through a shoddy, shabby
exercise this afternoon, it is this debate. I very much
hope that all my right hon. and hon. Friends will go
into the Lobby, as I shall, to try to deny this useless
expenditure—this prodigal waste of money—that would
be a disgrace to the Government, if we allow them to
get away with it.

5.4 pm

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): When the
Government came up with these proposals, they could
not, when asked, provide costings on how much they
would have to spend in order to allow this referendum
to take place. Only bit by bit has the figure of £80 million
gradually been extracted as the economic cost of carrying
it out, and even that—I wait to hear from the Secretary
of State in a few minutes—appears to be far from clear.
That is £80 million for a gimmick that the Government
wish to foist on the electorate, and at a time when they
keep pointing out to us that savings are going to have to
be made and that every pound matters.

I do not know where the £80 million is supposed to
come from, but on my calculation it would pay for the
prison places needed to scrap the early release scheme,
which the Secretary of State says is so important to
him; it would fund 15 rape crisis centres, if that is what
he wants to do out of the justice budget; and it would
enable him to drop the disgraceful policy of refusing to
meet the legal costs of acquitted defendants who do not
enjoy legal aid. All those things could be done, and I
have to say to him that that would be money much
better spent.

For those reasons, the House should have the courage
to say that £80 million misspent is a travesty and a
denial of our responsibility to the electorate, and it
should reject this motion.

5.6 pm

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): I have sat in this House for a very
long time, and rarely have I heard such hyperbole and
abuse in place of serious argument. The hon. and
learned Member for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) said that
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[Mr. Jack Straw]

information about the cost had to be extracted from us.
That is not so: we have answered a whole series of
parliamentary questions on this. The cost of a referendum
is hardly a surprise. Given that it involves all the electors
of the United Kingdom and similar provisions for
Freepost and so on, it comes to about the same as the
cost of a general election, which is indeed about £80 million.
Which Department will the money come from? It will
come from the Consolidated Fund, as all electoral
expenditure does. Of course it is £80 million, but it is
£80 million as a single piece of expenditure in a single
year. Why is there no direct parallel with, for example,
the cost of providing additional prison places? Because,
as the hon. Gentleman will discover if he ever ends up
in the position of having to negotiate with the Treasury
for a departmental budget, there is a world of difference
between single, one-off expenditure and continuing
expenditure that involves costs every year.

I have a lot of time for the right hon. Member for
Suffolk, Coastal (Mr. Gummer), but he has a bit of gall
complaining about the amount of money that he claims
is not available for the health service in his constituency.
The amount of money spent on health services in his
constituency has more than doubled, if not trebled, in
real terms since 1997. There will not be a health facility
in his constituency, nor a school, that has not significantly
improved.

Mr. Gummer: I am looking forward to having the
precise figures on that, because it certainly does not
characterise what is happening in the health service in
my constituency. Indeed, my local health professionals
are very clear that they cannot provide the service that
they want to provide because they are among the lowest
quintile in the country, whereas they used to be much
higher when age was taken into account, which it no
longer is in the same way.

Mr. Straw: I am very happy to ensure that the right
hon. Gentleman is provided with that information.

The right hon. and learned Member for Sleaford and
North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) said that in the course of
the debates about whether we should have had a referendum
on the Lisbon treaty, the argument that we used was
one of money. Many arguments were used about why
the Lisbon treaty did not require a referendum, but
there was never, in my recollection, any suggestion
whatsoever that cost was one of them. Indeed, it scarcely
lies well in the mouths of Conservatives, who have
repeatedly called for referendums on such issues, now to
deny a referendum on a most central issue, namely how
this country should vote.

Mr. Andrew Tyrie (Chichester) (Con) rose—

Mr. David Evennett (Bexleyheath and Crayford) (Con)
rose—

Mr. Straw: I will not give way, because I only have a
short time.

We have heard suggestions that the idea of the alternative
vote is some great anathema, and that alternatives to
first past the post have never been considered. We will
come on to that in more detail in Committee, but that is
an extraordinary suggestion. As the hon. Member for
Somerton and Frome (Mr. Heath) pointed out, the

Conservative party elected the right hon. Member for
Witney (Mr. Cameron) as its leader not by first past the
post but by the alternative vote. [HON. MEMBERS:
“Gimmick!”] Well, we know that. But it gets better—or
worse, depending on one’s point of view. It will be
within the recollection of the House that just two weeks
ago we had a great debate about whether we should end
by-elections for hereditary peers. We voted for that, and
so did the Liberal Democrats. The Conservatives voted
to support the system of electing hereditary peers. May
I ask whether any Opposition right hon. or hon. Member
knows what the system of elections for hereditary peers is?

Sir Peter Tapsell (Louth and Horncastle) (Con) rose—

Mr. Straw: Ah, come on!

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. May I remind the House
of what I said earlier? We should confine our remarks
to the money involved in the measure before us, and we
certainly should not go down the kind of avenue that
the Secretary of State is in danger of straying down.

Sir Peter Tapsell: May I just point out a mathematical
fact to the Secretary of State? The leader of the Conservative
party was not elected by the alternative vote, because
there were only two candidates.

Mr. Straw: That does not stop it being an alternative.
To revert to my point, no Opposition Member can

tell me the system for the election of hereditary peers,
which they defended. The answer is that it is the alternative
vote. I have here the last result of an election of a
Conservative peer, and—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I am in danger of
interrupting the Secretary of State too often, but I will
continue to do so unless he comes back to the money
resolution before the House.

Mr. Straw: I was seeking to make the case for why
this expenditure represents value for money, Mr. Deputy
Speaker. It is £1.20 per elector in the country. It is not
correct to say that the issue has not been the subject of
great consideration over many decades, as I will point
out in my speech on new clause 88 in a moment. The
truth is that a system of eliminating ballots is used by
the Conservative party under its constitution, and it
amounts to an extended form of the alternative vote. It
is also used for the election of hereditary peers—a
system that the Conservatives sought to defend less
than two weeks ago. [HON. MEMBERS: “You set it up!”]
No, the House of Lords set up the system of elections,
and the Conservatives have actively supported it. I have
checked and checked again, and never once have the
Conservatives at the other end of the corridor suggested
that the first-past-the-post system should be used for
the election of hereditary peers.

Mr. Cash: Will the Secretary of State answer our very
simple question about the intellectual dishonesty that
lies behind the proposals and about the fact that throwing
all this money at this absurd proposal is no more than a
cynical ploy to try to increase the Labour party’s
opportunity to get a bigger electoral result? Is that not
really the point?
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Mr. Straw: If it were a cynical ploy, which it is
not—[Interruption.] I could understand that argument
if we were seeking to introduce this change without any
referendum of the British people. The hon. Gentleman
is a leading proponent of referendums, and I have sat in
this House time and again listening to him. On any
basis, how we elect our Members of Parliament is a
rather more important matter—or, in his view, an even
more important matter—than whether we are subject
to the Lisbon treaty.

What we are proposing—this is all that we are
proposing—is to provide for the money so that there
can be a referendum over the next 20 months, so that
not this House, nor any so-called deal, but the British
people, in the secrecy of the ballot booth, determine
what system, between first past the post and the alternative
vote, will apply. I cannot for the life of me see why the
Conservatives do not have the courage of their convictions
to be ready to argue in favour of first past the post—as
many Labour Members may well do—before the British
people in a properly established and regulated referendum.

Question put.

The House divided: Ayes 357, Noes 180.
Division No. 76] [5.15 pm

AYES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Ainger, Nick
Ainsworth, rh Mr. Bob
Alexander, Danny
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Anderson, Mr. David
Anderson, Janet
Armstrong, rh Hilary
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Austin, John
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Baker, Norman
Balls, rh Ed
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Blackman, Liz
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Blunkett, rh Mr. David
Borrow, Mr. David S.
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brake, Tom
Breed, Mr. Colin
Brennan, Kevin
Brooke, Annette
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Browne, Mr. Jeremy
Bruce, rh Malcolm

Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Colin
Burnham, rh Andy
Burstow, Mr. Paul
Burt, Lorely
Butler, Ms Dawn
Byrne, rh Mr. Liam
Cable, Dr. Vincent
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Cairns, David
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Campbell, Mr. Ronnie
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Challen, Colin
Chapman, Ben
Clapham, Mr. Michael
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Charles
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clegg, rh Mr. Nick
Clelland, Mr. David
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Cohen, Harry
Cooper, Rosie
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Creagh, Mary
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
Curtis-Thomas, Mrs. Claire
Davey, Mr. Edward
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian

Dean, Mrs. Janet
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Dowd, Jim
Drew, Mr. David
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Efford, Clive
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Ennis, Jeff
Etherington, Bill
Farron, Tim
Featherstone, Lynne
Fisher, Mark
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Mr. Don
Foster, Mr. Michael

(Worcester)
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Galloway, Mr. George
Gardiner, Barry
George, Andrew
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gidley, Sandra
Gilroy, Linda
Godsiff, Mr. Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goldsworthy, Julia
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Grogan, Mr. John
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. David
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Dr. Evan
Harris, Mr. Tom
Harvey, Nick
Havard, Mr. Dai
Healey, rh John
Heath, Mr. David
Hemming, John
Henderson, Mr. Doug
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hesford, Stephen
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Holmes, Paul
Hood, Mr. Jim
Hope, Phil
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, David

Howarth, rh Mr. George
Howells, rh Dr. Kim
Hoyle, Mr. Lindsay
Hughes, Simon
Huhne, Chris
Humble, Mrs. Joan
Hunter, Mark
Hutton, rh Mr. John
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda
James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Jones, Mr. Martyn
Jowell, rh Tessa
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Alan
Keen, Ann
Keetch, Mr. Paul
Kelly, rh Ruth
Khan, rh Mr. Sadiq
Kidney, Mr. David
Kilfoyle, Mr. Peter
Knight, rh Jim
Kramer, Susan
Kumar, Dr. Ashok
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lamb, Norman
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laws, Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leech, Mr. John
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Llwyd, Mr. Elfyn
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
MacShane, rh Mr. Denis
Mactaggart, Fiona
Malik, Mr. Shahid
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
Martlew, Mr. Eric
Mason, John
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCabe, Steve
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McFall, rh John
McGovern, Mr. Jim
McGuire, rh Mrs. Anne
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McKenna, Rosemary
Meale, Mr. Alan
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Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Mr. Austin
Moffat, Anne
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Moon, Mrs. Madeleine
Morden, Jessica
Mulholland, Greg
Munn, Meg
Murphy, Mr. Denis
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Oaten, Mr. Mark
Olner, Mr. Bill
Öpik, Lembit
Owen, Albert
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Pearson, Ian
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pound, Stephen
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Pugh, Dr. John
Purnell, rh James
Rammell, Bill
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reed, Mr. Jamie
Reid, Mr. Alan
Reid, rh John
Rennie, Willie
Robertson, Angus
Rogerson, Dan
Rooney, Mr. Terry
Rowen, Paul
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Bob
Russell, Christine
Ryan, rh Joan
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Sarwar, Mr. Mohammad
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheerman, Mr. Barry
Sheridan, Jim
Simon, Mr. Siôn
Simpson, Alan
Singh, Mr. Marsha
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E. (Basildon)

Smith, Geraldine
Smith, rh Jacqui
Smith, John
Smith, Sir Robert
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stoate, Dr. Howard
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Stunell, Andrew
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Swinson, Jo
Tami, Mark
Taylor, Dr. Richard
Teather, Sarah
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thurso, John
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Truswell, Mr. Paul
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Turner, Mr. Neil
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Vaz, rh Keith
Walley, Joan
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Watts, Mr. Dave
Webb, Steve
Weir, Mr. Mike
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, rh Mr. Alan
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Williams, Stephen
Willis, Mr. Phil
Willott, Jenny
Wills, rh Mr. Michael
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Woolas, Mr. Phil
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek
Younger-Ross, Richard

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mr. Frank Roy and
Mr. George Mudie

NOES
Afriyie, Adam

Ainsworth, Mr. Peter

Amess, Mr. David

Ancram, rh Mr. Michael

Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Barker, Gregory
Baron, Mr. John
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Blunt, Mr. Crispin
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Brady, Mr. Graham
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Browning, Angela
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Cameron, rh Mr. David
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clappison, Mr. James
Clark, Greg
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Conway, Derek
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Curry, rh Mr. David
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davies, David T.C.

(Monmouth)
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh David
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Dorrell, rh Mr. Stephen
Dorries, Nadine
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Evans, Mr. Nigel
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Field, Mr. Mark
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Fraser, Christopher
Gale, Mr. Roger
Garnier, Mr. Edward
Gauke, Mr. David
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Goodwill, Mr. Robert
Gove, Michael
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Greenway, Mr. John
Grieve, Mr. Dominic
Gummer, rh Mr. John
Hague, rh Mr. William
Hammond, Mr. Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Harper, Mr. Mark
Hayes, Mr. John

Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hendry, Charles
Herbert, Nick
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Howard, rh Mr. Michael
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Hunt, Mr. Jeremy
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jack, rh Mr. Michael
Jackson, Mr. Stewart
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kawczynski, Daniel
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Knight, rh Mr. Greg
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lait, Mrs. Jacqui
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
Maples, Mr. John
Mates, rh Mr. Michael
Maude, rh Mr. Francis
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, Mr. Andrew
Mundell, David
Murrison, Dr. Andrew
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
O’Brien, Mr. Stephen
Osborne, Mr. George
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Pelling, Mr. Andrew
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Randall, Mr. John
Redwood, rh Mr. John
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Rosindell, Andrew
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, Grant
Shepherd, Mr. Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr. Keith
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Smith, Chloe
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spelman, Mrs. Caroline
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Mr. Richard
Streeter, Mr. Gary
Stuart, Mr. Graham
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Swire, Mr. Hugo
Syms, Mr. Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Tredinnick, David
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Vaizey, Mr. Edward
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter

Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Walter, Mr. Robert
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Whittingdale, Mr. John
Widdecombe, rh Miss Ann
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, Mr. David
Wilshire, Mr. David
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Winterton, Ann
Yeo, Mr. Tim
Young, rh Sir George

Tellers for the Noes:
Jeremy Wright and
James Duddridge

Question accordingly agreed to.

Constitutional Reform and Governance
Bill

[Relevant documents: Report of the Joint Committee on
the Draft Constitutional Renewal Bill, Session 2007-08,
HC 551-I and–II, and the Government response, Cm 7690.
Tenth Report from the Public Administration Select
Committee, Session 2007-08, on Constitutional Renewal:
Draft Bill and White Paper, HC 499, and the Government
response, Cm 7688. Fourth Report from the Joint Committee
on Human Rights, Session 2009-10, on Legislative Scrutiny:
Constitutional Reform and Governance Bill; Video Recordings
Bill, HC 249. The Scottish Parliament has passed a
Legislative Consent Resolution in respect of this Bill.
Copies of the Resolution are available in the Vote Office.]

[6TH ALLOCATED DAY]
Further considered in Committee

SIR ALAN HASELHURST in the Chair]

New Clause 88

REFERENDUM ON VOTING SYSTEMS

‘(1) A referendum is to be held, no later than 31 October 2011,
on the voting system for parliamentary elections.

(2) The Secretary of State must—
(a) present to Parliament a Command Paper describing an

alternative-vote system for consideration by voters in
the referendum;

(b) by order made by statutory instrument specify the
question to be asked in the referendum (and any
statement that is to precede the question) and fix the
date of the poll.

(3) The question specified under subsection (2)(b) must ask
voters whether they would prefer the alternative-vote system
described in the Command Paper to be used for parliamentary
elections instead of the existing voting system (commonly
referred to as “first past the post”).

Any form of words to that effect may be used.

(4) In this section “alternative-vote system” means a system
under which, for each constituency—

(a) one candidate is elected;
(b) voters must indicate their first-choice candidate and

may also rank any or all of the other candidates in
order of preference;

(c) votes are allocated to candidates in accordance with
voters’ first choices and, if one candidate has more
votes than the other candidates put together, that
candidate is elected;

(d) if not, the candidate with the fewest votes is eliminated
and that candidate’s votes are dealt with as follows—

(i) each vote cast by a voter who also ranked one or
more of the remaining candidates is reallocated to
that remaining candidate or (as the case may be)
to the one that the voter ranked highest;

(ii) any votes not reallocated play no further part in the
counting;

(e) if one candidate now has more votes than the other
remaining candidates put together, that candidate is
elected;

(f) if not, the process mentioned in paragraph (d) is
repeated as many times as necessary until one candidate
has more votes than the other remaining candidates
put together, and so is elected.

(5) The reference in subsection (4)(d) to the candidate with the
fewest votes, in a case where there are two or more candidates
with fewer votes than the others but an equal number to each
other, is a reference to the candidate eliminated in accordance
with whatever provision is made for that case.
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(6) The reference in subsection (4)(f) to the candidate with
more votes than the other remaining candidates put together, in a
case where there are only two remaining candidates and they
have an equal number of votes, is a reference to the candidate
elected in accordance with whatever provision is made for that
case.

(7) A statutory instrument specifying the question to be asked
in the referendum or fixing the date of the poll may not be made
unless a draft of the instrument has been laid before and
approved by a resolution of each House of Parliament.

(8) Subsection (1) and sections [Entitlement to vote] to [Restriction
on legal challenge to referendum result] do not apply (and no
further duty arises under subsection (2)(b)) if either House of
Parliament, on a motion to approve a draft laid under subsection
(7), decides not to approve it (unless the Secretary of State decides
to lay the draft again under subsection (7), or to lay a revised draft
under that subsection, and the re-laid or revised draft is approved
by a resolution of each House).’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and read the First time.

5.32 pm

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): I beg to move, That the clause be read
a Second time.

The Chairman of Ways and Means (Sir Alan Haselhurst):
With this it will be convenient to discuss the following:
amendment (a), leave out “31 October” and insert
“30 May”.

Amendment (b), leave out “an alternative-vote” in
subsection (2)(a) and insert “a single transferable vote”.

Amendment (c), leave out “the alternative-vote” in
subsection (3) and insert “a single transferable vote”.

Amendment (j), leave out “describing an alternative-vote
system” and insert
“setting out the mechanism, and the advantages and
disadvantages, of

(a) an alternative-vote system,
(b) a two-round runoff system,
(c) the existing voting system (commonly referred to as

“first past the post”).”.

Amendment (k), leave out from ‘voters’ to end of
line 12 and insert
“to select one of three options set out in the Command Paper.”.

Amendment (l), at end insert—
“(6A) In this section “two-round runoff system” means a

system under which, for each constituency—
(a) one candidate is elected;
(b) a second ballot may be held if a candidate is not

elected on the first ballot;
(c) for a candidate to be elected they must secure more

than fifty per cent. of the votes cast on either the first
or second ballot;

(d) on the first ballot voters must nominate a single
candidate;

(e) on the first ballot there is no limit to the number of
candidates which may stand;

(f) votes are allocated to candidates and, if one candidate
has more than fifty per cent. of the votes cast, that
candidate is elected;

(g) if not, the two candidates with the most votes on the
first ballot enter a second ballot to be dealt with as
follows—

(i) the second ballot must be held one week after the
first ballot;

(ii) voters must nominate a single candidate;
(iii) no new candidate may enter the second ballot;

(iv) votes are allocated to candidates and the candidate
with the most votes is elected;

(h) if in the second ballot it appears that there is an
equality of votes between both candidates, the
returning officer shall decide between them by lot
and proceed as if the candidate on whom the lot then
falls had received an additional vote.”.

Amendment (e), leave out subsection (8).
Government new clause 89—Entitlement to vote.
Government new clause 90—Referendum period.
Government new clause 91—Role of Electoral

Commission.
Government new clause 92—Payments to counting

officers.
Government new clause 93—Taxation of counting

officer’s account.
Government new clause 94—Restriction on legal challenge

to referendum result.
Government new clause 95—Referendums: person may

not be “responsible person” for more than one permitted
participant.

Government new clause 96—Referendums: expenses
incurred by persons acting in concert.

New clause 32—Referendum on electoral reform—
“(1) The Secretary of State shall be under a duty to ensure that

a referendum on reforming the electoral system for the House of
Commons is held before 28 October 2010.

(2) The referendum must offer a choice between the existing
method of voting and a preferential system.

(3) If the result of the referendum is in favour of changing the
electoral system for the House of Commons, the Secretary of
State shall be under a duty to lay implementing measures before
Parliament within three months of the date of the referendum.

(4) In this section—
“implementing measures” means measures designed to

and likely to implement the result of the referendum
before the general election next following the
referendum, and includes bills and statutory
instruments;

“preferential voting system” means a system of voting
in which electors may express their support for
individual candidates in order of preference and
in which they are not restricted to expressing a
fixed number of preferences.”.

Government amendment 136.
Amendment 135, in clause 62, page 33, line 38, after

“Part”, insert
“and section [Referendum on electoral reform]”.

Government amendment 137.

Mr. Straw: If I may, Mr. Haselhurst—

Hon. Members: Sir Alan!

Mr. Straw: Sir Alan, I am sorry.

The Chairman: Order. I am touched, but if it is any
difficulty for the Secretary of State, he could just say
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Straw: Sir Alan, I apologise profusely.
It might be convenient if I give the Committee notice—I

have already given the Table Office and the official
Opposition notice—in respect of new clause 98, in the
names of the hon. Member for Epping Forest (Mrs. Laing)
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and several of her hon. Friends and my hon. Friends,
including my hon. Friend the Member for Morecambe
and Lunesdale (Geraldine Smith). It proposes that the
counting of votes at the general election should take
place within four hours of the close of the poll unless
there are exceptional reasons. There was a discussion
about that during Justice questions about an hour and a
half ago, and I propose to attach my name to the new
clause, so that it can be the subject of a vote.

I say to my hon. Friends that my right hon. Friend
the Chief Whip is proposing that there be a free vote on
the Labour Benches. I would like to add a caveat. As is
often the case, the wording of the new clause may need
to be revised, but it was the view of the Minister of
State, Ministry of Justice, my right hon. Friend the
Member for North Swindon (Mr. Wills) and myself
that, rather than leaving the matter entirely open until
Report, it would be better for there to be a clear text in
the Bill that could be amended later if necessary, and
that a clear message went out to electoral registration
officers now about the intent on both sides of the House.

Mrs. Eleanor Laing (Epping Forest) (Con): May I
congratulate the Lord Chancellor on his courage in
adding his name and that of his right hon. Friend to our
amendment? It has support on both sides of the House,
and many people will be delighted at what he has done
this afternoon. We accept entirely that the wording may
have to be altered, and we will give him every support in
doing so.

Mr. Straw: I am very grateful to the hon. Lady.

Sir Robert Smith (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine)
(LD): If we are putting through new clauses without
debate, will the right hon. Gentleman ensure that the
programming for the next stage makes time to debate
any necessary amendments to tidy up that new clause?

Mr. Straw: What I can undertake to do is ensure that
my name is attached to any amendments, so that they
would have to be the subject of a vote. What I cannot
guarantee absolutely is how much time would be available.
However, I should have said to the Committee that my
right hon. Friend the Minister of State will share the
draft text of any proposed amendments with all the
other main parties represented in the Committee in
advance of their being tabled.

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind) rose—

Mr. Straw: I will give way to the hon. Gentleman,
although I do not think that he has a party behind him.

Mr. Pelling: And the House would be a great deal
better off if Members were independent. On the point
about overnight counting, I won by 75 votes when I
stood as a Conservative candidate, and there were three
recounts. Does the right hon. Gentleman not understand
that it is not right in a parliamentary democracy that the
people who have to do the counting should do so when
they are half awake? Surely whether counts take place
in the morning or overnight is not such a great issue.

Mr. Straw: New clause 98 provides for the counts
beginning within four hours of the close of the poll.
Everybody accepts that, when there is a requirement for
a recount, the counting can be suspended until the
following day, as is often the case. However, concern has

been expressed in all parts of the House about a growing
trend among returning officers to defer until the following
day—for their own convenience and nobody else’s—the
counting of most of the constituencies which in the past
have always been counted on the night of the election.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind) rose—

Mr. Straw: If the hon. Gentleman will forgive me, I
should like to make some progress on the clauses before
the Committee; I look forward to similar agreement
across the Chamber in respect of those clauses.

New clause 88 provides for a referendum on our
voting system for the Westminster Parliament to be held
by October 2011.

Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire) (Con) rose—

Mr. Straw: I will give way, but I need to make some
progress first.

That referendum will allow the British people to
choose whether they wish to retain the present system
of first past the post, or move to the alternative vote,
which, as I think the Committee knows, is a system by
which candidates are ranked in order of preference by
voters. If on the first count no candidate has achieved
50 per cent. plus one of the votes cast, the candidates
with the fewest first preferences are eliminated, with the
second preferences counted, and so on. That is the same
system, in conception, as eliminating ballots. However,
I do not really need to spell that out to the Committee,
because Members belonging to every party represented
here will have direct experience of systems of eliminating
ballots, whether they take place at a single moment or
over an extended moment.

Mr. David Wilshire (Spelthorne) (Con): Will the right
hon. Gentleman give way?

Sir Patrick Cormack: Will the right hon. Gentleman
give way?

Mr. Straw: In one second.
All the major parties represented here have at the

heart of the election of their leaders an electoral system
that involves the progressive elimination of candidates.
Sometimes elimination rounds are used. The Conservative
party conducts sequential votes when there are more
than two candidates, until the final two candidates are
put to the membership. The Liberal Democrats use the
single transferable vote, which amounts to the alternative
vote when there is only a single post to be filled. The
Labour party has long used the alternative vote for the
election of its leader and deputy leader. It used to have
lengthy eliminating ballots for local selections, but has
now generally moved to the alternative vote system.

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con) rose—

Sir Patrick Cormack rose—

Mr. Straw: If I may, I will give way to the hon.
Gentleman first, and then to his hon. and learned
Friend.

Sir Patrick Cormack: I am grateful to the Lord High
Chancellor. He has a reputation of being a supporter of
first past the post. If there is a referendum, on which
side will he campaign?
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Mr. Straw: What I have long been a supporter of
is—[HON. MEMBERS: “Answer!”]—I am going to answer:
majoritarian systems. If the hon. Gentleman, who is
very assiduous, had bothered to read a very fine pamphlet
written in 1986 by my right hon. Friend the Member for
Neath (Mr. Hain), “Proportional misrepresentation:
the case against PR in Britain”, he would have seen that
I gave support to the alternative vote. I am on record as
having supported for getting on for a quarter of a
century the alternative vote system for parliamentary
elections. My passion is for majoritarian systems, as
opposed to proportional representation, for all the reasons
that are generally shared throughout the House. I must
also tell the Committee that the new hardback copy of
my right hon. Friend’s important work is in such demand
that, according to Amazon, a new copy will cost $600,
although second-hand editions can still be had for
four quid.

Mr. Grieve: I was a bit puzzled to hear the right hon.
Gentleman praying in aid the Labour party’s election
system because, apart from the fact that the Prime
Minister was not subjected to it, I seem to recollect that,
under that system, one third of the vote is reserved for
the union paymasters. I hope that the Justice Secretary
is not about to offer that to the Committee as an
example.

Mr. Straw: That shows how little the hon. and learned
Gentleman knows about the Labour party’s system,
which provides an opportunity for millions of individual
members of trade unions to vote in a postal ballot for
the candidates of their choice. The idea that the system
is in the hands of a few trade union paymasters is
completely incorrect.

I should also like to remind Conservative Members
of something that they learned only half an hour ago,
and that might have come as a great surprise to them.
The system of election for hereditary peers, which they
are so passionate in supporting, and which they voted
to continue just two weeks ago is—guess what—not a
first-past-the-post system but an alternative vote system.

Alan Duncan (Rutland and Melton) (Con): It is your
system.

Mr. Straw: The hon. Gentleman says that it is our
system, but, while the law provides that there has to be a
system—this House agreed that—it was the other place
that provided that system. Conservative peers could
have objected to the use of the alternative vote at any
stage over the past 10 years, but they have never done
so. I therefore hope that we will hear no more about the
idea that the alternative vote, or eliminating ballots,
which are used by the Conservative party for the election
of hereditary peers, have some fundamental flaw that is
so dangerous that a choice between the alternative vote
and first-past-the-post should not even be put to the
electorate.

Lynne Jones (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): My
right hon. Friend has suggested that his own preference
is for AV, but the Government set up a royal commission
to look into this matter, and I wonder why they are not
proposing to put forward the recommendation of the
Jenkins commission in the referendum. It would certainly
not be tainted by any party political considerations.

Mr. Straw: My hon. Friend will remember the debates
that took place on the Jenkins commission when it
reported to the House when I was Home Secretary,
towards the end of 1999. It rapidly became clear that
there was no consensus around it. What is more, with
the passage of time, concern has been expressed about
dual systems of membership, particularly in Scotland
and Wales. Speaking personally, I happen to believe
that the system of single-Member constituencies, in
which one Member alone has the duty to represent
everyone in that constituency or community, is fundamental
to the workings of our democracy. That system gives a
directness and authority to the relationship which does
not exist in the same way under multi-Member constituency
systems.

Furthermore, I support majoritarian systems because
majority Governments are far preferable to the weaker
minority and coalition Governments that are almost
invariably the consequence of systems of proportional
representation. I thought that before I first came into
the House; I thought it throughout the 18 years I spent
on the Opposition Benches; and nothing I have seen of
other countries’ systems of proportional representation
has convinced me that they have better alternatives.

Mr. Brian H. Donohoe (Central Ayrshire) (Lab): Perhaps
we could achieve consensus if we looked at the Scottish
experience, where four different systems of voting are in
place. Surely if we were to look at that and have a
referendum, we could encompass those as part of the
question, allowing people to choose the single system
that they want for voting.

5.45 pm

Mr. Straw: I am glad that my hon. Friend acknowledges
the importance of giving the British people a choice. We
have to make a judgment about the alternatives to put
before the British people—we have to make it; nobody
else can, as it has to become law. My belief is that the
best way to conduct a referendum is to confine it to a
single institution—in this case, the Westminster Parliament.
I understand my hon. Friend’s concern; he and I have
discussed on many occasions the dual-Member system
in Scotland and the concerns expressed about it, but the
fact that we are to have a referendum on this issue does
not necessarily rule out the possibility in due course of
having a referendum on the issue that my hon. Friend
cares about.

Mr. Grieve: May I take the Secretary of State back to
his reference to the Jenkins commission? On 2 June 1998,
he said:

“The Liberal Democrats and Labour agreed that the only fair
way to put a choice to the British people was to give them a choice
between two equals: between the first-past-the-post system—it
would be absurd to suggest leaving it out—and another system
carefully worked out by a relatively independent body.”—[Official
Report, 2 June 1998; Vol. 313, c. 188.]

Where is the relatively independent body in these proposals?

Mr. Straw: I have already explained that the truth
about the Jenkins proposals—it became clear as people
digested them—is that there was no consensus coalition
at all in respect of them. The hon. and learned Gentleman
has been the Justice spokesman for his party for close to
18 months now, and never once has he suggested that
there should be a referendum on the Jenkins proposals.
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David Howarth (Cambridge) (LD): May I take the
Secretary of State back to his statement about single-
Member representation? Is he proposing to abolish
multi-member wards in local government?

Mr. Straw: No, I am not. With great respect, the
considerations that apply in local elections are different
from those that apply to the dynamics of this House.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Straw: I give way to the hon. Member for Shrewsbury
and Atcham (Daniel Kawczynski).

Daniel Kawczynski (Shrewsbury and Atcham) (Con):
Just a few short weeks ago in a Westminster Hall debate
on proportional representation, the Minister of State,
Ministry of Justice, the right hon. Member for North
Swindon (Mr. Wills) gave me an assurance that this
issue would not be debated in the House during this
Session. May I ask what has happened since to make
that promise no longer applicable? [Interruption.]

Mr. Straw: Well, my right hon. Friend says that he
did not give that assurance and I am sure that the hon.
Gentleman will have the opportunity to raise the matter
again in his speech.

Mr. Tom Harris (Glasgow, South) (Lab): My right
hon. Friend will be aware of the recommendations of
the Gould report, produced after the debacle of the
May 2007 Scottish parliamentary elections, which were
held on the same day as the local council elections. He
will know that the strong recommendation made in that
report was that two elections using different systems
should not be held on the same day. Does he accept that
if we move towards the AV system for the elections to
this House, we can never again hold a general election
on the same day as local authority elections?

Mr. Straw: I am afraid that I do not. I remember the
Gould report and the circumstances that led up to it. I
thought it made some important recommendations, but
I do not believe that the fundamental problem that the
Scottish system faced at that time was conducting two
different elections on the same day. Within the whole of
the UK, we regularly have two sets of elections using
different systems. For example, European and local
elections often take place on the same day and provided
that those systems are properly explained to voters—this
was the problem in Scotland when there were two sets
of ballots on the same ballot paper—I believe that it is
perfectly satisfactory to go ahead on the same day.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Straw: I give way to the hon. Member for Eastleigh
(Chris Huhne), but then I want to make some progress.

Chris Huhne (Eastleigh) (LD): The Secretary of State
will be aware that the Irish system proposed by the
Liberal Democrats would deliver an overall majority on
about 45 per cent. of the vote, as it has on many
occasions in the Republic of Ireland since 1921. What
share of the vote would he be prepared to regard as too
low, either under first past the post or under the alternative
vote when it came to first preferences? What percentage
would mean that the Government were no longer
legitimate—35, or even less?

Mr. Straw: The fundamental problem that affects all
voting systems is the fact that there is no way,
mathematically, of translating votes cast and seats gained
into power obtained.

I listened carefully to what the hon. Gentleman said
on the radio this morning about the merits of the Irish
system. I have two comments. First, the Irish constituencies,
per Member, are significantly smaller than ours. There
are 21,000 electors per Member of the Dáil. Secondly,
the hon. Gentleman seemed to be suggesting that the
Irish system had avoided any scandals. Anyone with any
knowledge of what has gone on in Ireland recently will
recognise that we cannot really compete with the Irish
when it comes to the continuation of scandals.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Straw: I will give way to the right hon. Member
for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood), but then I must make
progress.

Mr. John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): I agree with
the Secretary of State about single-Member constituencies.
As he wants change, however, he presumably thinks
that Members here who did not secure 50 per cent. of
the vote might have been better replaced by others.
According to his research, how much would a Parliament
elected under the proposed system differ from one
elected under first past the post?

Mr. Straw: I know that Conservative Members have
suggested that earlier elections could have produced
this or that result. The answer to the right hon. Gentleman’s
question is that we should make this change—or, rather,
put the opportunity for change before the British people,
for it is not we who are making the change—as a matter
of principle. It will be for the British people, in whom I
suggest Conservative Members have a bit of faith, to
listen to the argument over a 20-month period, and to
listen particularly intensely during the last six months
of a campaign. They will be able to make their own
judgments in the privacy of the ballot box. They will
reach their own opinions.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Straw: I will give way in a moment, but I want to
make some progress first. I have already given way a
great deal.

I suggest that the case for making the change is to do
with the fact that we have moved from a two-party
arrangement in the House—which is what obtained,
unusually in British politics, between 1945 and 1970—to
the three or four-party system that has much more often
been the default setting of British politics. The question
of whether there should be a change is nothing new—as
I shall make clear, it has been debated on a number of
occasions—but of course some hon. Members will ask
why we need to make the change now. The answer is
that in the past 12 months, as everyone knows—it has
affected hon. Members in all parts of the House in the
same way—we have seen a crisis of confidence in our
political system and our politicians on a scale that none
of us has witnessed before in our political lifetime.
Trust has been profoundly damaged. [HON. MEMBERS:
“That has nothing to do with it.”] It has everything to
do with it.

797 7989 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



[Mr. Straw]

Immediate action has already been taken to clear up
the expenses system, with the passage of the Parliamentary
Standards Act 2009 and with the clauses in this Bill to
strengthen the new regime already approved by the
House. We will shortly debate the recommendations of
the Wright Committee on improvements to the way in
which the House operates. Those are important initiatives,
which show that we mean to put our own house in order
in due course, but all of us here must do all that we can
to restore trust in politics, and it is axiomatic that part
of that process must involve consideration of which
electoral system can best serve the people of this country
and asking them to make a decision. Our response is to
put in place a credible alternative which would go with
the grain of what the British people value in our system,
and allow them to express their clear view in a referendum.

Sensible constitutional change should enhance the
effectiveness and legitimacy of our institutions, not
undermine them. I suggest, and I will suggest to the
British people if these new clauses are passed, that
adopting the alternative vote system would achieve
that. The alternative vote system builds on the strengths
of our current system: direct accountability for individual
Members, and the chance for voters to select or eject
Governments. I believe that it would help to rebuild the
trust and connection between electors and their
representatives that is vital to restoring politics.

Mr. Tom Harris: Does my right hon. Friend attribute
the stainless reputation of Italian politicians to the fact
that the Italians have proportional representation?

Mr. Straw: I have never argued in favour of
proportional representation—and this is not proportional
representation—and I have certainly never argued in
favour of the Italian system.

Sir Peter Tapsell (Louth and Horncastle) (Con): Will
the Secretary of State give way?

Mr. Straw: I will in a moment. I have already taken
one intervention from the hon. Gentleman.

Sir Peter Tapsell: The Secretary of State would not
answer the question that I asked then.

Mr. Straw: I did answer it, and I will answer it again.
The answer is that, even under an alternative vote
system, if there are only two candidates there will be no
need for eliminating ballots. But, as I pointed out, the
system that the Conservative party uses is a system of
eliminating ballots. It is not first past the post.

Sir Peter Tapsell rose—

Mr. Straw: I have now answered the hon. Gentleman’s
question.

Sir Peter Tapsell rose—

Mr. Straw: By allowing the public to express—
[Interruption.]

The Chairman: Order. The Secretary of State’s appetite
for debating and responding to interjections is legendary,
but we are reaching a stage at which it is perhaps
disrupting progress, and I am anxious to make the
debate as inclusive as it can possibly be. I simply suggest
that Members on both sides of the Committee should
bear that in mind if we are to make progress and allow
other voices to be heard.

Mr. Straw: Thank you, Sir Alan. I will make a little
progress now, but I will take more interventions later.

I suggest that, by allowing the public to express a
range of preferences, the alternative vote would increase
the electorate’s stake in their representatives, encouraging
candidates to appeal to the whole electorate. Under AV,
MPs would, by definition, have to receive 50 per cent.
plus one from those voting and exercising their preferences.
That could only be good for the legitimacy of Members
and for the House as a whole.

Graham Stringer (Manchester, Blackley) (Lab): Will
the Secretary of State give way?

Mr. Straw: I will in a second.
Between 1945 and 1970, the Labour and Conservative

parties shared over 85 per cent. of the votes cast. For
the three elections between 1951 and 1959 the share was
over 90 per cent., and the share of the third party was
less than 6 per cent. However, as I have said, that period
was atypical of British politics in the 20th and 21st centuries.
Every contest now involves at least three candidates; in
Scotland and Northern Ireland there are at least four,
and, given the involvement of newer parties, often
more. It is telling that at the last election, in 2005, only
about a third of MPs won 50 per cent. or more of the
votes cast in their constituencies.

It may be suggested that this is a sudden idea, but
that is untrue. The proposals for the alternative vote
have been debated in the House and the other place for
exactly 100 years.

Graham Stringer: Will the Secretary of State give
way?

Mr. Straw: I will in a second.
It was 100 years ago this year that a royal commission

unanimously recommended the adoption of the alternative
vote. However, the recommendation became caught up
in the constitutional crisis when the unelected Conservative
majority in the House of Lords decided to disrupt
Lloyd George’s excellent “People’s Budget”.

It has been said that we should not spend a one-off
£80 million at a time of economic crisis. However, the
country faced a profound existential crisis in 1917 when
the first world war was going badly. At that time the
Government sensibly decided that they needed to look
to the future, and recommended a change in the
system through a Speaker’s Conference—which, I remind
the Committee, Winston Churchill supported as a Liberal.
As a consequence of those proposals, the alternative vote
was put before the House. [Interruption.] A Conservative
Member mentions the Speaker’s Conference, but what
it recommended was different from what the House
decided, and, in the end, it is the House that decides.
Again, however, thanks to the built-in Conservative
majority in the other place, this House’s decision to go
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for the alternative vote was overturned, and instead the
other place went not for first past the post, but for a
system of proportional representation, and as a result
the Bill fell.

6 pm

Graham Stringer: Can my right hon. Friend not see
that there is a flaw in his argument when he compares
national elections with the electoral system within parties,
where we decide on our candidates and leaders in such a
way as to choose the least unpopular, rather than the
most popular? Under the alternative vote system in
national elections, it is likely that there would have been
even more Conservative MPs after the 1983 general
election and more Labour MPs after 1997. How is that
fair, and how is that going to raise confidence among
the electorate?

Mr. Straw: I would make two points in response to
that. First, these so-called extrapolations cannot take
into account how voter behaviour would change under
a different system, but I profoundly believe it would do
so—that must be the case. The late, excellent, noble
Lord Alexander of Weedon made a good point in his
dissenting note to the 1999 Jenkins report about what
happened in ’83 and ’97. I have never believed that
voters would react in the way that was proposed, however.
Moreover, what we are debating now is not whether the
House should decide on the alternative vote, but simply
whether we give the British people an opportunity to
have a debate about the matter.

My second point is about my hon. Friend’s statement
that there is a difference between elections of party
leaders and elections of MPs. I do not accept what he
says on that. The reason why all major parties have an
eliminating ballot system is so that the person who is
elected leader has legitimacy and a broad consensus of
support. I suggest, particularly to those of us who
profoundly believe in single-Member constituencies, that
that is of even more importance in constituencies than
it is for party leaders.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): Given that the
objective of a general election is to determine a Parliament
and a Government, does the right hon. Gentleman not
accept that merely to get a 50 per cent. majority for each
individual constituency does not result in a party having
50 per cent. of the seats in Parliament, and therefore we
do not get the 50 per cent. majority implicit in the
principles he is putting forward on behalf of the idea of
individual MPs for individual constituencies?

Mr. Straw: I usually follow the hon. Gentleman’s
argument but disagree with him. On this occasion, I am
afraid I do not follow him, so I do not know whether I
agree with him or not.

Mr. Kevin Barron (Rother Valley) (Lab): I think that
AV would be fairer. Did my right hon. Friend hear the
hon. Member for Eastleigh (Chris Huhne) say on the
radio this morning and “Newsnight” last night that
seats such as mine that have been represented by Members
of the same political party for decades—that has been
the case in my constituency since the first world war, not
the second—are more likely to be involved in the expenses
scandal? When I came to the House this morning, I

checked on that, and I have to say that more than 30 per
cent. of Liberal Democrat MPs have had to pay money
back because of the Legg report. Has my right hon.
Friend conducted any investigations into whether there
is a causal link between seats such as mine and people
claiming money they should not have?

Mr. Straw: Without being tempted down that path, I
say to my right hon. Friend that I, too, felt rather
gypped when I heard the hon. Member for Eastleigh
suggesting that, somehow, those of us who are Members
for seats that the same party has represented for the
past 60 years are less worthy than those who represent
more marginal seats. There is a reason why my constituency
has been Labour since 1945. It is not because it is a
“safe seat”; it is because there have been two successive
Members of Parliament, of which I have the privilege
to be one, who have sought to place the interests of their
constituents first and above all else. That is also true of
Members of other parties, of course.

Mr. Michael Howard (Folkestone and Hythe) (Con)
rose—

Mr. Straw: I shall give way to the right hon. and
learned Gentleman, and then I will make some serious
progress.

Mr. Howard: I am most grateful to the Lord Chancellor
for giving way. Since he has now mentioned his constituents
and the right hon. Member for Rother Valley (Mr. Barron)
has mentioned the expenses scandal, can he tell us how
many people who were gathered around his soap box in
Blackburn on the last occasion that he was on it told
him that the answer to the expenses scandal was the
introduction of the alternative vote?

Mr. Straw: I am holding a soap box session this
Saturday in Blackburn town centre, and I invite the
right hon. and learned Gentleman to come along and
ask me a question. The serious answer, however, is that
very few constituents have articulated proposals for
dealing with the problem of trust in politics—those
proposals include the setting up of the parliamentary
standards authority and the Wright Committee
recommendations. People sense, however, that we need
to make changes. They sense the need for greater legitimacy
in our system. Above all, they want a greater and more
immediate say on the system, and that is what the
measure being discussed would provide.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Straw: I have taken a lot of interventions, and I
am now going to make some progress.

I am sure that we will hear of Winston Churchill’s
dismissal of the alternative vote in the Third Reading
debate on the Representation of the People (No.2) Bill
in June 1931. That was the third attempt in 21 years to
get a change in that regard, but each of them was
thwarted not by this House, but by the Conservative
majority in the unelected House of Lords. Churchill
said that a decision under AV
“is to be determined by the most worthless votes given for the
most worthless candidates.”—[Official Report, 2 June 1931; Vol. 253,
c. 106.]
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[Mr. Straw]

However, those who pray Churchill in aid need to be
careful. First, as ever with Winston Churchill, he changed
his mind more than once—and he supported AV in 1917.
Secondly, his first preference was not for first past the
post, but for proportional representation, and his “next
best method” was “the second ballot”, which is simply a
longer, more expensive form of AV.

Let me turn to a point raised by the hon. Members
for Cambridge (David Howarth) and for Eastleigh. I do
not dismiss the case for PR out of hand, and I know
that it has some adherents on the Labour Benches.
Where elections are to a body that has a representative,
not an Executive, function, I have always accepted that
the case for PR is much stronger. The truth is that every
system has its advantages and disadvantages, but we are
of the firm view that a majoritarian system is right for
the Commons.

Let me now deal with the specific question of why we
propose a referendum. As I have said, this is a matter of
trust. Over most of the past 13 years, I have been the
Secretary of State with responsibility for coming to the
House with various pieces of constitutional change.
Some of them have been controversial at the beginning,
but on every occasion I and the Government have
sought to reach a consensus across the Floor of the
House, as we did in respect of the Human Rights
Act 1998, the Freedom of Information Act 2000, and
the provisions on party funding in 2000 and 2009, and
also in respect of devolution, when the proposals were
put to a referendum. I believe it is essential that changes
to our electoral system—big changes, such as to the
number of MPs, which I shall come on to—must be the
subject of some kind of cross-party endorsement or
referendum, and cannot be seen as partisan tools in the
hands of an individual party.

Mr. Edward Leigh (Gainsborough) (Con): Will the
right hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Straw: No, I am going to make some progress.
That is how we have approached these matters in the

past. Between 1997 and 2005, we could have used our
huge majorities as a battering ram to disable the
Conservative Opposition, but we never did so, because
of the care that we, and the Liberal Democrats, have for
the way our constitution operates. I must also say that
the Conservatives would be willing to take part in that
approach. However, let us compare what we propose,
which is to ask the British people whether they wish to
change the electoral system, with the Conservative party’s
alternative to restore trust, which is for a 10 per cent.
cut in the number of Members of Parliament, without
testing the will of the people in a referendum or any
effort being made—

Mr. Grieve: Will the Secretary of State give way?

Mr. Straw: No, I am going to make progress. The
hon. and learned Gentleman has a speech to make, too.
The Conservatives will not make any effort to seek any
kind of cross-party consensus.

Cutting 65 to 80 seats by crudely equalising registered
voters across constituencies would unjustifiably reduce
the number of seats in urban areas when we already
know, according to the Electoral Commission’s independent

estimate, that most of the 3 million people who are
eligible to vote but who are not registered are to be
found in our inner urban areas—[Interruption.] It certainly
would be gerrymandering. It would disadvantage Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland. It would hit every island
community. Orkney and Shetland would be amalgamated
with a large part of the highlands. The Isle of Wight
would be amalgamated with a large part of Hampshire—
[Interruption.] Oh yes, it would.

It might assist the Committee if I set out the views of
the Electoral Reform Society, which states:

“Conservative proposals mean that most constituencies will
pay less regard to what most voters think of as community and
natural boundaries, and change more frequently, destabilising the
link between MPs and constituents.”

It went on to say that the
“United States”—

the Conservatives have obviously picked this idea up
from the United States—
“has rigorous requirements for arithmetical equality of population
in congressional districts, but the worst gerrymandering in the
developed world. Equal sized constituencies cannot produce fair
votes by themselves”—

Mr. Grieve rose—

Mr. Straw: I shall not give way. The hon. and learned
Gentleman has his own speech to make in a moment.

Mr. Grieve: Disgraceful.

Mr. Straw: I have given way to the hon. and learned
Gentleman three times.

The Conservative proposals are in stark contrast with
the Government’s proposals. We are seeking to legislate
for a referendum to give the people a say. The Opposition’s
aim is to butcher scores of constituencies for sordid
political ends, without recourse to any independent
review or opportunity for public comment. As a friend
of the Conservative party and somebody who has always
been concerned about its health, I offer the following
thought. They plan, if elected—a receding prospect—to
make this change within 18 months and with no proper
consultation. Once they have made the change, guess
what will happen? The majority of Conservatives in
government would not be fighting the Opposition; they
would be fighting each other—

Mr. Grieve: That gives the lie to it.

Mr. Straw: So, that gives the lie to what I have just
said? What it tells us is that this policy is as well thought
through as the poll tax was—a good idea at the time,
written on the back—

Mr. Grieve rose—

Mr. Straw: The hon. and learned Gentleman wants
to ask about the poll tax, so I will give way.

Mr. Grieve: The Secretary of State cannot have it
both ways. He cannot, on the one hand, rightly highlight
the fact that the pain of the change would be shared
equally across both sides of the House and then, on the
other hand, say that it has been put forward for party
political advantage. May I gently point out to him that
the United States has gerrymandering because the votes
and the selection of the constituencies and their sizes
are determined by the legislatures without intervention
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from any independent boundary commission? As this
decision will be in the hands of the boundary
commissioners, I hope that the Secretary of State will
now withdraw that ludicrous allegation.

Mr. Straw: I do not withdraw that allegation, because
it happens to have the merit of being true. What is more,
as the hon. and learned Gentleman knows, the proposal
would disproportionately hit urban areas, where there
are fewer Conservative Members—although there are
still some—and more Labour and Liberal Democrat
Members, because of the under-representation on the
electoral register of millions of voters in those areas.
The hon. and learned Gentleman also fails to take
account of the need for natural communities to be
represented in the House.

Another point makes the Conservative proposal
completely bogus. There is a suggestion that the size of
this House has somehow increased exponentially. That
is not true. The size of this House has increased by 3 per
cent.—21 Members—since 1950. The size of our
constituencies has increased by 25 per cent. over that
period. The work load from constituencies of Members
of Parliament, even in this time that I have been in the
House, has dramatically increased. The consequence of
the Conservative proposals would be to gerrymander
boundaries, detach Members of Parliament from their
constituencies and, where Members of Parliament exist,
add considerably to their work load. That can only
mean that the level of service to constituents would be
less good, at a time when we should be increasing it.

Let me briefly run through the amendments and new
clauses. Amendment 136 provides for a number of
provisions in the Bill to come into force when it receives
Royal Assent. New clause 88 makes provision for the
date of the referendum and the detail of the question to
be set by secondary legislation after consultation with
the Electoral Commission, defines the alternative vote
system that would be the subject of the referendum and
defines that it will be a binary choice. New clause 89
defines the franchise, new clause 90 defines the referendum
period, new clause 91 relates to the role of the Electoral
Commission, new clause 92 provides for funds to be
made available, new clause 93 provides a mechanism for
settling accounts for expenditure, new clause 94 relates
to challenges to the referendum result and new clauses 95
and 96 make minor amendments to the Political Parties,
Elections and Referendums Act 2000. Amendment 137
amends the long title of the Bill. Let me remind the
House that the 2000 Act contains detailed regulation to
ensure fair play, including fair money, for both sides of
a referendum campaign. This is an important debate.
Its subject is a fundamental plank of our democracy
and it comes at a time when this House is held in
dangerously low regard. The Government have tabled
these new clauses after considerable study and consideration.

6.15 pm
The debate about AV has been going on for 100 years.

The alternative vote takes on the considerable strengths
of our system and, I suggest, builds on them. We
propose a referendum, however, because we believe that
it is not for us to make the final decision. It is important
that the people should have that choice in a referendum.
If the Conservative Opposition feel so strongly about
the merits of first past the post, why do they not have
the courage of their convictions? They should back the

proposals and allow the people in their constituencies,
as well as those in every other constituency across
the country, to make that choice—a mature and balanced
choice—after detailed debate some time before
October 2011. That is what we propose and that is what
I believe should be supported. I commend the new
clauses to the House.

Mr. Grieve: I am truly sorry to see the Secretary of
State being obliged to be associated with this guff.

The best starting point would be for the Secretary of
State to take a short absence from the Chamber to look
at the excellent blog site run by his son, Will Straw, on
which there has been extensive polling in left-of-centre
areas of radicalism about these proposals. No more
than 20 per cent., he has concluded, support the alternative
vote proposed by the Government and 29 per cent.
want no referendum at all. Perhaps we should not be
surprised to learn, particularly from a left-of-centre
blog, that the vast majority of the remainder want such
disparate things that it is impossible to assess what they
desire. I think that the Secretary of State would have
done rather well to have considered that blog first.

The Government have tabled new clause 88 at this
late stage of the proceedings—indeed, at this late stage
of the life of new Labour—following the Prime Minister’s
belated conversion to the cause of electoral reform,
which he has so successfully and personally obstructed
for more than a decade. For the benefit of hon. Members
on the Benches to my left, I think that it is worth
recapping the history of new Labour’s conversion to the
cause of electoral reform.

In 1990, Labour set up the Plant commission, which
recommended something that was basically the alternative
vote. What was the view of the Prime Minister? He said
that it was “defeatism” and attacked
“those who say Labour cannot win and who seek refuge from
Labour’s mission ahead as a crusade for change in the technicalities
of electoral manoeuvring and horse-trading”.

How the mighty are fallen.
In 1997, the Government were elected on a clear

manifesto promise of a referendum on electoral reform.
We all know that it was a device—we know what
happens when the Prime Minister promises a referendum.
The Government got Lord Jenkins to devise an alternative
voting system. Let us remember what Lord Jenkins
thought of AV, which the Liberal Democrats will support,
I assume, if they cannot get their amendment through.
He said that it is “even less proportional” than the
first-past-the-post system, “disturbingly unpredictable”,
and “unfair” to the Conservative party—not that that
has ever affected Liberal Democrat and Labour thinking
very much. He proposed the proportional system, AV-plus,
which he thought fairer. What happened to the promise
of a referendum? At that point, the Government’s
commitment to it completely faded away.

Mr. Leigh: May we purse the point that the Justice
Secretary made about whether voters would have changed
their behaviour in 1983 so that there would not have
been an even more disproportionate result? If my hon.
and learned Friend’s constituents in Beaconsfield had
been voting under AV, how could they have worked out
how to vote to avoid having a bigger Conservative
majority in 1983 or a bigger Labour majority in 1997? I
do not quite understand what the Justice Secretary is
going on about.
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Mr. Grieve: I am extremely uncertain what the Justice
Secretary is going on about. My view, particularly in
light of his remarks about the state into which the
House has fallen, is that the electorate want the opportunity
to express their views, and that if they happen to have a
very adverse view of a Member of Parliament, they will
want that Member to be removed. The last thing that
they want is a situation in which the person against
whom they have an adverse view comes second, but
then magically comes first when the alternative votes
are transferred.

Mr. John Gummer (Suffolk, Coastal) (Con): Does my
hon. and learned Friend remember that the assessment
of what would have happened in 1983 and 1997 was not
a party political assessment, but a cold, academic
assessment? It said that the results in both cases would
have been much less proportionate than what happened
under the first-past-the-post system and would have
meant substantial over-representation.

Mr. Grieve: I agree entirely with my right hon. Friend
and I apologise if I did not do justice to the point that
my hon. Friend the Member for Gainsborough (Mr. Leigh)
made when I replied to his intervention. I accept entirely
that the research that has been carried out on this
matter shows clearly, as I have illustrated in terms of the
electorate’s will, that the system skews the results of
elections in a way that is manifestly unfair.

David Howarth: I thank the hon. and learned Gentleman
for giving way because he has just given away my party’s
whole case, which is that proportionality and fairness
are the same thing. If he does not believe that, why does
he care about the point that the hon. Member for
Gainsborough (Mr. Leigh) made?

Mr. Grieve: I believe in the first-past-the-post system
and that the Secretary of State, in terms of his adherence
to the alternative vote, does too. That is what distinguishes
my party from the Liberal Democrats, who have been
clamouring for proportional representation for a long
time because that is the only way in which they might
wield any influence.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Grieve: Let me make some progress. I fully
understand the hon. Gentleman’s point, but I believe
that the first-past-the-post system delivers clear, clean
results. That is why my party has consistently adhered
to that system, whether it has been to the party’s advantage
or disadavantage to do so. That is more than can be said
for the Government, as is clear from the inconsistencies
in the way in which they are operating.

Mr. Robert Syms (Poole) (Con): I remember the last
time that the Justice Secretary came before the House to
change an electoral system. That was some years ago,
when we changed to the list system for European elections.
I remember clearly the argument about changing behaviour,
which was that turnout would go up when we got rid of
the first-past-the-post system. In fact, the opposite
happened, so changed behaviour can be bad rather
than good.

Mr. Grieve: My hon. Friend is quite right. The list
system has effectively destroyed European elections for
all practical purposes in the minds of the electorate, and
is one of the great disasters that we have visited upon
the country. That is reflected in low turnouts and the

contempt that people feel about what is now a sort of
Buggins’ turn system that is dictated by the political
parties.

Chris Huhne: While the hon. and learned Gentleman
is extolling the virtues of the first-past-the-post system,
will he answer the question that the Justice Secretary
refused to answer? How low would the Government’s
share of the vote have to be for him to regard the system
as illegitimate? Would it have to be lower than 35 per
cent., which is what the Government had?

Mr. Grieve: It seems to me that it is a legitimate
system whatever the percentage, because the electorate
are asked a perfectly straightforward question—who do
they wish to represent them? It gives the majority view
on a single person. I am sorry that the hon. Gentleman
cannot see that. The system is straightforward, simple
and requires people to make sensible choices about who
is likely to be elected and who they might therefore wish
to support. For those reasons, I think that the system is
extremely clear and commands widespread support.

In my constituency—I make this point also in the
context of the Liberal Democrats—I get very few
representations about changing the electoral system. I
suspect that the same is true for many hon. Members.
The more that people study proportional representation
systems, including purist systems such as that in Israel,
the more they must conclude that such systems saddle
countries with impossible legislatures, that no proper
governance can be carried out under them and that they
bring inertia. For those reasons, PR does not commend
itself to me.

Mr. Pelling: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman
give way?

Mr. Grieve: In a moment. Let me make a tiny bit
more progress.

I was just pointing out that when the first great
reform went into the sands, it was the leader of the
Liberal Democrats who pointed out that it was the then
Chancellor, the current Prime Minister, who blocked it.
The current Home Secretary has said that Labour
“lost the will to carry it through…when narrow party political
advantage dominated our internal debate in the Labour Party.”

I fear that the Justice Secretary is moving towards that
position again, because the only conclusion that one
can reach from the incoherent proposals before us is
that they are seen to have a narrow party political
advantage for the Government. Many Government Back
Benchers, however, can see that the proposals are seriously
flawed.

Martin Linton (Battersea) (Lab): Surely, if there was
a bias in the elections that have been mentioned, it was
not in the voting system but in the second preferences of
Liberal Democrat voters. The answer to that for the
hon. and learned Gentleman must be to broaden his
party’s appeal and not to deny voters a choice.

Hon. Members: Voters have a choice.

Mr. Grieve: I agree that voters have a choice. Frankly,
I am singularly unconcerned about the Liberal Democrats’
preferences or tendencies, or about where they will go
for a second vote. I am by no means persuaded that the
hon. Member for Battersea (Martin Linton) is right.
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The evidence from my constituency is that it is most
improbable that Liberal Democrat voters would exercise
a second preference vote in favour of a Labour candidate,
but things might be different in other places.

Bob Spink: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman give
way on that point?

Mr. Grieve: In a moment.

When the Prime Minister took office in 2007, he
promised to publish a review. In 2005, Labour announced
that it was conducting a review, and in 2007 he said that
he was going to publish it. This is a key issue because he
did not make any attempt to hide the fact that the
report had already been written. In fact, it was effectively
locked in the Justice Secretary’s bottom drawer. There
was a problem with the 2005 review because even though
its terms of reference were to look at the voting systems
that were used, someone, in conducting the review for
the Labour party, seemed to have asked the team to
look at the alternative vote as well. The conclusion that
the review came to was that the AV was capable of
producing even more disproportionate outcomes nationally
than the first-past-the-post system.

Mr. Redwood: What is fair about a system that means
that those who vote for the first or second-most popular
parties only get to vote once whereas those who vote for
the third or fourth-most popular parties get to vote
twice? Why should they get to vote twice if the rest of us
are not able to?

Mr. Grieve: I agree entirely with my right hon. Friend.
I was not going to quote Churchill, but it seems to me
that that is a problem that he correctly identified in 1931—
the disproportionate weighting that the system would
give to the views of those who are idiotic or ridiculous.

Mr. Jeremy Browne (Taunton) (LD): Will the hon.
and learned Gentleman give way?

Mr. Grieve: In a moment.

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): On that point, given what the hon. and learned
Gentleman has just said, what is his position on the
Conservative party’s system for electing its leaders?

Mr. Grieve: I thought that we had sorted this out in
interventions on the Secretary of State. We are talking
there about electing a single person to an office, not
about electing a Parliament. In any event, it is not an
alternative vote system, as only two people go to the
electorate. The electorate do not have a choice between
more than two candidates in the first place.

Chris Huhne: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman
give way?

Mr. Grieve: In a moment. [HON. MEMBERS: “Frit!”] I
am sure that there is a desire to interrupt an account of
what happened in 2007, because it highlights the full
extent to which the Government cut the ground from
under their own arguments.

6.30 pm
In January 2008, the Secretary of State published his

review, from which the section on the alternative vote
system had mysteriously and conveniently disappeared.
However, anyone bothered to read the detail would see
that the review provides a snapshot of what would have
happened at the 2005 general election, had it been run
under a variety of voting systems. Helpfully for the
Prime Minister, on page 130 it also provides a useful
ready reckoner. It considers in depth the d’Hondt method,
the least-squares proportionality system and Arrow’s
paradox, but what was plumped for was the only system
that would have given Labour even more seats than
first-past-the-post at the 2005 election. I might add that
the same system was the only one that would have given
the Conservative party fewer seats than in 2005—even
though, in England, we gained a majority of the votes cast.

Mr. Donohoe: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman
address the anomalies north of the border, where there
are four different voting systems? Is it Tory policy to
have only one there—the first-past-the-post system?

Mr. Grieve: From the many debates that we have had
on Scotland, the hon. Gentleman knows that we are
respecters of the devolution settlement. I am happy to
debate reform of the first-past-the-post system there,
and indeed the Secretary of State has tried to debate
that too, but our respect for devolution means that,
notwithstanding our support for reform, we would not
impose a new system. That is something that must be
determined by the Scottish Government and electorate.

However, I do share the view of the hon. Member for
Central Ayrshire (Mr. Donohoe) in one respect. When I
visit Scotland, the people to whom I speak are not, on
the whole, Conservative party supporters. My experience
is that there seems to be a great deal of dissatisfaction
with the electoral system that has been foisted on the
Scottish electorate, who appear to be deeply unhappy
with it. For those reasons, I believe that the Scottish
system is something that the House ought to heed, as it
does not offer a good reason why we should go down
the same road.

Chris Huhne: On that point, will the hon. and learned
Gentleman say whether he regards the Conservative
party’s Scottish representation in Westminster as fair?

Mr. Grieve: Yes, it is fair. I have no difficulty with the
first-past-the-post system for Westminster elections, as
I have made clear. The fact that my party in Scotland
has very poor representation in Scotland is a challenge
that we must do something about. If we cannot, we will
continue to have very poor levels of representation—simple
as that.

Mr. Pelling Will the hon. and learned Gentleman give
way?

Bob Spink Will the hon. and learned Gentleman give
way?

Mr. Grieve: No.

Mr. Wills: Before the hon. and learned Gentleman
moves on, he has made great play of the review of
voting systems. I have the document here—
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Mr. Grieve: I do not.

Mr. Wills: Then he should not quote from documents
with which he is not familiar. In the introduction to the
scenario to which he has just referred it states:

“A large number of assumptions have to be made”.

That is precisely the point that my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State made. Does the hon. and learned
Gentleman accept that we cannot be so arrogant as to
presume how voters will vote under a new system that is
different from what has been in place in the past?

Mr. Grieve: I understood the Secretary of State to say
that he assumed that people would vote differently.
That is another piling-on of assumptions, and I do not
think that this House should legislate on the basis of
such assumptions. All I can do is point out what the
report says, including the fact that it makes it clear that
the alternative vote system would have delivered more
seats than the first-past-the-post system for Labour in
2005, even though it only gained 36 per cent. of the
popular vote. That seems to me to be a very poor
starting-point for change in that direction.

Mr. Gummer: Does my hon. and learned Friend agree
that it is very difficult to decide how people would have
voted in any past election? However, is it not sensible to
try to take the best estimate of that, rather than one that
comes out of the air? The document makes it clear that,
of all possible systems, the alternative vote system would
have been more unfair than first past the post on every
occasion.

Mr. Grieve: Yes, I agree entirely with my right hon.
Friend. I presume that the Minister of State was speaking
on behalf of the Government, so it is astonishing that
he should rise to his feet and say—suddenly and almost
ex improviso—that the Committee should not follow
that series of assumptions. We have to make a judgment,
on the basis of what the evidence suggests.

Mr. John Hayes (South Holland and The Deepings)
(Con): Does my hon. and learned Gentleman agree that
the Secretary of State once understood that himself ?
The unfairness described by my right hon. Friend the
Member for Suffolk, Coastal (Mr. Gummer) has to do
with proportionality. When the previous Labour Prime
Minister flirted with these matters, the Secretary of
State said that first past the post, and similar systems,
give
“power to the largest plurality and so help secure a system where
the proportionality, not between votes and seats, but between
votes and power, may be the greater.”—[Official Report, 25 November
1997; Vol. 301, c. 804.]

I wonder why he changed his mind about that.

Mr. Grieve: I have a soft spot for the Secretary of
State, and I have to tell my hon. Friend that I wonder
whether he really has changed his mind. The way that
the new clause has been introduced, the length of time
that it took to germinate, the internal debates that
clearly took place at parliamentary Labour party meetings
and the sounds that one could hear coming out of the
Room where they took place—all of that rather strongly
suggests that the Secretary of State was fighting a
rearguard action against a Prime Minister who was
both losing the plot and taking leave of his political
senses in a desperate bid to stay in office.

Sir Patrick Cormack: Is not the greatest absurdity of
all the fact that the Secretary of State knows full well
that there is no chance of this Bill becoming law? There
is no time for Parliament to pass the legislation before
the general election, so are we not merely going through
a ridiculous charade?

Mr. Grieve: My hon. Friend makes a very good point.
There is something somewhat unreal about this, and I
shall return in a moment to considering why the
Government have acted as they have.

Mr. Redwood: Labour and Liberal Democrat
representatives seem keen to say that we use the alternative
vote system for our internal party elections, but we do
not. The system used for our leadership election is the
progressive rounds model, under which one candidate
drops out at each stage, with everyone being given a
vote on the remaining candidates. That could not
conceivably be adopted for general elections, as having
six or seven candidates at the start would mean that the
election would take about three months. The electorate
would get bored, and the costs would be massive.

Mr. Grieve: I agree entirely with my right hon. Friend,
but this is not the first time that we have had surreal
proposals from Labour Members.

I want to return to what has happened recently. Last
week, after 13 years in power, only weeks away from a
general election and with the Secretary of State’s party
behind in the polls, the Prime Minister decides that he is
going to break yet another promise. Whereas he previously
said that he would put a commitment to a referendum
on AV to the people at a general election, and
notwithstanding his party’s internal debates, he is now
going to introduce the system in this Bill.

It is very difficult to take seriously a person who is
dithering around for what is clearly nothing more than
the shortest-term possible political advantage. Why did
the Justice Secretary go along with this? Did the Welsh
Secretary twist his arm? Did the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport pull rank on him? I find it
incomprehensible why somebody with the common sense
of the Secretary of State would decide to go down that
road, and I feel truly sorry for him.

Bob Spink: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman give
way?

Mr. Grieve: No, I really must make progress.
The Liberal Democrats have tabled amendment (d)

to give the public a choice on the proportional
representation system that the Liberal Democrats have
long and consistently campaigned for. As I said a moment
ago, that system would lead to weak, unstable government,
to minority parties holding the balance of power on a
tiny fraction of the vote, and to extensive parliamentary
representation for madmen and extremists. The Liberal
Democrats have supported PR for a very long time, but
I long ago realised that in matters of rationality the
Liberal Democrats do not surface very much.

This is the issue: amendment (d) will be put to the
vote later and defeated. I forgive myself for turning to a
role of prophecy, but I think that I can say with some
certainty that the amendment is going absolutely nowhere.
What then are those hon. Gentlemen from the Liberal
Democrats going to do? How on earth are they going to
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justify voting for a system that is less proportionate
than first past the post? I heard the hon. Member for
Eastleigh (Chris Huhne), their Home Affairs spokesman,
say earlier today that they would support the alternative
vote system in the referendum because it represented
“baby steps” towards proportional representation. It is
no wonder the Prime Minister thinks that the Liberal
Democrats were born yesterday.

Time after time, the Liberal Democrats are succoured
by broken promises of electoral reform, but there may
be another reason for their support. Again, if we turn
to the ready-reckoner in the Ministry’s review, which the
Minister has, we find that, although the alternative vote
system is less proportionate overall, it would significantly
benefit just one other political party apart from
Labour. [HON. MEMBERS: “Who?”] It would benefit—
surprisingly—the Liberal Democrats, giving them more
seats. So they must think that we were born yesterday if
they think that we are going to support such a proposal.

Mr. Jeremy Browne: The hon. and learned Gentleman
has spent his entire speech arguing for the merits of a
system that is disproportionate and gives one party
government, and arguing against AV because it is more
disproportionate than first past the post. Should he not
have spent more time preparing his speech?

Mr. Grieve: There is no perfect system, although I am
bound to say—[Interruption.] No, there is not: there is
no perfect system, and I defy the Liberal Democrats to
argue that there is. I do not put it past them to try to run
such an argument, which I look forward to, but I am
singularly unconvinced by it. First past the post delivers
clarity; it is well established in this country; and it
enables electorates to get rid of Members whom they do
not want and express a clear choice. The alternative
vote system, with which the Liberal Democrats are
being seduced, skews the result towards far greater
unfairness than anything that first past the post could
ever achieve.

Chris Huhne: The hon. and learned Gentleman says
that the existing system allows people to get rid of MPs
whom they do not like, but they can do so only if they
are prepared to change their party allegiance. Many
people are not prepared to do so, and only the Irish
system—the single transferable vote system—allows people
to choose the party and the person. Indeed, one third of
people who lose their seats in the Irish system lose it to
members of their own party. That is discipline; that
would get rid of safe seats; and that would ensure that
voters’ choice really did count.

Mr. Grieve: Voters can make up their own mind, and
I disagree with the hon. Gentleman. Voters are offered a
clear series of choices to make, including whether they
wish to vote tactically—something that Liberal Democrats
specialise in. On the whole, that is not a major problem
and, indeed, they benefit from tactical voting, as they
readily admit. Their by-election literature is all about
tactical voting. How often have I seen “Only the Liberal
Democrats can win here” on election literature. The
hon. Gentleman’s argument therefore has no basis whatever.

Mr. Straw: The new clauses before the Committee
would not impose the alternative vote system on the
British people, but give them a choice. As far as I can
tell, the hon. and learned Gentleman has not used one

word of his speech to oppose those clauses, so, if he is
so confident of his opinions, why is he scared of putting
them to the British people?

6.45 pm
Mr. Grieve: I refer the Secretary of State to his son’s

blog. [Interruption.] Yes, I do. I commend it to the right
hon. Gentleman, because it highlights the fact that the
Government have not chosen to give the electorate any
viable choice in this bogus referendum. The only choice
is between an established system and a system that is so
manifestly flawed—except for the possible short-term
advantage that it delivers—that it is not worthy of
consideration. I have some sympathy with the Liberal
Democrats, because, if the Government wanted to offer
a constitutional convention-style approach to the electorate,
with a multiplicity of choices, the Secretary of State’s
argument might have some force. At the moment, however,
it has none, because what is being offered is a short-term
gimmick.

Bob Spink: Will the hon. and learned Gentleman give
way?

Mr. Grieve: No.
May I commend to the Secretary of State the words

of his hon. Friend the Member for Glasgow, South
(Mr. Harris)? On his blog of 19 November, he said,
“you know the best way of electing a Labour government? Not
through messy, sordid little deals with the minor parties, but by
winning more votes than the Tories. That’s how they stayed in
power for most of the last century—by beating us in elections; by
offering the electorate policies that were more popular than
ours.”

Clearly, the Prime Minister has given up on that strategy,
but we should not be too surprised. The hon. Gentleman
went on to say that
“we simply reinforce the notion…that we have nothing to offer
the voters but electoral calculations.”

Mr. Wills: The hon. and learned Gentleman has
quoted at great length from the review of voting systems,
but on the spreadsheet that he has cited so often the
review says that
“the ERS analysis assumed that in the 2005 election relatively few
voters who principally favoured another party would have put
them”—

the Conservative party—
“as second choice.”

Why does he think that is?

Mr. Grieve: I have not the slightest idea. The Minister
is now getting bogged down—[Interruption.] But he is.
He wishes to embrace that document, so why have the
Government come to the House to say that there should
be a referendum on moving from the first-past-the-post
system only to an alternative vote system? The Minister
cannot escape that issue, and it highlights the way in
which the Government have conducted the whole debate.
That is why I shall ask my colleagues, and, indeed, every
Member who wants any sensible debate about electoral
reform, to reject the proposals before us.

Mr. Wilshire: On my hon. and learned Friend’s point
about why only one alternative voting system would be
offered, does he not think that if AV were such a good
idea the Government would come forward with a list of
opportunities and, using AV, tell the electorate to put
them in some kind of order?
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Mr. Grieve: Yes, my hon. Friend makes a good point.
The evidence of the Government’s motivation is
overwhelming, and it comes from their own supporters.
Baroness Kennedy of The Shaws, a founder member of
Charter 88, said:

“It smacks of the usual scheming and calculation—just what
political reform should be designed to end.”

Labour’s former Mayor of London said:
“Many people like myself who have long fought for a truly

representative voting system will be left with no alternative but to
support first-past-the-post because the AV alternative is even
worse...Those voters who have backed one of the two strongest
candidates in a constituency get no further say in the process,
whereas those who have voted for minor parties and crank
candidates then get a second vote to determine the outcome
between the two leading parties.”

The hon. Member for Wolverhampton, North-East
(Mr. Purchase) says:

“First past the post is the only sensible system”—[Official
Report, 16 June 2009; Vol. 494, c. 156.]

while the hon. Member for Edinburgh, North and Leith
(Mark Lazarowicz) says that
“the alternative vote system…can be even more disproportionate
in its effects than the first-past-the-post system”—[Official Report,
16 June 2009; Vol. 494, c. 155.]

As I said at the beginning, this proposal is guff. As
was rightly highlighted by my hon. Friend the Member
for South Staffordshire (Sir Patrick Cormack), the
straightforward point is that the Government know
very well that this debate is going nowhere. We are now
on the sixth day of the Committee stage of a major
constitutional Bill. The House is about to break for
10 days. There will have to be Report and Third Reading,
and there is not the slightest prospect of this legislation’s
reaching the House of Lords before the very end of the
month or early March for Second Reading. On all the
evidence, this House will finally have died into Dissolution
by the end of March or early April.

All the posturing that the Government have fed us
this evening, all their insistence on the importance of
party loyalty from their own Back Benchers—many of
whose views I respect and many of whom are clearly
unhappy with the proposals—are for the shortest-term
political advantage. With spin, a bit of media management
and some smoke and mirrors, the Government try to
make out that this is something new in new Labour. In
fact, as far as I can see, it is the dying jerks of a
Government who have run out of ideas. That makes it
all a bit miserable, but the fact that the Liberal Democrats
are prepared to sign up makes it a complete charade.
We will oppose the proposals.

Mr. Frank Field (Birkenhead) (Lab): I wish to move
the amendments that stand in my name on the amendment
paper, but I also want to pick up the theme—

The Chairman: Order. This is not the moment to
move amendments; we have to dispose of new clause 88
first. The right hon. Gentleman can, of course, speak to
the new clauses and amendments in this group.

Mr. Field: After that happy start, I rise again to speak
to new clause 88; in passing, I shall obviously want to
speak to the amendments tabled in my name on the
amendment paper.

I want to pick up the theme on which the hon. and
learned Member for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) ended
and which the hon. Member for South Staffordshire
(Sir Patrick Cormack) noted earlier. I hope that whoever
is in the control box allowing what we say today to go
out on the network has already pulled the plug in that it
must be worrying for our constituents to watch us
seriously debating a measure that we know will not
affect legislation, the election result or whether we have
a referendum.

In tabling my amendments, which I cannot yet move,
Sir Alan, I hoped to turn this debate into a general
discussion of parliamentary reform. One theme unites
many of us on both sides of the House—the uncomfortable
fact that a large number of us are returned to the House
with only minority support. What we do about that is
the beginning of the debate, not the end of it.

What worries me about the proposals that we are
debating is that it is not difficult to imagine some of our
colleagues initially being clear winners against three or
four other candidates, but, through a process of elimination,
losing their seats because the votes eventually go to the
runner-up. There is a terrible illogicality in having a
system in which a candidate can have a clear lead in the
first-preference votes, but in which the second or third-
preference votes become equal to the first-preference
votes in further stages of the counting. Clearly, those
other votes are not equal to the first-preference votes; if
they had been, people would have voted differently in
the first place.

Chris Huhne rose—

Mr. Hayes rose—

Mr. Field: I give way to the hon. Member for South
Holland and The Deepings (Mr. Hayes).

Mr. Hayes: The point that the right hon. Gentleman
has made is disturbing enough when it involves the
extra power that would be gained by those whom we
deride on the Liberal Democrat Benches. It is chilling,
however, when one considers that it would also give
extra power to those whom we detest in small, extreme
parties that I shall not honour by naming.

Mr. Field: I totally agree, but I do not want to go
down that particular route; I want to try to move on the
debate a little.

Should the plug in the control box not have been
pulled and should our constituents be watching this
debate, they will think how old-fashioned it is that the
only way in which we are talking about election is in
respect of the old parliamentary system. There has been
a big debate in the country about how we select candidates.
Some people have an objection to safe seats; the answer,
surely, is to consider seriously—not necessarily embrace—
paying some attention to the mechanisms by which we
select candidates.

My own seat of Birkenhead is quite safe—it was at
the last election, at least. The real fight is about who will
be the Labour candidate. I would welcome our having
an open primary, in which there was a real contest for
the Labour candidature; everybody would know that
the person who won that would also win the seat. The
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quid pro quo would probably be that we would move
back to seeing uncontested returns in “safe seats” where
open primaries were held.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Field: I give way to the hon. Member for Epping
Forest (Mrs. Laing).

Mrs. Laing: As I am sure the right hon. Gentleman is
well aware, the Conservative party has held several open
primaries to select candidates. They have been very
successful and produced excellent candidates, who will
be excellent MPs.

Mr. Field: We hope that they will be excellent candidates
and MPs. Having been selected in that way, they will
certainly have a different authority from that of the rest
of us. That is why I wish that we had embraced that
system. I wrote to the Labour party campaign, asking
whether it was going to have an open primary. I was
told that it would love to, but that it would cost £50,000.
I asked whether it was possible to find that money, but I
was told that the campaign was in the business not of
raising money, but of issuing press releases. That did
not take us much further.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Field: I give way to the hon. Member for Mid-Sussex
(Mr. Soames).

Mr. Nicholas Soames (Mid-Sussex) (Con): I support
what the right hon. Gentleman has said about open
primaries. Does he agree that, particularly at a time
when participation in politics and political life is at an
all-time low, anything that brings more people into the
political process is devoutly to be welcomed?

Mr. Field: It is. One of the constraints on our current
debate has been our use of an old-fashioned set of
spectacles, always looking at engagement as being only
one-way, rather than looking at where the voters might
be. The selection of candidates, as the hon. Gentleman
has affirmed, is one key way of addressing that.

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): My right hon. Friend
has already accepted the dangers of the costs of an
open-primary system. Does he not also accept that, in
logic, a primary system is essentially a process of electoral
elimination, whereby weaker candidates fall away and
those who support them end up helping to decide who
finally wins? That very logic has been criticised in the
alternative vote system. Surely the real issue is about
how we get to a point at which every Member can truly
say that they have a measure of mandate from a majority
of their constituents. That gives us the alternative vote.

Mr. Field: I am grateful for that, but I shall not go
down that route; the Chairman might suggest that I
should be speaking to the main new clause and not that
issue.

If what used to be called safe seats adopted a method
of open primaries that were followed by uncontested
results at the general election, the overall cost to the
electoral system might not be that much greater. In
other words, we would be using some of the money

currently used in a general election to extend—
[Interruption.] It is very good, is it not, that we now see
where the Liberal Democrats stand on this issue? They
are laughing at the idea of people trying to grapple with
how we make it easier for our electorates to make their
views sovereign in the process rather than ours.

7 pm

Graham Stringer: My right hon. Friend has obviously
thought very deeply about we can address the disillusion
with politics. However, is not this a particularly difficult
time to go to the electorate and say that we want more
money for the internal political process? Even in a seat
like Birkenhead, if a Labour candidate is selected by an
open primary, we cannot guarantee that there will not
be a succeeding election and therefore an extra call on
money from the public purse.

Mr. Field: I agree with that. However, given my
earlier suggestion that we should use this debate not
seriously to undertake a major constitutional measure
but to open up how we make our system more
representative, no cost would be involved at this stage.

Geraldine Smith (Morecambe and Lunesdale) (Lab):
I think that there are dangers with open primaries.
Supporters of the Opposition parties may turn up and
vote for the weakest candidate, or there may be a
candidate with a particular interest—for example, a
pro-life candidate—who floods the place with their
supporters. This could end up being very undemocratic.

Mr. Field rose—

The Chairman: Order. The right hon. Gentleman has
a reputation for bringing new angles to our debates, but
I think that this one might be stretching outside this
group of amendments and new clauses, which, heaven
knows, raises wide enough issues.

Mr. Field: I hope, Sir Alan, that you will nevertheless
allow me to conclude this part of my speech. During the
open primary in Totnes, the Liberal Democrats set out
to try to get the person they considered to be the
weakest candidate elected, and thanks to their campaign
the weakest candidate came bottom of the poll. We
must not underestimate the common sense of our voters.

Bob Spink: Will the right hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Field: No, I am going to make a small amount of
progress, because you, Sir Alan, were kind enough to
say that I could mention, at least in passing, the amendments
that I have tabled.

The amendments try to address the central weakness
of the proposal that Government wish us to carry
tonight—that a system of voting whereby second, third
and fourth preference votes in constituencies where
there is no majority winner then become, in a progressive
movement, first preference votes. I do not believe that
one can support that system.

Martin Linton: I know that my right hon. Friend has
65 per cent. of the first preference votes in Birkenhead,
and I compliment him on that. Does he recognise that
there are already millions of voters in hundreds of
constituencies who know that their first preference does
not have a chance and therefore vote for their second
preference? We already live in a system where millions
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[Martin Linton]

of people use the alternative vote, but they have to guess
who the top two are going to be. Does he recognise that
in the majority of constituencies the situation that he
has described does not obtain, and that we need a
solution to tactical voting, which is the alternative vote
system?

Mr. Field: If that is my hon. Friend’s thinking, I hope
that I will persuade him of the merits of my amendment.
I do not want anyone to think that I am not concerned
about the fact that votes are not equal between
constituencies. If we go back in history, one of the
demands—it was not just a radical plea of the Chartists,
but one that was picked up on the other side—was to
have single votes and equal votes. It is clearly very
different if we look at the numbers by which Labour
Members and Conservative Members are elected. Unfairest
of all is how many votes the Liberal Democrats have to
receive to get a single Member of Parliament.

In my amendment, I propose the French system,
whereby people have a vote whereby they are free to
nominate any number of candidates that they wish, and
they have a first preference vote. In constituencies where
the candidate gets 50 per cent. plus one, they are declared
elected. In all the other constituencies where a majority
of the voters who turn out have not elected a member,
during the following week the top two candidates are
put back on to the ballot paper. In those circumstances,
there is no need to guess, because everybody has first
preference votes again. It is true, of course, that that
system might be more expensive, but given what we
spend money on now, might not the electorate prefer it?
Interestingly, it is consistently the case in France that
turnout on the second day of polling is significantly
higher than on the first day.

Richard Burden (Birmingham, Northfield) (Lab): I
am following my right hon. Friend’s remarks with care.
I wonder whether he has studied some of the analysis
by the Electoral Reform Society. When it conducted a
survey of different sorts of preferential voting systems a
couple of years ago and looked at the French experience,
particularly in the presidential election, it found that
there was precisely the kind of tactical voting that my
hon. Friend the Member for Battersea (Martin Linton)
has mentioned. In particular, supporters of Chirac lent
their votes to Le Pen to ensure that the run-off was
between Le Pen and Chirac. That was a rather strange
situation that did not really represent what was going
on elsewhere. There is evidence of similar things happening
in the presidential elections in Cyprus. Why does my
right hon. Friend think that that would not happen here?

Mr. Field: I am not putting this proposal forward as
the silver bullet to solve all the problems. I welcome the
fact that the Government, even late in the day, are
opening up the whole debate on parliamentary reform.
It is crucial that we constantly strive to improve the
form of representation that we have in this country. I do
not think for one moment that it would guarantee that
we did not get such results, although such voting is
dominant mainly in elections of the French Parliament,
not the French President. Given those circumstances, I
hope that we will look seriously not only at the one
option that is being put forward today but at a series of
alternatives in the form of a debate rather than moving
to a resolution this evening.

Bob Spink rose—

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op) rose—

Mr. Field: As the hon. Member for Castle Point (Bob
Spink) has been jumping up a lot, I will give way to him
and then to my hon. Friend.

Bob Spink: I am grateful to the right hon. Gentleman.
If he presses his amendment with the three alternatives
to the vote, I will vote with him. On the AV system, does
he accept that voters will not easily switch their allegiance
between the main political parties, so the real political
advantage will go to independents? Does he think that
that might be a good thing, and that people might want
to have more independents in this House in order to
break the grip of the Whips from the main political
parties?

Mr. Field: It is always good to have a disinterested
contribution made here.

Mr. Drew: Much as I have difficulty with this proposal,
because it is based on the French system, does my right
hon. Friend agree that we would need to take the whole
package? French national politicians also have local
representative roles, and I have always felt that one of
the weaknesses of the UK system is that we have to
throw away our local power base to get elected as an
MP. That is a weakness, is it not?

Mr. Field: I will not go too far down that path, except
to say that I have been in the House for 30 years, and it
is interesting how the role of an MP has changed.
Although we may not formally have the role that my
hon. Friend has mentioned, my role as Back-Bench
Member of Parliament representing a moderately safe
seat—as my hon. Friend the Member for Battersea
(Martin Linton) was kind enough to point out—has
changed out of all recognition in those 30 years. We do
not have formal clout, and we are not elected to positions,
but I am involved at a local level to a degree that would
have been unimaginable when I first came into the
House.

Mr. David Winnick (Walsall, North) (Lab): That is
true of all of us.

Mr. Field: Indeed, and I am grateful to my hon.
Friend for saying so.

I want to bring my remarks to conclusion, if I may. I
welcome the Government’s opening up this debate. It is
not for us to put our sticky fingers into the soul of the
Justice Secretary to try to work out what his motives
are; we are all accountable for our own motives. In any
event, good will come from our having a debate about
how we can make this place more representative.

I do not believe for a moment that this is a serious
legislative contribution, because even if we complete it
in time a deal will be done between the parties in the
other place so that it does not see the light of day, and
certainly so that it does not come back to us before the
election. What we ought to take from today’s debate is
the extraordinary enthusiasm for the matter. In which
other debates do we get such a number of Members in
the Chamber, even at Committee stage? We are interested
in this issue, and I say to the Justice Secretary that today
is the start of it, but sadly not the conclusion.
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David Howarth: I am sorry that I do not agree with
either of the points that the right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Mr. Field) made. That is unusual for me,
because usually I agree with his points. The first was
that under preferential voting systems, people effectively
have more than one vote. That is not the case, because
as the hon. Member for Battersea (Martin Linton)
pointed out, they have one vote but are effectively asked
what they would do with it if their first-preference
candidate were not standing. That is called tactical
voting, which happens all over the country in every
general election, but in a preferential voting system it is
done more formally and rationally, and people do not
have to guess.

The right hon. Gentleman’s second point was in
favour of the French system. I am sorry that I cannot
follow him on that either, even though, unlike the hon.
Member for Stroud (Mr. Drew), I am generally a great
admirer of all things French. The electoral system in
France has had an unfortunate effect not just on its
politics but on its culture and way of life, because it has
split the whole country into two large camps of left and
right. France suffers constantly from that, and we should
not go down that route. It would have the effect—perhaps
many Members would welcome this—of taking us back
to a bipolar system that is very difficult to break into. It
is very difficult for new views to come through in such a
system.

It seemed to me that the hon. and learned Member
for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) had only one argument,
which defeated his own case. It was that he was against
AV because it could be less proportional than first past
the post, which is true. If he accepts that argument, he
should therefore accept that as the single transferrable
vote system, for example, is more proportional than
first past the post, it is better and fairer according to his
own argument. The Conservative case therefore seems
self-contradictory.

Mr. Gummer: Does the hon. Gentleman not accept
that many of us believe that despite its disproportionate
drawbacks, the advantages of the first-past-the-post
system are so great that it is better than any proportional
system? It is perfectly possible to argue that proportion
is the only reason why one might want a change, and
that this is the one disproportionate way of changing
the system. It is therefore utterly barmy. To have a
choice between first past the post and some sensible,
proportional system, so that people could make a reasonable
decision as to whether the advantages of one system
outweighed its disadvantages, would be perfectly reasonable.
However, to choose between one disproportionate—

The Chairman: Order. I know that there are complex
arguments to be put in Committee, but I have to say to
the right hon. Gentleman that that is an extraordinarily
long intervention and may deprive himself and others
of the time that they will need later.

David Howarth: I am trying to remember the start of
the intervention. It seems to me that one cannot argue
that first past the post balances the disadvantages of
disproportionality and the advantages of decisiveness
in such a well calibrated way that any movement either
way is obviously wrong. That does not make any sense,
especially as everyone admits that we cannot tell precisely
the degree to which AV would make a difference. We

cannot answer that question, because preferential voting
is like tactical voting but carried on in a different, more
organised way. If tactical voting is unwound and people
start to vote for their first preference, they will be voting
in a way that they do not now. That is why it is perfectly
reasonable to say that we do not know what the effect of
the AV system would be.

Lynne Jones: Those of us who feel that we ought to
move to a more proportional system cannot support the
Liberal Democrat proposal, because it would break the
link between the Member and the constituency. I would
find it absolutely onerous to be a Member of Parliament
representing the whole of Birmingham, for example,
along with other Members. Why are the Liberal Democrats
not supporting the proposal put forward by the royal
commission, which is well thought out? It would move
towards proportionality but by and large keep the link
between even the additional Members and their constituents.

7.15 pm

David Howarth: There are two points to consider in
the hon. Lady’s question. The first is whether the single
transferrable vote would break the constituency link,
which it would not. It would just mean that there were
more Members per constituency. It would break the one
Member, one constituency link. For 17 years I was a
local councillor and there were three members in my
ward, but I did not feel that that meant I represented the
people in my ward less. In fact, when a member of
another party represented the ward for a few years, it
increased competition between the parties in the ward
and made us all better representatives.

The hon. Lady’s second point was about the Jenkins
commission’s proposal, which was a political compromise
but not one that we have to stay with for ever. It has a
great number of disadvantages. First, it would set up
two entirely different sorts of Member—the constituency
Member and the list Member. There would be an overlap
of responsibility between the two, but they would have
very different mandates, which would lead to difficulties.
Secondly, because the county seats would be so small—the
lists would not be national; they would relate to very
small regions by the standards of most regional list
systems—the proposal would create the most extraordinary
conflict of interest between AV-elected Members and
county list Members. It would be in the interests of a
list Member if his or her party colleagues lost in the
constituency seat, which does not seem particularly
sensible from the point of view of political parties or
coherent government.

Mark Lazarowicz (Edinburgh, North and Leith) (Lab/
Co-op): The situation that the hon. Gentleman describes
applies under the additional Member system in both
Scotland and Wales, and the most reasonable commentators
do not see any difficulty with that system. If it works
well in Scotland and Wales, why cannot it operate at
UK level for this Parliament?

David Howarth: I concede that it is a better system
than first past the post, but a lot of the problems are
about how big or small the electoral regions are. The
larger they are, the less problem there is with the overlap
between the jobs of the two sorts of Member, and the
less it is in the interests of list Members that people on
their own side are defeated in the constituency elections.
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Mr. Cash: Does the hon. Gentleman accept a point
that I have addressed to him and the Secretary of State,
that advocating proportional representation is an attempt
to obtain more seats? In a way one can understand the
Liberal Democrats taking that view—there is a sort of
cynicism there, but it is an understandable one. Does he
also accept that in the heady days long ago when Lloyd
George had a big majority, he said that proportional
representation was
“a device for defeating democracy…bringing faddists of all kinds
into Parliament and…disintegrating parties”?

Then in 1931, Lloyd George changed his position, and
in an electoral reform Bill proposed the alternative vote.
Does the hon. Gentleman not see a little cynicism in
all this?

David Howarth: It comes as no great surprise that my
great leader Mr. Lloyd George was accused of cynicism
on occasions, but nevertheless there is equal cynicism in
the Conservative party, which argues for first past the
post solely because it gains such a disproportionate
advantage from it.

Mr. Tom Harris: The hon. Gentleman said earlier
that the STV system does away with the single-Member,
single-constituency link, but that is not quite true. The
Liberal Democrats have tabled new schedule 3, which
proposes new multi-Member constituencies. For instance,
under that proposal, my seat would be subsumed into a
seven-Member Glasgow seat with an electorate of 500,000.
Some of those Members would, of course, be from
minority parties. However, Argyll and Bute, with an
electorate of 68,000, would remain a single-Member
constituency, as would Orkney and Shetland, with an
electorate of 35,000. Can he tell the House to which party
the current Members for those constituencies belong?

David Howarth: Our proposal would do the same for
the Western Isles, which is held by the Scottish National
party. In any circumstances, there are certain geographical
limits to the size of a seat. That is why, in any preferential
system, there must be a range in the sizes of constituencies.
One can have bigger seats in urban areas while retaining
a sense of representing a geographical area than one
can in rural areas, especially the thinly populated marine
areas of the sort the hon. Gentleman mentioned. On
the whole, the proportionality of the STV system comes
from urban areas, because there are larger numbers of
Members in those seats. That has always been the case.
The proposal in 1916 was precisely that there should be
STV in the cities and AV in the countryside, so it is
not new.

Daniel Kawczynski rose—

Hugh Bayley (City of York) (Lab) rose—

David Howarth: I will give way to the hon. Gentlemen
later, but I want to make some progress—I have not
even started my speech yet.

Although new clause 88 is far from perfect, for reasons
that I will seek to explain, and although we will seek to
amend it radically, we will support it in the Lobby, at
least so that it is read a Second time. According to the
rather peculiar procedures of this Committee—compared,
for example, with local government—the only way one

can press an amendment to the new clause to a Division
is if the new clause is read a Second time.

Why are the Government proposing a referendum
between AV and first past the post, and not between the
latter and a more proportional system? To that extent, I
agree with what Conservative Members have been saying.

Mr. Oliver Heald (North-East Hertfordshire) (Con)
Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

David Howarth: In a second. Why have the Government
come to propose such reform so late in the day? It looks
like a manoeuvre to me—a death-bed conversion. In
Cambridge in 1997, I was obviously identified by the
Labour party as a Lib Dem voter—I was a Lib Dem
councillor, so I suppose I was rather easy to spot. I
received a targeted letter from the Labour candidate—all
parties send them—who expressed her undying support
for a referendum on electoral reform. She asked me to
vote tactically for her on the ground that a Labour
Government would deliver electoral reform, or at least
a referendum on it.

Mr. Frank Field: What did you do?

David Howarth: I did not believe her, and given that
13 years later, no referendum has happened, I am
inclined to the view that I was right not to do so. I
suspect that the reason why the Prime Minister has
come round to promoting a referendum again is precisely
so that Labour candidates can send out more of the
same kind of letters. This time, I suspect I will not be
the only one not to believe them.

Mr. Heald: After all these years of going on “Question
Time” and other programmes saying that the Liberal
Democrats want proportional representation, does it
not feel a bit odd to the hon. Gentleman to be arguing
for disproportional representation? Why are the Liberal
Democrats going to vote for something that Lord Jenkins
and so many other commentators have described as
unfair and disproportionate?

David Howarth: We will vote for amendment (b) to
Government new clause 88 so that the referendum is
between first past the post and a proportional system.
What will we do if that is defeated? Although the new
clause is a very small step in the right direction, there
are two truths. First, changing the electoral system is on
the political agenda, which is a big and important point
for us. Secondly, AV is a preferential system, which we
are in favour of. The system we support—STV—is a
preferential system, but it just happens to be proportional
as well.

Daniel Kawczynski: In my discussions with the Electoral
Commission, it has stated that it is possible to argue
that we already have so many different types of voting
systems that it causes confusion for certain people. In
addition, we have not sorted some of the concerns
about postal ballots. Is it not better to sort out and
rationalise some of those problems before we get on to
the subject of voting systems?

David Howarth: No. We should just get on with doing
the right thing, which is to move to a fairer electoral
system that is proportionate and preferential.

823 8249 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



Mr. Hayes: I hope that the hon. Gentleman will put
the answer to my question on the record once again,
because he may have made a slip of the tongue, and I
want to be fair to him—I am always fair, even to Liberal
Democrats. Is he making it clear tonight that the critical
thing for Liberal Democrats is that the system is preferential
and that he is not so concerned about proportionality?
We have heard from the Liberals for years about
proportionality, but in the end, when push comes to
shove, is proportionality less important to them than a
preferential system?

David Howarth: The hon. Gentleman exaggerates the
extent to which AV is disproportionate or worse than
first past the post—sometimes it is, but not always. As I
said a few moments ago, it is very difficult to predict the
effects of AV, because first-preference votes will change.
For us, it looks like progress, even if it is a small amount
of progress, because it is precisely what the hon. Gentleman
says: a preferential system. That is a small gain, but one
worth having.

Pete Wishart (Perth and North Perthshire) (SNP): I
note the hon. Gentleman’s pain and his great concerns
about voting with the Government for new clause 88. I
share that pain—my party will also very reluctantly
support the measure. In Scotland the hon. Gentleman’s
party is also reluctant to support a referendum on
Scottish independence, even though that has majority
support in Scotland. The proposed referendum on electoral
reform has no public support whatever. Why is he
against a referendum in Scotland and why will he not
allow the Scottish people a choice, yet he is prepared to
support a measure that nobody wants and a referendum
in which no one has shown any interest in voting?

David Howarth: I fear, Sir Alan, that if I stray into
that debate, I will be brought up short very quickly. The
holding of a referendum is not in itself a particularly
massive gain. I do not remember there being a referendum
to bring in first past the post—it is the starting point
simply because it is the status quo. There is a bias in
favour of it simply because it is there.

I should like to mention one thing about the Prime
Minister. I heard what the hon. and learned Member
for Beaconsfield said about the Prime Minister’s previous
views on electoral reform and I agree with the former’s
position. That is another reason why I suspect the
proposal is a manoeuvre. The hon. and learned Gentleman
referred to the diaries of Lord Ashdown. I appear in
those diaries, especially in volume 2, with a degree of
accuracy for which I would not entirely vouch. Nevertheless,
it was true at that time that the Prime Minister was seen
as a fundamental block to reform. But, as my hon.
Friend the Member for Somerton and Frome (Mr. Heath)
pointed out in the debate on the money resolution, the
question before us is not whether the proposal comes
from a cynical or a bad source, it is whether the idea
itself is worth supporting.

7.30 pm
It is true, however—I fully concede this—that AV has

a largenumberof disadvantages. It isnotveryproportionate.
It can be less proportionate, but proportionality is, for
us, an important measure. It does not seem to be an
important measure for the Conservatives when they
support first past the post, and I am glad to welcome
them to the camp of those who believe that proportionality
is an important aspect of fairness in an electoral system.

It is true that very few seats proportionally would
have changed hands under AV at the last election, if we
make certain assumptions about whether people would
have voted for their first preferences in the same way
and what their second preferences would have been. In
the end, however, there is one advantage to AV, which is
that it ends tactical voting. The hon. Member for Glasgow,
South (Mr. Harris) was of the view that Liberal Democrats
are the main beneficiaries of tactical voting—[Interruption.]
The hon. Gentleman says from a sedentary position
that AV formalises tactical voting. What it does is end
the need for tactical voting because people can vote in
their real order of preference and do not have to guess
about a situation in which they are voting for their
fourth choice in order to keep out their fifth choice.
That is an enormous advance for the legitimacy of the
electoral system, because people are expressing their
real political views in a way that they have not done for
many decades.

Mr. Cash: The hon. Gentleman referred to the Paddy
Ashdown diaries. To take forward my point about cynicism
and tactical voting, would he be interested to know that
from C. P. Scott’s diaries it is clear that in his discussions
with Lloyd George in 1931, the object of the exercise
was a deal to create a Lib-Lab pact for two years
from 1931?

David Howarth: I can assure the hon. Gentleman that
there is no such pact now.

The AV system is not proportionate, it does not allow
a choice of candidates between members of the same
party, and it still allows safe seats. Those, for us, are
major disadvantages. STV, the system that we propose
in amendment (b), solves all those problems. STV is
simply AV in multi-member constituencies, but it is far
more proportionate. The results overall from Northern
Ireland, for example, show a very high degree of
proportionality, even in seats with four or five members.
The Scottish local government version is less proportionate.
That is because it uses smaller seats with smaller numbers
of members. In practice, across the whole country, if
there were constituencies with between one and six
members, the result would be a very high degree of
proportionality.

What is the advantage of proportionality? That is at
the heart of the debate about whether we should move
to a proportional system, as opposed to AV, and at the
heart of the problem of legitimacy. That is why the
Secretary of State was right to mention legitimacy. It is
not a peripheral issue. The real problem with our politics
is that this place is politically unrepresentative. It is so
unlike the politics of the country that people do not
recognise it. People here do not think so, but they
wouldn’t, would they?

The situation is like that before the Reform Act
of 1832. The Members in that Parliament thought they
were perfectly representative and there was no reason
for reform. But we cannot go on with a political system
under which unpopular Governments are elected by a
little more than a third of those voting and push through
policies that two thirds of those voting have just voted
against. The Governments of this country—all of them—
are unpopular the day they are elected.

Mr. Winnick: The hon. Gentleman referred to the
Great Reform Act, when there was great agitation to
end the corruption that existed at the time. Although
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there can be endless debates about our system, which he
considers to be illegitimate, where is that agitation in the
country? I support the amendment proposed by my
right hon. Friend the Secretary of State, but to compare
the situation around 1830 to bring about change with
the current situation is farcical. There is no overwhelming
wish for a change among the electorate. They may wish
it, but it has not expressed itself in any way, and it is
doubtful whether many letters are received by the hon.
Gentleman on that matter.

David Howarth: The sentiment is expressed through a
disaffection with politics and a hatred of politicians. To
see the effects of that, we must go back to what happened
after the start of the Iraq war. Millions marched and
then said, “But the politicians paid no attention to us.”
That is where the danger is for our politics as it is
currently set up.

Mr. Jeremy Browne: Is not the crucial change this:
that in the 1950s the combined Labour-Conservative
vote rose as high as 97 or 98 per cent. of the electorate.
In those circumstances, one can see that a system designed
for two parties may give an outcome that broadly
reflects public opinion. At the last general election, the
combined Labour-Conservative vote fell below 70 per
cent. for the first time since the second world war. In the
European elections last year, admittedly on a different
electoral system, the combined Labour-Conservative
vote for the first time fell below 50 per cent. In other
words, more people did not vote for what used to be
called the main parties than did. Under those circumstances,
it is becoming increasingly difficult for either Labour or
Conservative MPs to make a compelling case for an
electoral system that rewards with absolute power parties
that can command the support of only about a third of
the electorate.

David Howarth: That is a very good point.

Mark Lazarowicz: With respect, it is not a good point
at all. The first-past-the-post system was not good at
representing the view of the electorate. In 1951 the
Labour party received the votes of a higher proportion
of the electorate than it ever had, yet we lost the
election to the Conservatives. The system was not fair
even in those days.

David Howarth: The hon. Gentleman is right. First
past the post did not work even in its own terms. The
one thing that is said about it is that it allows electorates
to throw Governments out. One often hears that argument,
but even that is not true. In the last eight elections since
October 1974, on six occasions the majority of those
voting have voted to kick the Government out, yet
found on the day after the election that the same
Government were still in office. A proportional system
cannot have a worse record than that.

Mr. Alan Reid (Argyll and Bute) (LD): My hon.
Friend is right to highlight the fact that the first-past-
the-post system does not work even in its own terms. I
can give the example of February 1974, when Ted
Heath went to the country and said, “Back me or sack
me.” Under the terms of the first-past-the-post system,
more of the electorate voted for him than for any other
party, but he still ended up sacked.

David Howarth: So the argument works the other way
round as well.

The Secretary of State made an important and serious
point about the function of general elections. It is a
point that I should deal with before concluding. He said
that in elections for electing an Executive, it was important
to have a decisive system, whereas in elections for a
more representative body which was not involved in
Executive decisions, a less decisive, more proportional
system was appropriate. That is the heart of the
problem—we cannot carry on with the myth that a
general election is about electing a Government from
parties competing on the basis of their manifestos and
then claiming a mandate to govern. That is fine when
the winning party has 45 or 50 per cent. of the vote, but
it makes little sense to anyone when the winning party
has 35 per cent. of the vote. That is even laying aside the
fact—obvious to everyone in politics—that no one outside
the political bubble reads manifestos. There is no mandate.
The mandate to govern that the current Government
claim, on the basis of their majority in this House, is
illusory, and the public know that.

Mr. Tom Harris: Why is the current system so much
less democratic than a proportional system in which, as
soon as the polls close, the parties meet behind closed
doors and start trading off the manifesto commitments
on which their parties have just won the election?

David Howarth: The hon. Gentleman demonstrates
the obvious fault that I mentioned—the parties did not
win the support of the public on the basis of their
manifestos, because no one reads the manifestos in the
first place. It is a myth. What happens in countries with
proportional systems is that, yes, the parties get together
to try to create a Government with majority support—and
that has some chance of having the moral authority to
govern. We do not have Governments with that moral
authority now.

Mr. Howard: In the light of what the hon. Gentleman
says, will he give us an assurance that the Liberal
Democrats will not produce a manifesto for the forthcoming
general election?

David Howarth: I wish that I could give that assurance.
Manifestos are mainly for internal consumption—
[Interruption.] That is the reality that people do not
seem to be willing to accept. Manifestos also lay out for
the civil service the likely programme of a party. However,
we must get away from these myths if we are to win
back the trust of the public.

Dr. Tony Wright (Cannock Chase) (Lab): I am enjoying
the hon. Gentleman’s remarks, and agreeing with much
of what he says, but is not the fundamental point that
unless we decide what the electoral system is for—and
different societies make it for different things—we will
never agree on which form is right? If we want a rough
and ready way to find a representative or to see a
Government emerge, we will probably think that first
past the post or an AV gloss is all right. If we think that
its function is to match votes to representatives, we will
prefer a proportional approach. Until we decide the
fundamental question of what we want our electoral
system to do, we will just go on reciting our favourite
nostrums.
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David Howarth: That is the central point, and that is
why the Secretary of State was right to raise the point
about what we are elected to this House to do. I do not
think that we are electing an Executive: we are electing a
representative legislature. That is a fundamental point
that divides people. However, even if we were electing
an Executive, first past the post does that very badly in a
multi-party system, and results in Governments who
are so lacking in legitimacy that we should revise our
opinions of first past the post even in that case.

7.45 pm

Daniel Kawczynski: The hon. Gentleman talks
passionately about proportional representation, but he
knows that we do not have a history of grand coalitions
between the two major parties. If we had more proportional
representation, the Liberal Democrats, with a relatively
small number of votes, would always be in government.

David Howarth: I do not consider more than a fifth of
the vote to be a small number of votes. It does not
follow that a party in second or third place is automatically
in government. The hon. Gentleman says that we do
not have a tradition of grand coalitions, but that is
because we have first past the post. Under a different
system, we would have a grand coalition fairly often,
because of the similarity of view on many subjects
between the two parties.

Paul Holmes (Chesterfield) (LD): Does my hon. Friend
share my view about the parochial nature of much of
the debate from the Conservatives and from many
Labour Members? They imply that the world would fall
in if we had an electoral system in which the votes cast
actually resulted in proportional representation. Last
year, I talked to Labour MPs from New Zealand, where
they have switched from first past the post to STV, and
they said that it worked fine. Denmark, Holland, Sweden,
Norway and Germany are prosperous societies with
successful Governments, and they all use proportional
representation. What is the problem?

David Howarth: My hon. Friend is right that the
debate here is often extraordinarily parochial. The idea
that one can point to individual countries—Italy versus
Germany, for example—to prove one way or the other
that a system does not work is very simplistic. Looked
at more broadly, no obvious objection to a more
proportional system can be drawn from international
comparisons. However, we need to look at the political
situation in this country now, and how changing the
electoral system could give our Governments more
legitimacy than they have had for many years.

Mr. Wilshire: It is a myth that we do not have grand
coalitions in this country. What a first-past-the-post
system does is create the coalitions before an election.
The Conservative party certainly has two wings, as has
the Labour party, and the Liberal Democrats have the
Liberals and the Social Democrats. Are not those coalitions?

David Howarth: The hon. Gentleman’s argument is
more on my side than on his. As we already have
coalitions within parties, would it not be better to make
that more explicit and have a political system in which
the public can see the different political views that are
being put into the formation of a Government?

The amendments that we propose fall into two groups.
Some are associated with amendment (a) and have to
do with the date of the proposed referendum. The other
set of amendments comes under the rubric of
amendment (b), which is all about the topic that we
have been discussing so far—whether the referendum
should be between AV and first past the post or STV
and first past the post. Amendment (b) proposes STV
instead of AV. It is an argument for an STV referendum
that those of us who are prepared to vote for an AV
referendum tonight are not entirely enthusiastic about
it. Would it not be better to have a referendum between
first past the post, which has some enthusiasts here, and
a different electoral system, which has many enthusiasts
here? A referendum between two competing views that
have enthusiasm behind them is likely to have a higher
turnout and engage the public more than a referendum
in which that is not the case.

The Government have to decide whether they really
want to have this referendum or whether this is, as other
hon. Members have implied, simply an exercise in gesture
politics or even a case of setting up an opportunity to
send out target letters. If the Government were really
serious about the proposal, they would be setting it up
so that an incoming Conservative Government could
only reverse the duty to have a referendum by a full Act
of Parliament. New clause 88 means that it will be
possible for an incoming Government simply to propose
the necessary statutory instrument and then defeat it
using their majority. At that point, the entire duty to
hold a referendum disappears.

By having the date of the referendum way into next
year, it is possible to remove the duty to have a referendum
by using the Parliament Act, without having a majority
in both Houses. The effect of amendment (a) would be
to change the date by which there must be a referendum
to May next year, so that, because of how the Parliament
Act works, inevitably it would be less than 13 months
from the Second Reading of any repeal Bill. A repeal
Bill could not, therefore, be forced through using the
Parliament Act.

This is a test for the Government. I admit that on
amendment (b), on which I would very much like to
divide the Committee, there seems to be an obvious
political difference about which electoral system to
adopt and put into the referendum—AV or STV. There
are clear differences of view on that. However,
amendment (a) is about a different issue, on which I
would also like to divide the Committee, if the opportunity
arises. It is about whether the Government really are
serious about this or just playing games. I very much
hope that they are not playing games and that this is a
serious proposal.

Martin Linton: It is a pleasure to follow the hon.
Member for Cambridge (David Howarth). I shall be
considerably briefer than him, even if it means taking
fewer interventions.

I would like to give an unreserved welcome to
Government new clause 88. Some months earlier, I
tabled new clause 32, with the support of my hon. Friends
the Members for West Bromwich, East (Mr. Watson)
and for Reading, West (Martin Salter), and 25 other
hon. Members, and I think that we are entitled to say
that we prompted and prodded the Government to
table their new clause 88. That is not to say that the two

829 8309 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



[Martin Linton]

new clauses are identical—ours, I think, is superior in a
couple of respects—but if either is passed tonight, we
will be content.

New clause 32 calls for a shift to AV. It recognises that
that represents only a small change from a system of
x-voting to 1-2-3 voting, but I do not underestimate the
difficulty of getting even that small change agreed.
After all, there has not been a change in the voting
system for more than 100 years. Like a tractor stuck in
the mud, it requires a huge effort to move it just a few
inches, because we have to overcome the forces of
inertia, which we have heard plenty of tonight. I therefore
thank my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State, the
Minister of State, Ministry of Justice, my right hon.
Friend the Member for North Swindon (Mr. Wills), and
the Prime Minister for tabling the new clause.

I shall address the arguments and comments of the
official Opposition. Often when I hear them barracking
Labour Members, I know that they do not have any
rational arguments. Their motto seems to be, “When in
doubt, shout.” The hon. Member for Shrewsbury and
Atcham (Daniel Kawczynski), who has left his seat, has
tabled an amendment entitled, “Simple majority voting”.
First past the post might sometimes be called the
majoritarian system, but it is the system that we are now
trying to introduce—the AV system—that is the true
majoritarian system, under which the winner must have
majority support. What can be wrong with that?

First past the post is like tossing a coin, in that it only
really works when there are just two candidates. That is
why it usually works for presidential elections in the
States, where there are rules that make it very hard to
have a third candidate on the ballot paper. Arguably, it
worked reasonably well in this country until about
100 years ago, when there were usually two candidates
per seat, but the moment there are three candidates, it
becomes a lottery. We need only look at a classic example
in Northern Ireland that I was discussing with my hon.
Friend the Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan). In seats
where the Unionists and nationalists are evenly divided,
if two Unionists and one nationalist stand, the nationalist
is elected, and if two nationalists and one Unionist
stand, the Unionist gets in. It is not how people vote,
but who stands, that decides the result.

Mr. Cash: Will the hon. Gentleman, who is advancing
his case for AV, recall that I made the following point to
the Justice Secretary, which he did not seem to understand?
Under the AV system, where a majority of 50 per cent.
is the criterion for deciding whether a person gets a seat,
it does not necessarily follow, as all the constitutional
authorities state, that it will translate into an overall
majority in the House of Commons. The crucial point
about changing the electoral system is that, if the 50 per
cent. rule were to apply, it should apply not only to
seats, but to Parliament and therefore Government.
That at least would make some kind of sense.

Martin Linton: I am enjoying listening to Conservative
Members preaching proportionality to the rest of the
Committee. As I understand it, they do not believe in
proportionality. What the hon. Gentleman says is perfectly
true: AV is perfectly fair in constituencies, but does not
guarantee that the same will be true across the nation.

However, it is a more proportional system than first
past the post. There have been elections in which it has
been less proportional, but all the studies have shown
that overall it is more proportional. Most of all, however,
proportionality is the wrong yardstick, because AV
does not claim to be proportional to people’s first
preference; it claims to be proportional to people’s first,
second and other preferences. As an expression of what
people want, it is far more accurate than first past
the post.

I was talking about the system in Northern Ireland
where results depend so much on which candidates
stand for election. I do not know whether there is any
truth in the apocryphal story of candidates being
kneecapped on their way to present their nomination
papers, but it makes sense, because of the distortion
that first past the post brings to the system. Of course,
that happens in Britain too. We have often heard the
Conservatives blaming the UK Independence party for
splitting their vote, and of course I believe that Labour
would have been in power for most of the previous
century if it had not been for the Liberals splitting the
progressive vote.[HON. MEMBERS: “You split our vote!”]
I was expecting that retort.

We can agree, however, that that has created a massive
amount of tactical voting in the system—people know
that their first choice has no chance, so they vote for
their second choice. People are already using their own
alternative vote, therefore, only they have to do it by
guess work. The Leader of the official Opposition
reacted to our proposals with what, to my mind, was
sheer bluster. He called AV a crazy and ridiculous
system, omitting to mention that it was the system that
his party used to elect him, the system that every party
uses to elect their leaders, candidates and committees,
the system that elected Boris Johnson Mayor of London—
with the minor difference that voters had only a first
and second choice—and the system used to elect every
other mayor. We have never heard any complaints about
it before. It is also the system used in Australia and
France, although there, of course, they do it over two
rounds, and as the newly elected Glasgow MP, my hon.
Friend the Member for Glasgow, North-East (Mr. Bain),
pointed out, the system is used in precisely this form in
Scottish council by-elections.

Mr. Wilshire: The hon. Gentleman mentioned Australia,
and I am fairly certain that it was there that somebody
managed, under an AV system, to get 6 per cent. of first
preference votes and get elected. Is that a system that
commends itself to him?

Martin Linton: Of course, that could also be true
under first past the post, but with one difference. I can
think of a first-past-the-post election, although not in
this country, in which somebody was elected with less
than 6 per cent. The difference is that, if that freak
result happened under the AV system, the result would
depend on the second choices given to the other candidates,
so somebody would not be elected simply with 6 per
cent. of the vote.

Mr. Wilshire: Will the hon. Gentleman give way on
that point?

Martin Linton: I must resist that, because I fear that
we are going to go down a side issue.

831 8329 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



Mr. Wilshire: I am puzzled by what the hon. Gentleman
has said.

Martin Linton: I give way.

Mr. Wilshire: I am most grateful. The hon. Gentleman
claimed that under the first-past-the-post system, someone
who gets 6 per cent. of the vote can be elected. I am
puzzled. Could he explain how, with just 6 per cent. of
the vote, under the first-past-the-post system, someone
could win?

8 pm
Martin Linton: I am more than happy to explain for

the hon. Gentleman’s sake. We have never had any MP
elected on 6 per cent. in this country, but plenty of
Members of the current House of Commons were
elected on less than a third of the vote, and one was
elected not so long ago on just over a quarter. Why are
we frightened of the simple majoritarian principle that
MPs should have majority support?

Some of my colleagues in Scotland complain about
the systems used in the Scottish Parliament and Scottish
council elections, but AV has nothing to do with those
systems. AV is not proportional representation; it is just
1-2-3 voting. It keeps the constituency link, it is no
more likely to lead to hung Parliaments and it makes it
even more difficult for extreme parties to get elected,
because they need majority support. AV is also proportional
to what voters want, because it looks at their first and
second choices, and it does not lead to the danger of
having MPs elected with only a third or a quarter of the
vote.

I would invite any colleague to find a voter who
objects to being given a second choice. On the contrary,
the public seem to love it. For instance, “The X Factor”
is a long, drawn-out version, over several weeks and
several rounds, of a preferential system. Indeed, if “The
X Factor” had been run on first past the post, the
Jedward twins would have won, because they came top
in the first round, albeit admittedly with only 10 per
cent. That would have been a travesty—not only a
musical travesty, but a democratic travesty, because they
got only 10 per cent. of the vote.

The reason we are frightened of a system that gives us
simple majoritarian rule is that we are all transfixed by
calculations of party advantage. We are not just asking,
“Will AV be good for the voter or fairer?”; we are
asking, “Will AV help me?” I should point out that
there are two very different ways of calculating what
would happen under a different voting system. First,
there is the static analysis, whereby past elections are
rerun, assuming that people would vote the same way,
even with a different system of toting up their votes. I
am sure that we have all seen those analyses. However, I
shall not rehearse them here, because they do not help
us at all.

Then there are the dynamic analyses, where we look
at what happens under different systems or in different
elections in different countries. I have spent a fair amount
of time writing about elections—mainly in newspapers,
but sometimes in books—and I would caution hon.
Members very much against believing the static analysis
of what would happen. AV is a different ball game, and
how people would vote would change quite a bit. Candidates
with a strong tactical vote could find their first-choice
vote unravelling, because there is no point in voting
tactically under AV.

Simply putting someone’s results at the last election
through an algorithm does not tell us what will happen.
What we should look at is the dynamic analysis. Let us
look at the elections held under AV—mayoral elections,
Australian or French elections, or Scottish council
by-elections. In all those elections, it is impossible to see
any particular advantage to any party. The only clear
advantage is to the voter, who gets a clearer choice.
What happens in AV elections is that candidates and
parties act in a slightly different way, paying more
attention to the other people’s second choices, and that
is surely no bad thing. Under AV, it is no good being a
Marmite candidate—one whom the minority loves, but
the majority hates. Candidates need more of a rainbow
appeal. Frankly, when we look at the history of British
elections over the past 20 years, is that not the lesson
that we should learn from our electoral system?

Mr. Hayes: The hon. Gentleman said that the only
people who had an advantage under an AV system were
the voters. That is not strictly true, is it? The other
advantage is felt by very small and often quite extreme
political parties, which are peculiarly disadvantaged by
the first-past-the-post system. [Interruption.] It is true.
The first-past-the-post system is not entirely fair to
those parties, and that is one of its virtues, not one of
its vices.

Martin Linton: If that is a virtue of the first-past-the-post
system, it must be an even greater virtue of the alternative
vote system, because small, extreme parties would need
to have the support of a majority of a constituency—albeit
on second or third preferences—which would make it
more difficult for them to be elected. However, the
result would be closer to what people actually want.

Tom Levitt (High Peak) (Lab): The other people who
would benefit from AV are all the Members of this
House. Everyone would then be able to say, “I have the
conditional or actual support of more than 50 per cent.
of my electorate, and that gives me greater authority.”
In my three elections, that has happened to me only
once, and unfortunately only one in three Members can
say that it happened to them at the last election.

Martin Linton: Indeed. As they were speaking earlier,
I looked up many of the Members taking part in this
evening’s debate, and I found that, with some notable
exceptions, very few of them have more than 50 per
cent. However, new clause 88 is important not just
because a 2015 election might be fought on AV, but
because the 2010 election might be fought at least partly
on that issue. I want to be able to tell the voters who
support change in the voting system—there are a lot in
my constituency, even if there are not many in those of
some other Members present—that I will vote for a
referendum, and that I will vote for change in that
referendum.

Dr. Alan Whitehead (Southampton, Test) (Lab): I
have listened to my hon. Friend’s analysis of AV carefully.
Would he also care to reflect on one of the other
advantages of AV, which is that, under such a system,
the battle in any election does not necessarily coalesce
around 70 or 80 key seats? People’s votes count for a lot
more, and therefore the contest is much more widespread,
particularly under the dynamic analysis that he has
presented. That means that a party wanting to put large
amounts of money into a small number of seats might
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be disadvantaged. That would be a much fairer result
for the British electorate, rather than having people
using large amounts of money to buy the votes of a
small number of people in a small number of seats.

Martin Linton: That is true. Although it would not
have the same effect as a totally proportional system,
AV would push elections in the direction of being more
sensitive not just to the core voters of a particular party,
but to the electorate in each constituency. That would
focus politicians’ minds on winning over the second
preferences from other parties. That is a good discipline,
and one that, at this moment in Parliament’s history,
would not go amiss.

I want AV to be an issue at the next election, so that I
can make it clear to people in my constituency who
want change that I will support it, and so that the
referendum will happen. That will expose the shallowness
of the Conservative commitment to change. There is
little in this country in such obvious need of change as
the voting system, and if the Conservatives oppose
change, they will lose any credibility as a party of
change. What is wrong with giving voters a choice in a
referendum? What is wrong with expecting MPs to be
backed by a majority of their voters? What is wrong
with allowing voters to express a second preference?
What is wrong with putting a bit more choice in the
hands of the voter? The Opposition do not have any
answers to any of those questions.

What we are debating is a small step, but frankly we
owe it to the voters. Whether we are personally involved
in the expenses scandal or not, this Parliament has
shaken the voters’ faith in us. We have been shown up to
be acting in our own interests, rather than in the interests
of our constituents. Here is a classic case where we can
improve the voting system—from the voters’ point of
view, not from ours. That is the very least that we can do
to help to restore the voters’ trust in the democratic
system.

Sir Patrick Cormack: I will not attempt to follow the
hon. Member for Battersea (Martin Linton) in detail. I
want to make a brief speech, because I know that many
colleagues wish to take part in the debate.

I want to make just a few points. First, I regret the
fact that time is being spent on this proposal, because
there is absolutely no chance of its reaching the statute
book. We all know that, and that includes the Government.
We are wasting parliamentary time, as this Parliament
ebbs out to a rather inglorious close. Those who would
like us to be properly debating the subject of this
afternoon’s statement—after-hours doctors services—or
the issue of higher education cuts will see this as yet
another example of parliamentary navel gazing. There
is no public demand for this change. We are debating it
for one reason only. That is that the Prime Minister feels
that there is likely to be a hung Parliament—I am not
saying that I agree with him—and he is offering an olive
branch to another party, which he thinks might help to
sustain him in office. It is cynical and as simple as that.

I shall not be contesting the next general election. I
shall miss this place greatly. I have always had the great
advantage of being returned with over 50 per cent. of
the vote, and I believe that those of us who have always

been in that position have a case to answer. However,
the answer is most certainly not AV. If I go to vote—I
dare say that this applies to most people in the Chamber
tonight—I do not wish to vote for a second preference
candidate. I know whom I want to vote for, and if that
person and that party were eliminated, I should want
time to reflect.

That is why the only other system that I would
contemplate—although I am very happy with the status
quo—is the one that was advanced in a brief but telling
speech by the right hon. Member for Birkenhead
(Mr. Field). The two-round election is a simple system,
and it has a degree of fairness about it. If a Conservative
voter went to the polls and found that the Conservative
candidate was not in the first two, there would be time
for that voter to reflect on the track record of those who
remained, on their affinity with the local community,
and on their views on issues that were perhaps not
political but moral in nature. The voter could weigh up
all those factors and cast their vote accordingly for one
of the two candidates and, at the end of the day, one
candidate would emerge with over 50 per cent. of the
vote. I know that, under that system, there can very
occasionally be a tie, but the right hon. Gentleman
looks after that eventuality in his amendment.

Chris Huhne: I fail to see the advantage of the system
that the hon. Gentleman and the right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Mr. Field) are proposing, compared with
the alternative vote. After all, under the alternative vote
system, all the factors that the hon. Gentleman has just
described are available to the voter in the run-up to an
election. He was telling us earlier how important it is to
save public money, yet he now seems to be suggesting
doubling the cost of general elections by having two
rounds.

Sir Patrick Cormack: I was very careful to say that I
preferred the status quo, but if there were to be a
change, this is the one system that would commend
itself to many people. I have said this over many years in
the House, in articles and elsewhere, so there is no
question of my changing my mind.

My greatest objection to the AV system is that the
voter has to state preferences when they really want to
vote for a particular individual and, often, a particular
party. They do not want to be asked for a second
preference after they have cast their vote. I also find
compelling the argument that there is a real danger of
giving disproportionate power and influence to those
who vote for fringe candidates. In his intervention, my
hon. Friend the Member for South Holland and The
Deepings (Mr. Hayes) was either too sensitive or, unkind
people might say, too mealy-mouthed to mention the
British National party, but AV has the potential to give
influence to those who vote for zany parties, for silly
minority parties and for downright evil minority parties.
That is something that we have to take into account.

Mr. Roger Godsiff (Birmingham, Sparkbrook and
Small Heath) (Lab): Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Sir Patrick Cormack: I will, but I am anxious that
everyone should get in, and I am conscious of the time.

Mr. Godsiff: The hon. Gentleman said that the AV
system forced people to cast their votes in order of
preference. With great respect, that is not true. Under
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AV, a voter may cast a single vote for one candidate.
Their vote would not be invalid if they did not mark the
rest of their ballot paper with second, third, fourth or
fifth preferences.

8.15 pm

Sir Patrick Cormack: I concede that point. One does
not have to express further preferences.

My other point is still valid, however. The Government
have introduced this measure for rather shabby reasons,
which were brilliantly exposed by my hon. and learned
Friend the Member for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) in his
very entertaining opening speech. I do not believe that
the hearts of the Lord High Chancellor and the Minister
of State, Ministry of Justice, the right hon. Member for
North Swindon (Mr. Wills)—an effective and agreeable
Minister who, sadly, is not standing again—are in this.
They are going through the motions because they feel
obliged to do so. They are doing this with a reasonable
degree of compliance because they know that, at the
end of the day, these measures are not going to become
law. The timetable makes that impossible. We were
originally going to have four days in which to discuss
the Bill; we are now on the sixth, and there will be at
least one more. Then, it will have to go to another place,
and because certain parts of the Bill have not been
debated at all in this place, there will be a need for
further thorough scrutiny and debate.

This is therefore a cynical exercise, which is taking
Parliament’s eye off the ball on which it should be
focused—namely, the great national and international
affairs of the day. As I said when we debated the money
resolution earlier, this is another example of the Government
treating this place with contempt and pretending to be
the servant of democracy. They are not. There is no
perfect system, but the one that we have at the moment
is infinitely better than the one that is being proposed.
The only other system worthy of consideration is the
one that is the subject of the amendment tabled by the
right hon. Member for Birkenhead.

Mr. Godsiff: Although this is hardly the dominant
issue on the doorstep or in the pubs and clubs, I
welcome the Government’s commitment to holding a
referendum on the alternative vote system. I have no
problem with the concept of referendums. We had one
on EU membership in the 1970s, one in Scotland on the
setting up of the Scottish Parliament, and one in Wales
on the setting up of the Welsh Assembly. We should
also have had one on the Lisbon treaty, and I voted for
such a referendum in the House, unlike my friends on
the Liberal Benches who were split three ways: some
were for, some were against, and some did not know.

I am not in favour of the concept of proportional
representation, because it results in minority parties
being able to determine who will govern, and extracting
their price accordingly. We have only to look at the most
purist example of PR—the Israeli Parliament—to see
the consequences of purist PR. I have always supported
the alternative vote system because it is not PR but an
improved version of the first-past-the-post system. I am
somewhat surprised that those who argue strongly for
the first-past-the-post system—of which I am also a
supporter—cannot see that AV represents an improvement
on it while retaining the constituency link.

The essence of the alternative vote system is that the
winning candidate has to get 50 per cent. plus one vote.
As a number of Members have said, what can be wrong
with that, when only a third of right hon. and hon.
Members were elected by more than 50 per cent. of the
electors in their constituencies? It also means that electors
who support minority parties, particularly in so-called
safe seats, can exercise their choice without feeling that
their votes are wasted. As I said to my good friend, the
hon. Member for South Staffordshire (Sir Patrick
Cormack), it allows them to have a second, third or
fourth choice—depending on how many candidates
there are on the ballot paper. What it does not do is
force people to vote more than once. If people wish to
cast only one vote for one candidate, they can do so and
their vote is not invalidated. If they choose to vote for a
minority candidate—as some would say, to vote with
their hearts first of all—they will also have a second
choice to vote with their heads afterwards.

Mr. Hayes: I am glad that the hon. Gentleman has
acknowledged that point, which was rejected in my
earlier intervention. He is right that black-hearted supporters
of small parties would have at least greater influence, if
not greater power. Surely, he would recognise that that
is a bad thing, not a good thing, for our democracy.

Mr. Godsiff: Somebody once said that democracy is a
very bad form of government, but all the others are so
much worse. Democracy means that the elector has the
right to choose whatever candidate they want to vote
for. The party they vote for is their choice. In a democratic
society, unless a party is not proscribed from standing,
candidates belonging to that party are entitled to have
their names on the ballot paper so that people can vote
for them. That is called democracy.

Pete Wishart: Will the hon. Gentleman concede that
AV actually works against smaller parties? It is almost
impossible for a UKIP or, say, a Green candidate to
secure 50 per cent. of the vote in an individual constituency,
but they might just sneak in with 27 or 28 per cent. in a
normal first-past-the-post election. AV is not going to
help smaller parties to get parliamentary representation
in any way.

Mr. Godsiff: I did not suggest that it did. I was
arguing for the virtues of an alternative vote system as
an improved version of first-past-the-post. My good
friend is arguing for a totally different system, which he
is perfectly entitled to do, that he feels is more favourable
to smaller parties. I understand his argument, but I am
arguing for the alternative vote system because I believe
it embodies the best aspects of first past the post, but
also builds on and improves it. That is why I intend to
support what I believe will be a sensible change.

Let me start to conclude by responding to some of
the comments made about the Jenkins report. It has
been said tonight in rather reverential terms, as though
the departed Lord Jenkins was a totally unbiased and
disinterested individual with no vested interests whatever
in the single transferable vote top-up system that he
proposed. It needs to be put on the record that Lord Jenkins
was an outstanding and distinguished parliamentarian:
he was Home Secretary and Chancellor of the Exchequer
in the 1960s Labour Government; he was Home Secretary
in the 1974 Labour Government; he was the Labour
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nominee for President of the European Union; and he
was a founder member of the Social Democratic party,
which was set up, in his own words, to “break the mould”
of politics and destroy the Labour party. He was elected
to this place as an SDP Member; he then became a
distinguished member of the Liberal-SDP pact.

Mark Lazarowicz: Before my hon. Friend goes too
far in suggesting that the Jenkins commission was a
personal exercise by Lord Jenkins who put forward
nothing but his own interest, I am sure that he would
accept that it was a commission of all parties, including
Baroness Gould, who was a Labour party organiser
herself. I do not think that one should suggest that this
was a Jenkins-only commission; it was a broad-based
commission receiving broad support, as reflected in the
submissions made to it.

Mr. Godsiff: I hear what my hon. Friend says, but the
fact of the matter is that this is always cited as “the
Jenkins report” and Lord Jenkins was the father of it as
chairman of the commission. It is therefore right to
point out, as I had started to do, that although he was a
great and distinguished parliamentarian, he was hardly
disinterested in the system that was proposed.

As many other Members have said, there is no perfect
electoral system: all have their flaws; all have their
benefits. I really believe, however, that the first-past-the-post
system, as improved by AV, is a good system. It is one
that the Australians use and it has served that country
well. It has reflected the majority viewpoint of the
Australian electorate ever since it was introduced. I very
much welcome the Government’s proposal this evening,
which will at least allow the people of this country to
pass judgment on whether they think it is a good or a
bad thing.

Mr. Howard: Last week, Lord Turnbull, who knows
the Prime Minister particularly well, having served as
his permanent secretary at the Treasury for four years,
delivered his verdict on the Personal Care at Home Bill.
He said in the other place that it was
“a classic Gordon Brown dividing line. It is not drawn on merits
but has been chosen to set a trap for the Opposition”.—[Official
Report, House of Lords, 1 February 2010; Vol. 717, c. 67.]

That was a devastating indictment of the Prime Minister
from a former Cabinet Secretary who did not choose
those words lightly. Exactly the same verdict applies to
the measure before us this evening.

At Prime Minister’s questions last week, my right
hon. Friend the Leader of the Opposition brilliantly
exposed the cynicism of the Prime Minister’s deathbed
conversion to electoral reform. According to the previous
Prime Minister, whenever a previous attempt was made
when he was in office to reach agreement with the
Liberal Democrats in order to introduce electoral reform,
the present Prime Minister was what Mr. Blair described
as the “primary block”.

Later last week, the Prime Minister told the Liaison
Committee that it was not possible to introduce reform
in 1998 because there was no consensus, but the reason
why there was no consensus at that time was that the
Prime Minister himself blocked it. No one should be
under any misapprehension about the Prime Minister’s
motives in bringing forward this measure today. As

Lord Turnbull said, it has nothing to do with the
“merits” of the case as its only purpose is to “set a trap”
for the Opposition.

Let me turn to the merits. When it comes to electoral
systems, a clear choice is available. On the one hand, we
can choose a system that conforms to some abstract
notion of “fairness”—a concept that should perhaps be
placed in inverted commas in this context, because of
its many disadvantages. On the other hand, we can
choose a system that is likely to deliver effective government
provided by a single majority party. We cannot have
both and we cannot have perfection.

It is possible to have a system that is perfectly
proportional—a system that gives parties a proportion
of seats in Parliament that corresponds exactly to the
proportion of votes that they obtained at the preceding
election. Thirty per cent. of the votes will give a party
30 per cent. of the seats; 5 per cent. of the votes will give
it 5 per cent. of the seats, and so on. That is the system
that is closest to the abstract notion of fairness that I
described earlier, and it is the system that corresponds
most closely to the needs of proportionality, which the
hon. Member for Cambridge (David Howarth) has said
is at the heart of the debate.

Here are some of the disadvantages of that system.
First, it is completely inconsistent with any kind of
constituency link—it is impossible to combine a
constituency link with perfect proportional representation.
Secondly, every Member elected under such a system
must be elected on the basis of a party nomination, so
the influence of the party at the expense of the individual
Member of Parliament is immeasurably increased. That
is not a consequence that would necessarily gain unanimous
or even majority support in the House of Commons or
beyond.

Thirdly, when such a system is in force, it tends to
give wholly disproportionate influence to small, often
extremist parties. As the hon. Member for Birmingham,
Sparkbrook and Small Heath (Mr. Godsiff) has pointed
out, the state of Israel has exactly that system. Its
Government, throughout their existence, have been
bedevilled by the influence of small and extremist parties,
and I do not think it an example that we should follow.

Chris Huhne rose—

David Howarth rose—

Mr. Howard: I will give way. The hon. Gentlemen had
better decide between them who should go first.

David Howarth: I will go first.
The right hon. and learned Gentleman has said that

it is difficult, or even impossible, for independent Members
to be elected under proportional systems. That is entirely
untrue of the single transferable vote. The Irish experience
has been that it is quite straightforward for independent
Members to be elected, even independent Members
who have rebelled against their parties.

8.30 pm

Mr. Howard: The single transferable vote is not perfectly
proportional. I am talking about a system which exists
in other countries, and which represents exactly the
concept of fairness and proportionality on which the
Liberal Democrats place so much emphasis. I shall say
more about that shortly.
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The fourth disadvantage of such a system is that the
formation of a Government under it is almost always a
protracted process involving backroom deals behind
closed doors. During those negotiations, manifesto promises
made by parties are jettisoned—as we have just heard,
the Liberal Democrats do not think that that matters at
all—so that it becomes extremely difficult, if not impossible,
to identify anything resembling a covenant between the
voters and the Government whom they elect.

Mark Lazarowicz: The right hon. and learned Gentleman
has ably described the disadvantages of a pure proportional
representation system. Does he accept that no Member
today has suggested such a pure PR system? May I also
point out that the PR system in Germany has given that
country very stable government for some 50 years?

Mr. Howard: I accept that no one is, for the moment,
proposing a system of that kind, but that is the only
system that provides perfect fairness and perfect
proportionality. It must be recognised that those who
do not want a system with those disadvantages cannot
have a perfectly proportional system. It is not possible
to have a system that complies with the abstract notion
of fairness, of which we hear so much from the Liberal
Democrats and which is so beloved by advocates of
electoral reform.

Mr. Gummer: I hope that my right hon. and learned
Friend will not avoid answering the question posed by
the hon. Member for Edinburgh, North and Leith
(Mark Lazarowicz) about the system in Germany. Because
of that system, the smallest party achieving sufficient
numbers has had the Foreign Secretary for most of the
period since the war, and the Free Democrats are always
over-represented.

Mr. Howard: My right hon. Friend is, of course,
absolutely right.

Sammy Wilson (East Antrim) (DUP): The right hon.
and learned Gentleman has rightly pointed out that all
the arguments in favour of AV, or moving from AV to
proportional representation, are about fairness. However,
we in Northern Ireland know that when such a system is
used not only for electing people but subsequently for
forming a Government, we are left with a Government
who are divided and indecisive. Rather than enhancing
the standing of the legislature in the eyes of the people,
that indecision reduces their confidence in the system.
That is the fundamental weakness of what is being
proposed here tonight.

Mr. Howard: In fact, the hon. Gentleman exemplifies
the unpredictability of the system that is being proposed
here tonight.

The principal alternative to proportional representation
is, of course, first past the post, whose great merit is
that, much more often than not, it delivers a Parliament
in which one party has an overall majority. That creates
at least the possibility—although not the certainty, as
we have seen in the past 13 years—of firm and effective
government. It preserves the constituency link; it gives
Members of Parliament an individual mandate; the
formation of a Government normally takes place
immediately after the election; and it makes it more
difficult for extremist parties to gain power. Now, it

does not, of course, comply with the abstract notion of
fairness that I have previously described. Indeed, it can
be very unfair. At the last general election, for example,
although the Conservative party obtained more votes
than Labour in England, we got 92 fewer seats in
England. That extreme unfairness would be remedied
to some extent by the proposals in new clause 99, which
I welcome, but those proposals would not extinguish
that unfairness completely. I believe, however, that that
is the price that has to be paid in order to obtain the
advantages of first past the post.

The Government’s proposal seeks to find a compromise
between these two models and, like most such proposals,
it falls between two stools. It delivers neither fairness
nor the advantages of first past the post. It gives wholly
disproportionate power and influence to those whose
first preference is for the least popular and least
representative option before them. I do not believe that
we should introduce a system that gives disproportionate
influence and power to people who have those views.
They are perfectly entitled to have those views, and they
are perfectly entitled to vote for parties that represent
those views, but I do not see any reason why we should
give them disproportionate influence and power by
giving them the opportunity to vote again and again
and to have, perhaps, the decisive influence in the decision
as to which candidate should represent their constituency.
The Government option gives us the worst of all worlds,
therefore.

Mr. Wills: I am sure that the right hon. and learned
Gentleman is aware that this system is used in London,
although with slight variation, but does he accept that
the nightmare he is conjuring up did not take place in
London?

Mr. Howard: No, it did not, and it will not happen
every time; of course, there will be many occasions
when AV will not actually produce that dangerous
outcome, but the potential of its being produced is
inherent in the system, and it is maximised in an election
of Members of Parliament and a potential Government.

Under the system the Government propose, instead
of coming to this place as the first choice of their
constituents, Members of Parliament would be sent
here as their second, or even third, choice. It is a recipe
for a second or third-best Parliament, and a second or
third-best Government. That is the last thing our country
needs, faced, as we are, with our greatest challenge for a
generation or more. For those reasons, I hope this
misguided, misconceived and mistimed proposal is decisively
rejected by the Committee this evening.

Mark Lazarowicz: My starting point for this discussion
is as somebody who has supported proportional
representation for more than 20 years. I support it
simply because it is a fairer, more democratic system. It
is neither fair nor democratic for us to have a system
under which a party with a relatively small minority of
votes can be rewarded with a clear majority of seats.
That is unfair for both the parties involved and the
electorate, whose wishes are therefore not accurately
reflected in the make-up of Parliament. No system is
perfect or perfectly fair, but I have long believed that we
should move to a fairer and more democratic system.
That is what we should be seeking to do.

841 8429 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



[Mark Lazarowicz]

The alternative vote system is not a proportional
system, of course, but although it can in some circumstances
distort results more than a first-past-the-post system, it
also has some advantages. As my hon. Friend the Member
for Battersea (Martin Linton) has pointed out, under it
every MP could say that they had the positive support
of half the electorate in their constituency, which most
MPs cannot say at present. Also, although it is not a
proportional system, when electoral support is evenly
balanced between parties, the AV system is likely to stop
one party having an overall majority when the votes do
not justify that. I accept that when one party is particularly
popular or unpopular, it can exaggerate the effect, but
overall I would argue that the alternative vote system in
more likely to lead to a result that reflects voters’ wishes.
That is certainly the case when the parties are more
evenly balanced. It also has the advantage of keeping
the constituency link, which I think is important, and,
as has been said, it takes away the need for people to
vote tactically. They can vote as they want to in a
particular constituency for a particular election.

As I have said, the alternative vote system is not a
proportional system. That is why I support some form
of additional member system, such as those used in
Germany, Scotland and Wales and that recommended
in the Jenkins commission’s report. That is why I tabled
an amendment in those terms that, unfortunately, will
not be voted on tonight.

As some form of additional member system is not
on the agenda tonight, I am happy to support the
Government’s proposal for a referendum on the alternative
vote system. As it is moved prior to the election, it
might become law by the end of this Parliament. There
is an assumption that it will not become law, but it will
not become law only if there is obstruction to the
proposal by the other place, if it passes through this
House. I hope that all parties will see the benefit, if this
House so decides, of supporting the opportunity of
giving voters a choice in a referendum.

Dr. William McCrea (South Antrim) (DUP): Will the
hon. Gentleman tell the House where the demand for
this electoral change is coming from? Why are we
dealing with it at a time when the life of this Parliament
is running out? Why is it urgent now?

Mark Lazarowicz: A referendum would of course
take place at some stage before 2011. My position is
clear—I support a move to a fair electoral system. I
would have liked it to have been proposed earlier, but
better late than never. I certainly would like to see it go
forward at this stage.

Mr. Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con): I am
finding intellectual inconsistency in what the hon.
Gentleman is proposing. From his point of view, I can
see the merit, as shown by his amendment, in moving
from AV to a top-up system, but given that we will not
be voting on that and that he has said that he will
support the Government, it seems to me that the alternative
vote does not fulfil any of the requirements that he has
just set out about being more proportional or being
fairer. I am at a loss to understand why he will still
support it.

Mark Lazarowicz: I sought to express—perhaps not
clearly enough for the hon. Gentleman—that I think
that the proposal has some advantages. I also believe
that overall it would be more likely to lead to a fairer
result. It means, as I have said, that MPs would have a
stronger mandate in their constituencies, which is important.
I also support a move towards an AV system, because,
bluntly, I feel that if we move towards that system, we
will in due course move further. I think that we will
move to an AV-plus system once we have opened the
door and had the debate. I believe that we will move in
due course to a more genuinely proportional system,
which I would welcome and would like to see introduced.

Of course, another amendment will be voted on,
which is that proposed by the Liberal Democrats. It
would introduce a single transferable vote system. That
is a position that has some attractions for those who
want to move towards a proportional system, if AV-plus
is not on the agenda. However, my experience of the
way in which STV has worked in local government in
Scotland leads me to believe that it would have many
drawbacks as a system, if it were to apply here in the
UK. It does not lead to the rather idyllic picture that we
have of voters choosing between the candidates of
different parties—voting in a primary, as it were.

The Scottish situation shows us that in most cases in
local government, one of two things has happened.
First, when one party is able to get more than two
members elected under the STV system in a local
government ward, the strongest argument in a candidate’s
favour is not how they behave as a member but whether
they are called Anderson or Young. In 90 per cent. of
the cases in which two members were put up by the
same party but only one was elected, it was the one
whose name began with the letter that came earlier in
the alphabet who was elected rather than the one whose
name came lower down the alphabet.

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): Does
the hon. Gentleman accept that that also happens in
multi-member first-past-the-post council elections? I
have seen it happen many times that someone whose
name is earlier in the alphabet gets elected, while their
colleague further down the list does not.

Mark Lazarowicz: Indeed, but the effects would be
much smaller in a first-past-the-post, or first two-past-
the-post, system than in an STV system, as I think the
hon. Gentleman would accept if he examined the way
in which that system works.

Another situation applies in Scotland that is relevant
with a three-party system, which we have in most parts
of the country, and with a four, five or even six-party
system, which we have in some places. Instead of putting
forward two candidates to give voters a choice, political
parties put forward only one because they know that
they will get only one in, and they do not want to risk
neither candidate getting in because of some accident in
the voting system. As a result, most members’ seats are
safer under the STV system than under the previous
system. Let me give an example. My local government
ward in Edinburgh has four councillors—in order of
votes, a Labour member, a Scottish National party
member, a Liberal Democrat and a Green. If either the
Conservatives or Labour were doing particularly well,
they might displace the Green and get the last seat, but
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three out of those four seats will almost certainly be
held by Labour, the SNP and the Liberal Democrats for
ever, because whatever those members do, they will not
lose their seats as long as they keep with their party.

The argument about the STV and giving voters a
choice between candidates in the same party might well
apply when there are large numbers of candidates for
particular seats, or where there are not two, three, four
or five-party systems, but I urge the Liberal Democrats
and any Labour Members who support the STV system
to look at how it works in Scotland. They will find that
it does not bring the democratic advantages that they
think it does. For that reason, I will not support the
proposal for an STV system today. I hope that the
proposal for AV goes forward today and that that will
be a move towards a fairer and genuinely democratic
system—a true system of proportional representation
for election to this House.

8.45 pm

Pete Wishart: I rise not just to support this modest
measure, but to mock and disparage it. Of all the
electoral reforms that this Government could have brought
forward, these are about as modest and timorous as any
Government could propose. Let me be clear: as we have
heard in many fine contributions to the debate tonight,
the proposals would do nothing to improve proportionality
and would not bring us any closer to delivering or
securing fairer votes. As I said in my intervention on the
hon. Member for Birmingham, Sparkbrook and Small
Heath (Mr. Godsiff), who is no longer present, the
proposals would instead act against smaller parties.
There is very little chance of smaller parties such as the
Greens or the UK Independence party securing anything
like 50 per cent. of the vote, so an AV system would not
be in their interests, but they might sneak into a constituency
at the next general election with 25 or 26 per cent. of the
vote in a first-past-the-post system. There is no way that
they will get more than 50 per cent. of the vote, so AV
will in no way practically assist smaller parties.

However, we will support the measure, even though it
is one of the most modest and timorous electoral reforms
that the Government could have proposed, because it
will give individual electors in our constituencies greater
choice. It will empower them that little bit more and will
allow them to make positive choices about how they
vote, and we will support them in all of that. We will
also support the measure because it gives the—perhaps
misguided—impression that this is one of the first steps
along a road of greater electoral reform. I note that
some Labour Back Benchers—not many have contributed
to the debate, although many have commented in the
press—have said that they believe this change to be a
start on the slippery slope to full PR and constitutional
reform. It is worth supporting solely on that basis.

As a number of Members—most notably the hon.
Member for Edinburgh, North and Leith (Mark
Lazarowicz)—have said, we in Scotland have got used
to electoral reform. We have had full electoral reform:
we have the additional Member system for the Scottish
Parliament and an STV system in local authority elections.
Both of those systems deliver fair votes and are totally
proportionate. As the hon. and learned Member for
Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) said, a lot of guff has been
spoken here tonight about Scotland. There have been
no complaints about our system of PR in elections to

the Scottish Parliament, except perhaps from Labour
Back Benchers from Scotland who lament the fact that
they are losing their presence—their vast, incredible
Labour majorities on a minority of the vote. It is they
who lament the fact that proportional representation
has come to Scotland, and they continue to deride and
decry our system of proportional representation in the
Scottish Parliament.

The hon. Member for Edinburgh, North and Leith
was obviously right to mention some of the shortcomings
and shortfalls of STV in local authority elections, but
he would have to concede that local councils in Scotland
now reflect how votes are cast. People from Edinburgh
to Shetland see local authorities that represent how they
have voted. That is a vast improvement in the town
halls, which were dominated by Labour members who
won an absolute minority of the votes.

Daniel Kawczynski: The hon. Gentleman speaks in
favour of proportional representation, so does that
mean that he was happy for the Scottish minority
Government’s budget to be held up by just two Green
MSPs?

Pete Wishart: With all due respect to the hon. Gentleman,
it was not held up by just two Green MSPs. It was held
up by the Labour party, the Liberal party and two
Green MSPs.

One of the benefits of the proportional representation
system in the Scottish Parliament is that it has given the
Conservative party influence in Scotland. It has been
able to say—consistently and probably with some
justification—that it can influence some of the Scottish
Government’s actions and decisions. That is how minority
government works. It is a good and positive thing. It
should be embraced. All the claims about majoritarianism
and the need for absolute majorities in Parliament
ignore the positive influence that smaller parties can
secure, which can be a good thing. The argument is
always about how we must have overwhelming majorities
in this House, yet that is what we have had for 13 years
and what has been the result? Has the legislation that
the Government have produced taken us forward? I
would argue for a coalition Government or a minority
Government any day, if that were able to deliver real
results.

It is an outrage that the first-past-the-post system in
Scotland means that Labour can secure almost 70 per
cent. of Scottish MPs on something like 40 per cent. of
the vote. The alternative vote system will not do anything
to address that electoral abuse, or to make it possible to
have real contests in individual constituencies.

I am interested in the whole concept of referendums,
because we have been trying to have a constitutional
referendum in Scotland for the past two years. We have
wanted the Scottish people to have a choice about their
future, but we have been told that that was not possible
or desirable. It was claimed that giving the Scottish
people a choice about the nation’s future would cause
the sky to fall in and lead to Scotland’s instant demise.

The Labour, Liberal and Conservative parties have
all resisted the option of allowing Scotland a constitutional
choice about its future. The most fundamental reason
given—and it has come from every Labour Member,
from the Prime Minister down— is that we cannot have
a constitutional referendum because of the recession
and the economic downturn.
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However, all that is put aside when it comes to the
modest constitutional referendum being proposed tonight.
It is not even an issue, or anything to be concerned
about: we can go ahead and have the referendum. I am
sure that, when they watch this debate, the Scottish
people will be able to see through what is going on.
They will see that the Labour party is happy to have a
constitutional referendum on a proposal that is no
more than a modest, timorous little piece of constitutional
tinkering, but that it is not prepared to give them a real
choice about the future.

I was out canvassing in Perth, like most hon. Members—
although by that I do not mean that others have been
canvassing there, at least I hope that they have not. I do
not think that one person came up to me and said, “The
big thing that I am interested in, Mr. Wishart, is more
choice in my constituency. I am really fascinated by
what the Prime Minister had to say about the alternative
vote system.” Nothing like that happened, but what
people do still ask is, “When are we getting a referendum
in Scotland? When are we getting our choice?”

It may be true that not everyone wants Scottish
independence, but up to 60 per cent. of the Scottish
people want to have their say in the future of Scotland
and how our nation should go forward. Why is it all
right, therefore, to have a constitutional referendum on
this modest proposal but yet deny the Scottish people
the real choice about their futures?

We will support this modest proposal tonight, for the
reasons that I have set out. We will not play the same
game as Labour and say that we will get in the way of
the referendum. I believe that it is right for Governments
to allow people to have a choice on these issues. I
respect the Government’s decision to put the referendum
to the UK people, but I just wish that the Labour,
Liberal and Conservative parties would allow the Scottish
people to have the same choice about their future on a
much more important question. This is all about trusting
the people. I am prepared to trust the people with the
Government’s proposed referendum on AV. Why do
the Government not trust the Scottish people with the
constitutional future of the nation of Scotland? One
rule applies in this situation; it should apply across the
board.

Mark Durkan: Several hon. Members have spoken
about fairness and proportionality, and on that basis I
support the Liberal Democrat amendments. People have
referred to the Irish example, and I am very familiar
with the electoral system in the Irish Republic and the
similar—although until recently not exactly the same—
version of the single transferable vote system that we
have in Northern Ireland. The Irish people mandated
that system for us when they voted for the Good Friday
agreement, which promised that the Northern Ireland
Assembly would be elected on the basis of STV for the
very good reason that people wanted it to be fair,
inclusive and proportionate. So, I have strong sympathies
with the Liberal Democrat case.

When it comes to council by-elections in Northern
Ireland, Dail by-elections in the south and the election
of the Irish President, STV morphs into and, in effect,
runs as an alternative vote system. It stands out as a
very good thing when it comes to electing a key figurehead,

such as a national President, because people want the
person who embodies and is meant to epitomise the
values and spirit of their country to have the clear
endorsement of at least a majority of its citizens. The
alternative vote system, as a result of STV, has those
benefits, but I am realistic enough to know that the real
issue tonight will not be about the single transferable
vote and first past the post.

In many ways the real issue is not even about an
outright choice between the alternative vote and first
past the post; it is about whether, in principle, there
should be a referendum that at least puts the choice
before the public. Parliament has been embarrassed not
just by the facts of the expenses scandal, but by the
ridiculous fact that none of us has been able to explain
or excuse outright, first, how information was suppressed
for so long, then, how things were handled and mismanaged
and, even now, the confusion about what reforms there
will or will not be. Parliament voted for an Independent
Parliamentary Standards Authority and received the
Kelly report, but now there is confusion about which
measure stands, which will be revised and which will
not. So, at a time when we as a Parliament are open to
ridicule, it is the height of arrogance for us to decide
that the public should never have the right to say,
“There might be a better way of electing people to
Parliament so that MPs might have a bit more credibility
after all this.”

The hon. Member for Cannock Chase (Dr. Wright)
said that we have to decide what Parliament is for—why
we elect MPs. It is not just for us to decide why people
elect Parliaments, however; the public can decide. If the
public are given a referendum on such an issue, they will
have a say on the quality of the mandate that they want
their MP to have. The public will have a right to say
whether they are able to trust themselves to express an
honest first preference and considered second and third
preferences, or whether, for their own ideological reasons,
they just want to plump for one candidate.

We should give the public the choice to have that
choice, rather than say that they cannot cope with it.
Some Members cannot cope with choice because they
cannot cope with filling in forms and justifying things,
but that does not mean that the public cannot cope with
clear and honest choice. So long as we have the first-past-
the-post system, electors will be locked into situations
in which they have to calculate possible tactical votes
while being browbeaten by all sorts of propaganda
about who is the only person capable of defeating
another party. People are often misled: they do not cast
their honest preference and support parties with particular
policies; they surrender their vote on the purely negative
ground of trying to prevent somebody else from being
elected.

Rather than putting things in the hands of those who
come up with the best propaganda and the most misleading
graphics on electoral trends, surely it is much better to
put things in the hands of honest voters—not the
dishonest spin merchants working on behalf of political
parties. We should make sure that the election of an MP
is not decided by the people who control all the party
lists and manage things. We should make sure that the
overall election outcome is not decided by the parties’
targeting of swing voters in the battleground constituencies,
who become the only people to determine elections.
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9 pm
I have heard a lot from Conservatives about how

under the alternative vote system everybody’s vote is
not the same and how it means that those voting for
small parties end up having a bigger say than those who
vote for big ones, but that is not true, because everybody’s
vote counts equally in the end. The people supporting a
system with unequal voting are those who defend first
past the post, under which the election will be decided
by a very small fraction of targeted swing voters spread
throughout the UK in marginal constituencies. Let us
be honest about some of the arguments being made.

I have a particular reason for wanting to move to a
more proportional system; if the only one effectively on
offer is the alternative vote, I shall vote for that this
evening. My reason is to do with the experience in
Northern Ireland. Whenever we negotiated the Good
Friday agreement, one of the things that some of us
did, late in the negotiations—particularly when the then
Prime Minister Tony Blair was present—was to argue
that we also needed a different electoral system for the
Northern Ireland seats at Westminster.

We argued that on the grounds that, if we were to
make the power-sharing Assembly work and to make
inclusion work, and if we were to create a new political
ethic, we would not have very much success if every
time a Westminster election came along we were convulsed
back to sectarian impulses—having to vote orange and
green. The thinking would be, “Which Green candidate
is most likely to beat the Orange one?”, or, “Which
Orange candidate is most likely to keep out the Green
one?”

In Northern Ireland, we still find ourselves constantly
drawn and sucked back to those sectarian, tribal instincts.
Some of us are committed to trying to allow politics to
move on and to bringing about the emancipation of a
new political ethic in Northern Ireland; it will be bad
for that project if we stay stuck with first past the post,
which keeps us trapped in sterile arguments.

In the 2001 Westminster election, Sinn Fein ran an
essentially geo-sectarian campaign of “greening the
west”. Some of us made the honest choice not to go
into sectarian electoral pacts; we believed that the parties
should stand on their own distinct principles and we
were fighting our cause. My party suffered as a result of
that principle, because the instinct was, “We have Unionist
MPs in a number of constituencies in the west of
Northern Ireland who represent only a minority of the
electorate.” That fact was deeply resented and led to
people saying to us, “If you’re not going to stand out of
the way, sorry but we are going to bypass you and vote
for Sinn Fein so that we can take the seats.” That has
not particularly helped the political atmosphere in Northern
Ireland; it does not give voters a full and honest choice.

Now, the Conservative party says that it will come
into Northern Ireland so that everyone, regardless of
background, can vote for secular politics and for parties
of national government. Of course, the Conservatives
start off with a kind of “new force” axis with the Ulster
Unionist party and then they seem to dabble in discussions
about a more pan-Unionist pact that might be offered.
The party is trapped in that situation, despite what
might be its honest good motives; I do not know about
those, but I am not here to cast doubt on them. The
Conservative party finds itself dragged into that precisely
because of the first-past-the-post system. If the party is

honest and serious about coming into Northern Ireland
and making a new, honest offer of its manifesto, the
only way in which it will credibly do that is if it supports
a change in the first-past-the-post system.

Sammy Wilson: The hon. Gentleman is a strong
advocate for the proportional representation system,
but he is over-egging his argument if he thinks that it is
a way of moving away from people voting on the basis
of a Unionist preference or a nationalist preference,
given that the vast majority do not transfer between
Unionists and nationalists even in a PR election. His
other central argument was that having a more proportional
system, or an alternative vote system, would increase
the credibility of this place. Does he accept that the
credibility of this place is not based on how people are
elected but on how they behave once they are elected,
and that therefore a change in the electoral system
would make no difference?

Mark Durkan: I thank the hon. Gentleman for making
that point, but I do not accept it. Our experiences in
Northern Ireland so far have been in multi-seat elections
where people generally transfer to various other candidates
whom they think might stand a chance of winning. In
elections to a single seat, transfers cross party lines
much more; and we increasingly find in elections
generally that there is a bit more transferring across the
lines. However, electing an MP on the single-Member
constituency model involves a significantly different
relationship.

Why should MPs in Northern Ireland not have the
incentive to be much more actively cross-community in
their appeal and be able to stand on much more of a
cross-community mandate? That would be to the good
of politics in Northern Ireland, and it might add to the
weight and credibility that MPs from Northern Ireland
have in this House, instead of our just being seen
according to the colour of our political faction with no
other agenda or mandate behind us other than that we
were lucky enough to scrape through because of how
things worked out in our constituencies according to
first past the post.

I believe that this is an important step. I cannot
dissuade anybody from feeling scepticism or cynicism
about the motivation behind proposing it now, but I see
very positive opportunities in it. I hope that the Committee
will vote tonight to show confidence in the electorate. If
people are confident enough to trust the electorate with
the first-past-the-post system, why do they not trust
them with a referendum that would allow them to make
a choice between that system and one that ensures that
they have more control over electoral mandates, and
where it is less to do with the luck—almost the electoral
scratchcard—of first past the post?

Mr. Gummer: One could start by saying that there is a
distinction between offering the public a choice and
offering them a proper choice. I agree with the hon.
Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan) that one should trust
the public. Our complaint about the proposal is that it
is a fraud, because it does not offer a choice that is in
any way informed by a study, a concern, or a search for
an alternative, but simply a choice between first past the
post and AV. AV has never been adduced as a sensible
alternative to first past the post in any independent
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inquiry that has been held, so there must be another
reason for offering this particular choice. I do not
always disagree with the hon. Gentleman’s views, as he
well knows, but it is not trusting the people to present
them with a fake choice. This choice is being offered
simply because it is convenient to the Government, not
because it is something that the public want or can
exercise.

There is no widespread demand for a change in the
electoral system: there is widespread demand for a
change in the way that this Parliament works, which is a
wholly different matter. I might have had some sympathy
with the Government if I did not know that they are not
prepared to allow the House a proper consideration of
the Wright committee’s report. If they were in the
course of coming to the House to make real decisions
about giving Back Benchers the opportunity to control
the Executive in the way that we once did and could
again, they would be able also to suggest that the
electoral system might be improved. However, as they
have consistently diminished the power of the House
over 12 or 13 years, they cannot be taken seriously if, in
their dying days, they suggest that we should have a
different system of election.

This Government are the reason for much of
the disillusionment in the nation. Under the word
“modernisation”, theyconnedanewgenerationof Members
of Parliament into giving away the very mechanisms
that enabled the House to keep the Executive under
control, at least to some extent. That started with the
guillotine—the demand that we should at all times ensure
that every Bill was controlled by the Government. That
has been serious, because it has meant that no Bill has
been properly debated in this House since. Without the
unelected second House, there would not have been
proper consideration of a whole Bill in any circumstance.

In addition to that, the Government have insisted
that we should have a system that not only has a
guillotine but that increasingly uses secondary legislation
as a mechanism of avoiding discussion in the House. If
we changed that, which the Wright Committee has
suggested ways of doing, we would be much more in
touch with what the public want than we are in any
discussion about electoral reform.

However, let us for a moment suggest that we might
need electoral reform. I oppose referendums in any
circumstance except this one. A referendum is an unsuitable
way of making any decision in a parliamentary democracy.
I have voted against it, and I believe my party is foolish
to have taken it up. It seems to me to be a mechanism
that is both foreign in invention and foreign to our
system, but it has always been said that if we want to
change the electoral system itself, there has to be a
mechanism by which we return to the public. I therefore
do not object to the referendum as a concept in this
case, but I do object to conning the public. What do I
say to them? I say, “You are going to have a choice not
between proportional representation of one sort or
another and first past the post, but between the
disproportional first past the post and the more
disproportional AV.”That is not a choice; it is a ridiculous
offering that could be given only by a Government who
are cynical in the extreme.

I am very sorry about the two poor, pathetic Ministers
who have to defend the Government, because both of
them are decent and know perfectly well that in a real
world they would never be making this argument. The
Minister of State, the right hon. Member for North
Swindon (Mr. Wills), will do his best, of course—that is
his job and he will feel that he has to. However, he
knows perfectly well that it would be honest to get up
and say, “We are going to give an offering between one
system and another,” but that it is not proper to put
forward something that has only one object—to benefit
the Government, or the party that the Government
hope to entice into coalition if they are in a position to
do so. That is what this is about, and we know it. The
Minister may smile happily, and he is a genuine and
decent man, but if he thinks he can find more than five
independent people outside here who have not sussed
that out, he will be lucky. Nobody in the country
believes that this suggestion has been made for other
than mere cynical political reasons. That is the fact. No
amount of spin, talking among themselves or discussion
will lead anybody outside to believe that this measure is
anything other than another cynical move by a very
cynical Government.

Mark Durkan rose—

Mr. Gummer: I give way to an uncynical Member.

9.15 pm

Mark Durkan: I thank the right hon. Gentleman
uncynically for being so generous. He is suggesting that
Ministers do not believe the arguments that they are
making. Does he believe the argument that he makes—that
the referendum is wrong because it will offer a choice
not between PR and first past the post, but between
only AV and first past the post? If he really believes
that argument, will he therefore vote for Lib Dem
amendment (b)?

Mr. Gummer: No I will not—[Interruption.] No. I
will not do so because I do not believe in proportional
representation, and I am now going to explain to the
hon. Gentleman why it is wrong.

One must begin with the assumption that no electoral
system is perfect. We must also say that the electoral
system in a parliamentary democracy is to elect both a
Parliament and a Government. One must therefore
balance the need for proportionality and an exact
mathematical reflection of votes cast, and the need for a
Government with a firm mandate. The first-past-the-post
system has a huge advantage, because it means that
there are coalitions before, rather than after, elections. I
therefore believe that that system is more democratic
than any system of proportional representation, because
voters know precisely what they are getting.

A Conservative voter votes for a range of people,
from me to a number of my colleagues who are rather
more to the right; and a Labour voter knows perfectly
well that they are voting for a coalition that stretches in
a different direction, but which gets quite close in the
middle. Liberal Democrat voters have no idea what they
are voting for—and they are the sort of people who do
not mind that. I have therefore always thought that the
Liberal Democrats are the one party that have no right
to talk about the electoral system, because what they
propose is determined by where in the country one lives.
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Sir Patrick Cormack: It is a lucky dip.

Mr. Gummer: Indeed it is. Liberal Democrat voters in
my constituency vote for a totally different policy from
Liberal Democrat voters in the constituency next door.
People know perfectly well that the policy will be dictated
by how many people they think they can get to vote on
any subject. Sometimes that varies from ward to ward,
sometimes from street to street, and I have noticed that
it sometimes varies from house to house. As a friend of
mine said to me on the doorstep, “The choice here is
between Conservative and Liberal Democrat. If God
had been a Liberal Democrat, He would have offered us
the ten suggestions.” Of course, that is true. The trouble
and the difficulty is that not only would He have offered
my friend ten suggestions, He would have offered his
neighbour ten different suggestions.

The Liberal Democrats talk about electoral systems.
In every election but one, when I beat them to it, they
have put out a letter in my constituency saying, “Only
the Liberal Democrats”—

The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means (Sylvia
Heal): Order. I am sure that the right hon. Gentleman
will get back to looking specifically at the proposals
before us. I understand the points he is making, but
perhaps, because of the time, he will now do so.

Mr. Gummer: Of course, I obey exactly what you say,
Mrs. Heal, but the Liberal Democrats have in this
debate taken a holier-than-thou position on the electoral
system. I am merely pointing out that they are in no
position to do so, but I will move on.

There is a great argument that most PR systems
suffer from a notably unfair mechanism. I raised with
my right hon. and learned Friend the Member for
Folkestone and Hythe (Mr. Howard), the former leader
of the Conservative party, the question of the German
system. In Germany, the Free Democratic party has an
almost perpetual lien on being Foreign Secretary. That
is an arrangement. Herr Genscher was Foreign Secretary
for so long that he could not remember whether the
world was different when he started from the way it was
when he finished, because it had been such a long time.
Germany is back in that kind of politics again now.

That is all very well, but it means that the Free
Democrat voter has more power than any other voter in
that system, so it is not fair. The trouble with the AV
system, as with many others, is that it means that those
who vote for a minority party have, in effect, two votes.
It is no good saying that they do not. If I vote for a
majority party, I have only one go at it. The person who
votes first for ridiculous parties such as UKIP has
another vote, and no doubt votes for the Liberal Democrats.
I understand that if Liberal Democrat voters are polled,
there are proportionally more anti-Europeans among
them than in any other of the major parties. Suppose
the person votes for the Liberal Democrats. They do
not win, so the voter still has a chance to vote Conservative
or Labour.

Hugh Bayley: It is very kind of the right hon. Gentleman
to give way, but he has got the mathematics wrong. In
the first round in the circumstances that he describes,
the Conservative voter has one vote, which goes to the
Conservative party. The Lib Dem has one vote, which
goes to the Lib Dems. If the Lib Dem candidate is

eliminated, in the second round, that vote may go to
some other candidate, and in the second round the
Conservative voter still gets one vote and it goes to the
Conservative candidate.

Mr. Gummer: The Conservative voter has the same
vote in both rounds, whereas the other voter is able to
change his vote. That means he has two votes.
[Interruption.] I am very sorry. The hon. Gentleman
can make his point as much as he likes, but the fact is
that one chap has two chances to decide and the other
chap has only one chance to decide. [HON. MEMBERS:
“No!”] Look, in the House of Commons it is always
perfectly reasonable to say that there are two ways of
looking at the mathematics, or we would never have
passed any of the Government’s Budgets.

One can say, “It’s really one because it’s sort of the
Conservative voting Conservative twice.” In my view,
one person has a series of different choices and the
other has one choice, and he cannot go back and say,
“In the end, I’d rather like to have done it a different
way,” so he is in a different position.

Mr. Straw: I am grateful to the right hon. Gentleman.
I am enjoying his speech, and he will wish to know that
his description of his opponents chimes a few chords on
the Government Benches. Let me correct him, if I may.
In his example, the Conservative voter and the person
whose first preference was knocked out and who went
for a second choice both have the same number of
choices. This is a serious point. If there were an eliminating
ballot, of the kind that all the parties have used, and the
right hon. Gentleman were lucky enough to get a plurality
of the first preferences whereas Straw was knocked out,
on the second ballot Straw supporters would have to
decide who to vote for. So would Gummer supporters.
Gummer supporters would carry on voting for Gummer.
Straw supporters might decide to vote for Gummer. In
both cases two votes have been exercised.

Mr. Gummer: I do not want to go into this too far,
because I think the Chair would stop me. The right hon.
Gentleman gets it wrong. If there is a sequential vote, as
there is in his example, the Gummer supporters can say,
“I’m not quite so sure. I don’t think my chap is going to
win if it goes on like that. He is only a couple of votes
ahead of Straw.” Because the Gummer supporter is able
to vote again, he may vote for Cormack. We had a vote
in the House not long ago in which that was precisely
what many Members did. It is a different system and
not one that I am proposing. I am merely saying that
the sequential system is fundamentally different and
fairer than the AV system.

I know that others want to speak so I shall conclude
my remarks. I am sorry that there are now only three
Liberal Democrats in the Chamber, as I have more to
say about their approach to the new clauses that we are
discussing.

The Liberal Democrats have said that they are going
to vote for AV even though they accept that it is no
more proportional—indeed, it may be less proportional—
than first past the post, because it is baby steps towards
proportional representation. That is a very suitable
phrase for the Liberal Democrats. I ceased to be a
liberal at the age of 11—I grew out of it—and that is
one of the issues here. The point about the Liberal
Democrats is that they will do anything to change the
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[Mr. Gummer]

system, because the present system does not do them
the justice that they feel they should have. They would
even move from first past the post to a less fair system
so that they get more votes. What kind of principle is
that?

The Secretary of State said that this is a matter of
principle. I have heard no principle from those who
support these new clauses. Therefore, I hope that the
Committee will consider four points. First, there is a
fundamental difference between reform and change.
The Secretary of State has been talking about change as
if it were reform. If he were bringing this change
forward alongside the Wright Committee recommendations
in a manner that enabled the House to discuss and vote
on them properly, we might believe in the reform agenda,
but there is no motion before us to stop automatic
guillotines, for example, or to provide that we will sit for
as long as it takes properly to discuss issues. There is no
motion to require 100 hours in Committee before a
guillotine. All those suggestions would keep the Executive
under closer control. We cannot apply the word “reform”
to a move from first past the post to something that is
less fair and more complex.

The second point is that those of us who are passionate
supporters of the European Union, as I am, have gone
to great trouble to look at the systems of our neighbours.
It would be good if we had a more common approach.
However, none of them has a system that I would swap
for ours. The disadvantages in every other country are
clear, and I shall give one example. If anyone knows
a Dutch MP, they will know that he is elected under a
perfectly proportional system, but has no interest in a
constituency, because in order to be perfectly proportional
the system can never be constituency-based.

The third point is that decisions on constitutional
matters taken for party political reasons are always
bound to fail—apart from also being fundamentally
wrong. Parties of all kinds have tried it, and all of them
have discovered that it don’t work.

The last point—

Frank Dobson (Holborn and St. Pancras) (Lab): Will
the right hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Gummer: As the right hon. Gentleman has not
been in his place for the debate—

Frank Dobson: I was watching it in my office.

Mr. Gummer: Well, that is one of the problems of this
House. When we voted for television, we foolishly did
not say that it should not be put in Members’ offices, so
that they would have to come into the Chamber to hear
a debate. That is another change that the Government
might introduce as a reform—

The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means:
Order. That is definitely a debate for another day.

Mr. Gummer: Let me finish then. My last point is
again addressed to the Liberal Democrats. In the past,
they have had a majority in this House. Did they come
forward with proportional representation then? Were
they keen on making everybody happy with equal votes?

Did they give the nascent Labour party the opportunity
to have a proper reflection of the number of votes it
won? No, they did not. While they had power under the
first-past-the-post system, not a word of such a reform
passed any of their lips. This question only comes up in
the House when a party thinks that it can get something
out of it, and if anybody thinks that that is reform,
rather than change, they should think again.

9.30 pm
I say to the Lord Chancellor, a man whom I respect

and honour—he always knows that that probably means
that the next sentence is not going to be as polite—that
he cannot help to regain the trust of the people in
Parliament by proposing a change that every independent
commentator has said is entirely for cynical, party
political reasons. No one believes him. No one outside
the House thinks that it would have been brought
forward had the Prime Minister not thought it was
good for him and his party. It would not have been
brought forward if the Prime Minister held high views
of his responsibility towards Parliament and the people,
instead of some of the lowest views of any Prime
Minister in our history.

Several hon. Members rose—

The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means:
Order. I advise right hon. and hon. Members that the
winding-up speech, I understand, will commence at
9.50 pm. I would like as many Members who rose as
possible to make a contribution to the debate. I leave
hon. Members to do the maths themselves so that that
can take place.

Hugh Bayley: We have heard this afternoon a lot of
party political advantage masquerading as high principle,
but nobody has done it better than the right hon.
Member for Suffolk, Coastal (Mr. Gummer). I do not
buy the argument that the public are not interested in
how we, as Members, are elected to this place. I think
that, at the next general election, there will be two key
questions. The first will be on the trust that the public
have in us, as Members, and in the House and Parliament
as institutions. Secondly, they will be interested in
accountability—how they, as the public, can make Members
of Parliament, especially those in safe seats, more
accountable to the electorate. That is why the public are
pressing for things such as primaries to select candidates,
the recall of Members, greater transparency through
the publication of expenses and Members’ commercial
interests.

I believe that the alternative vote increases accountability,
because it encourages Members of Parliament and
candidates to listen to, and seek to gain second preference
votes from, supporters of other parties. For a long
time—more than 20 years—I have been a member of a
Labour campaign for electoral reform, and I used to
argue for proportional representation, but I have to say
that I have been won over to the case for the alternative
vote, principally because it preserves the constituency
link, which I believe is a key issue as far as accountability
is concerned.

Over the past decade and more, we have introduced
non-first-past-the-post voting systems for a number of
institutions, including the additional Member system
for the Scottish and Welsh Parliaments. Twenty years
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ago, I would have favoured that system, but I do not
think that it has worked particularly well because it has
broken the constituency link and encourages bickering
between parties. For example, there might be two MSPs
from different parties claiming different mandates from
the same group of people.

The party list system, which the House approved for
the European Parliament, like STV, which the Liberal
Democrats support, uses multi-Member constituencies
that are so big that they break the link between the
constituent and the Member of Parliament, leave the
public unclear about who represents them and, as we
saw at the last election, allow extremists, such as the
British National party, to be elected when they have
nothing like the support of a majority of members of
the public.

The London Mayor—I say this nervously, with my
right hon. Friend the Member for Holborn and St. Pancras
(Frank Dobson) sitting behind me—is elected by a
modified form of the alternative vote. That system has
worked quite well. Over three elections, we have had
three changes. We had an independent Labour Mayor
elected, a Labour Mayor elected and a Conservative
Mayor elected. That shows that the alternative vote
does not lock in an unfair advantage to the left or the
right, or to the two largest parties at the expense of
others.

Opponents of electoral reform ask, “Why bring the
proposals forward now? What has changed?” Three
things have changed. First, there is greater public mistrust
in the system than ever before. Secondly, there has been
a fragmentation of the vote. In 1951, 582 MPs—94 per
cent. of the total—won with an absolute majority, with
more than 50 per cent. of the votes in their constituencies.
By 1979, when Margaret Thatcher came to power, the
proportion was down to 68 per cent. By 1997, in Blair’s
landslide, the figure was down to 53 per cent., and at the
last election it was down to 34 per cent. Barely one third
of the Members of this House enjoy the support of a
majority of their voters, let alone a majority of those
living and entitled to vote in their constituencies.

The first-past-the-post system works fairly well in a
two-party race and reasonably fairly in a broadly two-party
system, but the United Kingdom no longer has a two-party
system. We have three broadly left-of-centre parties: the
Labour party, the Liberal Democrats and the Green
party. In addition, we have two broadly right-of-centre
parties—the Tories and the UK Independence party—and
some other parties too, which are represented in the
Chamber this evening.

In York in 1987, which was the first time I stood,
there were four candidates. In the last election there
were eight candidates. There has been a fragmentation
of the political parties, too. In 1987, I lost the election
by 147 votes. The Green party took 637 votes. The
Liberal Democrats, who had a particularly strong
candidate—a Social Democratic party candidate, as he
was in those days—in the form of the person who is
now the hon. Member for Twickenham (Dr. Cable),
took 9,898 votes. I would not be human if I did not
wonder whether I might just have scraped ahead if
those votes had been redistributable to other candidates.
The same question occurs to Conservatives who lose by
a whisker because their vote is split by UKIP or some
other right-of-centre party.

In a constituency where 40 per cent. of the voters
vote for candidate A and 40.1 per cent. vote for candidate B,
should not the remaining 20 per cent. of the electorate
have a say over whether A or B should represent them?
[HON. MEMBERS: “No.”] We are hearing the self-interest
now. Under first past the post, everyone in that 20 per
cent. is disenfranchised. They have no say one way or
the other between the two leading candidates. The
alternative vote would enfranchise them. As the hon.
Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan) argued so eloquently,
the public have the right to decide whether they want to
make a change. We should put our trust in the public
and have a referendum on the issue.

Mr. George Galloway (Bethnal Green and Bow)
(Respect): Like the hon. Member for City of York
(Hugh Bayley), I am a long-time member of the Labour
campaign for proportional representation. Indeed, I am
still a member, although not a member of the Labour
party. [Interruption.] I know, that’s me expelled now—I
have blown it. I was a member of the campaign when
the late Robin Cook was its chairman. Imagine my
surprise to learn that the hon. Gentleman has been won
over by the Government’s position, thereby leaving us.

Like the hon. Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan), I
came here this evening to support amendment (b),
standing in the name of the Liberal Democrats, although
I almost lost the will to live as we approached the 50th
minute of the speech by the hon. Member for Cambridge
(David Howarth). I have sufficiently woken up that I
will still vote for that amendment. However, in extremis,
like the hon. Member for Foyle, I will support the
Government, and for the same reasons: that what is
proposed is a step forward and a slight improvement.

The Government are making a big mistake if they
think that this little broom is going to sweep clean the
Augean stables in this place. The labours of Hercules
and the diversion of great rivers were required to cleanse
the stench of those stables, and this little broom—this
tiny little reform—will not do it. It will take far more
radical proposals than this Government are likely to
introduce to restore public trust in this place, and far
more than have been canvassed in this debate, which, I
am sorry to say, has been characterised by a complacent,
joking, student debating society approach. [Interruption.]
Well, it has. I have sat here for six and a half hours,
shaking my head at the complacency on view on both
sides. Members have no idea of the contempt out there
in the country for the kind of debate and debating styles
that have been on display this evening.

The reforms that we need in this place are beyond the
reach of the existing Members of the House of Commons.
That is why we urgently need a general election as soon
as possible. We need to change the way in which we
approach all our politics, and in my view, that includes
retiring this very building. We need to acknowledge that
it has become a museum—

The First Deputy Chairman: Order. In the time that is
remaining, I hope that the hon. Gentleman will confine
his remarks to the new clause that is before the Committee.

Mr. Galloway: If I do—and I will—follow your
injunction, Mrs. Heal, I shall be practically the only
Member in the entire debate to have done so. We have
covered Scottish devolution, Lloyd George, and the
whole of 20th century history, all in that lazy, complacent
way. But I shall—
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The First Deputy Chairman: Order. I have no doubt
that the hon. Gentleman will do so. Whatever other
people might have done, I am currently in the Chair,
and I am suggesting that he confine his remarks to the
new clause.

Mr. Galloway: How I wish that you had been in the
Chair all evening, Mrs. Heal, as I have had to listen to
all of it.

I am in favour of the kind of reforms that are beyond
this House, but I shall confine my remarks to those that
are not. That there is cynicism is obvious. The Government
are in favour of a referendum on this—a voting system
that no one in the country is talking about—but on
nothing else. A referendum on the Lisbon treaty, which
everyone in the country was talking about, was promised
in the manifesto, but it was denied. But I risk straying
again, Mrs. Heal.

I regret to say that my hon. Friend the Member for
Edinburgh, North and Leith (Mark Lazarowicz)—with
whom I was long associated, not least on this subject—
painted a picture of a Scottish people unable to grasp
the complexities of the single transferrable vote system.
He insisted that whether someone’s name was Anderson
or Young had far more significance under the STV
system in local government elections in Scotland than—

Mr. Hayes: On a point of order, Mrs. Heal. Having
had to put up with a guilt-ridden, doubt-fuelled rant
about Parliament, we are now having to endure a treatise
on STV, which is not part of the new clause—[HON.
MEMBERS: “Yes it is!”] I hope that you will bring this to
an end, Mrs. Heal.

The First Deputy Chairman: The points that are
currently being made are relevant to the debate.

Mr. Galloway: Yes, they are. I am supporting
amendment (b). The hon. Gentleman—who has made
at least six interventions, each one more bovine than the
last—ought to have read the amendment paper more
closely.

The single transferable vote system may or may not
be beyond the voters in Edinburgh, but my experience
of Edinburgh is that nothing is beyond them. It is
certainly not beyond the voters of the Republic of
Ireland who have developed that system into a fine art.
It is as fine an art of political sophistication as is
available anywhere in the western world. It is not beyond
our people to grasp its complexities. Neither is it the
case that one of the three Members for Dublin South is
not regarded by the voters of Dublin South as their MP,
nor that the MP for Dublin South does not regard
himself as the MP for Dublin South because there are
two other Members. That is absurd. The idea that
this ossified system of ours—of “one Member, one
constituency” of a given size—is a better system is
foolish in the extreme.

9.45 pm
If we moved to the system in the Republic of Ireland,

as we can do if we support amendment (b) this evening,
things would change. But then, if things do not change,
there is no hope for politics in this country. [Interruption.]
I hear a sedentary intervention saying there is no hope
for me. I have won five general elections, the first of
which was against the great Roy Jenkins, who was

prayed in aid by the hon. Member for Birmingham,
Sparkbrook and Small Heath (Mr. Godsiff) earlier this
evening. Roy Jenkins was the first pillar of the establishment
I defeated; he was not the last, and there may be more to
come. Don’t bet the farm on that.

Roy Jenkins suggested to this Government more than
10 years ago that they could have grasped this nettle, yet
they refused to do so for the same cynical reason that
they are now grasping for it. If they had listened to Roy
Jenkins and implemented the Jenkins commission report,
the centre-left majority that exists is this country would
be entrenched in power and the right-wing rump represented
by these people here, who opposed votes for women,
who opposed votes for working men—[Interruption.]
They can laugh, but people know that the words democracy
and the Conservative party do not easily fit together.
This right-wing rump—[Interruption.]

The First Deputy Chairman: Order.

Mr. Galloway: This right-wing rump—for a variety of
reasons that I have no time to develop—now stands on
the brink of power, but they would never have been in
power again if Jenkins had been listened to and electoral
reform had been implemented. Do the maths; look at
any opinion poll; add up the Labour and the Liberal
and the Scottish and Welsh nationalists and Respect
and other parties, and it is easy to see that there is a very
clear centre-left majority in this country. What would be
wrong with an electoral system that gave the House of
Commons the actual levels of representation that the
people had voted for?

My last words on this—[HON. MEMBERS: “Hooray.”]
Yes, they don’t like it up ’em, Madam Chairman. That
is for sure—[Interruption.] Well, some of them do! My
last words are that proportional representation is about
giving people what they vote for. I have heard all sorts
of asinine comments tonight about small parties being
the prerogative for idiots. It was twice said that people
who vote for the third or the fourth party are idiots.
Well, that is a good way to increase their popularity, but
those people have as much right to choose how this
House of Commons looks like as any of those supporting
what we increasingly less often can call the major parties.

Proportional representation is about giving people a
House of Commons that reflects how they voted. What
is wrong with a system that provides 10 per cent. or
30 per cent. or 50 per cent. of the seats in a Parliament if
the party received 10 per cent. or 30 per cent. or 50 per
cent. of the votes. What is wrong with that? I will tell
you what is wrong with it, Mrs. Heal. It would put the
iron-clad consensus that normally exists across this
Chamber out of business—and that would be a good
thing, too.

Mr. Wills: I think we have had a good debate. Amid
all the arcane discussion of electoral technology, various
important points of principle have emerged.

Before I turn to some of the detail, let me highlight
three key points. Nearly all the Members who spoke
touched on the question of partisan advantage in the
different systems, and much play was made of extrapolations
by various academics. I caution Members not to take
voters for granted—voters tend to get the Government
they want regardless of the electoral system that is in
place—and I say to Members who are relying on professors
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that even professors can be wrong. This issue must be
treated as one of principle, or it should not be treated
at all.

Secondly, there is the difficult question of which
principles should be engaged. I am glad that the right
hon. and learned Member for Folkestone and Hythe
(Mr. Howard) is present. He rightly drew attention to
the fungible nature of the term “fairness”. I commend
to all Members an admirable document entitled “Review
of Voting Systems”, which tries to assess the various
voting systems according to seven criteria—proportionality,
participation, the stability and effectiveness of government,
the impact on voters, social representation, political
campaigning and the impact on administration—and
reaches very different conclusions.

There are strong, principled arguments on all sides of
this debate, and we have heard them from both sides of
the Chamber this evening. The Government have made
it clear that our objective is to enhance the legitimacy of
the system, and I was glad that, in a good speech, the
hon. Member for Cambridge (David Howarth) said
exactly that. Others may seek different ends from their
electoral system, but that is what we seek.

Finally, let me deal with the question of who should
decide the electoral system. In discussing our proposal,
the Conservatives more or less exhausted the dictionary
in seeking synonyms for scorn and contempt, but I
remind them that all we are asking is for the British
people to be able to decide. I fail to understand why that
should excite such opposition from the Conservative
party.

Richard Burden: The most important thing that the
Leader of the Opposition said in his speech yesterday
was, “Above all, power to the people.” Why does my
right hon. Friend think the Opposition find it so difficult
to say that they and I, if we come to this place, should
have the support of at least 50 per cent. of the people
who vote in the election?

Mr. Wills: My hon. Friend has made a good point. I
will suggest a possible reason why the Opposition take
that view.

Despite several attempts, the hon. and learned Member
for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) failed to provide any
compelling reason why a system that is good enough for
the Conservatives to elect their own leader and good
enough for hereditary peers to elect hereditary peers in
the House of Lords—a system which, incidentally, the
Conservative party voted to support just two weeks
ago—should be so axiomatically bad for parliamentary
elections that the British people must be denied a say in
whether they want to elect their Members of Parliament
under that system. It is, I am sorry to say, hard to avoid
the impression that the Conservatives are operating
solely and exclusively in pursuit of what they believe,
probably wrongly, to be their partisan self-interest.
[Interruption.]

The First Deputy Chairman: Order.

Mr. Wills: The vigour of the response that my words
have elicited may demonstrate that I have struck a raw
nerve. It is clear from new clause 99, which, sadly, we
shall not have time to debate tonight—from now on it
will be known as the gerrymandering clause—that that
is precisely what the Conservative party is trying to do.

Everyone is in favour of cutting the cost of politics,
and everyone is in favour of a fair distribution of
seats—

Mr. Grieve: On a point of order, Mrs. Heal. Is it in
order for the Government to guillotine debate to make
it impossible for us to discuss this evening our proposal
on new boundaries for constituencies, and then for the
Minister to abuse the orders of the House by making a
speech upon it in his reply to the Government amendments?

The First Deputy Chairman: That is, in fact, a point
for debate and, as the occupant of the Chair, I am
bound by the Standing Orders of the House that were
agreed upon for this debate.

Mr. Wills: I will move on now, but I very much want
to return to debate this subject—and, believe me, we
will, because we want to expose exactly what the Opposition
are trying to do through this new clause.

There were several distinguished contributions to our
debate. I want to single out my right hon. Friend the
Member for Birkenhead (Mr. Field), who rightly drew
attention to the merits of open primaries. Shortly, I will
explain exactly what I think the Conservative party is
about, but I want to pay tribute to its pioneering efforts
in this one area. There is a lot to be said for open
primaries, and all of us should explore this further; it is
about the fundamental reform of politics.

The absence of the hon. Member for South Staffordshire
(Sir Patrick Cormack) from this House after the next
election will be a great loss to Parliament. He made a
point—he did so several times—about whether the Bill
has any chance of success. I think he is making assumptions
that he, as a most distinguished parliamentarian, should
know it is unwise to make. We will see; Parliament
should, and will, decide.

The right hon. Member for Suffolk, Coastal
(Mr. Gummer) is not in his place at present, but he
made an immensely entertaining speech. He asked why
there was this choice between first past the post and the
alternative vote. My right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State made that clear: it is because we believe in majoritarian
systems. We believe fundamentally in the importance of
the direct link between the Member of Parliament and
their constituency. This is simply a choice between two
such systems. The right hon. Gentleman also asked a
question about money, and I am sorry he is not present
to hear that in this financial year and the next his area
will receive an extra £92.3 million in NHS funding. I
hope that might convince him of the merits of a Labour
Government.

Everyone agrees that this country’s democracy needs
to be renewed in every area, and this Government are
committed to that. We have cleaned up the scandal of
parliamentary expenses so the abuses that took place
can never take place again. We are committed to giving
Parliament more power, and many of the measures in
this Bill advance that. [Interruption.]

The First Deputy Chairman: Order. I apologise for
interrupting the Minister, but the private conversations
of Members who have recently arrived in the Chamber
are far too loud. Those who have been here for this
debate, as well as myself, would like to hear the Minister’s
reply.
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Mr. Wills: Thank you, Mrs. Heal.
We are rightly putting forward through this Bill many

measures to give Parliament more power. We set up the
Wright Committee, and we will see through its
recommendations. We are committed to bringing in
recall of MPs. We are pioneering new ways of involving
the public directly in policy making. This commitment
to constitutional renewal is the context for these measures.

We all need to do everything we can in every area to
enhance the legitimacy of our democracy with the
people we all serve. The legitimacy of the electoral
system is fundamental to that. There is clearly a case for
enhancing that legitimacy and, as many Members have
explained this evening, the alternative vote can do that
by ensuring that every Member of Parliament comes to
this place with the support, in some form, of a majority
of voters. These Government proposals give the British
people a choice as to how they want to elect their
Members of Parliament. We should give them that
choice and support these proposals.

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

The Committee divided: Ayes 365, Noes 187.
Division No. 77] [9.59 pm

AYES
Ainger, Nick
Ainsworth, rh Mr. Bob
Alexander, Danny
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Anderson, Mr. David
Anderson, Janet
Armstrong, rh Hilary
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Austin, John
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Baker, Norman
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Blackman, Liz
Blackman-Woods, Dr. Roberta
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Blunkett, rh Mr. David
Borrow, Mr. David S.
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brake, Tom
Breed, Mr. Colin
Brennan, Kevin
Brooke, Annette
Brown, rh Mr. Gordon
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des

Browne, Mr. Jeremy
Bruce, rh Malcolm
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Colin
Burnham, rh Andy
Burstow, Mr. Paul
Burt, Lorely
Butler, Ms Dawn
Byrne, rh Mr. Liam
Cable, Dr. Vincent
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Campbell, Mr. Ronnie
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Challen, Colin
Chapman, Ben
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clegg, rh Mr. Nick
Clelland, Mr. David
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Creagh, Mary
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
Darling, rh Mr. Alistair

Davey, Mr. Edward
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Dean, Mrs. Janet
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Dowd, Jim
Drew, Mr. David
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Efford, Clive
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Farrelly, Paul
Farron, Tim
Featherstone, Lynne
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Mr. Don
Foster, Mr. Michael

(Worcester)
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Galloway, Mr. George
Gardiner, Barry
George, Andrew
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gidley, Sandra
Gilroy, Linda
Godsiff, Mr. Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goldsworthy, Julia
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Grogan, Mr. John
Gwynne, Andrew
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. David
Hancock, Mr. Mike
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Dr. Evan
Harvey, Nick
Healey, rh John
Heath, Mr. David
Hemming, John
Henderson, Mr. Doug
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hesford, Stephen
Hewitt, rh Ms Patricia
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Holmes, Paul
Hood, Mr. Jim
Hoon, rh Mr. Geoffrey

Hope, Phil
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, David
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Howells, rh Dr. Kim
Hughes, Simon
Huhne, Chris
Humble, Mrs. Joan
Hunter, Mark
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda
James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Jones, Mr. Martyn
Jowell, rh Tessa
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeble, Ms Sally
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Alan
Keen, Ann
Keetch, Mr. Paul
Kelly, rh Ruth
Kemp, Mr. Fraser
Khan, rh Mr. Sadiq
Kidney, Mr. David
Knight, rh Jim
Kramer, Susan
Kumar, Dr. Ashok
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lamb, Norman
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laws, Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leech, Mr. John
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Llwyd, Mr. Elfyn
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
MacShane, rh Mr. Denis
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Mr. Khalid
Malik, Mr. Shahid
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
Martlew, Mr. Eric
Mason, John
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McFall, rh John
McGuire, rh Mrs. Anne
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann

863 8649 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



McKenna, Rosemary
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Meale, Mr. Alan
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Mr. Austin
Moffat, Anne
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Moon, Mrs. Madeleine
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mulholland, Greg
Mullin, Mr. Chris
Murphy, Mr. Denis
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Oaten, Mr. Mark
Olner, Mr. Bill
Öpik, Lembit
Owen, Albert
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Pearson, Ian
Pelling, Mr. Andrew
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pound, Stephen
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Pugh, Dr. John
Purnell, rh James
Rammell, Bill
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reed, Mr. Jamie
Reid, Mr. Alan
Reid, rh John
Rennie, Willie
Robertson, Angus
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey
Rogerson, Dan
Roy, Mr. Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Bob
Russell, Christine
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Sarwar, Mr. Mohammad
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheerman, Mr. Barry
Sheridan, Jim
Simon, Mr. Siôn
Simpson, Alan
Singh, Mr. Marsha
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)

Smith, rh Angela E. (Basildon)
Smith, Geraldine
Smith, rh Jacqui
Smith, John
Smith, Sir Robert
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stoate, Dr. Howard
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Stunell, Andrew
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Swinson, Jo
Tami, Mark
Taylor, Ms Dari
Taylor, Dr. Richard
Teather, Sarah
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thurso, John
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Truswell, Mr. Paul
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Turner, Mr. Neil
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Vaz, rh Keith
Walley, Joan
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Wareing, Mr. Robert N.
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Webb, Steve
Weir, Mr. Mike
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, rh Mr. Alan
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Williams, Stephen
Willis, Mr. Phil
Willott, Jenny
Wills, rh Mr. Michael
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Woolas, Mr. Phil
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek
Younger-Ross, Richard

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mr. George Mudie and
Steve McCabe

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Afriyie, Adam
Ainsworth, Mr. Peter
Amess, Mr. David
Ancram, rh Mr. Michael
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Barker, Gregory
Baron, Mr. John
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Blunt, Mr. Crispin
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Brady, Mr. Graham
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Browning, Angela
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Cameron, rh Mr. David
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clappison, Mr. James
Clark, Greg
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Conway, Derek
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Curry, rh Mr. David
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davies, David T.C.

(Monmouth)
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh David
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Dorrell, rh Mr. Stephen
Dorries, Nadine
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Ellwood, Mr. Tobias
Evans, Mr. Nigel
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Field, Mr. Mark
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Fraser, Christopher
Gale, Mr. Roger
Garnier, Mr. Edward
Gauke, Mr. David
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Goodwill, Mr. Robert
Gove, Michael
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine

Greenway, Mr. John
Grieve, Mr. Dominic
Gummer, rh Mr. John
Hague, rh Mr. William
Hammond, Mr. Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Harper, Mr. Mark
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hendry, Charles
Herbert, Nick
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howard, rh Mr. Michael
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Hunt, Mr. Jeremy
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jack, rh Mr. Michael
Jackson, Mr. Stewart
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kawczynski, Daniel
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Knight, rh Mr. Greg
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lait, Mrs. Jacqui
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
Maples, Mr. John
Mates, rh Mr. Michael
Maude, rh Mr. Francis
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McCrea, Dr. William
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, Mr. Andrew
Mundell, David
Munn, Meg
Murrison, Dr. Andrew
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
O’Brien, Mr. Stephen
Osborne, Mr. George
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Randall, Mr. John
Redwood, rh Mr. John
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Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Rosindell, Andrew
Rowen, Paul
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, Grant
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, David
Simpson, Mr. Keith
Smith, Chloe
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spelman, Mrs. Caroline
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Mr. Richard
Streeter, Mr. Gary
Stuart, Mr. Graham
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Swire, Mr. Hugo
Syms, Mr. Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Timpson, Mr. Edward

Tredinnick, David
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Vaizey, Mr. Edward
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Walter, Mr. Robert
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Whittingdale, Mr. John
Widdecombe, rh Miss Ann
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, Mr. David
Wilshire, Mr. David
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Wilson, Sammy
Winterton, Ann
Yeo, Mr. Tim
Young, rh Sir George

Tellers for the Noes:
Jeremy Wright and
James Duddridge

Question accordingly agreed to.
Clause read a Second time.

Proceedings interrupted (Programme Order, 1 February
2010).

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

Amendment proposed to new clause 88: (b), leave out
‘an alternative-vote’ in subsection (2)(a) and insert ‘a
single transferable vote’.—(David Howarth.)

Question put, That the amendment be made.
The Committee proceeded to a Division.

The First Deputy Chairman: I ask the Serjeant at
Arms to investigate the delay in the No Lobby.

The Committee having divided: Ayes 69, Noes 476.
Division No. 78] [10.15 pm

AYES
Alexander, Danny
Baker, Norman
Brake, Tom
Breed, Mr. Colin
Brooke, Annette
Browne, Mr. Jeremy
Bruce, rh Malcolm
Burstow, Mr. Paul
Burt, Lorely
Cable, Dr. Vincent
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Clegg, rh Mr. Nick
Cousins, Jim
Davey, Mr. Edward
Durkan, Mark
Farron, Tim
Featherstone, Lynne
Foster, Mr. Don
Galloway, Mr. George
Gidley, Sandra
Goldsworthy, Julia

Hancock, Mr. Mike
Harris, Dr. Evan
Harvey, Nick
Heath, Mr. David
Holmes, Paul
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, David
Hughes, Simon
Huhne, Chris
Hunter, Mark
Keetch, Mr. Paul
Kramer, Susan
Lamb, Norman
Laws, Mr. David
Leech, Mr. John
Llwyd, Mr. Elfyn
Mason, John
Mulholland, Greg
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Oaten, Mr. Mark
Öpik, Lembit

Pelling, Mr. Andrew
Pugh, Dr. John
Purnell, rh James
Reid, Mr. Alan
Rennie, Willie
Robertson, Angus
Rowen, Paul
Russell, Bob
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Sir Robert
Stunell, Andrew
Swinson, Jo
Teather, Sarah

Thurso, John
Webb, Steve
Weir, Mr. Mike
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Williams, Stephen
Willis, Mr. Phil
Willott, Jenny
Wishart, Pete
Younger-Ross, Richard

Tellers for the Ayes:
Dan Rogerson and
John Hemming

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Afriyie, Adam
Ainger, Nick
Ainsworth, rh Mr. Bob
Ainsworth, Mr. Peter
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Amess, Mr. David
Ancram, rh Mr. Michael
Anderson, Mr. David
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Armstrong, rh Hilary
Atkins, Charlotte
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Austin, Mr. Ian
Austin, John
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barker, Gregory
Barlow, Ms Celia
Baron, Mr. John
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Binley, Mr. Brian
Blackman, Liz
Blackman-Woods, Dr. Roberta
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Blunkett, rh Mr. David
Blunt, Mr. Crispin
Bone, Mr. Peter
Borrow, Mr. David S.
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brady, Mr. Graham
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brennan, Kevin
Brokenshire, James
Brown, rh Mr. Gordon
Brown, Lyn

Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Browning, Angela
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Colin
Burnham, rh Andy
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Butler, Ms Dawn
Byrne, rh Mr. Liam
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Cairns, David
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Campbell, Mr. Ronnie
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Challen, Colin
Chapman, Ben
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clappison, Mr. James
Clark, Greg
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clelland, Mr. David
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Crausby, Mr. David
Creagh, Mary
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
Curry, rh Mr. David
Darling, rh Mr. Alistair
David, Mr. Wayne
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Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davies, David T.C.

(Monmouth)
Davies, Philip
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Davis, rh David
Dean, Mrs. Janet
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Dorrell, rh Mr. Stephen
Dorries, Nadine
Dowd, Jim
Drew, Mr. David
Duddridge, James
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Efford, Clive
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Ellwood, Mr. Tobias
Engel, Natascha
Evans, Mr. Nigel
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Farrelly, Paul
Field, Mr. Mark
Fisher, Mark
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Mr. Michael

(Worcester)
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Francois, Mr. Mark
Fraser, Christopher
Gale, Mr. Roger
Gardiner, Barry
Garnier, Mr. Edward
Gauke, Mr. David
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Gilroy, Linda
Godsiff, Mr. Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Goodwill, Mr. Robert
Gove, Michael
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Greenway, Mr. John
Grieve, Mr. Dominic
Griffith, Nia

Grogan, Mr. John
Gummer, rh Mr. John
Gwynne, Andrew
Hague, rh Mr. William
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. David
Hammond, Mr. Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harper, Mr. Mark
Harris, Mr. Tom
Havard, Mr. Dai
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Healey, rh John
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Henderson, Mr. Doug
Hendry, Charles
Herbert, Nick
Hermon, Lady
Hesford, Stephen
Hewitt, rh Ms Patricia
Hillier, Meg
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Hood, Mr. Jim
Hoon, rh Mr. Geoffrey
Hope, Phil
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howard, rh Mr. Michael
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Howells, rh Dr. Kim
Humble, Mrs. Joan
Hunt, Mr. Jeremy
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jack, rh Mr. Michael
Jackson, Glenda
Jackson, Mr. Stewart
James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Mr. David
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Jones, Mr. Martyn
Jowell, rh Tessa
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Kawczynski, Daniel
Keeble, Ms Sally
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Ann
Kelly, rh Ruth
Kemp, Mr. Fraser
Key, Robert
Khan, rh Mr. Sadiq

Kidney, Mr. David
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Knight, rh Mr. Greg
Knight, rh Jim
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lait, Mrs. Jacqui
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Lepper, David
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Loughton, Tim
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
Luff, Peter
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
MacShane, rh Mr. Denis
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Mr. Khalid
Malik, Mr. Shahid
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Maples, Mr. John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
Martlew, Mr. Eric
Mates, rh Mr. Michael
Maude, rh Mr. Francis
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McCrea, Dr. William
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McFall, rh John
McGuire, rh Mrs. Anne
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McKenna, Rosemary
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Meale, Mr. Alan
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, Mr. Andrew
Mitchell, Mr. Austin
Moffat, Anne
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Moon, Mrs. Madeleine

Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mullin, Mr. Chris
Mundell, David
Munn, Meg
Murphy, Mr. Denis
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Brien, Mr. Stephen
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Olner, Mr. Bill
Osborne, Mr. George
Owen, Albert
Paice, Mr. James
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Pearson, Ian
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pound, Stephen
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Prosser, Gwyn
Rammell, Bill
Randall, Mr. John
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Redwood, rh Mr. John
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reed, Mr. Jamie
Reid, rh John
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey
Rosindell, Andrew
Roy, Mr. Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Christine
Ryan, rh Joan
Sarwar, Mr. Mohammad
Scott, Mr. Lee
Seabeck, Alison
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, Grant
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheridan, Jim
Simmonds, Mark
Simon, Mr. Siôn
Simpson, Alan
Simpson, David
Simpson, Mr. Keith
Singh, Mr. Marsha
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E.

(Basildon)
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Smith, Chloe
Smith, Geraldine
Smith, rh Jacqui
Smith, John
Snelgrove, Anne
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spelman, Mrs. Caroline
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spink, Bob
Spring, Mr. Richard
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stoate, Dr. Howard
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Streeter, Mr. Gary
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Stuart, Mr. Graham
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Swire, Mr. Hugo
Syms, Mr. Robert
Tami, Mark
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, Ms Dari
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Taylor, Dr. Richard
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Tredinnick, David
Trickett, Jon
Truswell, Mr. Paul
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Turner, Mr. Neil
Twigg, Derek
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Ussher, Kitty
Vaizey, Mr. Edward

Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Vaz, rh Keith
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Walley, Joan
Walter, Mr. Robert
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Whittingdale, Mr. John
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Widdecombe, rh Miss Ann
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, Mr. David
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Wills, rh Mr. Michael
Wilshire, Mr. David
Wilson, Phil
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Wilson, Sammy
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, Ann
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Woolas, Mr. Phil
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Jeremy
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek
Yeo, Mr. Tim
Young, rh Sir George

Tellers for the Noes:
Mr. George Mudie and
Steve McCabe

Question accordingly negatived.
Question put, That the clause be added to the Bill.

The Committee divided: Ayes 357, Noes 182.
Division No. 79] [10.34 pm

AYES
Ainger, Nick
Ainsworth, rh Mr. Bob
Alexander, Danny
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Anderson, Mr. David
Armstrong, rh Hilary
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Austin, John
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Baker, Norman
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John

Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Blackman, Liz
Blackman-Woods, Dr. Roberta
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Blunkett, rh Mr. David
Borrow, Mr. David S.
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brake, Tom
Breed, Mr. Colin
Brennan, Kevin
Brooke, Annette
Brown, Lyn

Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Browne, Mr. Jeremy
Bruce, rh Malcolm
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burgon, Colin
Burnham, rh Andy
Burstow, Mr. Paul
Burt, Lorely
Butler, Ms Dawn
Byrne, rh Mr. Liam
Cable, Dr. Vincent
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Cairns, David
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Campbell, Mr. Ronnie
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Challen, Colin
Chapman, Ben
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clegg, rh Mr. Nick
Clelland, Mr. David
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Creagh, Mary
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
Darling, rh Mr. Alistair
Davey, Mr. Edward
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Dean, Mrs. Janet
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Dowd, Jim
Drew, Mr. David
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Efford, Clive
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Farrelly, Paul
Farron, Tim
Featherstone, Lynne
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert

Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Mr. Don
Foster, Mr. Michael

(Worcester)
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Gardiner, Barry
George, Andrew
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gidley, Sandra
Gilroy, Linda
Godsiff, Mr. Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goldsworthy, Julia
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Grogan, Mr. John
Gwynne, Andrew
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. David
Hancock, Mr. Mike
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Dr. Evan
Harris, Mr. Tom
Harvey, Nick
Healey, rh John
Heath, Mr. David
Hemming, John
Henderson, Mr. Doug
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Hermon, Lady
Hesford, Stephen
Hewitt, rh Ms Patricia
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Holmes, Paul
Hoon, rh Mr. Geoffrey
Hope, Phil
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, David
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Howells, rh Dr. Kim
Hughes, Simon
Huhne, Chris
Humble, Mrs. Joan
Hunter, Mark
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda
James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Jones, Mr. Martyn
Jowell, rh Tessa
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeble, Ms Sally
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Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Alan
Keen, Ann
Keetch, Mr. Paul
Kelly, rh Ruth
Kemp, Mr. Fraser
Khan, rh Mr. Sadiq
Kidney, Mr. David
Knight, rh Jim
Kramer, Susan
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lamb, Norman
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laws, Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leech, Mr. John
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Llwyd, Mr. Elfyn
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
MacShane, rh Mr. Denis
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Mr. Khalid
Malik, Mr. Shahid
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
Martlew, Mr. Eric
Mason, John
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McGuire, rh Mrs. Anne
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McKenna, Rosemary
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Meale, Mr. Alan
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Moffat, Anne
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Moon, Mrs. Madeleine
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mulholland, Greg
Mullin, Mr. Chris
Murphy, Mr. Denis
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Oaten, Mr. Mark
Olner, Mr. Bill
Öpik, Lembit
Owen, Albert

Palmer, Dr. Nick
Pearson, Ian
Pelling, Mr. Andrew
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pound, Stephen
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Pugh, Dr. John
Rammell, Bill
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reed, Mr. Jamie
Reid, Mr. Alan
Reid, rh John
Rennie, Willie
Robertson, Angus
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey
Rogerson, Dan
Roy, Mr. Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Bob
Russell, Christine
Ryan, rh Joan
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Sarwar, Mr. Mohammad
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheridan, Jim
Simon, Mr. Siôn
Simpson, Alan
Singh, Mr. Marsha
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E.

(Basildon)
Smith, Geraldine
Smith, rh Jacqui
Smith, John
Smith, Sir Robert
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stoate, Dr. Howard
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Stunell, Andrew
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Swinson, Jo
Tami, Mark
Taylor, Ms Dari
Taylor, Dr. Richard
Teather, Sarah
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thurso, John
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Truswell, Mr. Paul

Turner, Dr. Desmond
Turner, Mr. Neil
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Vaz, rh Keith
Walley, Joan
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Webb, Steve
Weir, Mr. Mike
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Williams, Stephen

Willis, Mr. Phil
Willott, Jenny
Wills, rh Mr. Michael
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Woolas, Mr. Phil
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek
Younger-Ross, Richard

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mr. George Mudie and
Steve McCabe

NOES
Afriyie, Adam
Ainsworth, Mr. Peter
Amess, Mr. David
Ancram, rh Mr. Michael
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Barker, Gregory
Baron, Mr. John
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Blunt, Mr. Crispin
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Brady, Mr. Graham
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Browning, Angela
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clappison, Mr. James
Clark, Greg
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Curry, rh Mr. David
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davies, David T.C.

(Monmouth)
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh David
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Dorrell, rh Mr. Stephen
Dorries, Nadine
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Ellwood, Mr. Tobias
Evans, Mr. Nigel

Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Field, Mr. Mark
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Fraser, Christopher
Gale, Mr. Roger
Garnier, Mr. Edward
Gauke, Mr. David
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Goodwill, Mr. Robert
Gove, Michael
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Greenway, Mr. John
Grieve, Mr. Dominic
Gummer, rh Mr. John
Hague, rh Mr. William
Hammond, Mr. Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Harper, Mr. Mark
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hendry, Charles
Herbert, Nick
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Howard, rh Mr. Michael
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Hunt, Mr. Jeremy
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jack, rh Mr. Michael
Jackson, Mr. Stewart
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kawczynski, Daniel
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Knight, rh Mr. Greg
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lait, Mrs. Jacqui

873 8749 FEBRUARY 2010Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill

Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill



Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
Maples, Mr. John
Mates, rh Mr. Michael
Maude, rh Mr. Francis
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McCrea, Dr. William
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, Mr. Andrew
Mundell, David
Murrison, Dr. Andrew
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
O’Brien, Mr. Stephen
Osborne, Mr. George
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Randall, Mr. John
Redwood, rh Mr. John
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Rosindell, Andrew
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew

Shapps, Grant
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, David
Simpson, Mr. Keith
Smith, Chloe
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spelman, Mrs. Caroline
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Mr. Richard
Streeter, Mr. Gary
Stuart, Mr. Graham
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Swire, Mr. Hugo
Syms, Mr. Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Tredinnick, David
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Vaizey, Mr. Edward
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Walter, Mr. Robert
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Whittingdale, Mr. John
Widdecombe, rh Miss Ann
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, Mr. David
Wilshire, Mr. David
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Wilson, Sammy
Winterton, Ann
Yeo, Mr. Tim
Young, rh Sir George

Tellers for the Noes:
James Duddridge and
Jeremy Wright

Question accordingly agreed to.
New clause 88 added to the Bill.

New Clause 89

ENTITLEMENT TO VOTE

‘Those entitled to vote in the referendum under section
[Referendum on voting systems] are—

(a) the persons who, on the date of the poll, would be
entitled to vote as electors at a parliamentary election
in any constituency, and

(b) the persons (not within paragraph (a)) who on that
date would be entitled to vote as electors at an
election to the European Parliament in any electoral
region because of section 8(3) or (4) of the European
Parliamentary Elections Act 2002 (peers).’.—
(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 90

REFERENDUM PERIOD

‘(1) This section sets out what is the referendum period, for the
purposes of Part 7 of the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000, for the referendum under section [Referendum on voting
systems].

(2) Subject to subsection (3), the referendum period—

(a) begins with the date of the making of the order under
section [Referendum on voting systems] that fixes the
date of the poll, and

(b) ends with the date of the poll.

(3) If the order mentioned in subsection (2)(a) fixes a date that
is more than 6 months after the day on which the order is made,
the referendum period is the period of 6 months ending with the
date of the poll.’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 91

ROLE OF ELECTORAL COMMISSION

‘(1) ‘The Electoral Commission must take whatever steps they
think appropriate to promote public awareness about the
referendum under section [Referendum on voting systems] and
how to vote in it.

(2) The Electoral Commission may take whatever steps they
think appropriate to provide, for persons entitled to vote in the
referendum, information about each of the two voting systems
referred to in section [Referendum on voting systems] (3).’.—
(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 92

PAYMENTS TO COUNTING OFFICERS

‘(1) A counting officer is entitled to recover his or her charges
in respect of services rendered, or expenses incurred, for or in
connection with the referendum under section [Referendum on
voting systems] if—

(a) the services were necessarily rendered, or the expenses
were necessarily incurred, for the efficient and
effective conduct of the referendum, and

(b) the total of the officer’s charges does not exceed the
amount (“the overall maximum recoverable amount”)
specified in, or determined in accordance with, an
order made by the Secretary of State by statutory
instrument, with the consent of the Treasury, for the
purposes of this subsection.

(2) An order under subsection (1) may specify, or make
provision for determining in accordance with the order, a
maximum recoverable amount for services or expenses of a
specified description.

Subject to subsection (3), the counting officer may not recover
more than that amount in respect of such services or expenses.

(3) In a particular case the Electoral Commission may, with
the consent of the Treasury, authorise the payment of—

(a) more than the overall maximum recoverable amount,
or

(b) more than the specified maximum recoverable amount
for any specified services or expenses,

if the Commission are satisfied that the conditions in
subsection (4) are met.

(4) The conditions are—
(a) that it was reasonable for the counting officer

concerned to render the services or incur the
expenses, and

(b) that the charges in question are reasonable.

(5) The Electoral Commission must pay the amount of any
charges recoverable in accordance with this section on an
account being submitted to them.

But if the Commission think fit they may, before payment,
apply for the account to be taxed under section [Taxation of
counting officer’s account].

(6) Where the superannuation contributions required to be
paid by a local authority in respect of a person are increased by
a fee paid under this section as part of a counting officer’s
charges at the referendum, then on an account being submitted
to them the Electoral Commission must pay to the authority a
sum equal to the increase.
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(7) On the counting officer’s request for an advance on
account of the officer’s charges, the Electoral Commission may
make an advance on such terms as they think fit.

(8) The Electoral Commission may by regulations make
provision as to the time when and the manner and form in which
accounts are to be rendered to the Commission for the purposes
of the payment of a counting officer’s charges.

(9) An order or regulations under this subsection may make
different provision for different cases.

(10) Any sums required by the Electoral Commission for
making payments under this section are to be charged on and
paid out of the Consolidated Fund.’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 93

TAXATION OF COUNTING OFFICER’S ACCOUNT

‘(1) An application for a counting officer’s account to be taxed
must be made—

(a) except where paragraph (b) applies, to a county court;
(b) where the counting officer is one who was appointed

for an area in Scotland, to the Auditor of the Court
of Session.

A reference in this section to “the court” includes a reference
to the Auditor mentioned in paragraph (b).

(2) On any such application the court has jurisdiction to tax
the account in such manner and at such time and place as the
court thinks fit, and finally to determine the amount payable to
the counting officer.

(3) Where an application is made for a counting officer’s
account to be taxed, the officer may apply to the court for it to
examine any claim made by any person (“the claimant”) against
the officer in respect of matters charged in the account.

(4) On an application under subsection (3), after the claimant
has been given notice and an opportunity to be heard and to
tender any evidence, the court may allow, disallow or reduce the
claim, with or without costs.

The court’s determination of the claim is final for all purposes
and as against all persons.

(5) An application under subsection (1) for taxation of the
account of the counting officer for Northern Ireland must be
made to the county court that has jurisdiction at the place where
the officer certified the number of ballot papers counted and
votes cast.’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 94

RESTRICTION ON LEGAL CHALLENGE TO REFERENDUM

RESULT

‘(1) No court may entertain any proceedings for questioning
the number of ballot papers counted or votes cast in the
referendum under section [Referendum on voting systems] as
certified by the Chief Counting Officer or a counting officer
unless—

(a) the proceedings are brought by a claim for judicial
review, and

(b) the claim form is filed before the end of the permitted
period.

(2) In subsection (1) “the permitted period” means the period
of 6 weeks beginning with—

(a) the date on which the Chief Counting Officer or
counting officer gives a certificate as to the number of
ballot papers counted and votes cast in the
referendum, or

(b) if the Chief Counting Officer or counting officer gives
more than one such certificate, the date on which the
last is given.

(3) In the application of this section to Scotland,
subsection (1) has effect—

(a) with the substitution in paragraph (a) of “a petition”
for “a claim”;

(b) with the substitution in paragraph (b) of “the petition
is lodged” for “the claim form is filed”.

(4) In the application of this section to Northern Ireland,
subsection (1) has effect—

(a) with the substitution in paragraph (a) of “an
application” for “a claim”;

(b) with the substitution in paragraph (b) of “the
application for leave to apply for judicial review is
lodged” for “the claim form is filed”.’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 95

REFERENDUMS: PERSON MAY NOT BE “RESPONSIBLE

PERSON” FOR MORE THAN ONE PERMITTED PARTICIPANT

‘(1) Part 7 of the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000 (referendums) is amended as follows.

(2) In section 105 (permitted participants), in
subsection (1)(b)(i), after “(as defined by section 54(8))” insert
“who is not the responsible person, in relation to the referendum,
for another permitted participant”.

(3) In section 106 (declarations and notifications for purposes
of section 105), after subsection (4) insert—

“(4A) A declaration made or notification given by a body in
relation to a particular referendum does not comply with the
requirement in subsection (2)(b) or (4)(b)(ii) (to state the name of
the person who will be responsible for compliance) if the person
whose name is stated—

(a) is already the responsible person for a permitted
participant in relation to the referendum,

(b) is an individual who gives a notification under
subsection (3) in relation to the referendum at the
same time, or

(c) is the person whose name is stated, in purported
compliance with the requirement in subsection (2)(b)
or (4)(b)(ii), in a notification given in relation to the
referendum at the same time by another body.

In this subsection “the person”, in relation to a body other
than a minor party, is to be read as “the person or
officer”.”’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 96

REFERENDUMS: EXPENSES INCURRED BY PERSONS

ACTING IN CONCERT

‘(1) Part 7 of the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000 (referendums) is amended as follows.

(2) In section 118 (special restriction on referendum expenses
by permitted participants), in subsection (4), after “for the
purposes of this section,” insert “section 118A,”.

(3) After that section insert—
“118A Referendum expenses incurred by persons acting in

concert

(1) This section applies where—
(a) any referendum expenses are incurred by or on behalf

of an individual or body during the referendum period
for a referendum to which this Part applies, and

(b) the expenses are so incurred in pursuance of a plan or
other arrangement whereby referendum expenses are
to be incurred by or on behalf of—

(i) that individual or body, and
(ii) one or more other individuals or bodies,
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respectively with a view to, or otherwise in connection with,
promoting or procuring one particular outcome in relation to
any question asked in the referendum.

(2) The expenses mentioned in subsection (1)(a) shall be
treated for the purposes of—

(a) section 117,
(b) section 118 and Schedule 14, and
(c) sections 120 to 123,

as having also been incurred, during the referendum period, by
or on behalf of the other individual or body (or, as the case may
be, each of the other individuals or bodies) mentioned in
subsection (1)(b)(ii).

(3) This section applies whether or not any of the individuals
or bodies in question is a permitted participant.”’.—
(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

New Clause 98

COUNTING OF VOTES IN PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS

‘(1) The Representation of the People Act 1983 is amended as
follows—

(2) In Schedule 1 (Parliamentary elections rules), in
paragraph 44, after sub-paragraph (1) insert—

“(1A) The counting of votes in a parliamentary election shall
start within four hours of the close of the poll, save in
exceptional circumstances.

(1B) The Secretary of State shall, after consulting the
Electoral Commission, prepare draft guidance on the definition
of “exceptional circumstances” for the purposes of sub-
paragraph (1A).

(1C) The draft guidance prepared under sub-paragraph (1B)
may not be issued unless a draft has been laid before, and
approved by both Houses of Parliament.”’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Brought up, and added to the Bill.

Clause 62

EXTENT, COMMENCEMENT, TRANSITIONAL PROVISION

AND SHORT TITLE

Amendments made: 100, page 32, line 38, leave out
‘(apart from this Part)’.

Amendment 136, page 32, line 40, at end insert—
‘( ) Subsection (3) does not apply to the following provisions of

this Act (which accordingly come into force on the day this Act is
passed)—

(a) sections [Referendum on voting systems] and
[Referendum period];

(b) section [Tax status of MPs and members of the House
of Lords];

(c) section [Tax status of members of the House of Lords:
transitional provision] (or section 33, so far as applied
by that section);

(d) section [Section 3 of the Act of Settlement];

(e) sections [Referendums: person may not be “responsible
person” for more than one permitted participant] and
[Referendums: expenses incurred by persons acting in
concert];

(f) this Part.’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Title
Amendments made: 102, line 1, after ‘State;’ insert

‘to make provision in relation to section 3 of the Act of
Settlement and other provision in relation to nationality
restrictions connected with employment or the holding of office
in a civil capacity under the Crown;’.

Amendment 133, line 2, after ‘treaties;’, insert
‘to amend the Parliamentary Standards Act 2009 and the
European Parliament (Pay and Pensions) Act 1979 and to make
provision relating to pensions for members of the House of
Commons, Ministers and other office-holders;’.

Amendment 137, line 2, after ‘treaties;’ insert
‘to make provision for a referendum on the voting system for
parliamentary elections, and about referendums generally;’.

Amendment 134, line 4, after ‘Lords;’, insert
‘to make provision for treating members of the House of
Commons and members of the House of Lords as resident,
ordinarily resident and domiciled in the United Kingdom for
taxation purposes;’.

Amendment 43, line 10, after ‘Office;’ insert
‘to amend Schedule 5 to the Government of Wales Act 2006 in
relation to the Auditor General for Wales;’.—(Mr. Straw.)

Mr. Grieve: On a point of order, Madam Chairman.
The reality is that, without the debate having been
long-winded, yet again we have failed to consider a
large number of clauses, including on questions of
mental illness of Members of Parliament, the role of
the Attorney-General, war powers, code of conduct for
publicly funded bodies, royal marriages and succession
to the Crown, complaints to the parliamentary
commissioner, and parliamentary constituencies and
elections. Is it not making a mockery of the House that
yet again we show ourselves utterly unable to consider
and scrutinise legislation properly?

The First Deputy Chairman: Order. The hon. and
learned Gentleman has made his point, and it will have
been heard and noted. Equally, he will know that I am
bound by the programme order of the House.

The Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair.
Bill, as amended, reported (Standing Order No. 83D(6)).
Bill to be considered tomorrow.
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Sunbeds (Regulation) Bill [Money]
Queen’s recommendation signified.
Motion made, and Question proposed,
That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Sunbeds

(Regulation) Bill, it is expedient to authorise the payment out of
money provided by Parliament of any increase attributable to the
Act in the sums payable under any other Act out of money so
provided.—(Gillian Merron.)

10.52 pm

The Minister of State, Department of Health (Gillian
Merron): The Sunbeds (Regulation) Bill was introduced
by my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff, North (Julie
Morgan), and the Bill has received a Second Reading
and is due to be considered in a Public Bill Committee
tomorrow. The provisions in the Bill make new powers
available to local authorities in England, and accordingly
a money resolution is required in order that the Bill can
be debated in Committee.

Mr. Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): Will
the Minister give way?

Gillian Merron: I would like to make some progress.
As I made clear on Second Reading, I believe that the

Bill provides the first legislative opportunity to tackle
an urgent problem. It is supported by evidence from a
range of sources, including findings of the World Health
Organisation, the Committee on the Medical Aspects
of Radiation in the Environment, and surveys carried
out by Cancer Research UK on behalf of the Department
of Health. The evidence supports the view that informs
this Bill: that sunbeds are a health risk, that use of
sunbeds by under-18s is growing, that there is a clear
link between sunbed use and skin cancer, and that
voluntary regulation by industry has not been enough
to protect young people. The Bill addresses those problems
directly, which is why the Government fully support it.
The provision of funding for local enforcement is necessary
if the aims of the Bill are to be achieved. That is why I
commend the resolution to the House.

10.54 pm

Mark Simmonds (Boston and Skegness) (Con): We,
on the Conservative Benches, are supportive of the Bill,
and we supported its contents on Second Reading.
There is clear clinical evidence to support the banning
of under-18s from using sunbeds, and we wish to see the
Bill progress. As the Minister rightly said, the Committee
stage is tomorrow.

However, I have one query for the Minister about the
money resolution. It is a query that I raised on
Second Reading, but one that I did not get a response
to. In the impact assessment, the annual cost of the
implementation and enforcement of the Bill is estimated
at £88,000—approximately £100,000—which is based
on the questionable assumption that 5 per cent. of
sunbed salons would continue to allow under-18s to use
their sunbeds, and that that would be identified only
through public complaint. Is the Minister confident
that the detail in the impact assessment is correct? It
does not appear to have been strongly or forensically
analysed, and that figure could be a gross underestimate
of the possible costs to local authorities. Will she therefore
confirm that the total cost allowed under this money
resolution is £88,000, as detailed in the impact assessment?

10.55 pm

Sandra Gidley (Romsey) (LD): We on the Liberal
Democrat Benches support the motion, and I see no
reason to detain the House any further.

10.56 pm

Mr. Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): It will
not have escaped the notice of hon. Members that the
Minister has not put any figures whatever on her assessment
of the costs of the provision. My hon. Friend the
Member for Boston and Skegness (Mark Simmonds),
speaking from the Front Bench, has rightly drawn attention
to the figure of £88,000. It will not have escaped your
notice, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that we are in an age of
austerity. Surely we should be considering affordability.
In my submission, therefore, it is incumbent on the
Minister, before asking us to accept this money resolution,
to give us an indication of the likely costs, because
surely we cannot be in the business of providing the
Government with blank cheques.

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): But
will not the saving for the national health service, in
terms of the health of the young people concerned,
mean that the Bill will inevitably be an excellent investment,
and that we should get on with agreeing to the motion?

Mr. Chope: The hon. Gentleman makes an assertion.
What I am interested in is evidence. I look to the
Minister to provide some evidence that the provision
will be proportionate, and that it will not offend against
the principle of affordability. I also want to ensure that
she will take into account the information that came to
me earlier this evening, which is that many users of
sunbeds who are under 18 are employed in our armed
forces. The impact on their morale could be substantial
if they cannot continue to use sunbeds. I should be
grateful if the Minister could address those points in
responding to this brief debate.

10.57 pm

Gillian Merron: I am grateful for the support across
the House. I should be happy to clarify this further, but
just to make it clear, £88,000 is what we believe will be
required to ensure proper enforcement of the ban for
under-18s. That is based on information provided to us
by the Local Government Association. If we chose to
exercise the regulation-making powers, we would of
course conduct further impact assessments. I commend
this motion to the House.

Question put and agreed to.

Business without Debate

DELEGATED LEGISLATION

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Alan Haselhurst): With the
leave of the House, I shall put motions 7, 8, 9 and 10
together.

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

That the draft Rail Vehicle Accessibility (London Underground
Metropolitan Line S8 Vehicles) Exemption Order 2010, which
was laid before this House on 12 January, be approved.

INVESTIGATORY POWERS

That the draft Regulation of Investigatory Powers
(Communications Data) Order 2010, which was laid before this
House on 5 January, be approved.
That the draft Regulation of Investigatory Powers (Directed
Surveillance and Covert Human Intelligence Sources) Order 2010,
which was laid before this House on 5 January, be approved.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT

That the draft Employment Relations Act 1999 (Blacklists)
Regulations 2010, which were laid before this House on 18
January, be approved.—(Mr. Mudie.)

Question agreed to.

EUROPEAN UNION DOCUMENTS
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order No. 119(11)),

OBTAINING EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL MATTERS

That this House takes note of European Union Document
No. 17691/09, Commission Green Paper on obtaining evidence in
criminal matters from one Member State to another and securing
its admissibility; and supports the Government’s objective of only
supporting a new EU Mutual Legal Assistance instrument that
will bring coherence and add real value to the operation of
Mutual Legal Assistance amongst EU member states.—(Mr. Mudie.)

Question agreed to.

PETITIONS

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Alan Haselhurst): I call
Mr. Peter Bone to present a petition.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): I am sorry
that you have been misinformed, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
but I presented my petition last night.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Well I am very grateful that you
are here to correct that impression now.

Gritting

10.59 pm

Tim Farron (Westmorland and Lonsdale) (LD): I
should like to present a petition on behalf of the
residents of the south lakes regarding gritting and the
emergency response, or lack of it, to the recent extreme
winter weather conditions.

The Petition of residents of the South Lakes and others,
Declares that better gritting is required in the South Lakes.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to put pressure on Cumbria County Council
to develop an emergency plan to make sure that roads and
pavements are cleared properly and people are not trapped in
their homes during snowfall.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000733]

Planning and Development (Essex)

11 pm

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): I should like to present
an important petition collected by two worthy, caring
and community-spirited residents of my constituency,
Pam Drever and Pat Shepherd. They are seeking to
protect the public interest and to fight a developer who
has caused nuisance to neighbours and is seeking to
regularise the position of his fence, which he has
progressively moved on to what is clearly highway land.
The councils must act to stop this unacceptable behaviour,
and I warmly congratulate every one of the many
people who have signed the petition, which states:

The Petition of residents of Stanway Road and surrounding
areas,

Declares that we are strongly opposed to the proposed plans
application CPT/2/10/FUL to further extend the boundary fencing
and gates of the business operating at 77 Stanway Road and
believe that if the council pass these plans it will further spoil the
appearance of the area, will result in more commercial traffic and
street parking in this area, more noise and disturbance to us and
will allow the business at 77 to further dominate the area.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urge the Government to encourage Castle Point Borough Councillors,
Essex County Councillors and the Highways Authority, to take
urgent and tough action to immediately end the improper land
grabbing and fencing off of highway land in this otherwise quiet
and respectable residential area and take appropriate action to
force the business back to the proper boundaries for this site, in
the wider public interest.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000734]

Pedestrian Crossings

11.1 pm

Ms Celia Barlow (Hove) (Lab): I am privileged to
present a petition signed by more than 200 of my
constituents calling for the creation of a safe pedestrian
crossing at the junction of Old Shoreham road, Neville
road and Sackville road in Hove. Of the 212 residents of
the five roads at Painters Corner, all but two signed the
petition, showing that it has 99 per cent. support.
Residents have long noted the increased danger at this
crossing, and have cited incidents that include three
children being involved in accidents there and numerous
near-misses by vehicles. Written complaints to the council
have achieved nothing. The petitioners would like the
council to remedy this by funding road safety improvements
at the junction.

The petition states:
The Petition of residents of Hove and Portslade and others,
Declares that the petitioners have serious concerns about the

safety of pedestrians using the crossroads at the junction between
Old Shoreham Road, Neville Road and Sackville Road; further
declares that the Petitioners are concerned that there are no
pedestrian crossings on the north or southbound carriageways at
the junctions on Neville and Sackville roads, and believe that
there is an urgent need for a safe and effective pedestrian crossing
at this site.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urge Ministers in the Department for Transport to take steps to
ensure that a crossing is placed at this juncture to ensure the
safety of pedestrians at this crossing.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000732]
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Climate Change (Bangladesh)
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Mr. Mudie.)

11.3 pm
Colin Challen (Morley and Rothwell) (Lab): I am

grateful for the opportunity that this debate provides to
raise my concerns about the impacts of climate change
on Bangladesh and to say how we should respond to
them. In large part, the debate arises out of a joint
report published by the all-party climate change groups
in the UK and the Bangladeshi Parliaments. The report
is called “Climate change equity: is it a plan, an aspiration
or a fashion statement?”

I want to take this opportunity, as chair of the UK
all-party group on climate change, to praise the work of
my counterpart in Bangladesh, Saber Chowdhury MP,
who has shown great leadership on this issue. I also
want to praise the work of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association, which has taken a leading
role in bringing together parliamentarians from around
the Commonwealth to discuss the impacts of climate
change. As we know, many Commonwealth member
states are highly vulnerable to climate change, and it is
my belief that, as MPs, we have a considerable task
ahead in promoting climate change policies and proactively
ensuring that climate change finance is properly utilised.
I will return to that subject later.

As we know, Bangladesh is especially vulnerable to
climate change. Even a 1 metre sea-level rise would
displace 30 million people, and although that prospect
may be some time off, many problems are likely to
happen in the meantime due to more intense storms,
increasing salinity in drinking water supplies and so
forth. I suspect that the prospect of tens of millions of
displaced people is one reason why India, which shares
most of Bangladesh’s border, is building a security
fence all along that border. With a land mass the size of
England and Wales and a population of around 150 million,
the pressures on Bangladesh are immense. Clearly, another
consequence of climate change could be the raising of
regional tensions.

Help from the UK is immensely important to the
people of Bangladesh. About £1 billion a year is committed,
making us Bangladesh’s largest donor. Nearly £140 million
comes through the Department for International
Development. Clearly, the money is devoted to the
twin aims of developing Bangladesh’s economy and
accomplishing the millennium development goals. Equally
clearly, these goals and Bangladesh’s escape from poverty
are threatened by climate change. It is vital to reassess
our support in the light of the changing climate.

We also need to ensure that more money is forthcoming.
It would be interesting to learn how much of the
$30 billion of early climate change finance proposed by
the Copenhagen accord will find its way to Bangladesh.
As the Prime Minister has acknowledged, we need to
ensure that we are talking about new money—not just
taking it from existing development budgets. As we
know, some countries have reduced their official
development assistance budgets in the wake of the
recession. The UK has pledged to increase our official
development assistance to the 0.7 per cent. level called
for by the United Nations way back in 1970. We need
assurances that this increase will be largely separate
from climate change finance. We cannot rob Peter to
pay Paul.

I support the commitment we have made that no
more than 10 per cent. of our ODA budgets will be
spent on tackling climate change, but I think that we
should match that commitment with another and insist
that that 10 per cent. never becomes more than 10 per
cent. of our climate change assistance. We have to be
open and transparent about this; we must not count the
new money twice.

As Copenhagen showed, there is a commitment among
developed countries to commit new finance to tackling
climate change, but it is not at all clear that the figures
mentioned, including the mid-term goal of $100 billion
a year by 2020, relate to actual need. One wonders how
we arrived at a figure of £64 billion at today’s exchange
rate. One of the tasks of the two all-party groups’ joint
report was to see whether we could put a benchmark
figure on what Bangladesh should receive from all
sources if we had a global deal that really was equitable.

Global leaders emerging from their summits always
like to talk about equity, but they never seem inclined to
define it. The nearest they get to doing so is by reference
to the United Nations framework convention on climate
change statement that we all share “common but
differentiated responsibilities”. That sounds all well and
good, but it is no more than a statement of the bleedin’
obvious. What does it mean in practice? In our report,
we try to flesh it out.

We have chosen to use a contraction and convergence—or
C and C—model and apply it to the Department of
Energy and Climate Change cost of carbon abatement
figures. It should be noted that the C and C framework,
which posits a contraction in global carbon emissions
leading to a global per capita convergence point, is the
working model used by our own Climate Change Act 2008,
the Committee on Climate Change and many others in
calculating what our effort should be. In short, the
result of that somewhat inexact exercise as it appears in
our report nevertheless shows that fair climate change
financing for Bangladesh this year would approach
£2 billion. This, let us not forget, is on top of the
existing £1 billion from the UK and other international
finance.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): The hon. Gentleman
has shown great leadership on this issue. May I set it in
context? Bangladesh’s annual per capita carbon emissions
are a quarter of a tonne, the United Kingdom’s are
approaching 10 tonnes, and those of the United States
are about 28 tonnes. Bangladesh did not cause the
problem, and it is not fuelling the problem now. We did
and we are, so we must pay. That is the clear message.

Colin Challen: I agree. I shall say something about
that later.

Substantial sums are involved, which is all the more
reason why we must not pretend that they could be
buried in normal ODA financing. I have no idea how
Bangladesh will fare in securing a fair share of that
help. It has not done very well so far. Let us consider,
for example, what it has got out of the clean development
mechanism. There seems to be an unwritten rule that
the poorer a country is, the less it can earn from CDMs.
In other words, if a country is too poor to emit much
carbon dioxide in the first place, it cannot expect to
receive much help to avoid emitting carbon in the
future. If a country cannot enter a carbon market, its
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costs in tackling climate change will go up. As the
carbon price forecasts of the Department of Energy
and Climate Change illustrate, in the medium term at
least, official assistance is considered to be twice as
expensive as market-driven finance.

What is the basis of the 2020 figure of £64 billion,
and what is the basis of the short-term figure of
£19.2 billion? Those are the Copenhagen accord figures
translated into sterling. Have we begun to identify what
the money will be spent on? When do we expect to see it
spent? Who will be in charge of it? Those questions
urgently need answers. The Copenhagen accord was so
lacking in ambition—ambition, that is, to provide a
rational and coherent solution to the challenge of climate
change—that we should be impatient with any delay or
obfuscation over the few promises that were made.

Another question that our joint report asks about
climate change finance is whether we need better governance
at international and domestic levels. In Copenhagen
last December, I gained the impression that many
developing countries were dissatisfied with the way in
which climate change is currently handled. It is felt that
local voices tend to be excluded from the process. In my
view, we should do more—much more—to ensure that
local people are in the driving seat.

In that context, our two all-party groups would like
parliamentarians to have a greater role in monitoring
the way in which money is spent, and more power to
call Governments and international bodies to account.
The Commonwealth Parliamentary Association could
have an enhanced role in the Commonwealth. If Members
of Parliament from developed and developing countries
had a regular channel through which to share their
experiences, we could help to ensure that moneys were
spent properly. Such channels could be established by
the creation of bilateral Select Committees or a formal
inter-parliamentary forum. Saber Chowdhury and I
urge both our Governments to consider supporting the
establishment of such a parliamentary forum between
the United Kingdom and Bangladesh. Our existing
links, through the CPA and the fact that we are Bangladesh’s
largest donor, suggest that a cross-party bilateral
arrangement could have a significant role to play.

Underpinning such an arrangement should be a
recognition that equity is not just about money—in
which context the donor is too often perceived to have
the upper hand—but about ownership. We need to
recognise that while we may see ourselves in the United
Kingdom as benefactors, we are actually debtors. As is
so often said—and as has been said this evening—the
developed world created the problem, but it is the
developing world that will feel the impact of climate
change first. Equity means understanding that countries
such as Bangladesh are our creditors, and that it is
therefore not for us to demand a dominant say in what
we think is best. We must be equal partners, and who
better to ensure that we realise that vision than the
elected representatives of civil society?

Another major aspect of our report is the way in
which it addresses the impact of climate change on
human rights. It argues strongly for a human rights-based
approach to climate change, since many of the rights
that we cherish can so easily be destroyed by it. The
report notes that there are currently four pillars to the

climate change negotiations: mitigation, adaptation,
financing and technology transfer. We call for the addition
of a fifth pillar, that of human rights. In practice that
could mean, for example, greater attention being paid
to environmental refugees. It may mean that such refugees
receive official recognition and status. Obviously, this is
a live issue in Bangladesh, for if those 30 million displaced
people cannot be accommodated in an already overcrowded
country, and are hemmed in by a security fence, what is
to become of them? For that matter, what is to become
of people whose very nations may disappear, as could
be the case for Commonwealth countries such as Vanuatu
or Kiribati?

The UK Government are well placed to launch an
initiative to explore the legalities of these matters, and
to ensure that the United Nations framework convention
on climate change urgently addresses the issue. This
work must be done before the crisis deepens.

The Department for International Development has
been one of the outstanding successes of this Labour
Government, but the challenges ahead are multiplying.
It is good that we are making it a legal responsibility to
reach the 0.7 per cent. ODA goal. For 40 years, the
UN’s ambition was merely voluntary, which is why so
many countries have failed to achieve it, but let us not
forget that the 0.7 per cent. goal was in no way scientifically
arrived at. Even in 1970, it did not relate to actual need.
Now, at a time when Nick Stern has suggested that 2 per
cent. of GDP will have to be spent tackling climate
change, one hopes that we will not be waiting another
40 years before we commit to it.

I hope that we hear a very positive response from my
hon. Friend the Minister this evening, as next week I
and colleagues in the CPA will be visiting Bangladesh,
and climate change will be at the top of our agenda.

11.16 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
International Development (Mr. Michael Foster): May I
begin by thanking my hon. Friend the Member for
Morley and Rothwell (Colin Challen) for securing this
debate and for giving the House the opportunity to
discuss the impact of climate change on Bangladesh?
May I also say how pleased I am that more Members
than I had anticipated are present for the debate, especially
at such a late hour? My hon. Friend has a long-standing
interest in this subject and he has considerable expertise
on it, too, so I treat his views with great respect.

By now, it is well documented—although, perhaps,
not yet as well understood as we might wish—that the
impacts of climate change will be most keenly felt by
the developing world. Countries such as Bangladesh
that are already vulnerable to rising sea levels and
changing weather patterns are particularly susceptible.
In Bangladesh, climate change is not a future threat,
but a current reality. The country is well used to floods
and cyclones, and its people are resilient and adaptable,
but the pace and severity of the climate changes that the
world is now facing could have disastrous consequences
for Bangladesh.

My hon. Friend will doubtless be familiar with the
harsh statistics I am about to give, but I make no
apology for repeating them, as it is essential to do so,
both for the record and to inform our response. Looking
ahead, by 2050 Bangladesh could have some 70 million
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people affected by floods each year, 8 million affected
by droughts, and up to 8 per cent. of low-lying land
under water owing to rising sea levels. Associated with
that will be the saline pollution of rice-growing paddy
fields. All of that could happen within the lifetime of
our children. Looking even further ahead, by the end of
the century, half of Bangladesh’s coastal embankments
could be breached by rising sea levels. Should sea levels
rise by just 1 metre, as my hon. Friend suggested, a fifth
of Bangladesh could be flooded. In other words, an
area 18 times the size of Greater London would be
under water—land that people depend on for shelter
and for their livelihoods. All of that could happen
within the lifetime of our grandchildren.

Bob Spink: Will the hon. Gentleman acknowledge
that there is an official measure of countries that are
vulnerable to climate change, and at the very top of the
list of all the significant countries in the whole world is
Bangladesh?

Mr. Foster: I have visited the country and looked at
the statistics in the reports. I agree absolutely: Bangladesh
finds itself in that rather unenviable position in the
league table.

The Government of Bangladesh are alert to the
problems. They have produced a 10-year climate change
strategy and action plan and have allocated funding
from their budget to help with implementation. Thanks
to support from the international community, they are
also working to improve their early warning systems for
floods and cyclones.

Bangladeshi climate negotiators take part in most
UN climate negotiation meetings, including discussions
on the Copenhagen accord. Although we all recognise
that a political resolution was not achieved at Copenhagen,
Bangladesh did secure a number of good outcomes. In
particular, the adaptation needs of vulnerable developing
countries were recognised, as was their entitlement to
preferential access to fast-start funds for adaptation.

Another sign of the commitment of the national
Government can be seen in the new international centre
for climate change and development that is planned in
Dhaka. It will be a centre of excellence, encouraging
those responsible for planning to factor climate change
implications into their designs. The UK and Bangladesh
enjoy strong historical links and we have been working
with Bangladesh for many years, supporting development
across the country.

That support includes £100 million allocated over the
next eight years to help the people living in the areas
that are most affected by climate change. In September 2008,
we hosted an international conference on the impact of
climate change in Bangladesh. At that event, my right
hon. Friend the Secretary of State for International
Development announced a further £75 million to support
the Government of Bangladesh’s strategy for climate
change adaptation and mitigation. Of that £75 million,
£60 million will be channelled through a pooled fund to
be controlled by the Government of Bangladesh.

That fund will be administered initially by the World
Bank, so that it can provide the financial safeguards
that will ensure money is properly used and accounted
for. I know that my hon. Friend the Member for Morley
and Rothwell understands how important those safeguards
are for taxpayers’ funds. It will, however, be up to the

Government of Bangladesh to decide how the money is
spent. I also want to stress that all UK bilateral development
assistance to Bangladesh, including the £60 million
contribution to the pooled fund for climate change, is
made in the form of grants rather than loans.

The UK has pledged £1.5 billion towards fast-start
financing agreed at Copenhagen. That funding will
kick-start measures aimed at cutting emissions and will
help developing countries to adapt to climate change.
Clearly, some of that money will be spent in Bangladesh.

Climate change has particular consequences for those
living near the sea, and I mentioned some of the potential
risks earlier. Although at this stage we cannot be sure of
the exact impact, we should be in no doubt that millions
of people, especially those living in coastal regions,
might be forced to relocate if adaptation measures
prove inadequate.

Migration for environmental or climate reasons, as
my hon. Friend has mentioned, is nothing new for
Bangladesh. The country has suffered regularly from
flooding and from cyclones. When such events occur,
local people naturally look for better opportunities for
themselves and their families. They often decide to
move to cities and in doing so they move from the
problems in one part of the country to different problems
elsewhere—perhaps living in overcrowded slums, putting
further pressure on services in Bangladesh. The Government
and their development partners are working together to
help cities to cope with their growing populations. The
UK, for example, is investing £60 million through a
United Nations programme to improve infrastructure
and services for some 3 million very poor and vulnerable
people in 23 towns and cities in Bangladesh.

I had the privilege of visiting Bangladesh last year
and I spent some time with people living on the chars—
low-lying sand islands in the Jamuna river. I saw how
UK aid had been used to raise homestead farms above
the level of the 1998 and 2007 floods. I saw what a
difference that made to the people living there. What I
saw made me realise the sheer scale of the challenge that
climate change presents in Bangladesh.

Greg Clark (Tunbridge Wells) (Con): Will the Minister
give way?

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Alan Haselhurst): Order.
The half-hour Adjournment debate is essentially a Back-
Bench occasion and it is not usual for Front-Bench
spokesmen to intervene. I appreciate that the hon.
Gentleman is not a Front-Bench spokesman on
international development, but the fact that he and the
Liberal Democrat Front-Bench spokesman, the hon.
Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey (Simon
Hughes), are here may be seen as their demonstrating
their interest. It is better that the debate is kept as a
Back-Bench occasion, otherwise other precedents will
be set.

Mr. Foster: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker. I am
aware of the hon. Gentleman’s interest in the climate
change agenda and I would certainly welcome any
contribution from him if the Chair were to allow it.

As I was saying, it is unthinkable that those challenges
could be ignored. If my hon. Friend the Member for
Morley and Rothwell wants to see some of the work
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that my Department is doing on the chars before he
visits Bangladesh, he could look on DFID’s website
under the chars livelihoods programme, where he would
see some analysis of that project’s work. If he were
minded to look at YouTube, he could see a video blog
that I did while I was on the char islands, which graphically
brings home to people in the UK who have not had the
privilege of visiting those parts of the world what is
happening there. They can see for themselves exactly
what we mean when we talk about raising homestead
levels and allowing people to deal with climate change
and development—all under the roof of one particular
project.

I thank my hon. Friend for his contribution to the
debate. He said that he and his colleagues from the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association will visit
Bangladesh shortly. I hope that he has a productive trip
and I genuinely look forward to receiving a copy of the
report that it is customary to produce after such visits. I
am more than willing to discuss any of the issues that
arise from his visit on his return.

Question put and agreed to.

11.27 pm

House adjourned.

891 8929 FEBRUARY 2010Climate Change (Bangladesh) Climate Change (Bangladesh)



Westminster Hall

Tuesday 9 February 2010

[MR. ERIC MARTLEW in the Chair]

Child Poverty (London)
Motion made, and Question proposed, That the sitting

be now adjourned.—(Mary Creagh.)

9.30 am

Ms Diane Abbott (Hackney, North and Stoke
Newington) (Lab): I am grateful for the opportunity
this morning to talk about something that is not sufficiently
discussed in the House—poverty in London, and specifically
child poverty in London. It is particularly an issue for
Hackney, in my constituency in east London, which still
has some of the highest indices of deprivation in the
country.

Statistics show that 4 million children are living in
poverty in the UK, and 650,000 of them live in London:
that is one in six of all the children in our capital city.
Half of them—300,000, which is a massive number—live
in severe poverty, which means that they go without the
basic daily essentials that we take for granted. When I
was a new MP in the 1980s, a Scottish Labour MP
turned to me and said, as though it were an incontrovertible
fact, “The trouble with London is all the jobs are here.”
I was surprised, because I had spent my life as a young
activist dealing with the issues that arise from worklessness
and poverty in London. One of the reasons why I am so
glad to be able to speak on this subject this morning is
that too many Members of Parliament who come from
outside London see only Westminster, Whitehall and
the west end, and are not aware of the pockets of
poverty that are outside that magic circle.

It is worth reminding hon. Members that London
has the largest group of children in poverty of any
region in the country. The response to that might be,
“Well, that’s very sad for them, but MPs have broader
and more important issues to debate,” but I would say
not only that the number of children in poverty in
London is a tragedy for those children and their families,
but that wider society must live with the consequences
of their growing up in poverty. I do not argue, and have
never argued, that the mere fact of growing up in
poverty means being doomed to a life of crime. My
parents both left school at 14, and I am glad to say that
both my brother and I were able to go to university and
make something of our lives. However, poverty,
hopelessness, deprivation and low aspirations have a
relationship to the crime problems in our great city. If
the media spent as much time on the underlying issues
of child poverty as they do on crime, we would have a
better-informed public.

John Howell (Henley) (Con): Has the hon. Lady a
feeling for what is driving child poverty in London?
There are two aspects. How much of it does she think is
due to London factors, which affect all groups? How
much is connected to the two groups that suffer child
poverty above all—lone parents and black and minority
ethnic communities?

Ms Abbott: That is an important question, and I shall
come to those issues later. There are some general
London issues about poverty, but there are also issues
for the groups that the hon. Gentleman mentions.

My immediate reason for obtaining the debate was
an excellent report released two weeks ago by Save the
Children, commissioned by the New Policy Institute
and called, “Measuring Severe Child Poverty in the
UK”, which found that 13 per cent. of children living in
the UK—or 1.7 million—live in severe poverty and
that, although poverty is spread across all four countries
of the United Kingdom, London is the region with the
highest proportion of children living in severe poverty.
About 20 per cent. of the children in London live in
severe poverty, despite the fact that it is the richest city
in the United Kingdom. Perhaps we should pause there;
this is London and it is the age of the internet and
television. Not only do all those children live in poverty,
but they can see clearly, when they walk the streets and
see the media, the people who live alongside them in
this great city: as Disraeli described, they all live in this
great city, but they live in two worlds. That is corrosive
to social cohesion, not to mention to the personal
esteem of the young people trapped in one world, some
of whom see no hope of moving on.

Severe poverty has increased every year in England
and Wales since 2004-05 and, sadly, there has been no
change in the number of children living in severe poverty
in Northern Ireland and Scotland. Single parents and
workless households are most likely to live in severe
poverty. Half the children in severe poverty come from
single parent families and families claiming jobseeker’s
allowance, and ethnic minority children are three times
more likely than white children to be in severe poverty.

Many of the things that underlie severe poverty,
including worklessness, low educational attainment, single
parent households, social rented accommodation and
being in an ethnic minority are very much issues in my
constituency of Hackney. I am well aware not just of
the figures but the human reality. For that reason, I
tabled an early-day motion last week on child poverty in
ethnic minority communities, and I urge hon. Members
to sign it.

I have set out the figures and tried to touch on the
personal reality of poverty in London; but the tragedy
is that we are in a recession. Although the macro-economic
figures look a little better, my view is that the recession
has a long tail and the practical consequences for jobs
for ordinary people in London have yet to play out. In a
recession, it will be even harder to lift children out of
poverty. It is estimated that the recession is likely to
have increased the number of children in severe poverty,
although what are called the economic stabilisers—the
automatic rise in some benefits and so on—are expected
to bring the numbers back down to pre-recession figures.
However, there is no doubt that what progress the
Government have made in tackling child poverty has
been endangered by the recession. As unemployment
continues to rise, there is a danger that the number of
children living in severe poverty will not drop, and
might rise even higher.

What is being done? The Government have made a
laudable commitment to fighting child poverty. It was a
Labour Government who first announced, in 1999, the
aim of halving child poverty by 2010 and eradicating it
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completely by 2020. Last June, the Child Poverty Bill
was introduced in the House of Commons to put that
pledge into legislation. The Bill is being considered in
Committee in the House of Lords. It is sponsored by
the Department for Children, School and Families, the
Department for Work and Pensions and the Treasury.
One must admire the extent to which the Government
have put the issue at the top of their agenda. The Bill
deals with establishing an accountability framework to
drive progress towards the 2020 goal nationally and
locally, and it would set up a child poverty commission,
to provide advice and to report. I welcome the Bill and
the Government’s long-standing commitment on child
poverty; however, sadly, despite the best of intentions, it
will be just words unless the existing high levels of child
poverty in London are tackled. The capital will have a
significant impact on the Government’s ability to meet
the national targets, and we cannot wait for legislation
before we take action.

To return to the point raised by the hon. Member for
Henley (John Howell), there are specific issues in London.
Child poverty in London is the biggest numerical obstacle
to our goal of eradicating child poverty by 2020. What
are the specific problems in London? All London MPs
will say that one problem is the deep poverty trap
caused by higher housing costs and the way in which the
housing benefit system works. Housing benefit is a
problem in London because of the particularly high
housing costs there. Too many estates in my constituency
that a generation ago were diverse—some people worked,
some did not—are now entirely composed of workless
families.

As a result, young people are growing up who have
never seen the head of the household going out to
work. That may sound like a simple thing, but I was
brought up in a working class West Indian family and,
every day that God sent, my father went out to work.
On Friday, he brought home his wage packet and gave
us our pocket money and a bar of chocolate. That was
the norm for me and my brother. More than school
lessons or anything that we were told formally, the
vision of my father going out to work every morning
shaped our attitudes to work and society and our
responsibilities to the rest of the family. Tragically, the
children living on many estates in Hackney do not see
that. That has the effect of shaping their attitude to
society and their responsibility in a malign way.

One thing that makes it hard for my constituents to
work and sustain a job is the poverty trap caused by
housing in London. Another problem is the cost of
transport. Without wishing to sound party political, I
note that the Conservative Mayor of London recently
raised fares. Child care, too, is costly. I am among the
top 5 per cent. of earners, but I was never more poor
than when my son was at nursery. The cost of nursery
provision for earners in London is prohibitive. That
goes back to the cost of setting up nurseries, the cost of
employing people and so on.

Wages in London are worth less to low income families
because of the higher costs of living. I frequently meet
low-income women who are trying to calculate the gain
of going from benefit into work. Many part-time service
sector jobs in London pay lower wages than in the rest
of the United Kingdom. If we are really serious about

fighting poverty in London and elsewhere, we will have
to look at the interaction of the benefits system and
work. A lot has been done, but more is needed.

Many people are put off going to work altogether,
because they are frightened of losing their benefits;
others have started work, but when the job comes to an
end—jobs are often temporary or short-term—they
have such a struggle to get back the benefits that they
need, which makes them even more reluctant to try for
another job. There are fewer part-time opportunities in
London. People in temporary accommodation awaiting
permanent social housing in London often face high
rents. Indeed, we read in the media of the extortionate
rents that can be charged.

I shall touch on the question that the hon. Member
for Henley asked about ethnic minority families. Some
migrant families have particular difficulties in the labour
market. Parents with English as a second language have
lower employment rates and are more likely to have
low-paid jobs. It is estimated that 86 per cent. of London’s
children are from refugee families, and they face even
more disadvantage.

Those are some of the problems for Londoners, but,
to be honest, one in particular is that of benefits. One of
the first things my party did when elected to power in
1997 was to cut benefits for single parent mothers. The
Minister will know that the Government are pushing
forward with a policy to encourage—I use the word
advisedly—single parent mothers to go to work when
their children are still quite young.

I take a view on forcing women to go to work when
their children are of school age. It is not the official new
Labour view. I returned to work when my son was eight
days old. I worked until the Thursday before I gave
birth, had the baby on the following Monday and was
back at work, here, eight days later. It was a job that I
adored. The role of Member of Parliament gave me
flexibility. I could take my son with me to work.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington, North) (Lab): And to the
Division Lobby.

Ms Abbott: Indeed.
I deprecate attempts to force young women to work

as though it is the answer to their poverty. The consequence
can be an impoverishment of family life. I believe that
many young women on estates in Hackney would be
better placed getting a proper education, learning to be
proper mothers and being at home when their children
finish school, rather than being forced to work in a
series of low-paid, low-skill jobs, with no clear idea
what their children are doing. Ministers are well aware
of my views. Most women with skills want to re-enter
the labour market, but unskilled women should be
given help and support. I deprecate coercion.

I have spoken to a number of groups, including the
Child Poverty Action Group, Save the Children, London
Councils, Gingerbread and the Family Holiday Association,
seeking practical advice to help deal with poverty in
London. I press Ministers on the fact that all groups
agreed on the need to focus more on London. Given the
scale and unique characteristics of child poverty in
London, we need a particular focus on London. Without
tackling child poverty there, it will be numerically impossible
to reduce and eventually eliminate child poverty in the
country as a whole.
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The second point made by those groups is that everyone
agrees that local authorities have a key role to play in
tackling child poverty. The Government acknowledge
in the Child Poverty Bill that local authorities are best
placed to develop and deliver local solutions to local
challenges. However, to deliver those local solutions, it
is essential that local authorities are given the freedom
and flexibility to tackle child poverty locally. Poverty is
a complex problem, and London is a complex area.
From borough to borough, the demographics vary wildly.
What may work in one area may not work elsewhere.
Statutory guidance on child poverty should not be too
prescriptive.

The third point agreed by those voluntary bodies is
that we need to remove the barriers for those who want
to get back to work and tackle unemployment. In the
long term, it would reduce child poverty by getting
households off benefit and into sustained employment,
but many of the organisations to which I have spoken
believe that, although a lot is going on, more joined-up
working is needed between the Department for Work
and Pensions and jobcentres. The Department’s consultation
on housing benefit reform proposes that a transition-
into-work payment should be made for the first three
months of employment. That is an important first step.

As I said earlier, many people are put off working
because they are worried about the immediate effect—that
they would be worse off as a result of losing benefit—but
evidence suggests that if employment can be sustained
for six months the likelihood of returning to benefit is
significantly reduced. The organisations that I have
spoken to say that the transition-into-work payment
should not be for three months but for six months.

With unemployment at 1.7 million at the end of last
year and with the ongoing risk of an increase in the
number of jobless, we need to do all that we can to
prevent job cuts. The poverty rate for children in households
where no one works is obviously worse than for children
where somebody does work. Those on both sides of the
House who are calling for cuts in public expenditure
should remember that one man’s public expenditure cut
is another woman’s job loss.

People are concerned about proposed public expenditure
cuts in inner London not simply because of the possible
loss of services; in my borough of Hackney, the largest
single employer is the public sector. If there were to be
swingeing cuts in the public sector, many women struggling
to keep their heads above water in a job—we are often
talking about female-headed households—may find that
their jobs have been taken away.

Another factor that we need to consider further is the
tax and benefits system; we need a simplification of the
benefits system. At present, there are 51 welfare benefits
in England and Wales, with different claims processes
and forms to be completed. Some of those forms can be
50 pages long, often with the same questions asked for
each claim. I have seen the forms; people come into my
surgery and show them to me. I would have difficulty
filling them in—let alone the people who come to me
for help and support. With the best will in the world, it
is difficult for people who genuinely want to go back to
work to manage filling in the forms.

Mr. John Baron (Billericay) (Con): The hon. Lady is
right to say that the complexity of the benefit system is
a key factor. As the Work and Pensions Committee

pointed out, there is a shortage of part-time jobs and a
high cost of child care. Does she accept that they are
key drivers of child poverty in London?

Ms Abbott: I touched on that matter earlier, but the
hon. Gentleman is quite right. There is a shortage of
part-time jobs and transport, and child care costs are
another big disincentive. As I have said, we need to
consider simplifying the benefit system. There needs to
be a simplified system of support for child care costs
that is clear and transparent to parents, providers and
advisers. The present system is complex and has varying
eligibility criteria.

Free school meals make it easier for families on tight
incomes to budget. Studies have found that good-quality
school meals lead to improved educational attainment
and classroom behaviour. I welcome the Government’s
announcement of an extension of that entitlement to
primary school children, but significant numbers of
children who are entitled to free school meals do not
receive them, and we need to look at why that is and
remove the stigma about applying for them and receiving
them. Many organisations have said that we can achieve
that by removing means-testing, and introducing universal
free school meals is a cost-effective way of helping all
children in the education system, as well as having a
substantial effect on tackling child poverty.

As I have said this morning, I am glad to have had the
opportunity to raise this subject. Members who do not
live in London, or who live in the more prosperous
parts of London, do not understand the poverty and
deprivation that exists in London. The poverty that
exists among children plays itself out in all sorts of
negative social phenomena. I call on Ministers to focus
on London, give local authorities flexibility, remove the
barriers and complexity about the way in which the tax
and benefits system interact and—this is a radical thought
at this time in the election cycle—introduce universal
free school meals.

Everyone admires the Government’s proposal and
push on ending child poverty, but what everyone wants,
even in a recession, is more progress on dealing with the
specific areas that have made the issue so intractable. I
say to Ministers that, without a particular focus on
London, they cannot achieve all that they want. I know
that it is old-fashioned to call in aid morality when we
are discussing Government policy, but how can it be
right that, at one and the same time, we can live in a city
where people think nothing of paying £1 million or
£2 million for a home and where at the very top end of
the scale people live lives that are unimaginable to the
rest of the world, we have one of the highest incidents
of child poverty anywhere in the United Kingdom?
Once again, I am grateful for the opportunity to address
the Chamber on this subject.

9.54 am
John Howell (Henley) (Con): I congratulate the hon.

Member for Hackney, North and Stoke Newington
(Ms Abbott) on securing this debate. This is a very
important subject and one in which I am particularly
interested. As she may recall, I was one of the Members
who served on the Committee that considered the Child
Poverty Bill.

It is important to go back to my earlier intervention
to distinguish between those factors that are generic to
London—she mentioned a number of them—and those
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that are generic to the individual groups that suffer the
worst child poverty. She mentioned the high housing
costs in London as a whole. I am grateful to my hon.
Friend the Member for Billericay (Mr. Baron) for raising
the points that were made by the Select Committee on
Work and Pensions in its earlier report on child poverty.
The Committee extensively examined the subject and it
was concerned about the effect on London and on
particular groups in London. As my hon. Friend pointed
out, time and time again the lack of part-time jobs in
London came out as an issue in the evidence sessions, as
did the high cost of child care, to which we have already
referred. When looking for solutions, it is important to
understand the drivers for those individual groups. As
we have already discussed, two of those groups are lone
parents and ethnic minorities. On 17 June last year, the
Select Committee revealed that over the past three years
there have been no real improvements in child poverty
levels among lone parents, which was a great disappointment
to us all.

The hon. Lady will recall that the Child Poverty Bill
largely passed the buck to local councils to deal with the
problems of child poverty. On a number of occasions
during its the passage, I expressed my unhappiness with
the bureaucratic way in which it imposes duties on local
government without freeing it up to take the action that
is required. By and large, solutions to child poverty
must relate to the specific circumstances of individual
localities, and the problems that occur there.

Ms Abbott: As for putting duties on local authorities,
I was a local councillor myself and I bow to no one in
my admiration of them, but I am a little wary of
Government placing duties on local authorities, whether
in relation to child poverty or dangerous dogs, without
providing the resources.

John Howell: One of the great joys of coming here is
to find that one is surrounded by people who, like me,
were former councillors and who can speak from the
experience of dealing with such problems on the ground,
which is a great benefit to our deliberations.

During the course of the evidence sessions in the
Child Poverty Bill, we heard from a number of councillors
and one council leader about the way in which councils—in
this case it was Kent, which has some serious deprivation
problems—have already set about tackling the problems
by setting up a programme of working with other
agencies. Two issues arise from that. First, is the hon.
Lady, by implication, being critical of her local council
because it has not tackled the problems that she illustrated
in such a forceful way? Secondly, evidence came out
from both Kent and Liverpool that one of the main
inhibitors to joined-up working was the Department for
Work and Pensions, particularly its unwillingness to
play ball with local councils in schemes such as the
Total Place experiments.

Ms Abbott rose—

John Howell: I am questioning the hon. Lady about
whether she is being critical, so I am happy to give way
to her if she is going to say yes.

Ms Abbott: I want to set the record straight. The
main issues that I have flagged up as contributing to
child poverty in London are benefit levels, the way in
which housing benefit works, transport costs and the
shortage of low-paid jobs. Such matters are not within
the power of local authorities to address. I would not
dream of criticising my own local authority.

John Howell: I recommend that the hon. Lady read
the evidence sessions of the Child Poverty Bill, particularly
the remarks made by the local government representatives,
who provided one of the finest evidence sessions that I
have seen so far in this House. What came across was a
wish, which is borne out by my own experience, to free
up local authorities and give them the relevant power so
that they can tackle the problems in a way that is
relative to their own areas. For example, my county
council has not signed up to the child poverty target,
but it has signed up to a lot of other targets that
contribute directly to eradicating child poverty and
particularly to breaking the cycle of deprivation.

Jeremy Corbyn: I welcome what the hon. Gentleman
says about the aspirations of his own county council;
they are very welcome. However, does he not concede
that one of the problems of freeing up local government
too much is that we go down the road of councils such
as Barnet, which are operating a sort of “Ryanair”
policy in their delivery of services, or that we go down
roads taken by other councils, which simply want to
decimate all public services and deliver a very low or
zero local council tax? Surely if we are in one country
and we want to eliminate poverty in this country, that
requires us to place obligations on all aspects of our
services, be they health or local government services, in
order to achieve that target?

John Howell: I do not recognise any councils as
wanting to “decimate” public services. Also, I do not see
voters in any such council putting up with that. Ultimately,
the test will be at the ballot box for those councils and I
believe that people are fundamentally responsible in the
way that they deal with child poverty issues, once they
have been pointed out to them and they become aware
of them.

If one looks at my council, for example, what is
applicable in Oxfordshire to tackle child poverty is
certainly not the same as in an inner London borough;
the issues do not need to be tackled in the same way.
Recognising that is one of the great strengths that we
can bring to the diversity that we have in local government,
helping us to ensure that we are tackling the issues that
are important.

The hon. Lady has argued, and I agree with her, that
there are specific issues for London. If that is the case, it
is nonsensical to insist that a rural county council must
impose a uniform solution to tackle problems that exist
in London that may not exist in its own area.

Mr. Baron: I agree with what my hon. Friend is
saying. However, is not the complexity of the benefits
system another big part of the problem? I think that I
am right in suggesting that, according to the Department
for Work and Pensions, there is something like £10 billion
of unclaimed means-tested benefits in the system. Also,
there are great regional variations in the child tax credit.
The complexity of the system does not help either,
which is a point that the hon. Lady made.
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John Howell: I agree with both my hon. Friend and
the hon. Lady; I would love to see a less complex
benefits system. However, I would also love to see a
greater take-up of the benefits that exist. Again, during
an evidence session for the Work and Pensions Committee
in June 2009, it became apparent that there was very
little in the way of firm targets established by the DWP
to increase the rate of take-up of benefits to the maximum
level that it could realistically be.

I want to finish with a plea, really. We are still waiting
to see a lot of the guidance about what will be imposed
on local councils. If we are genuinely to have a light
touch, as Ministers promised in the Committee considering
the Child Poverty Bill, we need to see that light touch
and we need to free up the councils to show it themselves.

Ultimate accountability for child poverty lies with the
electorate in those areas and if one looks at the response
from organisations such as London Councils and
individuals such as the chairman of London Councils,
who has welcomed the focus on child poverty in the
Child Poverty Bill, one can see that many councils are
just aching to take their responsibility for child poverty
seriously.

Before I sit down, Mr. Martlew, I should just say that
I will be unable to stay to the end of this debate, as I
have to be in Committee a little later. I hope that you
will accept my apology for that.

10.4 am
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington, North) (Lab): I congratulate

my hon. Friend the Member for Hackney, North and
Stoke Newington (Ms Abbott), who is my parliamentary
neighbour, on securing the debate, on the way in which
she presented her case, and on her work to promote the
cause of anti-poverty in London and, particularly, the
cause of education, especially regarding educational
achievement for young black boys. She has done really
well in promoting those causes, and she has done a great
job representing people in Hackney in desperate need. I
also think that her son has had a wonderful and colourful
childhood, as not many children get to vote in the
Division Lobby at the age of three weeks—there is
nothing like bringing up young politicians.

The problems of child poverty in London are obviously
very serious. As I said, my hon. Friend and I have
neighbouring constituencies, and while we share areas
of great poverty, we also share areas of great diversity
and excitement. One should not characterise London
life as being entirely of grinding poverty—it is not.
There is a huge degree of poverty in London, but there
is also a degree of vibrancy, which is something that I
value very highly and enjoy in my own community.

Andrew Selous (South-West Bedfordshire) (Con): I
absolutely agree with the hon. Gentleman’s important
point about the poor educational performance of certain
members of the black population. He is absolutely right
to make that point, but does he also recognise that
recent figures from the Department for Children, Schools
and Families showed that white working-class boys
were performing even less well, and would he agree that
that is a section of the population that we must not lose
sight of either?

Jeremy Corbyn: Absolutely. I do not disagree at all
with what the hon. Gentleman says about that issue—
indeed, I will come on to it in a moment. The point that

I was making was in the context of the excellent work
done by my hon. Friend the Member for Hackney,
North and Stoke Newington in trying to ensure that the
aspirations of young people are met and that those
young people are inspired to try to achieve. I will
discuss that issue further in a moment, but we should be
more than a little careful about promoting endless
competition among primary schools and secondary
schools through league tables, because that often has a
depressive effect on people of whom we should be more
supportive.

I want to cite some truly horrendous figures on child
poverty. First, there are the figures on the numbers and
proportion of children falling below thresholds of low-
income material deprivation. The three-year average in
London, for the period from 2004 to 2007, was 22 per
cent. For the period from 2005 to 2008, it went down to
21 per cent. That represents a slight decline from 400,000
to 300,000. Nevertheless, those 300,000 children—I repeat
that they are children—in London living in a degree of
poverty is the equivalent of the population of a major
city in other parts of the country, or indeed in other
parts of the world, living in poverty. Those are truly
horrendous figures.

If one looks at the regional poverty tables, before and
after housing costs are considered, the figures are extremely
significant. The poverty by region statistics, taken as a
three-year average from 2005 to 2008, show the percentage
of the population below 60 per cent. of median household
income for each region. In inner London, the overall
figure is 18 per cent. For families with children, the
figure is 27 per cent., which means that there were
200,000 people in that particular group. However, if we
move down that table and look at the after-housing
costs figures, the proportion for inner London becomes
44 per cent., which means that there are 300,000 people
in that group.

I am trying to highlight the point that because housing
costs in London are so much higher—extraordinarily
so—than those in the rest of the country, they are a
major factor in both child poverty and poverty in
general in London. I will discuss that issue further later
in my contribution.

Children growing up in London have the opportunity
to see, do and experience just about everything. There
are more theatres, cinemas and creative industries—all
those types of things—in London than anywhere. The
city offers the possibilities for an extremely vibrant
childhood. However, there are also enormous barriers
to accessing those types of things. I find it very sad
when I come across children, including teenagers, in my
constituency who have never been on an underground
train or outside their own area because they feel insecure,
because they do not have enough money to go and
enjoy themselves anywhere, or because they just feel
that, somehow or other, such opportunities are “not for
them”. Even in a metropolitan and vibrant city such as
London, one finds these amazing contrasts, which I still
find quite shocking. It behoves us all to recognise that
we must be as supportive as possible of what children
do. We must also support schools as much as possible
and not be over-prescriptive; I agree with the hon.
Member for Henley (John Howell) about that to some
extent.

I visit all the primary schools in my constituency as
often as I can and spend a lot of time talking to support
workers, teachers, school meals workers and others. I
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am constantly struck by how limited the requirements
on a school are—the school must get the children in,
educate them, follow the curriculum and so on—yet
what incredible efforts teaching assistants, teachers and
support staff make to support children in other ways.
Teachers have queued for three or four hours to come to
my advice bureau just to go through a problem faced by
one particular family. They are not paid or thanked for
doing such things; they do them because they believe in
what they do and want to support children. We should
pay tribute to the teachers who decide to teach in
difficult inner-city environments in order to do their
best to inspire children. We should be more supportive
of such teachers and recognise their contribution to the
lives of many of our young people.

Andrew Selous: I am delighted that the hon. Gentleman
has made that point. I also pay tribute to the teachers in
my constituency—it is perhaps a slightly more prosperous
area—who often engage in similar social work with
disadvantaged families. They stay late on Friday nights,
perhaps even trying to find a bed for a child whose
family has had a row. Does he agree that that is an
aspect of the work of teachers of which the Department
for Children, Schools and Families is not sufficiently
aware?

Jeremy Corbyn: I hope that the Department is aware
of it, but the problem is how to recognise and reward it.
Teachers’ salary levels and housing difficulties are issues.
I know that salaries have risen considerably, but we
need to retain, and encourage the recruitment of, the
best teachers in our inner-city schools. Over the past
10 years, I have certainly seen improvements in schools
in my constituency, which now have much more money
and equipment and more teachers. Head teachers no
longer ring me up in tears because the roof of their
school is leaking and they have no money to fix it—that
kind of problem does not happen any more. Things
have improved, but we have a long way to go on
supporting schools and teachers.

My hon. Friend the Member for Hackney, North and
Stoke Newington raised the issue of poverty in lone-parent
families in particular, as well as in families where one or
both parents work for low wages. I have visited all the
children’s centres in my constituency—we have seven—and
they are doing well. It is interesting to spend time in a
children’s centre and see how they work. The children
are brought to the centre at various times in the morning,
as a wraparound service is provided, and the parents are
offered all kinds of support: from visits from Jobcentre
Plus staff, to careers advice, to language and other
classes. In other words, parents have a place not only
where their children are well looked after, educated at a
pre-school level and supported, but where their own
aspirations can be improved. That is important. The
opening of children’s centres and their success for so
many of our children is one of the great achievements
of the past decade.

My hon. Friend and others discussed the nutritional
health of our children, obesity and related issues. Obesity
is not necessarily a product of overeating; it is a product
of bad food and advice. When children are allowed to
snack on rubbish and eat over-watered hamburgers at

all hours of the day and night—and when that is
combined with a lack of activity—obesity and related
problems will follow.

It is easy for columnists and others to keep going on
about the burden on schools caused by the health police
and healthy eating requirements, but healthy eating is
crucial for small children. They need good-quality food,
fruit and all the rest of it. The generation currently at
school, who cannot bring in sugary sweets or inappropriate
food but must have access to fruit and other good
things, will grow up understanding much more than
their parents about the importance of healthy eating.
We should joke less about healthy eating in our schools
and give it, and the principles behind it, more serious
support.

That leads me to free school meals and access to
them. I personally believe in a non-means-tested approach
to social support and the benefit system, and I am
proud to say that Islington council, on a split vote at
last year’s budget meeting, agreed to the minority Labour
group’s proposal to introduce free school meals for all
primary school children in my borough, starting this
year. I welcome that absolutely. Unfortunately, the council
executive decided to interpret “free school meals for all
primary school children” as free school meals for all
primary school children in six schools—I hasten to add
that there are more than six schools in the borough. The
provision will be extended to all schools starting next
term.

Will the Minister give us her views on the progress
made by Islington council and ensure that there are no
excessively bureaucratic funding hurdles? The children
who would have been eligible for free school meals must
still be identified in order to stack up the funding, so
unnecessary bureaucratic hurdles have appeared on the
horizon.

I would also be grateful if the hon. Member for
Rochdale (Paul Rowen), who will speak for the Liberal
Democrats, will let me know why the Liberal Democrat
council has said that if it wins a majority in the council
elections on 6 May, it will abolish free school meals for
all children across the borough. I have no idea of the
thinking behind that, as it seems to be at variance with
much else that it has said. I am sure, however, that he
will be able to explain it.

Another group experiencing unbelievable poverty in
London is the children of asylum seekers—those who
have arrived in this country and made an application
for asylum. If the application is rejected initially, they
may go through the appellant stage, which can last for
years. I get letters from the Home Office telling me that
my constituents in legacy cases can expect to wait
another three years for a reply to their application. The
children of such families receive an education, health
care and minimal public support, as is right, but the
parents often receive absolutely nothing.

A generation of children—the number is large in not
just London, but throughout the country—is growing
up in the most unbelievable poverty with parents who
have no rights to work, to receive benefits, or to do
anything but try to survive on their children’s minimal
benefits or what support friends or family can give
them. We are not doing anybody any favours by allowing
those children to grow up in such poverty and insecurity
when the statistics tell us that, in the long term, most of
them will end up staying in this country anyway. We are
creating wholly unnecessary misery and poverty.
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The biggest factor in child poverty in London is
housing costs. In my area, which is fairly typical of
inner London, about 40 per cent. of the population
lives in social housing—property owned either by the
council or by a housing association—on fixed and
economic rents. About 30 per cent. of my constituents
are owner-occupiers, which is a low proportion compared
with the national average, and one that is declining fast.
Again, that is typical of inner London; owner-occupation
levels are declining fast because people cannot sell their
property, so they move and rent it out privately.

The private rented sector is the fastest growing sector,
and the rents charged there are unbelievable. I met a
family recently who lived in an ex-council flat that had
been bought under the right to buy some years ago. For
a two-bedroom walk-up council flat on an estate, that
family was paying £250 a week. That is not the highest
amount; some pay far more than that. I have come
across figures of £400 a week for ex-council property,
which is high by any standard.

Who pays that rent? In the majority of cases, the
housing benefits system pays it. We have got into the
crazy situation of saying that there is a market rent and
that the housing benefit system will support it. The
market is therefore supported by the housing benefit
system. I have made that point to successive Secretaries
of State for Work and Pensions. I know that they
understand the issues and that there are changes on the
way, but I hope that we will be bold and go a lot further
by bringing in rent controls for the private sector.

I hope that we will look hard at the enormous benefit
trap that is implicit in this problem. Most local authorities
in London place housing applicants not in council
accommodation, but in the private sector, sometimes
paying the deposit so that they take up the place. That
means that if someone on housing benefit with a family
wants to get a job, they must earn enough to pay for the
private rent for the flat of £200 to £300 a week. A rent of
£300 a week represents £15,000 a year. The Department
for Work and Pensions has recognised that problem and
has increased the length of time for in-work benefit and
for the continuation of housing benefit.

Some 80 per cent. of people in my constituency have
no chance of buying property within the constituency.
Unless we rapidly invest much more in social housing,
housing associations and local authorities in inner-city
areas, we will be consigning an awful lot of children to a
life of terrible overcrowding and the problems that flow
from it, such as illness and underachievement in school.

Ms Abbott: On the contribution of housing issues to
child poverty, does my hon. Friend agree that although
our Government have a fantastic record on refurbishing
old estates and bringing them up to modern standards,
they have failed London with their over-reliance on the
theory that councils should get out of the business of
building new stock and that the market, above all,
should be a provider? That was never going to be a
practical option in London. I am glad that they have
reversed some of that thinking, but it has created a
problem.

Jeremy Corbyn: My hon. Friend is right that that has
been an enormous problem. This debate is not solely
about housing, but that is a major factor in child
poverty and child opportunity. I agree that the refurbishment

of estates is brilliant and that the decent homes standard
is welcome, but unless we get children out of overcrowded
flats, their life chances and aspirations will be damaged
severely.

We must imagine what it is like to be a young teenager
of 13 or 14 in a two-bedroom flat with two other
children of roughly the same age. What is it like for a
girl to grow up sharing a room with her brothers? There
is no space. They might feel embarrassed to bring
friends home and they might not want to stay over with
other friends because they cannot reciprocate. Those
things might seem minor to us, but they are major for
the children of that age group who have that lifestyle.
We must invest all we can in building housing for the
adults of tomorrow—the children of today.

My final point is about job opportunities and barriers
to work and training. The levels of unemployment in
inner London are high by London averages and are
usually above the national average. That puzzles and
concerns me. The southern part of my borough and the
constituencies of my hon. Friends the Members for
Islington, South and Finsbury (Emily Thornberry) and
for Hackney, South and Shoreditch (Meg Hillier) border
the City of London. The City is a major employer.
From the high-rise flats in our constituencies, we can
see the gleaming office towers of the City of London.
Do many of our children get jobs there? No. Do they
travel there to work? No. Are they unemployed? Yes.
Are they lacking job opportunities? Absolutely. There is
a disconnect in London between opportunities for work
and children living in the inner-London ring. I do not
have all the solutions, but I know that the problem
exists.

Ms Abbott: Some might argue that more young people
in Hackney and Islington do not get jobs in the City
because they do not have the requisite white-collar
qualifications. An even bigger scandal is the relatively
small number of children from Olympic boroughs who
are apprentices, labourers, builders, plasterers and carpenters
on the Olympic site. The Olympics provided an opportunity
for our semi-skilled young people and those in manual
trades to get jobs, but it appears to have been missed.

Jeremy Corbyn: Absolutely. Olympic building, as with
any other building, ought to be an opportunity for
training and development. Local colleges are not making
sensible decisions. Carpentry, plastering and bricklaying
courses have been closed down and yet people wonder
why there is a shortage of carpenters, bricklayers and
plasterers. It is not rocket science to recognise that if we
do not invest in those skills at college level, it will result
in skill shortages, underachievement and poverty.

Opportunities for work are important. It is important
that the barriers that stop parents of young children
from going to work are removed through Sure Start,
children’s centres, a more benign benefit system and a
less bureaucratic approach. It is important to ensure
that the minimum wage means at least that, if not more
in the case of London. We must provide educational
opportunities to parents so that they can take up new
courses and receive education, if they did not achieve in
school.

The 1980s was a period of mass unemployment in
this country, as much in central London as in the south
Wales valleys, the north-east or the north-west. At the
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height of the 1980s depression, unemployment in my
constituency was at about 20 per cent. That was as high
as anywhere in the country, although it was probably
even higher in Hackney and other parts of east London.

This crisis is an opportunity to redress the imbalance
between the rich and poor in our society. We should
defend and maintain public expenditure. It will do us no
favours if we start cutting public expenditure, removing
services and losing public sector jobs. The public sector
is a major employer in the poorest parts of the country.
Such an approach would risk another generation losing
the possibility of work. As my hon. Friend explained,
children who grow up in households in which neither
parent works, or none of the grandparents have ever
worked, do not aspire to go to work themselves. I
therefore hope that we will maintain or increase public
expenditure on socially valuable and useful work. We
owe it to our children to eliminate poverty so that they
can make the very best of this wonderful city of London.

10.27 am
Paul Rowen (Rochdale) (LD): I congratulate the hon.

Member for Hackney, North and Stoke Newington
(Ms Abbott) on initiating this debate and on her thoughtful
and thought-provoking views on child poverty and its
effects on our capital city. I agree with her that as well as
the issues that affect child poverty in general, there are
specific issues with regard to our capital city. Solutions
ought to be found to those problems.

In their first term, the Government set the laudable
and impressive target of halving child poverty by 2010
and eliminating it by 2020. It is disappointing that in
2010, 3 million children still live in poverty, 600,000 of
whom are in London. Given that we have the sixth
richest capital in the world, that is very disappointing. I
agree with the hon. Lady that it is easy when moving
around the city not to see some of the issues or appreciate
the poverty that many people are living in.

The hon. Lady highlighted eloquently some of the
issues that politicians of all parties must tackle if we are
serious about tackling child poverty. They are the
worklessness cycle, the benefits trap and poor housing.

I agree with what the hon. Member for Islington,
North (Jeremy Corbyn) said about housing being an
issue that affects London more than any other region.
My region—the north-west—has the largest number of
children in poverty after London, so I appreciate some
of those problems. Alongside the problem of housing,
there is a lack of educational achievement and opportunities.
Perhaps more peculiar to London is the problem that
very high child care costs discourage many people from
taking employment. We must tackle a range of issues
with a range of policies.

To their credit, the Government introduced the national
minimum wage, but what has not been mentioned so far
is that there is a living wage for London, which takes
account of some of the particular factors in London.
Last year, that living wage was £7.45 an hour, which is
higher than the national minimum wage. After some
publicity last year by the Zacchaeus 2000 Trust, the
Department for Children, Schools and Families agreed
that it would pay its cleaning staff—contract and non-
contract—the London living wage. I would be interested
to hear from the Minister whether the Department for

Work and Pensions is paying the London living wage,
because I suspect that it is probably not. If we are
talking about doing something, that should be dealt with.

Several hon. Members have mentioned the benefits
trap, the 50-odd different benefits for which people can
apply and the disincentives. As the hon. Member for
Hackney, North and Stoke Newington said, the benefits
system should be simplified, because we are concerned
that if someone is receiving tax credits and they are
working a small amount of extra overtime or additional
hours, it can throw the whole system into disarray.
Through no fault of their own, someone can end up
owing hundreds of pounds. The system is inflexible and
people have to go through umpteen call centres to try to
get something rectified. We have said that one simple
thing that ought to happen is that the level of tax credit
should be set for the year and changed annually, rather
than being constantly changed every time someone
does something.

The Child Poverty Bill is currently in the House of
Lords. I hope that the hon. Member for South-West
Bedfordshire (Andrew Selous) will reassure us with
regard to that measure, because some Liberal Democrat
Members of the House of Lords are expressing concern
that the Conservatives might attempt to sidetrack the
development of the legislation. I agree with the general
point that has been made, particularly by the London
Child Poverty Network and several hon. Members: the
issue is not just about giving local authorities more
responsibility; real power and finance need to be devolved,
otherwise those freedoms will not be successful.

On the review of housing benefit, I agree with what
the hon. Member for Hackney, North and Stoke Newington
said about it being more sensible to ensure that someone
is back in work for six months. That is certainly something
we would want to be developed. The number of apprentices
has been mentioned. It is disappointing that there are
only 350 apprentices on the London Olympic site. That
golden opportunity has not been grasped. When many
local authorities deal with public sector building, they
try to make it a condition of the contract that local
labour is employed and a number of apprentices are
taken on.

Ms Abbott: For some time, I have raised the issue of
local employment on the Olympic site. Far from recruiting
afresh, the big contractors on the Olympic site have
switched people who work for them on sites all over the
south-east to the Olympic sites. Not only is the number
of apprentices there very low, but the number of young
people from Olympic boroughs within that figure is
even lower.

Paul Rowen: I agree. That is something about which
the Olympic Delivery Authority ought to be taken to
task. Last week was national apprenticeship week and,
probably like many hon. Members, I visited a company
that had taken on a number of apprentices. A company
that has its headquarters in my constituency of Rochdale
has a contract with Hackney council and, as part of
that deal, it took on eight apprentices. I understand that
five of them are still working permanently with that
particular company. There is a will and progress can be
made, but we need to do more to ensure that it happens.

On dealing with some of the wider issues, such as the
benefits trap and encouraging more people to work, my
party’s policies for fair taxes, which we will put forward
at the general election, will ensure that everyone who
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earns less than £10,000 and everybody’s first £10,000
will not be taxed. That would give people and families
an immediate increase of £700 a year in their pocket,
and would be paid for by ensuring that some of the
people—there are many in London—who pay 18 per
cent. on capital gains pay a lot more. Our mansion
tax—£2 million—would go some way towards paying
for that. We think policies such as that and fair taxation
will, again, encourage people back into work. In the
same way, the pupil premium is also the way forward.
That involves paying schools, so that they are funded to
the level of the best independent schools, and would
allow them to spend that money how they want, without
central Government dictating how it should be spent
with yet more targets.

On housing, which is a particular problem for London,
we must bring more empty properties into use. There is
not necessarily a lack of properties in London, but
there is a lack of them available at a price people can
afford. Articles in newspapers such as the Daily Mail
about the amount of housing benefit that certain individuals
receive obscures the problem rather than providing a
solution.

The hon. Member for Islington, North mentioned
asylum seekers. Again, my party agrees with him: asylum
seekers should be allowed to work. The current system
is a disgrace in terms of the length of time it takes to
decide on the position of asylum seekers. I shall also
mention something he did not talk about, which relates
to the work of the Southall Black Sisters in dealing with
women who have no recourse to public funds because
their marriage has broken down. Again, two years ago,
the Government promised some changes on that, but
they have not happened. We are still seeing women on
the streets because they have come to this country, their
marriage has broken down and they are not entitled to
receive any public help.

Mr. Eric Martlew (in the Chair): Order. I am sure you
want to leave time for the Minister and the Opposition
spokesman to contribute.

Paul Rowen: Certainly. I am just winding up now,
Mr. Martlew. As I said, we would like that matter to be
resolved. I was asked about free school meals by the
hon. Member for Islington, North. I am not aware of
what Islington council is doing. As a party, we supported
the introduction of the free school meals trial, and that
is what we would want to take place. I shall conclude
there to allow others to contribute.

10.39 am
Andrew Selous (South-West Bedfordshire) (Con): I

congratulate the hon. Member for Hackney, North and
Stoke Newington (Ms Abbott) on securing the debate.
She is absolutely right that London has particular child
poverty issues and that no Government will successfully
eradicate child poverty without paying special attention
to London. I am grateful to her for securing the debate
so that we can consider some of the issues. It is shocking
that the children of black and minority ethnic communities
are three times more likely to be in poverty than white
children. That is a particular issue for London, and
something that is wholly unacceptable.

London also has a higher proportion of lone-parent
families, and as we know from the Government’s households
below average income tables, that increases the likelihood

of children growing up in poverty. My party backs the
Child Poverty Bill and is scrutinising it fully in the
Lords—we make no apology for that. For example, my
colleague, Lord Freud, was able to scrutinise Ministers
on the lack of an adequate definition of socio-economic
disadvantage in the Bill. The Bill is proceeding in the
Lords, and rightly so.

Getting families into work in London is incredibly
important. One of the great ironies about London is
that although it is a great world city that has created
jobs over the past decade and brought people from
around the world here to work, there are such high
levels of worklessness among families in London. One
of my party’s proposals is to bring in a work programme.
We are not satisfied with the results of the Government’s
welfare and work programmes over the past decade. We
intend to bring in a single, integrated welfare-to-work
programme that will cover all those transferring from
incapacity benefit to employment and support allowance
as a result of work tests.

The work programme will also cover the long-term
unemployed, lone parents and the recently unemployed.
It will be a fully funded programme that will replace the
Government’s new deals, which have not been as successful
as they could and should have been, the flexible new
deal and pathways to work. We will offer support to the
vast majority of the people currently on incapacity
benefit who have been abandoned by the Government.
Through the work programme, we will offer people
targeted, personalised help sooner—straight away for
those with serious barriers to work, and at six months
for under-25s.

Providers will be paid by results, thus driving up
quality and encouraging innovation. The principle behind
payment by results is simple: if a provider does not
place someone in a sustainable job, they do not earn
their fee. A sustainable job, as far as we are concerned,
means placing someone in work for a year or longer,
unlike the flexible new deal, which rewards providers
when someone has been in work for just 26 weeks. The
programme is about transforming people’s lives, not
just a quick fix.

We will also extend the period of engagement that
providers have with claimants so that they can work
with them over the medium to long term, thus delivering
better results for those individuals. In a difficult job
market, which sadly we face at present, that will also
mean that providers will have a better chance of placing
someone in a job and earning their fee. Under the
flexible new deal, if an individual has been with a
provider for a year and still not found a job, they are
returned to Jobcentre Plus to begin the whole process
again. That makes the flexible new deal a flawed scheme,
particularly when vacancies are scarce, so we are taking
a different approach to getting people back to work.

One issue in London that has been mentioned by
several hon. Members—helpfully, it is addressed in the
London Child Poverty Commission’s report “Capital
Gains”, which was published in February 2008—is the
shortage of part-time jobs, job-share opportunities and
flexible working in the capital. Part-time work is absolutely
key for parents with caring commitments and is often
the first step to help them get back into the labour
market. Although some of employment practices of the
Department for Work and Pensions are quite good, the
Government have failed to lead by example in that area,
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as many Departments have shockingly low levels of
part-time and flexible working. The Government are a
major employer and should be leading by example in
that area, if they expect private employers to do the same.

Several hon. Members have rightly touched on the
need for reform of the benefits system. My right hon.
Friend the Member for Chingford and Woodford Green
(Mr. Duncan Smith) has undertaken a major study in
that area and produced a report, “Dynamic Benefits”,
the two principal conclusions of which are that we need
to look much more carefully at earnings disregards and
that we need to reduce withdrawal or taper rates, particularly
for housing benefit. I was glad that the hon. Member
for Hackney, North and Stoke Newington mentioned
that point in her speech. We have proposed a reform to
housing benefit that would allow tenants to choose to
whom they pay their local housing allowance. That
might seem a technical matter, but it is important,
because it would increase the number of landlords who
were prepared to offer their properties for social renting.

I was glad that the Olympics were raised in the
debate. It is a scandal that young, indigenous Londoners
of all backgrounds do not have more jobs on the site.
Frankly, that is a missed opportunity. The hon. Member
for Islington, North (Jeremy Corbyn) mentioned that
many young people in his borough did not look to the
City for work, either because there are barriers in place,
or because it is just not somewhere they consider going.
That is a real issue within London. I talk to many
groups working with out-of-work families, and it seems
that sometimes people put constraints on where they
are prepared to look for work, so anything we can do
within schools to encourage children to have broader
horizons physically—with regard to where they work—is
incredibly important and will secure great benefits. We
must also ensure that people in work, particularly in
low-skilled jobs, have the means to improve their skills
to advance themselves through what I call the ABC
approach—a job, a better job, a career—so that they do
not get stuck in low-paid jobs.

Skills are obviously an aspect of that, and I was
delighted to read some comments made by the Mayor
of London about skills at the London schools and the
black child conference in 2009. On black and minority
ethnic issues, to which we referred earlier, he talked
about the importance of recruiting more teachers from
the black and Asian communities, keeping children in
school, tackling truancy and dealing with exclusions. I
note, in particular, that the Mayor’s fund for London is
working to inspire young people from disadvantaged
backgrounds to stay on in education and have role
models so that they can aspire to jobs that are perhaps
better than those that their parents or grandparents
have had.

We also know that within London there have been
huge levels of immigration, and it is important that we
bring immigration under control and improve the education
and training of British workers. It is an irony, as I
mentioned earlier, that London has sucked in workers
and that jobs have been created here, but that they have
bypassed many people who have remained on the welfare
system—frankly that is not good enough. I want the
children in the boroughs surrounding the Olympic park
to benefit this year from the great opportunities there in
construction and elsewhere.

There has been no mention of enterprise or business
in the debate, which is a great omission. The hon.
Member for Hackney, North and Stoke Newington was
right to pay attention to the important role of the
public sector in providing jobs, but there must be a
balance. We have to get London’s small and medium-sized
enterprises creating more jobs, because otherwise there
will not be the money to pay for the decent public
services that she and I want in London.

I am therefore pleased by several actions that the
Mayor is taking in his economic recovery plan to help
business and to create jobs within London so that we
deal with the poverty that we are talking about. He is
looking at providing greater flexibility in the range of
funds available for small businesses. He has created an
economic recovery and investment fund to provide debt
and equity finance to small businesses that cannot get
that money from the banks. He is ensuring that small
and medium-sized enterprises are paid by London public
bodies under his control within 10 days, because cash
flow is vital to ensuring that people keep their jobs. He
is ensuring that contracts are open to SMEs in London,
and he is speeding up planning permission.

Mr. Eric Martlew (in the Chair): Order. I am sure that
the hon. Gentleman would like to leave the Minister
some time to respond to the debate.

Andrew Selous: I will conclude in one minute,
Mr. Martlew.

The Mayor wants to see tax relief on travelcards.
That is already in place in Nottingham, Bristol and
Edinburgh, so why not in London? He is also ensuring
the roll-out of the London living wage, which is currently
£7.60, and that even premier league football clubs in
London pay that to the staff on their premises. He is
developing an empty property scheme for small and
start-up companies in addition to pop-up shops.

Finally, on the issue of single parents, which was
touched on earlier, I would like to refer briefly to The
Economic Journal report by Richard Dickens and David
Ellwood that shows that reducing the number of single
parents and increasing family stability are critical to
reducing child poverty. Lord Giddens said that he did
not think there were academic studies on the subject,
but I point him to that report, which is important as far
as defeating child poverty in London is concerned.

10.50 am
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work

and Pensions (Helen Goodman): It is a pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship this morning, Mr. Martlew.

I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Hackney,
North and Stoke Newington (Ms Abbott) on securing a
debate on this extremely important topic. She is absolutely
right: child poverty is a serious problem in London,
where it is 27 per cent., compared with the national
average of 23 per cent. Given the extremes of wealth
and poverty in the city, such a huge gap is a particular
disgrace. Other hon. Members said that one of the main
reasons for it is that parental employment in the capital
is 8 per cent. lower than in the rest of the country and
there is a particular shortage of part-time jobs.

My hon. Friend spoke about the Save the Children
report, which suggested that the problem was getting
worse for those on the lowest incomes. I would like to
point out that the figures that it used were from 2007,

209WH 210WH9 FEBRUARY 2010Child Poverty (London) Child Poverty (London)



and that the measures that we have taken since then will
have reduced the number of children in poverty by a
further 550,000. We are waiting for more up-to-date
figures to see what the position actually is. At one point,
I thought that she would come out as a one-nation
Tory, but she held back from that conversion.

In the recession, as my hon. Friend said, the working
tax credit acts as an important stabiliser, and, crucially,
we are supporting the labour market. We have put
£5 billion into new programmes, particularly the future
jobs fund and Backing Young Britain. Such measures
are designed to maintain family incomes and to avoid
the kind of desperately high unemployment that my
hon. Friend the Member for Islington, North (Jeremy
Corbyn) said existed in his constituency 20 years ago.

One of the important things in the Child Poverty Bill
is part 2, the whole of which is about the contribution
of local authorities. It will mean that local authorities in
London can work to design strategies that are particularly
suited to the needs in their area. I shall give my hon.
Friend the Member for Hackney, North and Stoke
Newington a copy of a big research report that we just
published, “Ethnicity and child poverty”, which shows
that a particular penalty is faced by members of ethnic
minority communities. We must also address that.

Hon. Members spoke about the housing benefit system.
They will know that we have just produced a consultation
document, which has as one of its central objectives
shifting work incentives by introducing fixed period
awards and run-ons when a person moves into work. I
remind hon. Members that housing benefit is an in-work
benefit, which means that it should not disincentivise
people from taking work.

One of the important things that we have done is set
up a large, multi-party group called the London child
poverty delivery group. In January, a group on part-time
working was launched to promote part-time working in
the city and to address the real problems that are faced
by people in part-time work.

My hon. Friend spoke about the high costs of child
care in the city. We are running important child care
affordability pilots to look at the impact of changing
the amount of money that is reimbursed from 80 per
cent. to 100 per cent. and to examine actual costs. We
will be able to see what impact that will have and then
develop public services that actually do the trick.

My hon. Friends the Members for Hackney, North
and Stoke Newington and for Islington, North both
spoke about the importance of free school meals, and I
could not agree more. I was delighted by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer’s announcement in December about
extending free school meals but appalled to hear that a
Liberal Democrat council is proposing to cut entitlement
to them. I cannot understand why, in a borough such as
Islington, that is being proposed by a party that aspires
to be taken seriously. I hope very much that we can
address the bureaucratic problems that my hon. Friend
the Member for Islington, North raised.

I continue to be surprised by the position of the hon.
Member for South-West Bedfordshire (Andrew Selous),
who is the Opposition spokesman. He purports in all
the debates that we have on child poverty to be extremely

concerned about the issue, yet he belongs to a party that
proposes to divert resources from Sure Start and health
visiting, and to cut the number of people who can get
child tax credits and child trust funds.

Andrew Selous: Will the Minister give way?

Helen Goodman: No, I am sorry. I do not have time
because the hon. Gentleman did not leave me enough.

I understand why the hon. Member for Rochdale
(Paul Rowen) raised questions about the main Opposition
party’s commitment to the income targets in the Child
Poverty Bill. For example, only yesterday, the noble
Lord Freud said:

“The targets measure household income as a proxy and, although
there might be some correlation between the experience of a child
and the level of household income, in many cases it is not a
perfect proxy…The Bill is drafted around financial targets, but
those targets do not measure child poverty, they measure household
income.”—[Official Report, House of Lords, 8 February 2010;
Vol. 717, c. GC143.]

That is an extraordinary statement from a party that
purports to be interested in the family.

Lord Freud also said in an earlier Committee debate
on the Bill:

“Measurement is clearly important, but the risk is that the
measures, being purely financial, drive state intervention in a
particular direction.”—[Official Report, House of Lords, 19 January
2010; Vol. 716, c. GC130.]

What direction is that? What direction would he prefer?
We know that Her Majesty’s Opposition are proposing
to reintroduce a married couple’s allowance. The direction
that that would take us in would give the bottom
decile—the poorest people in this country—an extra
£30 a year while giving the top decile an extra £380 a
year. That is the direction that the Opposition want to
take, and it would obviously have a serious and severe
impact in London.

The Economist says this week that the proposal
“does nothing for workless households. It would help only 11 per
cent. of…British children in poverty, while handing bonuses to
plenty of well-off people. That would be a bad idea at any time; in
a period when the state must tighten its belt it is an extraordinary
proposal.”
I could not agree more. It seems utterly perverse to go
down such a path when we could spend the same
amount of money lifting 750,000 children out of poverty.

Let me return to housing in London. All hon. Members
pointed out how significant the lack of affordable housing
is. The Government have pledged £2.8 billion over the
period 2009-11 as part of the £7.5 billion that we are
spending to produce 112,000 affordable homes across
the country. It is therefore extremely unfortunate and
disappointing that the Mayor of London is stretching
the 50,000 target for affordable homes that we had
previously from three to four years.

My hon. Friend the Member for Hackney, North and
Stoke Newington raised an extremely important issue
this morning. She discussed lone parents and the need
to get them back to work, and I very much hope that
she will take part in debates on a statutory instrument
that we will introduce to ensure that lone parents are
required to work only during the hours when their
children are at school.
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Conflict Prevention

10.59 am

Simon Hughes (North Southwark and Bermondsey)
(LD): I am grateful to Mr. Speaker for selecting the
debate on conflict prevention.

I am pleased to see in this Chamber my colleagues the
hon. Members for Hayes and Harlington (John McDonnell)
and for South-West Devon (Mr. Streeter) who, with me,
are proud to be co-chairs of our all-party parliamentary
group on conflict issues. It is out of the work of that
group, which was formed in 2006, and out of the work
of lots of other colleagues in this Chamber and elsewhere
in the House, that this debate is born.

It is a fact that, not just in this Parliament and this
country, but in all democracies, people are realising that
unless we become better at conflict prevention we will
commit the world to a continuing succession of terrible
conflicts that take their toll, and that conflict prevention
is a wonderfully useful investment. The money spent on
conflict prevention is repaid many times through avoiding
the conflicts that might otherwise follow.

Out of the all-party group, the Parliamentarians
Network for Conflict Prevention and Human Security
was formed in Brussels about a year and a half ago. The
United Kingdom launch of that group happened in
March last year: the Archbishop of York gave the
keynote address and the Foreign Secretary sent a welcome
message. It was not accidental that that group met here
on the eve of the G20. We recognise and pay tribute to
the G7, and later the G8 and the G20—including significant
input by our Prime Minister—which have ensured that
conflict prevention has been on not just the UK, but the
international agenda.

I am encouraged that a significant number of colleagues
in the House in many different parties signed early-day
motion 81, which I tabled on behalf of our group. I
thank colleagues for signing it.

I am happy to see the Minister of State, Foreign and
Commonwealth Office in his seat. His Department
takes the lead on delivering these matters across three
principal Departments: the Ministry of Defence, the
Department for International Development and the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office. I know that
the Minister will want to be honest with the House and
robust in setting out the Government’s commitment to
this agenda.

I pay tribute to the Government for the work that
they have already done. It was clear from the time that
they came to office that conflict prevention mattered to
the Labour Government. Conflict prevention featured
clearly in each of the Labour party’s manifestos since
1997. I acknowledge and pay tribute to that fact. I
acknowledge also, in the presence of the hon. Member
for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) who speaks for the
Conservative party, that this year, as shown in the
document produced by his party on these issues, his
party has understood and has now made it clear that
conflict prevention will be an important part of its
foreign and defence policy agenda. I pay tribute to
those who helped produce that document.

It is not accidental that this debate is happening now.
One of our objectives—I am direct about this—is to
ensure that when each of our three major parties, and

other parties, write their manifestos, conflict prevention
is there clearly for all to see. Now is exactly the time for
such a debate, when we are seeking to influence the
agenda for the next Parliament and the next Government,
whatever their composition. I hope that all parties will
make it clear that this matter should not divide us when
we need to be united and strong in making strong
statements.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): As the hon. Gentleman
is moving away from his introductory remarks, I warmly
congratulate him on bringing this matter before the
Chamber. He mentioned at the beginning of his speech
the importance of the cost-effectiveness of conflict
prevention. Does he agree that cancelling the massively
expensive and eventually wasteful Trident project could
be a cost-effective, sound step towards a safer world?

Simon Hughes: The hon. Gentleman is right to ask
that question, because it is on everybody’s agenda. I can
give him a clear answer to that. My party is committed
to ensuring that we do not have a like-for-like replacement
for Trident. We made that clear some years ago, not just
because we believe that we need to find savings in those
parts of our Budget that are hugely expensive, relatively,
but because if we are seeking the safer world that we all
want, multilaterally, we need to take the initiative. We in
the United Kingdom—historically one of the world’s
great military powers—need to be leading, not following.
I am conscious that this is the year of the multilateral
negotiations on defence. Our position is clear and we
will repeat it in the manifesto whenever the general
election is called.

The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (Mr. Ivan Lewis): I seek clarification from the
hon. Gentleman and thank him for his kind words
about the role that we have tried to play. In previous
debates on this issue in recent times we have been told
by his colleagues that the Lib Dems are conducting a
review on what they are to do about Trident. The hon.
Gentleman has just announced that we are not to have a
like-for-like replacement. Will he be clear and say what
that means? How does that fit with his colleagues
saying, “We haven’t made our mind up yet. No decision
made. We’re in the middle of a review process”?

Simon Hughes: I can do that, although I do not want
to be distracted into turning this into a debate about the
future of Trident.

Mr. Eric Martlew (in the Chair): Order. That would
not be appropriate.

Simon Hughes: Thank you, Mr. Martlew. I shall try
to give a short answer and then return to my central
focus. My right hon. and learned Friend the Member
for North-East Fife (Sir Menzies Campbell) has been
asked by our party leader to conduct a review. I will not
pre-empt his announcement. But the party has already
made it clear—my right hon. and learned Friend made
it clear when he was leader, and I spoke in the debate at
our party conference that addressed this issue—that we
are not in favour of a like-for-like replacement for
Trident. Therefore we do not take the same view as the
Government, which announced their position some years
ago, long before they needed to, or the Conservative
party. The detail of the review will be announced by our
party in due course.
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My hon. Friend the Member for Montgomeryshire
(Lembit Öpik) has joined us. Many colleagues, including
him and my hon. Friends the Members for Edinburgh,
West (John Barrett) and for Berwickshire, Roxburgh
and Selkirk (Mr. Moore), have persistently asked oral
and written questions of the FCO and DFID on issues
to do with conflict prevention. I pay tribute to their
interest and to the fact that we have been able today to
pull together all that interest in what I think is the first
formal debate on conflict prevention for many years.

I have one other objection that I put up front straight
away. We have annual debates in the House on each of
the services. I hope that we will now have an annual
debate on conflict prevention. [HON. MEMBERS: “Hear,
hear.”] I hope that the Minister reflects on that and
commits to it today or asks his colleagues to commit to
doing so before the general election. The House would
benefit from that and it would be good if the country
knew that we took this matter so seriously that debating
these things was not an accident of a ballot but something
to which we returned regularly.

I want to make two short comments, setting the
scene, because a goodly number of hon. Members are
present and I do not want to take their time or prevent
strong voices from being heard about why this matter is
so important and where we need to go next.

When the Parliamentarians Network for Conflict
Prevention and Human Security was launched, under
the auspices of the EastWest Institute, it produced a
simple, persuasive fact sheet with a table showing the
number of wars that ended in negotiated settlement,
rather than military victory, in the 1990s and since
2000. It will not surprise you, Mr. Martlew, to know
that many more wars ended in negotiated settlement
than in military victory: 42 in the 90s, compared with
23 by military victory. In this decade so far, at the time
this fact sheet was produced, 17 conflicts were ended by
negotiated settlement and four by military victory. However,
the reality is that 50 per cent. of peace agreements do
not hold, often because the peace has been imposed
from the top rather than being built up from the bottom.

One of the great successes of recent years has been in
Kenya, where it was clear that a bottom-up peace
process following the difficulties managed to lock in the
peace that had been arrived at with such difficulty.
Africa as a whole has learned the lesson of needing to
do that. Success in Ghana and its ability to have a
peaceful transition to different Governments has been
due to its much more developed grass-roots network of
engagement in such exercises.

The financial figures are the most telling. The direct
average cost of one conflict is $64 billion. When that
figure was published, there were 70 ongoing or potential
conflicts worldwide, and that sum translated into
$17.5 trillion in cumulative, direct costs. For every dollar
spent on conflict prevention, states spend some $2,000 on
weapons and military budgets. That is a central and
telling fact.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington, North) (Lab): I congratulate
the hon. Gentleman on securing this debate. Will he
reflect—I am sure that his group would—on the situation
in central America, where there has been a series of
bitter conflicts, some of which are ongoing, with denial
of human rights, abuses, and enormous security and
military expenditure, except in Costa Rica which abolished

its army in 1949, and systematically spent more on
education and welfare than any other country in the
region? It seems to be a much more stable and friendly
place as a result.

Mr. Eric Martlew (in the Chair): Order, Interventions
should be short.

Simon Hughes: The hon. Gentleman is right, and he
has worked long and hard on Latin American issues, as
I have, but to a lesser extent. Costa Rica is one of the
few countries where such matters are written into the
constitution, and Japan is another. It is a telling
consideration when countries understand the benefit of
that political position. The frustration of many people
about the attempts to obtain equality in the world and
some sort of redistribution and justice is that some of
the poorest countries spend so much of their finance on
defence and military equipment—up to 50 per cent. in
some cases.

A country in which I have taken an interest for a long
time is Sri Lanka, where a terrible civil war ended only
last year and there are still repercussions. It has had a
huge military budget, and if there had been equal
spending on peace-building and conflict prevention among
the communities over the years, the whole country
would have benefited and there would not have been the
deaths and terrible political legacy.

Latin America and single countries such as Sri Lanka
are not the only ones to have had conflicts. I could list
the countries where there have been ongoing conflicts
and conflict prevention has not prevailed. When I was
elected, there was, as now, ongoing tension and conflict
in the middle east—it recurs regularly—between Israel,
Palestine and surrounding states. Cyprus is still not at
peace, so the problem exists on this continent in an EU
member state and commonwealth country. There were
terrible tragedies in southern Europe in the former
Yugoslavia, and it is partly the international community’s
failures in places such Srebenica and Darfur in Africa
that have made people realise that we must have different
strategies.

In Africa, we did not manage to prevent the terrible
civil war in Sierra Leone, but it is obvious that conflict
prevention strategies are still needed to ensure that its
growing and improving democracy, and that of Liberia
next door, are secure in an area where a frequent cause
of conflict—the battle over resources—is still alive and
well, whether they are mineral resources as in that area,
or other resources elsewhere. Nigeria in west Africa is
still not stable because of the religious conflict between
Muslim and Christian communities. The other day, the
Indian Government instigated a welcome reconciliation
initiative on Kashmir, where conflict has continued
since the end of the second world war and since the UK
pulled out of what became India, Pakistan and Bangladesh.

The world has many conflicts, and I am conscious
that in their response the Government have tried to
identify the specific regions to which they are committed
and in which they will invest. A key document, which
may sound technical to people outside the House, is
unexcitingly called, “PSA Delivery Agreement 30”. Its
slightly more exciting subtitle is, “Reduce the impact of
conflict through enhanced UK and international efforts”.
It is a good source document, and it sets out what the
Government wanted to pull together across Departments
at the end of 2007.
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There have of course been problems since then, and
the reality is that, as the Minister will know, there was
considerable criticism of the 2009 Budget settlement,
because it seemed that the conflict prevention budget
had been cut considerably. I have alerted the Minister to
the sort of factual questions that I hope he will answer
today, and I hope that one will be specifically about the
budgetary commitments now and the Government’s
planned budgetary commitments for the years immediately
ahead.

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on securing this debate, the subject of
which I agree with. Given the Government’s superlative
achievement of what I believe is lasting peace in Northern
Ireland, does he believe that we could apply the sort of
strategies that he is describing and that the Government
successful applied in Northern Ireland to large conflicts
such as Afghanistan? I am on record as saying that we
should withdraw militarily from Afghanistan now. Is
there any mileage in learning the lessons from Northern
Ireland and the documents that the Government have
published and applying them to those larger conflicts?

Simon Hughes: There are certainly lessons to be
learned. My hon. Friend knows much more than I do
about Northern Ireland from his family links and so on,
although I have often been there. The peace there did
not happen just because Governments in Dublin and
London decided that there should be peace. It did not
even happen just because the political parties realised
the folly of what they were doing. It happened because
the communities, led by women in large measure and
young people, decided that peace was necessary. The
lessons for conflict prevention around the world are
that if the grass roots of communities, often women
and often in rural areas, are supported in taking initiatives,
they can build the structure for peace. Afghanistan is a
good example.

I was privileged to chair a conference in this very
room at the time of the summit over the road on
Afghanistan a couple of weeks ago, and it is absolutely
clear that all the international policy and all the troops
in the world will not provide a lasting legacy of peace in
Afghanistan. The same applies to countries such as
Iraq, which are made up of different communities with
different traditions in one country with boundaries that
were drawn artificially some time ago. There must also
be a bottom-up process.

The cross-party Select Committee on Foreign Affairs
welcomes steps that the Government have taken—the
single conflict prevention pool of funding, the creation
of the stabilisation aid fund, the clear alignment between
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office’s new public
service agreement target on reducing the impact of
conflict and the departmental strategic objective 6 on
preventing and resolving conflict and developing indicators
that make such things clearer. I am pleased that, since
President Obama’s arrival at the White House, the
United States has understood the importance of such
matters. Just the other day in January, the Chief of the
General Staff made a welcome contribution down the
road at the International Institute for Strategic Studies
when he made clear the importance, from the military’s
perspective, of conflict prevention in this country.

I acknowledge and pay tribute not just to the people
who support us in the all-party group, but to the groups
in this country and elsewhere who lobby, inform, engage
and educate on these issues and who are an important
part of the debate and the political process. They include
International Alert, Peace Direct, Responding to Conflict,
Saferworld, the Global Partnership for the Prevention
of Armed Conflict and organisations that work to
ensure that the next generation understands these matters
better than the last.

A few weeks ago in the Macmillan Room, we were
privileged to have an organisation called Leap Confronting
Conflict, which talked to us about its work with young
people. The reality is that if we educate the next generation
of young people to understand that conflict can be
prevented from home and in schools and communities,
it is far more likely that politicians, diplomats and civil
servants will be able to prevent conflict in the years
ahead.

To return to my questions to the Minister, if the
Government accept the spending-to-save argument, why
have they reduced funding for the prevention of conflict
and for peacekeeping? Can we afford not to increase the
money spent on reducing conflict, given that the long-term
costs of conflict are so high? I hope that the Minister
will tell us what is happening to the total of conflict
funds year by year and inform us accurately what
Government plans should be and what proportion of
the budget will be spent on peacekeeping in the future. I
hope that the Government will tell us how much they
want to spend—and are spending—on what are called
long-term or upstream preventive measures, as opposed
to military interventions.

I know the commitment of the Secretary of State for
International Development, and everybody agrees that
conflict often prevents proper development. Is there
likely to be any additional support from the Department
for International Development or other Departments
towards the Government’s conflict prevention activities?
Do the Government seek to assess the relative costs of
direct military intervention in a specific country, so that
they can assess what the costs of alternative strategies
would be?

If we contemplate intervention in the future—whether
in a place such as Sierra Leone, where we were invited in
by many people, or somewhere such as Kosovo, which
was clearly controversial both in international law and
at home—is there a mechanism to assess the benefits
and cost of direct intervention against the cost of
preventive and peacekeeping measures in advance? Do
the Government look clearly at the benefit of investing
in local people—this is the point made by my hon.
Friend the Member for Montgomeryshire—so that local
communities can build the peace, as opposed to bringing
in outside agencies? Given the comments of the Chief
of the General Staff in January, it would be valuable to
know whether the Government think that they have
adequate mechanisms in place to measure the effectiveness
of our efforts, both unilaterally as the UK and as part
of NATO and the European Union, in preventing violent
conflict.

I do not expect the Minister to elaborate in detail on
all of those points, but it would be helpful to understand
whether the Government see most of this work as
multilateral, as opposed to work that they do on their
own. In many ways, we are perceived as taking the lead
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on such matters. It would be helpful to know what the
Government see as a gold standard whereby we can be
seen to take the lead not only in those countries where
we have a particular interest, but in other countries
round the world. Can the Government say with confidence
that international mechanisms are in place so that, in
this decade just beginning, the assessment is that there
is lesser risk of armed conflict globally than ever before?

I will end with a set of issues. As someone who takes
a particular interest for my party in matters of energy
and climate change, I am clear that the conflicts of the
future are likely to be driven by competition and struggles
for resources. Threats caused by the climate crisis are
likely to increase rather than reduce the risk of conflict.
People will struggle over water, for example, and that
heightens the chance of conflict—recently, there was a
fear in Bangladesh that its water supplies were likely to
be cut off by a dam-building project by India upstream.

Last night, I was with our noble Friend Lord Ashdown
who was speaking about the fear of conflict driven by
shortages of food in some parts of the world. The
reality is that energy, water, food and the other ravages
of climate change are likely to be the drivers of conflict,
particularly in the less-developed and poorer parts of
the world.

At the end of the debate, it would be helpful to hear
not only that the Minister understands those issues
from the point of view of the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office, but that the Government have a coherent strategy.
For example, all the information that comes to the
Minister’s colleagues in the Department of Energy and
Climate Change about the risks to, and instability of,
global energy supplies could be factored into Government
policy, European Union policy and our activities in the
United Nations.

My last plea is this: I am a supporter of the United
Nations; it has done a fantastic job, but sometimes it
does not have the effective ability to intervene where it
needs to do so. I return to Sri Lanka—the world was
standing by and the UN was powerless to intervene.
The right to protect, which has now been accepted in
international law, cannot necessarily be invoked when
countries need it. When countries are likely to go into
that sort of conflict and when they put up barriers and
do not allow anybody in, it almost invariably ends up
with genocide and a terrible legacy that is a hugely
expensive and costly problem to solve for generations to
come.

I do not pretend that the world will necessarily be
safer in the next 10 years than it has been in any other
decade during our lives. The number of conflicts in the
world have certainly gone down, but many ongoing
conflicts recur and they are not necessarily solved just
because peace has come once. I hope that the Government
understand that investment by them and by other
Governments in effective, bottom-up conflict prevention,
regional support systems in the world’s continents and
the understanding that that must be central to the
agenda of the UN, the European Union, other regional
organisations and individual Governments is the best
way to ensure that the decades ahead have fewer conflicts
and far less money spent on defence, armaments and
arms exports and that the agenda can be turned to give
the world a better chance of a more peaceful future.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mr. Eric Martlew (in the Chair): Order. Five hon.
Members wish to speak, and I intend to start the
winding-up speeches at 12 noon. I hope that hon.
Members will bear that in mind.

11.27 am
John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): I will

try to be as brief as possible, Mr. Martlew. I congratulate
the hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
(Simon Hughes) on securing this debate. There is a
sense of irony in having this debate at this point in time,
because we have just lost the 255th soldier in Afghanistan,
which matches the loss of life in the Falklands. Furthermore,
the US and the UK are preparing for the largest battle
of the Afghan war so far. There is a sense of irony, but if
anything, that gives a sense of urgency to the debate
about conflict prevention.

It has been interesting to see the movement over the
past eight years, and the momentum that has been
building in the search for an alternative route to avoid
conflicts rather than to pursue them. That has been
found across all parties, but it has been driven by the
Government and from deep within the heart of the
military, as seen in some of the statements that we
have had.

I congratulate my colleagues the hon. Members for
North Southwark and Bermondsey and for South-West
Devon (Mr. Streeter), who are joint chairs of the all-party
group on conflict issues. I apologise that they have had
to shoulder the burden of the all-party group for a
couple of years, while I have been battling to save the
homes of my constituents at Heathrow—that is another
debate, which I will not go in to. I would also like to put
on record my tribute to Eddy Canfor-Dumas and all his
colleagues who have supported us on a voluntary basis
to develop the all-party group. They have shouldered
the burden of the hard work.

I came to these discussions in 2003 when, as a result
of the work done by Diana Basterfield and others, I
introduced a ten-minute Bill to promote a ministry for
peace. The concept of the ministry for peace was about
having an alternative route to that of conflict, in which
the paradigm is changed so that expressions such as,
“the best form of defence is attack” are seen as wrong.
The best form of defence is actually securing peace and
preventing conflict.

How do we do that? Well, instead of having ministries
of war or defence, we should imbed the search for peace
in the heart of the Government by establishing a ministry
for peace. It is a simple concept that has been taken up
by the Government. I pay tribute to the infrastructure
that has been put in place by the Government and to the
personal role that the Prime Minister has played in
pursuing conflict prevention at the heart of the Government.

The hon. Member for North Southwark and
Bermondsey mentioned some of the structures put in
place in recent years, but establishing the conflict prevention
pool was a major breakthrough, bringing together the
Treasury, the Ministry of Defence, the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office and DFID not only to co-ordinate
a pool of resources and their work, but to bid competitively
for resources to demonstrate how successful they could
be in securing peace. That was a real breakthrough.

The stabilisation unit has been developed. That is
another joint unit involving the FCO, DFID and the
MOD. Within the FCO, there is a unit that deals with
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conflict issues but specifically considers human rights.
That is another agenda issue that has been discussed
time and again in Adjournment debates but that the
Government have now taken up. DFID has its own
conflict, humanitarian and security department, which
is tackling humanitarian, conflict and security and justice
issues, particularly those underpinning poverty. Mention
has been made of PSA 30. At least we have something
that gives us a reporting-back mechanism, with some
targets on time scales. We know the weaknesses and
vagaries of it, but at least we are moving in the right
direction.

I was encouraged by the statement from Sir David
Richards, the Chief of the General Staff, in January. It
is worth putting on the record as a statement of intent
from the military. He said:

“We must put much more emphasis on preventing conflict, on
ensuring fragile states do not become the Afghanistan of tomorrow.
Whilst this is much more than a military role, we must be
structured and resourced to play what can often be a key part…
We must get this balance right.”

We concur with that across the all-party group.

Lembit Öpik: Does the hon. Gentleman agree that, at
heart, what he is discussing is predicated on the assumption
that most of our adversaries are sane and motivated,
regardless of how objectionable their methods are, and
that as long as we have sane, motivated adversaries, the
real challenge is to address their motivations? That is
much more effective than simply trying to kill them.

John McDonnell: That is exactly the lesson that we
have learned in recent years. The hon. Gentleman mentioned
Northern Ireland. The issue is addressing the causes of
conflict, rather than just the symptoms.

I pay tribute to the organisations mentioned by the
hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
that have contributed to our work. I also pay tribute to
those in the ministry for peace here and in the Global
Alliance for Ministries and Departments of Peace and
to Kai Brand-Jacobsen, the inspirational peace worker.
People should read his speech from 2006 in Portcullis
House on the ministry for peace website, which gives an
indication of the pragmatic and practical ways in which
we can inspire peace.

I shall give two of the most recent examples of the
practical work done by movements elsewhere in the
world to secure peace that we and the Government can
learn from. In Nairobi in Kenya last week, there was a
seminar on building infrastructures for peace, which the
UN helped to facilitate. It brought together 14 African
countries, which examined a detailed programme of
work for establishing structures, methods and resources
that would identify potential conflicts and considered
not only the problems encouraging those conflicts,
particularly the scarcity of resources, which has been
mentioned, but the role of development, the impact on
the scarcity of resources and the models to be put in
place at all levels of Government and civil society to
promote peace and prevent conflict. That useful dialogue
has occurred in the developing world, which we can
learn from, because it deals with civil society structures
as much as Government structures.

Costa Rica was mentioned. It is interesting that Costa
Rica hosted the Global Alliance for Ministries and
Departments of Peace conference. In addition to installing
in its own constitution a commitment to peace, it has
established a Ministry of Justice and Peace. That is the
third Ministry for peace in the world. President Oscar
Arias, the Nobel peace prize winner, opened the global
alliance conference and announced the establishment of
that Department. Again, there are lessons that we can
learn from someone who has practical and pragmatic
experience of bringing about peace in his own country
and promoting it on that continent, and the Government
would do well to listen.

This point was made by the hon. Member for North
Southwark and Bermondsey. We need now a commitment
to maintain the momentum in government. Given the
complexities of budget structures across Departments, I
and others, including peace groups, are unsure of the
commitment and resources being applied in government
to conflict prevention and of what is planned for the
long term. It would be helpful today to have some
clarity about that. If my hon. Friend the Minister
cannot give us clarity, it would be useful if he attended
the all-party group and we could have a more
comprehensive discussion about the detail of the planned
process in government for the investment of resources
and about the Government’s new ideas about how they
can best be co-ordinated across Departments and then
linked with advice from civil society organisations and
the organisations that we have mentioned, so that the
all-party group could be advised.

May I also put this on the table? I do so unilaterally; I
have not consulted the joint chairs of the all-party
group. I would like the concept of conflict prevention to
be taken out of the knockabout of the general election
debate, or at least let us set a base that the parties can
compete from to best one another. May I make this
offer? I apologise if it is unilateral. I think that the
all-party group could play a role in bringing all three
political parties together to construct a cross-party manifesto
for the general election on conflict prevention. It could,
for example, set the principle among all political parties
that the main direction of their future international
policy would be peace, that structures would be established
in government, linked with civil society, to promote
peace and that that would be adequately resourced. If
we can facilitate that dialogue and have that principle
installed in the manifesto of each party, it will send the
message that we are all committed, determined and
serious about conflict prevention and that we will not
allow future changes of government to undermine that
general direction of policy.

11.36 am

Mr. Gary Streeter (South-West Devon) (Con): I am
delighted to follow the other joint chairs of the all-party
group. I am attracted to the unilateral offer that has just
been put on the table and would happily pick that one
up. I also pay tribute to the many groups that support
us and do such excellent work. I have very much enjoyed
being involved in the group in the past couple of years.
That perhaps demonstrates the point that the conflict
resolution agenda is not just for Guardian-reading left
wingers; it cuts right across the political spectrum,
although I certainly do not describe myself as a Telegraph-
reading Tory any longer.
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I want to make one simple point in a short speech. I
believe that the issue of conflict resolution feeds into a
wider debate about the role of Britain in the world that
we are having because of the forthcoming strategic
defence review and because we have a significant problem
with debt, which we all know about. That is forcing us
to focus on our priorities. Although there are those in
that debate who think that we cannot afford to play the
international role that we play in global affairs and that
we should retrench and become a Norway, a Switzerland
or a country of that ilk, I am firmly of the opinion that
that would be a huge mistake, both for us and for the
world, and that we have a very significant and special
role to play in global affairs.

I suggest that that role increasingly should focus, with
all the assets that we have, on our being a country that
focuses on peace making. That is a role that Britain can
uniquely offer the world. Why do I say that? We have
the armed forces. That is a significant asset because we
know that sometimes the threat of force or even the use
of force is essential in bringing about peace. Hon.
Members may not all agree with that, but the threat of
force is there. We have an incredible heritage in terms of
soft power. The diplomatic skills that we have and the
democracy that we enjoy in this country are part of the
skill set that we can bring to the table. In addition, we
sometimes underplay the vast army of non-governmental
organisations, large and small, in this country that have
significant experience and that focus on many issues,
but particularly conflict resolution and prevention. We
have so much to bring to the table; let us bring it.

Some might say, “Who are we to go around talking
about peace and conflict resolution and prevention?”,
because of the struggle that we have had in Northern
Ireland for the past 30 or 40 years. I say that that is not a
negative. We have gained experience from Northern
Ireland. I sat in this room some months ago, at a
meeting horribly traduced by the Daily Mail, and heard
Patrick Magee and the daughter of Sir Anthony Berry,
who had been meeting and talking together for years,
talking of their reconciliation as individuals. In the end,
achieving peace will come down to human beings getting
together across divides to resolve issues and differences,
as they have done so wonderfully in South Africa as a
result of the astonishing leadership of two or three
individuals. Our Northern Ireland experience can therefore
strengthen our hand, and it gives us useful experience to
bring to many tables around the world.

I congratulate the Government on their focus on
conflict prevention over their 13 years in office, which
are, of course, about to come to a crashing end. I say to
my hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington)
that it would be great if policy at the Foreign Office,
DFID and the MOD could focus increasingly on peace
making, conflict resolution and conflict prevention and
if this country increasingly acquired a reputation around
the world for using its assets to bring to an end some of
the conflicts that are causing such misery and poverty.

Many of my constituents will say, “But what’s the
national interest in doing this?”

Mr. John Greenway (Ryedale) (Con): It is huge.

Mr. Streeter: My hon. Friend, who speaks from a
sedentary position—I am sure that you will feel like
ruling him out of order, Mr. Martlew—is absolutely

right. We live in a globalising world, and the genie will
never be put back in the bottle, so if we can build peace
and prosperity in other nations, our children—if we
must look at these things in terms of our national
interest—will be able to grow up in a safer and better
environment. I therefore suggest to the Minister that
the UK’s future is firmly one of peace making, and I
look forward to his response.

11.41 am

Mr. Eric Joyce (Falkirk) (Lab): I congratulate the
hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
(Simon Hughes) on his speech. He mentioned that
regional conflicts could become international conflicts,
and that we need to keep a lid on them at the regional
level when we can. We tend to talk about places such as
Afghanistan and Iraq, which have become the focus of
international attention, but the hon. Gentleman listed a
few of the many other places across the world that are
witnessing conflicts, and I want to say a few words
about the eastern Congo. Most people would not think
of it as a place of great strategic interest, and when
Governments such as ours think about where to place
their emphasis and spend their money, it is not always
in such places. It has to be said, however, that the UK
Government are actually the main donor to every nation
bordering the eastern Congo; that is certainly true of
Rwanda and Burundi and, indeed, of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo itself.

I want to refer to two UN Security Council resolutions
in terms of conflict resolution and prevention. The
conflict in the eastern Congo is a consequence of the
genocide in Rwanda, which took place in 1994. There
are many armed groups in the area, and the Congolese
Government have little capacity, so we rely very much
on the work of the international community. UN Security
Council resolution 1857 relies on member states to give
the Security Council the names of people and companies
involved in trading minerals in the eastern Congo and
the wider region, although the process is not always
smooth or easy.

It is often said, although I am never absolutely clear
how much truth there is in this, that UK privacy laws
make it harder for the UK Government to provide the
names of individuals whom they believe might be trading
in minerals in the Congo in a bad way. That can simply
mean that money is changing hands in a non-transparent
way, but we all know what happens when that is the
case: the money will invariably fund armed groups.
Perhaps the Minister will comment, therefore, on how
prepared the UK Government are to provide the names
of people and companies operating in the UK, because
one or two companies have been mentioned in international
and UN documents. Britain is far from the worst offender,
but in the case of at least one of the companies involved,
we might not be ensuring the free flow to the UN of
information that will allow it to take action.

The other UN Security Council resolution is 1906,
which essentially relates to having a better focus on
international efforts to resolve and prevent conflict in
the eastern Congo. The United Nations mission in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, which is the largest
UN contingent in the world, with about 20,000
peacekeepers, will reach the end of its current mandate
on 31 May. MONUC does its very best to keep a lid on
things, but its capacity will always be pretty limited, and
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many hon. Members who have been to the DRC will
have observed that for themselves. The capacity of the
armed forces of the Democratic Republic of the Congo
is, if I can put it this way, enormously limited; often,
they are an offender themselves.

The Congolese Government’s remit does not really
extend to protecting their citizens in the eastern Congo,
so the international effort is all the more important.
There are, of course, many other demands on the UN’s
resources, and each time resolution 1906 comes up for
negotiation, there is talk of MONUC’s being downsized
so that the peacekeepers can be used in other important
fields of conflict; indeed, we might hear more about
those later. However, I hope that the Minister will
assure us that when the new mandate comes up for
negotiation—Alan Doss, who is a UK citizen, runs
MONUC and is seized of all this—we keep the same
focus on co-ordinating the international effort. I also
hope that he can assure us that we will do much more
than we have in the past, once the mandate has been
negotiated. Of course, we must recognise that there is
demand in other parts of the world, but the mandate is
extremely important, and I hope that the Government
will place it as high as they can up their list of priorities.

11.46 am

Mr. John Greenway (Ryedale) (Con): I want to bring
a quite different dimension to the debate by referring to
my involvement in work with the Council of Europe
Parliamentary Assembly that touches on this important
subject. For me and my colleagues, the focus is not so
much conflict prevention as conflict resolution, as my
hon. Friend the Member for South-West Devon
(Mr. Streeter) said. In our experience, the failure to
resolve Europe’s frozen conflicts is the real cause for
concern, certainly in terms of the European geographical
dimension.

Last year, the Parliamentary Assembly adopted a
report that I had produced under the title of “Europe’s
forgotten people”. It is about the 2.8 million people—yes,
it is that many—who are internally displaced within
Europe’s borders, mostly in the Balkans and the south
Caucasus. I had the privilege of going to Armenia,
Georgia and Azerbaijan to talk to people about the
vexed problem of the still frozen conflict in Nagorno-
Karabakh. On behalf of the European Security and
Defence Assembly—the old Western European Union
Assembly—I have also looked at the security issues in
the Balkans, where the failure to resolve frozen conflicts
is so important.

Some of the people I met in Armenia still live in
appalling conditions, and the situation in Azerbaijan is
even worse. However, when I went to Baku to visit new
housing developments built by the Azeri Government, I
talked to 14 and 15-year-old schoolboys and girls in the
street outside their school, and these children, who were
born in Baku, not Nagorno-Karabakh, said, “We will
go back to Nagorno-Karabakh and fight with our bare
hands to get back the country that belongs to us.” The
failure to resolve such conflicts and frozen problems
creates a breeding ground for resentment. As a result,
there is real tension in the region, and I am sure that the
Minister will refer to it.

I have also had the opportunity to talk to Turkish
Ministers about the situation, and there is real hope
that reopening the Turkey-Armenia border will help to
improve things. Again, however, it is difficult to find a
political solution, because a lot of people in Turkey say
that they will have to say no to such a development until
problems such as that in Cyprus are resolved. However,
I do not have time to develop that point further.

The Assembly has looked in great detail at the
consequences of the Georgia-Russia conflict, and
the conclusion that we quickly reached was that the
international community had ignored the warning signs—
they were there, but they were not followed. The problems
in the region were not resolved, and the consequences
have been utterly tragic, with ethnic cleansing, property
destroyed and tens of thousands of people left homeless.
Two districts of Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia—de
facto independent states—are completely in limbo, with
no protection from the international community. We
should deplore that; it is not good enough.

The hon. Member for North Southwark and
Bermondsey (Simon Hughes), whom I congratulate on
securing the debate, referred to Africa. Our work suggests
that there are about 31 or 32 countries in Africa that are
directly or indirectly affected by conflict, yet we wonder
why people want to leave there and come to Europe.
That is the push factor that is driving the problem of
immigration. I have said that before, and written reports
about it, and it is a great joy to have the opportunity,
once in a while, to talk about it in Westminster.

Simon Hughes: The hon. Gentleman is right to mention
the importance of migration. Not only does conflict
cause migration, but migration in turn causes conflict in
the places to which people move.

Mr. Greenway: Absolutely. I wish that there were
more time to deal with that, but perhaps we can discuss
the issue again on another occasion.

I want to talk about four solutions. First, hon. Members
might not know that two weeks ago I was appointed
chairman of the Migration Committee of the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe, after four years of
carrying out such work. I am supposed to be leaving
Parliament at the election, but I shall get this year, so
that is okay—it is so important. We have just agreed a
report in the Assembly about the restoration of property
rights. It is critical that redress is given to people. That
does not necessarily mean saying, “We will give you this
flat or house a thousand miles from where you came
from.” What about redress for the property that was
taken? International action on that is critical.

Secondly, more work is needed on the resolution of
frozen conflicts. No one has mentioned the European
Union, but it is the critical driver. That is also true in
relations with Russia. The matter cannot be resolved
without the two sides together. The European Union’s
policy on neighbourhood and development can provide
the support that is needed for the countries that are
affected.

Thirdly, the enlargement of the European Union is
also vital. In the Balkans, all opinion shows that support
for European Union membership relies on the benefits
of security as well as on economic prosperity. The
security issue cannot be overstated. The hon. Member
for North Southwark and Bermondsey mentioned Kosovo.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina is a problem, and even in
Croatia, which is about to join, there are still difficulties.
Turkey must be made a member of the European Union
as quickly as possible, as Europe can never solve the
problems in the middle east without Turkey. If we have
Turkey, there is a chance. I know that the issue is a vexed
one—the hon. Member for Hayes and Harlington (John
McDonnell) frowns—but I have studied the question
and held seminars on it, and I believe that that is to be
encouraged.

Finally, more attention should be given to the issue of
water, resources, energy and food. To go back to the
question about that posed by my hon. Friend the Member
for South-West Devon in his speech, and my answer
that the national interest involved is huge, I made a
speech about that to my constituency association about
a year ago. One lady asked, “What’s it got to do with
us?” There was a map on the wall that had been put
there by Members of the European Parliament, and I
said, “Look at that map on the wall. Show me where the
energy is and where it has to come from to get to you.”
There is the answer.

11.53 am

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): I am pleased
to play tail gunner and to try to sweep up some of the
points that have been made—[Interruption.] Sorry about
that unintentional pun.

I congratulate the hon. Member for North Southwark
and Bermondsey (Simon Hughes) on securing the debate.
The all-party group on conflict issues is an excellent
one, and I shall mention a couple of others. I chair the
all-party group on Sudan, which knows a little about
conflict, and I also want to mention the all-party group
on women, peace and security, which also plays an
invaluable part in the work on this issue. I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Hayes and Harlington
(John McDonnell) on the work he has done for the
Ministry for Peace. When he is not present, I end up
chairing most of its meetings, and Diana Basterfield
has briefed me on some of what I need to say.

To put matters in context, it is pleasing that the idea
of peace institutes and peace studies is no longer seen as
marginal, but mainstream. There are now more than
800 peace research institutes in the world, and about
1,500 researchers and 400 academic peace studies
departments, so this is not going against the grain any
more but with it. Of course, we have much to learn, and
there is much to lose if we do not get things right.

There is an irony about timing, given Afghanistan
and Iraq. I and other hon. Members get lectured when
we travel around the world. We are told, “You are all
right when you talk about the conflicts that you accept,
but our conflicts are seen to be of a different order, and
we are told to get our act together.” I hope that we shall
not renew the Trident programme, but we are talking
about the comprehensive test ban treaty at the same
time as considering that. In other parts of the world,
that strikes a note of irony, and people look at us
open-mouthed and wide-eyed when we cannot see the
connections that they make. We must do more to get
our house in order.

Among the issues that have not yet come up in the
debate, the role of women cannot be overestimated. I
am pleased to have been an officer of the all-party

group on women, peace and security, which is known in
the trade as the 1325 group, after the UN resolution.
We can criticise the Ministry of Defence, but it has been
very good about recognising the importance of training
our troops in such issues as how to deal with women in
a conflict zone, including recognising sad instances of
rape, abuse and mistreatment. That has a lot to do with
cultural awareness-raising, and we have embraced that
approach.

As for Sudan, I congratulate the Government on our
being in there for the long term. This is a key year in the
history of Sudan. The forthcoming elections are of
course debatable and dubious, but they must nevertheless
take place if we are to get to the referendum on the
potential secession of the south in 2011. I am optimistic
that we can get through the process, but it will be
devilishly difficult. A point that has not come up yet is
the crucial role of British diplomats in Sudan. They are
part of the troika with the US and Norway, and they
are shuttling about—that is not good for the climate,
but nevertheless vital—keeping the talking going
and trying to deal with conflict resolution, if not prevention.

[MR. DAVID AMESS in the Chair]
To give the situation context, and to show how difficult

the task is, the comprehensive peace agreement, which
is continually questioned and under threat, has not
prevented the events in Darfur, which represent, in my
view, the first climate change war. It was all to do with
nomads coming in and trying to settle where the pastoralists
were, and then, as always, the north went in with two
boots and to some extent the south reacted. There is
always the problem with the east, where there is the
potential for conflict easily to spin off from events
elsewhere in the country.

What have we learned? We have learned that to bring
peace to a country means being in it for the long term.
There are no quick fixes; it is necessary to be there
reinforcing the peace strategies. We must recognise that
the problems are local as well as national. Often civil
society capacity building must happen at an incredibly
local level. We like to think that peace is breaking out in
the south of Sudan at the moment, but there is a huge
number of conflicts there, all to do with the usual things
such as animal rustling and people falling out over who
has taken whose bride. That can easily trigger a much
bigger conflict unless we get in there and do the business.
Resources have been mentioned, and water is crucial.

We must get hold of the small arms trade, which is a
legacy left by the west. The arms might not be coming
from the west any more but, as my hon. Friend the
Member for Falkirk (Mr. Joyce) said, the problem is
being fuelled by all sorts of most unhelpful interventions.
There is a need to bear down on those and eventually
stop them. Of course, we must have views about how
Governments fuel the conflicts, using small arms to
repress their populations in their own way. We must
keep reinforcing how important it is to stop those
trades.

I wish to make two final points. First, our country
has, of course, moved forward by signing up to the
International Criminal Court sanctions. That makes an
awful lot of difference in Sudan because it has an
indicted president. It is not easy—some find it quite
difficult—to determine how to take that forward, but as
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we have signed up to the ICC sanctions, we must
recognise their importance. Secondly, development must
always go alongside conflict prevention, because without
development, people will never have the time or space
for us.

12 noon

Jo Swinson (East Dunbartonshire) (LD): I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for North Southwark and
Bermondsey (Simon Hughes) on securing this debate.
The time spent by the House debating conflict prevention
pales in comparison with the time that we spend discussing
conflicts that have not been prevented. Perhaps that
balance needs to be adjusted. I wholeheartedly support
the idea put forward by my hon. Friend that there
should be an annual debate on the subject rather than
relying on the random nature of the ballot to secure
debates in Westminster Hall.

It was excellent for the quality of debate that so many
contributed, including the co-chairmen of the all-party
parliamentary group on conflict issues and those involved
in other groups that deal with specific parts of the
world. Also welcome, of course, is the great consensus
that exists across the Chamber on the question of
conflict prevention. I particularly liked the idea expressed
by the hon. Member for Hayes and Harlington (John
McDonnell) that the matter should be removed from
the political knockabout in the run-up to the general
election. The all-party group would have done a great
piece of work if it could get all parties to agree on some
key priorities after the election, whatever the result may
be, so that we have a long-term strategy and continuity.

It almost goes without saying that conflict prevention
is essential. It has a clear and obvious humanitarian
objective. Another factor that came out clearly in today’s
debate was the economic imperative, which is important
given that we are in a recession. I was staggered by some
of the figures; $64 billion is the average cost of each
conflict, and when multiplied it gives a total of $175 trillion.
The figures are mind-boggling. Indeed, for every dollar
spent on conflict prevention, $2,000 is spent on military
defence. Saving money in future by spending more on
conflict prevention would seem to be wise.

I want to touch on a few key elements of conflict
prevention as it affects foreign policy. They include the
support given to other states, particularly to fragile
states; the peace-building process and how it relates to
preventing future conflict; the role of women in conflict
prevention; and the future strategic threats that were
mentioned by various Members, particularly climate
change and access to resources.

The hon. Member for Ryedale (Mr. Greenway) was
right to say that we often ignore the warning signs that
there is about to be a massive problem in another corner
of the world, and that if we take action it is not taken
swiftly enough. The responsibility to protect was supposed
to make things a little easier, but the world still sits back
far too often when conflicts arise.

I have listed the various parts of the world mentioned
today where conflict is likely or could occur, and it is a
long list. There are all the countries in the middle east,
and Yemen has come very much to our attention. There
are the ongoing problems in Cyprus and the Balkans.

There is the Caucasus; and there are a range of issues in
Africa, south America and Asia. Such a list brings
home the scale of the problem.

Resourcing is important. My hon. Friend asked a
good range of questions, and I look forward to the
Minister’s response. There is genuine concern about the
cuts that have been made to the United Kingdom’s
civilian contribution to peacekeeping, and about the
recent scaling back of this year’s Foreign and
Commonwealth Office budget—for example, for counter-
terrorism in Pakistan—as a result of the change in the
exchange rate.

The FCO is facing budgetary difficulties because of
the Treasury ruling that when the exchange rate changes
the FCO has to find the funds from within its budget.
That difficulty, of course, is caused by the strength of
the pound. It will be interesting to hear the Minister’s
response on such matters. It seems sensible to spend in
order to prevent future conflict and future expense on
that front. Even in a recession, we should not make such
cuts. It would be a false economy.

Peacebuilding is usually seen as an aspect of bringing
conflict to an end. However, getting it right is essential
to prevent conflict from starting up again. We have seen
intervention in far too many places, with sticking-plaster
solutions, where once the resources are removed the
conflict revives because the underlying issues have not
been resolved.

One cannot overestimate the importance of taking a
proactive stance on building peace rather than taking
the UN’s traditional peacekeeping role. It is about involving
not only regional partners in the country or area in
question but stakeholders within communities. In that
way, a peace can be built that reflects the needs of local
people—not, dare I say it, an idea from many thousands
of miles away of how it should be done. The UN
recognised that when it set up the peacebuilding commission
in 2005. With fellow MPs, I was fortunate to meet
representatives of the commission on a visit to the UN
sponsored by the FCO in 2008. We look forward to the
UN review of the commission’s work so that we can
learn what is successful.

My hon. Friend also mentioned the role of women,
particularly in communities. It is most important when
building structures for peace. Last year, the UN passed
Security Council resolution 1889, which reaffirmed the
principles laid out almost a decade ago in Security
Council resolution 1325. Among other things, it recognised
the important role that women need to play in conflict
prevention. Despite making up more than half of the
world’s population, women are often absent from
negotiating tables and decision-making circles.

I recommend Gender Action for Peace and Security,
a network of NGOs. It recently produced a short
parliamentarian’s guide to women, peace and security,
which is most instructive. One statistic sticks out for me.
Over the past 25 years, only one in 40 peace agreement
signatories have been women. That shows their lack of
involvement at that crucial stage, which I believe has an
impact on whether conflicts recur. The UK is one of
only 14 countries with a national action plan for
implementing Security Council resolution 1325. I am
glad about that. The plan is under review, and it will be
released next month.

It is important that we take matters forward. In
October, someone from the FCO told the all-party
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group on women, peace and security that the Department
was finding it difficult to involve women in senior
positions in conflict prevention resolution, including in
the UK. I would welcome it if the Minister were to
update us on progress on that front.

Finally, I touch on the question of climate change—again,
something mentioned by various Members. We need to
look ahead to the likely drivers of future conflicts. They
will include access to energy, to water and to land that
can be used for crop production. The changes likely to
happen to all aspects as a result of climate change make
it a priority to consider them in connection with conflict
prevention.

The Oxford Research Group report “Sustainable Security
for the 21st Century” states:

“This has long-term security implications for all countries
which are far more serious, lasting and destructive than those of
international terrorism.”

That puts the scale of the threat in stark terms. It
should go hand in glove with the Government’s policies
on assisting with adaptation to climate change and
preventing further dangerous climate change through
mitigation. I hope that the FCO is working closely with
the Department of Energy and Climate Change on
those issues; I know that climate change is another of
the Department’s strategic priorities.

In conclusion, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss
such important issues. I welcome the constructive spirit
of the debate, and I look forward to the Minister’s
response.

12.9 pm

Mr. David Lidington (Aylesbury) (Con): I congratulate
the hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
(Simon Hughes) on securing this debate, and welcome
the “tripartisan” approach that he took in his opening
remarks. My party supports the idea of the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, the Department for International
Development, the Ministry of Defence and other
Government Departments working closely together to
plan conflict prevention activity in the national
interests of the United Kingdom. However, we need to
go further and institutionalise such practice by creating
a national security council at which common strategies
can be agreed to which all Departments are firmly
signed up.

However, it is difficult to define where conflict prevention
starts and ends. It is inherently difficult to measure,
partly because we are dealing, in most cases, with
policies that aim at change over the long term—going
beyond any one budgetary or electoral cycle—and partly
because we can never be confident about what would
have happened had we not taken particular action in
another part of the world.

It is important to remind ourselves that if conflict
prevention is to be effective, it has to rely on other
aspects of the Foreign Office’s work being of high
quality. Public diplomacy is one obvious example. Work
through public diplomacy, including the work of the
BBC World Service and the British Council, seems to be
essential if we are to make contact not just with
Governments and bureaucracies, but with wider civil
societies. Moreover, we should not neglect that old
mainstay of the FCO, the nurturing of diplomatic
relationships over many years.

I know that the Minister has recently returned from a
visit to Yemen. There is agreement across the House
that any successful work to prevent the conflict in that
country from getting worse will depend on not what this
country does but the extent to which effective action
within the region, particularly by the Gulf Co-operation
Council countries, can be co-ordinated. If we are to
persuade our old friends in the Gulf that that should be
a priority and that they should work with us to stabilise
the situation in Yemen, we need to be able to act on the
basis of friendships that have been nurtured over many
years. We cannot expect to snap our fingers and see an
instant response.

I could use the same argument in respect of other
parts of the world. Just to avoid any misunderstanding,
I have recently been to Tokyo as a guest of the Japanese
Government, and it became very clear to me that Japan’s
influence in many of the Asian countries where there is
conflict, and its ability to exercise economic influence
and to be a major provider of development assistance is
something to which we should have great regard in our
diplomatic policy, but that means we must spend time,
energy and effort on nurturing and improving our
relationship with Japan.

I want to put three points to the Minister, to which I
hope he will find time to respond. First, for effective
conflict prevention we often have to work through
international organisations. It is also clear from what
the Foreign Office itself has published in its annual
reports that those international organisations do not
always deliver in the way that we might hope. For
example, the United Nations is obviously a key institution,
but the Foreign Office annual report for 2007-08 stated
that too often UN peacekeeping missions are not adequately
planned. The report cited the United Nations-African
Union Mission in Darfur as an example of that. Do the
Government think that there has been some improvement
in the UN’s performance in that regard or do they think
that we still have difficulties there?

Secondly, in addressing some of the challenges of
conflict prevention around the world, have the Government
considered trying to make greater use of the
Commonwealth as an institution? The Commonwealth
has an advantage in that it has a very diverse membership
across continents and that its countries, while all committed
to ideas of democracy, of human rights and of the rule
of law, have many different ethnicities and religious
traditions. As such, it seems to me that it has a part
to play.

Simon Hughes: I strongly associate myself with what
the hon. Gentleman says. May I remind him of what the
Queen said after the last Commonwealth conference
about the relevance of the Commonwealth to the climate
change agenda? Will he join me in making a request to
Government—I have made it before and sometimes
they have responded—to hold an annual debate on the
Commonwealth in the main Chamber, which we have
not had in the last year or so?

Mr. Lidington: That would be a very good way of
enabling the House not only to assess the Commonwealth
as an institution but to review relationships between the
United Kingdom and individual Commonwealth countries.

May I say a few words about regional bodies, because
again they will be of great importance in conflict prevention
work? In particular, I want to ask the Minister about
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Africa. Turning again to the FCO annual report for
2007-08, the Foreign Office says that in that year it
invested
“£1.5 million from the Africa Conflict Prevention Pool in building
the conflict prevention and peacekeeping capacity of the African
Union.”
Yet on page 154 of the same report it said that progress
on the African Union Standby Force
“remains limited by weak capacity at the AU and in African
regions.”
The capacity of the African Union is clearly of great
importance given the points that the hon. Member for
Stroud (Mr. Drew) made about the situation in the
Sudan and the tensions that may well arise around the
forthcoming referendum on the possible secession of
the south. It would be helpful if the Minister could give
us an update on the Government’s assessment of the
capacity of the African Union.

Finally, I want to ask the Minister about the budget.
In his written statement on 25 March 2009, the Foreign
Secretary announced an increase in the budget for
preventing and resolving conflict. However, he qualified
that announcement by saying that in part it was driven
by the declining value of the pound and the necessity to
add to the budget in sterling terms to ensure that it
continued to buy the same value in programmes. Of
that budget of £627 million, £456 million was said to be
ring-fenced for assisted peacekeeping, leaving £171 million
to fund all discretionary peacekeeping, conflict prevention
and stabilisation work.

We know from various press reports and leaked
documents over the past few months that the Foreign
Office is having to look very hard at its budget in the
light of exchange rate movements. We know that the
FCO was trampled on by the Treasury when the risk
deriving from exchange rate movements was transferred
from the Treasury to the FCO a couple of years ago. We
also know that the permanent secretary at the FCO has
written to heads of mission and FCO directors to ask
them to draw up contingency plans for possible significant
further cuts during this calendar year. So I would like
the Minister to tell us whether the conflict prevention
programmes that the Government have planned for are
likely to be reined back or cut significantly as a result of
those undoubtedly severe financial pressures.

12.20 pm
The Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth

Office (Mr. Ivan Lewis): I begin by congratulating the
hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
(Simon Hughes) on securing the debate, on his very
thoughtful contribution, and on his long-standing work
on conflict issues. I also want to pay tribute to the
all-party group on conflict issues for quite rightly raising
the profile of conflict issues in Parliament.

I am certainly willing to take the idea of an annual
debate on conflict prevention to relevant colleagues and
ask them to give it serious consideration. I shall also say
at the outset that I do not think that I will have enough
time to do justice to all the contributions that have been
made to the debate. Therefore, I want to offer to attend
a meeting of the all-party group on conflict issues so
that we have the opportunity for a more in-depth and
serious discussion. However, I will do my best to try to
answer some of the questions that have been put.

I do not think that hon. Members will be surprised to
hear that my hon. Friend the Member for Hayes and
Harlington (John McDonnell), who made a thoughtful
contribution to the debate, has not been delegated
responsibility for writing our party’s manifesto for the
forthcoming election. However, if he wants to appoint
me to the position of “Minister for Peace”, I think that
that would be a really exciting opportunity.

I want to make the serious point that the all-party
and consensual nature of the debate has been very
healthy and positive. However, there was one discordant
note. I say to the hon. Member for South-West Devon
(Mr. Streeter) that any party that is unable to get above
40 per cent. of the vote at this stage of the electoral
cycle should not be so sure of assuming power at any
general election.

I will move on to the issues that have been raised in
the debate. I want to deal with why conflict prevention
matters and how we are responding to conflict issues, as
well as trying to respond to some of the points that have
been made.

Why does conflict prevention matter so much? Every
day, the terrible effects of armed conflict are felt by
ordinary people around the world. Although human
beings who are killed, wounded or have to flee for their
lives might be the most visible and emotive consequences
of conflict, the effects of conflict go far wider and
deeper. Conflicts devastate economies, promote instability,
impede development, promote illegal migration, contravene
human rights and frequently fuel terrorism. Conflict
prevention is therefore of direct relevance to our national
interest.

As well as the moral imperative of reducing the
suffering caused by conflict, concerted action to prevent
and resolve conflict is essential to allow the benefits of
economic prosperity to spread, to allow democracy and
good governance to take root and flourish, and to allow
the rule of law to be established and promoted.

Conflict prevention is at the heart of what we regard
as an integrated cross-government approach. Joint policy
making and programmes have enabled us to strengthen
our civilian capabilities, including on the ground, and
we are working with international partners and
organisations to deliver earlier and more effective
international responses to crises and conflicts.

In a difficult and challenging fiscal environment, we
have had no option but to prioritise activities. We have
preserved funding for a range of conflict prevention,
peacekeeping and peace-building activities, but it is
right to focus our efforts where the risk and impact of
conflict is greatest and where our activities add most
value.

Defence and military spending supports defence
diplomacy and security co-operation, which make a
significant contribution to conflict prevention and peace-
building. Whitehall Departments are identifying options
for further investment in those activities.

Following the Prime Minister’s announcement in March
2008 that we would create a pool of 1,000 trained UK
civilians who would be readily deployable overseas, we
are today—very appropriately—launching the new civilian
stabilisation group at the Royal Geographical Society.
We will continue to deploy the right people to the right
place at the right time to help to rebuild countries
recovering from conflict.
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There are a number of ways in which we seek to
prevent conflict. We do so through the conflict pool,
which several hon. Members mentioned, and through
working with international institutions such as the United
Nations, which the hon. Member for Aylesbury
(Mr. Lidington) asked about. In response to his question,
we think that the UN is getting better, but there is a
long, long way to go. Regarding the Commonwealth,
which he also mentioned, we work alongside
Commonwealth countries when it is appropriate to do
so. However, I agree with the hon. Gentleman when he
says that we should consider whether there is more that
can be done regarding the Commonwealth. I also agree
entirely that, with regard to conflict in Africa, the
long-term sustainable peace that we seek in Africa
depends on building institutions within that continent,
so strengthening the capacity of the African Union in
the future will be crucially important.

The hon. Member for Ryedale (Mr. Greenway), during
his very thoughtful and well-informed speech, raised
the issue of improved or early warning, which is another
important issue—arguably the most important issue—in
conflict prevention. We need to intervene as early as we
can and we require the capacity to make such assessments.
There is also a responsibility to protect, to build capacity
and to ensure that we, as the United Kingdom, have
adequate capability in the area of conflict prevention,
so there is a range of ways in which we seek to respond
to this challenging agenda.

I now want to turn specifically to the points that have
been made by hon. Members during the debate. First,
the hon. Member for North Southwark and Bermondsey
raised a number of issues related to resources. I will try
to address some of them, but if I do not address them
all, I will write to him.

It is true that we set aside increased resources for
conflict activity in 2009-10, which is a significant symbol
of how much importance we attach to this issue. However,
it is also true that we are faced with competing demands.
We do not have the resources to fund everything that we
would like to fund. A projected rise in the UK’s assessed
contributions—they are obligatory contributions—to
international peacekeeping missions means that we must
rigorously prioritise our discretionary budgets. We have
an international legal obligation to pay our bills for
international peacekeeping. Unfortunately, that means
that there is sometimes less money available to pay for
other important activity. As for 2010-11, we are continuing
to assess the amount of resources that we will have
available, and I assure hon. Members that we will make
an announcement to Parliament in due course on that
specific issue.

Several hon. Members raised the link between conflict
and development. A very important step forward in the
2009 cross-government White Paper “Building our

Common Future”, which was led by the Department
for International Development, is that it recognises the
importance of peace-building and state-building in countries
affected by conflict and instability. I think that the
tangible important change in that White Paper is that it
commits to spending at least 50 per cent. of new bilateral
country spending in those states that are identified as
“fragile”. That is a very important recognition of where
we increasingly need to shift our resources to.

The hon. Member for North Southwark and
Bermondsey also raised the issue of effectiveness, asking
how effective our efforts in preventing violent conflict
are and how we measure their effectiveness. It is not
easy to measure their effectiveness. As several hon.
Members have said, conflict prevention is a long-term
and major challenge—there are no quick fixes. However,
we review progress against delivery on public service
agreement 30 targets on a six-monthly basis, using both
statistical data and qualitative reporting from posts. We
therefore attempt to assess impact and effectiveness,
and I can provide hon. Members with further information
on that issue in writing.

My hon. Friend the Member for Falkirk (Mr. Joyce)
will know that I have visited eastern Congo on two
occasions. He is absolutely right about the importance
of MONUC and ensuring that we get its mandate
renewed. However, it is also important that we ensure
that MONUC, working with FRDC and others, is as
effective as it needs to be.

I think that it was my hon. Friend the Member for
Stroud (Mr. Drew) who made the point that in situations
such as that in the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
the role of development is very important. There has to
be a peace dividend alongside security solutions, and
where there has been conflict for a long time, people
have to see economic and social progress as quickly as
possible, after moving in with a civilian response. That
is absolutely crucial.

Several hon. Members, including the hon. Member
for East Dunbartonshire (Jo Swinson), raised the issue
of women in conflict prevention. I have two things to
say about that. First, in those countries that come out
of conflict, it is often women who play the most important
role. They do not sign the peace treaties, but it is often
women, both in local communities and at a national
level, who are the biggest and most powerful advocates
for peace. However, it is also women who are often the
greatest victims of the dreadful violence that occurs in
places such as eastern Congo, so the role of women
must be central, not an add-on or marginal issue.

My hon. Friend the Member for Stroud also raised
the important issue of our diplomats and the tremendous
contribution that they make. In short, we need to bring
together security with governance and development, if
we are to tackle these issues effectively.
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Seagulls (Gloucester)

12.30 pm

Mr. Parmjit Dhanda (Gloucester) (Lab): I hope that
this debate will be enlightening for you, Mr. Amess. As
the hon. Member for Bath (Mr. Foster) highlighted in a
similar Adjournment debate last year, there is far more
to the issue than meets the eye. I hope that people will
realise the importance of this debate; I have had a
couple of days’ leg-pulling about it. A few colleagues
have asked, “Is that really the title of your Adjournment
debate?”

Some years ago, former Manchester United footballer
Eric Cantona said:

“When the seagulls follow the trawler, it is because they think
sardines will be thrown into the sea”.

Perhaps Eric Cantona had a better understanding of
seagulls and their behaviour than the rest of us, including
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
and our local authorities. As any aficionado of debates
on this subject will know from the remarks of the hon.
Member for Bath last year, the problem is a serious and
growing one for many of our town centres and, increasingly,
for our suburban communities, for reasons that I will
flesh out with evidence.

Good research has been done locally by Julie Wight
and Gill Ragon of Gloucester city council, to whom I
pay tribute for their help and support in pulling information
together. Health and safety and aggression were two
issues discussed by the hon. Member for Bath during
his debate. Both are pertinent when we consider the
effect of seagulls on businesses in Gloucester city centre.

Gloucester has about 2,800 breeding pairs of seagulls.
Urban seagulls did not really exist before the second
world war. Landfill has made a difference, as has the
birds’ desire to find somewhere warmer, and cities and
towns are 3° to 6° C warmer than their natural rural
habitats. They are also light in the evenings, giving birds
the opportunity to feed and scavenge at night-time.

In our city centre, as well as in Bath, Bristol, Cardiff
and Aberdeenshire, urban seagulls’behaviour is becoming
far more aggressive. To cite one example from the Daily
Mirror:

“A terrified woman in Fraserburgh, Aberdeenshire was left
drenched in blood after a seagull protecting its young dive-bombed
her. Jean Wemyss, 68, had to have a one-inch gash in her head
glued after the attack. ‘It felt like someone had hit me with a
rock.’”

Seagulls have a 4½-foot wingspan when fully grown,
weigh 2 lb and can reach speeds of 40 mph when they
dive-bomb. They are a threat, and they are becoming
braver and bolder in their activities. As seagulls’ numbers
grow, many cities throughout the country are having the
same problems as Gloucester. Bird droppings on the
pavements of our city centres cause hazards and cleaning
costs, and mess on tables has hygiene consequences for
bars, restaurants and outdoor dining. Scavenging is
also a problem. Birds regularly tear up bags, open bins
and make a mess and run away with food when they can
find it. Sometimes they actually take food from plates.
Aggressive behaviour is also a problem.

We believe that Gloucester has two colonies of seagulls.
One is centred on Hempstead tip, close to the city
centre, although those in the know at the local authority
believe that in addition to those, a lot of other seagulls

are migrating to the city centre. We are also struggling
with another flock of seagulls in an area adjacent to the
Bristol road, a more suburban location. A number of
businesses have been in touch with me.

I went down to the area some months ago with a
sense of incredulity, not knowing more than anybody
else what to make of it. I visited the Cotswold Motor
Group, which sells BMWs and Minis, to see the impact
of seagulls on that business and surrounding businesses.
It costs the Cotswold Motor Group £500 to re-spray a
car. The seagulls in that area, particularly when they are
roosting or have young, attack vehicles as they come
into the forecourt.

I never knew until I had a biology lesson down at the
Cotswold Motor Group that seagull droppings become
more acidic as seagulls grow more upset. Droppings on
cars must be removed within a couple of hours or they
can erode paintwork, which costs a lot of money. The
owners of the garage have considered moving elsewhere
to get away from the seagulls, as they must employ
people to wash their cars every day. Keeping the premises
clean has an impact on them and surrounding businesses.

Why have thousands of seagulls flocked to the area?
Having been on the roof of that business’s premises and
looked down on the other buildings in the estate, I can
only imagine that the old-fashioned stone-clad buildings
resemble seagulls’ natural habitat of cliffs. Perhaps that
is part of the reason why they are living in the area.

We need more research to understand why the seagulls
are coming to the area. The expert Peter Rock has been
in touch with a number of MPs and local authorities
about the issue. He tells us that there are about 130,000
to 150,000 breeding pairs of seagulls in this country in
urban and, increasingly, suburban areas. That could
increase to more than 1 million over the next 10 years. It
could have a massive impact on local businesses as well
as residents in terms of mess, droppings and the shrill
noise that the birds make.

What should we do about it? First, we must do more
research, which needs a little investment by the Department.
I will encourage my hon. Friend, who is a good listening
Minister, to tackle his officials, who I know had a good
meeting a couple of months ago to discuss the issue
with the Government office for the south-west, DEFRA,
the Environment Agency, Natural England and some
local authorities. However, from my feedback at that
meeting, it seems that they never got beyond the subject
of research.

Several universities, including the university of western
England and Bristol university, are interested in conducting
research on the subject. A few tens of thousands of
pounds’ investment would help us understand better
the birds’ habitats, why they come to urban areas and
what methods work to tackle the nuisance. I am not
proposing a cull or asking my hon. Friend to find
money for local authorities to do clean-up work. In my
area, the officials that I mentioned have been involved
in about £7,000 to £8,000 of work every year—the
problem is growing, so they probably need more—but if
they knew exactly what would work in the first place,
thanks to a little research, they could save money and
help business.

What solutions have been mooted? There are a range
of them, and it has been an education hearing about
some. The traditional method of bird-scaring is falconry,
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but I understand that most veteran seagulls these days
are not intimidated by falcons, not seeing them as
genuine birds of prey that will kill or attack them.
Falconry has had a limited effect. Even where it has
worked, it has merely moved the problem from one
urban area or suburb to another. There has been some
success with using loudspeakers to imitate distress calls
to encourage the birds to move on. However, that
solution simply moves the problem to another area.

Egg removal and egg oiling have been tried. Egg
oiling has had some success in Gloucester city where
1,100 eggs were oiled last year so that the chicks did not
hatch and become fully grown seagulls. Despite that
work, the number of seagulls has grown massively year
on year. Caging and proofing have been tried. Proofing
work includes putting up nets and spikes. The pedestrianised
area in Gloucester city centre is awash with nets and
spikes above shops, which is rather unsightly. The measure
has been tried for a number of years, but we still have
the recurring problem. More exotic solutions have been
tried such as helium balloons and plastic owls. You will
be sorry to hear, Mr Amess, that the plastic owls have
made no difference whatsoever.

Hundreds of thousands, if not millions of pounds
must have been spent across the country. From Gloucester
and the Minister’s constituency down the road, to
Aberdeenshire, this is a growing national problem. As I
mentioned, Peter Rock’s figures suggest that there could
be 1 million urban and suburban seagulls within a
decade.

If the solutions I have mentioned are not the right
ones, what are? The officials at Gloucester city council
tell me that research could aid and assist them. One
imaginative solution being pressed at the moment is
laser torches being flashed at seagulls when they are
roosting. That stops them from settling on the eggs so
that the eggs go cold and the next generation of seagulls
does not hatch. Before we invest in that, we need to
know whether it is likely to work. That goes back to the
important point of funding a little research.

The council tells me, and I am sure it is right, that
partly because of the availability of food and partly
because of night-time light and temperatures, urban
gulls produce about three eggs a year, whereas in the
wild gulls produce just one egg every three years. That is
a stark difference. We need to understand the nature of
the problem better.

What seems on the surface to be a rather jokey and
amusing subject for an Adjournment debate impacts on
the lives of a lot of residents in my constituency, on
local authorities and their funds, and on local businesses.
I do not want Cotswold Motor Group or other businesses
in the suburbs and town centres to move away. At the
same time, I am an animal lover and am not calling for
culls. We must know what we can do to restrict the size
of these populations and ensure that the behaviour of
gulls is not as aggressive as it has become.

As I said at the outset, Eric Cantona said:
“When the seagulls follow the trawler, it is because they think

sardines will be thrown into the sea”.

I do not know whether that is true and I suspect that the
Minister does not know either. Perhaps he could commit
to a little investment in the matter. He may not be able
to make the commitment today, but I hope he will have
a good conversation with his officials. I have had

encouraging conversations about the meeting between
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
and the Government office for the south-west that
happened a couple of months ago, but there is a feeling
that they need to go further. We must invest in the kind
of research that will make a difference for the long
term.

12.44 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Dan Norris): I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Gloucester
(Mr. Dhanda) on securing this debate. As Minister with
responsibility for rural affairs, I welcome this opportunity
to discuss the impact of urban gull populations on
business. This is not a joke, but a serious issue. The
impacts that he describes exist and they can be distressing
and concerning for those who are affected.

I recognise that gulls can be problematic when found
in high density in urban areas, such as in Gloucester,
Bristol, Bath, Taunton and Cardiff. This is a widespread
problem. I also recognise that measures need to be
taken to mitigate such problems in an appropriate and
proportionate manner.

We must have regard to the conservation status of
gulls because some species are protected. It is interesting
that despite the appearance that gulls are thriving in
urban areas, UK breeding populations of herring gulls
have declined by 69 per cent. since 1969 and winter
populations have declined by more than 50 per cent. in
the past 25 years. As a result, the herring gull is listed as
a biodiversity action plan priority species and in the
latest British Trust for Ornithology report, it meets the
qualifying criteria for red listing as a bird of conservation
concern. The great black-backed gull is a scarce breeding
species in England with a breeding population of fewer
than 1,500 pairs. With wintering populations declining,
it meets the qualifying criteria for amber listing as a
bird of conservation concern. Although I understand
my hon. Friend’s point, there is a decline in some gull
species.

Mr. Dhanda: I appreciate the Minister’s statistics and
am sure that they are well sourced. I had a conversation
just this morning with the hon. Member for Bath, who
fears that some of the statistics being used by officials in
the Department relate more to the rural gull population
and are out of kilter with the experience of local
authorities. Perhaps it would be possible to look again
at this matter. We could send the Minister information
in writing so that his officials can take a closer look at
whether the statistics are accurate.

Dan Norris: I would be happy to receive anything my
hon. Friend wishes to send. I spoke to the hon. Member
for Bath (Mr. Foster) briefly yesterday to say that this
debate was taking place and receive his input. Unfortunately,
he cannot be here today.

As a member state of the European Union, the UK
has an obligation to conserve wild bird populations. As
my hon. Friend will be aware, that is fulfilled through
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, which protects
all wild birds. However, as I said, I recognise his concerns
about gulls in Gloucester in the Bristol road area and
the city centre. In specific circumstances, the 1981 Act
allows people to apply for a licence from Natural England
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to take action to control bird species where they cause
difficulties and there are no other satisfactory solutions.
Action may be taken if Natural England grants a
licence for purposes such as preventing the spread of
disease, preserving air safety, which my hon. Friend
mentioned, conserving wild birds and preserving public
health and safety.

A build-up of gull populations to problem levels is
usually the result of the presence of readily accessible
food and the availability of suitable habitats for roosting
or breeding. Those are the two key components. There
is often food in excess of what gulls would find in the
wild and places for them to live. Although licensed
control of bird populations can provide temporary
relief, efforts must be maintained to remove the food
and the access to the habitat that attracts them.

Access to food is the single most important factor in
boosting gull populations. If it can be denied, the
problem may be resolved without recourse to other
measures. I urge all local authorities and businesses to
help address this problem by avoiding the spillage of
foodstuffs, keeping food storage areas secure and bird
proof—that is easily said, but it is what needs to be
done—making sure that disposal and waste facilities
are kept clean and tidy, and limiting or preventing the
deliberate feeding of birds by the public, which still
takes place in many areas. I have heard that local
authorities in Devon and Cornwall, for example, have
had good results by using hessian sacks for rubbish
disposal, which deters gulls from accessing the food.
Obviously, gulls can peck through plastic bags more
easily than hessian ones.

Natural England can provide advice on other deterrents,
such as proofing buildings—my hon. Friend referred to
that in Gloucester—and installing netting or metal
spikes on buildings to discourage roosting and nesting.
Although I accept that such measures are not the whole
answer, they are a significant part of the solution. It is
only by eliminating the things that gulls find so attractive
in our towns and cities that we can hope to find a
longer-term solution. The reality is that gulls live for a
long time—many can live as long as 20 years—and they
are not unintelligent animals, so they learn and modify
their behaviour when we put up plastic owls or whatever
it might be. Gulls are able to realise what is genuinely a
threat to their way of life and what they can ignore.

In addition to controlling the availability of food and
preventing roosting, I understand that licensed control
methods have been effective. I completely share my hon.
Friend’s concern for animal welfare. We are not advocating
something that is cruel and unkind, but there may be
situations in which, as a last resort, it might be necessary
to take other lines of action. I stress that the licensed
control system should be considered only if earlier
attempts to manage problems have been shown to be
ineffective.

General licences that are used for activities that carry
a low risk for the conservation or welfare of the protected
species can be issued. Personal licences may also be
issued for certain other controlled activities. The licensing
authority—Natural England—must make sure that the
licences it issues are appropriate and take account of
the risk of the activities licensed and the conservation
status of the species concerned. For that reason, in
January this year, following consultation, Natural England

amended the relevant general licences and removed the
herring gull from almost all general licences. However,
it has continued to allow the destruction of nests and
eggs of herring gulls to preserve public health and
safety. Lesser black-backed gulls may still be controlled
for a number of reasons, including to prevent serious
damage to livestock and crops and the spread of disease,
or for air safety reasons. That reflects the need to
mitigate the problems that the herring and lesser black-
backed gulls can cause in certain situations and to
provide a licensing regime that is not overly burdensome.

For great black-backed gulls, a general licence is now
available only for the purpose of preserving air safety. I
stress that, although there has been a reduction in the
available general licences, it is still none the less possible
to apply for an individual licence to control those
species where they are causing problems. Natural England
has struck a sensible and proportionate balance between
protecting species and recognising the issues that can
arise in areas where species may be over-abundant.

However, occasionally it is clear that licensed controls
will be necessary. For example, in the breeding season
from April to August, removing eggs under licence and
replacing them with dummy eggs can reduce urban gull
populations if deployed over the longer term and, in the
short term, that can reduce the likelihood of attacks
from aggressive gulls. My hon. Friend rightly highlighted
that in his opening remarks. Those methods have had
some success in urban areas, including, I believe, in
Gloucester.

As my hon. Friend mentioned, my officials in DEFRA’s
Bristol office recently met officials from local authorities
in the south-west, including Gloucester, to discuss the
issue. Natural England also attended that meeting. I
hope that experiences can continue to be shared and
best practice developed to address the problems sometimes
caused by urban gulls. If there are lessons to be learned—no
doubt there will be some—about alternative techniques
that are successful, I encourage local authorities to
share that information between them. However, we
must not rely on a licensing approach to control gull
populations that will provide only a temporary solution
to the problem.

Mr. Dhanda: My hon. Friend is being assiduous and
thorough in his response. I would like to probe him on
the issue of the academic research that might help us to
ensure we get the best bang for our buck in terms of the
investment that local authorities make. Will he consider
having further discussions with his officials about looking
into academic research? The other key area relates to
where local authorities can come together. A forum is
up and running, but what other support can the
Government provide to ensure that it is a success?

Dan Norris: I thank my hon. Friend for his intervention.
I can certainly say to him that, in general terms, we do
not feel that additional research is necessary. We feel
that we know quite a lot about the subject. That is
certainly sufficient to highlight the two key areas that I
pointed out in my earlier remarks: excess food being
available to gulls, and places to live, roost and so on.
However, his point about laser torches is interesting. I
will talk to my officials about that, because it is something
I would like to explore further. Any information that he
can provide about that would be useful. The only obvious
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hazard with laser torches is that they may affect aircraft.
He will be aware that there have been well-documented
cases of people deliberately trying to distract pilots
using powerful laser instruments. That matter needs
proper consideration and I thank him for raising it with
me.

As I was saying, lessons need to be learned about
alternative techniques and we need to encourage local
authorities to share best practice when they find it
works in their areas. The issue requires local authorities
to work collaboratively and over a sustained period.
That can be helped greatly by limiting the sources of
food and making adjustments to buildings, so that gulls
do not find such a warm welcome in cities such as
Gloucester, as well as other cities and areas across the
country. I thank my hon. Friend for initiating this
important debate.

Mr. Dhanda: My hon. Friend, his officials and I may
differ in that although I understand what he is saying
and it is common sense to suggest that the gulls will
gravitate to areas where food is available, that confuses
the matter with regards to the Cotswold Motor Group
and the industrial estates around there. Those are not
the best places for gulls to gravitate to for food, yet they
have done so, which implies that we need to understand
more about their behaviour if we are going to be able to
do more to help those local businesses.

Dan Norris: I hear clearly what my hon. Friend says,
but my officials feel that we have a lot of information
about the nature of gull behaviour. We still keep coming
back to the factors of food source and places to roost. I
do not know enough about the particular instance he
cited to say whether that is applicable. If he could drop
me a note, I will certainly look at the matter and talk to
my officials. I will also ask them to consider the laser
torch idea that he proposes, because that sounds as if it
has some merit and should be given due consideration.

Alcohol Fraud
12.57 pm

Paul Rowen (Rochdale) (LD): It is a pleasure to be
able to speak under your chairmanship once again,
Mr. Amess. I would like to thank Mr. Speaker for
granting me the debate, and the Federation of Wholesale
Distributors for supplying me with much of the background
to the growing problem of alcohol fraud.

In recent years, supermarkets have been rightly castigated
for selling cheap alcohol at below cost price. The impact
on public health of people buying excessive amounts of
cheap alcohol is well documented. However, what is
more pernicious is the growing problem of local shops
and off-licences selling cheap alcohol, which is made
possible because duty has not been paid on it. There is
growing evidence of the impact that that is having on
the ability of under-age drinkers to access alcohol,
including in my constituency of Rochdale.

In reply to a written question that I tabled, the
Minister admitted:

“For 2006-07 estimated losses from beer give a range of between
£270 million and £490 million in respect of duty and £120 million
to £220 million in respect of VAT. This corresponds to a market
share”—
for beer—
“of between 7 and 12 per cent.”—[Official Report, 2 February
2010; Vol. 505, c. 214W.]
If the losses for spirits are included, which the Exchequer
estimates at between 5 and 6 per cent., a conservative
estimate of the total loss to the Exchequer is more than
£1 billion a year. No estimate has been provided by Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs for losses of duty and
VAT on the sale of wine, but I am sure that they, too,
are likely to run into millions of pounds. Given the state
of the public finances, the Government can ill afford
such revenue losses. There is also grave concern about
the likely link between those involved in alcohol fraud
and serious and organised crime.

Alcohol fraud is being carried out in several ways,
and it is a significant problem at the wholesale point in
the supply chain. Alcohol, after manufacture, is sold
either direct to retainers, or via wholesalers for onward
sale to retail outlets. The majority of wholesalers are
legitimate traders who pay taxes and dues correctly.
However, a growing number of fraudulent wholesalers
are adopting methods to avoid paying the duty and
VAT that is due. Those illicit traders are then able to sell
cut-price alcohol, or to sell it at full price and reap
greater profits.

The methods used by the fraudsters include claiming
back duty—it is known as drawback—direct from the
UK Government. They are doing that by claiming that
the duty has been paid in another country, where no
duty has been paid, and then diverting the products
within the UK market, or alternatively by exporting the
goods abroad—to France or the near continent, for
example, where a much lower rate of duty is paid—with
the goods then immediately diverted to the UK without
the payment of the higher UK duty.

Some of the results of that fraud can be seen in the
prices at local off-licences. Indeed, the FWD has estimated
that up to 40 per cent. of beer sales through such outlets
are illicit. It has identified several wholesalers that appear
to be openly selling alcohol at prices far below those
that federation members can match. Those include
wholesalers in my constituency, Bradford, Manchester
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and Walsall, and several other companies that trade on
the internet. I do not know whether those companies
are selling illicit alcohol, but I will give the list to the
Minister after the debate and I hope that she will agree
to investigate them as a matter of urgency.

I shall give some examples of the wholesale prices at
which those companies are selling alcohol, as they are
prices that no one can match. Cases of Tenants Super
are being sold for £22.99, while the best price an FWD
member can offer is £28.25, with a duty payable is
£17.79. Cases of Carlsberg Special Brew are being sold
at £18.49, while the FWD member price is £26.80 and
the duty is £17.79. Kestrel Super is being sold for
£19.99, while the FWD member price is £27.50 and the
duty is £17.79. There is a similar situation for wine:
Jacob’s Creek is being sold at £1.40, which is cheaper
than the best FWD member price, and Gallo sauvignon
blanc is being sold at £2.90 below the best FWD member
price. Those are matters of concern.

Despite evidence of growing alcohol fraud, the Attorney-
General has admitted that only seven people were
prosecuted in 2008 for crimes relating to alcohol fraud
and that the number of prosecutions has fallen by
almost 50 per cent. since 2006. I ask the Minister to
provide further information to explain why there has
been that fall in prosecutions at the same time as fraud
has been increasing.

Mr. Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (Cotswold) (Con): I declare
an interest as chairman of the all-party wine and spirit
group.

The issue of fraud is extremely important, and I urge
the Minister to look at what greater efforts HMRC can
make with regard to personnel and having the correct
people to prosecute some of the very unpleasant individuals
involved in that trade. Not only is the Exchequer losing
more than £1 billion a year, but the trade has a knock-on
effect that distorts the market. The supermarkets have
to compete below cost, which in turn has a knock-on
effect on the Government’s alcohol strategy, because
the products are being sold below market price. I
wholeheartedly endorse what the hon. Gentleman is
saying and urge HMRC to make a stronger effort to
recover that money.

Paul Rowen: I am grateful for the hon. Gentleman’s
intervention. To return to my previous point, are those
figures for prosecutions a result of a reduction in action
by HMRC, or of a reduction in the resources that the
Government are targeting in that area?

Last April, at the time of the Chancellor’s Budget,
the Government published their alcohol fraud strategy,
which set out several measures designed to tackle fraud
involving alcohol duty. I welcome the publication of
that strategy and its implementation. However, according
to the FWD, the impact of the strategy has been limited.
Although figures for assessing the scale of alcohol
fraud for beer and spirits have been provided, no figures
have yet been given for wine. Is the Minister proposing
that a similar estimate will be provided—I appreciate
that that is more difficult—to set out the likely scale of
fraudulent wine sales?

Given the estimated scale of alcohol fraud, its effects
on legitimate business, to which I referred earlier, and
the effects of cheap alcohol on health, what estimate

has the Minister made of the effectiveness of that
strategy? Have HMRC and the UK Border Agency
been set targets for alcohol fraud reductions and, if so,
will she enlighten us on those targets? Given that I have
mentioned those companies that are causing concern, I
would welcome her assurance that swift action will be
taken throughout the supply chain when fraud is reported.
I am aware that she has not met representatives of the
FWD, although she has met representatives of the Wine
and Spirit Trade Association. Will she therefore agree
to meet representatives of the FWD to discuss their
concerns?

Will the Minister provide an update of the preventative
measures that have been put in place as a longer-term
solution to limit such fraud? For example, what processes
does HMRC have in place, and are they being developed,
to track the movement of alcohol to ensure that goods
are sold through legitimate channels with the duty paid?

According to HMRC, there is a massive over-supply
of beer under duty suspense being sent to the near
continent, and that cannot be for legitimate sale. Given
that there are a limited number of product types of beer
that are at risk, surely it ought to be possible for HMRC
to keep tabs on where the brewers supply it in the EU,
and to whom, and on all UK suppliers of duty-suspended
goods to third parties in bonded warehouses.

Have the Government considered limiting fraud by
imposing robust controls on the export of some high-risk
products? For example, there is strong evidence that
large quantities of American wines are being exported
to France, where there is evidently no market for them.
Surely it would make sense for those exports to be at
least temporarily banned while we see what effect that
has on the sale of such illicit wine on the UK market.

The Government are repaying fraudsters through the
drawback regime. As I said, fraudsters either claim that
the duty has been paid in another country, or say that
the goods are going abroad but then divert them back.
Will the Minister provide an update on the checks that
are undertaken prior to the repayment of drawback,
and a reassurance that appropriate and thorough checks
are made, including checking that documentation has
not been produced fraudulently?

In a response to a written question that I recently
tabled, the Minister stated:

“It is a condition of reimbursement of UK duty under the
drawback provisions that the claimant must be able to demonstrate
that the goods to which a drawback claim relates have been
exported from the UK and that duty has been paid or secured to
the satisfaction of the fiscal authority in the member state of
destination.”—[Official Report, 29 January 2010; Vol. 504,
c. 1144W.]

It would be helpful if she could clarify what is meant by
“secured”, since duty either has or has not been paid.
What discussions is she having with EU member states
to ensure that it has been paid?

The FWD has proposed a registration of wholesalers
to ensure that only legitimate traders are able to supply
alcohol. As wholesalers are the only unregulated part of
the alcohol supply chain, I would be grateful if the
Minister would give us her thoughts on what action the
Government intend to take to adopt that measure.

I accept that the issue is not just one for the UK and
that European co-ordination is needed. Given the scale
of the fraud and its resemblance to missing trader
intra-Community fraud, it is important that EU-level
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co-ordination is secured. I understand that a new EU
excise movement and control system is due to be introduced.
It would be helpful if the Minister would give us an
assessment of the impact that it will have and of when it
will be introduced in the UK. More generally, is the UK
working closely with EU counterparts to tackle the
issue and share intelligence?

This is an important issue, Mr. Amess. If you go into
an off-licence in your constituency, it is highly likely,
according to the FWD, that you will find that 40 per
cent. of beer sold through such outlets is illicit and that
duty has not been paid. The resolution of the problem
is important to the public finances and to public health,
so I look forward to the Minister’s response to this
serious issue.

1.13 pm

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Sarah
McCarthy-Fry): I congratulate the hon. Member for
Rochdale (Paul Rowen) on securing this debate. Alcohol
fraud is a serious issue that affects public revenue but
also, of course, the livelihoods of honest businesses. I
listened with interest to his speech and to the intervention.

The alcohol industry is very important to the UK. It
supports the employment of many thousands of people
and makes a significant contribution to Government
revenue; for example, it provided more than £8 billion in
alcohol duties to the Exchequer in 2008-09.

The Government take all fraud seriously, and we are
committed to tackling alcohol fraud. We recognise the
threat to revenues and to legitimate businesses that are
trying to compete with fraudsters who evade payment
of tax, and the wider threat to society from the organised
criminal gangs who perpetrate the fraud. That is why
the Chancellor announced at Budget 2009 that Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs, together with the UK
Border Agency, is renewing its strategy to address fraud
involving beer, wine and spirits.

Reports that the illicit trading of alcohol is impacting
the livelihood of large and small businesses in the
wholesale and retail sectors are of great concern. I am
pleased to say that the comprehensive programme of
work to develop a renewed strategy to tackle alcohol
fraud is progressing well. The strategy has at its core the
need to work in partnership with legitimate businesses
in the alcohol industry, and I am glad that my officials
continue to work constructively with UK producers
and retailers of alcohol through the relevant trade
associations to develop measures to tackle the fraud.
The Government are keen that all legal measures to
tackle alcohol fraud are considered fully, and we welcome
the industry’s input to this ongoing process.

It may be helpful if I briefly say something about the
nature of the threat before I go on to outline what the
Government are doing to tackle it. Beer is the largest
sector in consumption terms in the UK. Spirits remain
significant with relatively static consumption, and wine
consumption has increased by almost 50 per cent. in
recent years. All three products are subject to fraud;
there is limited evidence that cider is being targeted by
fraudsters.

The majority of illicit beer, wine and spirits is sold
through licensed premises, with an on-off trade split of
approximately 60:40 by value. The illicit market manifests
itself mainly in the off trade. Fraudsters infiltrate supply
chains, so some retailers are unaware that their stock is

illicit, but others will be aware that they are sourcing
product at a below duty-paid price, and are taking a
significant risk.

Alcohol fraud has evolved since the introduction of
the single market in 1993. Initially, the fraud was carried
out with alcoholic drinks being smuggled into the UK
in relatively small quantities, typically in private vehicles
or vans. However, the organised criminals behind the
fraud are now operating a more systematic attack to
exploit the EU-wide excise holding and movement system
which allows goods to circulate duty unpaid until released
for consumption in the home market. That predominantly
involves large commercial consignments of goods in
excise warehouses moving between the near continent
and the UK under false documentation. Goods are
diverted and released in the UK market without duty
being paid.

Three significant elements contribute to the scale of
the current fraud. The first is the supply of UK-produced
and, to a lesser extent, imported alcoholic drinks to the
near continent in duty suspension, in excess of legitimate
demand. This is similar to the situation seen in recent
years with tobacco fraud. It serves to position goods so
that they can be returned to the UK untaxed, thereby
exploiting weaknesses in the EU movement system. For
example, HMRC clearance figures show that some
600 million litres of beer was exported to the near
continent last year, yet the legitimate demand for UK
beer is considered to be in the range of 20 million to
150 million litres per annum. That is a key source of
goods for organised criminals.

Secondly, there is facilitation of the fraud by UK and
EU-based alcohol traders, including large buyers of
duty suspended goods, and registered excise warehouse
keepers, and a multitude of UK and EU transporters
are involved. Without the complicity of alcohol traders
and hauliers, the current fraud could not exist.

Thirdly, there is a strong demand for illicit, cheap
alcohol from some in the UK wholesale and retail
sectors. It allows them to compete with others in an
aggressive sector and with large multiple retailers, as the
hon. Gentleman pointed out. To be successful, we need
to tackle all those elements to make it more difficult for
fraudsters to access illicit alcohol, to operate and to
supply demand at the wholesale or retail end of the
market.

Estimating the scale of the fraud is far from a precise
science. It involves analysis of consumer surveys such as
the expenditure and food survey and HMRC clearances
data. Estimates of illicit alcohol market share are currently
published only for spirits, most recently in the pre-Budget
report, and are expressed as a range. The mid-point is
5 per cent. and the upper estimate is 9 per cent.

We do not yet have robust estimates for beer or wine,
but HMRC’s latest internal estimate for beer suggests
that the illicit market share is in a range with a mid-point
of 9 per cent., which is equivalent to £550 million in
excise duty and VAT, and an upper estimate of 12 per
cent., which is equivalent to £710 million. Work is
ongoing to develop the methodology used, and HMRC
is currently testing data assumptions with relevant trade
associations, so the estimate for the illicit beer market
share may be subject to revision. We do not yet have
equivalent estimates for wine or cider.
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It is in the mutual interests of both the Government
and the industry to tackle alcohol fraud robustly. The
Government launched their initial alcohol fraud strategy,
which was aimed at tackling sales of illicit spirits, in
2005. At that time, spirits fraud was the major threat
due to spirits being a high-value, low-volume product
relative to other alcohol commodities. Among other
initiatives, we introduced a duty stamp scheme for
spirits. The absence of a duty stamp, which is a clear
indication that duty has not been paid, enabled HMRC
and honest businesses for the first time to identify illicit
products.

The spirits strategy has been quite successful in reducing
the scale of the fraud. For 2003-04, the mid-point
estimate for the illicit market share was 8 per cent.,
which is equivalent to £300 million, and as I just mentioned,
the latest published figures for 2007-09 show that this
has been reduced to 5 per cent., which is equivalent to
£150 million.

Complementing the spirits fraud strategy, we have
been tackling fraud in categories of drink with some
success. For instance, in the nine months to the end of
December 2009, HMRC and the UK Border Agency
seized more than 4 million litres of illicit beer and wine.
However, we are aware that fraud in beer and wine is
becoming a growing problem, with the legitimate wholesale
and retail trade particularly finding it difficult to compete
with the illicit market, and we are aware that much
more needs to be done. That is why in Budget 2009 the
Chancellor announced that we were renewing our strategy
to tackle alcohol fraud to involve types of alcohol.

We are committed to tightening the law where appropriate
and tackling criminals hard, but we look to the industry
to support and work with us. There are three major
strands to our approach: changing the law to make life
tougher for criminals and easier for honest businesses
to compete; working with honest businesses to secure
legitimate supply chains and make it harder for criminals
to source alcohol; and strengthening our operational
response to alcohol fraud as part of a centrally co-ordinated
effort to detect, disrupt and dismantle organised criminal
networks and supply chains. HMRC is making good
progress on all three strands of this strategy.

The regulatory framework is being strengthened, within
what is allowable under the EU directive governing the
holding and movement of excise goods, to reduce
opportunities for error and fraud. For example, in June
2009 we changed legislation to withdraw the facility to
draw back duty paid for goods warehoused for export,
which was being systematically abused to steal revenue
by people making false claims for repayment of duty.
This had an immediate and substantial impact on the
amount of alcohol drawback being claimed and paid.
Further measures outlined in Budget 2009, including
the reform of excise financial securities, have been consulted
on in 2009-10 and options for regulatory change are
currently being considered.

A number of further regulatory changes have also
been proposed in the course of dialogue between trade
associations and HMRC. I would particularly like to
mention the Federation of Wholesale Distributors, which,
as the hon. Member for Rochdale rightly said, I have
not yet had the opportunity to meet. But I am trying to
meet as many stakeholders as possible. The FWD made

some radical suggestions for further tightening up the
duty drawback regime to prevent displacement of fraud
into the remaining system, and on taking a much harder
line on the seizure of goods and assessment for lost
taxes where goods are being traded close to or below
their full duty paid price. These proposals are being
actively explored by officials to see if they are within the
boundary of the law.

Mr. Clifton-Brown: I appreciate that, for security
reasons, the Minister may not want to give too much
detail, but I understand that the enforcement unit within
HMRC is still small. Will she say whether the Government
have granted HMRC more resources so that it can
employ more people to chase this illicit trade?

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: We take our responsibilities
towards illicit trade seriously. We are looking at a three-
pronged approach in this regard. We are establishing
targets to ensure that HMRC and UKBA are carrying
out the activities that are necessary for the alcohol
strategy to be successful. So we are concentrating on
that side of it.

We have also invested in the UK implementation of
an EU-wide excise movement and control system to be
introduced from April 2010. This will help combat
fraud, by capturing data of all excise movements between
warehouses in the EU electronically in real time, allowing
tax authorities to interrogate and target high-risk
movements. That system also requires the validation of
the legitimacy and content of movements by both exporting
and importing warehouses before the movement begins.
The new system will therefore provide much greater
transparency about what goods are moving between
which warehouses, to allow easier and more effective
controls between the EU and the UK.

We recognise that the success of the strategy to tackle
alcohol fraud will in large part depend on reducing the
ability of fraudsters to access duty unpaid alcohol to
fuel their illicit supply chains. The volume of alcohol
available for fraud in the UK is something that, to an
extent, is within the control of producers and their
immediate customers and we will need to work in
partnership with industry to reduce that.

Paul Rowen: I have listened carefully to the proposals
that the Minister is working on. When she meets members
of the FWD and distributors, will she explore the
registration scheme with them, because from the evidence
that they have presented to me the wholesale part of the
chain is now the only bit that is not regulated and is
therefore the weak link in the chain? If that could be
regulated we could, with all the other controls that she
is talking about, close down on some of these fraudsters.

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: I am always happy to consider
any proposals that will help us tackle this matter in the
most cost-effective way. If there are weaknesses in the
system, I am more than happy to consider the evidence.

I am also encouraged that large brewers and the
wholesale sector have reached agreement to work with
officials from HMRC on developing practical measures
to restrict the availability of alcohol to fraudsters at
source. These parties produce or control more than
80 per cent. of the alcohol sold in the off-trade. I
understand that work is at an early stage, but with the
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commitment of these key players within the industry
there is great potential to reduce the supply of alcohol
to the illicit market. This is key to tackling the fraud. I
look forward to the sectors of the legitimate industry
being fully co-operative on this issue.

Building a stronger, more flexible operational response
to alcohol fraud is the last line of defence against
organised criminal attack. We aim to deliver co-ordinated,
targeted, high-impact interventions in respect of the
key players in the fraud. This new approach will aim
to attack illicit supply chains end to end, targeting
the largest players propagating the fraud through to the
middlemen who facilitate the fraud hiding behind the
facade of operating legitimate businesses. That approach
will involve HMRC and UKBA working with partner
agencies to deploy the full range of enforcement tools
and powers to make a lasting impact, including hard-hitting
sanctions against fraudulent businesses and individuals,
such as assets confiscations, winding-up orders and
prosecutions, as well as removing licences and approvals
from others facilitating the fraud through dishonest
trading. The hon. Member for Rochdale asked me
about the levels of prosecutions. I do not have the
figures to hand, but I think I have demonstrated that
prosecution is but one tool in the armoury, because we
have other means to impose sanctions on such people.

This co-ordinated and systematic work will begin in
earnest in April 2010. I am pleased to report good
progress by HMRC and UKBA in preparing for the
new approach. The aim is to make it difficult for fraudsters
to operate, thereby protecting legitimate businesses’
ability to thrive. This is a significant and innovative shift
in approach which we expect will deliver a much greater
impact on fraud. I hope industry will support us.

We have a coherent package of measures to hit back
hard against this fraud from several directions. Due to
the need for detailed consultation with the alcohol
industry to avoid any unintended effects of legislation
on legitimate trade, and the scale of change for HMRC,
the renewal of the alcohol strategy was announced as a
programme of work for 2009-10. I am pleased that this
programme of work is nearing completion and I expect
to begin seeing the impact of its implementation from
1 April 2010.

Native Woodlands

1.28 pm
Paddy Tipping (Sherwood) (Lab): I am delighted to

have the opportunity to talk about what I think, and
what the vast majority of people in this country think,
is a vital topic. I recall that in my maiden speech back in
May 1992 the first issue I addressed was the need to
renew, regenerate and re-grow Sherwood forest. It is
fitting that, in the twilight of my parliamentary years
and in some of the last comments that I will make, I
return to the subject of forestry.

It is important to recognise that during the 18 years
between 1992 and now there have been major changes
in thinking. At one time woodland cover was regarded
as an additional extra, a luxury, the icing on the cake
and something nice to have. But it has become clear in
recent years that woodland policy is vital in delivering
many of our mainstream policies. Let me give some
examples, starting with the most pressing issue: climate
change goals of mitigation and adaptation.

Woodland has a vital role to play, both here in the
United Kingdom and internationally: it has real benefits
for soil and water and can help with flood alleviation
and is a source of and background for more wildlife. We
underestimate the value of good quality woodland in
providing an environment for economic development
and, more particularly, tourism. I shall speak later
about woodland providing timber, but there are also
benefits for recreation and health—walking the woodlands
brings physical and mental benefits. In their low carbon
transition plan, the Government state the position well
when they say that
“well-targeted woodland creation can also bring about other
benefits, including a recreational resource, employment opportunities,
flood alleviation, improvements in water quality, and helping to
adapt our landscapes to climate change by linking habitats to
support wildlife”.

A number of reports that have been published recently
recognise the value of woodland. A consensus is growing
that woodland creation is a mainstream policy. The
Read report, which was commissioned by the Forestry
Commission and published just before Christmas—I
understand that the Government will respond to it
around Easter—states clearly that the Forestry Commission
should try to produce 23,000 hectares of wood a year over
40 years. That would help to reduce carbon emissions in
the UK by 10 per cent. The Government’s low carbon
transition plan, which was published in the summer,
called for an additional 10,000 hectares a year for
15 years, and calculated that that would remove 50 million
tonnes of carbon dioxide between now and 2050.

The UK’s biodiversity action plan identifies a target
of 83,555 hectares of new woodland by 2010, and a
total of 164,000 hectares by 2030. That is important,
because we start from a very low base. The UK is the
fourth least wooded country in Europe. Only 8 per cent.
of England is covered, with 5.8 per cent. of that being
broadleaf. We have a notion of England being a green
and pleasant land where people wander in the greenwood,
but that is not the reality. The figures for tree creation
and woodland planting have remained stable for a
couple of decades. We are not making progress to
achieve our aims.

I am particularly concerned about my area of the east
midlands where only 5 per cent. of the region is covered
by woodland. Closer to home in Nottinghamshire—the
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home of the internationally famous Sherwood forest—just
8 per cent. of the cover is woodland. The east midlands
forestry framework states:

“The Region has a relatively poor level of tree cover compared
to England as a whole. Creation of new woodlands, particularly
with native species, can stimulate the economy through tourism,
business diversification and forestry employment.”
Similarly, the east midlands regional strategy refers to
how green infrastructure, of which woods and trees are
a key component,
“transforms open space from ‘nice to have’ to ‘must have’ as an
integral part of new developments. Green infrastructure helps
frame the most efficient and attractive location for development
and growth in the context of sustainable development. It also
helps address inequalities of health and quality of life issues
particularly in more deprived communities.”

Given the low base, we must take action. We need a
framework for the future. I have always been a supporter
of the Woodland Trust, and I was delighted when it
recently launched its manifesto “Growing the future”.
It argues keenly for a doubling of our native woodland
in the UK over the next 50 years. It believes that, despite
our record, that is not pie in the sky, and that we could
create 15,000 hectares of new native woodland a year
over the next 50 years. That would require a strong
partnership, but the trust is not just aspirational. It
works hard on the ground, and makes real changes and
provides real benefits.

I particularly like the trust’s Heartwood project near
St. Albans, where more than 150 acres of new native
forest will be created with 600,000 trees planted by
volunteers over the next five years. It is important that
St. Albans is near big conurbations, and the project
offers real opportunities for people. Another project on
which the Woodland Trust is working in partnership is
the notion of an NHS forest with the NHS using its
estate to develop new woodland and to plant 1.3 million
trees—that is the number of people who work in the
NHS. It would provide a clear and tangible sign that
health, woodland and green land are linked.

Another good example is the national forest, which,
as the Minister knows, the Select Committee on
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs is considering
and on which it will produce a report soon. The significance
of the national forest is the introduction of new ways
and new mechanisms for creating woodland. I am
particularly impressed by its tendering policy to which
landowners have responded strongly. We should do
more of that. The national forest is a good example of
an organisation pulling partners together and persuading
landowners that there is a long-term future, not just for
the environment, but for their own economic benefit, in
planting woodland. One lesson is that the national
forest team has cut the bureaucracy involved in introducing
grants.

I cannot talk about woodland cover without mentioning
the internationally most famous forest—Sherwood forest.
I praise the work of the Sherwood Forest Trust, which
is a strong partnership arrangement that delivers tangible
gains, including £8 million of benefits. Sherwood forest
has more ancient oaks that anywhere else on the planet,
and many are more than 1,000 years old. The oldest at
1,200 years, which is owned by the Sherwood Forest
Trust, is the parliament oak, and it is fitting to remember
that in 1290, Edward I held his first parliament there. It
is a link between Parliament and the woodland.

The Sherwood Forest Trust has worked with 1,650
landowners and delivered 50 large and 1,600 other
significant landscape improvements. It has planted more
than 13,000 trees, improved about 1,500 hectares of
woodland, and created 58 km of new hedging, 92 hectares
of wetland, and 50 metres of river bank and associated
wet woodland. I am particularly impressed by the work
that the trust has done with young people. I was at a
tree-planting ceremony recently when young people
were given some acorns to grow in the trust’s nursery as
a tangible sign of developing the forest.

We can and should do more. In Nottinghamshire,
there has been a long campaign to establish the Sherwood
forest regional park. The county council has been a
significant player and has brought forward partners,
consultants and the concept of a new regional park
based on Sherwood. All the parties have signed up to
that, and as a concept it appears good. However, we
need to go further and start delivering the project. The
East Midlands Development Agency, the county council
and the Government’s agencies, Natural England and
the Forestry Commission, have a role to play in bringing
forward the Sherwood forest regional park. It is important
to establish that now.

In May, the new Robin Hood film will appear with
Russell Crowe as the hero, or anti-hero. It is directed by
Ridley Scott and it has been estimated that the film
could bring £46 million of investment into Nottinghamshire.
We want people to come and look at Nottingham castle
and admire it, and then go from the home of the villain
to the home of the free men in Sherwood forest. I want
them to perceive that that green wood is the place to live
and work and perhaps, for unreconstructed socialists,
to give from the rich to the poor—a manifesto commitment
for the next election.

How do we do that? I have two suggestions. First, we
must look at the notion of carbon funding and carbon
trading. It is accepted that woodland absorbs carbon,
but the arrangements for trading carbon for small, local
landowners need to be changed. If something is enhanced
by or benefits from the introduction of woodland,
someone needs to get the carbon credit. Further work
must be done by the Government to stop the notion of
double counting, where farmers or landowners claim
the benefit as well as the Government.

Secondly, we must target tree-planting. Work by the
Woodland Trust shows that 85 per cent. of the population
do not live within walking distance of a wood. However,
91 per cent. of people think that woodlands are good
things for the environment and can help us to mitigate
climate change. According to the Campaign to Protect
Rural England, 79 per cent. of people want more trees
planted around towns and cities. We must set targets in
partnership with local authorities to ensure that we
build towards that target of doubling our woodland
cover over the years.

I have one final point to show the demand that is on
the woodlands at the moment. There are a variety of
new planning applications for energy generation from
biomass. There is a strong debate about how much
wood those plants will consume—one estimate is 40 million
tonnes a year. We can produce only 11 million tonnes at
the moment, so as night follows day, wood will have to
be imported to feed those plants. That cannot be right
in sustainability terms. We must also look at what will
happen to the wood panel industry, which is dependent
on wood from our forests, if all the product goes into
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biomass generation. That is an example of how more
woodland creation and more thoughtful policies can
sustain the environment and build our economy.

I talked about the Woodland Trust’s manifesto. At
the moment, all the political parties are producing
manifestos, and one manifesto ought to be clear across
the parties: woods are good for the environment and
they are good for the economy; woods are good for
health and woodland adds value to property. If a politician
cannot sell woodland and woodland creation, they cannot
sell anything. This is a win-win situation. We must move
forward from talk of aspirations for the future to a set
of targeted policies to bring that forward.

I am delighted with the work of the Woodland Trust
and I have great admiration for the work of the Forestry
Commission. However, let us be clear: if we are to
combat climate change, lift the landscape and enhance
the environment, an essential tool must be new, native
woodland cover. The time for talking has ended; there is
a consensus that we need to go forward. The Minister
has always been extremely helpful to me, and I ask him
to come and join that campaign, help us to create a new
Sherwood forest and help the Woodland Trust and
others to do what is good for the environment, good for
sustainability and good for the future. Let us double
woodland cover in the UK in 50 years’ time.

1.45 pm
The Minister of State, Department for Environment,

Food and Rural Affairs (Jim Fitzpatrick): It is a pleasure
to see you in the Chair today, Mr. Amess. I congratulate
my hon. Friend the Member for Sherwood (Paddy
Tipping) on securing this important debate and on
drawing further attention to the need for increasing
native woodland cover. I would like to express regret on
behalf of my hon. Friend the Member for Ogmore
(Huw Irranca-Davies), who would be here in normal
circumstances to participate in this debate as the Minister
responsible for the environment, food and rural affairs.
Sadly, he had already committed himself to other duties.

Before I respond to the various points raised, I would
like to note the contribution made by my hon. Friend
the Member for Sherwood, both in his role as chair of
the all-party group on forestry and given his personal
and continuing interest in environmental matters and
his strong support for groups and trusts that campaign
on forestry issues in his constituency and elsewhere. All
that is well known here at Westminster.

Let us turn to the issue at hand, which is that of
creating native woodland cover. As my hon. Friend
mentioned, the Read report, published last November,
gave us a better understanding of UK forestry’s potential
to help tackle climate change. The report is an independent,
expert assessment of current scientific knowledge about
UK forests and how they can help us to mitigate the
effects of climate change.

When my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs launched the
report, he was clear that we need to plant a large
number of trees over the next 40 years to tackle climate
change and help bring down our carbon emissions, as
well as addressing the biodiversity issues mentioned by
my hon. Friend the Member for Sherwood.

To achieve those positive aims, we will need to work
with communities and businesses. Since the Read report
was published, the Department for Environment, Food

and Rural Affairs and the Forestry Commission have been
developing policies on how we can increase the number
of trees that we plant. However, there is more work to
do to ensure that we have a clear mechanism to pay for
the step change in woodland planting that is needed.

My hon. Friend suggested that we should unlock
potential funds by resolving the problems of double
counting. Early tree planting schemes suffered from a
lack of quality assurance that undermined consumer
confidence. In recent years, developments in both the
regulated and unregulated carbon offset market have
attempted to improve confidence in offsetting mechanisms.

The Government are determined to create a step
change in domestic woodland creation, and we are
currently working with the Forestry Commission, the
Department of Energy and Climate Change and other
bodies to find out how else we can stimulate more
private sector investment in woodlands. DEFRA and
the Forestry Commission are clear about the range of
policies that woodland delivers. Trees are not only part
of our green infrastructure, but they also play an increasingly
important role in our towns and cities. Work by Manchester
university suggests that increasing green coverage,
particularly the tree canopy, in high density urban areas
by only 10 per cent. could mitigate temperature increases
from global warming, possibly keeping temperatures at
today’s levels or below.

I would like to highlight an example of where the
right tree has been planted in right place. The national
forest, which stretches across three of England’s central
counties and with which my hon. Friend will be very
familiar, has demonstrated that it is possible to make
landscape scale improvements by creating increased
woodland and other habitats. That increased woodland
cover has provided leisure opportunities for local people,
supported local economies and driven the economic
regeneration of former mining landscapes.

I understand that in my hon. Friend’s constituency,
as he mentioned, the Sherwood Forest Trust has been
set up to secure the long-term future of the forest by
restoring its ancient landscape for the benefit of people
and wildlife. That is another example of ensuring that
woodlands are places that local people can use and enjoy.

Forests and woodlands provide crucial and resilient
habitats for wildlife and are a key part of our biodiversity.
They will become increasingly important to enhance
the English landscape’s resilience to climate change and
to allow mobile species to migrate to new habitats. For
all the reasons that I and my hon. Friend have mentioned,
native trees are exceptionally important to us. The
Government are determined to ensure that we put plans
in place to increase native woodland cover and to
ensure that those woodlands are well managed for
future generations.

In conclusion, I again congratulate my hon. Friend
on securing this important debate, and I assure him that
DEFRA agrees about the importance of native woodland
cover. I am sure that the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport will have heard his strong appeal to
Ridley Scott and Russell Crowe to get over to Nottingham
and Sherwood and to take their money with them as
soon as possible.

Question put and agreed to.

1.50 pm
Sitting adjourned.
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Written Ministerial

Statements

Tuesday 9 February 2010

TREASURY

Corporate Taxation

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Mr. Stephen
Timms): The Government plan to introduce legislation
to clarify the corporation tax treatment of manufactured
payments received by companies in the course of certain
sale and repurchase–“repo”–transactions. The amendment
will ensure that manufactured payments must be taken
into account in calculating profits chargeable to corporation
tax, if they are taken into account in computing accounting
profits.

The clarification follows a recent challenge to the
repo legislation in Chapter 10 of Part 6 of the Corporation
Tax Act 2009–the “repo” legislation–that manufactured
payments received by companies may not have to be
taken into account for tax purposes if the securities to
which they relate are not recognised on the companies’
balance sheets.

That challenge could result in companies seeking to
deduct, for tax purposes, manufactured payments that
have contributed to their accounting profits. By excluding
the payments, the companies’ taxable profits could be
much lower than their actual profits. The Exchequer
consequences could be very significant.

To ensure that there is no possibility of adverse
consequences for the Exchequer, the proposed legislation
will apply from 1 October 2007–the date the repo legislation
was introduced–and will ensure that existing practice is
followed and the previous general understanding of the
tax position is maintained. The legislation cannot result
in any company being charged tax on more than its
actual profits but prevents the possibility of relief for
artificial losses.

A copy of the draft legislation together with draft
explanatory notes and full background material will be
published today on HM Revenue and Customs website.

Double Taxation Agreement (United Kingdom
and Georgia)

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury (Mr. Stephen
Timms): A new protocol to the double taxation agreement
with Georgia was signed on 3 February 2010. The text
of the protocol has been deposited in the Libraries of
both Houses and will be made available on HM Revenue
and Customs website. The text will be scheduled to a
draft Order in Council and laid before the House of
Commons in due course.

United Kingdom Listing Authority

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Sarah
McCarthy-Fry): The Treasury has published today the
UKLA’s annual objectives for 2010. The Financial Services
Authority, acting in its role as the competent authority

for listing, is referred to as the United Kingdom Listing
Authority. Copies of the document have been deposited
in the Libraries of the House.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

Television Product Placement

The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport
(Mr. Ben Bradshaw): I would like to set out the
Government’s plans for product placement on television.

I announced on 9 November 2009 that the Government
had decided to consult again on this issue, and we did so
between that date and 8 January this year. We had
approximately 1,480 responses to this consultation. I
am publishing these on my Department’s website today
and we will make a summary report of them available
shortly.

As a result of this consultation the Government have
concluded that we will be able to allow television product
placement in a way which will provide meaningful
commercial benefits to commercial television companies
and programme makers while taking account of the
legitimate concerns that have been expressed.

We have therefore decided to legislate to allow UK
television companies to include product placement in
programmes which they make or commission to appear
in their schedules.

Adherence to our current position in which UK TV
programme making cannot benefit at all from the income
potentially to be generated by product placement would
lead to continuing damage to its finances at a time when
this crucial part of our creative industries needs all the
support we can give it.

It has become the more important to make this move
now that every other EU member state, with the sole
current exception of Denmark, has either allowed television
product placement already or has expressed a firm
intention to do so. Not to do so would jeopardise the
competitiveness of UK programme makers as against
the rest of the EU, and this is something which we
cannot afford to do.

UK audiences have been used to product placement
in films and, subject to them not being unduly prominent,
imported television programmes, especially from the
United States, for many years. However, allowing television
product placement in domestic UK programming will
be an important departure. It is right for us to proceed
with caution and in particular to be very careful about
the types of product for which it is permitted.

Our legislation will therefore specify some important
exceptions, in particular the prohibition of the placement
of alcohol and foods and drinks high in fat, salt or
sugar (HFSS foods). The Government also fully share
the concerns that have been expressed about the potential
impact of product placement on the editorial independence
of broadcasters and viewers’ trust in what they see on
television. We believe that our proposals will safeguard
these.

Legislation
The Government will lay regulations under section 2

of the European Communities Act 1972, giving legal
effect to the requirements of the EU audiovisual media
services directive on TV product placement. However,
TV product placement will not become permissible
immediately the regulations come into effect.

39WS 40WS9 FEBRUARY 2010Written Ministerial Statements Written Ministerial Statements



Their effect will be to allow Ofcom to permit product
placement under its code regulating the content of TV
programmes, and Ofcom will need to run a public
consultation on the detailed changes to this code before
these can come into effect.

Only after that has happened, and Ofcom has amended
its code, will it be possible for TV companies to show
programmes which they have made or commissioned
and which include product placement. We envisage that
this stage would be reached later this year.

The EU directive requires that member states prohibit
product placement but permits them to derogate from
that in the four separate genres of “cinematographic
works, films and series made for television or on-demand
services, sports programmes, and light entertainment
programmes”. Our legislation would therefore follow
this pattern of imposing an overall ban on product
placement except in these four genres.

The legislation will not provide more precise definitions
of these terms. Instead, it will allow Ofcom to intervene
in the event that broadcasters unacceptably stretch the
envelope and include product placement in programming
which cannot properly be seen as falling into any of
these permitted categories. The existing powers, including
the code-making powers, which Ofcom have allow them
to do that in an appropriate and effective way.

The responses to our consultation have confirmed
that there is concern about the possibility of product
placement in current affairs, consumer and religious
programming. The Government share these concerns,
since some programmes in these categories could be
seen as falling into the “series” genre specified by the
directive, and we have concluded that it is important
that our legislation ensures that product placement is
not allowed in them. It will therefore contain specific
prohibitions to that effect.

News programmes and bulletins are not covered by
the four genres of programme which the EU directive
permits to contain product placement. Our legislation
will therefore have the effect of preventing product
placement in any TV news programming, as the directive
requires.

Our legislation will not permit product placement in
the BBC’s licence fee funded services. This will continue
to be prevented by the BBC’s charter and its agreement
with the Government.

Products
The directive prohibits the placement of two specific

types of product, that is tobacco products (as well as
any other placement by or on behalf of a company
whose principal activity is the manufacture or sale of
tobacco products) and prescription medicines. The
Government have decided to move significantly beyond
this. Our legislation will specifically prohibit the placement
of products and services in the following categories:

alcoholic drinks;
foods and drinks high in fat, salt or sugar;
gambling;
smoking accessories;
over-the-counter medicines; and
infant formula and follow-on formula.

In reaching this decision the Government have had
the issue of potential effects on health and welfare, and
especially children’s health and welfare, particularly in

mind. The directive contains a ban on product placement
in “children’s programmes”, and our legislation will
enact that. However, children’s viewing is not confined
to children’s programmes.

An alternative to a ban on placement of HFSS foods
and alcohol might have been restrictions of some kind
on their placement in shows which have a large child
audience, or which are shown before the watershed. But
this would be complex to administer and would not
provide the certainty which the Government seek.

In the circumstances we intend to legislate for a
complete bar on placing these products. This is an
important aspect of the cautious approach that we need
to take.

Other safeguards
Our legislation will also, as required by the directive,

specify that product placement should not affect editorial
independence, be unduly prominent, or directly encourage
purchase. Ofcom will have the task of policing adherence
to these requirements.

Ofcom will also be able to set further conditions for
ensuring editorial integrity, including in relation to the
prominence of products which have been placed in a
television programme. The directive requires that audiences
are alerted to the presence of product placement in a
programme by “signalling” at the beginning and end
and after advertising breaks. The legislation will contain
this requirement and it will be for Ofcom to determine,
after their own consultation, how it is met.

The legislation will not affect requirements in respect
of the presence of product placement in imported,
non-EU, programmes which are transmitted by UK
television broadcasters. This will continue to be permissible
within the boundaries set by the directive, provided that
it meets Ofcom’s overall requirements about, in particular,
the avoidance of undue prominence.

DEFENCE

Search and Rescue Helicopter (Preferred Bidder)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence
(Mr. Quentin Davies): I am delighted to announce,
together with the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of
State, Department for Transport, my hon. Friend the
Member for Gillingham (Paul Clark), that the Ministry
of Defence and the Department for Transport have
chosen the Soteria Consortium as the preferred bidder
for the joint search and rescue helicopter project following
a competition under the private finance initiative.

The Government are committed to sustaining the
effectiveness and high standards of the United Kingdom
search and rescue helicopter service, currently provided
by the Ministry of Defence and the Maritime and
Coastguard Agency. The new service, which is anticipated
to begin with a phased introduction from 2012, will
replace the existing Ministry of Defence helicopters at
the end of their service life, and the Maritime and
Coastguard Agency service contract when it comes up
for renewal.
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The new service will bring together the Ministry of
Defence and Maritime and Coastguard Agency search
and rescue helicopter provision into one highly effective
and harmonised service under one single contract. The
entire fleet of modern helicopters, some 30 per cent.
faster than the current Sea Kings, will be able to attend
low-level overland night-time incidents, will have forward-
looking infrared equipment and be fitted with fully
integrated de-icing equipment for much improved
performance in severe winter conditions, thus providing
the UK with an excellent SAR helicopter service with
the ability to save lives well into the future.

The service will continue to be managed jointly by the
Ministry of Defence and the Maritime and Coastguard
Agency and will retain a proportion of military aircrew
alongside civilian aircrew trained to the same high
standards.

We will now be working with the Soteria Consortium
to finalise the contract, which we expect to award later
in 2010.

Ministry of Defence (Science and Technology)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence
(Mr. Quentin Davies): I announce changes to the internal
arrangements for formulating and delivering science
and technology (S and T) to the UK armed forces.
From 1 April 2010, the science innovation and technology
(SIT) top level budget (TLB) within the Ministry of
Defence will stand down. The task of setting MOD’s S
and T policy and strategy will move to the centre TLB
under the direct control of the MOD chief scientific
adviser. This will ensure that this key aspect of defence
is at the heart of future policy and decision making.

The MOD will continue to look to the broadest
possible supplier base for the delivery of the majority of
its S and T requirements. Delivery will be supported by
an enhanced defence science technology laboratory (DSTL)
which will continue to be the MOD’s in-house focus for
S and T knowledge, skills and advice. Under the new
structure, DSTL will also be responsible for the planning
and delivery of the defence research programme. However,
DSTL, as now, will only undertake research activity
which, by its sensitive, operationally critical or international
nature, should only be performed in Government.

These changes will enable a clearer organisational
structure for defence S and T and will reduce overheads
within defence S and T management to reinvest in
research. As a consequence of these changes, around
100 posts will be removed from the current S and T
organisational structure.

Implementation of these changes will be undertaken
by a project team, reporting to the chief scientific
adviser, which will work with the MOD trade unions to
ensure delivery of defence S and T, particularly for
operations, is unaffected.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Pesticides (European Legislation)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Dan Norris): I
would like to announce the publication today of a
public consultation on the implementation of two key
pieces of European pesticides legislation.

In September 2009 the European Council of Ministers
agreed two new pieces of legislation: the Plant Protection
Products Regulation1 (the Regulation) and the Directive
on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides2 (The Directive).
These are part of the EU’s thematic strategy on pesticides
which aims to minimise the risks to health and the
environment from the use of pesticides.

This consultation is the first of a two-stage consultation
process; its purpose is to seek views on the transposition
of the Directive, and two measures relating to the
provision of public information on pesticides under the
Regulation. We are also seeking views on how the UK
should use charging arrangements provided by this
legislation and another regulation on maximum residue
levels of pesticides in food and feed. The second stage
will be to consult on the draft legislation transposing
the Directive.
Sustainable Use Directive 2009/128/EC

This directive will need to be transposed and implemented
by member states by November 2011. Its overall objective
is to establish “... a framework to achieve a sustainable
use of pesticides by reducing the risks and impacts of
pesticide use on human health and the environment and
promoting the use of integrated pest management and
of alternative approaches or techniques such as non-
chemical alternatives to pesticides”.

Key features of the Directive include: the establishment
of national action plans; compulsory testing of application
equipment, certification of operators and distributors,
and access to certification for advisors; a ban (subject to
derogations) on aerial spraying; special measures to
protect the aquatic environment, public spaces and
conservation areas; minimising the risks to human health
and the environment through handling, storage and
disposal; and the promotion of low-input regimes, including
integrated pest management.
Plant Protection Products Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009

The Regulation is essentially a revision of directive
91/414/EEC that currently governs the approvals regime
for plant protection products, but with some new elements.
The Regulation’s overall objective is to “... lay down
rules for the authorisation of plant protection products
in commercial form and for their placing on the market,
use and control within the Community [and] ... ensure a
high level of protection of both human and animal
health and the environment and to improve the functioning
of the internal market through the harmonisation of
the rules on the placing on the market of plant protection
products including active substances, while improving
agricultural production.”

The Regulation updates the existing regime and aims
to increase the level of protection for people and the
environment as well as speeding up decision making
and providing clearer rules. The majority of the Regulation
is directly binding and is not therefore included in this
consultation. There are, however, two discretionary
provisions in the Regulation where we have undertaken
to consult.

The two provisions are:
Article 31: Authorisations–Notification of Neighbours
Article 67: Recording and Disclosing Information on pesticides

They concern the provision of information in two main
categories: advance notification to neighbours who could
be exposed to crop-spraying activity; and making available
records of plant protection products used, on request
by the competent authority.
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I believe that there should be a high level of transparency
and public access to information about the approval
system. The Regulation provides an opportunity to
consider the introduction of measures that would provide
greater transparency of pesticides use post-approval.
Despite the precautionary nature of the approval system
and the high level of protection that it affords people,
animals and the environment, people may wish to know
about pesticides that they see being used. This section
of the consultation explores the costs and benefits of
options for providing access to this information.
Charging arrangements

The Regulation, the Directive and regulation (EC)
No 396/2005 on maximum residue levels (the MRLs
regulation) all provide for member states to recover the
costs of work carried out under that legislation. The
Regulation introduces new requirements to the regulatory
regime that will be charged to pesticide authorisation
holders. All three pieces of legislation provide for member
states to recover certain costs that are not currently
recoverable.

The consultation invites views on how charging
arrangements in the UK should operate in future, and
our top priority will continue to be the protection of
human health and the environment.

The chemicals regulation directorate of the Health
and Safety Executive is the delivery body for DEFRA’s
responsibilities for pesticides and is undertaking this
consultation on behalf of DEFRA. The consultation
covers England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.
Each administration will consider its own approach to
the outcome of the consultation.

I will be holding meetings with key stakeholder groups
during the consultation period to listen to their views. A
copy of the consultation has been deposited in the
libraries of both Houses and is available on DEFRA’s
website at:
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/pesticides/
index.htm
1 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:
2009:309:0001:0050:EN:PDF
2 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:
2009:309:0071:0086:EN:PDF

LEADER OF THE HOUSE

Reform of the House of Commons

The Leader of the House of Commons (Ms Harriet
Harman): The Government welcome the report of the
Select Committee on Reform of the House of Commons.
The Government fully support 21 of the recommendations
and conclusions in the report and has tabled 16 motions
which are required to give effect to these recommendations.
Some of the report’s other recommendations do not
require motions to be brought before the House at
present.

The House will have an opportunity to debate the
report on Monday 22 February, on a general motion.
The House will then be asked to approve individual
motions. This debate provides a real opportunity for a

positive decision by the House to ensure that there is
immediate progress on many of the measures included
in the report.

For any motions which are opposed, we will make
time for a further debate and, if necessary, votes. We are
considering providing a day to do this no later than the
week following the debate, provisionally at the sitting
on Thursday 4 March. This will be confirmed during
the business statement in the normal way.

The Government support the Committee’s
recommendation for the election of Select Committee
Chairs by secret ballot of the whole House. We have
tabled two motions for new Standing Orders, one to
provide for the ballot and one to allow elected Chairs
either to resign voluntarily, or to be removed if they
have lost the confidence of their committee.

The Government support the election of Select
Committee members by each party, and believe that
each party should be free to devise its own arrangements,
whether by secret ballot or otherwise. To enable this
now to go forward, we have tabled a motion to take
note of the Committee’s recommendation. We have also
tabled a motion to approve the Committee’s
recommendation that Select Committees ought to be
appointed within six weeks of the beginning of the new
Session following an election.

We have also tabled a motion to approve the
recommendations relating to the development of a system
of private Members’ motions for debate and decision of
the House.

The Government accept the recommendation for the
establishment of a Back-Bench business committee, to
schedule non-Government business. This was one of
the central areas that the Prime Minister invited the
Committee to look at. We welcome the Committee’s
proposals and believe that more work is required, both
to clarify the scope of Back-Bench business and to give
further consideration to the Committee’s proposals relating
to procedure in the Committee. We have therefore tabled
a motion to approve the recommendation in principle,
with further consideration in the next Parliament.

We do not believe that the time is right to take
forward proposals for a House business committee,
particularly in advance of having the benefit of considering
how the Back-Bench business committee will work in
practice. However, we will listen to the views of Members
on this issue during the debate on the 22 February, and
will consider further in light of the views expressed.

In addition to these major proposals, we have tabled
motions to approve the following recommendations:

amendment of Standing Orders to replace the word chairman
with the word chair throughout, and to change the name
of the Chairmen’s Panel to Panel of Chairs. This gives
effect to the Committee’s recommendation on terminology
(recommendation 3);

amendment to Standing Order No.152, which would standardise
the size of departmental Select Committees at 11, with the
exception of Northern Ireland Affairs, which will retain its
membership of 13 (recommendation 9);

examination by the Liaison Committee of the role, resources
and tasks of Select Committees (recommendation 11);

a vote on September sittings in next parliament
(recommendation 31);
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a more open approach to scheduling Public Bill Committee
evidence; more opportunities for the public to influence draft
legislation (recommendations 38 and 42);
investigation by the House of a system of petitions requiring
debate (recommendation 43);
more work on e-petitions (recommendation 44);
trial of debates on petitions (recommendation 47);
provision of more information for petitioners by House authorities
(recommendation 48); and
notice of petitions to be given on the Order Paper
(recommendation 49).

CABINET OFFICE

Government Olympic Executive

The Minister for the Cabinet Office and for the Olympics,
and Paymaster General (Tessa Jowell): I have today
published the Government Olympic Executive’s Annual
Report—“London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games
Annual Report, February 2010”.

The document fulfils the commitment to report to
Parliament biannually, on details of progress across the
Olympic programme and the funding for the games.

The London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic games
remain on time and within budget. The current anticipated
final cost (AFC) is £7.262 billion, compared to
£7.241 billion at the end of the last quarter. This represents
an increase since the last quarter of 0.3 per cent. The
majority of contingency—well over £l billion—remains
unreleased and the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
continues to make strong progress in preparing the
venues and infrastructure in the Olympic park.

With more than two and half years to go, all the
milestones for the Olympic build have been hit, the
construction programme is nearly 50 per cent. completed,
the transformation of East London is well under way,
and legacy plans are more advanced than for any previous
games.

London 2012 is continuing to provide economic and
social benefits. More than 1,000 companies—98 per
cent. of which are UK-based—have won £5 billion-worth
of direct contracts from the ODA, opening up thousands
more business opportunities along the supply chain and
helping to support employment around the country.
During 2010, the workforce on the Olympic park and
the Olympic village will peak at 11,000. Of the 6,277
people currently working on the Olympic park, 20 per
cent. are resident in the five host boroughs and 11 per
cent. were previously unemployed.

Meanwhile, the free swimming scheme launched last
year produced more than 10 million free swims in its
first six months, our target of offering five hours sport
per week to under-16s will be on offer in every school
sports partnership in England by September 2010, more
than 10,000 schools around the country have registered
with the 2012 Get Set education programme, and a total
of 5 million people have now participated in London
2012 Games-related projects.

I have today placed in the Libraries of both Houses
copies of a memorandum of understanding between
the Government and the Olympic Lottery Distributor
(OLD). Under this MOU the Government will ensure
that the OLD will receive a proportionate share, as laid
down in the grant memorandum between OLD and
ODA of any income received in relation to the Olympic
village or other assets funded by OLD. This includes
receipts from the disposal of the Olympic village which
should repay the cashflow funding OLD expect to
contribute to the village. This commitment applies whether
such income is received by the ODA or another public
body, or the rights and associated income are retained
by the ODA or transferred to another public body.

I would like to commend this report to the Members
of both Houses and thank them for their continued
interest and support of the London 2012 Olympics.

Copies of the annual report 2010 are available at:
www.culture.gov.uk and will be deposited in the Libraries
of both Houses.

WOMEN AND EQUALITY

Gender in the Labour Market

The Solicitor-General (Vera Baird): The Government’s
aim is to build a fair and family-friendly labour market
where everyone has the opportunity to develop their
skills and experience.

The action we have taken to improve the position of
women in the workplace has provided sound foundations.
Women now make up almost 46 per cent. of the
economically active population and the difference in
average hourly pay between men and women has narrowed
significantly from 27.5 per cent. in 1997 to 22 per cent.
in 2009. However, as the national equality panel reported
last month, our labour market is still failing to make the
best use of women’s talents. The norm remains full-time
work for an adult lifetime, which does not reflect the life
experiences of women who still do the majority of
caring responsibilities, nor, increasingly, of men who
wish to do more.

The document we are publishing today, “Working
Towards Equality: A Framework for Action”, explains
why a fair and family-friendly labour market is necessary
to boost economic growth, support families and reduce
child poverty. It responds to both the substance and
specific recommendations of the 2009 women and work
commission report, and sets out an action plan to
ensure our labour market offers women genuine choices,
equal opportunities and career structures which enable
them to progress and to fulfil their potential. This
includes commitments to challenge gender stereotyping
in education, to investigate the barriers to sustainability
in the child care sector and to stimulate the supply of
quality part-time work.

We are placing copies of the document in the
Libraries of both Houses. Copies will also be available
on the Government Equalities Office website at:
www.equalities.gov.uk.
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Petitions

Tuesday 9 February 2010

OBSERVATIONS

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Incinerator (Gloucester)

The Petition of residents of Gloucester and surrounding
areas, and others,

Declares that the Petitioners believe that the County
Council is proposing to build a large scale incinerator in
or around Gloucester capable of burning 175,000 tonnes
of waste, much of which could be imported from around
the country.

Further declares that the Petitioners believe that other
options have not been given sufficient consideration,
and that local councillors should oppose incineration
and should consider other more environmentally friendly
options instead.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urge the Government to call upon the City
and County Councils to rule out incineration from
Gloucestershire’s waste plan.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by
Mr. Parmjit Dhanda, Official Report, 13 January 2010;
Vol. 503, c. 801.]

[P000708]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs:

Government have made funding available to
Gloucestershire County Council through the allocation
of PFI credits, however the choice of technology and
the location is a local matter. It is for local authorities to
decide how to manage waste in their area, and rightly
so. It is important that plans for all waste facilities
emerge from local waste strategies and plans, so that all
options for reuse, recycling and composting can be
explored first. Gloucestershire’s waste authorities have
already developed and adopted a Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (2007) which is their route map
for the management of household waste.

I would like to clarify that as part of the application
process DEFRA requires all authorities to submit a
plan based on a theoretical model that uses real figures
and facts to demonstrate the project is robust enough to
proceed. The choice of technology will be driven by
detailed waste flow modelling that will determine the
size of the facility/facilities required to meet the authority’s
waste management objectives. This reference case does
not mean that the technology, size or location for the

waste PFI project has been decided but is used to guide
the procurement process. At the time of approval the
size of the proposed facility was considered appropriate
for dealing with the amount of residual waste which the
county council expected it will have to deal with over
the life of the contract, taking into account planned
minimisation, recycling and composting activities.

It is my understanding that Gloucestershire County
Council’s waste project is currently subject to an ongoing
procurement process, and proposals for technology and
location will be set out in the contractors bids. The
eventual outcome of this procurement will be a decision
for the council to make and any new facilities will be
subject to a planning application.

The Government are strongly committed to managing
waste in the most sustainable way. This means as far up
the waste hierarchy as possible, with energy from waste
ranking higher than landfill but below waste prevention,
reuse and recycling. Generating renewable energy from
waste (including via combustion) can offer a considerable
climate change benefit compared to the alternative of
landfill.

Based on the application received from Gloucestershire
County Council, it is clear that the PFI project has the
potential to make an important contribution to meeting
the UK’s climate change objectives, deliver much needed
infrastructure and provide potential employment
opportunities in the local area.

New Ferry Butterfly Park

The Petition of residents of Wirral South and others,

Declares that the Petitioners object to the threatened
closure of New Ferry Butterfly Park.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs to encourage Wirral council
and others to do all they can to secure the retention of
the Butterfly Park.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by Ben
Chapman, Official Report, 12 January 2010; Vol. 503,
c. 659.]

[P000699]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs:

The Government understand that Wirral Metropolitan
borough council has agreed to make a compulsory
purchase order with a view to ensuring that the New
Ferry Butterfly Park remains a wildlife reserve, although
it continues to seek a resolution of this matter directly
with the site’s owners. As a compulsory purchase order
may be submitted in due course to the Secretary of
State for Communities and Local Government for
confirmation, it may be considered prejudicial for the
Government to comment further at this stage.
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Written Answers to

Questions
Tuesday 9 February 2010

DEFENCE

Afghanistan: Injuries

Dr. McCrea: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what assistance his Department provides to
assist service personnel seriously injured in
Afghanistan to return to work. [316411]

Mr. Kevan Jones: The MOD is committed to giving
seriously injured personnel every opportunity to maintain
their military careers. All sick and injured personnel
receive first-class medical care and rehabilitation to give
them the best chance of doing so.

The Defence Medical Services already manage
15 regional rehabilitation units in the UK and Germany
and 51 primary care rehabilitation facilities, in addition
to our premier Defence medical rehabilitation centre at
Headley Court. These units provide rapid access to
assessment and treatment of musculoskeletal disorders
in order to return personnel to fitness in the most
expeditious way. In addition to this, in August 2009 the
MOD launched the Army recovery centre pathfinder at
Erskine Home, Edinburgh. The concept behind the
Army recovery capability (ARC) is to meet the need for
injured and sick soldiers between or after the excellent
clinical care they currently receive and it is intended
that the ARC will help these soldiers to return to duty
or to make a smooth transition to civilian life.

Those who are able to remain in the Services will
continue to receive medical treatment from the Defence
Medical Services as required. Suitable adaptations will
be made to both working and service-provided living
accommodation if necessary. Ongoing welfare support
is also available from the individual’s chain of command,
through the single service welfare services, and from
service charities. There is a range of roles open to
individuals who are no longer capable of fulfilling their
original employment. These can include office-based
roles, training, and various supporting roles in units. We
attach particular importance to the role of the rear
party i.e. those that do not deploy with their unit but
provide, for example, welfare support for the families.
Those who are medically discharged are entitled to the
full resettlement package. For the seriously injured the
focus will be on identifying what opportunities are open
to them and then on facilitating retraining and the
acquisition of new skills to enable them to take up
gainful employment. Single service resettlement staffs
and the Career Transition Partnership provide advice
on selecting training and other services that best support
individual resettlement plans, be it MOD contract funded
courses, Government agencies such as Remploy or
charitable organisations like Portland College or Skill
Force, or accessing civilian work attachments through
commercial companies like Soldier On.

We shall be announcing further relevant initiatives
shortly.

Armed Forces: Housing

Willie Rennie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what the 20 most expensive properties were
which were rented by members of the armed forces
with a rank of Brigadier or equivalent and above in the
last 12 months. [316390]

Mr. Kevan Jones [holding answer 8 February 2010]:
As part of the MOD value for money programme,
which I chair, the entitlements of MOD personnel,
service and civilian, are being reviewed.

Substitute service family accommodation (SSFA) and
substitute service single accommodation (SSSA) is rented
from the private sector as a last resort in cases where
suitable service family and single living accommodation,
respectively, is not available.

Only 17 SSFA properties have been rented for the use
of officers of 1-star rank (Brigadier and equivalent) and
above in the last 12 months, the details of which are as
follows:

Location Rent per calendar month(£)

London SW3 6,933.33

London W2 6,054.60

Northwood 4,700.00

Gerrards Cross 4,280.00

Warminster 3,500.00

Burford 2,920.00

Windsor 2,800.00

Twickenham 2,500.00

Bath 2,000.00

Warminster 1,950.00

Wilton 1,926.00

Wilton 1.926.00

Stirling 1,725.00

Edinburgh 1,610.00

Salisbury 1,450.00

Dunblane 1,350.00

Ulverston 1,200.00

It should be noted that SSSA properties may
accommodate more than one service person. Details of
the 20 most expensive SSSA properties used by 1-star
officers and above are as follows:

Location Rent per calendar month (£)

London SW10 2,383.33

London SW1P 2,301.25

London SW1V 1,950.00

London SW1V 1,690.00

Bristol 1,684.35

London SW1P 1,625.00

London SW1P 1,609.90

London SW1A 1,569.35

London SW1V 1,555.00

London SW1V 1,547.00

London E14 1,516.66

London SW1V 1,516.66

London W1K 1,495.00

London SW1V 1,494.60

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what proportion of his Department’s housing
stock in Scotland was (a) void and (b) uninhabited in
each of the last five years; and what the estimated
monetary value of such properties is. [316512]
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Mr. Kevan Jones: While details of uninhabited service
family accommodation (SFA) properties are not maintained
separately, the Department does record those which are
‘void’ (not in use). According to the UK Defence Statistics,
the following numbers of properties in Scotland were
void in each of the last five years.

Total number of
SFA (to nearest

hundred)

Number of void
SFA (to nearest

hundred)
Percentage of

total

2005 3,800 700 18

2006 3,800 800 21

2007 3,500 800 23

2008 3,600 900 25

2009 3,200 600 18

These figures represent a snapshot on a given date,
and it is therefore not possible to identify specific properties,
for how long each was void and what the value was of
each property. However, an assessment of a property’s
market value is usually only made for disposal purposes
when it is surplus to defence requirements.

While a ‘management margin’ of voids will always be
required to ensure houses are available for service families,
the current number of voids is recognised as being too
high and the Department is working hard to reduce this
to 10 per cent. by 2012.

Although the figures for 2010 have not been finalised,
the latest available information indicates that some 16 per
cent. of homes worldwide are void.

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how much his Department spent on substitute
accommodation in Scotland for (a) service family
accommodation and (b) single living accommodation
in each of the last five years. [316513]

Mr. Kevan Jones: It will take more time to collate and
verify the information requested. I will write to the hon.
Member.

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how many (a) single living accommodation
and (b) service family accommodation units in
Scotland are awaiting demolition. [316514]

Mr. Kevan Jones: I can confirm that there are no
Single Living Accommodation (SLA) or Service Family
Accommodation (SFA) units in Scotland awaiting
demolition.

Chemical Weapons: Animals

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
whether his Department has (a) conducted and (b)
commissioned tests involving biochemical weapons
using animals in each of the last five years. [316351]

Mr. Quentin Davies: The UK is a state party to both
the convention on the prohibition of the development,
production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons
and on their destruction, commonly referred to as the
chemical weapons convention (CWC), and the convention
on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) and toxin
weapons and on their destruction, commonly referred
to as the biological and toxin weapons convention
(BTWC) or the biological weapons convention (BWC).

Therefore, the UK does not hold any chemical or
biological weapons. However, in accordance with the
conventions, the UK does maintain small quantities of
chemical and biological warfare agents for research
purposes to ensure that UK forces are adequately protected
in the event that chemical or biological weapons are
used against them. This research includes hazard assessment,
the development of protective materials and the
development of medical countermeasures. The research
that supports hazard assessment and the development
of medical countermeasures will by necessity involve
the use of animals. It is UK policy to develop safe,
licensed and efficacious medical countermeasures to
chemical and biological agents that may pose a hazard
to the UK or deployed UK forces overseas.

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
(1) how many (a) pigs, (b) primates, (c) dogs and (d)
goats were used in tests (i) conducted and (ii)
commissioned by his Department in each of the last
five years; [316352]

(2) how many animals have been used in tests (a)
conducted and (b) commissioned by his Department
in each of the last five years. [316353]

Mr. Quentin Davies: In accordance with UK legislation
Dstl Porton Down submits annual returns to the Home
Office detailing the number of procedures undertaken
which involve the use of animals as defined in the
Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986.

In the years 2005 to 2009 the annual returns to the
Home Office, broken down by dog, goat, mouse, pigs
and non-human primates are detailed in the following
table together with the total numbers of animals used.

Dogs Goats Mouse Pig

Non-
human

primate Total

2005 0 0 20,016 127 54 21,118

2006 0 0 15,986 123 52 17,045

2007 0 0 17,095 74 75 18,257

2008 0 0 10,404 113 55 11,380

2009 0 0 7698 96 149 8,168

Departmental Research

Mr. Wallace: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how much his Department spent on research
and development in respect of each technology sector
in each year since 2004-05; and which five projects in
each such year received the most funding. [314178]

Mr. Quentin Davies: Defence Research and Development
(R and D) expenditure by both technology sector and
individual project team is not held centrally and providing
the information could be done only at disproportionate
cost. I can however state the total net R and D expenditure
each year since 2004-05. This information is as follows:

£ billion

2004-05 2.19

2005-06 2.24

2006-07 2.12

2007-08 2.14
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MOD R and D expenditure statistics are designated
National Statistics status and as such the release of
these figures are embargoed until their publication by
the Office for National Statistics in late March. Therefore,
the 2008-09 figures are not yet available. A complete
time series detailing MOD R and D expenditure is
published in UK Defence Statistics (Table 1.8). A copy
is placed in the Library of the House.

Departmental Sick Leave

David Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how many staff in his Department have had
five or more periods of sickness absence of less than
five days in two or more of the last three years.

[316460]

Mr. Kevan Jones: The total number of MOD civilian
personnel who have had five or more periods of sick
absence of less than five days in two or more of the
calendar years 2006, 2007 and 2008 is 2,570. Figures
have been rounded to the nearest 10. Data for the
calendar year 2009 are not yet available.

The MOD is committed to reducing sickness absence
and occupational health advice and support is available
to all employees and their line managers. Guidance and
training is available to line managers on managing
absence; we actively encourage the use of Return to
Work interviews and have trigger points in place for the
commencement of management action.

Departmental Training

Mr. Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
how many overseas training courses were attended by
his Department’s civil servants in the latest period for
which figures are available; how many civil servants
attended each course; and what the total cost to the
public purse was of each course. [305897]

Mr. Kevan Jones: This information is not held centrally
and could be provided only at disproportionate cost.

Expenditure on overseas training must be incurred in
accordance with the principles of the Treasury publications
Managing Public Money and Regularity, Propriety and
Value for Money.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how many sessions of media training were
organised for Ministers in his Department in each of
the last three years. [310242]

Mr. Kevan Jones: Training is provided to Ministers
on a range of issues, including handling the media, as
part of their induction and continuing development in
order to carry out their duties effectively under the
Ministerial Code.

The MOD’s internal media and communications training
organisation has provided the following training sessions
to Ministers:

Training sessions

Number

2007 5

2008 11

2009 2

Explosives: Animals

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
how many animals have been used in tests involving
explosives (a) conducted and (b) commissioned by his
Department in each of the last five years. [316354]

Mr. Quentin Davies: Dstl Porton Down undertakes
the MOD research programme that involves the use of
animals. In accordance with UK legislation all of the
research projects that involve animals are reviewed and
licenced by the Home Office and annual returns are
submitted to the Home Office detailing the number of
procedures undertaken which involve the use of animals
as defined in the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986.

In the last five years 119 pigs have been used in MOD
research studies involving explosives; this is broken
down as none in 2005, 25 in 2006, 19 in 2007, 40 in 2008
and 35 in 2009.

These research studies involving explosives have followed
up on identified problems with prolonged pre-hospital.
resuscitation following blast injury. The studies have
included evaluation of the whole body trauma caused
by various blast explosive injury in order to identify and
evaluate the effectiveness of improved post-traumatic
methodology. This research has led to significant advances
in post-traumatic techniques such as reducing blood
loss from major trauma and has saved many lives in the
theatres of Iraq and Afghanistan. The advances made
due to this research can be utilised both in theatre and
civilian scenarios particularly if there are mass casualties
and evacuation to hospital is delayed. This is one of the
reasons why Dstl research involving the use of animals
is published in the open literature where possible.

Future Large Aircraft

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what the current unit cost for the Airbus
A400M agreed with EADS is. [316509]

Mr. Quentin Davies: I am withholding the information
as its disclosure would prejudice commercial interests.

Hotels

Willie Rennie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how much was spent on overnight
accommodation for his Department’s civil servants in
the last 12 months. [316440]

Mr. Kevan Jones [holding answer 8 February 2010]:
This information is not held in the format requested
and could be provided only at disproportionate cost.

Military Bases

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what the current estimated monetary value is
of the property comprising (a) Naval Base Clyde, (b)
Royal Marines Condor, (c) RAF Leuchars, (d) 2nd
Division HQ Craigiehall, (e) Defence Estates Hebrides
and (f) Fort George; and how much his Department
plans to spend on redevelopment at each of these
bases. [316518]
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Mr. Kevan Jones: Details of all Ministry of Defence
holdings over £1 million, together with their latest asset
valuations can be found in Chapter Seven of the National
Asset Register, on HM Treasury’s website

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_investment_nar_2007_
index.htm
It will take a little more time to collect and verify

information relating to how much the Department plans
to spend on redevelopment at each base. I will write to
the hon. Member.

We are interpreting DE Hebrides as referring principally
to Ministry of Defence sites at Benbecula and St. Kilda
and a few other locations.

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what the estimated monetary value is of the
property comprising (a) HM Naval Base Devonport,
(b) RAF Valley, (c) HM Naval Base Portsmouth, (d)
RAF Marham, (e) RAF Brampton, (f) RAF
Honington, (g) RAF Wittering, (h) RAF Wattisham,
(i) RAF Northolt, (j) RAF High Wycombe, (k) RAF
Brize Norton and (l) RAF Leeming; and how much
his Department plans to spend on redevelopment at
each of these bases. [316519]

Mr. Kevan Jones: Details of all Ministry of Defence
holdings over £1 million, together with their latest asset
valuations can be found in Chapter Seven of the National
Asset Register, on HM Treasury’s website

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_investment_nar
_2007_index.htm
It will take a little more time to collect and verify

information relating to how much the Department plans
to spend on redevelopment at each base. I will write to
the hon. Member.

Official Visits

Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence when he last met representatives of the Nordic
Council; and what subjects were discussed. [316517]

Mr. Bob Ainsworth: I have not met representatives of
the Nordic Council in that forum. I regularly meet
individual Defence Ministers of the Nordic Council of
Ministers in multilateral fora such as NATO and the
EU, and occasionally bilaterally. For example, I met my
Danish counterpart, Søren Gade, at the NATO Istanbul
Summit, 4-5 February 2010. All such discussions cover
a range of subjects of mutual interest.

WALES

Departmental Manpower

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Wales what estimate he has made of the proportion
of staff of his Department managed out in the last five
years who remain working in the public sector. [313846]

Mr. Hain: Nil.

Hotels

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Wales
how many separate bookings at hotels graded at five
star or above were made through the Expotel booking

service by his Department in the latest year for which
figures are available; and at what cost such bookings
were made. [315545]

Mr. David: None.

Newspaper Licensing Agency

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Wales
what payments were made by his Department to the
Newspaper Licensing Agency in each of the last 10
years. [315612]

Mr. David: The Wales Office has made one payment
to the Newspaper Licensing Agency in January 2009 of
£2,755.

HOUSE OF COMMONS COMMISSION

ICT

Stephen Pound: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission what estimate the House of Commons
Commission has made of the outturn cost of the
installation of Microsoft Vista. [315944]

Nick Harvey: It is not possible to separate the cost of
installing Vista from other costs. As part of a wider
refresh of the parliamentary ICT infrastructure, PICT
has replaced or upgraded old hardware, the Windows
2000 operating system and Office 2003 for the House of
Commons Administration. The rollout began in July
2009 and the total project cost of completing the hardware
and desktop software replacement is £2,643,102 for the
House of Commons. This includes licences to cover all
Members of the Commons and their staff.

Stephen Pound: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission if the House of Commons Commission
will establish the cost to the House Administration of
ceasing the existing contract for the installation of
Vista on all computers operated by the House of
Commons Service. [316166]

Nick Harvey: Vista licences were included as an upgrade
option in a general Microsoft licences agreement from
2004 to 2007. There is no cost saving to Parliament if
Vista is not used. The cost of an upgrade of the operating
system to Windows 7 is currently being investigated
with Microsoft UK.

Stephen Pound: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission whether the House of Commons
Commission plans to install Windows 7 in all
computers operated by each department in the House
of Commons Service. [316194]

Nick Harvey: Windows 7 was launched by Microsoft
on 23 October 2009 and is being tested by PICT as a
potential operating system for Members equipment in
the future. If the tests prove successful and if it can be
financially justified Windows 7 will be used when new
equipment is issued to Members after the next election.
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Testing will begin in October 2010 on the equipment of
administrative staff to assess the impact of Windows 7
on parliamentary applications. At the same time alternative
options, including the use of cloud-based services will
also be assessed.

Members: Communication

Mr. Hurd: To ask the hon. Member for North Devon,
representing the House of Commons Commission with
reference to the answer of 13 October 2009, Official
Report, column 781, on Members: security, what
methods of email encryption are compatible with hon.
Members’ computers; and if the Commission will
make it its policy to provide a directory of encryption
certificates used by hon. Members for the use of
constituents seeking to encrypt their communications.

[315614]

Nick Harvey: The House of Commons Commission
does not release information relating to software
configuration as to do so risks jeopardising the security
of the parliamentary network. Members are welcome
to consult PICT to find out what encryption software is
available to them.

It is a matter for individual Members whether to
make details of their encryption software available to
their constituents.

SCOTLAND

Departmental Communication

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Scotland
pursuant to the answer of Lord Bates of 3 December
2009, Official Report, House of Lords, column WA68,
on Government departments: annual reports, and with
reference to the Government Response to the House of
Lords Communications Committee’s report into
Government Communications, whether his
Department publishes an annual report on
departmental communications. [315609]

Ann McKechin: The Scotland Office does not publish
an annual report on departmental communications.

Departmental Sick Leave

David Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland how many staff in his Department have had
five or more periods of sickness absence of less than
five days in two or more of the last three years.

[316456]

Ann McKechin: All staff are on secondment from the
Scottish Executive or the Ministry of Justice; who as
parent bodies have absence management policies that
apply to those of their staff working in this office. We
do not maintain a separate central record of sick absences.
Such records are held by the parent bodies which publish
their own sick absence statistics.

Stress

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland if he will place in the Library a copy of any
advice issued to staff of his Department on stress
recognition and management. [316479]

Ann McKechin: The Scotland Office does not employ
any staff directly. All staff in the Office are seconded
from other Government Departments, mainly the Scottish
Executive and Ministry of Justice. All staff have access
to policies relating to stress recognition and management
through their parent bodies.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

Blaydon

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
Blaydon constituency, the effects on Blaydon of his
Department’s policies and actions since 2000. [315304]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Blaydon constituency since 2000 include:

£61,758 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Blaydon in 2008-09 through the Grants for the Arts
programme.
Digital Switchover is due to take place in the north-east in
2012. By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012,
98.5 per cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive
digital TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.
£4,500 of Exchequer investment to the Blaydon constituency
provided through Sport England for 2009 to 2010.
Almost £10 million of national lottery grants made to applications
from the constituency since 1995.

The Blaydon constituency has also benefited from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.
More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the national lottery since 1997.
Over a quarter of a million free swims taken in the north-east
region since the Free Swimming programme was introduced.
A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.
£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.
48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.
90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Chorley

Mr. Hoyle: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport if he will set out, with statistical
information as closely related to Chorley constituency
as possible, the effect on that constituency of the
policies of his Department since 1997. [314228]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.
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The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Chorley constituency since 1997 include:

£19,434 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Chorley in 2008-09 through the Grants for the Arts
programme.
Digital Switchover has been completed in the North West
region, and by 2012, 98.5 per cent. of households nationwide
will be able to receive digital TV—the same number that can
currently receive analogue.
£7,570 of Exchequer investment to the Chorley constituency
provided through Sport England since 2002.
Almost £20 million of National lottery grants made to applications
from the constituency since 1995.

The Chorley constituency has also benefitted from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.
More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the National lottery since 1997.
Over half a million free swims taken in the North West region
since the Free Swimming programme was introduced.
A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.
£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.
48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.
90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated 25
per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Feltham

Alan Keen: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport if he will set out, with statistical
evidence relating as closely as possible to Feltham and
Heston constituency, the effects on that constituency of
changes to his Department’s policies since 1997.

[316675]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Feltham and Heston constituency since 1997
include:

Digital Switchover is due to take place in Feltham and Heston
in 2012. By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012,
98.5 per cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive
digital TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.
£115,222,067 of Exchequer investment to the Feltham and
Heston constituency provided through Sport England since
2004.
Over £6 million of national lottery grants made to applications
from the Feltham and Heston constituency since 1997.
A £163,000 repair grant offered by English Heritage in 2008-09.

The Feltham and Heston constituency has also benefited
from other policies and spending whose impact cannot
be broken down by constituency.

This includes:
Over £13 million Arts Council England funding to projects in
the London area £4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on
culture.
More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the national lottery since 1997.

Almost 400,000 free swims taken in the south east in the first
six months of the Free Swimming programme.

A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated 25
per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Gloucester

Mr. Dhanda: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport how much his Department
has spent in Gloucester constituency since 1997; and
which projects have been funded. [316004]

Mr. Simon [holding answer 5 February 2010]: My
Department’s aim is to improve the quality of life for
everyone through cultural and sporting activities, to
support the pursuit of excellence and to champion the
tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Gloucester constituency since 1997 include:

£111,100 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Gloucester in 2008-09 through the Grants for the Arts
programme.

Digital Switchover is due to take place in Gloucester in April
2010. By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012,
98.5 per cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive
digital TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.

£938,706 of Exchequer investment to the Gloucester constituency
provided through Sport England between 2002-03 and 2009-10.

Over £46 million of national lottery grants made to applications
from the Gloucester constituency since 1997.

The Gloucester constituency has also benefited from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.

More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the national lottery since 1997.

Over 400,000 free swims taken in the south west in the first six
months of the Free Swimming programme.

A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated 25
per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Hemsworth

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
Hemsworth constituency, the effects on Hemsworth of
his Department’s policies and actions since 2000.

[316307]
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Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Hemsworth constituency since 2000 include:

Digital Switchover is due to take place in Hemsworth in 2011.
By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012, 98.5 per
cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive digital
TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.

£176,600 of Exchequer investment to the Hemsworth constituency
provided through Sport England since 2002.

Over £15.5 million of national lottery grants made to applications
from the Hemsworth constituency since 1997.

A £50,000 repair grant offered by English Heritage in 2008-09.

The Hemsworth constituency has also benefited from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.

More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the national lottery since 1997.

Almost 1.7 million free swims taken in the Yorkshire and
Humber region since April 2009 under the Free Swimming
programme.

A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
Milton Keynes, the effects on Milton Keynes of the
policies and actions of his Department and its
predecessors since 1997. [316044]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Milton Keynes constituency since 1997 include:

£100,169 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Milton Keynes in 2008-09 through the Grants for the
Arts programme.

During 2008-09 the Arts Council supported the Milton Keynes
Gallery and The Stables in your constituency with regular
funding totalling £468,566.

Digital Switchover is due to take place in Milton Keynes in
2012. By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012,
98.5 per cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive
digital TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.

£912,715 of Exchequer investment to the Milton Keynes
constituency provided through Sport England since 2002.

Over £67 million of National lottery grants made to applications
from the Milton Keynes constituency since 1997.

The Milton Keynes constituency has also benefitted
from other policies and spending whose impact cannot
be broken down by constituency.

This includes:
£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.

More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the National lottery since 1997.

Almost 400,000 free swims taken in the south east in the first
six months of the Free Swimming programme.

A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Slough

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
the Slough constituency, the effects on Slough of the
policies and actions of his Department and its
predecessor since 2000. [311986]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Slough constituency since 1997 include:

£107,400 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Slough in 2008-09 through the Grants for the Arts
programme.

Digital Switchover is due to take place in Slough in 2012. By
the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012, 98.5 per
cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive digital
TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.

£96,100 of Exchequer investment to the Slough constituency
provided through Sport England between 2002-03 and 2009-10.

Over £25 million of National lottery grants made to applications
from the Slough constituency since 1997.

The Slough constituency has also benefited from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.

More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the National Lottery since 1997.

Over 6,000 free swims taken in the Slough Unitary Authority
in the first six months of the Free Swimming programme.

A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.
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Sports: Public Participation

Mr. Hunt: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport when he expects the provisional
results of the most recent Taking Part Survey to be
published. [316249]

Mr. Simon: The next release of Taking Part survey
results will take place on 18 March 2010.

This provides an update to the rolling annual data
published on 17 December 2009 and will include additional
data for the period up to December 2009.

Interim progress against public service agreement 21;
indicator 6 will be assessed using data from the Taking
Part survey in summer 2010, with the final assessment
published in summer 2011.

Thanet

Dr. Ladyman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
South Thanet constituency, the effects on South
Thanet of his Department’s policies and actions since
2000. [315630]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the South Thanet constituency since 2000 include:

£5,813 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in South Thanet in 2008-09 through the Grants for the
Arts programme.
Digital Switchover is due to take place in South Thanet in
2012. By the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012,
98.5 per cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive
digital TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.
Almost £14 million of national lottery grants made to applications
from the South Thanet constituency since 1997.

The South Thanet constituency has also benefited
from other policies and spending whose impact cannot
be broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.
More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the national lottery since 1997.
Almost 400,000 free swims taken in the south east in the first
six months of the Free Swimming programme.
A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.

£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.

48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.

90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

Vauxhall

Kate Hoey: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport if he will set out, with statistical
evidence relating as closely as possible to Vauxhall
constituency, the effects on the constituency of changes
to his Department’s policies since 1997. [310334]

Mr. Simon: My Department’s aim is to improve the
quality of life for everyone through cultural and sporting
activities, to support the pursuit of excellence and to
champion the tourism, creative and leisure industries.

The impact of bodies and policies of my Department
on the Vauxhall constituency since 1997 include:

£635,706 given from Arts Council England to organisations
based in Vauxhall in 2008-09 through the Grants for the Arts
programme.
£37,844,788 of capital lottery funds allocated by Arts Council
England for projects in Vauxhall undertaken since 2003.
The Young Vic and National Theatre have joined A Night Less
Ordinary allowing young people to attend theatre events for
free.
Digital Switchover is due to take place in Vauxhall in 2012. By
the time switchover is complete at the end of 2012, 98.5 per
cent. of households nationwide will be able to receive digital
TV—the same number that can currently receive analogue.
£497,500 of Exchequer investment to the Vauxhall constituency
provided through Sport England between 2002-03 and 2009-10.
Over £306 million of National lottery grants made to applications
from the Vauxhall constituency since 1997.

The Vauxhall constituency has also benefited from
other policies and spending whose impact cannot be
broken down by constituency. This includes:

£4 billion of Exchequer funding spent on culture.
More than £5.5 billion invested in sport by the Government
and the National Lottery since 1997.
Almost 1 million free swims taken in London in the first six
months of the Free Swimming programme.
A 68 per cent. increase in national museum visits from 1998-99
to 2008-09—10 per cent. of which were by adults from lower
socioeconomic groups.
£416.6 million in grants allocated by English Heritage since
1997.
48 per cent. of buildings on the original 1999 Buildings at Risk
Register having their future secured.
90 per cent. of all pupils taking part in at least two hours of
high quality PE or sport per week in 2008 from an estimated
25 per cent. in 2003-04—exceeding our target.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Animal Health Bill: Draft

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs with reference to
the draft Animal Health Bill what contribution hobby
farmers would be expected to make under the
cost-sharing arrangements proposed in the draft Bill.

[315785]

Jim Fitzpatrick: The cost sharing arrangements associated
with the draft Animal Health Bill will be developed as
part of a future Finance Bill. The form that the cost
sharing arrangements will take and any implications for
the farming sector will be examined as part of the
policy development process.

Departmental Information Officers

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many staff
in his Department and its agencies (a) have the status
of embedded communicators and (b) are members of
the Government Communications Network but are not
listed in the Central Office of Information White Book.

[315478]
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Dan Norris: There are currently seven embedded
communicators working within the business and a further
70 in the core communications function.

Government Communications Network (GCN)
membership data are not held by individual departments.
The Cabinet Office unit who administer the GCN are
unable to share membership data without the permission
of individual members. Therefore it is not possible to
readily provide accurate information.

Detailed figures relating to DEFRA agencies are not
held centrally and could only be collated at disproportionate
cost.

Departmental Legal Costs

Pete Wishart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what
expenditure his Department and its agencies have
incurred on external legal advice and representation in
each year since his Department was established; and
for what purposes such services have been
commissioned. [300583]

Dan Norris: The expenditure the Department and its
agencies have incurred on external legal advice and
representation in each financial year since the Department
was established is as follows:

£000

2002-03 3,737
2003-04 2,955
2004-05 4,898
2005-06 4,374
2006-07 1,858
2007-08 4,770
2008-09 4,061

External legal advice and representation was
commissioned for a range of specialist legal services
that were not available internally.

In reply to a question from the hon. Member for
Welwyn Hatfield (Grant Shapps), on 8 June 2007, Official
Report, column 1429W, asking how much was spent on
legal fees in each of the previous five years, 2002-03 to
2006-07, an answer was published which gave lower
figures for those years than the figures above.

The reason is that one of the Department’s executive
agencies (the Rural Payments Agency) has revised its
figures for 2002-03 to 2006-07 to include expenditure on
legal services by non-legal divisions within the RPA
that had been omitted from the answer referred to
above.

Departmental Legislation

Chris Huhne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what criminal
offences have been (a) abolished and (b) created by
primary legislation sponsored by his Department since
1 May 2008. [303250]

Dan Norris: The information requested is as follows:
Climate Change Act 2008

DEFRA is only responsible for some parts of the
Climate Change Act 2008.

The parts of the Act for which DEFRA is responsible
do not create any other offences, or repeal any offences.
However there are some provisions which amend some
offences.

Section 88 amends section 105(2) of the Clean
Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 to enable
an increase in the maximum fines on summary conviction
that can be provided for under the Pollution Prevention
and Control Act 1999. This is to enable the maximum
fines on summary conviction under regulations made
under the Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999 to
be made consistent with the equivalent maximum fines
under section 33(8) of the Environmental Protection
Act 1990. Also to provide for consistency, it revokes
regulation 39(2)(a) of the Environmental Permitting
(England and Wales) Regulations 2007 (which provides
for maximum fines).

Paragraph 3 of schedule 5 contains a consequential
amendment to section 46 of the Environmental Protection
Act 1990 (receptacles for household waste). Section 46
contains an offence provision.
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009

The Marine and Coastal Access Act creates a number
of new offences, abolishes others and amends some
existing criminal offences. The Act has only recently
received Royal Assent and so a number of these provisions
are not yet in force. Full details of the offences that will
be created when the Act is fully in force and of the
offences that will be repealed or amended are as follows:

When Act is fully in force:
Offences created

Section 85(1) (breach of requirement for, or conditions of,
marine licence)

Section 89(1) (knowingly/recklessly making false/misleading
statements; intentional failure to disclose material particular)

Section 92(3) (failure to comply with compliance notice or
remediation notice)

Section 103(3) (failure to comply with stop notice)

Section 105(3) (failure to comply with emergency safety notice)

Section 139(1) (contravening any byelaw made under section
129 or 132(1), or any order made under section 134 or 136(1))

Section 140(1) (damaging etc protected features of Marine
Conservation Zones)

Section 163(1) (contravention of any byelaw made under section
155)

Section 163(2) (liability of master, owner and charterer)

Section 190(1) (contravention of any provision of an order
made under section 189)

Section 190(2) (liability of master, owner and charterer)

Section 195 amends section 3 of the Sea Fish (Conservation)
Act 1967 to insert offence of contravening an order made
under subsection (2A))

Section 198 amends section 5 of the Sea Fish (Conservation)
Act 1967 by substituting subsection (1) to make it an offence to
contravene any prohibition or restriction imposed by an order
made under section 5 and to add liability for master, owner or
charter of vessel

Section 199 amends section 15 of the Sea Fish (Conservation)
Act 1967 to create offences of assaulting an officer and obstructing
an officer

Section 200 substitutes section 12 of the Sea Fish (Conservation)
Act 1967 in relation to liability of officers etc of bodies
corporate

Section 206 amends section 3 of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish)
Act 1967 to provide for liability of master, owner and charterer
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Section 219 amends section 27 of the Salmon and Freshwater
Fisheries Act 1975 to create two new offences in section 27B of
that Act (unauthorised fishing)

Section 228(1) amends the Theft Act 1968 to substitute an
offence of unlawfully taking or destroying etc fish in private
property etc.

Section 232 contains an enabling power to make regulations in
relation to keeping, introduction and removal of fish, and such
regulations may make provision creating criminal offences

Section 292(1) (failure without reasonable excuse to comply
with reasonable requirement or directions given by enforcement
officer, etc).

Section 292(3) (knowing or reckless provision of false information;
intentional failure to disclose material particulars)

Section 292(4) (intentional obstruction of enforcement officer)

Section 292(5) (assaulting an enforcement officer)

Section 292(6) (falsely pretending to be an enforcement officer)

Section 293 amends section 30 of the Fisheries Act 1981 to
substitute provision providing for liability of master, owner
and charterer, and offence of contravention of fishing restrictions/
obligations

Section 314(1)—amends Energy Act 2008 to create the following
new offences in that Act:

section 791 (carrying out operation without consent or failing
to comply with condition)

section 79J(1) (knowingly or recklessly making false statements)

section 79J(2) (failing to disclose relevant information)

section 79K(1) (failure to fail to comply with a direction under
section 79E)

section 79L(1) (failure to comply with emergency safety notice
or immediate action notice within time allowed)

section 79N contains an enabling power for making regulations
about inspectors etc, and such regulations may provide for the
creation of offences

Section 318 (offences by officers etc where offence committed
by bodies corporate)

Schedule 15, paragraph 3(5) amends the Sea Fish (Conservation)
Act 1967 to insert a new section 1(6A) (failure to comply with
order under section 1(6))

Repeals
Section 187 repeals the Sea Fisheries Regulation Act 1966
(which contains offences in section 11)

Section 233 repeals several offences in Salmon and Freshwater
Fisheries Act 1975: section 4 (poisonous matter and polluting
effluent), section 23 (export of salmon and trout) and section
24 (consignment of salmon and trout; and obstruction of
authorised officer)

Section 234 repeals—

White Herring Fisheries Act 1771 (offence in section 11);

Seal Fishery Act 1875 (offence in section 2);

North Sea Fisheries Act 1893 (offences in sections 2, 3 and 4);

Behring Sea Award Act 1894 (offences in sections 1 to 3);

Seal Fisheries (North Pacific) Act 1895 (offences in 1, 2 and 4);

Seal Fisheries (North Pacific) Act 1912 (offence in section 3);

Schedule 16, paragraph 2 omits offence in section 3 (nets) of
Salmon and

Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975. Paragraph 4 of that Schedule
omits offences in sections 6 (fixed engines), 7( fishing weirs)
and 8 (fishing mill dams) of that Act. Paragraph 5 omits
offences in section 16 (boxes and cribs in weirs and dams);
paragraph 6 omits offences in section 17 (restrictions on taking
salmon or trout above or below an obstruction or in mill
races).

Environmental Stewardship Scheme: Manpower

Mr. Roger Williams: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many
Natural England advisers are working in each Higher
Level Stewardship scheme (a) target area and (b)
Government Office region. [315994]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The number of Natural England
advisers working on Higher Level Stewardship (HLS)
by Government Office region for 2009-10 are shown in
the following table1.
1 Figures provided by Natural England

Government office region Total (full-time equivalents (FTE))

East Midlands 17

East of England 20

North East 12

North West 26

South East (including London) 28

South West 51

West Midlands 25

Yorkshire and The Humber 21

Total 200

Notes:
1. There are 200 FTEs working on HLS, creating new agreements, and maintaining
and monitoring existing agreements.
2. An FTE is equivalent to 210 working days and is used instead of numbers of
advisers for two reasons: 1) Advisers do not necessarily spend their whole time
working on HLS; 2) Some advisers will be part-time.
3..The numbers of FTEs in each region is related to the amount of existing HLS
work, the proportion of land that is within target areas within the region and
the overall RDPE budget allocated to that region.

Figures to show adviser or FTE distribution by target
area are not available as adviser/FTE numbers vary
through the year. For reference, the target areas within
each Government Office region are shown on the interactive
map available at:

www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/farming/funding/es/hls/
targeting/default.aspx

Floods: Lewes

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much his
Department has spent on flood protection measures in
Lewes constituency in each year since 1997. [315771]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The following table shows the
amount the Environment Agency has spent on managing
flood risk in the Lewes constituency for each year since
1997. The figures include new or improved defences,
minor improvement works, maintenance, incident response,
flood warning improvements, and grants to local authorities
for integrated urban drainage.

£

1997-98 409,000

1998-99 434,000

1999-2000 514,000

2000-01 640,000

2001-02 569,000

2002-03 709,000

2003-04 631,000

2004-05 2,511,000

2005-06 946,000

2006-07 784,000

2007-08 844,000

2008-09 911,000
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£

2009-10 1,089,000

Total 10,991,000

These figures are from the Environment Agency’s
flood defence grant in aid records.

In addition, Lewes district council has been awarded
up to £282,000 under DEFRA’s household flood protection
grant scheme. This funding must be claimed by March 2011.

Work using locally raised funds, as well as strategies
and plans identifying the needs of a much wider area,
have been excluded.

Food Supply

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what funding his
Department has provided to local food chain initiatives
in the last 12 months; and which such initiatives
received that funding. [315961]

Jim Fitzpatrick: During the past 12 months (from 4
February 2009) £11,806,666 has been committed under
the Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE)
to support local food chain initiatives. This funding is
administered by the Regional Development Agencies
(RDAs) and the breakdown of spend by region is as
follows:

RDA RDPE spend (£)

North East RDA 2,656,337

Advantage West Midlands 583,228

East Midlands 648,847

South West RDA 2,850,000

North West RDA 1,776,242

South East RDA 2,590,536

East England DA 301,476

Yorkshire and Humber 400,000

Total 11,806,666

In the same period, RDAs have also provided £4,385,078
from their single pot to support local food chain initiatives,
to which DEFRA makes a contribution. The RDPE
and single pot money is supporting a range of initiatives
including the funding of delivery organisations in the
region, support for individual food producers and retail
outlets, food hubs and farmers’ markets.

In addition, the National Farmers’ Retail and Markets
Association (FARMA) was awarded a DEFRA
Agricultural Development Scheme grant of £176,000
over three years from January 2008, £63,500 of which
has been provided within the last 12 months. The award
was for a project aimed at improving performance in
the farm ‘direct sales’ sector by means of a producer
verification scheme for farmers’markets, and an assurance
scheme for farm shops.

Hemsworth

Jon Trickett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will set out,
with statistical information related as directly as
possible to Hemsworth constituency, the effects on
Hemsworth of his Department’s policies and actions
since 2000. [316305]

Dan Norris: Due to the broad nature of the question
and the wide range of DEFRA policies implemented in
Hemsworth, it is not possible to provide a detailed
answer in the form requested.

As a local authority, Hemsworth is obliged through
statute to comply with central Government legislation.
DEFRA’s policy responsibilities are summarised in its
departmental strategic objectives (DSOs) that have been
agreed with the Treasury:

To promote a society that is adapting to the effects of climate
change, through a national programme of action and a contribution
to international action.
To promote a healthy, resilient, productive and diverse natural
environment.
To promote sustainable, low carbon and resource efficient
patterns of consumption and production.
To promote an economy and a society that are resilient to
environmental risk.
To champion sustainable development.
To promote a thriving farming and food sector with an improving
net environmental impact.
To encourage a sustainable, secure and healthy food supply.
To provide socially and economically sustainable rural communities.
To be a respected department delivering efficient and high
quality services and outcomes.
DEFRA publishes annual departmental reports which

set out progress against its public service agreement
targets and DSOs. The 2009 report is available at:

www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/about/how/deprep/2009-
report.htm

Past reports are available online in the National Archives.
For information on a specific DEFRA policy in

Hemsworth, the Government office for Yorkshire and
the Humber is able to provide information on
implementation and the benefits to the area.

Reservoirs

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many flood
storage reservoirs have been (a) decommissioned and
(b) created in each of the last five years. [315911]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The number of Environment
Agency flood storage reservoirs that have been (a)
discontinued and (b) constructed during the last five
years, and which fall under the Reservoirs Act 1975 are
shown in the following table. The Environment Agency
does not hold figures for third party reservoirs, as
reservoir use is not listed on the Public Register.

(a) Number of
reservoirs discontinued

(b) Number of
reservoirs constructed

2005 0 2

2006 1 5

2007 0 4

2008 0 8

2009 1 3

There are six additional reservoirs currently under
construction.

Rivers

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what recent
steps his Department has taken to encourage local river
restoration. [315910]
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Huw Irranca-Davies: In the current financial year,
DEFRA has provided £3.25 million to the Environment
Agency and £1.75 million to other organisations such
as the Association of Rivers Trusts, to undertake river
restoration projects and work towards meeting our
Water Framework Directive objectives.

As part of this work, over 150 obstructions to fish
passages have been made passable or have been removed.

Snow and Ice

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what estimate he
has made of the costs to his Department arising from
the severe weather conditions in the period 4 January to
18 January 2010; and if he will make a statement.

[313587]

Dan Norris: There were no direct costs to the core
Department as a result of the severe weather conditions
in the period 4 January to 18 January. There were some
indirect costs from staff time being re-prioritised to
prepare for, and co-ordinate the Department’s response
to, the situation.

Special Protection Areas: Cats

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what
guidance his Department and Natural England has
issued to local authorities on banning residents in new
housing developments owning cats as a planning
condition in areas with Special Protection Areas
Status; and which local authorities have implemented
Avoidance Strategies with suggested or recommended
domestic cat bans. [311657]

Mr. Ian Austin: I have been asked to reply.
None. The implementation of Avoidance Strategies is

not monitored centrally.

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE

Afghanistan: Politics and Government

Mrs. Moon: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs whether he has had
discussions with the Afghan Government on the
composition of its delegation to the London
conference on Afghanistan; and if he will make a
statement. [313975]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The composition of the Afghan
delegation to the London Conference on Afghanistan
was a matter for the Afghan Government. The Afghan
Government ensured that all relevant Ministers were in
attendance.

Asia: Religious Freedom

Sammy Wilson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
reports his Department has received on the treatment
of religious minorities in (a) North Korea, (b) Iran,
(c) Saudi Arabia, (d) Somalia and (e) the Maldives.

[316239]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We condemn all instances of violence
and discrimination against individuals and groups because
of their faith or belief, wherever they happen and whatever
the religion of the individual or group concerned. Our
overseas missions monitor the human rights in their
host countries and routinely raise our concerns with
their governments. We take action on individual cases
where persecution or discrimination has occurred and
lobby for changes in discriminatory practices and laws.

The UK deplores the Iranian authorities’ treatment
of religious minorities. The Iranian Constitution gives
nominal protection to members of the Christian, Jewish
and Zoroastrian faiths by recognising them as minority
religions. The number of Christians and Christian converts
in Iran who have been arrested or detained has increased
significantly over recent years and, under Iran’s strict
interpretation of Islam, anyone converting to another
religion could face the death penalty or at least life
imprisonment. Other religious minorities, such as the
Baha’is, do not receive even this slender protection
under law and are subjected to gross human rights
violations. Seven members of the Baha’i leadership in
Iran are currently standing trial.

In Saudi Arabia, Islam is the official religion and all
citizens are required to be Muslims. Renouncing religious
belief in Islam is an offence punishable by death. Religious
minorities continue to suffer discrimination and are
under-represented in the senior government bureaucracy,
municipal councils and public companies. Shia leaders
have also alleged harassment and civil discrimination.

Under the terms of its constitution the Maldives is an
Islamic country. Under Maldivian law non-Muslims are
forbidden from practising their religion publicly. President
Mohamed Nasheed has made public his commitment
to ensuring that the Maldives fulfils its international
obligations on human rights. Since he was elected in
October 2008, there has been welcome progress in areas
such as media freedom and freedom of expression. But
there are still some areas where progress can be made,
particularly in regards to religious freedom. We continue
to encourage his government to make further progress
on this as soon as possible.

There is no freedom of religion in the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea. Although there Eire Anglican,
Catholic and Russian Orthodox churches in Pyongyang,
we believe these to be show churches, for the benefit of
foreign visitors.

Given the security situation in Somalia, the UK has
no presence on the ground to be able to monitor the
human rights situation first hand.

Conflict Prevention Pool: Finance

Paul Rowen: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how much his
Department has contributed to the Government’s
Conflict Prevention Pool in each of the last three years.

[312529]

Mr. Ivan Lewis [holding answer 21 January 2010]: On
1 April 2009, the Conflict Prevention Pool and Stabilisation
Aid Fund were merged to form one single Conflict
Pool. The Conflict Pool is governed and managed tri-
departmentally by Department for International
Department (DFID), Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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(FCO) and Ministry of Defence (MoD); however the
funding is provided as part of the 2007 Comprehensive
Spending Review (CSR) settlement. The FCO does
therefore not normally contribute from its own
departmental budget.

On 25 March 2009, my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs highlighted
in a written ministerial statement, the increasing pressure
on conflict resources, partly because of exchange rate
fluctuations but also because of projected increases in
assessed (obligatory) international peacekeeping mission
and court contributions. This resulted in less funding
being available for discretionary conflict activity (conflict
prevention, stabilisation and discretionary peacekeeping
e.g. UK secondees to international missions such as EU
Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo). The 2007 CSR Settlement
agreed that the Conflict Prevention Pool would be the
first port of call if assessed peacekeeping costs rose
above forecast.

To offset the impact on discretionary conflict activity,
DFID, FCO and MOD provided additional resources
(£71 million) from their departmental budgets, of which
the FCO set aside £15million.

Departmental Communication

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs whether his Department
publishes an annual report on departmental
communications. [315600]

Chris Bryant: The Foreign and Commonwealth Office’s
departmental report, which is available on our website
and in the Library of the House, includes a section on
Communication in Volume One, Part Two (The FCO
Change Programme).

Departmental Internet

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs for which Google Adword
online advertising keywords his Department and its
agencies have paid in the last 12 months; and at what
cost. [315467]

Chris Bryant: In the last 12 months the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office paid for Google Adwords for
two cross-government digital campaigns, and one consular
campaign. We publicised the G20 London Summit

www.londonsummit.gov.uk

at a cost of £991; the Act on Copenhagen campaign
www.actoncopenhagen.gov.uk at a cost of £492; and
our Go Gap Year campaign

www.gogapyear.com

at a cost of £3,000.

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how much his
Department spent on maintaining its YouTube channel
in the latest period for which figures are available.

[315938]

Chris Bryant: The Foreign and Commonwealth Office
(FCO)’s YouTube channel

www.youtube.com/ukforeignoffice

is free. The FCO has had 554,806 views of its videos
and have over 869 subscribers to our channel. The
FCO’s videos on forced marriages and travel (visa,
passports, and travel advice) are the most popular in
terms of views, ratings and comments. Time spent on
maintaining the FCO’s YouTube account is not recorded,
but is estimated to total no more than one hour per
working day to upload videos, moderate comments,
and reference statistics.

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how much his
Department spent on maintaining his Department’s
flickr photo stream in the latest period for which
figures are available. [315970]

Chris Bryant: The Foreign and Commonwealth Office’s
pro flickr account at:

www.flickr.com/foreignoffice

has an annual cost of $24.95 and has been viewed over
1.5 million times.

Departmental Pay

Dr. Cable: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs pursuant to the answer of
26 November 2009, Official Report, column 304W, on
departmental pay, how many staff in his Department
received both an annual performance bonus and an
in-year bonus in 2008-09; what proportion of the total
work force this represents; what the largest combined
bonus payment to an individual was; and who was
responsible for awarding such bonuses. [313141]

Chris Bryant: The Foreign and Commonwealth Office
awards non-consolidated, variable performance related
payments to recognise particularly strong performance
and to reward those who make the biggest contribution.
Last year 948 staff, representing 18 per cent. of the
workforce, performed strongly enough to be awarded
both an in-year non-consolidated, variable performance
related payment as well as an annual one. All these staff
come from lower management and administrative grades,
because the senior civil service cannot earn in-year
awards. The largest combined payment was £3,975.
Annual non-consolidated, variable performance payments
are solely linked to performance appraisals and have
been agreed as part of a collective bargaining, negotiated
pay settlement. In-year payments are devolved to
Directorates to allow them to recognise achievement by
their own staff. Nominations are moderated within the
Directorate for balance and fairness to all staff.

Government Hospitality: Wines

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what guidance is
issued to Government departments on the use of wine
from the Government wine cellar; and if he will make a
statement. [313985]

Chris Bryant: [holding answer 28 January 2010]: We
do not advise departments on the use of wine as
departments do not select wines from the cellar or
control the amount used.
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Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs pursuant to the
Aaswer of 12 January 2010, Official Report, column
954W, on Government hospitality: wines, from what
wine merchants his Department purchased wine in the
last 12 months. [314031]

Chris Bryant: [holding answer 28 January 2010]: No
central records are held of wines purchased across the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

However, Government Hospitality recorded purchases
in 2009 from the following wine merchants and producers:

Corney and Barrow Ltd
Justerini and Brooks Ltd
John Lewis/Waitrose
O W Loeb Ltd
Averys of Bristol
Jereboams (Laytons)
Liberty Wines Ltd
Lea and Sandeman Ltd
Berry Bros, and Rudd Ltd
Ridgeview Estate Winery Ltd.
Armit Wines Ltd
Lay and Wheeler Ltd

These merchants and producers are included on
Government Hospitality’s list of approved suppliers,
which is reviewed annually by the Government Hospitality
Advisory Committee for the Purchase of Wine.

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs pursuant to the
answer of 18 January 2010, Official Report, column
101W, on Government hospitality: wines, how many
people are employed to input data into the Windows
SharePoint system used to manage transactions for the
Government wine cellar; and when he expects the
current backlog of data to have been entered. [314171]

Chris Bryant [holding answer 29 January 2010]: One
civil servant currently has responsibility for the in-put
of data into the Government Hospitality wine database,
among other duties. It is hoped that the backlog of data
will soon be cleared.

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how many times
the Government Hospitality Advisory Committee for
the purchase of wine has met in each of the last three
years. [316344]

Chris Bryant: The Government Hospitality Advisory
Committee for the purchase of wine meets four times
each year.

Iran: Nuclear Power

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what plans he has
to discuss with the US administration its policy on
Iran’s nuclear programme. [315929]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: My right hon. Friend the Foreign
Secretary speaks regularly to the US Administration
about Iran’s nuclear programme and, of course, we
consult closely with them as members of the E3+3 on
an ongoing basis.

Middle East: Armed Conflict

Mr. Soames: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs pursuant to the
answer of 20 January 2010, Official Report, column
336W, on Palestinians: international assistance, if he
will instruct officials within his Department to carry
out research on whether Israeli restrictions on Gaza
constitute collective punishment. [314027]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The extent of Israeli restrictions, and
the threat to Israel from militants in Gaza, varies constantly.
Rather than focus on whether the restrictions at any
given time amount to collective punishment, we have
consistently pressed the Israeli government to comply
with their obligations under international law and allow
passage of relief supplies.

Mor Gabriel Monastery

Mr. Clappison: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs if he will make
representations to the government of Turkey on the
future of Mor Gabriel monastery as a place of worship
for the Syrian Orthodox community. [315668]

Chris Bryant: Yes.

Overseas Students: Scolarships

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how many
scholarships have been awarded by the Marshall Aid
Commemoration Commission in each of the last five
years. [316345]

Chris Bryant: The number of new Marshall scholars
in each of the last five years is as follows:

Number

2005 43
2006 43
2007 44
2008 37
2009 40

Detailed information about all Marshall scholars can
be found on the Marshall Aid Commemoration
Commission’s website:

http://www.marshallscholarship.org/

Uganda: Armed Conflict

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what recent reports he has
received on (a) the activities of the Lords Resistance
Army and (b) prospects for the resumption of peace
negotiations involving Joseph Kony in Uganda.

[315982]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: Our posts liaise regularly with the
governments in the region on the joint military operation
to pursue the Lords Resistance Army (LRA), as well as
with the regional UN Peace Keeping Operations and
the UN secretariat in New York, and report back on the
latest developments. The latest information indicates
that LRA fighters number between 200 and 300 in total

835W 836W9 FEBRUARY 2010Written Answers Written Answers



and they are scattered in small units throughout Northeast
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Southeast Central
African Republic and Southern Sudan.

We assess that while Joseph Kony remains at large,
the LRA has no will to re-enter negotiations with any
government, nor do they have any credible interlocutors.
The LRA’s main objective is survival, and they continue
to perpetrate brutal acts of violence and intimidation in
order to expropriate supplies and funds from civilians
across South Sudan, the Central African Republic and
North Eastern DRC. The LRA has also been known to
target aid distribution efforts in the region.

Western Sahara: Fisheries

Mr. Evans: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what consultations have
taken place with the Saharawi since the 2006
EU-Morocco Fisheries Agreement came into effect on
the subject of their desire for the agreement. [315752]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The Government have not held any
such consultations with the Saharawi since the 2006
EU-Morocco Fisheries Agreement came into force. The
Government are not aware whether any such consultations
have taken place with other parties.

Yemen: Embassies

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what additional
steps he has taken to ensure the safety and security of
(a) the British Embassy in Yemen and (b) Embassy
staff since the closure of the Embassy in January 2010.

[315919]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The safety and security of British
Nationals overseas is one of the Government’s key
concerns. This includes the safety of our staff.

The security situation in Yemen is of concern and we
judge that there is a high threat from terrorism.

Our embassy is currently open and staff are back at
work. However, both the security posture of our embassy
and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO)’s
Travel Advice are regularly reviewed. Decisions are
taken based on the latest intelligence and local information.

For operational security reasons, I cannot go into
detail on the measures in place at the embassy. The
physical security of our embassies is also regularly
reviewed by FCO expert staff.

Yemen: Hostages

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
discussions he has had with his Yemeni counterpart on
the release of the hostage Anthony S. [315920]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: UK officials and Ministers, both in
London and in Sana’a, regularly discuss the kidnap,
with a range of senior Yemeni officials.

I raised the case most recently raised during my visit
to Yemen on 2-4 February 2010. I met a number of
senior Yemeni Ministers and officials, including President
Saleh, Prime Minister Mujuwar and Deputy Prime
Minister for Security Dr. Al Alimi.

My right hon. Friend the Foreign Secretary follows
the case closely and has raised it in his meetings with
Yemeni Ministers.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Afghanistan: Peacekeeping Operations

Andrew Mackinlay: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what his Department’s role
was in the commissioning and delivery of the turbine
delivered to the Kajaki Dam in September 2008;
whether his Department had lead responsibility for
commissioning that project; and if he will make a
statement. [314476]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: I have been asked to reply.
I am answering on behalf of the Secretary of State

for International Development. The Kajaki Dam project
in Helmand is financed by the United States Agency for
International Development (US AID) and managed
from their Office of Infrastructure, Engineering and
Energy at the US embassy in Kabul. Further details can
be found at USAID’s website

http://afghanistan.usaid.gov
The Department for International Development had

no role in the commissioning or delivery of the turbine
delivered to the Kajaki Dam in September 2008 and has
no responsibility for commissioning the project.

Departmental Chief Scientific Adviser

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development by what means the vacancy
for the post of Departmental Chief Scientific Adviser
was advertised following the departure of Professor
Gordon Conway; and how many people from outside
the Civil Service (a) applied and (b) were interviewed
for the post. [315888]

Mr. Michael Foster: When Professor Gordon Conway
left the Department for International Development (DFID)
in June 2009, the post of Departmental Chief Scientific
Adviser was merged with the Head of Research post to
become the Chief Scientific Adviser and Director Research
and Evidence.

When the posts merged, and having sought advice
from the Civil Service Commissioners, Professor Chris
Whitty who had previously held the post of Head of
Research, was confirmed in the new role.

Departmental Written Questions

David Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development pursuant to the answer of
28 January 2010, Official Report, column 1085W, on
departmental written questions, by what mechanism
his Department monitors its responses to
parliamentary questions; what the target time for
responses is; and how success against that target is
measured. [316506]

Mr. Michael Foster: The Department for International
Development (DFID) uses an internal database to
monitor the progress of parliamentary questions.
DFID endeavours to answer all parliamentary questions
within the deadlines set by Parliament, that is to answer
all ordinary written questions within five days and all
named day questions on the date specified. In the last
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reporting period of January 2010 DFID answered 100 per
cent. of ordinary written and 94 per cent. of named day
questions on time.

Haiti: Earthquakes

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what discussions he has
had with the US administration on relief efforts for
Haiti. [315930]

Mr. Michael Foster: In the early stages of the relief
effort the Secretary of State for International Development
held regular discussions with Dr. Rajiv Shah, the United
States Agency for International Development’s (USAID’s)
Administrator. At Dr. Rajiv Shah’s request we deployed
a liaison officer to the US Response Management Team
based in USAID, Washington.

Officials from the Department for International
Development (DFID) are in regular contact with their
US counterparts about all aspects of the humanitarian
operation in Haiti. The Permanent Secretary has held
discussions on the humanitarian response in Haiti with
acting USAID Administrator Alonzo Fulgham. A
humanitarian team of six people from DFID is also on
the ground working closely with US, United Nations
and European Commission Humanitarian Aid (ECHO)
representatives.

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development whether he has had
discussions with the Government of Haiti on the
protection of children orphaned as a result of the
recent earthquake. [315959]

Mr. Michael Foster: The Secretary of State for
International Development has not held discussions
with the Government of Haiti on the protection of
children orphaned as a result of the recent earthquake.
The lead agency working for child protection in Haiti is
the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). The
wellbeing of children, including orphaned children, is a
primary concern of The Department for International
Development (DFID) and our field team have met with
UNICEF to discuss the issue of child protection. The
UN in Haiti is working in coordination with the Haitian
Government on all aspects of the relief effort.

Research

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what his Department’s
research budget was in each year since 2005-06; and if
he will make a statement. [315886]

Mr. Michael Foster: The annual centrally held research
budget for the Department for International Development
(DFID) for each since 2005-06 is presented in the
following table:

Central research budget (£ million)

2005-06 110

2006-07 119

2007-08 128.5

2008-09 130

2009-10 176

Sri Lanka: Internally Displaced Persons

Mr. Dismore: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what recent assessment he
has made of progress in the release and resettlement of
Tamil internally displaced persons by the Sri Lankan
government; and if he will make a statement. [316203]

Mr. Michael Foster: I refer the hon. Member to the
answer of 8 February 2010, Official Report, column
724W, on Sri Lanka: Internally Displaced Persons.

Sudan: Overseas Aid

Mr. Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development what recent assessment
his Department has made of the effectiveness of (a)
multi donor trust funds and (b) other multilateral
mechanisms for distributing aid in Sudan. [316355]

Mr. Douglas Alexander: The Department for
International Development (DFID) recently conducted
a country programme evaluation which addressed these
questions. A copy of this evaluation will be placed in
the Library as soon as it is published.

Mr. Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development how much funding will
be allocated to each aid sector in Sudan in 2010.

[316356]

Mr. Douglas Alexander: The Department for
International Development (DFID) aims to respond
flexibly to the evolving political and humanitarian situation
in Sudan so many of our projects cover multiple sectors.
We do, however, expect to spend approximately £48 million
on humanitarian assistance and £92 million on longer
term development assistance during the financial year
2010-11. In line with the UK’s commitments on education
for all and water and sanitation, we aim to spend
£15 million on Education and £5 million on water
projects in Sudan in the same financial year.

Sudan: Peace Negotiations

Mr. Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development whether he has
discussed with his international counterparts extending
the mandate of the Assessment and Evaluation
Commission monitoring the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement in Sudan. [316434]

Mr. Douglas Alexander: The Assessment and Evaluation
Commission (AEC) is mandated to monitor the
comprehensive peace agreement (CPA) until the end of
the interim period of the CPA in July 2011. No decision
on the future of the AEC beyond this period has yet
been taken. During their respective visits to Sudan in
October 2009 and January 2010, Minister of State,
Mr. Thomas, and Baroness Kinnock raised a number of
issues related to the end of the interim period. Baroness
Kinnock also raised these issues with the UN, African
Union (AU) and international partners at the recent
AU Summit in Addis Ababa (31 January-2 February).
We will continue to engage closely with international
partners and the Sudanese as the matter arises.
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Western Sahara: Overseas Aid

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development pursuant to the oral answer
from the Prime Minister of 13 January 2010, Official
Report, column 688, on engagements, to which
organisations the increased aid to the Western Sahara
will be granted. [316572]

Mr. Douglas Alexander: The Department for
International Development (DFID) supports Western
Sahara through its share of the budget of the European
Community Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO).

TRANSPORT

Aviation: Industrial Industries

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what steps he is taking to
reduce the level of industrial injuries incurred by
manual handling workers in the aviation industry.

[316112]

Paul Clark: Primary responsibility for occupational
safety matters rests with the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE). The Department or Transport fully supports the
efforts of HSE colleagues to develop measures to ensure
that manual handling at UK airports is carried out in a
way which does not adversely impact on the health and
safety of handlers.

Blaydon

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
Blaydon constituency, the effects on Blaydon of his
Department’s policies and actions since 2000. [315299]

Mr. Khan: The Transport Act 2000, as amended by
the Local Transport Act 2008, has provided a new
policy framework benefiting all local transport authorities.
The framework gives greater certainty of funding, while
encouraging more strategic transport planning with
local consultation, and increasing local flexibility and
discretion over resources. It was accompanied by a
significant increase in capital funding: support from the
Department for transport investment in the Metropolitan
Borough of Gateshead, within which transport authority
Blaydon falls, has more than doubled over the last
decade.

Investment in Tyne and Wear’s Joint Local Transport
Plan, to which Gateshead Council is a partner authority,
has delivered a number of improvements to the quality,
safety and accessibility of the local transport network.
Between 2005 and 2008, bus patronage per head of
population increased by 8 per cent, and the number of
people killed or seriously injured on the local highway
network decreased by 22 per cent. in the period 2001-07.

In 2005, the Tyne and Wear Integrated Transport
Authority, Nexus, submitted a successful bid to the
Department for ‘Kickstart’ revenue funding of the 639
Gateshead Orbital bus service, operated by Go North-East.
The £336,256 award facilitated the doubling of the

daytime and early-evening frequency of the service
from hourly to half-hourly. The improved service, featuring
fully accessible vehicles, has significantly improved links
between the Queen Elizabeth Hospital and areas of
western Gateshead, including Blaydon.

The £17 million Centrelink scheme was completed in
2005, providing enhanced public transport links between
Gateshead town centre and the MetroCentre. The project
included the construction of an £8.4 million busway
and the reorganisation of the public transport interchange
in Gateshead town centre to facilitate interchange between
bus and Metro services. The project has had the
complementary effect of removing large numbers of
buses from shopping streets, thereby reducing congestion
and improving the environment for pedestrians and
shoppers.

In July 2007, Gateshead council completed a £1 million
upgrade to the A184 Felling bypass. The project included
the widening of the road to a three-lane carriageway to
provide space for a dedicated bus priority lane. The
scheme has provided bus passengers with greater journey
time reliability and forms part of Tyne and Wear’s
’Superoute’ network of Quality Bus Corridors, which
generated patronage growth of 14 per cent. between
2002 and 2007.

On 3 February 2010 the Department announced that
it would provide around £580 million to the Tyne and
Wear Metro for ongoing operating support and major
infrastructure renewals to 2021.

Bridges: Accidents

Mr. Hollobone: To ask the Minister of State,
Department or Transport what information his
Department holds on (a) the number of bridge strikes
in other EU countries where metric height and width
restriction signs are required and (b) the number of
such strikes involving UK lorry drivers in the last
12 months. [316208]

Mr. Khan [holding answer 8 February 2010]: The
Department for Transport does not hold this information.

Bus Services: Concessions

Jon Trickett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what estimate he has made
of the number of pensioners in Hemsworth who were
in receipt of concessionary bus travel fares in (a) 1997
and (b) the latest period for which figures are available.

[316610]

Mr. Khan: The Department for Transport is not
responsible for issuing passes and so does not maintain
records of how many passes individual authorities have
issued.

Hemsworth is part of the West Yorkshire concessionary
travel scheme. The last information held by the Department
was that as of 12 January 2010, the West Yorkshire
scheme had issued 443,642 smartcard concessionary
passes. This includes passes issued to disabled people
as well as those aged 60 and over. The Department
holds no data about passes issued before the English
National Concessionary Bus Travel Scheme was introduced
in 2008.
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Alan Keen: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many pensioners in Feltham and
Heston were in receipt of concessionary bus travel fares
(a) in 1997 and (b) in the latest period for which
figures are available. [316685]

Mr. Khan: The Department for Transport is not
responsible for issuing passes and so does not maintain
records of how many passes individual authorities have
issued.

Feltham and Heston are part of the London boroughs
concessionary travel scheme. The last information held
by the Department was that as of 1 April 2009, the
London boroughs had issued approximately 1.188 million
smartcard concessionary passes. This includes passes
issued to disabled people as well as those aged 60 and
over. The Department holds no data about passes issued
prior to this date.

Bus Services: Leicester

Sir Peter Soulsby: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport when he expects to make an
announcement on Leicester city council’s bid for
Kickstart funding for services in 2010-11. [316603]

Mr. Khan: No date for the announcement of the
outcome of the 2009 Kickstart scheme has yet been set.
An announcement will be made in due course.

Departmental ICT

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how much his Department and its
agencies have spent on font licensing in the last three
years. [315490]

Chris Mole: The Driving Standards Agency spent
£142 in 2007.

Departmental Information Officers

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many staff in his Department and
its agencies have the status of (a) embedded
communicators and (b) are members of the

Government Communications Network and are not
listed in the Central Office of Information White Book.

[315570]

Chris Mole: The information requested is as follows.
(a) The full-time equivalent (FTE) number of

communications staff embedded in policy and delivery
units in the central Department and its executive agencies
are set out in the following table.

Communications staff embedded in policy and delivery units

Staff (FTE)

Department for Transport (Central) 9

Driving Standards Agency 0

Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency 17.5

Government Car and Despatch Agency 0

Highways Agency 1

Maritime and Coastguard Agency 0.75

Vehicle Certification Agency 0

Vehicle and Operator Services Agency 3

(b) The Government Communication Network (GCN)
is a virtual network open to all full time civil servants
engaged in a communications role. The Cabinet Office
unit who administer the GCN are unable to share
membership data without the permission of individual
members. Gathering membership information within
the Department to identify those who are not listed in
the Central Office of Information White Book could be
achieved only at disproportionate cost.

Departmental Manpower

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many performance
reviews were undertaken in respect of staff of (a) his
Department and (b) its agencies in each of the last five
years; in how many cases performance was rated as
unsatisfactory or below; how many staff left as a direct
result of such a rating; and what percentage of
full-time equivalent staff this represented. [313824]

Chris Mole: The number of performance reviews
undertaken in the Department for Transport (including
our Agencies) is shown in the following tables. Statistics
on how many staff left as a result of an unsatisfactory
marking are not held by the Department.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

Reviews Unsatisfactory Reviews Unsatisfactory Reviews Unsatisfactory

DFT(C) 1,944 27 1,837 14 1,769 25

DVLA 7,050 30 7,174 7 6,913 27

HA 1,829 5 2,189 11 2,691 4

DSA n/a n/a 2,230 13 1,979 5

MCA 1,355 5 1,438 1 1,362 0

VOSA 2,644 9 2,472 9 2,448 10

CGDA n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

VCA 125 0 130 0 135 0

2008-09 2009-10

Reviews Unsatisfactory Reviews Unsatisfactory

DFT(C) 1,596 18 In progress In progress

DVLA 6,335 18 In progress In progress

HA 2,971 22 In progress In progress

DSA 2,027 9 In progress In progress

MCA 1,466 1 In progress In progress
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2008-09 2009-10

Reviews Unsatisfactory Reviews Unsatisfactory

VOSA 2,627 13 In progress In progress

CGDA n/a n/a n/a n/a

VCA 140 0 In progress In progress

n/a = not available

Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency

Anne Milton: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what he expects the
timetable to be for implementation of the Driver and
Vehicle Licensing Agency’s draft enforcement policy.

[316048]

Paul Clark: The Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency’s
revised enforcement strategy document is scheduled to
be completed by the end of March. This strategy will
seek to maximise collection of vehicle excise duty at
minimum cost through encouraging compliance and
using proportionate enforcement action where necessary.
Most of the initiatives contained in the strategy are
already in place. When finalised the strategy document
will also set out proposed timescales for the implementation
of new initiatives.

Driver Information Systems: Bridges

Mr. Hollobone: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what steps his Department
has taken to ensure that accurate information on the
(a) location and (b) height in metric and imperial
measurements of low bridges is accessible to producers
of satellite navigation systems. [316207]

Mr. Khan [holding answer 8 February 2010]: None.
Producers of satellite navigation systems are responsible
for the accuracy of information provided in their products.
Moreover, the onus remains on drivers to adhere to
warnings and restrictions indicated by traffic signs.

First Capital Connect

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what meetings (a) he and
(b) officials of his Department have had with First
Capital Connect to discuss the break clause in the
franchise agreement in the last three months. [316592]

Chris Mole: The Continuation Review period ran
from November 2007 to November 2008, during which
time my officials met with First Capital Connect regularly.
The last meeting regarding the Continuation Review
was held in February 2009, following the conclusion of
that review.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what performance targets
First Capital Connect is required to meet before the
break clause in the franchise agreement is considered
on 1 April 2010. [316593]

Chris Mole: A Continuation Review took place pursuant
to the terms of the franchise agreement from November
2007 to November 2008. At that time it was concluded
that the franchise should be extended beyond the initial

expiry date. Therefore there is no break clause in the
franchise agreement to be considered on 1 April 2010
and consequently there are no performance targets
associated with that date.

Termination is however dealt with under Schedule
10.2 of the National Rail franchise terms. Performance
targets and benchmarks which are used to measure this
performance can be found at Appendices 5, 6 and 7 of
the franchise agreement. The First Capital Connect
franchise agreement and National Rail franchise terms
can be found on the DFT website at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/passenger/publicregister/
current/fcc1/

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport which clauses in the
franchise agreement in respect of First Capital
Connect enable the Government to terminate the
agreement due to (a) cancellations of rail services, (b)
punctuality and (c) performance. [316594]

Chris Mole: Termination of the franchise agreement
is dealt with under Schedule 10.2 of the National Rail
Franchise Terms.

The events of default and termination event which
could lead to termination of the franchise agreements
are in Schedule 10.3 of the National Rail Franchise
Terms. These include passenger service performance
and the benchmarks which are used to measure this
performance can be found at Appendices 5, 6 and 7 of
the Franchise Agreement. The First Capital Connect
Franchise Agreement and National Rail Franchise Terms
can be found on the DFT website at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/passenger/publicregister/
current/fcc1/

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will consider bringing
forward proposals for a remedial plan for the First
Capital Connect franchise. [316599]

Chris Mole: In the event that we determine that First
Capital Connect is contravening or is likely to contravene
any term of their Franchise Agreement, we may serve
notice requiring them to propose a remedial plan facilitating
compliance with the term in question. We are reviewing
First Capital Connect’s performance on a daily basis.

Hemsworth

Jon Trickett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will set out, with
statistical information related as directly as possible to
Hemsworth constituency, the effects on Hemsworth of
his Department’s policies and actions since 2000.

[316304]
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Mr. Khan: The Transport Act 2000, as amended by
the Local Transport Act 2008, has provided a new
policy framework benefiting all local transport authorities.
The framework gives greater certainty of funding, while
encouraging more strategic transport planning with
local consultation, and increasing local flexibility and
discretion over resources. It was accompanied by a
significant increase in capital funding: support from the
Department for transport investment in the Metropolitan
borough of Wakefield, within which transport authority
Hemsworth falls, has doubled over the last decade.

Investment in West Yorkshire’s Joint Local Transport
plan, to which Wakefield council is a partner authority,
has delivered a number of improvements to the quality,
safety and accessibility of the local transport network.
Between 2006 and 2008, the percentage of local authority
roads requiring structural maintenance decreased by
58 per cent. and the number of people killed or seriously
injured on the local highway network decreased by
30 per cent. in the period 2001-07.

In December 2003, the West Yorkshire Integrated
Transport Authority, Metro, submitted a successful
£18.7 million bid to the Department for funding of the
‘Mybus’project, which provides dedicated school transport
to 133 schools throughout West Yorkshire, including
Hemsworth Arts and Community college. Mybus has
delivered a number of benefits, including reduced
congestion, air pollution and accidents around schools,
improved pupil behaviour on journeys to and from
school, and enhanced educational performance and
attendance. More than 10,000 pupils currently use the
service, 64 per cent. of which previously travelled to
school by car.

The Wakefield ‘Free City Bus’ service was introduced
by Metro and Wakefield council in April 2007, providing
residents and visitors with a frequent and fully accessible
service between the city’s rail and bus interchanges and
main shopping areas. Patronage of the service has far
exceeded expectations, particularly for journeys to and
from the Ings Road and Westgate Retail Parks, which
were previously inaccessible by public transport. The
introduction of the Free City Bus has resulted in a 5 per
cent. increase in the number of people living within
30 minutes travel time of Wakefield city centre by public
transport.

The £24.2 million Hemsworth to A1 Link Road was
completed in November 2009. The project was
commissioned to promote the economic regeneration of
the former coal and steel communities in the area by
significantly improving their access to the strategic road
network. The new section of road, between Hemsworth
and the A638 at Upton, includes a link to the proposed
South Kirkby Business Park.

Invalid Vehicles

Mr. Harper: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport pursuant to the answer of
9 September 2009, Official Report, column 1902W, on
invalid vehicles: insurance, when the survey his
Department is procuring to help assess the number of
mobility scooter users and the extent to which their use
may have injured people will be (a) completed and (b)
published. [316099]

Mr. Khan [holding answer 5 February 2010]: Fieldwork
for this survey took place during January 2010 and the
Department expects to receive the survey data set during
March 2010. It is likely that results will be published
during the first half of the 2010-11 financial year,
although a firm date has not yet been fixed.

The survey focused primarily on public attitudes to
regulatory issues around mobility scooters. Although a
question was asked on injuries caused by mobility scooters,
it is not yet clear whether the sample size will be
sufficient to allow the publication of robust estimates
on this issue.

London-Exeter Railway Line: Rolling Stock

Dr. Murrison: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what plans he has to replace
the (a) Class 158 Express Sprinter and (b) Class 159
South Western Turbo rolling stock operating between
London and Exeter via Salisbury; what timetable he
has set for replacement of that rolling stock; and if he
will make a statement. [316083]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport has no
plans to replace the Class 158 Express Sprinter and the
Class 159 South Western Turbo rolling stock operating
between London and Exeter.

M25: Road Traffic

Mr. Holloway: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport (1) what the average
weekday vehicle delay in minutes per 10 miles was on
the clockwise M25/A282 between junctions (a) 29, (b)
30, (c) 31, (d) 1a, (e) 1b and (f) 2 and junctions (i)
30, (ii) 31, (iii) 1a, (iv) 1b, (v) 2 and (vi) 3 in the last 12
months; [315423]

(2) what the average weekday vehicle delay in
minutes per 10 miles was on the anti-clockwise
M25/A282 between junctions (a) 3, (b) 2, (c) 1b, (d)
1a, (e) 31 and (f) 30 and junctions (i) 2, (ii) 1b, (iii) 1a,
(iv) 31, (v) 30 and (vi) 29 in the last 12 months.

[315424]

Chris Mole: Estimates for the average vehicle delay
between each of the M25/A282 junctions above during
the period December 2008-November 2009 are provided
in the following table.

Road section
Average vehicle delay (minutes per 10

miles)

Clockwise

From junction 29 to 30 1.5

From junction 30 to 31 4.7

From junction 31 to 1a 11.0

From junction 1a to 1b 0.1

From junction 1b to 2 0.6

From junction 2 to 3 0.6

Anti-clockwise

From junction 3 to 2 2.1

From junction 2 to 1b 2.9

From junction 1b to 1a 8.6

From junction 1a to 31 6.1

From junction 31 to 30 0.4

From junction 30 to 29 0.5
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The dataset used to derive these estimates is primarily
for operational use and does not undergo the same level
of quality assurance as the dataset used to monitor
progress against the Department for Transport’s public
service agreement indicator on journey time reliability
on the strategic road network.

Mr. Holloway: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport (1) what the average
weekday vehicle delay in minutes per 10 miles was in
respect of the slowest 10 per cent. of journeys on the
clockwise M25/A282 between junctions (a) 29, (b) 30,
(c) 31, (d) 1a, (e) 1b and (f) 2 and junctions (i) 30, (ii)
31, (iii) 1a, (iv) 1b, (v) 2 and (vi) 3 in respect of each 15
minute period between 6.00 am and 8.00 pm in the last
12 months; [315425]

(2) what the average weekday vehicle delay in
minutes per 10 miles was in respect of the slowest 10
per cent. of journeys on the anti-clockwise M25/A282
between junctions (a) 3, (b) 2, (c) 1b, (d) 1a, (e) 31
and (f) 30 and junctions (i) 2, (ii) 1b, (iii) 1a, (iv) 31, (v)
30 and (vi) 29 in respect of each 15 minute period
between 6.00 am and 8.00 pm in the last 12 months.

[315426]

Chris Mole: Estimates for the average vehicle delay
for the slowest 10 per cent. of journeys between each
M25/A282 junction above, for each 15 minute period
between 6.00 am and 8.00 pm during the period December
2008-November 2009 have been placed in the House
Libraries.

The dataset used to derive these estimates is primarily
for operational use and does not undergo the same level
of quality assurance as the dataset used to monitor
progress against the Department for Transport’s public
service agreement indicator on journey time reliability
on the strategic road network.

Motorways: Accidents

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent research his
Department and its agencies have undertaken on the
average number of patrol vehicles required to attend
incidents on motorways. [309453]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency is currently
undertaking operational research and development to
provide a new software model to identify the optimum
number of traffic officer patrols required to attend
incidents on motorways. This operational research and
development is due for delivery towards the end of
2010.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what information his
Department and its agencies collect on the clearing of
motorways following road traffic incidents. [309455]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency routinely gathers
the following information regarding the clearing of
motorways following road traffic incidents where the
Traffic Officer Service is involved in the management of
the incident:

the time the incident log is created;

the time a traffic officer arrives at the scene of an incident;

the type of incident;

the time(s) that the incident scene is transferred to direct police
control;
the time(s) that the incident scene is transferred from direct
police control;
the time(s) that the carriageway is adversely affected by an
incident, if the arrival of a traffic officer resource at the scene
occurs before the time(s) that the carriageway became adversely
affected;
the time that the carriageway is reopened by the Traffic Officer
Service.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what data his Department
and its agencies collect on the average time taken to
reopen a motorway following a closure resulting from a
collision. [309456]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency does not collect
data on the average time taken to reopen a motorway
following a closure resulting from a collision.

The Agency sets Key Performance Indicators for its
Traffic Officer Service. The Key Performance Indicator
for incident clearance is the most accurate proxy measure
of restoring traffic flow after an incident, i.e. when the
road is reopened to traffic.

The target for clear-up on heavily trafficked roads is
80 per cent. of incidents cleared within 40 minutes and
95 per cent. cleared within 90 minutes.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent estimate his
Department has made of the average time taken
between notification of an incident on the motorway
and the reinstatement of normal traffic flow following
that incident in the last 12 months for which figures are
available. [309457]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency does not have the
data to estimate the average time taken between notification
of an incident on the motorway and the reinstatement
of normal traffic flow following that incident.

The Agency has found that after most incidents have
been cleared, some congestion is highly likely, which
diminishes over time until normal flow is resumed. This
varies according to factors including the time of day
and the location.

The Agency sets Key Performance Indicators for its
Traffic Officer Service. The Key Performance Indicator
for incident clearance is the most accurate proxy measure
of restoring traffic flow after an incident, i.e. when the
road is reopened to traffic.

The target for clear-up on heavily trafficked roads is
80 per cent. of incidents cleared within 40 minutes and
95 per cent. cleared within 90 minutes.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent steps his
Department has taken to improve arrangements for
communication between traffic officers and the police
in respect of traffic incidents on the motorway. [309462]

Chris Mole: On-road traffic officers and the police
utilise the Airwave radio service to communicate at
incident scenes. The police also use Airwave to communicate
directly with Highways Agency regional control centres.
To add to this capability, the agency is progressing a
programme of work to co-locate police service staff at
agency regional control centres.
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The Highways Agency and the Association of Chief
Police Officers recently launched a Traffic Incident
Management Guidance Framework which outlines the
roles and responsibilities of both parties when managing
motorway incidents.

Regular multi-agency exercises test operational capability,
capture lessons learned and improve working relationships
between the Highways Agency and other incident
responders on a regional basis.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what key performance
indicators have been set by his Department and its
agencies for traffic officers on setting signs and signals
to inform drivers of a motorway incident; and what
recent assessment he has made of the effectiveness of
the system of setting signals to inform drivers of a
motorway incident. [309463]

Chris Mole: Signs and signals setting by traffic officers
is measured by two key performance indicators within
the Highways Agency:

Signal and sign setting performance indicators
Set 90 per cent. of appropriate signs and signals within three
minutes of a traffic officer/police request being received and
changed/removed within two minutes.

All operators to achieve 90 per cent. pass on quality compliance
checks for incident handling.

The agency is unable to fully measure the effectiveness
of the system of setting signs and signals to inform
drivers of a motorway incident.

But the agency has monitoring processes in place at
the National Traffic Control Centre, through which it
reviews the accuracy of variable message signs and puts
corrective action in place when errors are identified.

The agency undertakes National Road Users Satisfaction
Surveys on a regular basis which includes questions
regarding the accuracy of messages shown on variable
message signs. These results are used to inform
improvements to accuracy of messages.

The Highways Agency information line also gathers
real time feedback from road users and is able to check
the accuracy of the set signs and signals.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent assessment his
Department and its agencies have made of the effects
on motorway incident clear-up times of the division of
roles and responsibilities between the Highways
Agency and the police; and if he will make a statement.

[309464]

Chris Mole: There has been no assessment of how
motorway incident clear-up times have been affected
following the realignment of roles and responsibilities
of the Highways Agency and the Police in 2004.

An assessment of how the realignment of the roles
and responsibilities has impacted motorway clear-up
times would require performance data indicative of
how effectively motorway clear-up was performed prior
to the realignment of roles and responsibilities. This
data is not available to the Agency and therefore it is not
possible to make a comparison.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport (1) what his most recent
estimate is of the average time taken to remove a
vehicle from a motorway following a collision; [309465]

(2) what his most recent estimate is of the average
time taken to remove an abandoned vehicle from a
motorway. [309466]

Chris Mole: Where a traffic officer arranges for a
vehicle to be removed from the carriageway as part of
the National Vehicle Recovery Programme, performance
targets are in place.

In November 2009 81 per cent. of light vehicles
classified as ‘immediate priority’ were removed within
45 minutes. 99.9 per cent. of all vehicles classified as
‘immediate priority’ were removed within 120 minutes.
82 per cent. of light vehicles classified as ‘routine’ were
removed within 45 minutes. 100 per cent. of all vehicles
classified as ‘routine’ were removed within 120 minutes.

The response time information only relates to the
vehicle removal component of the incident, for those
incidents involving a vehicle where a traffic officer has
arranged for removal on the Strategic Road Network.
The Department for Transport does not hold response
time information for those vehicles removed by the
police or where the owner of the vehicle makes their
own suitable recovery arrangements.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what key performance
indicators his Department has set in respect of the
duration of motorway closures following traffic
incidents; and what recent steps his Department has
taken to reduce the time taken to re-open a motorway
after such an incident. [309467]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency has set key
performance indicators for the traffic officer service in
respect of incident response times and incident clearance
times.

The Agency has introduced a number of initiatives
aimed at reducing the incident time-line. These include
loan of collision investigation equipment to the police,
introduction of the Traffic Incident Management Guidance
Framework, Enhanced Incident Support Units, availability
of specialist equipment and resources and the National
Vehicle Recovery Contract.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what key performance
indicators have been set by his Department and its
agencies for traffic officers in respect of incident
clear-up times on motorways following traffic
incidents. [309471]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency has set the following
key performance indicators in respect of incident clear-up
times on motorways following traffic incidents:
Incident clearance times performance indicators1

Between 6 am and 10 pm on heavily trafficked roads, clear
80 per cent. of immediate graded2 incidents from all live lanes
within 40 minutes.

Between 6 am and 10 pm on lightly trafficked roads, clear
80 per cent. of immediate graded incidents from all live lanes
within 45 minutes.
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Between 6 am and 10 hrs on heavily trafficked roads, clear
95 per cent. of immediate graded incidents from all live lanes
within 90 minutes.

Between 6 am and 10 am on lightly trafficked roads, clear
95 per cent. of immediate graded incidents from all live lanes
within 95 minutes.

1 “Incident clearance” is defined and recorded where Traffic
Officer Service is involved in the management of the incidents.
2 An “immediate graded incident” is one where there is an
obstruction on or related to the live carriageway that is likely to
cause congestion or threaten safety.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the average time taken
was between the notification of a regional control
centre of a motorway traffic incident and the arrival of
the traffic officer service at the scene of that incident in
each of the last 10 years; and what performance
indicators are in place in respect of that response time.

[309472]

Chris Mole: The traffic officer service has only been
fully operational nationally since 2007. While some
regional data exists on response time prior to October
2006, the incomplete data cannot be used to calculate
the average time.

The following table shows the average time taken
between the notification of a regional control centre of
a motorway traffic incident and the arrival of the traffic
officer service:

Average immediate response
times over a 24 hour period

(minutes)

1 October 2006 to 31 March 2007 9.4
2007-08 9.2
2008-09 9.3

The figures illustrated in the table above show the
average response time for the Traffic Officer Service to
attend incidents classified as ‘immediate’. An ‘immediate
graded incident’ is one where there is an obstruction on
or related to the live carriageway that is likely to cause
congestion or threaten safety.

The Highways Agency has not set a key performance
indicator for the average time taken between the notification
to a regional control centre of a motorway traffic
incident and the arrival of the traffic officer service at
the scene. This aspect of performance is addressed as
part of the indicators for the clearance of incidents
from all live lanes.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many staff of his
Department are employed (a) full-time and (b)
part-time on research for the purposes of reducing
incident clear-up times on motorways. [309474]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency manages research
into incident clear up times on motorways. The Highways
Agency currently has six full-time staff who spend on
average approximately 10 per cent. of their time working
on research into reducing incident clear up times on
motorways.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what trials using laser-
surveying equipment his Department has undertaken
for the purposes of reducing motorway incident
clear-up times. [309475]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency is currently working
closely with Humberside, Sussex and the Metropolitan
police forces to trial laser-surveying equipment. This
trial will establish what benefits can be provided with
respect to reducing the time it takes the police to carry
out the investigation of fatal or serious injury incidents
on the motorway. The final evaluation of the laser-surveying
trial will be completed in 2011.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how much his Department
and its agencies have spent on (a) research and (b)
trials of equipment for the purposes of reducing
motorway incident clear-up times on motorways in the
last five years. [309476]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency manages research
into incident clear up times on motorways. In the last
five years (from financial year 2005-06 up to and including
the current financial year) the Highways Agency has
invested approximately £0.507 million on research and
£0.154 million on trials to improve incident clear up
times on motorways.

Mr. Andrew Smith: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent assessment his
Department has made of the effects on accident rates
of spray on (a) motorways and (b) other principal
roads. [316103]

Chris Mole: There were 421 personal injury accidents
on our trunk road network in the three year period 2006
to 2008 where spray was noted by the police as a
contributory factor. Of the 421 personal injury accidents,
there were 262 on motorways and 159 on ‘A Class’
trunk roads associated with ‘spray from other vehicles’.

There is no ongoing or recently completed research
into the effects of spray on accident rates on motorways
or other principal roads.

In 2008, joint research by the Highways Agency and
the road surfacing industry attempted to measure spray
levels on different road surfaces on motorways and
trunk roads with varying rainfall conditions but was
inconclusive as the available technology could not provide
a feasible way of measuring spray levels.

Motorways: Rain

Mr. Andrew Smith: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent research his
Department has (a) commissioned and (b) evaluated
on the effects on the generation of spray during heavy
rainfall of different motorway surfaces. [316104]

Chris Mole: There is no ongoing or recently completed
research into the effects of spray during heavy rainfall
on motorway surfaces. Previous research has highlighted
the difficulty in establishing clear evidence from accident
records data of the contribution of spray to an accident.
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Motorways: Road Traffic

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what assessment his
Department and its agencies have made of the effects
on the level of motorway congestion of the
implementation of the traffic officer service. [309458]

Chris Mole: A Highways Agency progress review of
traffic officer service in 2007 included an assessment of
the quantitative benefits of the service.

The review concluded that overall a periodic delay
was about 11 per cent. lower than expected in 2006
compared with 2003. A periodic delay is the element of
congestion that the traffic office service is expected to
improve through early detection and clearance of incidents
on the motorway network.

Although overall delays increased over this period,
the element associated with detection and clearance of
incidents increased less than would otherwise have been
expected.

A Department for Transport review in 2009 stated
the 2007 benefits had been reviewed by Department
economists and were confirmed as being robust.

Railways: Standards

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what steps he plans to take
to improve the performance of the railway industry;
and if he will make a statement. [314482]

Chris Mole: Targets to improve the performance of
train operating companies are written into the franchises
let by the Department for Transport.

Targets to improve the performance of Network Rail
are written into the settlement they agree with the
Office of Rail Regulation.

The performance of all aspects of the rail industry is
monitored by the Department for Transport through
the cross-industry Performance Delivery Group which
is chaired by Ministers.

Performance on the rail network has consistently
improved each year for the last eight years. Punctuality
has risen from 75 per cent. to over 91 per cent. currently.
The rail industry has been set a target to improve this
further to 92.6 per cent. by March 2014.

Road Signs and Markings: Health Services

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will assess the merits of
placing on motorways and major roads direction signs
to NHS Urgent Care Centres; and if he will make a
statement. [316017]

Chris Mole: The Government’s policy is that hospitals
(including those with accident and emergency and minor
injury units) and other medical facilities are not normally
signed from motorways and other trunk roads.

For operational reasons there are a number of junctions
on the all-purpose trunk road where hospitals (including
those without accident and emergency facilities) have
been signed. These signs have been approved by exception
in situations where road users have to take a different

route than expected or where there may be two hospitals
in close proximity that could confuse the road user,
particularly if one has an accident and emergency
department and the other does not.

Providing signs on the motorway and primary route
network to accident and emergency or urgent care
centres would require a considerable number of extra
signs and could result in some road users missing existing
safety-critical signs.

Roads: Accidents

Norman Baker: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many road accidents
resulted in the death or serious injury of (a) an adult
and (b) a child in (i) Lewes constituency and (ii) East
Sussex in each year since 1994. [315770]

Paul Clark: The information requested can be found
in the following tables.
Reported road accidents involving killed or seriously injured adults and children

in Lewes constituency1: 1994 to 2008

Accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured adult2

Accidents
involving a

killed or
seriously

injured child3

All accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured casualty4,5

1994 67 6 71

1995 69 6 73

1996 78 6 83

1997 70 9 78

1998 58 8 66

1999 80 7 88

2000 68 2 72

2001 55 2 57

2002 74 5 82

2003 52 2 54

2004 45 4 48

2005 46 5 49

2006 68 6 71

2007 73 5 77

2008 67 3 68
1 Based on 2004 constituency boundary.
2 Aged 16 years and over.
3 Aged 0 to 15 years.
4 Includes cases where age was not recorded.
5 Accidents can involve both adult and child casualties, so rows may not add up
to their total.

Reported road accidents involving killed or seriously injured adults and children
in East Sussex County: 1994 to 2008

Accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured adult1

Accidents
involving a

killed or
seriously

injured child2

All accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured casualty3,4

1994 484 74 549

1995 455 59 510

1996 544 73 605

1997 448 61 503

1998 449 63 517

1999 455 51 508

2000 429 69 501

2001 388 36 428

2002 422 50 478

2003 424 35 464

2004 359 51 410

2005 421 46 463

2006 461 42 499

2007 452 39 484
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Reported road accidents involving killed or seriously injured adults and children
in East Sussex County: 1994 to 2008

Accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured adult1

Accidents
involving a

killed or
seriously

injured child2

All accidents
involving a killed

or seriously
injured casualty3,4

2008 444 45 483
1 Aged 16 years and over.
2 Aged 0 to 15 years.
3 Includes cases where age was not recorded.
4 Accidents can involve both adult and child casualties, so rows may not add up
to their total.

Roads: Snow and Ice

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport whether he has had discussions with the
Local Government Association on the state of repair
of local authority roads following the recent severe
weather conditions; and what mechanisms are in place
to ensure that local authorities carry out their duties in
respect of road maintenance. [316033]

Mr. Khan: I attended the Local Government
Association’s Regeneration and Transport Board on
21 January, where the repair of roads following the
severe weather was raised. The Local Government
Association has subsequently written to my right hon.
Friend, the Secretary of State for Transport, Lord Adonis,
picking up on some of the points made in discussion.

Local highway authorities have a duty, under s41 of
the Highways Act 1980, to maintain the roads in their
charge. As with authorities’ other duties, there is a range
of democratic and legal scrutinies to expose the extent
to which they are discharging that remit.

Rolling Stock

Dr. Murrison: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what assessment he has
made of the remaining serviceable life period of the
(a) Class 158 Express Sprinter and (b) Class 159
South Western Turbo rolling stock; and if he will make
a statement. [316084]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport has not
made an assessment of the remaining serviceable life of
the Class 158 and Class 159. This would be a matter for
the rolling stock leasing company.

Southeastern Rail Franchise

Derek Wyatt: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will discuss with
Southeastern Trains management the postponement of
the high speed passenger rail service to St Pancras until
the regular service runs to timetable. [316643]

Chris Mole: We have no plans to postpone the high-speed
services to and from St. Pancras. The implementation
of the high-speed service has been successful. This
service delivers significant journey time improvements
of up to 46 minutes for commuters in Kent. These
trains have been well used since the full service, was
introduced from 13 December 2009.

The train service reliability problems that have arisen
since December 2009 have been related to adverse weather
and infrastructure problems, not the operation of high-speed
services.

Derek Wyatt: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will review the award
of the Southeastern rail franchise. [316644]

Chris Mole: As is the case for all rail franchises, the
Department for Transport will continue to review the
performance of the Southeastern franchise against the
requirements of its Franchise Agreement.

Speed Limits: Cameras

Mr. Greg Knight: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will require each local
authority seeking to install speed cameras on
motorways passing through that local authority’s area
to use the money raised in consequence of the
operation of such cameras to install lighting on
motorways throughout that area. [316010]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency is responsible for
maintaining and operating the motorway network including
installing speed cameras and lighting.

Lighting on motorways would only be considered
where safety benefits gained from the lighting will exceed
the whole-life costs of installation, operating and
maintaining it.

Fine revenue from speeding offences goes directly to
HM Treasury.

Traffic Officers

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many patrol vehicles
were in operation on the motorway network on the
latest date for which figures are available. [309459]

Chris Mole: Figures for week commencing Monday
21 December 2009 show that 113 patrol vehicles were
deployed for each of the two day shifts and 64 patrol
vehicles were deployed for the night shift.

The patrol routes include the motorway network and
a small number of specific sections of all purpose trunk
roads in England.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what assessment has been
made of the performance of the traffic officer service
since its implementation; what recent steps his
Department and its agencies have taken to increase the
effectiveness of that service; and when he next plans to
review the roles of traffic officers. [309468]

Chris Mole: The traffic officer service was established
between 2004 and 2007. A review of the service was
completed in April 2009 and recognised that performance
of the service was in line with expectations in terms of
the contribution towards reduced congestion, improved
safety and the freeing up of police time.

The effectiveness of the service has been enhanced
since becoming fully operational with the introduction
of a number of initiatives. These include:

the introduction of key performance indicators;

the national vehicle recovery manager contract which has
resulted in improvements to the removal of abandoned and
collision damaged vehicles;
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the co-location of the police control room staff in the regional
control centres enabling improved incident management; and
an award-winning training scheme improving the traffic officer
service capability.

There are no current plans to further review the roles
of the traffic officers.

Traffic Officers: Expenditure

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how much his Department
and its agencies spent on (a) fuel and (b) maintenance
for patrol vehicles in each of the last three years.

[309452]

Chris Mole: The Vehicle Operator Services Agency
and the Highways Agency use patrol vehicles; however,
spend information on fuel and maintenance for patrol
vehicles is not recorded separately and can be provided
only at disproportionate cost. Where information is
available it has been set out as follows:

The Vehicle Operator Services Agency spend on fuel
for patrol vehicles from October 2008 to September
2009 was £161,467 and spend on maintenance of patrol
vehicles from October 2008 to September 2009 was
£164,343.

The Highways Agency spend on fuel for patrol vehicles
was £2,340,000 in 2006-07, £2,016,000 in 2007-08 and
£2,772,000 in 2008-09. Vehicles are provided on a lease
basis which includes the lease and maintenance costs
which cannot be separated. The lease cost for patrol
vehicles was £2,305,000 in 2006-07, £2,337,000 in 2007-08
and £3,118,000 in 2008-09. For 2008-09 approximately
one-third of the lease cost was for maintenance. The
increase in costs is largely as a result of the growth in
the number of traffic officer patrols as the service was
rolled out across the motorway network in England.

The Maritime and Coastguard Agency does not use
patrol vehicles but has vehicles that are used in response
to incidents.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the cost of patrol
vehicles maintenance has been in each year since the
introduction of the traffic officer service. [309460]

Chris Mole: Traffic officer vehicles are provided on a
lease basis and the Highways Agency is charged a
monthly fee that comprises costs for both lease and
maintenance. The annual spend since 2004 is shown in
the following table.

Financial year Lease/maintenance (£000)

2004-05 272

2005-06 1,369

2006-07 2,305

2007-08 2,337

2008-09 3,118

For 2008-09 approximately one third of the lease cost
was for maintenance.

The increase in costs is largely as a result of the
growth in the number of traffic officer patrols as the
service was rolled out across the motorway network in
England.

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how much his Department
and its agencies had spent on the traffic officer service
on the latest date for which figures are available.

[309470]

Chris Mole: The expenditure on the traffic officer
service is not separately identified in the annual report
and accounts of the Highways Agency. An extract of
the management accounts has been used to provide the
information requested.

The Highways Agency has spent the following on the
provision of the traffic officer service, from inception to
the latest audited accounts.

Financial year Expenditure (£ million)

2004-05 56.1

2005-06 90.0

2006-07 78.6

2007-08 79.2

2008-09 85.8

The early years include the set-up costs for the service.
The service was rolled out across the regions, reaching
full coverage in October 2006 with the first full year of
operation being 2007-08.

Traffic Officers: Training

Mrs. Villiers: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what his most recent
estimate is of the average cost to his Department and
its agencies of training a traffic officer to the standard
required to discharge duties effectively in the latest
period for which figures are available. [309469]

Chris Mole: Traffic officers operate primarily either
on the road or in a regional control centre and the
training requirement for each role is different. The
average cost of training for each role is:

£

On road 4,500

Off road 5,000

This cost covers initial off the job training, followed
by on the job coaching to ensure that new recruits can
operate safely and competently in a live environment.

SOLICITOR-GENERAL

Departmental Billing

Dr. Cable: To ask the Solicitor-General what
estimate she has made of the average length of time
taken by (a) the Law Officers’ Departments and (b) its
agency to pay invoices from (i) small and medium-sized
enterprises and (ii) all creditors in the last 12 months.

[315141]

The Solicitor-General: The Law Officers’ Departments
and agency are committed to the ongoing improvement
of their payment systems in order to meet the Government’s
target of paying invoices within 10-days of receipt, as
announced by the Prime Minister in 2008. Recent changes
to payment systems have led to some small gains in
performance over the last year, with approximately
76 per cent. of all invoices submitted to the Law Officers’
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Departments in November 2009 being paid within 10-days
of receipt as compared to just over 73 per cent. in
January 2009. It is anticipated that these improvements
will increase once the new arrangements are fully embedded.

We do not differentiate payments by supplier size as
we aim to pay all suppliers within 10-days.

Hotels

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Solicitor-General how many
separate bookings at hotels graded five star or above
were made through the Expotel booking service by the
Law Officers’ Departments in the latest year for which
figures are available; and at what cost such bookings
were made. [315572]

The Solicitor-General: The Serious Fraud Office (SFO)
routinely uses the Expotel service to book hotels for
officials engaged on official business, and in the last
calendar year booked a hotel rated at 5 stars or above
on 12 occasions at a total cost of £3760 (an average of
£139.25 per night). This was approximately 1.3 per cent.
of all bookings made. As a Government Department
the SFO is able to negotiate rates well below commercial
ones, and would only select 5 star ratings should other
ratings not be available or suitable.

The remaining Law Officers’ Departments have made
no bookings using Expotel for stays in hotels graded
‘five star’ or above during this period.

ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Carbon Reduction Commitment Energy Efficiency
Scheme

Mr. Todd: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what criteria his Department is
using to evaluate the effectiveness of the Carbon
Reduction Commitment. [315181]

Joan Ruddock: Government will monitor the carbon
reductions and the energy savings through the reporting
mechanisms of the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme
itself. These data will be public. We will also undertake
work during the first phase which will consider the
overall costs and benefits (including total cost savings)
to participants. In the longer term, the effectiveness of
the CRC in reducing carbon emissions will be determined
by the emissions cap which will apply from 2013. In
setting the cap, Government will consider advice from
the Committee on Climate Change later this year, the
available cost-effective emissions reductions and the
potential in the CRC sector to contribute to achieving
our carbon budgets.

Mr. Todd: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change how many (a) positive and (b)
negative responses there were to the consultation on
implementation of the Carbon Reduction
Commitment. [316027]

Joan Ruddock: The majority of respondents to the
2006 consultation agreed with the outline proposals for
what has become the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme.

The details of the proposed scheme were set out in
the 2009 Consultation on the Draft Order to implement
the scheme. There were 276 respondents who addressed
65 questions. Of the 8,179 responses 5,556 were positive;
2,254 indicated concern either with the proposed policy
or the associated legal drafting; and 369 were registered
as “don’t know”.

A full breakdown of responses to the March 2009
Consultation on the Draft Order to implement the CRC
Energy Efficiency Scheme was published on 7 October
2009 and is available on the DECC website:

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/crc/
crc.aspx

Email

Mr. Jenkin: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what his Department’s policy is
on the deletion of emails; and what mechanism is in
place to ensure adherence to guidance issued to
departments by the National Archives on electronic
records management. [315681]

Joan Ruddock [holding answer 4 February 2010]:
DECC was created in November 2008 from parts of the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(DEFRA) and the Department for Enterprise and
Regulatory Reform (BERR). Both Departments had in
place their own policies and procedures for electronic
records management, including email deletion, which
my Department has largely adopted while we develop
our own policies and procedures.
Deletion of emails

The policy for DECC staff who moved from BIS, and
staff new to the Department, is for emails to be
automatically deleted after 12 months. The policy for
staff who moved from DEFRA is for emails to be kept
with no automatic deletion, however at the point of
joining DECC, the emails were subject to the DEFRA
deletion policy of three years. I anticipate that from
April 2010 the Department will be adopting a single
policy for all, which will include emails being automatically
deleted after 12 months.
Electronic records management

The Department is implementing electronic records
management based on a software product recommended
by The National Archives. My officials continue to
work with The National Archives to help us be consistent
with their guidance.

Industrial Diseases: Compensation

Mr. Clapham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change whether those instructed
to act for his Department in litigation relating to
miner’s knee have made an assessment of the prospects
of success of defending the claims. [316127]

Mr. Kidney: As this matter is before the courts it
would not be appropriate to comment. A preliminary
issues trial on ‘Limitation’ will commence on 28 June
2010 and has been listed for five weeks. This will be
important to help shape the way forward for this case.

For compensation to be payable as a result of the
litigation, it must be established that British Coal were
negligent as an employer and that the injuries suffered
by their employees were caused by that negligence.
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Mr. Clapham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what expenditure his
Department has incurred to date on preparing for
miner’s knee litigation. [316128]

Mr. Kidney: The Department’s costs and disbursements
on defending the miners’ knee litigation are £6,537,104.32
at 5 February 2010. The majority of these costs relate to
the Department’s obligations for document disclosure
to the claimants.

WORK AND PENSIONS

Employers’ Duties (Registration and Compliance)
Regulations 2010

Gordon Banks: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions (1) what factors (a) were taken
into account in determining the level of the fixed
penalty prescribed in regulation 12 of the Employers’
Duties (Registration and Compliance) Regulations
2010 and (b) are taken into account in determining the
level of initial penalty notices issued by HM Revenue
and Customs; [314265]

(2) what assessment her Department has made of the
level of fixed penalty notices prescribed in
Regulation 12 of the Employers’ Duties (Registration
and Compliance) Regulations 2010. [314267]

Angela Eagle [holding answer 29 January 2010]: The
factors taken into account in determining the level of
the fixed penalty are set out on pages 53 to 55 of the
Government Response to the Consultation ’Workplace
Pension Reform - Completing the Picture’, available at:

www.dwp.gov.uk/workplace-pension-reforms

The Regulator will consult with interested stakeholders
and publish its enforcement strategy later this year.

The purpose of tax penalties is to encourage taxpayers
to fulfil their obligations on time, and to re-assure those
who do comply that they will not be disadvantaged by
those who do not. Penalty levels have been set so that
they provide a fair, proportionate and effective incentive
to taxpayers to meet their obligations. This approach
has been the subject of wide consultation and received a
generally favourable response.

Review of Equality 2025

Mr. Harper: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions pursuant to the written ministerial
statement of 10 December 2009, Official Report,
columns 40-42WS, on the publication of the report of
the Review of Equality 2025, for what reasons the
report of the review has not been published
immediately; and on what date it will be published.

[314033]

Jonathan Shaw [holding answer 28 January 2010]: As
outlined in the written ministerial statement of 10 December
2009, Official Report, columns 40-42WS, on the publication
of the report of the Review of Equality 2025, the report
of the Review of Equality 2025 was not published
immediately to allow officials in the Office for Disability
Issues time to fully consider and implement the
recommendations in the report. We are committed to
publishing the report and the document will be available
by summer 2010.

Unemployment: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what proportion of the population
of Milton Keynes is in receipt of jobseeker’s allowance.

[315375]

Angela E. Smith: I have been asked to reply.
The information requested falls within the responsibility

of the UK Statistics Authority. I have asked the Authority
to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated February 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Question asking
what proportion of the population of Milton Keynes is in receipt
of jobseeker’s allowance. (315375).

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) compiles the number
of claimants of Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) from the Jobcentre
Plus administrative system.

The proportion of the working age population (men aged
16-64, women aged 16-59) resident in the local authority of
Milton Keynes claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance for December
2009, was 4.5 per cent.

National and local area estimates for many labour market
statistics, including employment, unemployment and claimant
count are available on the NOMIS website at:

http://www.nomisweb.co.uk

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Affordable Housing

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the average
price of a home purchased through the (a) HomeBuy
Direct, (b) New Build homebuy, (c) Open Market
homebuy, (d) First Time Buyers’ Initiative and (e)
Social homebuy was in each region in each year since
2005. [315657]

John Healey: The following tables show the average
value of properties purchased through New Build homebuy,
Open Market homebuy and Social homebuy in each
region from 2005-06 to 2008-09.

New Build homebuy

£

Average property
values: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 2005-06

North East 134,240 135,090 128,970 128,860

North West 130,810 132,560 125,190 123,970

Yorkshire and the
Humber

123,190 125,100 124,530 126,580

East Midlands 133,660 128,070 122,340 114,620

West Midlands 141,910 141,230 136,810 125,420

East of England 163,910 166,490 150,850 143,450

London 222,700 221,080 204,610 190,990

South East 177,930 173,840 164,250 156,410

South West 153,180 154,730 148,130 142,280

Open Market homebuy

£

Average property
values: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

North East n/a 111,870 n/a

North West n/a 121,210 n/a

Yorkshire and the
Humber

139,980 142,850 135,010
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Open Market homebuy

£

Average property
values: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

East Midlands 132,760 130,850 120,700

West Midlands 129,040 125,240 113,110

East of England 160,810 154,430 145,250

London 199,150 189,990 191,950

South East 171,060 172,930 153,880

South West 150,840 149,810 152,350

Social homebuy

£

Average property
values: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

North East n/a n/a n/a

North West 81,000 82,470 115,980

Yorkshire and the
Humber

n/a n/a 63,080

East Midlands n/a n/a n/a

West Midlands n/a 135,100 n/a

East of England n/a n/a n/a

London 210,190 227,860 223,270

South East n/a 153,910 n/a

South West n/a 145,580 n/a

n/a = Not available due to no sales or small sample size of less than five.
Source:
CORE (Continuous Recording) sales returns from registered social landlords
to the Tenant Services Authority (TSA).

HomeBuy Direct commenced in 2008-09, but no
sales were made in that financial year. Data on Open
Market homebuy and Social homebuy are not held
centrally prior to 2005-06.

Figures for the sales under the First Time Buyers
Initiative are not recorded separately on the CORE
return but will be subsumed within other shared ownership
categories.

The property price figures are based on the total
property price, not the amount paid by the purchaser,
which would be to purchase a share of the property.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the average
income of a household purchasing a property through
the (a) HomeBuy Direct, (b) New Build homebuy, (c)
Open Market homebuy, (d) First Time Buyers’
Initiative and (e) Social homebuy was in each region in
each year since 2005. [315658]

John Healey: The average income of households
purchasing through New Build homebuy, Open Market
homebuy and Social homebuy in each region from
2005-06 to 2008-09 is shown in the following tables.

New Build homebuy

£

Average household
income: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 2005-06

North East 10,300 16,360 13,530 13,540

North West 14,910 15,250 15,610 14,740

Yorkshire and the
Humber

10,040 14,750 13,310 13,690

East Midlands 14,940 16,010 15,020 15,820

West Midlands 16,210 16,550 15,800 16,760

East of England 18,910 20,550 19,200 20,350

London 23,710 24,010 23,600 21,380

South East 20,190 19,620 19,880 20,590

New Build homebuy

£

Average household
income: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 2005-06

South West 17,250 18,260 18,030 18,490

Open Market homebuy

£

Average household
income: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

North East n/a 14,120 n/a

North West n/a 17,620 n/a

Yorkshire and
Humberside

20,290 19,360 16,570

East Midlands 20,660 22,220 17,380

West Midlands 21,280 20,060 18,900

Eastern 22,860 25,340 21,280

London 30,390 25,010 n/a

South East 23,550 27,480 24,490

South West 22,470 22,480 22,050

Social homebuy

£

Average household
income: 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

North East n/a 18,650 17,370

North West 10,720 n/a 16,950

Yorkshire and the
Humber

n/a n/a n/a

East Midlands n/a n/a n/a

West Midlands n/a n/a n/a

East of England n/a 30,400 30,520

London 26,150 19,300 n/a

South East n/a 20,230 n/a

South West n/a n/a n/a

n/a = Not available due to no sales or small sample size which provides
unreliable estimates.
Source:
CORE (Continuous Recording) returns from registered social landlords to the
Tenant Services Authority (TSA).

HomeBuy Direct commenced in 2008-09, but no
sales were made in that financial year. Data on Open
market homebuy and Social homebuy are not held
centrally prior to 2005-06.

Figures for the sales under the First Time Buyers
Initiative are not recorded separately on the CORE
return but will be subsumed within other shared ownership
categories.

The household income figures are calculated from
the “monthly take home pay” figures, which are based
on net earnings from any paid work. These figures do
not include income from benefits such as income support,
child benefit, child tax credit, or any payments received
from the Child Support Agency (CSA).

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much was
spent by his Department on the (a) HomeBuy Direct,
(b) New Build homebuy, (c) Open Market homebuy,
(d) First Time Buyers’ Initiative and (e) Social
homebuy in each region in each year since 2005.

[315659]

John Healey: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
given by my right. hon. Friend the Member for Derby
South (Margaret Beckett) on 21 May 2009, Official
Report, column 1540W.
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The following table shows final figures for each product
by region for 2008-09:

2008-09

£ million

Product Open market homebuy New build homebuy
First time buyers

initiative Social homebuy Rent to homebuy

North East 0.63 2.61 1.29 0.06 0.65

North West 5.69 7.48 5.57 0.20 7.74

Yorkshire and Humberside 7.20 3.39 1.94 0.01 4.44

East Midlands 5.94 1.09 1.15 0.00 9.44

West Midlands 9.93 17.33 2.90 0.09 4.71

Eastern 32.05 15.43 5.02 0.03 9.32

London 69.13 93.91 6.31 0.46 42.04

South East 57.40 35.67 7.00 0.12 4.91

South West 19.27 11.43 3.39 0.00 4.58

Total 207.24 188.34 34.56 0.97 87.83

Source:
Homes and Communities Agency

Information on expenditure on these products for
2009-10 will be available after the end of the financial
year.

Tony Lloyd: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what his policy is
on the provision of affordable housing. [316654]

John Healey: Building Britain’s Future launched on
29 June 2009, set out that meeting local housing needs is
at the heart of our vision for the future of Britain. We
are making available £1.5 billion additional investment
in new affordable housing in the Housing Pledge,
committing to a fairer deal in housing allocation, and
giving local authorities a central role in delivery.

We are focused on early delivery to meet urgent
housing need, support recovery, and restart construction.
The new funding will deliver 20,000 new affordable
homes over two years of which over 13,000 will be for
social rent.

In total, this additional money in the Housing Pledge
means we are investing some £7.5 billion over the two
years 2009-11 to provide 112,000 affordable homes over
these two years.

Audit Commission

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government in what locations
the Audit Commission held away days for its staff in
the last 36-months outside its premises; and at what
cost in each case. [315516]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.

Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:
Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.
The Audit Commission does not hold ’away days’. None of

our events off site are for leisure or recreational purposes.
The Commission has over 2,000 staff located throughout

England. It is necessary to bring staff together on occasions to
ensure the effectiveness of operational delivery and employee
relations. The Commission only has staff meetings where there is
a specific business purpose. The purpose may be to review strategy,
improve communications, improve organisational cohesion or
address a specific operational issue.

Most meetings are held in Commission offices. On occasions
meetings are held in other premises for one or more reasons
including (a) the meeting facilities in our offices are not big
enough for the numbers involved; (b) the meeting facilities are
unavailable because of other bookings; (c) the meeting requires
specialist facilities; (d) an external venue is chosen to best accommodate
staff travelling from various parts of the country, access by public
transport and attendance by non Commission staff including
stakeholders and other inspectorates; and (e) an external environment
is deemed most appropriate for that meeting.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which body (a)
inspects, (b) audits and (c) oversees complaints in
relation to the Audit Commission. [315517]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Audit Commission is not
inspected, although it does have to lay the annual report
of its activities before Parliament. The Audit Commission
is audited by the National Audit Office. The Audit
Commission operates a three stage complaints system,
with the first two stages being internal within the
organisation and the third stage being provided by the
Independent Complaints Reviewer.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what external
public affairs companies the Audit Commission has
hired since 1997; for what purposes; and at what cost in
each case. [315548]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.

Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:
Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.

TheAuditCommissionhiredthreeexternalpublicaffairscompanies,
Lexington Communications, Consolidated Communications and
Connect Public Affairs, during the period 2003/04 to 2009/10. Each
were contracted to provide parliamentary and political monitoring
and research support. The contract value for each is shown in the
attached table. Unfortunately we do not hold this information prior
to 2003.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.
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Table—Cost of hiring external public affairs companies

£

Financial year

Supplier 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10
Supplier

totals

Lexington
Communications

— 61,260 35,000 — — — — 96,260

Consolidated
Communications

2,500 — 23,100 36,300 56,319 21,277 — 139,496

Connect Public Affairs — — — — — 27,595 33,395 60,954

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much the
Audit Commission paid in (a) parking fines and (b)
congestion charge fines in each of the last three years.

[315551]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.

Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:
Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.

The Audit Commission has not paid any parking fines or
congestion charge fines in the last three years. Responsibility for
paying these fines falls to those members of staff that have
incurred them.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what unsolicited
communications the Audit Commission has made to
Conservative (a) councillors, (b) hon. Members, (c)
Prospective Parliamentary Candidates and (d) peers in
relation to (i) Comprehensive Area Assessment and (ii)
Conservative Party policy on the issue. [315552]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.
Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:

Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.

The Audit Commission has sent five communications in relation
to Comprehensive Area Assessment to all elected members of
English district, unitary, county, metropolitan district and London
borough councils:

Councillor Update, an electronic bulletin, was sent to all
councillors on 2 March 2009, 2 June 2009, 4 November 2009 and
22 January 2010 and included news items about Comprehensive
Area Assessment.

On 28 September, the Audit Commission sent a flyer letting all
councillors know that they could find out more information
about Comprehensive Area Assessment and its role in holding
local public services to account at the Conservative Party Conference
in October 2009.

The Audit Commission has sent five communications in relation
to CAA to Members of Parliament sitting for English constituencies
as follows:

the first was sent out on 10 February and communicated final
details of the Comprehensive Area Assessment framework;

the second was our Parliamentary Bulletin, an electronic bulletin,
sent to all MPs on 22 July;

the third was on 28 September, and was a flyer to all English
MPs regarding the Oneplace demonstration available at the autumn
party conference;

the fourth was our Parliamentary Bulletin, an electronic bulletin,
sent to all English MPs on 24 November; and

the fifth was the results of Comprehensive Area Assessment
that was sent to all English MPs on 9 December.

In summer 2009, the Audit Commission’s CAA lead inspectors
wrote to MPs in the areas they were assessing seeking their views
on the performance of local public services. Feedback from MPs
formed a helpful element of the evidence base for the CAA
assessments.

On 18 November 2009, Prospective Parliamentary Candidates
from all parties seeking election for English constituencies were
sent a communication that informed them of the date of the
publication of the results for Comprehensive Area Assessment.
The Comprehensive Area Assessment results were sent to them
on 9 December.

On 27 February 2009, peers of all parties were sent the final
details of the Comprehensive Area Assessment framework. On 24
November our Parliamentary Bulletin was sent to all peers with
an email address. On 9 December peers with email addresses were
sent the Comprehensive Area Assessment results.

We have not sent councillors, MPs, Prospective Parliamentary
Candidates or peers any communications on Conservative Party
policy towards Comprehensive Area Assessment.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what payments
the Audit Commission has made to the Government
Car and Despatch Agency in the last 12 months; and
for what purposes. [315553]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.
Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:

Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.

The Audit Commission has paid the Government Car and
Despatch Agency £9,379.50 (including VAT) in the last 12 months.
The Audit Commission use the Government Car and Despatch
Agency for the Chairman and senior staff to travel around
London on Commission business. This is a greener and more cost
effective alternative to black cabs.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what value and
proportion of hotel bookings made by the Audit
Commission were made through the Expotel Hotel
Reservations facility in the last year for which figures
are held. [315555]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.
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Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:
Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.
In the financial year 2008-09 the Audit Commission paid the

Expotel Hotel Reservations facility £1.9m, which represented
68% of the total value of expenditure on hotel bookings.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the gross
expenditure of the Audit Commission was in each year
since 1996. [315556]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.
Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:

Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.
The Audit Commission’s gross expenditure for each year since

1996 was as follows:

£000

1995-96 92,592

1996-97 93,381

7 months to October 1997 60,676

1997-98 105,703

1998-99 111,620

1999-2000 144,145

2000-01 178,755

2001-02 214,032

17 months to March 2004 325,789

2004-05 234,801

2005-06 196,537

2006-07 219,605

2007-08 202,900

2008-09 204,777

The Commission changed its financial year end in 1997 from
March to October therefore there are two sets of accounts for that
year. Our financial year end was changed again in 2004, so the
period 2002-2004 is for 17 months, from November 2002 to
March 2004.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Meriden of
16 December 2009, Official Report, column 1261W, on
the Audit Commission: procurement, how much the
Audit Commission has spent at Shepherd’s of
Marsham Street, London in each of the last 36
months; and on what dates. [315624]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.

Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:
Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.
The Audit Commission has spent a total of £2,955.91 (inc

VAT) at Shepherd’s in the last 36 months:
£352.25 on 18 July 2007
£634.50 on 30 January 2008
£490.06 on 27 February 2008
£730.97 on 9 July 2008
£78.13 on 19 November 2008 (this was a cancellation charge)
A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Welwyn Hatfield of
26 January 2010, Official Report, column 767W, on the
Audit Commission: public relations, if he will place in
the Library a copy of the letter written to the
Department’s executive public bodies. [315626]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The letters will be sent
shortly and I will arrange for copies to be placed in the
Library.

Departmental Carbon Emissions

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether (a) his
Department, (b) its agencies and (c) associated
non-departmental public bodies plan to sign up to the
10:10 campaign for cutting carbon usage in 2010; and if
he will publish the (i) criteria and (ii) research upon
which such a decision will be taken. [312750]

Barbara Follett: I refer my hon. Friend to the answer
I gave to my hon. Friend the Member for Luton, North
(Kelvin Hopkins) on 26 January 2010, Official Report,
columns 768-69W.

Departmental Pay

Dr. Cable: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 16 December 2009, Official Report, column
1266W, on departmental pay, how many and what
proportion of staff of his Department received both an
annual performance bonus and an in-year bonus in
2008-09; what the largest combined bonus payment to
an individual was; what proportion of staff received no
bonus; and who was responsible for awarding such
bonuses. [313129]

Barbara Follett: In-year performance bonuses for
staff in the Department of Communities and Local
Government are not identified separately through our
payroll system. As a result, providing information about
individual employees who received both in-year
performance bonuses and annual performance bonuses
could be provided only at disproportionate cost.

However, an element of the Department’s pay bill is
allocated to the non-consolidated variable pay awards
which is used to encourage and reward high performance.
These are paid to members of staff who have performed
exceptionally well by, for example, exceeding targets or
meeting challenging objectives. These non-consolidated
variable pay awards are made in line with the Department’s
annual pay award which are funded from within existing
pay bill controls, and have to be re-earned each year
against pre-determined targets. As such, they do not
add to future pay bill costs.

The Department also operates a scheme for staff
below the senior civil service under which individuals
or teams may receive small non-consolidated awards
in recognition of an outstanding contribution over a
limited period. The maximum payment made under
these arrangements is £600. Line managers are
responsible for awarding these payments in line with
CLG policy.
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Departmental Travel

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government if he will publish
the travel guidelines issued to staff of each of his
Department’s agencies and non-departmental public
bodies. [315143]

Barbara Follett: Staff in the Department’s three Executive
Agencies use the travel guidelines outlines in the CLG
staff handbook, with some local variations. Work is
currently being done to make the handbook a publishable
document. Our non departmental public bodies (NDPBs)
which employ staff each produce their own handbooks
and these include the terms on which their staff should
travel on official business.

Domestic Waste: Waste Disposal

Mr. Pickles: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with reference to
the Audit Commission publication, Better information,
better decisions, better services: frequency of
household waste collection, what (a) guidance and (b)
research the Audit Commission has produced on
household waste collections. [315515]

Ms Rosie Winterton: This is an operational matter for
the Audit Commission and I have asked the chief executive
of the Audit Commission to write to the hon. Member
direct.
Letter from Steve Bundred, dated 9 February 2010:

Your Parliamentary Question has been passed to me to reply.
The Audit Commission has produced a number of external

and internal documents relevant to waste collection. These are
listed in Appendix 1 to this letter. The Audit Commission’s
internal guidance for staff is also included.

A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.
Appendix 1
National Reports

“Securing Further Improvements in Refuse Collection”, 1984
“Well disposed: responding to the waste challenge” 2008 (This

is primarily about waste disposal).
Other publications

“Waste Matters: Good Practice in Waste Management”, 1997

“Waste Management: the Strategic Challenge”, 2001

Published guidance

“Better information, better decisions, better services: frequency
of household waste collection” (Please note: this is not actually
guidance on household waste collection, but guidance on the
information members should consider when making decisions
about waste collection).

“Value for money profile tool”—VFM is central to the Audit
Commission’s mission and one of our fundamental responsibilities
is to ensure that public money is spent economically, efficiently
and effectively in local government, housing, health, criminal
justice and fire and rescue services.

The emphasis of VFM has changed through the years, from a
focus on competition through Competitive Compulsory Tendering,
to encompassing issues of quality and service improvement through
best value, to achieving efficiencies and, most recently, to ensuring
that issues of equity and sustainability are addressed. These are
all different ways of looking at the same topic. More information
is available at:

http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/aboutus/
strategicobjectives/challengingpublicbodies/pages/default.aspx

Environmental key lines of enquiry”—Key lines of enquiry
(KLOEs) are detailed questions that help to inform our auditors’
judgements when assessing the financial performance of NHS
trusts. More information is available at:

http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/health/audit/
auditorslocalevaluation/ale0910/Pages/
alekloeguidance200910.aspx

“Waste Management: Guidance for Improving Services: Learning
from Inspection, 2001”
Current Audit Commission internal guidance for staff

Waste management quick guide August 2007
Draft letter to local authorities on controlled waste regulations

guidance

Empty Property

Margaret Moran: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
properties in each local authority area have been empty
for over a year; and how many empty dwelling
management orders have been (a) issued and (b)
concluded in respect of such properties. [316492]

Mr. Ian Austin: Estimates of the total number of
homes empty for more than six months in each local
authority will be made available in the House Libraries.

Empty dwelling management orders should only be
considered as a last resort, where all other measures of
investigation and negotiation have been exhausted and
the local authority has been unable to persuade the
owner to bring the property back into use. To date,
27 interim empty dwelling management orders have
been approved by the Residential Property Tribunal
Service since the legislation came into effect in April
2006. Local authorities do not need any further approval
to make final empty dwelling management orders. However,
local authorities claim that in many cases the threat of
an EDMO has been sufficient to make owners take
action to bring long-term empty homes back into use.

Empty Property: South East

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many empty
properties there were in each local authority area in the
South East of England in each year since 2004.

[316057]

Barbara Follett: A table giving details of the total
number of empty residential properties in each authority
in all billing authorities in England, in each year since
2004, has been placed in the Library of the House.

Data on the number of empty residential properties
are as reported on the Council Tax Base (CTB) and
CTB (Supplementary) forms completed by all the billing
authorities in England as at a specified date in October
each year (November 1 for 2004).

The data include both long-term and short term
empty properties. Data across years and across authorities
are not strictly comparable as the rules governing the
definition of a short term empty property can vary
between authority and year.

The Department is planning to publish Experimental
Official Statistics in February on the number of
hereditaments benefiting from Small Business Rate Relief
and the number of empty hereditaments. This statistical
release will provide a national estimate for the number
of empty non-domestic properties in England.
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Fire Service College: Empty Property

Sarah Teather: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the (a)
book value and (b) estimated annual rental value is of
vacant residential properties owned by the Fire Service
college. [315969]

Mr. Malik: The book value of Fire Service college
residential properties currently vacant is £1,362,256 based
on open market valuations as of March 2009. The
estimated total annual rental value for those properties
is £67,872.

Fire Service Independent Review

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government which
recommendations of the Bain Report on the future of
the fire service (a) have and (b) have not been
implemented. [312039]

Mr. Malik: All the recommendations of the Bain
Review of the fire and rescue service which were the
responsibility of the Government have been implemented,
either fully or substantively. The details are set out in a
table which has been deposited in the Library of the
House.

Fire Services

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how many
fire stations were in operation in each local authority
area in (a) 1997 and (b) the latest period for which
figures are available. [312037]

Mr. Malik: The number of fire stations that were in
operation in each local authority in (a) 1997 and (b)
the latest period for which figures are available (2009)
are illustrated in the following table.

Please note that figures for 1997 were reported for the
calendar year, while the latest available figures refer to
the 2008-09 financial year.

Number of fire stations in England in operation in 1997 and 2009

Brigade name 19971 20092

Total 1,457 1,444

Avon 23 23

Bedfordshire 14 14

Buckinghamshire 20 20

Cambridgeshire 28 28

Cheshire 24 24

Cleveland 15 15

Cornwall 31 31

County Durham and Darlington 16 15

Cumbria 38 38

Derbyshire 31 31

Devon 58 —

Devon and Somerset3 — 83

Dorset 29 26

East Sussex 24 24

Essex 51 51

Gloucestershire 20 20

Greater Manchester 43 41

Hampshire 54 52

Number of fire stations in England in operation in 1997 and 2009

Brigade name 19971 20092

Hereford and Worcester 26 27

Hertfordshire 32 30

Humberside 31 31

Isle of Wight 10 10

Isles of Scilly 6 6

Kent 66 66

Lancashire 40 39

Leicestershire 20 20

Lincolnshire 37 38

London 113 112

Merseyside 27 26

Norfolk 40 41

North Yorkshire 37 39

Northamptonshire 22 22

Northumberland 19 18

Nottinghamshire 25 24

Oxfordshire 24 24

Royal Berkshire 20 19

Shropshire 23 23

Somerset 24 —

South Yorkshire 24 25

Staffordshire 30 30

Suffolk 36 35

Surrey 24 24

Tyne and Wear 18 17

Warwickshire 20 19

West Midlands 41 39

West Sussex 28 31

West Yorkshire 50 48

Wiltshire 25 25
1 Calendar year.
2 Financial year, figure at 31 March 2009.
3 With effect from 1 April 2007, Devon Fire and rescue service and Somerset fire
and rescue service merged to become Devon and Somerset fire and rescue
service.
Note:
Figures include volunteer stations, private brigades and local fire units.
Source:
Annual Returns

Fire Services: Finance

Peter Luff: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what his most
recent estimate is of the transition cost of the
FiReControl project. [316627]

Mr. Malik: The Department is meeting the full cost
of the transition to FiReControl. The estimated full
cost is £420 million.

Peter Luff: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what recent
assessment he has made of the financial consequences
for individual fire and rescue services in transferring
control capabilities to regional fire control centres.

[316631]

Mr. Malik: No Fire and Rescue Authority will bear
any additional cost as a result of FiReControl
implementation. Once the new network is established,
21 Fire and Rescue Authorities are expected to make
savings, which can be reinvested in local priorities and
frontline services. National government will support
those Fire and Rescue Authorities which do not make a
saving directly through FiReControl payments totalling
£8.2 million annually once the network is up and running.
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Peter Luff: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the total
cost is of the FiReControl project (a) nationally and
(b) in the West Midlands. [316632]

Mr. Malik: The estimated total cost of the FiReControl
project is (a) £420 million and (b) I refer the hon.
Member to the answer given on 10 December 2009,
Official Report, columns 585-86W, to my hon. Friend
the Member for Hayes and Harlington (John McDonnell).

Fire Services: West Midlands

Peter Luff: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government when he expects
the FiReControl project in the West Midlands to be
operational. [316587]

Mr. Malik: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
given to the hon. Member for Peterborough the
(Mr. Jackson) on 14 December 2009, Official Report,
columns 899W.

Hamas: Internet

Mrs. Ellman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what assessment
he has made of the effects of Hamas’s al-Fatah website
for children on levels of community cohesion in the
UK. [309798]

Mr. Malik: The Department of Communities and
Local Government has made no assessment of the
effects of Hamas’s al Fatah website for children on
levels of community cohesion in the UK.

On a wider note, last year Government launched the
cross-government Hate Crime Action Plan (HCAP)
which includes our Internet Hate Crime Action Plan.
This will make it easier to report incitement to hatred
that happens over the internet and improve our responses
by updating systems and policies. That said, any criminal
content, including incitement to hatred under the Public
Order Act, should be reported to the local police who
would be able to gather evidence of any offences and
where appropriate, provide this to the Crown Prosecution
Service for consideration of any proceedings.

Home Information Packs

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what his most
recent estimate is of the average price of a home
information pack; and if he will make a statement.

[316029]

John Healey: The cost of a home information pack
(HIP) is set by the market and the Government have no
role in this. However, industry reports indicate that the
average cost of a HIP is currently between £200 and
£300 (excluding VAT).

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what estimate he
has made of the number of home information packs
produced in (a) November 2009, (b) December 2009
and (c) January 2010. [316030]

Mr. Ian Austin: The Department does not have a
record of the number of HIPs produced.

Homes and Communities Agency

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the main
responsibilities are of the (a) Decent Homes and
Mixed Communities, (b) Growth, (c) Gypsy and
Traveller Site Grant, (d) Housing Market Renewal, (e)
Thames Gateway Delivery, (f) Place of Change and
(g) Vulnerable People division of the Homes and
Communities Agency; and if he will make a statement.

[316482]

John Healey: The items listed in the question equate
to HCA programmes. Divisions do not directly match
these titles.

For items (a) to (f), Annex 1 of HCA’s Corporate
plan describes the individual programmes being run by
the HCA, together with an indication of the resources
allocated to them and what the delivery priorities are.
The Corporate plan is available at:

http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/public/documents/
HCA_Corporate%20Plan_English.pdf

In respect of Vulnerable People, the Place of Change
and Gypsy and Traveller Site Grant programmes, these
are specifically targeted at vulnerable people. The HCA
also seeks to support vulnerable and older people through
its more general programmes such as the National
Affordable Housing programme, which covers both general
needs and specialised and supported housing, and the
Property and Regeneration programme.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the salary
was of each of the Homes and Communities Agency’s
regional directors in (a) 2008-09 and (b) 2009-10.

[316483]

John Healey: The salaries for each regional director
for 2008-09 can be found in the agency’s 2008-09 annual
report. The salaries for 2009-10 will be detailed in the
2009-10 annual report.

Housing

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much the
Government has provided for the First Time Buyers’
Initiative to date; and how much will be provided in
each of the next three years. [315662]

John Healey: Total spend on the First Time Buyers
Initiative to the end of January 2010 was £224 million.
Information on future spend will be available in due
course.

Housing: Construction

Tony Lloyd: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
housing starts for housing of each type of tenure there
were in (a) the City of Manchester and (b)
Manchester Central constituency in the latest period
for which figures are available. [316655]

Mr. Ian Austin: There were 409 housing starts in the
City of Manchester in the 12 months up to September
2009. Data is not available for tenure types or for
parliamentary constituencies.
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Housing: Energy

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many and
what percentage of properties entered onto the
domestic Energy Performance Certificate database to
date have had an energy rating of more than 450.

[315661]

John Healey: Domestic Energy Performance Certificates
(EPCs) provide a rating for the energy performance of a
building in the form of a rating from A to G using a
scale of 1-100. It is not possible for a dwelling to have a
rating of more than 100 and therefore, none of the
properties that have had an EPC lodged on the Domestic
EPC Register have been given an EPC rating of more
than 450.

Housing: Fires

Mrs. Dean: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 2 December 2009, Official Report, column
782W, on fires: elderly, what plans his Department has
(a) to increase the use of suppression systems to
enhance fire safety in domestic dwellings, (b) to
measure the effectiveness of smoke alarms for people
with limited mobility and (c) to assess the merits of
fire suppression systems in increasing fire safety in
domestic dwellings for people with limited mobility.

[315514]

Mr. Malik: The Government are committed to reducing
fire deaths. The installation of properly maintained
smoke alarms in every household has been the centrepiece
of our efforts to reduce fire deaths as they provide the
vital early warning of fire and help people to escape.
Smoke alarms can help save lives regardless of age or
mobility.

Our view is that sprinklers can be an effective risk
mitigation measure, particularly where their provision
is targeted at buildings where the occupants are most at
risk from fire. However, they are not a panacea and it is
important they are considered as part of a package of
measures, both active (e.g. smoke alarms) and passive
(fire resistant construction materials and compartmentation)
and effective building management.

The latest edition of Approved Document B, which
gives guidance on compliance with the fire safety aspects
of Building Regulations, came into effect in April 2007.
The extensive review that preceded the development of
this new guidance considered a four year research project
looking at the issue of residential and domestic sprinklers
from both an effectiveness and cost benefit perspective.
The review, which included public consultation, concluded
that it would not be cost effective to provide sprinklers
in all new homes. We do not intend revisiting Part B of
the Building Regulations again until 2013 at the earliest.

A major barrier to the wider use of sprinklers in the
domestic market is that they are expensive. The Government
are therefore trialling a lower-cost sprinkler system in
new build and existing housing in four fire and rescue
authority areas to resolve any technical issues and test
cost assumptions. If these pilots are successful, we will
have demonstrated that a lower-cost system could have
a crucial role to play in helping to protect the most
vulnerable from fire, including for people with limited
mobility.

Housing: Owner Occupation

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how many
owner-occupiers owned their home (a) outright and
(b) with a mortgage in each of the last 30 years.

[315041]

Mr. Ian Austin: Estimates of the number of owner
occupiers that owned their home outright and that were
buying with a mortgage are provided in table S1O1
Trends in Tenure on the CLG website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/xls/
139262.xls

The table contains estimates for 1981, 1984, and 1988
and for each year from 1991 to 2008; estimates for other
years are not available. The 1981 to 1991 estimates are
based on data from the DOE Labour Force Survey
Housing trailer, and estimates from 1992 to 2008 on
data from the ONS Labour Force Survey.

Housing: Standards

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many arm’s
length management organisations received funding
from the Decent Homes scheme in each of the last
three years; and how many such organisations he
expects to receive such funding in (a) 2009-10 and (b)
2010-11. [315779]

Mr. Ian Austin: The following table sets out the
number of local authorities that have received funding
for their ALMOs in the four financial years 2006-07 to
2009-10 and the number of local authorities that will
receive funding in 2010-11:

Number of LAs

2006-07 21
2007-08 31
2008-09 30
2009-10 35
2010-11 31

Local Government: Birmingham

Richard Burden: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what recent
discussions he has had with representatives of
Birmingham city council on the effects of trends in
Government funding on (a) the provision of services
by and (b) employment within the Council; and if he
will make a statement. [314732]

Ms Rosie Winterton: My right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State has had no recent discussions with representatives
of Birmingham city council on the effects of trends in
Government funding. We have recently confirmed our
commitment to the first ever three year settlement for
local government. This has provided the city council
with the increased predictability and stability of funding
necessary to continue to improve local services. We have
provided councils overall with significant additional
Government investment since taking office, with a 39 per
cent. real terms increase in funding in the first 10 years
and an additional £8.6 billion over the period covered
by the current spending review.
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The following table sets out the Formula Grant1

increases that Birmingham city council have received
under this Government:
1 Formula Grant comprises Revenue Support Grant, redistributed
business rates, principal formula Police Grant, SSA Reduction
Grant (SSA Review), SSA Reduction Grant (Police Funding
Review) and Central Support Protection Grant where appropriate.

Prior year’s
adjusted
formula
grant (£
million)

Formula
Grant (£
million)

Change (£
million)

Change1

(percentage)

1998-99 780.831 814.687 33.856 4.3

1999-2000 814.687 844.135 29.448 3.6

2000-01 844.135 873.517 29.382 3.5

2001-02 866.305 896.229 29.924 3.5

2002-03 862.394 908.137 45.742 5.3

Amended
2003-04

933.755 1,009.103 75.348 8.1

Amended
2004-05

1,011.998 1,085.999 74.001 7.3

Amended
2005-06

1,092.178 1,165.662 73.484 6.7

2006-072 547.813 563.775 15.962 2.9

2007-08 561.125 587.363 26.238 4.7

2008-09 611.268 639.580 28.312 4.6

2009-10 639.220 660.074 20.854 3.26

2010-11 659.937 678.017 18.080 2.7
1 The prior year’s formula grant is adjusted for changes in function and funding
to enable a like-for-like comparison.
2 Prior to 2006-07 support for schools was paid through formula grant. In
2006-07 funding for schools transferred to the Dedicated Schools Grant.

A written statement on the level of funding for local
authorities for 2010-11 was made to the House on
26 November 2009. This was then followed by a
consultation period which ended on 6 January 2010,
during which local authorities were invited to submit
their representations about the Government’s proposals.
During this consultation period, no representation on
the provision of funding for services was received from
Birmingham city council.

My right hon. Friend the Secretary of State has
however, previously written to the chair of Birmingham’s
Local Strategic Partnership regarding his concerns over
the pace of the delivery of Birmingham’s Working
Neighbourhood Fund (WNF) programmes. I refer my
hon. Friend to the answer I gave him on 4 February
2010, Official Report, column 531W.

Local Government: ICT

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) what account
his Department took of the effects on district councils
of the current economic situation in determining the
IT-related requirements to be placed on those councils
in (a) 2008-09 and (b) 2009-10; [315440]

(2) what estimate he has made of the cost to district
councils of central Government requirements in
relation to IT in (a) 2008-09 and (b) 2009-10. [315441]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Government do not place
requirements on local government which specifically
relate to IT. In the event that a government programme
places a new burden on local government, including
through additional use of IT, we would provide funding
for the overall initiative through the formula grant
system or through specific grants as appropriate.

Local Government: Reorganisation

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government if he will list
for each unitary authority created since 2007 (a) the
projected cost savings prior to the creation of the new
authority, (b) the target for cost savings set when the
new authority was established and (c) the cost savings
achieved to date. [314992]

Ms Rosie Winterton: When we debated the structural
change orders in Parliament creating the nine new
unitary authorities that came into effect on 1 April
2009, the savings we were anticipating totalled over
£100 million per annum once the transition costs of the
reorganisation have been met. Estimates of the savings
included in the councils’ budgets for 2009-10 either
directly attributable to the transition to unitary government
or facilitated by it total some £159 million. These are
summarised in the following table.

£ million

Unitary council

Initially identified
minimum estimated
annual savings when

councils are fully
established 2009-10 budget savings

Bedford borough 8 9.9

Central Bedfordshire 11 8.5

Cheshire West and
Chester

8 29.0

Cheshire East 9 25.1

Cornwall 15 17.1

Durham 11 26.3

Northumberland 17 23.8

Shropshire 10 10.8

Wiltshire 18 8.6

Total 107 159.1

Mortgages: Government Assistance

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much had
been spent by his Department on the Homeowner
Mortgage Support Scheme on the latest date for which
figures are available. [315660]

John Healey: I refer the hon. Member to the answer I
gave him on 12 November 2009, Official Report, column
871W. Total spend on Homeowners Mortgage Support
in 2009-10 will be reported after the end of the financial
year.

Non-domestic Rates: Garages and Petrol Stations

Mr. Dunne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
appeals relating to the 2005 national non-domestic
rates valuation remain outstanding in relation to (a)
petrol filling stations and (b) car washes. [314070]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 28 January 2010]:
The number of rating appeals outstanding against the
2005 Rating Lists in England, for the following class of
property is:

Petrol filling stations (excluding those with supermarkets) (SCAT
209): 785
Stand alone car washes (SCAT 045): 90.

The data are obtained from the Valuation Office
Agency operational database.
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Public Holidays

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what estimate he
has made of the cost to his Department of the
introduction of an additional public holiday; and if he
will make a statement. [315123]

Barbara Follett: This Department has made no estimate
of the cost of the introduction of an additional public
holiday. However, we are aware of plans for the introduction
of one in mid 2012. This would, consequently, fall in the
2012-13 financial year. This Department takes, and will
continue to take, full account of public holidays in its
delivery planning so to ensure that any disruption to
front line services is minimised.

Regeneration: Rural Areas

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with reference to
the National Audit Office’s report, Regenerating the
English Coalfields, HC 84, what assessment he has
made of the extent to which the Homes and
Communities Agency and regional development
agencies (a) claim and (b) reclaim the benefits from
the English Coalfields programme against their own
objectives. [311519]

Mr. Ian Austin: The Homes and Communities Agency
(HCA, and previously English Partnerships (EP) the
former national regeneration agency), as primary funding
body, is entitled to claim and report all of the outputs
from the National Coalfields Programme, although it
must make the shared nature of these outputs clear.
Regional development agencies (RDAs) are also allowed
to report these shared outputs provided this is made
clear when they are reported, and that there is no
double-counting in relation to wider targets.

Regional Ministers: Expenditure

Julia Goldsworthy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the
estimated cost to the public purse was of the work of
regional Ministers in the last year for which
information is available; and if he will make a
statement. [316647]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The estimated cost to the public
purse for the work of regional Ministers in 2008-09 was
£1,461,720. This total was met from within existing
Government office and Department budgets. Estimates
are based on staff and communication support costs.

Sheltered Housing

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what his policy is
on the future of sheltered housing; and whether he has
had recent discussions with the Local Government
Association on that matter. [316056]

Mr. Ian Austin: It is for local authorities to determine
how best to meet the housing-related support needs
identified in their communities, including the need for
sheltered housing. Central Government do not prescribe

any particular model of services. However, we expect
every service user to have a full risk and needs assessment
undertaken and an appropriate support plan put in
place. In contracting for Supporting People services, we
would expect authorities to specify expected service
standards and to monitor these.

The Local Government Association is a member of
the ministerial working group on sheltered housing
which last met on 12 January 2010. The working group
will be re-convened shortly to discuss the recommendations
on sheltered housing contained in the recent Select
Committee report on Supporting People. The Local
Government Association also sits on the Supporting
People Transition Board whose aims include disseminating
the benefits of housing related support to partners and
strategic decision makers following the removal of the
ring-fence from the Supporting People grant.

Social Rented Housing

Margaret Moran: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which 10 (a)
local authorities and (b) registered social landlords
have sold the largest number of dwellings in the last
five years; how many dwellings each type of vendor
sold in that period; and what the monetary value was
of such dwellings, excluding those sold to sitting
tenants. [316493]

Mr. Ian Austin: Local authorities can sell their dwellings
to sitting tenants through schemes such as right to buy,
right to acquire and social homebuy, or they can transfer
their stock to registered social landlords as a large scale
voluntary transfer (LSVT). The total number of sales
and LSVTs by local authorities selling the largest cumulative
total between 2004-05 and 2008-09 is shown in the
following table. There were LSVTs for only three of the
10 local authorities during the period (Manchester,
Salford and Sheffield) of which only Manchester received
any capital receipts and which are also shown in the
table.

LA code LA name All LA sales
Capital receipts from

LSVTs (£ million)

00DA Leeds 4,044 —

00BN Manchester 3,950 0.15

00CN Birmingham 3,727 —

00BE Southwark 2,921 —

00CG Sheffield 2,884 —

00FA Kingston upon
Hull

2,343 —

00CE Doncaster 2,313 —

00BR Salford 2,057 —

00FY Nottingham 1,948 —

00CJ Newcastle upon
Tyne

1,919 —

Source:
P1B returns to CLG, HCA

Registered social landlords (RSLs) can sell or dispose
of dwellings through schemes such as right to buy,
preserved right to buy, right to acquire, social homebuy,
low cost home ownership, by transfer to other RSLs or
a sale to the private sector. The following table shows
the cumulative total number of sales between 2004-05
and 2008-09 to the 10 RSLs with the largest number of
sales.
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RSL code RSL name Sales

L4123 Orbit Group Limited 6,841

L4517 London and Quadrant
Housing Trust

6,646

L3076 Home Group Limited 3,374

L0726 Metropolitan Housing Trust
Limited

3,045

L0020 Bromford Carinthia Housing
Association Limited

3,008

L0699 Catalyst Communities
Housing Association Limited

2,927

L0247 Sanctuary Housing
Association

2,773

L0514 Thames Valley Housing
Association Limited

2,587

LH1298 Cosmopolitan Housing
Association Limited

2,550

LH0455 A2Dominion London
Limited

2,173

Source:
Regulatory statistical returns made to the Tenants Services Authority, 2004-05
to 2008-09. Data have been compiled to reflect current organisational structures,
reflecting the mergers and transfers of engagement that have happened over the
past years.

Data on the monetary value of RSL properties sold,
excluding those to sitting tenants, are not held centrally.

Social Rented Housing: Employment

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what percentage
of (a) people of working age and (b) other
households in social housing were in employment,
education or training in each year since 1997. [316028]

Mr. Ian Austin: Estimates of the percentage of people
of working age in England, in all tenures and in social
housing, who were in employment, education or training
in each year since 1997 are provided in the following
table. These estimates are based on data from the ONS
Labour Force Survey.

Percentage of working age people1,2 in employment, education or training,
England, 1997 to 2008

All tenures
Social rented sector

(percentage)

1997 77.6 50.3

1998 78.2 51.4

1999 78.9 51.7

2000 79.6 53.8

2001 79.8 53.6

2002 79.7 53.4

2003 80.0 52.1

2004 80.1 52.3

2005 80.4 52.8

2006 80.1 52.5

2007 80.1 52.4

2008 80.4 54.4
1 Excludes cases with unknown economic status
2 Excludes those resident in Halls of Residence or Nurses Homes
Source:
ONS Labour Force Survey

Social Rented Housing: Standards

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many and
what percentage of social sector homes were
considered not to meet the decent homes standard in
2009. [316180]

Mr. Ian Austin: The HCA have calculated using the
latest landlord statistics that at 1 April 2009 579,000
(14.5 per cent.) of social homes were classed as non-decent.

CABINET OFFICE

Charities: Accountancy

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what discussions the (a) Office of the Third Sector and
(b) Charity Commission have had with the
Department of Health on the effects of the
implementation of International Accounting Standard
27 (IAS 27) on independent NHS charities. [315272]

Angela E. Smith: Officials from the Office of the
Third Sector have had several discussions with colleagues
from the Department of Health in recent months about
the effect of the implementation of International
Accounting Standard 27 (IAS 27) on independent NHS
charities.

The Charity Commission has said that it has been in
regular contact on this subject with the Department of
Health, including a series of meetings dating back to
February 2009.

HM Treasury has announced that implementation of
IAS 27 for NHS charities will be delayed for a further
year, and a working party will be established including
the Office of the Third Sector, the Charity Commission,
the Department of Health, and HM Treasury, which
will seek a long-term solution to this issue.

Civil Servants: Home Working

Mr. Evans: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
whether she plans to implement a work from home
scheme in order to reduce the carbon footprint of the
civil service. [315753]

Angela E. Smith: The Cabinet Office encourages
Departments to consider home working as part of a
range of flexible working options. Each employing
department or agency will need to decide for itself how
best to implement a work from home scheme in line
with its specific departmental needs.

Civil Service: Pensions

Sir Nicholas Winterton: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office what the monetary value of the pension
pot assigned to (a) Sir Christopher Kelly and (b) Sir
Thomas Legg on retirement from the Civil Service was.

[312494]

Tessa Jowell: Declaration of senior officials’ salary
and pension information in departmental resource accounts
was first introduced for the financial year 1999 to 2000
and as Sir Thomas Legg retired on 10 April 1998
neither his pension or cash equivalent transfer values
are available.

Cash equivalent transfer values were introduced for
the financial year 2003-04 reports. As Sir Christopher
Kelly retired on 30 April 2001 no information on his
cash equivalent transfer value is available, however,
information on his salary and pension are available in
the 2000-01 Department of Health Resource Accounts,
a copy of which is in the Library of the House.
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Departmental Freedom of Information

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office whether the Cabinet Office intends to
appeal against the decision of the Information
Commissioner in respect of the undertaking given by
Lord Ashcroft on UK residency. [315443]

Tessa Jowell: The Information Commissioner issued
his decision on 28 January 2010. The Cabinet Office is
considering the terms of the decision and will respond
in due course within the timelines set out in the legislation.

Departmental Internet

David T.C. Davies: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office what redesigns of websites operated by
(a) her Department and (b) its agency have been
carried out since 27 June 2007; and what the (i) cost to
the public purse and (ii) date of completion of each
such redesign was. [306172]

Tessa Jowell: The information requested is as follows:

Site URL Completion date
Redesign cost (ex

VAT) (£)

Civil Service http://www.civilservice.gov.uk October 2007 15,000.00

Number 10—Prime Minister’s http://number10.gov.uk August 2008 1—

Civil Service http://www.civilservice.gov.uk 26 February 2009 2—

UK Honours http://www.direct.gov.uk/honours (formerly
www.honours.gov.uk )

31 March 2009 3—

Preparing for Emergencies (PFE) http://www.direct.gov.uk/preparingforemergencies (formerly
www.preparingforemergencies.gov.uk )

31 March 2009 3—

Government Communication Network http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/comms (formerly
www.comms.gov.uk )

29 June 2009 47,940.63

HM Government http://www.hmg.gov.uk 15 September 2009 4,850.00

Queens Award for Voluntary Service
(QAVS)

http://www.direct.gov.uk/thequeensawardforvoluntaryservice
(formerly www.queensawardvoluntary.gov.uk )

31 September 2009 55,278.80

Civil Service http://www.civilservice.gov.uk 16 November 2009 7,932.50
1 The cost of the Prime Minister’s website redesign was met from the running costs of the Digital Communications Unit. It is not possible to separate out the
specific costs associated with the redesign.
2 The February 2008 Civil Service redesign was undertaken as part of a larger project, and as such it has not been possible to extract the costs specifically related to
the redesign.
3 The content on the UK Honours and PFE websites was migrated to Directgov under the website rationalisation agenda, which involved a redesign. The cost to
Cabinet Office in moving this content was in staff time only. To provide internal staff costs would incur disproportionate costs.
4 The Government Communication Network website was required to merge with the Civil Service website under the Government’s website rationalisation agenda,
which involved a redesign.
5 The content on the QAVS website was migrated to Directgov under the website rationalisation agenda. The cost of moving this content was drawn from the
existing management contract. No additional costs were incurred.

Derek Draper

Mr. Maude: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office with reference to the answer to the hon. Member
for Hammersmith and Fulham of 6 May 2009, Official
Report, column 182W, on Derek Draper, whether
Mr. Draper has ever been issued with a security pass to
No. 10 Downing street. [312298]

Tessa Jowell: Mr. Draper has never been issued a
security pass to No. 10 Downing street.

Derek Draper and Charlie Whelan

Mr. Maude: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office with reference to the answer of 5 October 2009,
Official Report, column 2315W, on Derek Draper and
Charlie Whelan, how many times (a) Mr. Derek
Draper and (b) Mr. Charlie Whelan visited the
Downing Street/Cabinet Office complex between
October 2007 and April 2009. [312308]

Tessa Jowell: Ministers and officials have meetings
with a wide range of organisations and individuals.

Electorate: Bexley

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many electors there were in each ward in the
London borough of Bexley in each year since 1997.

[315904]

Mr. Wills: I have been asked to reply.
The Ministry of Justice does not hold this information.

The data in the following tables have been provided by
the Boundary Commission for England from data compiled
by the London borough of Bexley and supplied, originally,
to the Office for National Statistics. They show the
number of people who were registered to vote in
parliamentary elections for each ward in the London
borough of Bexley between 1997 and 2008.

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Bexley London borough1 167,080 167,381 167,399 167,946 168,152

Barnehurst 4,824 4,834 4,793 4,772 4,781

Barnehurst North 3,157 3,169 3,168 3,134 3,146

Belvedere 9,453 9,354 9,342 9,338 9,326

Blackfen 5,179 5,194 5,225 5,213 5,242
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Blendon and Penhill 7,353 7,348 7,331 7,366 7,346
Bostall 7,442 7,423 7,412 7,406 7,403
Brampton 7,884 7,907 7,863 7,871 7,860
Christchurch 7,941 7,906 7,889 7,867 7,861
Cray 4,097 4,083 3,988 3,981 4,012
Crayford 8,656 8,565 8,516 8,497 8,573
Danson 7,313 7,312 7,325 7,361 7,354
East Wickham 8,250 8,231 8,235 8,197 8,171
Erith 8,186 8,277 8,271 8,248 8,287
Falconwood 2,951 2,955 2,934 2,971 2,972
Lamorbey 8,126 8,193 8,128 8,238 8,198
North End 8,579 8,706 8,823 9,024 8,970
Northumberland Heath 7,714 8,053 8,128 8,191 8,225
St. Mary’s 8,766 8,726 8,671 8,630 8,637
St. Michael’s 7,657 7,732 7,686 7,734 7,714
Sidcup East 8,693 8,565 8,622 8,671 8,669
Sidcup West 7,953 7,878 7,817 7,752 7,742
Thamesmead East 9,123 9,191 9,482 9,707 9,967
Upton 7,783 7,779 7,750 7,777 7,696
1 As created by The London Borough of Bexley (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1977

Ward electorates

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Bexley London borough1 168,544 169,330 169,874 170,549 169,760 170,775 171,646 169,504

Barnehurst 8,176 8,163 8,119 8,115 8,049 8,109 8,060 8,019

Belvedere 7,997 8,113 8,088 8,093 7,915 7,988 8,129 8,095

Blackfen and Lamorbey 8,047 8,063 8,027 8,030 8,013 8,096 8,129 8,009

Blendon and Penhill 8,267 8,273 8,238 8,238 8,291 8,341 8,309 8,270

Brampton 8,258 8,213 8,269 8,320 8,314 8,306 8,418 8,350

Christchurch 8,239 8,210 8,254 8,277 8,332 8,315 8,394 8,308

Colyers 8,066 8,048 8,105 8,154 8,221 8,175 8,163 8,002

Crayford 7,684 7,919 8,108 8,215 8,117 8,218 8,286 8,209

Cray Meadows 8,155 8,146 8,124 8,145 8,064 8,065 8,148 8,079

Danson Park 8,041 8,024 8,024 8,034 8,013 8,024 8,066 8,036

East Wickham 8,142 8,135 8,135 8,133 8,088 8,123 8,129 8,072

Erith 7,361 7,560 7,783 7,855 7,900 8,005 8,100 8,014

Falconwood and Welling 8,153 8,087 8,096 8,115 8,101 8,170 8,110 8,070

Lesnes Abbey 8,386 8,451 8,434 8,510 8,550 8,523 8,467 8,368

Longlands 7,885 7,882 7,758 7,815 7,641 7,797 7,984 8,039

North End 7,471 7,551 7,636 7,650 7,473 7,595 7,736 7,504

Northumberland Heath 7,904 7,886 7,905 7,914 7,940 7,934 7,977 7,796

St. Mary’s 8,147 8,172 8,152 8,142 8,125 8,114 8,101 8,082

St. Michael’s 8,040 8,023 8,025 8,039 7,996 8,088 8,120 7,972

Sidcup 8,365 8,339 8,257 8,260 8,316 8,366 8,409 8,283

Thamesmead East 7,760 8,072 8,337 8,495 8,301 8,423 8,411 7,927
1 As created by The London Borough of Bexley (Electoral Changes) Order 2000

Electorate: Stroud

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
how many electors were registered in each ward of
Stroud constituency in each year since 1988. [315881]

Mr. Wills: I have been asked to reply.

The Ministry of Justice does not hold this information.
The data in the following tables have been provided by
the Boundary Commission for England from data compiled
by the District of Stroud and supplied, originally, to the
Office for National Statistics. It shows the number of
electors who were registered to vote in parliamentary
elections for each ward in the District of Stroud between
1988 and 2008.

Ward Electorates

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Stroud District1 85,371 86,208 86,215 81,014 81,296 82,138 82,462 83,193

Berkeley 1,774 1,783 1,776 1,801 1,869 1,946 1,963 1,977

Bisley 1,794 1,843 1,694 1,685 1,696 1,696 1,701 1,737
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Ward Electorates

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Cainscross 4,503 4,565 4,406 4,454 4,439 4,440 4,423 4,421

Cam 3,677 3,703 3,696 3,678 3,760 3,829 3,868 3,884

Cambridge 1,396 1,385 1,351 1,383 1,373 1,440 1,455 1,453

Central 3,885 3,953 1,035 1,028 1,091 1,093 1,113 1,168

Chalford 3,229 3,469 3,607 3,580 3,712 3,785 3,873 4,041

Dursley 4,420 4,449 4,473 4,397 4,412 4,441 4,473 4,498

Eastington 1,320 1,264 1,298 1,287 1,299 1,381 1,358 1,417

Hardwicke 7,333 7,775 7,893 2,734 2,762 2,777 2,772 2,722

Hinton 962 916 898 896 882 870 884 880

King’s Stanley 2,805 2,836 2,878 2,858 2,857 2,878 2,912 2,943

Leonard Stanley 1,225 1,215 1,213 1,212 1,210 1,200 1,209 1,186

Minchinhampton 4,106 4,050 4,179 4,133 4,140 4,136 4,194 4,262

Nailsworth 4,849 4,932 4,676 4,686 4,721 4,780 4,813 4,821

Nibley 977 980 1,008 1,015 1,009 1,011 1,018 1,009

Painswick 3,581 3,535 3,487 3,435 3,416 3,440 3,382 3,425

Parklands 1,525 1,487 1,503 1,487 1,479 1,469 1,458 1,489

Randwick 1,128 1,102 1,316 1,232 1,221 1,172 1,180 1,171

Rodborough 1,457 1,463 4,281 4,294 4,324 4,331 4,311 4,318

Severn 1,883 1,895 1,905 1,898 1,882 1,910 1,903 1,928

Stonehouse 5,224 5,188 5,196 5,137 5,232 5,226 5,211 5,224

Thrupp 1,214 1,215 1,409 1,392 1,397 1,398 1,395 1,386

Trinity 3,938 3,936 3,826 3,843 3,883 3,858 3,860 3,918

Uley 1,209 1,213 1,197 1,168 1,179 1,207 1,232 1,254

Uplands 4,060 4,125 4,142 4,160 4,187 4,222 4,255 4,317

Upton St. Leonards 1,471 1,432 1,440 1,357 1,368 1,360 1,371 1,376

Vale 1,391 1,418 1,459 1,430 1,440 1,441 1,436 1,463

Whiteshill 986 993 992 973 971 944 943 953

Woodfield 2,628 2,623 2,585 2,616 2,668 2,667 2,642 2,664

Wotton and Kingswood 5,421 5,465 5,396 5,765 5,417 5,790 5,854 5,888

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Stroud District1 83,636 84,263 84,664 85,173 85,312 85,047

Berkeley 2,006 2,022 2,088 2,086 2,091 2,081

Bisley 1,726 1,745 1,755 1,709 1,796 1,751

Cainscross 4,436 4,440 4,450 4,466 4,457 4,427

Cam 3,880 3,944 3,941 3,983 3,982 3,957

Cambridge 1,465 1,485 1,507 1,528 1,526 1,528

Central 1,235 1,291 1,303 1,332 1,304 1,295

Chalford 4,168 4,332 4,360 4,475 4,598 4,722

Dursley 4,510 4,492 4,470 4,547 4,501 4,500

Eastington 1,415 1,444 1,491 1,471 1,447 1,406

Hardwicke 2,734 2,752 2,734 2,743 2,893 2,985

Hinton 883 876 882 885 903 889

King’s Stanley 2,924 2,930 2,926 2,980 2,990 3,017

Leonard Stanley 1,211 1,228 1,228 1,221 1,240 1,217

Minchinhampton 4,291 4,243 4,275 4,299 4,259 4,186

Nailsworth 4,966 4,964 5,000 4,988 4,923 4,860

Nibley 1,015 991 1,004 1,000 1,003 959

Painswick 3,440 3,491 3,497 3,462 3,473 3,420

Parklands 1,532 1,587 1,625 1,704 1,703 1,702

Randwick 1,168 1,168 1,170 1,166 1,171 1,186

Rodborough 4,283 4,310 4,320 4,322 4,236 4,117

Severn 1,932 1,951 1,959 1,953 1,932 1,927

Stonehouse 5,224 5,251 5,263 5,300 5,405 5,481

Thrupp 1,387 1,390 1,410 1,403 1,383 1,433

Trinity 3,878 3,915 3,923 3,961 3,945 3,949

Uley 1,242 1,243 1,219 1,241 1,242 1,219

Uplands 4,332 4,402 4,493 4,525 4,551 4,530

Upton St. Leonards 1,347 1,351 1,346 1,355 1,356 1,345

Vale 1,465 1,460 1,459 1,479 1,472 1,455

Whiteshill 980 992 1,005 1,010 987 979

Woodfield 2,674 2,656 2,641 2,624 2,617 2,640

Wotton and Kingswood 5,887 5,917 5,920 5,955 5,926 5,884
1 As created by The District of Stroud (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1979 and as amended by The Gloucestershire Districts (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1991.

891W 892W9 FEBRUARY 2010Written Answers Written Answers



Ward Electorates

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Stroud District2 85,552 86,439 84,881 86,136 84,909 86,404 86,923 87,964

Amberley and Woodchester 1,754 1,755 1,719 1,722 1,711 1,750 1,740 1,700

Berkeley 3,299 3,338 3,263 3,320 3,254 3,326 3,307 3,332

Bisley 1,746 1,756 1,760 1,774 1,781 1,794 1,799 1,815

Cainscross 5,107 5,179 5,136 5,185 5,154 5,300 5,371 5,461

Cam East 3,318 3,310 3,259 3,300 3,247 3,277 3,267 3,264

Cam West 3,294 3,313 3,231 3,232 3,156 3,242 3,220 3,230

Central 1,386 1,409 1,419 1,471 1,440 1,416 1,466 1,475

Chalford 4,935 5,003 4,921 4,961 4,896 4,994 5,013 5,044

Coaley and Uley 1,856 1,870 1,836 1,859 1,862 1,882 1,877 1,879

Dursley 4,539 4,670 4,516 4,568 4,406 4,568 4,744 4,907

Eastington and Standish 1,514 1,515 1,481 1,459 1,486 1,493 1,463 1,398

Farmhill and Paganhill 1,753 1,738 1,678 1,738 1,650 1,661 1,696 1,706

Hardwicke 3,575 3,651 3,590 3,742 3,667 3,719 3,736 3,739

Kingswood 1,568 1,580 1,541 1,559 1,574 1,575 1,559 1,582

Minchinhampton 3,350 3,410 3,378 3,429 3,408 3,443 3,493 3,557

Nailsworth 4,897 4,907 4,849 4,936 4,852 5,005 5,066 5,239

Over Stroud 1,430 1,427 1,412 1,451 1,438 1,434 1,423 1,435

Painswick 3,404 3,420 3,384 3,467 3,461 3,519 3,585 3,644

Rodborough 3,547 3,521 3,461 3,500 3,444 3,500 3,473 3,516

Severn 3,536 3,591 3,553 3,672 3,661 3,684 3,710 3,734

Slade 1,663 1,674 1,594 1,600 1,535 1,557 1,589 1,589

Stonehouse 5,572 5,717 5,680 5,801 5,685 5,823 5,893 5,914

The Stanleys 3,447 3,459 3,355 3,354 3,303 3,373 3,350 3,312

Thrupp 1,801 1,810 1,806 1,786 1,766 1,812 1,818 1,831

Trinity 1,621 1,625 1,528 1,551 1,522 1,603 1,613 1,665

Uplands 1,741 1,759 1,727 1,720 1,666 1,696 1,695 1,698

Upton St. Leonards 1,800 1,803 1,786 1,814 1,797 1,812 1,807 2,020

Vale 1,454 1,443 1,436 1,484 1,489 1,485 1,484 1,500

Valley 1,667 1,695 1,560 1,624 1,566 1,601 1,620 1,716

Wotton-under-Edge 4,978 5,091 5,022 5,057 5,032 5,060 5,046 5,062
2 As created by The District of Stroud (Parishes and Electoral Changes) Order 2001 and as altered by The Stroud (Parish Electoral Arrangements and Electoral
Changes) Order 2008.

Government Departments: Internet

Margaret Moran: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how much she plans to spend on the use of new
media to undertake public consultation in the next
three years. [315086]

Tessa Jowell: Departmental spending plans are only
available for the period of the Comprehensive Spending
Review 2007, and current projected figures for the use
of new media regarding public consultations are not
available.

Iraq Committee of Inquiry

Jenny Willott: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many (a) documents and (b) other items
of information in electronic format provided by her
Department to the Iraq Inquiry that Inquiry has
sought to publish under the procedure set out in the
protocol on documents and other written and
electronic information; and if she will make a
statement; [314545]

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office (1) how many requests the Iraq Inquiry
has made for the disclosure of classified documents
under the protocol on documents and other written
and electronic information; [314896]

(2) how many classified documents have been passed
to the Iraq Inquiry which may not be disclosed under
the protocol on documents and other written and
electronic information. [314897]

Tessa Jowell: The Government have made clear that
the Inquiry will have access to every Government document
or electronic record that it wishes, regardless of classification;
Government Departments have already provided most
of the information the Inquiry has requested and
arrangements are in place to ensure that the remainder
they hold is provided as quickly as possible. Requests
from the Inquiry for declassification of documents are
being handled in accordance with the Protocol agreed
between the Government and the Inquiry, which is
available on the Cabinet Office’s website and a copy is
in the Library of the House.

Iraq Committee of Inquiry: Mass Media

Mr. Whittingdale: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office (1) what arrangements are in place for
the provision of footage obtained from the broadcast
pool camera at the Iraq Inquiry to news agencies and
news providers; [314411]

(2) if she will make it her policy to ensure that all
video news agencies providers have access to low-
resolution footage from the broadcast pool camera at
the Iraq Inquiry. [314412]
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Tessa Jowell: The Cabinet Office is not responsible
for the broadcast footage of the Iraq Inquiry. The UK
Broadcasting Pool, a partnership between the BBC, Sky
News and ITN, is responsible for distributing footage
from their cameras in the Inquiry’s hearing room. Other
broadcasters would need to make arrangements with
the pool, not the Government or the Inquiry. There is
already an agreement to provide footage to all Iraqi
broadcasters at no cost.

The Cabinet Office, as the sponsoring department for
the Inquiry, has a contract with the Pool to receive
footage for use on the Iraq Inquiry website, which is
made available to the public for free.

Ministerial Policy Advisers: Information Officers

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
with reference to the supplementary letter of
21 October 2008 from her Department in its written
evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on
Communications HL 7, what her most recent estimate
is of the number of special advisers whose
responsibilities are primarily in communications.

[315318]

Tessa Jowell: I refer the hon. Member to the reply I
gave to the right hon. Member for Horsham (Mr. Maude)
on 11 November 2009, Official Report, column 414W.

Public Sector: Internet

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
which public sector websites have been discontinued
since her Department announced its plans to
rationalise the overall number; and on what date each
was discontinued. [315326]

Tessa Jowell: I have asked the chief executive of the
Central Office of Information to write to the hon.
Member.

Letter from Mark Lund, dated 2 February 2010:
As Chief Executive of the Central Office of Information

(COI), I have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Question
[315326] asking which public sector websites have been discontinued
since her Department announced its plans to rationalise the
overall number; and on what dates each was discontinued.

Each government department is responsible for undertaking
Website Reviews and packaging their information and communications
in a form that is easy to understand and find. As a consequence,
many central government websites migrate their content onto
more appropriate and easily findable locations, including
businesslink.gov.uk, Directgov and third parties. The list of central
government websites reported as being closed up to 7th August
2009 was placed in Parliament’s Library in August 2009, although
a record of the date on which each was discontinued is not held
centrally.

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Academies Enterprise Trust

Bob Russell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families (1) when he last
inspected the accounts of the Academies Enterprise
Trust; [316397]

(2) if he will list the salaries of (a) the Chief
Executive and (b) other senior officials of the
Academies Enterprise Trust in each of the last three
financial years. [316442]

Mr. Coaker [holding answer 8 February 2010]: All
Academy Trusts (which includes Charitable Trusts running
more than one Academy) are required to publish annual
accounts in accordance with the Companies Act 2006.
The Charity Commission has published a “Statement
of Recommended Practice” which clarifies how charities
should prepare their accounts in order to reflect these
legal requirements. The Statement of Recommended
Practice states that charities which are subject to a
statutory audit should include a note in their accounts
disclosing the number of employees whose emoluments
were £60,000 or above, presented in £10,000 bandings.
The Department expects Academy Trusts to comply
with the “Statement of Recommended Practice”.

The Academies Enterprises Trust comprises Greensward
Academy, Maltings Academy and New Rickstones
Academy, which opened in September 2008 and Clacton
Coast which opened in September 2009. For the Academies
that opened in 2008, their first annual report and accounts
will cover the period 1 September 2008 to 31 August
2009. The Academies Enterprise Trust was required to
submit their accounts to the Department by 31 December
2009 for academies that opened in 2008. The accounts
have been received by the Department but have not yet
been finalised. Once finalised, they will be published on
the Charities Commission’s website.

For the Clacton Coastal Academy, audited accounts
are due to be with the Department by 31 December
2010.

Academies: South East

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how much funding for
academies in South East England has been provided by
(a) the Government and (b) sponsors since the
inception of the academy scheme. [315763]

Mr. Coaker: There are 24 open academies in south-east
England with a further 13 in development. To date, the
amount of funding provided by the Department for
Children, Schools and Families for these academies is
£613,448,699. This includes the capital costs for new
buildings that have been completed or where construction
has started. The total funding provided to date by the
sponsors of academies in south-east England is £15,228,849.

Departmental Buildings

Michael Gove: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how much (a) his
Department and its predecessors and (b) their agencies
spent on (i) cleaning, (ii) electricity and (iii) heating in
each of the last 12 years. [303930]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The information is as follows:
The data was requested for the last 12 years, however,

the Department is only able to supply 10 years and is
only required to retain financial records and original
documentation for six years after the end of the financial
year in which the transaction took place.

The Department for Children, Schools and Families
was created on 28 June 2007 as a result of a machinery
of government change and the expenditure recorded
includes those of the two predecessor Departments, the
Department for Education and Employment (DFEE)
and the Department for Education and Skills (DFES).
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The expenditure for 2007-08 and 2008-09 also includes
any costs incurred by the Department for Universities,
Innovation and Skills, where these costs relate to areas
formerly the responsibility of the Department for Education
and Skills.

£

Heating Electric Cleaning

1999/2000 167,205 1,187,157 533,316

2000/01 205,799 845,288 534,722

2001/02 217,364 968,905 626,450

2002/03 207,702 916,600 793,366

2003/04 200,341 891,855 830,681

2004/05 269,672 1,186,467 1,037,114

2005/06 224,323 1,296,242 1,060,495

2006/07 317,450 1,828,640 1,233,339

2007/08 292,058 2,405,021 774,583

2008/09 256,624 2,591,851 795,217

Departmental Public Expenditure

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what the cost to his
Department was of provision of office facilities to (a)
special advisers and (b) press officers in the 2008-09
financial year. [302978]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The total cost on the provision
of office facilities to special advisers and press officers
during the last 2008-09 financial year amounted to
£126,381.44.

Health Education: Sex

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what plans he has for
the role of local education authorities in determining
the curriculum for sex and relationships education
under the provisions proposed in the Children, Schools
and Families Bill. [309604]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The Children, Schools and
Families (CSF) Bill makes no provision for local authorities
to have a role in determining the content of schools’ sex
and relationships education (SRE) programmes.

Hotels

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families how many hotel room nights
were booked by officials in (a) his Department and its
predecessor and (b) their agencies in each year since
2007; and how much (i) his Department and its
predecessor and (ii) their agencies spent on the fees of
third party agents in booking hotel accommodation in
each of those years. [309056]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The data requested was for the
Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF).
DCSF was established under the machinery of government
changes on 28 June 2007. The data starts from July
when Expotel took over the hotel booking contract for
the department. Data prior to July can be provided only
at disproportionate costs.

The data has been provided by the Department’s
hotel booking agent Expotel.

The number of hotel room nights booked by officials
in (a) his Department and its predecessor is:

DCSF

Number

2007 8,073

2008 11,558

2009 6,023

(b) Their agencies in each year since 2007 are:

Number

Qualifications and Curriculum
Authority

2007 0

2008 1,425

2009 2,137

National Measurement Office

2007 0

2008 96

2009 0

11 Million

2007 0

2008 32

2009 0

Ofsted

2007 0

2008 19,395

2009 17,441

Learning and Skills Council

2007 7,422

2008 7,146

2009 4,234

CAFCASS

2007 72

2008 1,183

2009 2,380

School Food Trust

2007 10

2008 14

2009 0

There are no fees incurred as the service for booking
accommodation is free of charge.

Personal Social and Health Education

Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what role governors
would have in determining the curriculum in the
understanding physical development, health and well-
being area of learning in primary schools under the
provisions proposed in the Children, Schools and
Families Bill. [309710]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: Under the provisions proposed
in the Children, Schools and Families Bill, the governing
body of every maintained school would have a duty to
exercise its functions with a view to securing that the
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curriculum meets the statutory requirements set out in
the programmes of study for each of the areas of
learning, including understanding physical development,
health and well-being.

Pre-school Education

Michael Gove: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families (1) how much of the
dedicated schools grant will be allocated for the
delivery of the three to four year-old nursery
entitlement in 2010-11; [316089]

(2) much of the dedicated schools grant will be
allocated for under five year-olds in 2010-11. [316090]

Mr. Coaker: The Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) is
allocated to local authorities and is distributed using a
single guaranteed unit of funding per pupil for each
authority. The Government do not fund local authorities
according to the age or phase of education of pupils but
we fund local authorities a single guaranteed unit of

funding for the number of pupils on roll. It is then for
local authorities to fund the provision of education for
three to 16 year-olds in their area via their local funding
formula, which includes the provision of free entitlement
for three and four year-olds.

Final figures for 2010-11 are not yet available but our
indicative figures can be found on

http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/management/schoolfunding/
schoolfunding2008to11/dsg200811/

Pupils: Per Capita Costs

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how much has been
spent per pupil in each local authority area in the
South East in each year since 1997. [315775]

Mr. Coaker: The available information on how much
has been spent per pupil in each local authority in the
south-east is shown in the following table:

Combined LEA and school based expenditure

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99

11999-
2000 2000-01

England 2,640 2,710 2,690 2,660 2,690 2,710 2,850 2,800 2,980

Berkshire 2,470 2,620 2,590 2,510 2,580 2,560 0 0 0

Bracknell Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,660 2,730 2,960

Brighton and Hove 0 0 0 0 0 2,880 3,010 2,940 3,060

Buckinghamshire 0 0 0 0 0 2,750 2,800 2,720 2,860

East Sussex 0 0 0 0 0 2,670 2,760 2,840 2,990

Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 2,660 2,730 2,620 2,730

Isle of Wight 2,560 2,690 2,650 2,590 2,650 2,730 2,870 2,820 3,080

Kent 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,000 2,700 2,850

Medway 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,630 2,580 2,880

Milton Keynes 0 0 0 0 0 2,530 2,680 2,730 2,750

Oxfordshire 2,780 2,760 2,740 2,610 2,630 2,690 2,750 2,670 2,880

Portsmouth 0 0 0 0 0 2,810 2,950 2,870 3,020

Pre LGR Bucks 2,680 2,730 2,790 2,660 2,670 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR East Sussex 2,680 2,780 2,730 2,750 2,770 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR Hampshire 2,590 2,700 2,700 2,620 2,660 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR Kent 2,460 2,630 2,660 2,680 2,710 2,710 0 0 0

Reading 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,860 2,960 3,000

Slough 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,190 3,040 3,290

Southampton 0 0 0 0 0 2,720 2,880 2,850 3,130

Surrey 2,850 2,970 2,880 2,900 2,840 2,800 2,940 2,710 2,820

West Berkshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,600 2,690 2,830

West Sussex 2,530 2,630 2,630 2,610 2,630 2,670 2,760 2,710 2,830

Windsor and Maidenhead 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,810 2,840 3,070

Wokingham 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,520 2,690 2,850

2001-02 12002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

England 3,290 3,440 3,890 4,140 4,450 4,710 5,050 5,340

Berkshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bracknell Forest 3,180 3,280 3,760 4,010 4,350 4,640 4,830 5,060

Brighton and Hove 3,380 3,400 4,000 4,210 4,500 4,650 5,010 5,150

Buckinghamshire 3,180 3,390 3,730 4,130 4,620 4,580 4,820 4,980

East Sussex 3,300 3,340 3,840 4,140 4,370 4,660 4,850 5,120

Hampshire 3,000 3,220 3,530 3,750 4,000 4,190 4,490 4,800

Isle of Wight 3,390 3,490 3,870 4,090 4,490 4,840 5,180 5,540

Kent 3,150 3,290 3,710 3,940 4,210 4,450 4,700 5,070

Medway 3,140 3,300 3,820 4,100 4,370 4,560 4,830 5,070

Milton Keynes 3,200 3,170 3,660 4,000 4,230 4,610 4,910 5,200
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2001-02 12002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Oxfordshire 3,150 3,370 3,860 4,070 4,310 4,490 4,780 5,030

Portsmouth 3,400 3,700 4,030 4,260 4,560 4,590 4,870 5,170

Pre LGR Bucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR East Sussex 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pre LGR Kent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reading 3,340 3,750 4,040 4,420 4,760 5,060 5,170 5,540

Slough 3,680 3,840 4,310 4,590 4,750 4,840 5,080 5,500

Southampton 3,430 2,980 4,110 4,450 4,650 4,900 5,280 5,580

Surrey 3,140 3,380 3,610 3,850 4,140 4,320 4,680 4,980

West Berkshire 3,210 3,390 3,720 4,030 4,160 4,540 4,800 4,950

West Sussex 3,000 3,200 3,560 3,800 4,140 4,400 4,700 4,810

Windsor and Maidenhead 3,350 3,520 3,850 4,090 4,360 4,560 4;940 5,100

Wokingham 3,090 3,210 3,530 3,740 4,170 4,320 4,600 4,660
1 1999-2000 saw a change in data source when the data collection moved from the RO1 to the Section 52 Outturn collection from the DCSF. 2002-03 saw a further
break in the time series following the introduction of Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) and the associated restructuring of the outturn tables.
Notes:
1. The information used in the chart has been drawn from CLG’s RO1 form (1992-93 to 1999-2000.
2. Pupil figures include all pre-primary pupils, including those under 5s funded by the LA and being educated in private settings, pupils educated in maintained
mainstream schools and other LA maintained pupils. The pupil data for pupils attending maintained nursery, primary, secondary and special schools are taken
from the DCSF Annual Schools Census. Private voluntary and independent (PVI) under 5 pupil numbers are taken from the Early Years census but are only
included for 1999-2000 onwards. For 1995-96 onwards other LA maintained pupils are included in the pupil count. This includes all pupils attending schools not
maintained by the authority for whom the authority is paying full tuition fees, or educated otherwise than in schools and pupil referral units under arrangements
made by the authority drawn from the Form 8b submitted to the DCSF. Also included as other LA maintained pupils are all pupils attending pupil referral units
who are not registered at a maintained mainstream school drawn from the DCSF Annual Schools Census. All pupil numbers are adjusted to be on a financial year
basis.
3. Local government reorganisation (LGR) took place during the mid to late 1990’s and those LAs that did not exist either pre or post LGR have no expenditure
for those years.
4. Figures are rounded to the nearest £10.

Qualifications and Curriculum Framework: Finance

Mr. Laws: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families how much (a) his Department,
(b) the Qualifications and Curriculum Agency, (c) the
Learning and Skills Council and (d) the Learning and
Skills Improvement Service have spent on the
Qualifications and Curriculum Framework (QCF) in
each of the last three years for which figures are
available; and how much each organisation has
allocated to QCF for (i) 2010-11 and (ii) 2011-12.

[309513]

Kevin Brennan: Figures are given in the following
table. The Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF)
is a new way of recognising achievement through the
award of credit for units and qualifications in England,
Wales and Northern Ireland. The QCF was approved
by Ministers in November 2008, following two years of
test and trial led by the Qualifications and Curriculum
Development Agency (QCDA). Figures for 2009-10 are
based on actual expenditure up to November 2009, the
latest date for which figures are available, plus forecast
expenditure for the remainder of the financial year. No
figures are yet available for 2010-11 or 2011-12 for BIS,
the Skills Funding Agency (SFA) or Ofqual. In the case
of the Learning and Skills Improvement Service (LSIS),
BIS will be making £46.85 million available in 2010-11
for all of LSIS’ needs, and it will be for LSIS itself to
determine how much—a very small proportion of that
total—it spends on QCF. No figure has yet been determined
for LSIS’ budget in 2011-12. Expenditure by QCDA on
QCF in 2010-11 and 2011-12 will be zero.

Actual and forecast expenditure on the Qualifications and Credit Framework

£ million

2007-08
(Actual)

2008-09
(Actual)

2009-10
(Forecast)

BIS 0.12 0.82 1.60

Actual and forecast expenditure on the Qualifications and Credit Framework

£ million

2007-08
(Actual)

2008-09
(Actual)

2009-10
(Forecast)

QCDA 2.93 2.96 2.42

Ofqual1 — — 3.43

LSC/SFA 0.00 3.64 13.77

LSIS 0.00 0.00 2.43
1 Ofqual’s allocation is shown separately from QCDA for 2009-10 as it was
operationally separate

Schools: Bureaucracy

Mr. Laws: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families what forms were sent to schools
by his Department for headteachers to complete in
each year from 2006 to date; and if he will make a
statement. [304736]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The requested information
cannot be supplied without incurring disproportionate
cost.

Social Services: Children

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how many allegations
of conduct warranting a child social services
investigation have been received by local authority
social services in each of the last five years. [315249]

Dawn Primarolo [holding answer 3 February 2010]:
The Department does not collect this information.

Chris Huhne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what percentage of
births were in areas where a children’s centre was
operational in the last 12 months; what percentage of
such births were reported to local children’s services
and children’s centres; and if he will make a statement.

[315356]
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Dawn Primarolo [holding answer 3 February 2010]:
Sure Start children’s centres are becoming a universal
service for all young children and their families. At the
end of December 2009, there were 3,381 designated
children’s centres and we are on track to reach our
target 3,500 centres by March 2010. All children born in
England will therefore soon have access to early childhood
services through their local children’s centre.

The Department does not collect information nationally
on how much data are reported from the NHS to
children’s centres. But health services are part of the
children’s centre core offer, with health visitors in children’s
centres playing a key role delivering the ‘Healthy Child
Programme’ (the evidenced-based child public health
programme offered to all families from pregnancy to
five years of age) and making the vital first link to the
wide range of services on offer including antenatal and
postnatal care.

Information sharing is crucial and we plan to publish
a leaflet shortly focusing on health, children’s centres
and information sharing. Its target audience will include
health visitors and midwives because of their unique
early interaction with all new parents and it will set out
minimum standards we expect centres and health
professionals to adhere to, in terms of sharing and
retaining birth data. This leaflet is designed to be read
alongside the cross-Government guidance on information
sharing which is the overall authority in this area. The
guidance can be found at:

www.dcsf.gov.uk/ecm/informationsharing

Teachers: Early Retirement

Mr. Ruffley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what estimate he has
made of the number of teachers who have taken early
retirement from each type of institution in (a) Suffolk,
(b) Norfolk, (c) Essex, (d) Cambridgeshire, (e)
Bedfordshire, (f) Hertfordshire and (g) England in
each year since 1997. [314873]

Mr. Coaker: A table giving the number of teachers
awarded early retirement benefits from the teachers’
pensions scheme in each local authority in the east of
England Government office region and England in
each year from 1996/97 to 2008/09, the latest information
available, has been placed in the Libraries of the House.

Teachers: Training

Michael Gove: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families if he will place in the
Library a copy of each item of guidance on capability
procedures for teachers issued by his Department.

[316195]

Mr. Coaker [holding answer 8 February 2010]: The
Department’s guidance on the capability procedures for
teachers is readily available in the public domain and
can be found at the following link:

http://publications.dcsf.gov.uk/default.aspx?PageFunction=
productdetails&PageMode=publications&Productld=DFEE 0125/
2000

HOME DEPARTMENT

Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs

Dr. Evan Harris: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department (1) how many meetings of (a) the
Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs and (b) its
sub-committees have taken place since 1 November
2008; [312107]

(2) what steps he is taking to fill the vacancies on the
Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs; and when
he expects those vacancies to be filled; [312109]

(3) what assessment he has made of the effects of the
vacancies on the Advisory Council on the Misuse of
Drugs on the functioning of the Council. [312110]

Mr. Alan Campbell: The Advisory Council on the
Misuse of Drugs (ACMD) has had the following meetings
since 1 November 2008:

The ACMD
25 November 2008

23 and 24 March 2009
14 May 2009
19 June 2009
10 November 2009
14 December 2009

The Technical Committee
10 March 2008

6 July 2009

29 October 2009

The Prevention Working group - Hepatitis
22 January 2009

Anabolic Steroids Working Group
1 April 2009

1 October 2009

Pathways to Problems Working Group
10 June 2009

Cognitive Enhancers Working Group
8 August 2009

8 October 2009

New Psychoactive Substances Working Group
8 August 2009

8 October 2009

Polysubstance Use Working Group
30 August 2009

I understand that the ACMD is scheduled to
meet to discuss the cathinones in February and has a
Technical Committee and ACMD meeting scheduled
for March.

A recruitment campaign has been initiated to fill the
statutory positions on the Advisory Council on the
Misuse of Drugs. Adverts will be placed for the positions by
early February 2010. The appointment of new members
will be made following open competition, and will be
undertaken in accordance with the guidelines laid
down by the Office of the Commission for Public
Appointments (OCPA). The process will be scrutinised
by an Independent Public Appointments Assessor. It is
expected that these vacancies will be filled within three
months of advertising.
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I met with the Advisory Council on the Misuse of
Drugs (ACMD) on 10 November to discuss, and agree,
ways in which the Council would function in the future.
The outcome of this meeting is published in a joint
statement

http://drugs.homeoffice.gov.uk/Joint_Statement_-
_ACMD_HSec.pdf

The chair of the ACMD has stated that it is continuing
to work to advise Government on issues concerning
harmful drugs. As is normal practice, the ACMD can
co-opt members where specific expertise is required and
it is expected that new ACMD members will be recruited
over the coming months. I therefore do not believe it is
necessary to make any further assessment of the effects
of the vacancies on the functioning of the ACMD.

Alcohol Disorder Zones

Chris Grayling: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many alcohol disorder zones
are in force. [313347]

Alan Johnson [holding answer 26 January 2010]:
There are currently no Alcohol Disorder Zones (ADZs)
in place.

ADZs came into force in June 2008 and the Home
Office has been clear that an ADZ should only be used
as a measure of last resort, after all other tools and
powers have been tried. The Government are aware that
a number of local areas have threatened to impose an
ADZ, in order to achieve compliance from the licensed
trade. To support areas, the Home Office is running a
series of 50 alcohol enforcement workshops in our
alcohol priority areas, in order to ensure that frontline
agencies are aware of the full range of powers they have
available to tackle alcohol-related crime and disorder,
and to ensure that those powers are used effectively.

Additionally, I recently announced the introduction
of the mandatory code of practice for the alcohol
industry, in order to ensure that irresponsible practices
by the licensed trade are prohibited.

Anti-terrorism Control Orders

Mr. Blunt: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department which police force was responsible
for the enforcement of the control order in the case of
each of the seven individuals who have absconded from
an order. [316088]

Mr. Hanson: The Metropolitan police force was
responsible for the enforcement of four of the seven
control orders. It is not possible to provide a further
breakdown of the police forces responsible because of
the national security sensitivities of these cases and the
need to avoid publishing any information that could
lead to the identification of an individual who is subject
to an anonymity order.

The written ministerial statements in relation to control
orders published on 11 December 2006, 16 January
2007, 22 March 2007, 24 May 2007, 21 June 2007,
17 September 2007, 12 December 2007 and 10 March
2008 gave further information about the seven control
order absconds.

Assaults on Police: Sick Leave

Andrew Stunell: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many sickness days were taken
consequent on assaults on (a) police and (b)
community support officers in each police force in each
of the last five years. [312989]

Mr. Hanson: The available data are given in the table.
Data are collected only for ‘all officers’ and ‘all staff’.
CSO’s are counted, but not separately, under ‘all staff’.

Number of police officer working days lost due to assaults from 2004-05 to
2008-09

2004-05 2005/06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Avon and
Somerset

464 n/a 21 566 751

Bedfordshire 112 184 178 219 62

Cambridgeshire 194 284 62 120 25

Cheshire 755 575 115 75 112

Cleveland n/a n/a n/a 77 108

Cumbria 46 150 n/a n/a 341

Derbyshire 262 351 236 143 281

Devon and
Cornwall

136 64 334 188 31

Dorset n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Durham 101 28 63 138 161

Dyfed-Powys 274 93 97 154 161

Essex 305 301 248 252 189

Gloucestershire 182 199 165 47 16

Greater
Manchester

1,702 1,127 947 832 2,074

Gwent 426 417 n/a 122 n/a

Hampshire 278 302 252 191 n/a

Hertfordshire 134 85 186 n/a n/a

Humberside 133 156 n/a n/a 126

Kent 412 437 748 431 400

Lancashire 1,330 1,095 603 596 472

Leicestershire n/a 193 274 n/a 177

Lincolnshire 95 88 211 344 233

London, City
of

44 43 13 2 44

Merseyside 195 184 n/a 407 534

Metropolitan
Police

3,401 n/a 7,647 5,848 6,388

Norfolk 272 41 67 162 65

Northamptonshire 20 4 29 6 20

Northumbria 368 290 905 1,075 330

North Wales 169 158 323 133 n/a

North
Yorkshire

102 n/a 137 n/a n/a

Nottinghamshire 303 145 n/a 179 193

South Wales n/a n/a n/a n/a 87

South
Yorkshire

183 160 104 69 209

Staffordshire 446 285 299 174 115

Suffolk 26 5 213 208 240

Surrey 98 32 20 69 14

Sussex 544 334 109 276 329

Thames
Valley

159 n/a n/a n/a 168

Warwickshire 8 63 715 24 29

West Mercia 592 467 446 354 322

West
Midlands

1,502 1,313 1,419 1,166 1,200

West
Yorkshire

1,383 974 725 691 1,048

Wiltshire 152 37 n/a n/a n/a
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n/a = data not available. Force was not able to supply data at the time of
collection.
1 Provisional data taken from a supplementary series collected on behalf of
HMIC and used for inspection purposes only. Data have not undergone usual
quality assurance practices (including validation with individual police forces),
except where there are large rises or falls, and are therefore supplied for
information purposes only.

Number of police staff working days lost due to assaults1 from 2004-05 to
2008-09

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Avon and
Somerset

81 0 5 71 133

Bedfordshire 10 0 3 0 n/a

Cambridgeshire 36 0 9 0 2

Cheshire 2 42 0 3 17

Cleveland 0 0 0 3 2

Cumbria 0 6 0 n/a n/a

Derbyshire 0 82 16 0 18

Devon and
Cornwall

0 3 1 0 20

Dorset n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Durham 0 0 0 0 2

Dyfed-Powys 0 0 0 0 n/a

Essex 14 0 31 0 5

Gloucestershire 1 149 2 10 n/a

Greater
Manchester

133 83 94 69 78

Gwent 5 13 n/a 0 n/a

Hampshire 21 4 3 22 n/a

Hertfordshire 0 0 0 0 n/a

Humberside 0 0 0 369 62

Kent 0 41 40 0 n/a

Lancashire 86 110 0 13 26

Leicestershire n/a 0 46 0 2

Lincolnshire 20 0 0 1 2

London, City
of

0 0 0 0 n/a

Merseyside 12 0 0 0 13

Metropolitan
Police

305 n/a 299 802 347

Norfolk 13 0 22 2 21

Northamptonshire 0 0 0 0 5

Northumbria 7 5 9 15 30

North Wales 31 0 0 20 n/a

North
Yorkshire

0 0 0 0 n/a

Nottinghamshire 9 18 n/a 3 5

South Wales 0 0 0 n/a 5

South
Yorkshire

6 0 0 25 n/a

Staffordshire 0 5 0 0 10

Suffolk 0 2 4 0 2

Surrey 0 0 90 1 n/a

Sussex 0 0 17 8 0

Thames
Valley

0 n/a n/a 0 15

Warwickshire 0 0 9 3 16

West Mercia 0 7 32 20 12

West
Midlands

126 97 113 147 208

West
Yorkshire

173 18 47 5 60

Wiltshire 0 0 n/a n/a n/a

n/a = data not available. Force was not able to supply data at the time of
collection.
1 Provisional data taken from a supplementary series collected on behalf of
HMIC and used for inspection purposes only. Data have not undergone usual
quality assurance practices (including validation with individual police forces),
except where there are large rises or falls, and are therefore supplied for
information purposes only.

Control Orders

Mr. Dismore: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the cost per day is of
providing 24-hour surveillance of a controllee subject
to a control order. [316656]

Mr. Hanson: The Government do not comment on
the details of terrorism-related operational matters.

DNA: Databases

Damian Green: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what proportion of the prison
population had a profile stored on the National DNA
Database on the latest date for which figures are
available. [313454]

Mr. Alan Campbell: The purpose of the national
DNA database (NDNAD) is to match DNA profiles
taken from individuals with those taken from crime
scenes. It holds only the information necessary for this
function, and does not contain criminal records or
information on whether those on it are in prison.

However, there are good reasons for believing that a
significant majority of the prison population has a
profile on the NDNAD. Police forces have had the
power to retain DNA taken from those convicted of
recordable offences since the establishment of the DNA
database in 1995. For the first few years this power was
exercised in relation to more serious offenders, but from
2000 onwards additional funding was made available
under the DNA expansion programme to make it standard
practice to take samples from all offenders. In April
2004, the law was changed to allow DNA samples to be
taken from all those arrested for recordable offences.
Following this, taking a DNA sample in the custody
suite has become routine procedure. In addition, two
prisoner sampling projects have been undertaken, most
recently in 2003, to take DNA from any prisoner who
had not already been sampled, for example because
they had been imprisoned before DNA sampling was
widely practiced.

Legal powers have existed since 1996 to take DNA
samples from those in prison. The Crime and Security
Bill currently before Parliament allows samples to be
taken from those convicted of sexual and violent offences
before 1995 even if they are no longer in prison.

Mr. Llwyd: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many people with a profile on
the National DNA Database have never been convicted
of a crime. [315672]

Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 4 February 2010]:
The national DNA database (NDNAD) is designed to
match DNA taken from crime scenes with that taken
from individuals. It does not hold information on whether
those with records on it have convictions, as this is not
necessary for this purpose. Data on convictions is held
on the Police National Computer (PNC).

Some data on whether those on the NDNAD have
convictions are available from the Police National Computer
(PNC) but not as part of the PNC’s routine functions.
The National Policing Improvement Agency (NPIA)
obtains this information periodically, usually once per
year. To obtain it more frequently would incur
disproportionate cost.
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The most recent figures available for England and
Wales show that at 24 April 2009 there were an estimated
4,587,430 persons on the NDNAD, of whom 79 per
cent. (an estimated 3,601,245 persons) had a current
conviction, caution, formal warning or reprimand recorded
on the PNC. The remaining 21 per cent. (an estimated
986,185 persons) includes those people who have been
convicted and have had their records deleted, those
against whom proceedings are still ongoing, and those
who have never been convicted.

Forced Marriage

Margaret Moran: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many people affected by
forced marriage have received (a) direct assistance
from the Forced Marriage Unit and (b) assistance
from third sector organisations funded by the Forced
Marriage Unit. [315081]

Mr. Alan Campbell: In 2009, the Forced Marriage
Unit (FMU) helpline gave advice and support in 1,682
separate instances of possible forced marriage (this
figure counts multiple calls on one case as one “instance”)
and the unit itself dealt with 375 cases of forced marriage.
The FMU is committed to working closely with the
third sector to provide victims with the full range of
support and assistance and has increased funding to
third sector organisation over recent years.

It is not possible to provide statistics for the number
of people affected by forced marriage who received
assistance from third sector organisations funded by the
unit in financial year 2009-10. This is because the
projects are ongoing and the outcomes of the projects
are not necessarily quantifiable in these terms. Funds
were provided, for instance, for projects designed to
increase awareness of forced marriage and appropriate
responses to it among various professional, peer and
community groups. It is not possible to accurately assess
the number of individuals engaged by these projects
that have themselves already been directly affected by
forced marriage. Going forward, the FMU are working
with Governmental and non-governmental partners to
build the best statistical picture possible.

Fraud

Chris Grayling: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many counterfeit (a)
passports and (b) driving licences have been
confiscated in each year since 1998-99; and how many
counterfeit identity cards have been confiscated.

[314773]

Alan Johnson: The number of counterfeit UK passports
identified in the UK and recorded by UK Border Agency
(UKBA) since 2000 are shown in the following table.
No figures are available prior to 2000. The figure for
2009 is up until the end of September. No data is
recorded in respect of counterfeit passports recovered
overseas.

Number

2000 11

2001 0

2002 7

Number

2003 0

2004 9

2005 6

2006 7

2007 13

2008 23

2009 15

Total 91

The following table provides the number of counterfeit
driving licences referred to the Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency (DVLA) in the last four years.

No figures are available prior to 2006.

Counterfeit photocard
licence

Counterfeit paper
counterpart to licence

2006 205 5

2007 104 4

2008 94 4

2009 87 3

Totals 490 16

The Identity and Passport Service (IPS) began publicly
issuing Identity Cards to UK Nationals on 30 November
2009. To date IPS have not identified or confiscated any
counterfeit cards. The UKBA began issuing Identity
Cards to foreign nationals on 25 November 2008. To
date UKBA have not identified or confiscated any
counterfeit cards.

Methadone

Mr. Whittingdale: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department (1) what recent assessment he
has made of the risks of the recreational use of
methadone; [314415]

(2) what recent representations he has received on
the classification of methadone; and if he will make a
statement. [314416]

Mr. Alan Campbell: Based on the hon. Member’s
subsequent clarification, this answer addresses mephedrone,
not methadone.

Mephedrone (4-methylmethcathinone) is a stimulant
drug which is structurally related to cathinone and
methcathinone, both of which are controlled substances
under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971. The Advisory
Council on the Misuse of Drugs (ACMD), whom we
are required by statute to consult before bringing forward
legislation under the 1971 Act to Parliament, is currently
considering the harms of mephedrone and related cathinone
compounds as a priority. The ACMD’s latest letter on
its consideration of these drugs is available at:

http://drugs.homeoffice.gov.uk/publication-search/acmd/
acmdmephedrone2835.pdf?view=Binary

In addition to the ACMD’s letter, representations
have been received from Members of Parliament and
the public.

Passports: Concessions

Mr. Crausby: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department whether he plans to extend the
entitlement to a free passport to those who are over the
age of 80 years after September 2009. [316013]
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Meg Hillier: The free passport scheme is a special
concession that was introduced in 2004 initially to assist
Second World War veterans who were travelling to
60th anniversary commemorative events, such as those
visiting the Normandy landing beaches. It was extended
to cover all those born on or before 2 September 1929
who would have been aged 16 or over at the end of the
second World War in Europe and so were old enough
by the end of the war to have made a substantial
contribution to the national effort either by being in the
armed forces or civilian employment.

This scheme was intended as a recognition of the
contribution of second world war veterans rather than
being an age related concession and, accordingly, there
are no plans to extend it to those who will be over
80 after September 2009. Any extension would be
considerably more expensive and would have to be
financed by increasing passport fees for other applicants.

However, we have now started to issue identity cards
to British citizens that are valid for travel in Europe at a
fee of £30 compared to the passport fee of £77.50.
Currently identity cards are available to anyone resident
in the United Kingdom who holds a valid or recently
expired passport and has registered an interest on the
Identity and Passport Service website at:

https://info.ips.gov.uk/ipscw/reg

or does so before 30 June 2010. It is intended that by
2012 that anyone applying for a passport will be offered
the choice of being issued with an identity card or
passport or both documents.

Police: Training

Chris Grayling: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the average cost of training
(a) a police officer, (b) a community support officer
and (c) a special constable is in England and Wales.

[315643]

Alan Johnson: The Initial Police Training and
Development Programme (IPLDP) form the basis of
initial training for (a) a police officer (b) a police
community support officer and (c) a special constable
in England and Wales.

From April 2006 the National Policing Improvement
Agency (NPIA) assisted the rollout of the IPLDP to all
43 Home Office forces. Each police force has the autonomy
as to the way they meet/exceed the standards set out in
the IPLDP curriculum and the amount that they spend.

To help support the delivery of the learning programme,
from April 2008 to March 2011 the Home Office has a
central supplementary fund of £16.2 million which is
currently distributed according to each police force’s
average recruitment during 2006-08. Central provision
of training was discontinued in 2006. This information
is not held centrally.

HEALTH

Ambulance Services: Standards

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health in respect of which ambulance trusts
performance in meeting the target for responding to
category A calls has declined since October 2007.

[316019]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Ambulance response time statistics
are published annually reporting performance over a
full financial year, therefore is not available for the time
period requested. The annual statistics also report against
two category A standards for urgent and emergency
incidents; receiving a response at the scene of the incident
within eight minutes 75 per cent. of the time, and if the
patient requires transport this should arrive within
19 minutes of the request for transport being made 95
per cent. of the time.

The published annual data for 2007-08 and 2008-09
show that:

10 out of 12 ambulance services achieved the category A eight
minute response time standard in 2007-08, of these three services
reported performance below the standard in 2008-09 (North West
Ambulance Service NHS Trust, East of England Ambulance
Service NHS Trust and South Central Ambulance Service NHS
Trust).

10 out of 12 ambulance services achieved the category A
19 minute response time standard in 2007-08, all these 10 services
achieved the standard in 2008-09.

From 1 April 2008, the way that national health
service ambulance trusts measure response times has
changed. This change is commonly referred to as ‘call
connect’. Response times are now measured from the
point when the call is presented to the control room
telephone switch. Previously, response times were measured
from the point when certain details had been ascertained
from the caller, an average of 90 seconds later. Therefore
2008-09 data involving the new ‘call connect’ response
time measurement (i.e. eight and 19 minute response
times) are not comparable with earlier years.

Departmental Sick Leave

David Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many staff in his Department have had five
or more periods of sickness absence of less than five
days in two or more of the last three years. [316463]

Phil Hope: The Department gives managing sickness
absence the importance it deserves. Our policy “Managing
Sickness Absence—promoting attendance at work”
promotes a positive approach to managing and responding
to sickness absence.

Human resources routinely make contact with line
managers and members of staff at agreed absence trigger
points, advising on the policy and support available to
maximise attendance and support health and well-being
at work. This can include occupational health referrals,
return to work interviews, making use of the employee
assistance programme, and consideration of reasonable
adjustments to the role or physical environment.

Human resources provide continued support to managers
and members of staff in maintaining acceptable attendance
levels and advising on process for formal action where
acceptable attendance levels cannot be sustained.

In December 2008, the Department published its
policy on health and well-being for all its staff. One of
the aims of the policy is to improve attendance at work.

A new more proactive new occupational health service
is being tendered now which will also have an impact on
attendance at work.

The information could be provided in the format
requested only at disproportionate cost. However the
Department can provide information for the last four
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years on the numbers of staff who have had five or
more periods of sickness of less than five days in a year.
This is given in the following table:

Number of staff having five or more
periods of sickness of less than five

days

2008-09 92

2007-08 95

2006-07 95

2005-06 87

Information is not available before 2005-06.

Departmental Training

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health pursuant to the answer of 12 January 2010,
Official Report, column 910W, on departmental
training, when the training was provided; whether
external organisations provided the training; what the
cost was of the training; and to which Ministers
training was provided. [315782]

Phil Hope: Training is provided to Ministers on a
range of issues including handling the media, as part of
their induction and continuing development in order to
carry out their duties effectively under the ministerial
code.

Food: Labelling

Mr. Hancock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what criteria have been agreed for evaluating
the second phase of the pre-consultation pilot project
of the healthier food mark. [315900]

Gillian Merron: The evaluation of the phase one
pre-consultation healthier food mark pilots is in the
process of being reviewed. Once this process has been
completed, the revised nutrition and sustainability criteria
will be published on the healthier food mark website:

www.dh.gov.uk/healthierfoodmark

prior to the launch of the phase two pilots.

General Practitioners

Mr. Lansley: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what proportion of people in (a) each primary care
trust area and (b) England who responded to his
Department’s general practice patient survey reported
that contacting their GP out-of-hours service was (i)
very easy, (ii) fairly easy, (iii) not very easy, (iv) not at
all easy and (v) don’t know in (A) 2008-09 and (B)
2009-10. [315894]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information requested has
been placed in the Library.

The data comes with a heavy warning that the data
from the two years are not directly comparable. This is
because the survey in 2008-09 was a one-off survey
covering the whole year whereas the 2009-10 survey is
being conducted quarterly. So far we have data from
just two quarters in 2009-10 and consequently the sample
size is much smaller.

Mr. Lansley: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what proportion of people in (a) each primary care
trust area and (b) England who responded to his
Department’s general practice patient survey reported
that their GP out-of-hours service was (i) very good,
(ii) good, (iii) neither good nor poor, (iv) poor, (v) very
poor and (vi) don’t know in (A) 2008-09 and (B)
2009-10. [315895]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: This information requested has
been placed in the Library.

The data provided comes with a clear warning that
data from the two years are not directly comparable.
This is because the survey in 2008-09 was a one-off
survey covering the whole year whereas the 2009-10
survey is being conducted quarterly. So far we have data
from just two quarters in 2009-10 and consequently the
sample size is much smaller.

Health Protection Agency: Location

Robert Key: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what discussions he has had with (a) staff and (b)
trade unions on the proposed relocation of the Health
Protection Agency from the Porton Down site near
Salisbury to Harlow, Essex. [316047]

Gillian Merron: None. It is for the Health Protection
Agency to hold such discussions with its staff and their
representatives, and it will do so as appropriate.

Health Services

Bob Russell: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many people received medical attention in hospital
as a result of attacks by dogs in each primary care trust
in (a) the East of England and (b) London in each of
the last five years; and if he will make a statement.

[316413]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Data relating to the number of
finished admission episodes for patients bitten or struck
by a dog, by primary care trust (PCT) in the East of
England and London strategic health authority (SHA)
of residence for the years 2004-05 to 2008-09 has been
set out in the following table.

2006-07 to 2008-09

SHA/PCT description 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

East of England SHA total 413 398 386

Luton PCT 6 8 *

South East Essex PCT 21 29 *

Bedfordshire PCT 31 21 13

East and North Hertfordshire
PCT

51 33 50

West Hertfordshire PCT 37 44 37

Peterborough PCT 9 11 10

Cambridgeshire PCT 42 43 61

Norfolk PCT 62 52 63

Great Yarmouth and Waveney
PCT

27 8 11

Suffolk PCT 23 30 36

West Essex PCT 19 17 18

North East Essex PCT 19 31 27

Mid Essex PCT 42 40 21

South West Essex PCT 24 31 23
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2006-07 to 2008-09

SHA/PCT description 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

London SHA total 540 525 435

Havering PCT 17 12 22

Kingston PCT * 10 *

Bromley PCT 8 14 19

Greenwich Teaching PCT 20 18 22

Barnet PCT 14 16 9

Hillingdon PCT 19 18 20

Enfield PCT 21 18 17

Barking and Dagenham PCT 12 14 11

City and Hackney Teaching
PCT

11 14 10

Tower Hamlets PCT 17 17 16

Newham PCT 16 25 18

Haringey Teaching PCT 12 14 7

Hammersmith and Fulham
PCT

19 17 13

Ealing PCT 30 28 19

Hounslow PCT 19 18 11

Brent Teaching PCT 11 11 *

Harrow PCT * 6 6

Camden PCT 10 19 21

Islington PCT 11 11 10

Croydon PCT 23 18 25

Kensington and Chelsea PCT 20 15 10

Westminster PCT 12 16 8

Lambeth PCT 31 28 28

Southwark PCT 35 24 15

Lewisham PCT 24 20 9

Wandsworth PCT 24 27 22

Richmond and Twickenham
PCT

15 14 8

Sutton and Merton PCT 29 34 18

Redbridge PCT 17 6 7

Waltham Forest PCT 13 9 8

Bexley Care Trust 19 14 16

Following reorganisation in 2006, SHAs were reduced
from 28 to 10 and PCTs from 303 to 152. As a result
data from 2006-07 onwards is not directly comparable
with previous years. Data has been presented for those
SHA/PCTs which have valid data for the breakdown
presented here. As a result some SHA/PCTs may be
missing from the list provided.

2004-05 to 2005-06

SHA/PCT description 2005-06 2004-05

Norfolk, Suffolk and
Cambridgeshire SHA total

140 122

Norwich PCT 13 6

North Peterborough PCT 6 5

South Peterborough PCT 6 9

West Norfolk PCT 6 9

Southern Norfolk PCT 20 11

Huntingdonshire PCT * *

Great Yarmouth PCT * *

Cambridge City PCT * 7

South Cambridgeshire PCT 13 10

East Cambridgeshire and
Fenland PCT

11 10

Broadland PCT 8 6

North Norfolk PCT * 8

Ipswich PCT 10 *

Suffolk Coastal PCT * 9

Central Suffolk PCT 9 *

Waveney PCT 11 *

2004-05 to 2005-06

SHA/PCT description 2005-06 2004-05

Suffolk West PCT 8 13

Bedfordshire and
Hertfordshire SHA total

94 83

Hertsmere PCT 7 *

Luton PCT 12 8

Bedford PCT * 7

Bedfordshire Heartlands PCT 17 18

Welwyn Hatfield PCT * *

North Hertfordshire and
Stevenage PCT

19 11

South East Hertfordshire
PCT

* 13

Royston, Buntingford and
Bishop’s Stortford PCT

* 7

Watford and Three Rivers
PCT

14 *

Dacorum PCT * 6

St. Albans and Harpenden
PCT

9 *

Essex SHA Total 121 107

Tendring PCT 12 6

Epping Forest PCT 7 9

Southend on Sea PCT 12 16

Harlow PCT 7 7

Maldon and South
Chelmsford PCT

8 6

Colchester PCT 15 10

Uttlesford PCT * *

Billericay, Brentwood and
Wickford PCT

* *

Thurrock PCT * 6

Basildon PCT 13 10

Chelmsford PCT 11 6

Castle Point and Rochford
PCT

7 10

Witham, Braintree and
Halstead Care Trust

15 12

North West London SHA
total

72 83

Hillingdon PCT 19 26

Hammersmith and Fulham
PCT

6 11

Ealing PCT 6 12

Hounslow PCT 18 8

Brent Teaching PCT 6 *

Harrow PCT * 9

Kensington and Chelsea PCT 9 7

Westminster PCT * *

North Central London SHA
total

52 41

Barnet PCT 6 12

Enfield PCT 13 11

Haringey Teaching PCT 10 *

Camden PCT 15 *

Islington PCT 8 9

North East London SHA total 76 78

Havering PCT * 18

Barking and Dagenham PCT 13 12

City and Hackney Teaching
PCT

12 13

Tower Hamlets PCT 13 9

Newham PCT 13 8
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2004-05 to 2005-06

SHA/PCT description 2005-06 2004-05

Redbridge PCT 10 6

Waltham Forest PCT * 12

South East London SHA total 55 63

Bromley PCT 6 *

Greenwich Teaching PCT 9 16

Lambeth PCT 13 12

Southwark PCT 9 *

Lewisham PCT 6 11

Bexley Care Trust 12 11

South West London SHA
total

70 55

Kingston PCT 10 *

Croydon PCT 17 *

Wandsworth PCT 23 14

Richmond and Twickenham
PCT

6 11

Sutton and Merton PCT 14 17

Notes:
1. To protect patient confidentiality, figures between 1 and 5 have been
replaced with “*” (an asterisk). Where it was still possible to identify numbers
from the total an additional number (the next smallest) has been replaced.
2. This data only covers patients admitted as an in-patient. Accident and
emergency attendances are not included as it is not possible to identify from
the data provided those bitten or struck by a dog.
3. The data should not be described as a count of people as the same person
may have been admitted on more than one occasion during the year.
4. A finished admission episode (FAE) is the first period of in-patient care
under one consultant within one health care provider. FAEs are counted
against the year in which the admission episode finishes. Admissions do not
represent the number of in-patients, as a person may have more than one
admission within the year.
5. The SHA or PCT containing the patient’s normal home address has been
used in the data to provide this answer. This does not necessarily reflect where
the patient was treated as they may have travelled to another SHA or PCT
area for treatment.
Source:
Hospital Episode Statistics—The NHS Information Centre for health and
social care

Health Visitors: Bexley

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many health visitors have been employed
in (a) the London borough of Bexley and (b)
Bexleyheath and Crayford constituency in each year
since 1997. [315902]

Ann Keen: Information is not held in the format
required. The NHS Information Centre collects workforce
data for national health service organisations and not
for geographical areas. The following table shows the
number of health visitors in the Bexley care trust as at
30 September each year since 2001. Bexley primary care
trust was formed in 2001 and became Bexley care trust
in 2004. It is not possible to accurately map workforce
figures for this organisation prior to 2001.
National health service hospital and community health services: Health visitors
in the Bexley primary care trust/Bexley care trust as at 30 September each year

since 2001

Headcount

2001 52

2002 50

2003 50

2004 50

2005 55

2006 53

2007 52

National health service hospital and community health services: Health visitors
in the Bexley primary care trust/Bexley care trust as at 30 September each year

since 2001

Headcount

2008 59

Source:
The NHS Information Centre for health and social care Non-Medical Workforce
Census

Health Visitors: East Sussex

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many health visitors have been employed
in the Sussex Downs and Weald Primary Care Trust
area in each year since 1997. [315764]

Ann Keen: The information is shown in the following
table:
National health service hospital and community health services: Health visitors

in the East Sussex Downs and Weald primary care trust (PCT), as at 30
September each year

Headcount

2002 91

2003 84

2004 75

2005 81

2006 42

2007 72

2008 70

Notes:
1. East Sussex Downs and Weald PCT was formed in October 2006 from a
complete merger of Eastbourne Downs PCT and Sussex Downs and Weald
PCT. Figures for 2002-06 are an aggregate of these predecessor organisations.
2. It is impossible to map PCT staff figures prior to the formation of the PCTs.
3. Data for 2009 will be released in March 2010.
4. It appears that figures supplied by Eastbourne Downs PCT failed to include
around 30 health visitors for 2006.
5. Data Quality Work force statistics are compiled from data sent by more than
300 NHS trusts and PCTs in England. The Information Centre for health and
social care liaises closely with these organisations to encourage submission of
complete and valid data and seeks to minimise inaccuracies and the effect of
missing and invalid data. Processing methods and procedures are continually
being updated to improve data quality. Where this happens any impact on
figures already published will be assessed but unless this is significant at
national level they will not be changed. Where there is impact only at detailed or
local level this will be footnoted in relevant analyses.
Source:
The Information Centre for health and social care Non-Medical Workforce
census.

Health: Screening

Mr. Barron: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what mechanisms are in place to monitor the (a)
implementation of NHS health checks and (b)
expenditure of funds allocated for that purpose.

[315784]

Ann Keen: The NHS Health Check programme is a
Tier 3 Vital Sign in the NHS Operating Framework
2010-11. Consequently, strategic health authorities play
a significant role in monitoring the roll-out of the
programme locally. To support national understanding
of the pace of implementation of the programme, data
will be collected by the Department from 1 April 2010
on the number of people between the ages of 40 and
74 who have received an NHS Health Check. An NHS
Health Check data set is also being developed which
will enable the national health service to observe the
progress of the programme in more detail.

Funding for the programme is not ring-fenced and is
provided as part of general primary care trust (PCT)
allocations. Data on spend by PCTs on implementing
the programme are not collected centrally.
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Herbal Medicine: Regulation

Mr. Laurence Robertson: To ask the Secretary of
State for Health what his Department’s policy is on the
statutory regulation of herbal practitioners. [316642]

Ann Keen: The Department’s policy on statutory
regulation of any new profession takes into account
balancing public safety with the risk involved; and the
Government’s principles of Better Regulation—that it
should be transparent, accountable, proportionate,
consistent and targeted only where action is needed.

The Department has recently consulted on whether,
and if so how, to regulate practitioners of acupuncture,
herbal medicine and traditional Chinese medicine. The
results of the consultation are currently being analysed
and we expect a report to be submitted to Ministers in
March 2010.

Influenza: Telephone Services

Mr. Greg Knight: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) how many people have had their symptoms
assessed online by the National Pandemic Flu Service;
and what proportion of such persons were allocated
Tamiflu; [316009]

(2) what training is given to telephone operators at
the National Pandemic Flu Service Hotline. [316011]

Gillian Merron: The National Pandemic Flu Service
(NPFS) was launched on 23 July 2009.

The technology to distinguish assessments by telephone
from those online did not become available until 16 August
2009, so we only have access to data setting out the
number of online assessments from this date.

Cumulatively, from 16 August 2009 up to 2 February
2010, around 727,000 assessments were completed on-line
using the NPFS and of these, around 476,000 were
allocated (authorised) Tamiflu.

Experienced call operators are trained for a minimum
of three hours. Less experienced call operators receive a
days training. This training is designed and provided by
NHS Direct or by accredited trainers of the call centre
providers. This is in addition to any training that call
centre providers routinely provide for their agents.

Mesothelioma: South Yorkshire

Jeff Ennis: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many patients in (a) Barnsley and (b) Doncaster
have been diagnosed with asbestos-related
mesothelioma in each of the last 10 years. [314624]

Angela E. Smith: I have been asked to reply.
The information requested falls within the responsibility

of the UK Statistics Authority. I have asked the authority
to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated 5 February 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your recent question asking how many
patients in (a) Barnsley and (b) Doncaster have been diagnosed
with asbestos-related mesothelioma in each of the last 10 years.
[314624]

The latest available figures for newly diagnosed cases of
mesothelioma (incidence) are for the year 2007. Please note that
these numbers may not be the same as the number of people
diagnosed with cancer, because one person may be diagnosed
with more than one cancer.

The table attached provides the numbers of newly diagnosed
cases of mesothelioma for (a) Barnsley metropolitan district and
(b) Doncaster metropolitan district, for each year from 1998 to
2007.

According to the Health & Safety Executive, nearly all
mesothelioma cases are caused by exposure to asbestos. However,
each year a small number of cases occur in people with no history
of exposure. There is evidence to suggest that these ‘spontaneous
mesotheliomas’ comprise up to 5 per cent of total cases. Further
information can be found at:

http://www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/causdis/mesothelioma/
index.htm

It is not possible to exclude spontaneous mesotheliomas from
the figures provided.

Table 1. Registrations of newly diagnosed cases of mesothelioma1, persons, (a)
Barnsley metropolitan district and (b) Doncaster metropolitan district2, 1998 to

20073,4

Persons

Barnsley Doncaster

1998 * 7

1999 * 22

2000 3 15

2001 4 11

2002 6 19

2003 4 14

2004 5 12

2005 4 12

2006 5 16

2007 10 25
1 Mesothelioma is coded as C45 in the International Classification of Diseases,
Tenth Revision (ICD-10).
2 Based on boundaries as of 2009’
3 Newly diagnosed cases registered in each calendar year.
4 Small numbers have been suppressed, so that potentially identifiable information
is not revealed. Suppressed numbers are indicated by the symbol ‘*’.

Musgrove Park Hospital Taunton

Mr. Liddell-Grainger: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health (1) whether there has been any dismissals of
clinical staff from Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton,
for negligence in the last five years; [315985]

(2) what estimate he has made of the number of
scheduled appointments in outpatient departments at
Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton which did not start
on time in the last 12 months; [315991]

(3) how many deaths resulting from complications
during surgery there have been at Musgrove Park
Hospital, Taunton in the last five years; [316023]

(4) how many cleaning staff are employed at
Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton; and what the
average number of cleaning staff employed at NHS
hospitals is; [316024]

(5) how many staff working at Musgrove Park
Hospital, Taunton have responsibility for the
enforcement of parking restrictions; and what the
average number of such staff is at NHS hospitals;

[316026]

(6) how many people have contracted Norovirus at
Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton in the last
12 months. [316080]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information requested is a
matter for Taunton and Somerset NHS Foundation
Trust. We have written to Rosalinde Wyke, Chair of
Taunton and Somerset NHS Foundation Trust, informing
her of the hon. Member’s inquiry. She will reply shortly
and a copy of the letter will be placed in the Library.
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Mr. Liddell-Grainger: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what the average waiting time for a
restorative dentistry procedure is at Musgrove Park
Hospital, Taunton. [315988]

Ann Keen: Information is not available in the format
requested. Data do not exist specifically for restorative
dentistry procedures as this term does not exist in the
coding system used to record the operations, procedures
and interventions carried out on patients. Reliable data
at hospital level are not available. As such the following
table shows the mean and median waiting time for first
out-patient attendance for the restorative dentistry treatment
speciality by Taunton and Somerset NHS Foundation
Trust, 2008-09.

Number/days

Count of first attendances (number) 240

Mean waiting time (days) 59

Median waiting time (days) 51

Notes:
1. Time waited statistics from Hospital Episode Statistics (HES) are not the
same as the published waiting list statistics. Waiting times are usually only
calculated for first attendances of patients referred by general practitioners
and dentists. It is unclear whether the data collected have any relevance to
subsequent attenders. Analysis of the data has revealed high (up to 100 per
cent.) percentages of zero day waits for some providers suggesting poor data
recording. For this reason ‘0’ days waits have been excluded from the analysis.
2. First attendance: whether a patient is making a first attendance or a
follow-up attendance and whether the consultation was face-to-face or via
telephone/telemedicine consultation. The first attendance includes the first
out-patient appointment and the first tele-consultation appointment.
3. Hospital provider: a provider code is a unique code that identifies an
organisation acting as a health care provider (for example, national health
service trust or primary care trust (PCT)). Hospital providers can also include
treatment centres (TCs). Normally, if data are tabulated by healthcare
provider, the figure for an NHS trust gives the activity of all the sites as one
aggregated figure. However, in the case of those with embedded treatment
centres, these data are quoted separately. In these cases, ‘-X’ is appended to the
code for the rest of the trust, to remind users that the figures are for all sites of
the trust excluding the treatment centres. The quality of TC returns are such
that data may not be complete. Some NHS trusts have not registered their TC
as a separate site, and it is therefore not possible to identify their activity
separately. Data from some independent sector providers, where the onus for
arrangement of data flows is on the commissioner, may be missing. Care must
be taken when using these data as the counts may be lower than true figures.
4. Data quality: HES are compiled from data sent by more than 300 NHS
trusts and PCTs in England and from some independent sector organisations
for activity commissioned by the English NHS. The NHS Information Centre
for health and social care liaises closely with these organisations to encourage
submission of complete and valid data and seeks to minimise inaccuracies.
While this brings about improvement over time, some shortcomings remain.
Source:
HES, The NHS Information Centre for health and social care.

Mr. Liddell-Grainger: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what the average waiting time for bariatric
surgery is at Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton.

[316020]

Gillian Merron: The information is not available.

Mr. Liddell-Grainger: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what the budget is for the Somerset
Research and Development Support Unit, based at
Musgrove Park Hospital, Taunton for 2009-10. [316022]

Gillian Merron: The National Institute for Health
Research, Research Design Service in the South West
Strategic Health Authority (SHA) region has a budget
of £1,042,282 in 2009-10. This new service started on
1 October 2008 and superseded the Somerset Research
and Development Support Unit (RDSU) and other
RDSUs in the South West SHA region.

National Treatment Agency: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what the reasons are for the reduction in the
pooled treatment budget for Milton Keynes from the
National Treatment Agency in 2010-11; and how much
funding has been allocated to Milton Keynes from the
National Treatment Agency over the next three years.

[316096]

Gillian Merron: Until 2008-09 the Government’s pooled
treatment budget was allocated against a basket of
indicators of social and economic deprivation known
to reflect drug use as the best available proxy of treatment
need. As a result of differences in performance between
drug partnerships in getting people into treatment this
funding formula was resulting in unjustifiable variations
in the amount of the central contribution for each
person’s treatment.

2010-11 is the third year of this process which seeks
to produce a fairer allocation system which more accurately
matches need, activity and resources.

The new process is based on three elements:
25 per cent. of the allocation is based on the indicators
underpinning the previous formula to reflect the differential
cost of responding to different levels of complex need such as
homelessness, mental health, family breakdown and
unemployment;

75 per cent. is based on activity in the treatment system with
areas being allocated a set amount per person treated effectively;
and

the final element is an area adjustment figure to reflect the
varying costs of delivering services in different parts of the
country.

To promote an orderly alteration to service planning,
the change is being introduced over three years with the
annual maximum reduction set of 5 per cent. in 2008-09,
15 per cent. in 2009-10 and 30 per cent. in 2010-11.

The illustrative amount for 2010-11 was £925,000
(published January 2008). However the actual allocation
is dependent on the numbers in treatment relative to the
total number in treatment across all areas. Milton Keynes
allocation for 2010-11, will be notified shortly.

No decisions have yet been taken on funding for the
next two years.

NHS: Drugs

Mr. Lansley: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what medicines appraisals have been undertaken and
published by the National Institute for Health and
Clinical Excellence since 6 May 2005; how many such
appraisals resulted in (a) recommendation, (b) partial
recommendation and (c) medicine not being
recommended; what (i) indication was appraised for
each medicine and (ii) the estimated eligible patient
population was for each such indication; and if he will
make a statement. [315896]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Information on the indication
and recommendation for health technologies appraised
by the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence
since May 2005 has been placed in the Library.
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Estimates of the annual eligible patient populations
for each indication for each health technology are not
held centrally and could be provided only at
disproportionate cost.

Michael Connarty: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) what assessment his Department has made
of the effects of implementation of the National
Prescribing Centre guidelines on processes for local
decision-making about medicines; [316546]

(2) what guidance his Department provides to
primary care trusts on the prescribing of licensed
oncology treatments where the National Institute for
Health and Clinical Excellence has not yet made an
appraisal decision. [316547]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The National Prescribing Centre’s
good practice guidance, “Supporting rational local
decision-making about medicines (and treatments): A
handbook of good practice guidance” available at:

www.npc.co.uk/policy/local/constitution_handbook.htm

was reinforced by Directions which came into force on 1
April 2009. We have not made an assessment of primary
care trust arrangements under the Directions.

The “Handbook” gives guidance to primary care
trusts on how to make decisions about drugs or treatments,
in the absence of guidance from the National Institute
of Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE). We have
made it clear that the absence of NICE guidance is not
in itself a reason to refuse funding for a treatment.

Nurses: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health which (a) primary and (b) secondary schools
in Milton Keynes employ a school nurse. [316036]

Ann Keen: Information is not held in the format
requested. Information is available for the number of
qualified nursing staff in the school nursing area of
work directly employed by national health service
organisations. The following table shows the number of
qualified nursing staff in the school nursing area of
work in Milton Keynes primary care trust (PCT).

NHS hospital and community health services: qualified nursing staff in the
school nursing area of work as at 30 September 2008

Number

Milton Keynes PC 2

Notes:
1. Qualified school nurses have a specific qualification in school nursing.
2. The NHS Hospital and Community Health Services non-medical workforce
census is a large statistical exercise collecting over one million records from over
400 organisation. It is not, and is not intended to be, carried out to exact
accounting standards.
Source:
The NHS Information Centre for health and social care non-medical workforce
census.

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many qualified nurses were employed in
Milton Keynes in each year since 1997. [316042]

Ann Keen: The information is shown in the following
table.

National health service hospital and community health services: Qualified nursing, midwifery and health visiting staff in Milton Keynes

Milton Keynes
Primary Care
Trust (PCT)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

All qualified
nurses
(including
practice nurses)

n/a n/a n/a n/a 446 471 465 496 535 516 545 506

Qualified
nursing,
midwifery and
health visiting

n/a n/a n/a n/a 377 383 380 409 448 421 450 451

General
Practitioner
(GP) Practice
nurses

n/a n/a n/a n/a 69 88 85 87 87 95 95 55

Milton Keynes
Community
Health NHS
Trust

Qualified
nursing,
midwifery and
health visiting

357 374 385 365 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Milton Keynes
General
Hospital NHS
Foundation
Trust

Qualified
nursing,
midwifery and
health visiting

573 606 671 804 818 829 824 1,009 875 908 765 832

n/a = not applicable
Notes:
1. Data as at 30 September each year for qualified nursing, midwifery and health visiting staff.
2. Data for 2009 will be released in March 2010 on publication of the NHS Workforce Census (for data as at 30 September 2009).
3. GP Practice Nurse data as at 1 October 1997-1999 and 30 September 2000-2008.
4 Data is shown here by organisations in operation at the time. Prior to 2001 Milton Keynes PCT did not exist.
5. GP Practice Nurse Data prior to 2001 is not available in the Milton Keynes area due to the regional division of predecessor organisations
6. Data Quality:
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Workforce statistics are compiled from data sent by more than 300 NHS trusts and PCTs in England. The Information Centre for health and social care liaises
closely with these organisations to encourage submission of complete and valid data and seeks to minimise inaccuracies and the effect of missing and invalid data.
Processing methods and procedures are continually being updated to improve data quality. Where this happens any impact on figures already published will be
assessed but unless this is significant at national level they will not be changed. Where there is impact only at detailed or local level this will be footnoted in relevant
analyses.
Source:
The Information Centre for health and social care Non-Medical Workforce Census.
The Information Centre for health and social care General and Personal Medical Services Statistics

Nurses: Schools

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
which (a) primary and (b) secondary schools in Essex
employ a school nurse. [315745]

Mr. Coaker: I have been asked to reply.
Information on school nurses is not available separately.
The following table provides individual local authority

maintained primary and secondary schools in Essex
who employ full-time equivalent matrons, nurses and
medical staff, January 2009.
Full-time equivalent (FTE) matrons, nurses and medical staff in service in local

authority maintained primary and secondary schools. Year: January 2009.
Coverage: Essex local authority

School name School type

FTE of
matrons,

nurses and
medical staff

Alton Park Junior School Community 0.8

Leigh Beck Infant School and Nursery Community 1.9

Spinney Infant School Community 1.0

Limes Farm Infant School and Nursery Community 1.0

Riverside Infant School Community 1.9

Elmwood Primary School Foundation 0.8

Great Totham Primary School Foundation 0.8

Katherines Primary School Foundation 0.9

Rolph C of E Primary School Voluntary
aided

0.9

Coppins Green Primary School Foundation 0.8

Holland Park Primary School Foundation 0.8

Hockley Primary School Foundation 0.4

The Cathedral Church of England
Voluntary Aided Primary School,
Chelmsford

Voluntary
aided

0.1

Moulsham High School and Humanities
College

Community 0.9

Chalvedon School Foundation 1.0

The King John School Foundation 1.2

Saffron Walden County High School Foundation 0.9

King Edward VI Grammar School,
Chelmsford

Foundation 0.6

The Boswells School Foundation 0.9

The Appleton School Foundation 0.8

The Fitzwimarc School Foundation 0.8

The Deanes School Foundation 1.0

Davenant Foundation School Voluntary
aided

1.0

William De Ferrers School Foundation 0.9

Tendring Technology College Foundation 1.8

Anglo European School Foundation 1.7

Clacton County High School Foundation 0.8

Colbayns High School Foundation 1.9

Helena Romanes School and Sixth Form
Centre

Foundation 1.0

Alderman Blaxill School Foundation 0.5

St Benedict’s Catholic College Voluntary
aided

0.9

The Billericay School Foundation 1.4

Manningtree High School Foundation 0.5

Source:
School Census

Nutrition

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health how many people were recorded as having
(a) an admission and (b) a discharge episode with a
diagnosis of (i) malnutrition, (ii) nutritional anaemias
and (iii) other nutritional deficiencies (A) in England
and (B) per 100,000 admissions to each NHS trust in
each year between 1997-98 and 2008-09. [314564]

Gillian Merron: This information has been placed in
the Library.

Osteoporosis: Health Services

John Austin: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will issue guidance to primary care trusts
implementing local enhanced services on incentives for
primary care health professionals to identify and treat
men and women over the age of 50 with (a)
osteoporosis and (b) a history of fragility fractures.

[316346]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: We do not issue guidance on local
enhanced services which are determined by primary
care trusts to meet local needs and priorities. A national
Directed Enhanced Service provides incentives for general
practitioner practices to diagnose and treat women
aged 65 and over who have sustained a fragility fracture
on the basis that this group of patients is at greatest risk
of osteoporosis. This Directed Enhanced Service, which
was due to end on 31 March 2010, will continue into
2010-11 and updated guidance to support this will
shortly be issued by NHS Employers.

Primary Care Trusts

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what advice and guidance his Department
has given to primary care trusts on their future role as
healthcare providers. [316225]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: “NHS Next Stage Review: Our
vision for primary and community care”, (Department
of Health July 2008) made a commitment to support
the national health service in making local decisions on
the governance and organisational models that best
underpin the development of flexible, responsive community
services. “Enabling New Patterns of Provision”(Department
of Health, January 2009) set out best practice guidance
for primary care trusts (PCTs) to support them to make
decisions on the most appropriate organisational form
or forms for delivery of their directly provided community
services.

The “NHS Operating Framework 2010-11”(Department
of Health, 16 December 2009) sets out that by March
2010 PCTs must have agreed with strategic health authorities
proposals for the future organisational structure of all
current PCT-provided community services. To support
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PCTs to meet this requirement, the Department has
recently published further guidance confirming the range
of options available and the approval, assurance and
engagement processes.

“NHS Next Stage Review: Our vision for primary
and community care, Enabling New Patterns of Provision
the NHS Operating Framework 2010-11” and
“Transforming Community Services: The assurance and
approvals process for PCT-provided community services”
have already been placed in the Library and are also
available on the Department’s website at:

www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/index.htm

Rickets

Mr. Todd: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what steps he is taking to address trends in the
incidence of cases of rickets, with particular reference
to cases in children. [316538]

Gillian Merron: As a precautionary measure, the
Department continues to raise awareness and recommends
vitamin D supplementation for those at risk of vitamin
D deficiency, which may develop into rickets. Those at
risk include all pregnant and breastfeeding women, and
children up to the age of five years. Although sporadic
incidence of rickets are reported at present, the concern
is more about the high proportion of people at risk of
vitamin D deficiency.

The recommendations are also available to health
professionals, through mainstream communications
including Healthy Start. The importance of Healthy
Start vitamin supplements for women and children is
reinforced by the Department, and work with the national
health service and devolved administrations is ongoing
to improve their uptake. For beneficiaries of the Healthy
Start scheme, free vitamins for pregnant women and
children (both containing vitamin D) are available free
from the NHS without prescription.

Sandwell

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will set out, with statistical evidence relating as
closely as possible to the borough of Sandwell, the
effects on that borough of changes to his Department’s
policies since 1997. [316472]

Gillian Merron: The Government have put in place a
programme of national health service investment and
reform since 1997 to improve service delivery in all parts
of the United Kingdom. 93 per cent. of people nationally
now rate the NHS as good or excellent. The NHS
constitution contains 25 rights and 14 pledges for patients
and the public including new rights to be treated within
18 weeks, or be seen by a cancer specialist within two
weeks and an NHS health check every five years for
those aged 40-74 years.

There is significant evidence that these policies have
yielded considerable benefits for the borough of Sandwell.

For example:
Figures for November 2009 show that in Sandwell

Primary Care Trust (PCT):
93 per cent. of patients whose treatment involved

admission to hospital started their treatment within 18
weeks.

98 per cent. of patients whose treatment did not
involve admission to hospital started their treatment
within 18 weeks.

In September 2009, at Sandwell and West Birmingham
Hospitals NHS Trust, 99 per cent. of patients spent less
than four hours in accident and emergency from arrival
to admission, transfer or discharge.

Between September 2002 and September 2008 the
number of consultants at Sandwell and West Birmingham
Hospitals NHS Trust has increased from 199 to 236.
Between September 2002 and September 2008 the estimated
number of nurses has increased from 2,072 to 2,127.

Between September 2001 and September 2008 the
number of general practitioners (GPs) per 100,000 within
Sandwell PCT has increased from 57.3 to 61.9.

93.4 per cent. of urgent general GP referrals to Sandwell
and West Birmingham Hospitals NHS Trust with suspected
cancer are seen by a specialist within two weeks of the
referral.

Sandwell PCT opened its GP-led health centre on
1 June 2009 in West Bromwich. The Malling Health
Centre offers longer opening hours, meaning that any
member of the public will be able to see a GP or nurse
between 8 am and 8 pm, seven days a week, 365 days a
year.

There is one private finance initiative (PFI) scheme in
the area that serves this constituency. Sandwell and
West Birmingham Hospitals NHS Trust’s £26 million
Ambulatory Care Centre PFI scheme opened in November
2005.

Although statistical information is not available at a
local level, Sandwell will have also benefitted from
national policies in other areas. For example:

Since 1997, gross current expenditure on personal
social services has increased by around 70 per cent. in
real terms with around 105,000 households now receiving
intensive home care and 3,076 new extra care housing
units—exceeding the original target of 1,500 new extra
care units.

Other strategies currently being implemented are:
Subject to parliamentary approval, the Personal Care

at Home Bill will guarantee free personal care for
280,000 people with the highest needs and help around
130,000 people who need home care for the first time to
regain their independence.

“Shaping the Future of Care Together” Green Paper,
published in July 2009, sets out a vision of a National
Care Service for all adults in England which is fair,
simple and affordable. The Department has consulted
widely on this reform and is currently analysing the
responses, which will feed into a White Paper later this
year.

The National Carer’s Strategy—(“Carers at the heart
of 21st century families and communities”)—launched
in 2008,

The first National Dementia Strategy was published
in February 2009.

“Valuing People Now”—a three year strategy for
people with learning disabilities published in January
2009.

“New Horizons: A Shared Vision for Mental Health”—
launched in December 2009—to maintain improvements
in mental health services combined with a new cross-
Government approach to promoting public mental health.
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Since 1998, there are now 2.4 million fewer smokers
in England as a result of the Government’s comprehensive
tobacco control strategy which has a measurable impact
on reducing smoking prevalence.

Child obesity levels are reducing due to the efforts of
families across England, supported by the Government’s
obesity strategy. In 2008, 13.9 per cent. of children
(aged two to 10) in England were classified as obese,
compared with 17.3 per cent. in 2005.

Overall, life expectancy at birth for men has increased
from 74.5 years (1995-1997 data) to 77.7 years (2006-08
data) while for women, life expectancy at birth has
increased from 79.6 years (1995-97 data) to 81.9 years
(2006-08 data).

Sexual Offences: Young People

Annette Brooke: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health when he plans to publish his Department’s
strategy for young people who sexually abuse; and if he
will make a statement. [316445]

Phil Hope: The Department has consulted stakeholders
on the development of a framework for service development
for young people who display sexually harmful behaviour.
We recognise the need to involve other Government
Departments in this work and are working closely with
the key relevant Departments, with the aim of publishing
the document by summer 2010.

Social Security Benefits

Mr. Paul Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what discussions he has had with the Secretary
of State for Work and Pensions and the devolved
administrations on the effects of the new care and
support system in the Shaping the Future of Care
Together Green Paper on (a) attendance allowance
and (b) disability living allowance. [316223]

Phil Hope: In the course of his ministerial duties, my
right hon. Friend the Secretary of State has regular
discussions with Cabinet colleagues and Ministers in
the devolved Administrations about a variety of matters,
including the development of the new care and support
system.

TREASURY

Banks: Finance

Mr. Meacher: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how much assistance in (a) funds for
recapitalisation and (b) exposure to potential financial
liability his Department provided to banks in the (i)
first and (ii) second half of (A) 2007, (B) 2008 and (C)
2009; and how much such assistance of each type it
had provided to banks on the latest date for which
figures are available. [315954]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry [holding answer 8 February 2010]:
I refer the hon. Member to the written answer I gave
him on 9 September 2009, Official Report, column
1924W. In Annex B of PBR 2009, the Government set
out updated estimates of the net fiscal cost of financial
sector interventions.

Child Benefit: Northern Ireland

Dr. McCrea: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many child benefit overpayments in Northern
Ireland have been made consequent on the failure of
claimants to notify the Tax Credit Office of a change of
circumstances in (a) 2007-08 and (b) 2008-09; and
what the monetary value was of such overpayments in
each such year. [316278]

Mr. Timms: I refer to the answer given on 11 January
2010, Official Report, column 763W to my right hon.
Friend the Member for Leeds, West (John Battle).

Climate Change Levy

Christopher Fraser: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what assessment he has made of the effects
of the proposed change to the Climate Change Levy
discount arrangement on (a) private sector investment
in environmental technology and (b) the number of
manufacturing jobs. [315892]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The decision to reduce the
Climate Change Levy discount available to Climate
Change Agreement (CCA) participants was driven by
the need to comply with European Union law and was
informed by extensive macroeconomic and sectoral analysis
to assess the consequences of the change.

As a result of the change, industrial energy taxation
in the UK will remain among the lowest in the European
Union, while average operating costs across all CCA
sectors will increase by only 0.03 per cent.

Christopher Fraser: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what discussions he had with the Secretary
of State for Energy and Climate Change on the
decision to change the Climate Change Levy discount
arrangement threshold from 80 to 65 per cent. [315893]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Treasury Ministers and officials
have discussions with a wide variety of organisations in
the public and private sectors as part of the process of
policy development and delivery. As was the case with
previous administrations, it is not the Government’s
practice to provide details of all such discussions.

Departmental Disclosure of Information

David Davis: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
whether (a) agencies and (b) non-departmental public
bodies for which his Department is responsible sell
information on a commercial basis to (i) companies or
individuals in the private sector and (ii) other
organisations. [313230]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Government Departments and
agencies and non-departmental public bodies that have
Crown status, make most of their information available
for free re-use under the PSI Click-Use Licence. Government
trading funds, such as Buying Solutions are able to
charge for the services they provide in order to cover
their costs. This covers information and its supply provided
to other public bodies, commercial organisations and
individuals. Neither HM Treasury nor any of its agencies
sells information.
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Departmental Sick Leave

David Simpson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many staff in his Department have had
five or more periods of sickness absence of less than
five days in two or more of the last three years.

[316454]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Twelve.

Financial Institutions: Shareholders

Mr. Cash: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer if
he will bring forward legislative proposals to provide
that all (a) savers, (b) borrowers and (c) shareholders
in UK banks and building societies have the same
voting rights as those proposed in the mutual society to
be formed from the Chelsea Building Society and the
Yorkshire Building Society. [313449]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Building societies are owned
by their customers, who have rights to vote on mergers
under the Building Societies Act 1986. Banks, in contrast,
are not owned by their customers, and the rights of
shareholders to vote on mergers are determined in
accordance with the articles of association of the banks
concerned and company law.

Financial Services: EU Action

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what discussions he has had with his EU
counterparts on the benefits for the UK financial
services sector of proposals for EU regulation of that
sector. [315927]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Treasury Ministers and officials
have meetings with a wide variety of organisations in
the public and private sectors as part of the process of
policy development and delivery. As was the case with
previous Administrations, it is not the Government’s
practice to provide details of all such meetings.

Mortgages: Government Assistance

John Mason: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many homeowners are in receipt of assistance
from the Homeowner Mortgage Protection Scheme in
Glasgow East constituency. [316755]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The Homeowners Mortgage
Support scheme was launched in April 2009. Management
information on the scheme and equivalent forbearance
schemes was released by the Department for Communities
and Local Government on 9 December 2009. Figures
can be accessed using the following link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/corporate/1408110

Data are not collected at constituency level.

PAYE

Mr. Liddell-Grainger: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what procedures exist for a Pay-As-You-
Earn taxpayer to obtain information from his
Department on their annual tax calculation. [315983]

Mr. Timms: Pay As You Earn (PAYE) aims to collect
the right amount of tax each year through the PAYE

code. Customers are encouraged to use the information
provided on HM Revenue and Customs’ (HMRC)
website at:

www.hmrc.gov.uk/income/tax-codes.htm

to help them understand their PAYE tax code. If customers
have concerns or believe they are being wrongly taxed,
they should contact their tax office, which will be able
to make any appropriate adjustments.

Information on how to find your tax office is available
at:

http://search2.hmrc.gov.uk/kbroker/hmrc/locator/
locator.jsp?type=1.

Public Sector: Pay

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
with reference to the Prime Minister’s speech of
7 December 2009 on Smarter Government, whether the
policy of requiring the Chief Secretary to the Treasury
to approve public sector salaries over £150,000 and
bonus payments of over £50,000 will apply to (a)
non-ministerial departments, (b) public corporations,
(c) non-departmental public bodies and (d) Network
Rail; whether it will apply to civil servants already in
post; and whether it will apply to appointments which
are not subject to Ministerial approval. [315250]

Mr. Byrne: I refer the hon. Gentleman to the answer I
gave the right hon. Member for Horsham (Mr. Maude)
on 28 January 2010, Official Report, column 1067W.

Revenue and Customs

Dr. McCrea: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
for how long HM Revenue and Customs retains copies
of tax returns. [316409]

Mr. Timms: I refer to the answer given to the hon.
Member for Pendle (Mr. Prentice) on 11 January 2010,
Official Report, column 744W.

Revenue and Customs: Rural Areas

Mr. Cox: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
what steps HM Revenue and Customs is taking to
ensure that its services are available in person to people
living in rural areas. [315905]

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
what account Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
took of the disability equality duty of public
authorities under Section 49A of the Disability
Discrimination Act 1995 in its programme of closures
of public enquiry centres. [315975]

Mr. Timms: I refer to the answer given to the hon.
Member for Yeovil (Mr. Laws) on 14 December 2009,
Official Report, column 855W. An equality impact
assessment of changes to enquiry centre opening hours
will be published prior to any changes being made.

Strategic Investment Fund

Adam Afriyie: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what the cost to the public purse has been of
providing the additional funds to the Strategic
Investment Fund announced in the 2009 Pre-Budget
Report; and how much funding has been allocated to
the Strategic Investment Fund since its inception.

[316018]
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Mr. Timms: The cost to the public purse of the
£200 million uplift to the Strategic Investment Fund
(SIF) announced in the 2009 Pre-Budget Report was
£100 million, consisting of:

£100 million of new funding provided to the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills for the SIF; and
£100 million was allocated to the SIF from departmental
re-prioritization.

£950 million has been allocated to the SIF since its
inception.

Taxation: Gaming Machines

Mr. Todd: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer if
he will publish the responses received to his
Department’s consultation on the taxation of gaming
machines. [316169]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: HM Treasury’s formal consultation
on the taxation of gaming machines concluded on 23
October 2009.

In line with the Government’s code of practice on
consultation, the responses are being analysed carefully
and, in due course, a summary of responses will be
published.

Welfare Tax Credits

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many and what proportion of in-work (a) lone
parents and (b) couple parents claiming working tax
credit with (i) one child, (ii) two children and (iii) three
children have gross annual incomes for the purpose of
calculating their awards of (A) less than £10,000, (B)
between £10,000 and £20,000, (C) between £20,000 and
£30,000, (D) between £30,000 and £40,000, (E) between
£40,000 and £50,000 and (F) over £50,000; and if he
will make a statement. [315976]

Mr. Timms: The information requested is provided in
the following tables.

Number of in-work families benefiting from tax credits, December 2009 (thousands)

Thousand

Range of income used to taper award

In-work families Up to £9,999
£10,000 to

£19,999
£20,000 to

£29,999
£30,000 to

£39,999
£40,000 to

£50,000 Over £50,000

Single parent:

One child 355.2 222.8 87.7 29.2 6.8 1.5

Two children 214.5 103.9 35.1 13.9 3.3 0.7

Three or more children 76.4 23.6 7.5 2.3 0.7 0.2

Couple:

One child 119.3 213.4 328.7 359.7 186.0 63.7

Two children 132.0 216.1 260.0 377.8 187.7 69.1

Three or more children 120.2 119.9 101.0 86.2 55.6 18.4

Total 1,017.8 899.8 820.0 869.1 440.1 153.5

Proportion of in-work families benefiting from tax credits, December 2009

Percentage

Range of income used to taper award

In -work families Up to £9,999
£10,000 to

£19,999
£20,000 to

£29,999
£30,000 to

£39,999
£40,000 to

£50,000 Over £50,000

Single parent:

One child 51 32 12 4 1 0

Two children 58 28 9 4 1 0

Three or more children 69 21 7 2 1 0

Couple:

One child 9 17 26 28 15 5

Two children 11 17 21 30 15 6

Three or more children 24 24 20 17 11 4

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how much and what proportion of (a) working tax
credit, (b) child tax credit and (c) total tax credit
expenditure is paid to families with annual incomes of
less than (i) £20,000, (ii) £30,000, (iii) £40,000 and (iv)
£50,000; and if he will make a statement. [315977]

Mr. Timms: The information requested is provided in
the following tables:

Amount and proportion of working tax credit1 (WFC) entitlement by income,
2007-08

Income used to
calculate award

WTC entitlement (£
million)

Proportion of WTC
entitlement (percentage)

Up to £19,999 5,783 98

£20,000 to
£29,999

117 2

£30,000 to
£39,999

14 0

£40,000 to
£49,999

1 0

£50,000 or more 0 0
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Amount and proportion of working tax credit1 (WFC) entitlement by income,
2007-08

Income used to
calculate award

WTC entitlement (£
million)

Proportion of WTC
entitlement (percentage)

Total 5,915 100
1 This includes any entitlement to the child care element.

Amount and proportion of child tax credit (CTC) entitlement by income,
2007-08

Income used to
calculate award

CTC entitlement (£
million)

Proportion of WTC
entitlement (percentage)

Up to £19,999 13,311 85

£20,000 to
£29,999

1,446 9

£30,000 to
£39,999

620 4

£40,000 to
£49,999

256 2

£50,000 or more 47 0

Total 15,679 100

Amount and proportion of all tax credit entitlement by income, 2007-08

Income used to
calculate award

Total tax credit
entitlement (£ million)

Proportion of total
entitlement (percentage)

Up to £19,999 19,095 88

£20,000 to
£29,999

1,563 7

£30,000 to 39,999 633 3

£40,000 to
£49,999

257 1

£50,000 or more 47 0

Total 21,595 100

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many and what proportion of out of work (a)
lone parents and (b) couple parents are receiving child
tax credit equivalent to the family element or less.

[315978]

Mr. Timms: HM Revenue and Customs estimate that
at 1 December 2009 there were:

1083,900 out of work lone parents receiving child tax credit, of
which 3,300 (0.3 per cent.) were receiving the family element or
less; and
378,800 out of work couple parents receiving child tax credit,
of which 17,200 (4.5 [per cent.) were receiving the family
element or less.

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many and what proportion of couples with
children receiving (a) child tax credit only and (b)
both working tax credit and child tax credit have more
than one adult in full-time work. [315980]

Mr. Timms: At December 2009 there were 580,000
couples with children who both worked full-time and
were receiving child tax credit only. This is approximately
14 per cent. of all in-work couples receiving child tax
credit only.

There were also 75,000 couples with children who
both worked full-time and were receiving working tax
credit and child tax credit. This is approximately 4 per
cent. of all couples receiving both child tax credit and
working tax credit.

Steve Webb: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
what the (a) mean and (b) median gross income is of
(i) in work and (ii) out of work (A) lone parents and

(B) couple parents claiming tax credits with (1) one, (2)
two, (3) three, (4) four, (5) five and (6) six or more
children in the family; and if he will make a statement.

[315981]

Mr. Timms: The information requested is provided in
the following table:

Mean and median income used to calculate awards at December 2009

£

Income used to calculate award1

Out of work2 In work2

Mean Median Mean Median

Single parent

One child 2,130 0 12,200 9,870

Two children 1,710 0 11,050 8,500

Three children 1,320 0 9,380 7,000

Four children 1,050 0 8,030 5,830

Five children 930 0 7,160 5,010

Six or more children 690 0 6,340 4,410

Couple

One child 7,730 4,500 28,680 29,340

Two children 7,740 4,410 28,700 30,190

Three children 5,990 3,250 24,360 23,070

Four children 4,620 2,570 19,400 16,270

Five children 3,920 2,150 15,570 11,900

Six or more children 3,090 200 12,840 8,110
1 This is the gross family income which is used for the purpose of calculating
the tax credit award in 2009-10.
2 Out of work families are those where claimants are not working, or working
less than 16 hours per week. In-work families contain at least one claimant
working 16 or more hours per week.

Welfare Tax Credits: Northern Ireland

Dr. McCrea: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
what recent estimate he has made of the number of tax
credit claimants in Northern Ireland who do not renew
their claims. [316277]

Mr. Timms: In 2007-08 approximately 4,500 awards
in Northern Ireland were terminated due to non-renewal.

Dr. McCrea: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many requests were received for emergency
payments of tax credits in Northern Ireland in (a)
2007-08 and (b) 2008-09. [316347]

Mr. Timms: The information requested is not available,
as HM Revenue and Customs does not record the
reason for issuing a manual payment of tax credits at a
local enquiry centre.

JUSTICE

Re-registration: Overseas Voters

16. Mr. Dunne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will assess the merits of ending the
requirement on overseas voters to re-register every
year. [316147]

Mr. Wills: Overseas voters are subject to the same
requirements as those in the UK. They are required
each year to confirm where they are resident and ensure
that relevant election documents are despatched to the
correct address whenever an election is held. Changing
that requirement could damage the integrity of the
electoral register.
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Drug Use: Prisons

17. Christopher Fraser: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what progress has been made in
implementing the recommendations of the Blakey
review on disrupting the supply of illegal drugs in
prisons. [316148]

Maria Eagle: We have made good progress in
implementing David Blakey’s recommendations, including:

providing all prisons with a Body Orifice Security Scanner
(BOSS chair) and hand held metal detectors;
having a senior manager responsible for co-ordinating delivery
of the local drug strategy at every prison;
publishing a revised good practice guide to assist prisons in
tackling drug supply routes;
progressed work on blocking mobile phones in prisons, albeit
that this has proved a very complex area;
strengthening our relationship with Home Office Scientific
Development Branch; and
working more closely with law enforcement agencies.

Burglary Sentences

18. Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent representations he has received on
sentencing guidelines in respect of burglary offences.

[316149]

Claire Ward: Sentencing guidelines are published by
the independent Sentencing Guidelines Council, not by
the Government. In December 2008, the Sentencing
Guidelines Council published a definitive guideline on
theft and burglary in a building other than a dwelling. It
is anticipated that the Sentencing Advisory Panel will
produce its advice on sentencing for burglary in a home
in spring this year.

Legal Aid: Asylum Seekers

19. Jim Cousins: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will extend eligibility for legal aid to
asylum seekers seeking to appeal against the
withdrawal of support under section 4 of the
Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 and section 21 of
the Immigration and Asylum Act 2006. [316150]

Bridget Prentice: Legal aid is available for eligible
people to obtain help and advice in respect of such an
appeal. The Government do not believe it is necessary
to extend public funding to representation. Doing so
would be disproportionate to the complexity of the
issues and evidence under consideration.

Prison Transfer Agreements

20. Mr. Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice when he expects the prisoner transfer
agreements with Jamaica, Nigeria and Rwanda to be
completed and ratified. [316151]

Maria Eagle: Prisoner transfer agreements with Jamaica
and Rwanda have been agreed. The Agreement with
Jamaica was signed in 2007. The Agreement with Rwanda
will be signed shortly. Both Agreements are subject to
ratification procedures before they can be brought into
force. In the case of Jamaica changes to legislation are
also necessary. It is not possible to say when either
country will complete their procedures.

Negotiation of a compulsory prisoner transfer agreement
with Nigeria cannot be completed until Nigerian prisoner
transfer legislation is amended. A Bill for this purpose is
currently before the Nigerian National Assembly. I
cannot therefore say when negotiations will be completed.

Solicitors: Payments

21. Mr. Heath: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent discussions he has had with the
Legal Services Commission on their payments to
solicitors in 2008-09. [316152]

Bridget Prentice: Meetings are held regularly with the
Legal Services Commission at which a wide range of
issues are discussed. One of the key current items on the
agenda is the PAC report, which we welcome.

Custodial Sentences: Single Parents

22. Lorely Burt: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent consideration he has given to the
effect on dependent children of custodial sentences for
single parents. [316153]

Claire Ward: We are working very closely with the
Department of Children, Schools and Families to meet
the needs of this vulnerable group of children. We have
published a cross government Framework which aims
to improve multi agency support and have a significant
programme of work in hand to explore how agencies
can work together to identify, assess and support the
needs of children of offenders.

Information Commissioner’s Office: Finance

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what recent assessment he has made of the
adequacy of the level of funding of the Information
Commissioner’s Office. [316165]

Mr. Wills: The Information Commissioner’s Office is
funded by a combination of grant in aid from the
Ministry of Justice to pay for the Office’s freedom of
information work and notification fees paid directly to
the Office by data controllers (and retained by the
Office with HM Treasury’s consent) to fund its data
protection work.

The Ministry of Justice and the Information
Commissioner’s Office regularly review funding
arrangements. The Government introduced tiered
notification fees in October 2009 to increase funding to
pay for the Commissioner’s proposed new statutory
data protection responsibilities. The Ministry of Justice
has given the Information Commissioner’s Office additional
grant in aid for its freedom of information responsibilities
over and above its original baseline for this financial
year and the previous four.

The level of grant in aid funding for freedom of
information in the next financial year is currently under
discussion.

Chorley

Mr. Hoyle: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice if
he will set out, with statistical information as closely
related to Chorley constituency as possible, the effect
on that constituency of the policies of his Department
and its predecessor since 1997. [314236]
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Mr. Wills: The Ministry of Justice’s work spans
criminal, civil and family justice, democracy, rights and
the constitution. Every year around nine million people
use our services in 900 locations across the United
Kingdom, including 650 courts and tribunals and 139
prisons in England and Wales.

The range of the Department’s policies and actions is
wide and the statistical information relating to it is not
normally collected on a constituency basis. Consequently,
some of the information requested in the question
cannot be provided in the form requested except at a
disproportionate cost.

Although data on sentencing for the period is not available for
the constituency of Chorley, it is available for Lancashire. This
shows a decrease in the total number of offenders sentenced
annually from 49,243 in 1997 to 44,666 in 2008, the latest
period for which such information is available.

The number of offences brought to justice for the Lancashire
area increased from 29,336 for the 12 months ending 31 March
2001 (the earliest period since which such data have been
compiled) to 42,707 (provisional figures) for the 12 months
ending 31 March 2009.

With regard to prosecutions, data are not available for the
constituency of Chorley. However, the total number of defendants
proceeded against at magistrates courts in Lancashire was
70,784 in 1997 compared to 55,827 in 2008.

The latest data, which cover reoffending in the period 1 July
2008 to 30 June 2009, showed that the three-month reoffending
rate for offenders on the probation caseload in Lancashire was
11.96 per cent. After controlling for changes in the characteristics
of offenders on the probation caseload, there was a rise in
reoffending of 6.90 per cent. compared to the 2007-08 baseline.
Data are not available prior to 2007 on this basis.

The number of persons commencing court order supervision
by the Probation Service in Lancashire was 4,022 in 1997 and
6,866 in 2008.

29,678 civil non-family proceedings were started in the county
courts of Cumbria and Lancashire HMCS area in 2008, compared
to 42,686 in 1998, the first year for which these figures are
available. There were also 3,679 private law applications and
262 public law applications made in the county or High Courts
of this HMCS area in 2008-09, compared to 2,817 and 211
respectively in 2003-04, the first annual period for which these
figures are available.

In addition, at a national level:
Local communities are being better engaged in criminal justice—by
giving them a say in the types of Community Payback projects
offenders carry out and allowing them to see justice being
done, for example through the use of high visibility jackets.
Offenders have now worked more than 14 million hours, with
an estimated value to the taxpayer of over £80 million.

Major constitutional reforms have been delivered, including
devolution, the Human Rights Act, Freedom of Information,
Lords Reform, and a new Supreme Court for the UK.

Convictions

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people have been convicted of (a)
domestic burglary and (b) drug offences in (i) the
London borough of Bexley and (ii) Bexleyheath and
Crayford constituency in each year since 2005. [315903]

Claire Ward: The number persons convicted of domestic
burglary and drug offences in Greater London in each
year between 2005 and 2008 is shown in the following
table.

Court proceedings data are not available below Criminal
Justice System area level. Data for 2009 are expected to
be published in the autumn 2010.
The number of persons found guilty of burglary offences and drug offences in the

Greater London police force area, 2005-081, 2

Persons

Offence 2005 2006 2007 2008

Domestic burglary 1,735 1,686 1,843 1,822

Drugs related 8,169 8,968 10,161 12,345
1 These data are on the principal offence basis.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate and
complete. However, it is important to note that these data have been extracted
from large administrative data systems generated by the courts and police
forces. As a consequence, care should be taken to ensure data collection
processes and their inevitable limitations are taken into account when those
data are used.
Source:
Office for Criminal Justice Reform—Ministry of Justice
Our ref: PQ 315903

Crimes of Violence: Cautions

Margaret Moran: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many of those convicted of offences of
violence in the last three years had been issued with at
least one caution. [316490]

Claire Ward: Figures for offenders sentenced for violence
against the person who had previously been issued with
a caution for any offence are shown in the following
table.

These figures represent a further breakdown of the
statistics in Table 6.5 of ‘Sentencing Statistics 2008’
which was published on 28 January 2010 and can be
found at:

http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/sentencingannual.htm

Figures are for both adults and juveniles
The figures have been drawn from the police’s

administrative IT system, the police national computer,
which, as with any large scale recording system, is
subject to possible errors with data entry and processing.
The figures are provisional and subject to change as
more information is recorded by the police.

Sentences given for an offence of violence against the person1, and number of
sentences when the offender had previously received a caution, 2006-08, England

and Wales

With at least one caution previously2

Number of sentences
for an offence of

violence against the
person

Number of
sentencing
occasions

Percentage of
total

2006 48,837 27,454 56.2

2007 49,329 29,929 60.7

2008 49,754 30,757 61.8
1 The figures are a count of primary offences only. Offenders sentenced on more
than one occasion during this period will be represented in table on each
occasion.
2 At the time of sentence the offender has at least one record on the police
national computer of a reprimand, warning or caution for an offence of any
kind.

Departmental Manpower

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what estimate he has made of the
proportion of staff of (a) his Department and its
predecessors and (b) its agencies managed out in the
last five years who remain working in the public sector.

[313851]
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Mr. Wills: Information on the destination of staff
who leave the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) is not recorded
centrally as there is no requirement to collect this
information. To obtain this information we would need
to contact all relevant staff to find out where they are
now working, this could be done only at disproportionate
cost.

Driving Offences

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people in the Sussex police force area
and England were disqualified from driving as a result
of (a) drink driving, (b) speeding and (c) dangerous
or careless driving in (i) 1997 and (ii) 2008. [316058]

Claire Ward: The number persons disqualified from
driving as a result of convictions for (a) drink driving,
(b) speeding and (c) dangerous or careless driving in
(i) 1997 and (ii) 2008 at all courts in the Sussex police
force area and in England for 1997 and 2008 are shown
in the following tables 1 and 2.

Court proceedings data are not available at parliamentary
constituency level. Data for 2009 are expected to be
published in the autumn of 2010.
Table 1: Number of disqualifications imposed at all courts in Sussex for selected

motoring offences, from 1997 and 20081, 2, 3

Number of offences

Offence type 1997 2008

Dangerous driving 68 66

Driving etc., after consuming alcohol
or taking drugs

2,254 2,121

Careless driving 48 52

Speed limit offences 261 125

Total 2,631 2,364
1 It is known that for some police force areas, the reporting of court proceedings,
in particular those relating to summary motoring offences, may be less than
complete.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate and
complete. However, it is important to note that these data have been extracted
from large administrative data systems generated by the courts and police
forces. As a consequence, care should be taken to ensure data collection
processes and their inevitable limitations are taken into account when those
data are used.
3 Previously issued data have been revised.
Source:
Justice Statistics Analytical Services—Ministry of Justice.

Table 2: Number of disqualifications imposed at all courts in England, for
selected motoring offences, from 1998 to 20071, 2, 3, 4

Number of offences

Offence type 1997 2008

Dangerous driving 4,803 4,150

Driving etc., after consuming alcohol
or taking drugs

87,153 70,179

Careless driving 1,435 1,770

Speed limit offences 9,427 6,502

Total 102,818 82,601
1 It is known that for some police force areas, the reporting of court proceedings,
in particular those relating to summary motoring offences, may be less than
complete.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate and
complete. However, it is important to note that these data have been extracted
from large administrative data systems generated by the courts and police
forces. As a consequence, care should be taken to ensure data collection
processes and their inevitable limitations are taken into account when those
data are used.
3 Figures given include revised figures for Sussex police force area.
4 Excludes convictions for Cardiff magistrates court for April, July and August
2008.
Source:
Justice Statistics Analytical Services—Ministry of Justice.

Driving Offences: West Yorkshire

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people were convicted of causing
death by dangerous driving in the West Yorkshire
police force area in 2008. [315538]

Claire Ward: During 2008, a total of 13 people were
convicted of causing death by dangerous driving at all
courts in the West Yorkshire police force area.

The statistics relate to persons for whom these offences
were the principal offences for which they were dealt
with. When a defendant has been found guilty of two or
more offences the principal offence is the offence for
which the heaviest penalty is imposed. Where the same
disposal is imposed for two or more offences, the offence
selected is the offence for which the statutory maximum
penalty is the most severe.

Land Registry: Gloucester

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what recent representations he has received on the
effects of the Land Registry’s accelerated
transformation programme on its Gloucester office.

[315880]

Mr. Wills: Land Registry published their Accelerated
Transformation Proposals on 22 October 2009. Under
the current proposals, Land Registry would retain an
office in Gloucester.

A public consultation on the proposals ended on
29 January. Land Registry have received letters from
local MPs and constituents in Gloucester and the
surrounding area regarding these proposals. All
contributions are now being considered and Land Registry
currently plans to announce final decisions and publish
a full responses document in March.

Legal Aid

Mr. Blunt: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
when he next expects to meet the Chief Executive of
the Legal Services Commission to discuss the
Commission’s work in procurement of legal aid in
England and Wales. [316140]

Bridget Prentice: Meetings are held regularly with the
Legal Services Commission at which a wide range of
issues are discussed. One of the key current items on the
agenda is the PAC report, which we welcome.

Members: Correspondence

John Hemming: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice when he plans to respond to the Office of the
Judicial Ombudsman with his comments on the
representations made to that office by the hon.
Member for Birmingham, Yardley on 8 December
2009. [315963]

Mr. Straw: The Judicial Appointments and Conduct
Ombudsman determined a complaint dated 2 April
2009 from the hon. Member. In compliance with statute,
he sent his draft report about that complaint to me and
to the Lord Chief Justice on 8 December 2009. Officials
commented on my behalf on 26 January 2010 and the
final report was issued, by the ombudsman, on 28 January
2010.
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Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will set out, with statistical information
related as directly as possible to North East Milton
Keynes constituency, the effects on Milton Keynes of
the policies and actions of his Department and its
predecessors since 1997. [316039]

Mr. Wills: The Ministry of Justice’s work spans criminal,
civil and family justice, democracy, rights and the
constitution. Every year around 9 million people use
our services in 900 locations across the United Kingdom,
including 650 courts and tribunals and 139 prisons in
England and Wales.

The range of the Department’s policies and actions is
wide and the statistical information relating to it is not
normally collected on a constituency basis. Consequently,
some of the information requested in the question
cannot be provided in the form requested except at a
disproportionate cost.

Although data on sentencing for the period is not available for
the constituency of North-East Milton Keynes, it is available
for the Thames Valley. This shows the total number of offenders
sentenced annually was 38,701 in 1997 and 38,306 in 2008, the
latest period for which such information is available.
The number of offences brought to justice for the Thames
Valley area increased from 29,877 for the 12 months ending 31
March 2001 (the earliest period since which such data has been
compiled) to 48,465 (provisional figures) for the 12 months
ending 31 March 2009.
With regard to prosecutions, data is not available for the
constituency of North-East Milton Keynes. However, the total
number of defendants proceeded against at magistrates courts
in the Thames Valley was 53,716 in 1997 compared to 47,425 in
2008.
The latest data, which covers reoffending in the period 1 July
2008 to 30 June 2009, showed that the three month reoffending
rate for offenders on the probation case load in Milton Keynes
was 9.48 per cent. After controlling for changes in the characteristics
of offenders on the probation case load, there was an increase
in reoffending of 2.99 per cent. compared to the 2007-08
baseline. Data is not available prior to 2007 on this basis.
The number of persons commencing court order supervision
by the probation service in the Thames Valley was 3,716 in
1997and 5,256 in 2008.
44,212 civil non-family proceedings were started in the county
courts of Thames Valley HMCS area in 2008, compared to
67,187 respectively in 1998, the first year for which these
figures are available. There were also 3,573 private law applications
and 218 public law applications made in the county or High
Courts of this HMCS area in 2008-09, compared to 3,422 and
282 respectively in 2003-04, the first annual period for which
these figures are available.

In addition, at a national level:
Local communities are being better engaged in criminal justice—by
giving them a say in the types of Community Payback projects
offenders carry out and allowing them to see justice being
done, for example through the use of high visibility jackets.
Offenders have now worked more than 14 million hours, with
an estimated value to the taxpayer of over £80 million.
Major constitutional reforms have been delivered, including
devolution, the Human Rights Act, Freedom of Information,
Lords Reform, and a new Supreme Court for the UK.

Operation Black Vote

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent meetings he has had with
representatives of Operation Black Vote. [315925]

Bridget Prentice: My right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor (Mr. Straw)
last met with members of Operation Black Vote on
2 June 2008 when he gave a speech at the Operation
Black Vote Magistrates’ Shadowing Scheme Graduation.
In addition, I spoke at an Operation Black Vote organised
event on 20 January 2010 to celebrate the appointment
of the 50th graduate of the Magistrates’ Shadowing
Scheme to be appointed to the magistracy.

Prison Sentences

Mr. Burns: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
(1) how many people received an indeterminate
sentence for public protection with a tariff of
23 months or less under the new exceptional
circumstances legislation (a) between 14 July and
31 December 2008 and (b) in 2009; [316648]

(2) how many prisoners serving an indeterminate
sentence for public protection are two years or more
past the expiry of their tariff date; [316649]

(3) how many prisoners serving an indeterminate
sentence for public protection had a tariff of
23 months or less before July 2008 and are now in an
open prison; [316650]

(4) how many prisoners serving an indeterminate
sentence for public protection are in an open prison;

[316651]

(5) how many people received an indeterminate
sentence for public protection with a tariff of two years
in (a) 2005, (b) 2006, (c) 2007, (d) the period 1 July
to 14 January 2008, (e) the period 14 July to
31 December 2008 and (f) 2009. [316652]

Maria Eagle: Table 1 as follows shows the number of
offenders who have received an indeterminate sentence
of imprisonment for public protection (IPP), if they are
over 18 years of age, or a detention for public protection
(DPP), if they are under 18 years of age, with a tariff of
two years or less, as calculated from date of sentence to
the date of tariff expiry, for the period up to 31 December
2009.

The following table is broken down by year, except
for 2008 which is further broken down up to and at
14 July 2008 and after 14 July 2008. The figures shown
are as notified to the National Offender Management
Service at 5 February 2010.

Table: 1

Year of sentence
Number sentenced (with a tariff of

2 years or less

2005 215

2006 550

2007 563

1 January 2008-14 July 2008 290

15 July 2010-31 December 2008 78

2009 158

Total 1854

These figures include those sentenced to an IPP who
subsequently had their sentence quashed or died. These
figures are drawn from a total of 6047 cases recorded
over this period. A further 17 cases over this period are
still awaiting the courts setting a tariff.
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From 14 July 2008 the provisions in the Criminal
Justice and Immigration Act 2008 took effect, in that an
IPP may not be passed where the minimum tariff is less
than two years, except where offenders have been convicted
of very serious crimes in the past, as specified in
Schedule 15A of the Criminal Justice Act 2003.

As at 5 February 2010, the number of prisoners in
custody, serving an IPP or a DPP, and who are recorded
by the National Offender Management Service as being
two years or more past the expiry of their tariff was
476. This figure includes IPP prisoners who have been
released and subsequently recalled.

As at 5 February 2010, there were 197 prisoners
serving either an IPP or DPP and who are in open
conditions.

Of these, 118 have a tariff of two years or less, as
calculated from date of sentence to the date of tariff
expiry.

These figures include those prisoners being held within
the juvenile and female estates.

The figures to answer each question were taken from
the Public Protection Unit Database (PPUD) in the
National Offender Management Service, and, as with
any large scale recording system, it is subject to possible
errors arising from either data entry or processing. The
PPUD is a live database, updated on a regular basis. As
a result, snapshots taken in consecutive days will contain
differences reflecting updates.

Pyramid Selling

Mr. Heathcoat-Amory: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice how many prosecutions for breaches of the
prohibition on chain gifting under section 43 of the
Gambling Act 2005 there have been since the entry into
force of that provision. [315715]

Claire Ward: Section 43 of the Gambling Act (chain
gifting) came into force on 1 September 2007. Up to
31 December 2008 (latest currently available) no
prosecutions for offences under this section of the Gambling
Act have been reported to the Ministry of Justice.

Data for 2009 are planned for publication at the end
of January 2010.

Robbery: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people in each age group in Milton
Keynes were convicted of robbery in each year since
1997. [315370]

Claire Ward: Information showing the number of
persons found guilty of robbery in the Thames Valley
Criminal Justice System area, broken down by age
group, from 1997 to 2008 (latest available) is shown in
the table.

Court proceedings data are not available below Criminal
Justice System area level. Data for 2009 are expected to
be published in the autumn 2010.

Number of persons found guilty at all courts for robbery offences in the Thames Valley Criminal Justice System area, by age group, from 1997 to 20081,2

Number of offenders

Type of offence 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Robbery offences

Persons

10 to 11 — — — 1 2 3 3 — 1 1 — —

12 to 14 6 7 9 10 10 19 10 8 13 7 14 14

15 to 17 51 28 27 40 43 72 49 50 46 64 59 80

18 to 20 49 52 34 30 48 65 51 48 65 47 67 52

21 and over 52 34 36 57 84 114 99 89 78 70 74 96

Total 158 121 106 138 187 273 212 195 203 189 214 242
1 The statistics relate to persons for whom these offences were the principal offences for which they were dealt with. When a defendant has been found guilty of two
or more offences the principal offence is the offence for which the heaviest penalty is imposed. Where the same disposal is imposed for two or more offences, the
offence selected is the offence for which the statutory maximum penalty is the most severe.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate and complete. However, it is important to note that these data have been extracted from
large administrative data systems generated by the courts and police forces. As a consequence, care should be taken to ensure data collection processes and their
inevitable limitations are taken into account when those data are used.
Source:
Justice Statistics Analytical Services—Ministry of Justice

Thanet

Dr. Ladyman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will set out, with statistical information
related as directly as possible to South Thanet
constituency, the effects on South Thanet of the
policies and actions of his Department since it was
established. [315634]

Mr. Wills: The Ministry of Justice’s work spans
criminal, civil and family justice, democracy, rights and
the constitution. Every year around nine million people
use our services in 900 locations across the United
Kingdom, including 650 courts and tribunals and 139
prisons in England and Wales.

The range of the Department’s policies and actions is
wide and the statistical information relating to it is not
normally collected on a constituency basis. Consequently,
some of the information requested in the question
cannot be provided in the form requested except at a
disproportionate cost.

Although data on sentencing for the period are not available
for the constituency of South Thanet, it is available for Kent.
This shows an increase in the total number of offenders
sentenced annually from 26,321 in 1997 to 34,385 in 2008, the
latest period for which such information is available.

The number of offences brought to justice for the Kent area
increased from 26,685 for the 12 months ending 31 March
2001 (the earliest period since which such data have been
compiled) to 40,846 (provisional figures) for the 12 months
ending 31 March 2009.

945W 946W9 FEBRUARY 2010Written Answers Written Answers



With regard to prosecutions, data are not available for the
constituency of South Thanet. However, the total number of
defendants proceeded against at magistrates courts in Kent
increased from 32,160 in 1997 to 41,425 in 2008.

The latest data, which cover reoffending in the period 1 July
2008 to 30 June 2009, showed that the three-month reoffending
rate for offenders on the probation caseload in the Kent county
council area was 8.79 per cent. After controlling for changes in
the characteristics of offenders on the probation caseload,
there was an increase in reoffending of 9 per cent. compared to
the 2007-08 baseline. Data are not available prior to 2007 on
this basis.

The number of persons commencing court order supervision
by the Probation Service in Kent was 3,324 in 1997and 4,633 in
2008.

33,059 civil non-family proceedings were started in the county
courts of Kent HMCS area in 2008, compared to 42,319 in
1998, the first year for which these figures are available. There
were also 3,082 private law applications and 105 public law
applications made in the county or High Courts of this HMCS
area in 2008-09, compared to 2,635 and 238 respectively in
2003-04, the first annual period for which these figures are
available.

In addition, at a national level:

Local communities are being better engaged in criminal justice—by
giving them a say in the types of Community Payback projects
offenders carry out and allowing them to see justice being
done, for example through the use of high visibility jackets.
Offenders have now worked more than 14 million hours, with
an estimated value to the taxpayer of over £80 million.
Major constitutional reforms have been delivered, including
devolution, the Human Rights Act, Freedom of Information,
Lords Reform, and a new Supreme Court for the UK.

Theft: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people resident in Milton Keynes
were convicted of an offence of (a) handling stolen
goods and (b) fraud and forgery in each year since
1997. [315371]

Claire Ward: Information showing the number of
persons found guilty of (a) handling stolen goods and
(b) fraud and forgery in each year between 1997 and
2008 (latest available) in the Thames Valley Criminal
Justice System area, broken down by age group, from
1997 to 2008 (latest available) is shown in the following
tables.

Number of persons found guilty at all courts in the Thames Valley Criminal Justice System area for offences of handling stolen goods and fraud and forgery, by age
group, from 1997 to 20081, 2

Number of offenders

Type of offence: 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Handling stolen
goods

Persons

10 to 11 — — — — — — — — 1 — — —

12 to 14 8 8 8 17 10 17 8 5 8 9 8 4

15 to 17 43 60 76 65 71 72 44 39 49 35 35 33

18 to 20 110 105 103 116 83 82 57 51 42 50 44 42

21 and over 314 330 311 249 247 286 259 199 212 169 178 170

Total 475 503 498 447 411 457 368 294 312 263 265 249

Number of offenders

Type of offence: 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Fraud and forgery

Persons

10 to 11 — — — — — — — — 1 — — —

12 to 14 2 1 2 1 — 6 3 2 3 — 8 —

15 to 17 16 28 18 19 30 15 24 24 17 16 22 10

18 to 20 75 72 75 66 61 64 61 56 67 46 48 49

21 and over 326 337 355 391 411 395 437 420 496 578 544 554

Total 419 438 450 477 502 480 525 502 584 640 622 613
1 The statistics relate to persons for whom these offences were the principal offences for which they were dealt with. When a defendant has been found guilty of two
or more offences the principal offence is the offence for which the heaviest penalty is imposed. Where the same disposal is imposed for two or more offences, the
offence selected is the offence for which the statutory maximum penalty is the most severe.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate and complete. However, it is important to note that these data have been extracted from
large administrative data systems generated by the courts and police forces. As a consequence, care should be taken to ensure data collection processes and their
inevitable limitations are taken into account when those data are used.
Source:
Justice Statistics Analytical Services—Ministry of Justice.

Tribunals

John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
how many industrial tribunal cases are outstanding.

[316135]

Bridget Prentice: At the end of December 2009, there
were 387,800 live claims in Employment Tribunals across
England, Wales and Scotland.

Young Offenders: Custodial Treatment

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice how many young adults were in the criminal
justice system in (a) Coventry and (b) England in each
year since 1997. [316210]

Claire Ward: It is not possible to identify and track
individual contacts with the system from the data returned
to the Ministry. Collecting and analysing data to answer
this question would involve disproportionate cost.
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Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what recent steps his Department has taken
to improve support for young adults in the criminal
justice system. [316211]

Maria Eagle: The National Offender Management
Service provides offenders with the opportunity to learn
the skills they need to get a job on release or while
serving their sentence. Employment is known to be a
key factor in helping to reduce re-offending. Our aim
therefore is to provide more offenders with the skills
and motivation to turn away from crime, improve their
employability, and become productive members of society.

Steps being taken to achieve this include:
an integrated Offenders Learning and Skills Service (OLASS)
for offenders, planned and funded by the Learning and Skills
Council which provides learning and skills opportunities for
offenders in custody and for those serving their sentence in the
community;

a new OLASS provision for those in custody with significant
changes; including the introduction of a core curriculum available
in each prison establishment in England;

working with Sector Skills Councils to ensure that learning
and skills training and accredited qualifications are relevant to
employers and reflect identified labour market shortages and
need;

increasingly looking at making the work undertaken within
prisons by prisoners as much like real work as possible; and

working with the private sector in partnership to develop
employment and skills opportunities for offenders.

The Government’s investment in education provision
for offenders has risen threefold from £57 million in
2001-02 to more than £175 million in 2009-10.

Young Offenders: Rehabilitation

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice how much his Department spent on
rehabilitation programmes for young people in the
criminal justice system in the latest period for which
figures are available. [316212]

Maria Eagle: All services commissioned or delivered
by youth offending teams (YOTs) to young people
within the criminal justice system are intended to rehabilitate
them and address the causes of their offending behaviour.

The Youth Justice Board’s annual report and accounts
2008-09 shows that it allocated the following funding to
YOTs for the delivery of such services to 10 to 17-year-olds
within the criminal justice system.

£ million

Direct YOT funding 53.761

Intensive Supervision and
Surveillance Programmes

33.166

Substance Misuse Programmes 18.103

Community Education and Youth
Justice Practitioner Training

9.629

Other grants for intervention
programmes

2.651

Total 117.310

In addition, a further £297.952 million was spent on
the provision of custodial places, this includes on the
delivery of education and on substance misuse, which
would also serve to rehabilitate young offenders.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Apprentices

Mr. Willetts: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many people in each age group (a) started and (b)
completed an apprenticeship in each quarter of the last
five years. [304159]

Kevin Brennan: The number of people starting an
Apprenticeship in England is at a record level and our
recent Skills Investment Strategy announced a further
expansion of Advanced Apprenticeships to increase the
number of skilled technicians in priority areas. Table 1
and 2 show apprenticeship starts and achievements, by
age group and quarter for academic years 2004-05 to
2008-09 (provisional).

Table 1: Apprenticeship starts by quarter, 2004-05 to 2008-09 (provisional)

2004-05

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final)
Quarter 3

(final)
Quarter 4

(final)

Under 16 200 — — 700

16-18 55,700 19,300 14,200 23,400

19-24 25,600 16,400 15,600 17,500

25+ — — 200 200

Total 81,500 35,700 30,000 41,800

2005-06

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final) Quarter 3
Quarter 4

(final)

Under 16 200 — — 400

16-18 51,000 17,900 14,700 15,300

19-24 26,900 18,100 16,100 14,000

25+ 100 100 100 —

Total 78,200 36,100 30,900 29,700

2006-07

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final)
Quarter 3

(final)
Quarter
4(final)

Under 16 200 — — 400

16-18 54,500 18,600 14,300 17,700

19-24 28,600 16,000 16,500 17,500

25+ 100 — — 100

Total 83,400 34,600 30,800 35,700

2007-08

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final)
Quarter 3

(final)
Quarter 4

(final)

Under 16 100 — — 400

16-18 54,500 17,800 16,800 18,000

19-24 28,700 17,200 23,600 20,600

25+ 1,600 2,700 8,000 14,700

Total 84,900 37,600 48,400 53,800

2008-09

Age
Quarter 1

(provisional)
Quarter 2

(provisional)
Quarter 3

(provisional)
Quarter 4

(provisional)

Under 16 100 — — 200

16-18 52,500 16,400 14,200 13,500

19-24 31,600 18,400 19,300 13,000

25+ 18,300 14,800 14,400 7,200

Total 102,600 49,700 47,900 33,900
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Table 2: Apprenticeship achievements by quarter, 2004-05 to 2008-09
(provisional)

2004-05

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter
(final)

Quarter 3
(final)

Quarter 4
(final)

Under 16 100 100 100 100

16-18 8,600 8,000 8,300 15,000

19-24 5,600 5,500 6,500 9,500

25+ — — — —

Total 14,300 13,600 14,800 24,600

2005-06

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter
(final)

Quarter 3
(final)

Quarter 4
(final)

Under 16 100 100 100 100

16-18 14,200 11,300 11,900 21,200

19-24 9,500 8,300 8,900 12,900

25+ — — — —

Total 23,800 19,700 20,900 34,300

2006-07

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final)
Quarter 3

(final)
Quarter 4

(final)

Under 16 100 100 100 200

16-18 15,800 12,000 11,500 25,800

19-24 11,100 9,400 9,800 15,700

25+ — — 100 100

Total 27,100 21,500 21,500 41,700

2007-08

Age
Quarter 1

(final)
Quarter 2

(final)
Quarter 3

(final)
Quarter 4

(final)

Under 16 100 — 100 100

16-18 14,300 11,200 12,300 25,200

19-24 10,800 9,300 10,800 17,200

25+ — 100 200 800

Total 25,200 20,600 23,500 43,400

2008-09

Age
Quarter 1

(provisional)
Quarter 2

(provisional)
Quarter 3

(provisional)
Quarter 4

(provisional)

Under 16 100 — 100 100

16-18 15,400 11,000 12,300 19,000

19-24 12,800 11,200 12,900 16,000

25+ 1,200 2,500 4,400 7,800

Total 29,500 24,700 29,700 42,900

— Indicates a base value of less than 50.
Notes:
1. Volumes are rounded to the nearest 100.
2. Apprenticeship starts and achievements for 2008-09 are provisional and will
be subject to an upward revision when final data are available for the December
2009 SFR. Based on previous year’s revisions, starts may rise by approximately
2-3 per cent. and achievements by approximately 10 per cent.
3. Age is calculated based on age at start of the programme.
4. Figures are a count of the number of starts/framework achievements in each
quarter. Learners starting/achieving more than one framework will appear
more than once.
5 In order to be counted as a successful achievement, all elements of the
framework must have been achieved.
6 Quarter 1 - 1 August to 31 October; Quarter 2 - 1 November to 31 January;
Quarter 3 -1 February to 30 April; Quarter 4 -1 May to 31 July.
Source:
Work Based Learner and Employer Responsive Individualised Learner Record

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many apprenticeship (a) starts and (b) completions
there have been in each industry sector in each year
since 2005. [314563]

Kevin Brennan: Tables 1 and 2 show Apprenticeship
starts and achievements by sector subject area from
2005/06 to 2008/09. Information is not available by
‘industrial sector’.

Table 1: Apprenticeship starts, 2005/06 to 2008/09

Sector subject area 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Agriculture, Horticulture
and Animal Care

4,100 3,900 4,500 5,200

Arts, Media and Publishing 300 200 100 200

Business, Administration
and Law

37,200 36,400 50,700 64,100

Construction, Planning
and the Built Environment

21,700 27,500 27,800 29,200

Education and Training 100 100 300 1,200

Engineering and
Manufacturing
Technologies

30,900 34,700 43,100 37,000

Health, Public Services and
Care

22,500 23,600 31,100 34,800

Information and
Communication
Technology

7,500 6,400 8,000 8,800

Languages, Literature and
Culture

* * * *

Leisure, Travel and
Tourism

5,900 5,600 6,300 11,300

Preparation for Life and
Work

* * * *

Retail and Commercial
Enterprise

40,000 43,000 49,300 48,000

Science and Mathematics * * * *

Unknown 5,000 2,900 3,500 100

Total 175,000 184,400 224,800 239,900

Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest 100.
2. The symbol ‘*’ indicates a value of less than 50.
Source:
Individualised Learner Record

Table 2: Apprenticeship framework achievements, 2005/06 to 2008/09

Sector subject area 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Agriculture, Horticulture
and Animal Care

2,100 2,400 2,500 3,200

Arts, Media and Publishing 200 200 200 *

Business, Administration
and Law

23,800 25,100 23,600 36,400

Construction, Planning
and the Built Environment

14,900 17,300 17,800 22,300

Education and Training * 100 * 200

Engineering and
Manufacturing
Technologies

18,200 21,500 20,800 22,900

Health, Public Services and
Care

10,600 12,900 13,800 19,400

Information and
Communication
Technology

4,300 4,900 5,500 5,700

Languages, Literature and
Culture

* * * *

Leisure, Travel and
Tourism

3,000 3,800 3,600 5,900

Preparation for Life and
Work

100 * * *

Retail and Commercial
Enterprise

21,200 23,500 24,400 27,400

Science and Mathematics * * * *

Unknown 300 200 400 *

Total 98,700 111,800 112,600 143,400

Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest 100.
2. The symbol ‘*’ indicates a value of less than 50.
Source:
Individualised Learner Record
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Information on the number of Apprenticeship starts
and achievements is published in a quarterly statistical
first release (SFR). The latest SFR was published on
17 December, and re-issued on 21 January to include
provisional national estimates of the number of
apprenticeship starts and achievements in the first quarter
of 2009/10:

http://www.thedataservice.org.uk/statistics/sfrdec09

Supplementary table 6 shows information on apprenticeship
starts and achievements by sector subject area.

Apprentices: Lancashire

Mr. Hoyle: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what estimate he
has made of the number of apprenticeships which will
be taken up by people (a) under and (b) over 24 years
old in (i) Chorley constituency and (ii) Lancashire in
the next five years. [314222]

Kevin Brennan: Information on projected apprenticeship
volumes is not available at sub-national level.

National level estimates of learner numbers for
apprentices aged between 16 and 19, up to 2010/11
academic year, are published in ‘16-19 Statement of
Priorities and Investment Strategy 2010-11’:

http://readingroom.lsc.gov.uk/lsc/National/nat-
statementofpriorities-Jan10.pdf

National level estimates of learner numbers for
apprentices aged 19+, up to 2010/11 academic year, are
published in the ‘Skills Investment Strategy 2010-11’:

http://www.bis.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/publications/
Skills-Investment-Strategy.pdf

Construction: Qualifications

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills if he will review the
requirement on those who carry a card authorising
them to operate construction equipment to also obtain
a national vocational qualification in order to operate
such equipment. [316640]

Ian Lucas: The Government have no locus in the
running of construction industry competency card schemes,
or the setting of rules. I will not therefore be undertaking
a review of requirements. That said, the Government
welcome the industry’s drive to improve competence
and good health and safety practice, and to encourage
the achievement of relevant formal qualifications.

Departmental Internet

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills with reference to
the answer of 10 November 2009, Official Report,
column 311W, on Google adword online: advertising
keywords, what keywords were paid for; and at what
cost. [314826]

Mr. McFadden: BIS has spent, via the Central Office
for Information (COI), a total of £381,056.89 on Google
keywords in 2009/10 to date for the following marketing
campaigns:

Campaign £

Graduate Talent Pool 53,732.26

Vulnerable Workers and Agency
Workers

29,591.83

National Minimum Wage 40,301.80

Business Link 252,397.90

i-Awards 539.30

Science: So What? So Everything 1,179.04

Employment Agency Standards 3,314.16

Total 381,056.29

This covers a combination of 4,400 keywords related
to these campaigns. We have not provided the full list
and the amounts paid for individual keywords as the
release of this information could prejudice the commercial
interests of our suppliers.

Departmental Manpower

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
estimate he has made of the proportion of staff of (a)
his Department and (b) its agencies managed out in
the last five years who remain working in the public
sector. [313839]

Mr. McFadden: The Department of Business, Innovation
and Skills (BIS) has not made an estimate of the percentage
of staff managed out in the last five years who remain
working in the public sector as that information is not
centrally recorded.

Departmental Sick Leave

David Simpson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many staff in his Department have had five or more
periods of sickness absence of less than five days since
its inception. [316470]

Mr. McFadden: The number of BIS staff who have
had five or more periods of sickness absence of less
than five days since its inception is nine.

Educational Institutions: Buildings

Mr. Hepburn: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
much his Department has spent on college buildings in
(a) Jarrow constituency, (b) South Tyneside, (c) the
North East and (d) nationwide in each year since 2008.

[313481]

Kevin Brennan: In total across this current spending
period, Government will spend £1.7 billion on college
buildings—with a further £900 million already earmarked
for the next spending period.

All capital funding for further education colleges is
administrated by the Learning and Skills Council (LSC)
and I have asked Geoff Russell, the LSC chief executive,
to write to my hon. Friend with the further information
requested.

Letter from Geoff Russell, dated 5 February 2010:
The Minister of State, Department for Business, Innovation

and Skills, has asked me to respond to your Parliamentary
Question 1057 that asked;
“how much his Department has spent on college buildings in (a)
the Jarrow constituency, (b) South Tyneside, (c) the North East
and (d) nationwide in each year since 2008”.
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This expenditure is the responsibility of the LSC and I am
pleased to confirm the following responses to your questions
which relate to the further education (FE) capital budget:

Questions (a) and (b): South Tyneside College is the only
incorporated FE college with its main campus within the Jarrow
constituency and also South Tyneside. For the period April 2008
to date the total amount of LSC capital grant support paid to
South Tyneside College is £840,236 comprising £572,028 in the
year ending 31 March 2009 and £268,208 to date in the year
commencing 1 April 2009.

The college previously received capital grant support of £144,752
in 2007-08.

Question (c): The total amount of capital grant support paid
in the North East Region is £85,262,939 for the period April 2008
to date comprising £45,885,576 in the year ending 31 March 2009
and £39,377,363 to date in the year commencing 1 April 2009.

Question (d): The total amount of capital grant support paid
across all regions since April 2008 to date is £1,117,268,695
comprising £492,323,101 in the year ending 31 March 2009 and
£624,945,594 to date in the year commencing 1 April 2009.

Please let me know if you require any further information.

Estate Agents: Money Laundering

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
whether a small firms impact assessment in respect of
the estate agent industry has been produced in relation
to the Office of Fair Trading’s (OFT’s) implementation
of the Money Laundering Regulations 2007; and what

fee estate agents are required to pay to register with the
OFT. [311805]

Kevin Brennan: The Office of Fair Trading has been
the anti-money laundering supervisory authority for
estate agents since December 2007. As Her Majesty’s
Treasury had carried out a regulatory impact assessment
before implementation of the Money Laundering
Regulations 2007, the Office of Fair Trading did not
produce a separate impact assessment or small firms’
assessment for the registration of estate agents for money
laundering purposes, when deciding to require compulsory
registration. In deciding upon compulsory registration,
the OFT was concerned to minimise the burdens on
business and has framed the information requirements
and registration fee accordingly.

For 2009-10, the fee for registration for estate agents
is £115 per business premise. The fee is capped at £2,300
(or 20 premises).

Foreign Investment in UK: China

Hywel Williams: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
the monetary value was of foreign direct investment
from China (a) in total, (b) in each sector and (c) in
each industry sector in each of the last five years.

[315758]

Ian Lucas: The available data are shown in the following
table.

Industrial activity of UK affiliates

£ million

Net foreign direct investment flows into the United Kingdom from China

Net FDI international
investment position in the

United Kingdom from
China

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 end 2008

Total -26 13 12 16 -20 202

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Mining and quarrying (including oil/gas) 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Food products 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Textile and wood, printing and publishing 2— 1— 1— 0 2— 2—

Chemical, plastic and fuel products 2— 2— 1— 0 2— 2—

Metal and mechanical products 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Office, IT and communications equipment 1— 1— 1— 0 1— 1—

Transport equipment 1— 2— 2— 0 2— 2—

Other manufacturing 1— 1— 1— 0 2— 2—

Electricity, gas and water 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Construction 1— 2— 2— 0 2— 2—

Retail/wholesale trade and repairs 2— 9 7 11 0 59

Hotels and restaurants 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Transport and communications 0 0 2 1 2— 1

Financial services 2— 2— 2— 1 0 2—

Real estate and business services 0 1 2— 1 0 6

Other services 1— 1— 1— 0 2— 2—
1 Indicates that no data were returned
2 Indicates that data are disclosive and cannot be published
Source:
ONS Business Monitor MA4, Tables 5.3 and 6.3

Industrial Health and Safety

Grant Shapps: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills if he
will place in the Library a copy of the advice issued to
staff of his Department on stress recognition and
management. [313947]

Mr. McFadden: The Department will arrange for the
policy and practices with regards management of stress,
and advice to employees, to be placed in the Libraries of
the House.

These are the policies/practices used by the former
Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory
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Reform (BERR); the Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills (BIS) does not at present have harmonised
policies/practices from the merging of the former BERR
and former Department for Innovation, Universities
and Skills (DIUS). DIUS used policies/practices from
the other Government Departments from which they
were formed in an earlier machinery of Government
change.

Licensing

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how much his
Department and its agencies have spent on font
licensing in the last three years. [315282]

Mr. McFadden: Two fonts were purchased by the
former BERR in 2008/09 at a cost of £40.46.

Fonts which were already in use for printed materials
and website use were chosen as the official corporate
fonts when BIS was created in July 2009 and also when
BERR was created in June 2007.

Minimum Wage: Hemsworth

Jon Trickett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many of those resident in Hemsworth constituency
have been paid at the national minimum wage rate
since its introduction. [316621]

Mr. McFadden: Data for earnings is not available at
the constituency level because of small sample sizes at
this level in the Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings
(ASHE).

At the regional level it is not possible to infer the
number of employees earning exactly at the national
minimum wage (NMW) with sufficient certainty. However
it is possible to estimate the number who were paid at or
below the NMW.

At the Government office region level the most recent
figure from BIS analysis of the 2009 ASHE indicates
the number of jobholders who were paid at or below the
NMW in April 2009 in the Yorkshire and Humber
region was 78,000.

National Star College: Finance

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills whether he has had
recent discussions with the National Star Centre on its
capital programme; and how much funding his
Department has allocated to that programme. [316035]

Kevin Brennan: I have frequent meetings with a wide
range of college principles as well as regular dialogue
with the Association of Colleges, the 157 group and
other sector representatives. To date National Star College
has received £1.96 million in capital grant support but
the College was unsuccessful in the prioritisation exercise
carried out by the Learning and Skills Council in 2009.

Capital investment will continue with £1.7 billion
invested directly into the FE estate this spending period
with a further £900 million already earmarked for the
next spending period. The LSC continues to consult the
sector through the Association of Colleges Reference
Panel to determine how future resource will best be
invested.

New Industries: New Jobs

Hywel Williams: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
much he has allocated to the New Industries, New Jobs
strategy in (a) 2009-10 and (b) 2010-11; and how
much has been allocated to Wales. [315797]

Mr. McFadden [holding answer 5 February 2010]:
‘New Industry, New Jobs’ is the Government’s active
industrial strategy, covering cross-economy issues such
as skills and innovation as well as sectoral and geographic
interventions. It therefore encompasses a broad range
of financial instruments.

The Strategic Investment Fund was set at Budget
2009 specifically to underpin ‘New Industry, New Jobs’.
The SIF aims to support advanced industrial projects
of strategic importance. The original fund of £750 million
was increased by £200 million in the pre-Budget report
in December 2010, and we expect to spend around
£200 million by the end of this financial year. The
whole fund is to be spent by March 2011.

Much of this money is being distributed through UK
wide mechanisms such as the UK Innovation Investment
Fund and the Technology Strategy Board. As a UK-wide
fund, many of the projects supported by the SIF are
themselves UK-wide in geographical scope, as are the
expected economic benefits. In addition to UK-wide
schemes, there are two specific projects located in Wales.
These are a £10 million contribution to a high performance
computing centre in South Wales and a SIF contribution
to the £340 million announced for repayable launch
investment to Airbus, which is benefiting the facility at
Broughton in North Wales.

Olympic Games: Canada

Mr. Don Foster: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many (a) Ministers and (b) officials from his
Department are planning to attend the winter
Olympics in Vancouver in February 2010; and what
estimate he has made of the cost of such attendance.

[310843]

Mr. McFadden: No Ministers from the Department
are planning to attend the winter Olympics in Vancouver.
A small number of officials will be attending in an
official capacity to deliver a programme of events
and activity to promote British business capability,
inward investment and partnership opportunities in
general (for the UK) as well as business opportunities
arising from the London 2012 games. Our
’Host2Host’ partnership arrangement with the Province
of British Columbia has resulted in a high level of
cooperation and cost saving in general regarding our
events programme.

Officials will also be taking the opportunity to
learn ’business operational activity’ during the games
both at Provincial and Federal level which will inform
UKTI/BIS strategy for activity during the 2012 games.
The actual cost for their attendance is not yet
available.
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Overseas Investment: China

Hywel Williams: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
the monetary value was of UK direct investment (a) in

total and (b) in each (i) sector and (ii) industry in
China in each of the last five years. [315759]

Ian Lucas: The available data are shown in the following
table.

Industrial activity of foreign affiliates

£ million

Net foreign direct investment flows from the United Kingdom into China

Net FDI international
investment position from

the United Kingdom in
China

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 end 2008

Total 539 598 374 1,138 1,036 4,222

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Mining and quarrying (including oil/gas) 2— 2— 2— 2— 2— 2—

Food products 10 114 2 5 156 453

Textile and wood, printing and publishing 6 6 0 -2 7 69

Chemical, plastic and fuel products 77 47 7 48 16 751

Metal and mechanical products 25 26 30 40 62 149

Office, IT and communications equipment 2— 6 2— 0 2— -1

Transport equipment 2— 7 -24 6 -3 2—

Other manufacturing 0 43 67 68 124 558

Electricity, gas and water 2— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Construction 2— 2— 2— 2— 2— 2—

Retail/wholesale trade and repairs 10 71 10 7 5 154

Hotels and restaurants 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1—

Transport and communications 58 31 31 10 2— 2—

Financial services -1 2— 57 2— 2— 337

Real estate and business services 52 40 22 46 73 144

Other services 2— 2— 2— 2— 0 2—
1 Indicates that no data were returned
2 Indicates that data are disclosive and cannot be published
Source:
ONS Business Monitor MA4, Tables 5.3 and 6.3

Sandwell

Mr. Watson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills if he
will set out, with statistical evidence relating as closely
as possible to the borough of Sandwell, the effects on
that borough of changes to the policies of his
Department and its predecessors since 1997. [316474]

Mr. McFadden: The Government have put in place a
wide-ranging programme of reform since 1997. Over
the decade to 2007 the economic performance of all
parts of the UK improved considerably. The policies of
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
(and its predecessors) have focused on building a competitive
economy, delivering prosperity and sustainable economic
growth. The regional development agency Advantage
West Midlands (AWM) was established by the Government
in 1998 to lead economic development work in the west
midlands. The implementation of BIS policy in Sandwell
has been taken forward primarily by AWM and the
Government office for the west midlands, working with
Sandwell metropolitan borough council and other local
partners. The Government and their regional and local
partners have responded vigorously to the global recession,
providing assistance to companies and individuals.

Consistent datasets going back to 1997 are not available
for all key issues; the following statistics therefore start
from the earliest date for which comparable data are
available:

(i) The level of skills in Sandwell has improved significantly
with the proportion of the working age population qualified to
at least NVQ2 level having increased from 31.8 per cent. to
45.0 per cent. between 1999 and 2008. Over the same period
the proportion of the working age population qualified to at
least NVQ3 increased from 19.8 per cent. to 25.3 per cent. and
the proportion qualified to at least NVQ4 increased from 10.2
per cent. to 13.9 per cent.

(ii) The number of businesses registered for VAT increased
from 5,385 at the start of 2001 to 6,495 at the beginning of
2008.

(iii) Business Link West Midlands (BLWM) is the main provider
of business support in the region. It helped 135 businesses to
start in Sandwell during 2007-08, 202 in 2008-09 and has
assisted a further 170 businesses to start-up in the 10 months to
the end of January 2010. BLWM also provided intensive
assistance to 546 businesses in the borough in 2007-08, 825 in
2008-09 and 632 in the first 10 months of the current financial
year.

(iv) AWM has offered Grants for Business Investment (GBI)
funding to 42 firms in Sandwell since 2004. The grants were
worth a total of £5.9 million and have created 483 new jobs
and safeguarded a further 554.

(v) Between September and December 2009 19 companies in
the automotive supply chain based in Sandwell received £338,740
support under the £4.5 million Automotive Recovery Programme
(ARP). The programme was funded by AWM and the European
Regional Development Fund and managed by the Manufacturing
Advisory Service-West Midlands (MAS-WM). Following a
robust capability review it funded specialist strategic consultancy
to provide struggling component part makers with help with
business consolidation, refinancing, new product introduction
and restructuring. Six of the companies have already returned
results showing that the assistance provided has led to business
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worth over £20 million being safeguarded or obtained, leading
to the creation of safeguarding of 58 jobs.
(vi) In December, Stoford Ltd. signed an agreement with BT
for 75,000 sq ft of office space at its new £55 million All Saints
office development in West Bromwich. The building will support
BT’s Transform Sandwell partnership with Sandwell metropolitan
borough council creating up to 450 new jobs. Advantage West
Midlands has committed £11 million to the All Saints project.

Students: Lewes

Norman Baker: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many people from the Lewes district council area
became full-time undergraduate students in each year
since 1997; and how many such people (a) were from
each socio-economic group and (b) had parents from
each socio-economic group. [315773]

Mr. Lammy: Information for Lewes district council
area is not available and figures for Lewes constituency
are provided as an alternative.

Figures for each academic year from 2002-03 to
2007-08 are provided in the attached table. Socio-economic
classification (SEC) was introduced into higher education
student data in the 2002-03 academic year and, therefore,
figures for earlier years (which show the former social
classification) are not comparable.

Figures are provided for full-time undergraduate entrants
aged under 21, and 21 and over, as data on socio-economic
class is gathered on a different basis for these two
distinct age groups. Socio-economic class is derived
from information on occupation. For entrants aged
under 21 this is based on the occupation of their parent,
and for those aged 21 and over it is based on their own
occupation.

Figures for the 2008-09 academic year have been
excluded from this answer as they are not directly
comparable with those for 2002-03 to 2007-08 due to a
change in the way parental or student occupation
information was gathered. As a result of the change, it
is not possible to determine whether the 2008-09 socio-
economic class relates to the student or their parent.

Full-time undergraduate entrants from Lewes constituency1 by age and socio-economic classification2: UK higher education institutions3—academic years 2002-03 to
2007-08

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

Socio-economic
classification <21 21+ <21 21+ <21 21+ <21 21+ <21 21+ <21 21+

Higher managerial
and professional
occupations

75 5 95 10 90 10 100 10 85 5 80 0

Lower managerial
and professional
occupations

85 25 120 10 105 25 105 15 105 15 100 20

Intermediate
occupations

35 10 35 10 45 15 45 5 45 5 35 15

Small employers
and own account
workers

20 0 30 5 30 5 20 5 30 5 25 5

Lower supervisory
and technical
occupations

15 0 15 0 15 0 20 0 20 0 15 0

Semi-routine
occupations

20 15 25 5 15 20 20 15 15 15 20 10

Routine
occupations

5 5 5 5 10 0 10 5 10 5 15 5

Total Known 255 60 325 50 310 75 325 50 310 50 285 55

Missing4 110 65 50 75 60 55 75 65 75 65 70 90
1 The table does not include entrants where the constituency of the student cannot be established due to missing or invalid information.
2 This field collects the socio-economic classification of students participating in HE if 21 or over at the start of their course or parental classification if under 21.
3 Figures exclude the Open University due to inconsistencies in their coding of entrants across the time series.
4 Covers students whose socio-economic classification was missing, not classified or ’Never worked and long-term unemployed″.
Note:
Figures are based on a HESA standard registration population and have been rounded up or down to the nearest five, therefore components may not sum to totals.
Source:
Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA)

UK Trade and Investment Defence and Security
Organisation

Nick Harvey: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills with
which companies the UK Trade and Investment
Defence and Security Organisation has key account
management relationships; and what the purpose of
such a relationship is in each case. [315189]

Ian Lucas: As part of its customer-focused engagement
strategy, UK Trade and Investment’s Defence and Security
Organisation (DSO) has key account management
relationships with (in alphabetical order):

BAE Systems
Chemring

Cobham

EADS UK

Finmeccanica UK companies

General Dynamics UK

Lockheed Martin UK

MBDA UK

Northrop Grumman UK

QinetiQ

Rolls-Royce plc

Smiths Detection

Thales UK.

Additional key account relationships are planned.
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These relationships consist of formal engagement to
increase understanding of the company’s strategic priorities,
enabling DSO to provide enhanced support.

Nick Harvey: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills who
the members are of (a) the UK Trade and Industry
Defence and Security Organisation Defence Advisory
Group and (b) the UK Trade and Investment Defence
and Security Organisation Security Advisory Group;
what the background is of each such member; and
when each was appointed. [315190]

Ian Lucas: Current membership of the UK Trade
and Investment Defence and Security Organisation (a)
Defence Advisory Group and (b) Security Advisory
Group are included in the following tables. Members of
the Defence Advisory Group were appointed from 1 July
2008; members of the Security Advisory Group were
appointed on 4 August 2008 except for the last two
named who were appointed on 1 December 2009. The
members attend and offer their advice on a personal
basis, drawing from their experience in, or related to,
the defence and security sectors.

Defence Advisory Group members
Name Company

Sir Kevin Tebbit (chair) Finmeccanica
Victor Chavez Thales UK
Clifford Dewell General Dynamics UK
Martin Fausset Rolls Royce
Stephen Fitz-Gerald Cobham
Adrian Geal Defence Aviation Consultant
Bob Keen BAE Systems
Dr. David Price Chemring Group
David Hansell MSI Defence Systems
Jeffrey Miles Defence Consultant
Kieron Sambrook-Smith Deep-Secure Ltd.
Dr. Alexandra Ashbourne Associate Fellow Royal United

Services Institute
Iain Burgess Ernst and Young
Philipa Foster-Back Institute of Business Ethics
Ian Godden A/D/S
Rear Admiral Rees Ward A/D/S

Security Advisory Group members
Name Company

Stephen Phipson (chair) Smiths Detection
Andrew Boyd QinetiQ
John Davies TDSI Ltd.
Ann Fitz-Gerald Cranfield university
Shaun Hipgrave Forensic Telecommunications

Services Ltd.
Andrew Knights Selectamark Security Systems
Ian Pickerell Thales UK Ltd.
Stephen Whitby EADS Defence and Security Ltd.
Mike Critchley Ultra Electronics Ltd.
John Hughes Selex Communications
Brett Lovegrove Valentis Bridge Ltd.
Michael Clarke G4S
Martin Sutherland Detica

Unemployment: Torbay

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many people under 25 years old were not in
employment, education or training in (a) Torbay
constituency and (b) each region in (i) 1997, (ii) 2007
and (iii) 2008-09. [314618]

Kevin Brennan: The following table gives estimates of
the number and proportion of people aged1 16 to 24 not
in education employment or training (NEET) in each
region in the fourth quarter of 2000, 2007 and 2008.
This information is from the labour force survey (LFS).
Due to incomplete data, estimates are not available
prior to 2000.

Please note that these estimates are subject to large
sampling variability and should therefore be treated
with caution and viewed in conjunction with the confidence
intervals2 (CIs), which indicate how accurate an estimate
is. For example, a 95 per cent. CI of +1-3.2 percentage
points (pp) means that the true value is between 3.2pp
above the estimate and 3.2pp below the estimate, for
95 per cent. of estimates.

The LFS sample is not large enough to provide
estimates for small geographies such as constituencies.
1 Age used is respondents academic age, which is defined as their
age at the preceding 31 August.
2 Those given are 95 per cent. confidence intervals

Table: People aged 16 to 24 not in education, employment or training for each region

Region Q4: NEET number Q4: NEET percentage
Q4: Confidence Intervals

(pp)

2000 2007 2008 2000 2007 2008 2008

North East 50,000 49,000 54,000 18.3 15.3 16.7 +/-3.2

North West 95,000 120,000 142,000 13.5 14.2 16.8 +/-2.0

Yorks and Humber 75,000 82,000 92,000 13.9 12.3 13.6 +/-2.0

East Midlands 56000 70000 68000 13.0 13.0 12.8 +/-2.2

West Midlands 82,000 93,000 105,000 15.0 14.7 16.4 +/-2.3

East of England 54,000 74,000 79,000 10.3 12.1 12.9 +/-2.1

London 95,000 123,000 131,000 11.3 14.2 14.6 +/-2.0

South East 74,000 116,000 122000 9.3 12.8 13.2 +/-1.7

South West 48,000 56,000 63,000 10.3 9.8 11.1 +/-2.1

England 629,000 782,000 857,000 12.3 13.1 14.2 +/-0.7

Note:
Base: 16 to 24 year olds, England
Source:
Quarter 4 labour force survey
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Vocational Training: Finance

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how much funding
his Department allocated to vocational training in each
of the last three years. [316034]

Kevin Brennan: Train to Gain and Apprenticeships
are the primary programmes that deliver vocational
learning to learners aged 19+ that are funded by the
Learning and Skills Council (LSC). The funding that
has been allocated to these programmes for the financial
years 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 are given in the
table following table.

In addition to these programmes, vocational learning
forms an element of a number of other programmes
that are funded by the LSC, including Foundation
Learning and Response to Redundancy programmes.

£ million

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Apprenticeships 19+ 332 390 398

Train to Gain 826 926 983

Source:
BIS Skills Investment Strategy 2010-11
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Ministerial Correction

Tuesday 9 February 2010

WORK AND PENSIONS

Disability Living Allowance

Danny Alexander: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions how many people resident in
(a) Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch and Strathspey
constituency, (b) the Highlands and (c) Scotland received
the (i) mobility component, (ii) care component and
(iii) both the mobility and the care components of the
disability living allowance in each of the last five years.

[304670]

[Official Report, 15 December 2009, Vol. 502, c. 1012-14W.]

Letter of correction from Mr. Jonathan Shaw:

Errors have been identified in the written answer
given to the hon. Member for Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch
and Strathspey (Danny Alexander) on 15 December
2009.

The correct answer should have been:

Jonathan Shaw: The available information is in the
following tables:

Disability living allowance cases in payment for the Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch
and Strathspey parliamentary constituency for each of the last five years, as at

May of each year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total 4,250 4,410 4,480 4,670 4,900

Higher care and
higher mobility

670 690 730 760 790

Higher care and
lower mobility

300 320 320 340 360

Higher care only 60 60 70 80 80

Middle care and
higher mobility

570 590 610 640 670

Middle care and
lower mobility

690 740 770 800 870

Middle care only 150 150 140 140 160

Lower care and
higher mobility

420 430 420 450 480

Lower care and
lower mobility

340 360 380 400 410

Lower care only 250 270 260 290 320

Higher mobility
only

550 550 530 540 540

Lower mobility
only

250 260 240 240 240

Notes:
1 Caseload figures are rounded to the nearest 10. Totals may not sum due to
rounding.
2. Figures show the number of people in receipt of an allowance, and exclude
people with entitlement where the payment has been suspended, for example,
if they are in hospital. If a disability living allowance customer goes into
hospital or a local authority funded care home then the care component of
disability living allowance will stop after 28 days although the mobility
component is not affected. This means that, for example, someone with an
underlying entitlement to higher rate care and higher rate mobility may only
be getting paid higher rate mobility. This means that the number of people
being paid the disability living allowance mobility component only may be
more than the number entitled to the disability living allowance mobility
component due to the non-payment of an underlying entitlement to the care
component.
3. The postcode of a claimant is used to assign the parliamentary
constituency, local authority and Government office region. Local authorities
are assigned by matching postcodes against the relevant postcode directory.
Source:
Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study.

Disability living allowance cases in payment for the highland local authority for
each of the last five years, as at May of each year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total 10,190 10,500 10,730 11,160 11,640

Higher care and
higher mobility

1,680 1,770 1,850 1,920 1,980

Higher care and
lower mobility

580 620 650 680 720

Higher care only 160 170 170 190 180

Middle care and
higher mobility

1,520 1,570 1,620 1,680 1,780

Middle care and
lower mobility

1,500 1,570 1,670 1,750 1,870

Middle care only 400 400 380 380 400

Lower care and
higher mobility

1,130 1,130 1,140 1,220 1,290

Lower care and
lower mobility

670 720 770 800 830

Lower care only 650 680 670 700 770

Higher mobility
only

1,440 1,420 1,390 1,410 1,400

Lower mobility
only

440 450 430 430 430

Notes:
1 Caseload figures are rounded to the nearest 10. Totals may not sum due to
rounding.
2. Figures show the number of people in receipt of an allowance, and exclude
people with entitlement where the payment has been suspended, for example if
they are in hospital. If a disability living allowance customer goes into hospital
or a local authority funded care home then the care component of disability
living allowance will stop after 28 days although the mobility component is
not affected. This means that, for example, someone with an underlying
entitlement to higher rate care and higher rate mobility may only be getting
paid higher rate mobility. This means that the number of people being paid
the disability living allowance mobility component only may be more than the
number entitled to the disability living allowance mobility component due to
the non-payment of an underlying entitlement to the care component.
3.The Highlands region is defined as the local authority of the claimant. The
postcode of a claimant is used to assign the parliamentary constituency, local
authority and Government office region. Local authorities are assigned by
matching postcodes against the relevant postcode directory.
Source:
Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study.

Disability living allowance cases in payment in Scotland for each of the last five
years, as at May of each year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total 301,630 308,590 315,580 324,810 334,670

Higher care and
higher mobility

49,510 51,170 53,840 56,130 57,590

Higher care and
lower mobility

16,020 16,770 17,710 18,800 19,900
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Disability living allowance cases in payment in Scotland for each of the last five
years, as at May of each year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Higher care only 3,680 3,690 3,550 3,700 3,730

Middle care and
higher mobility

48,400 49,460 51,090 52,640 53,970

Middle care and
lower mobility

39,250 41,940 44,320 46,570 49,390

Middle care only 10,350 10,400 10,070 10,010 10,160

Lower care and
higher mobility

37,080 37,350 37,650 38,310 39,340

Lower care and
lower mobility

17,460 18,870 20,130 21,980 23,860

Lower care only 19,940 20,450 20,690 21,470 22,550

Higher mobility
only

49,560 48,100 46,120 44,650 43,320

Disability living allowance cases in payment in Scotland for each of the last five
years, as at May of each year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Lower mobility
only

10,380 10,390 10,410 10,550 10,850

Notes:
1 Caseload figures are rounded to the nearest 10. Totals may not sum due to
rounding.
2. Figures show the number of people in receipt of an allowance, and exclude
people with entitlement where the payment has been suspended, for example,
if they are in hospital. If a disability living allowance customer goes into
hospital or a local authority funded care home then the care component of
disability living allowance will stop after 28 days although the mobility
component is not affected. This means that, for example, someone with an
underlying entitlement to higher rate care and higher rate mobility may only
be getting paid higher rate mobility. This means that the number of people
being paid the disability living allowance mobility component only may be
more than the number entitled to the disability living allowance mobility
component due to the non-payment of an underlying entitlement to the care
component.
3. The postcode of a claimant is used to assign the parliamentary
constituency, local authority and Government office region. Local authorities
are assigned by matching postcodes against the relevant postcode directory.
Source:
Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study.
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