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House of Commons

Tuesday 23 March 2010

The House met at half-past Two o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]

BUSINESS BEFORE QUESTIONS

KENT COUNTY COUNCIL (FILMING ON HIGHWAYS)
BILL [LORDS]

Bill read a Second time.

Oral Answers to Questions

JUSTICE

The Secretary of State was asked—

Short Custodial Sentences

1. David T. C. Davies (Monmouth) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of the effectiveness of short
custodial sentences in reducing reoffending. [323384]

10. Mr. Douglas Carswell (Harwich) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of the effectiveness of short
custodial sentences in reducing reoffending. [323393]

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): Overall, the reoffending rate for all
adult offenders went down by 15.9 per cent. between
2000 and 2008, and by a greater margin in respect of
juvenile offenders. However, there is a problem, which I
readily acknowledge, in respect of short-sentence prisoners,
among whom the reoffending rate increased in the same
period by 3.9 per cent. Those persistent offenders tend
to be the most intractable to deal with, having failed on
community punishments and failed to deal with their
alcohol and drug abuse. The courts, police and National
Offender Management Service are putting great effort
into directing more of these offenders from crime, including
through intensive alternatives to custody, “through the
gate” supervision and better management of offenders,
which is being piloted in the integrated offender
management projects. Those measures are all helping to
shape an improved strategy for short-sentence prisoners.
In addition, last week I announced a very important
initiative with the organisation Social Finance in respect
of Peterborough prison, where social investors are to be
paid by results to get reoffending down.

David T. C. Davies: I thank the Minister for that
comprehensive reply. Does he agree that the ineffectiveness
of short custodial sentences, which we both agree about,
is not remedied by saying, “Let’s not send people to

prison at all”? It would be remedied far better by
looking at the reoffending rate for those with long
sentences, which is much lower, and by ensuring that
people are kept in prison long enough to address their
problems with alcoholism, drugs and lack of education.

Mr. Straw: The Government are the last people to
suggest that people should not be sent to prison when
the courts require it. One of the main drivers of the
25,000 increase in the prison population since 1997 has
been that the courts, quite correctly, have been sending
more people to prison and for longer. As for getting the
prison population down, the hon. Gentleman should
direct his remarks to those on his own Front Bench. It
was, after all, the shadow Justice Secretary who said
that if he could get back to the prison numbers that
existed in 1993—44,000 rather than 84,000—he would
have succeeded, and that he would be very happy to
have that engraved on his tombstone. I think that it
would be rather more of a political tombstone were he
to try that. The people in prison need to be there, and
what we must do is make more effective use of short
sentences.

Mr. Carswell: Many of those given short custodial
sentences often have drug addiction issues. Would it not
help to reduce reoffending if non-statutory organisations,
charities and non-state players were given a greater role
in helping to tackle drug addiction, both inside prison
and when prisoners come out?

Mr. Straw: I entirely agree with the hon. Gentleman.
As has been brought out by the excellent Public Accounts
Committee report that came out recently, most of those
persistent offenders have drug and alcohol abuse problems.
We have increased by 15 times the amount of money
spent on drug abuse and better education about drugs
in prison, and as the hon. Gentleman might know, we
are making much more use of voluntary organisations.
Obviously, they have to enter into proper contracts with
the state.

Ms Dari Taylor (Stockton, South) (Lab): My right
hon. Friend mentioned that the Government are pursuing
intensive alternatives to custody. Will he tell the House
what effect that approach is having in reducing reoffending?

Mr. Straw: The emerging evidence from the evaluations
in the six areas where intensive alternatives to custody
are being piloted suggests that they are significantly
reducing reoffending. I have seen one of them in operation
in Derby. There is no doubt that if they are properly
planned and executed they can effectively force offenders
to face up to the reasons why they are offending, and
can establish strong discipline on them in the community.
If that works, it is all to the good.

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): The Justice
Secretary failed to point out that the goal to which I
aspire on prison numbers is matched by the goal of
reducing crime.

Statistics published last week show that the reoffending
rate among those subject to drug rehabilitation requirements
is even higher than that among those who serve short
prison sentences—although those two groups are often
the same people. Does the Secretary of State accept that
maintaining offenders on methadone is a counsel of
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failure, and will he give courts the power to impose
abstinence-based drug rehabilitation orders to help
offenders—with short sentences and long—to give up
drugs once and for all?

Mr. Straw: The hon. and learned Gentleman highlights
the fact that the group consisting of short-sentence
prisoners is the most intractable to deal with. That is
accepted in the round, and a great deal of work is going
on to get them away from crime. Some of the “through
the gates” work being done in London with the St. Giles
Trust and the Metropolitan police has been excellent.
Key challenges include ensuring that people are not
offending—not when they are in prison, where, on the
whole they cannot, but from the moment they leave
prison—and dealing with their incredibly chaotic lives.
He is really talking about the same thing. The prescription
of methadone has to be a medical matter. Simply taking
people off any kind of drug on which they are dependent
when they are not ready for that will not resolve anything.
However, we do have drug abstinence programmes in
place.

Mr. Grieve: But is it not small wonder that prisoners
coming off short sentences are more likely than not to
reoffend, given that, despite the “through the gates”
programmes, the delays in assessing prisoners mean
that most do not even undertake rehabilitation work
until halfway through their sentence—and there is then
wasteful duplication of assessments—and also given
that up to half of prisoners spend almost all day in their
cells?

Mr. Straw: The hon. and learned Gentleman draws
attention to the findings of a National Audit Office
report to which I have already referred, which shows
that there are some excellent practices and some less
than excellent practices in prisons. We are committed to
responding very quickly to such issues—a response that
includes improving the time that it takes to assess
prisoners, as he suggests.

Retail Crime

3. Miss Anne McIntosh (Vale of York) (Con): How
many people have been prosecuted for offences related
to retail crime in the last 12 months. [323386]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Claire Ward): The Ministry of Justice’s court proceedings
database does not hold information on offences beyond
descriptions in the statutes under which prosecutions
are brought. However, I can tell the hon. Lady that
convictions for shoplifting rose by 9 per cent. and that
some 45,600 penalty notices for disorder were issued for
retail thefts under £200 in 2008. The Government take
crime against businesses very seriously, and we are
firmly committed to working to find effective solutions
and responses to crimes against businesses.

Miss McIntosh: I thank the Minister for that reply,
but it is a load of twaddle. That 9 per cent. increase,
those 45,000 offences and the police computer system
that does not recognise multiple offences are the legacy
of the Labour Government. The Conservatives will do
better.

Claire Ward: It would be very interesting to see how
the Conservatives would do better, given that they want
to tie the hands of the police and crime enforcement
officers in relation to many of the measures that we are
using effectively, such as those involving DNA and
CCTV. Perhaps the hon. Lady should talk to her Front-
Bench team and her party leader about changing their
policy if they really have a strong message on crime.

Miss McIntosh: That was a highly inappropriate answer,
Mr. Speaker, and I should like to withdraw, and beg
leave to introduce an Adjournment debate on this issue.

Mr. Speaker: Order. I am grateful to the hon. Lady,
but in any event I am intending to move on to the next
question.

Reoffending

4. Sandra Gidley (Romsey) (LD): What recent
representations he has received on policies to reduce
levels of reoffending. [323387]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): The Government receive a wide range of
representations on policies to reduce reoffending, ranging
from regular meetings with front-line staff, sentencers
and third sector organisations to the detailed consideration
of more formal reports from parliamentary Committees
or external bodies such as the National Audit Office.

Sandra Gidley: The NAO’s report of two weeks ago
revealed that reoffending by people released from short-term
prison sentences is costing £10 billion a year. We seem
to be supporting colleges of crime. Is it not time for
some serious research into what works to reduce
reoffending, perhaps through something analogous to
the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence—a
NICE for the Ministry of Justice?

Maria Eagle: It is always difficult to get the balance
right between researching into problems and spending
money on actually dealing with them. We prefer to
spend money on dealing with problems, and that is
working. Reoffending has gone down: since 2000 the
reoffending rate has reduced by 15.9 per cent., crime is
down by 36 per cent. and violent crime is down by
41 per cent. There are 6 million fewer crimes a year than
in 1995 and the chances of being a victim of crime are
at their lowest since records began in 1981. That is a
record of which we are proud.

Julie Morgan (Cardiff, North) (Lab): I know that the
Minister is aware that women who offend often have
multiple problems such as alcoholism and substance
abuse. Does she agree that by addressing those problems
through mentoring schemes such as those in the Women’s
Turnaround project in Cardiff, which has recently benefited
from another Government grant, we will reduce
reoffending?

Maria Eagle: I accept my hon. Friend’s point. I, too,
commend the work of Women’s Turnaround in Cardiff,
which I have visited and for which, as she rightly says,
the Ministry of Justice provides some funding. The
project does excellent work in tackling the causes of
offending among women who often end up serving
short sentences, and whose life situations worsen because
of those short sentences, rather than their being able to
tackle the cause of their offending.
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David Howarth (Cambridge) (LD): I will not repeat
what I normally say on these occasions about the crime
rate falling throughout the whole of the western world
since the mid-1990s, but I am encouraged by the tone of
both the Secretary of State and the Minister on the
issue of reoffending. May I ask them to commit, in the
forthcoming election campaign, to sticking to evidence
about what works, instead of the debate in the campaign
descending to the usual arms race that harms victims of
crime in the long run, and undermines the political
system in this country?

Maria Eagle: The victims of crime in this country
want crime dealt with effectively, which means not only
protecting the public by locking up serious and dangerous
offenders—who ought to be locked up—but enabling
people who are in prison to tackle the causes of their
offending behaviour. We do both, and it is a record on
which we are proud to stand.

Mr. Adrian Bailey (West Bromwich, West) (Lab/Co-op):
The Minister will be aware that a lot of persistent
reoffenders have low educational achievement, which in
turn is often the result of speech and language difficulties
from an early age. I draw my hon. Friend’s attention to
work done by the Royal College of Speech and Language
Therapists and other interested bodies on screening
tools that could deal with that issue and provide more
support in prisons to address the problem.

Maria Eagle: My hon. Friend is correct: low educational
attainment is one of the factors that can cause crime
and reoffending, which is why we have trebled the
amount we spend on offender learning in our prisons to
£175 million over the current three-year period. That
has led to 36 per cent. of those leaving our prisons
going into education, training or employment. The
figure is not high enough, but it is an awful lot better
than it was. My hon. Friend is correct to say that we
need to be aware of issues such as learning disability
that may prevent prisoners from accessing the support
and help that exists. We are getting better at remedying
that.

Alan Duncan (Rutland and Melton) (Con): As the
Minister has just implied, good education courses in
prison can indeed dramatically reduce reoffending, but
can she explain why the Manchester College was awarded
further contracts to run education services in prisons,
only to announce soon afterwards that it needed to
make more than 300 people redundant? Given that the
college seems to have massively overreached itself, on
what basis was it awarded the contracts, and what
responsibility does the Minister take for this rather sad
and hopeless state of affairs?

Maria Eagle: The procurement of services such as
education in prisons is conducted in a proper manner,
in accordance with EU regulations and the laws of this
nation. There is no doubt about the fact that the college
was properly awarded the contract. I cannot comment
on the circumstances that the hon. Gentleman refers
to—the college’s internal arrangements, and how many
people it does or does not employ. That is a matter for
the college, but the contracts it has undertaken with us
have been properly procured and carried out to a proper
standard.

Service Personnel (Voting)

5. James Duddridge (Rochford and Southend, East)
(Con): What steps the Government are taking to ensure
that service personnel serving abroad will be able to
vote in the forthcoming general election. [323388]

11. Mr. Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con): What
steps the Government are taking to ensure that service
personnel serving abroad will be able to vote in the
forthcoming general election. [323394]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): For registration, we have extended the period for
service declarations to five years, and the Electoral
Commission is leading a drive to increase registration,
including providing bespoke registration forms for service
personnel in Afghanistan. Proxy votes are available to
all registered service personnel serving overseas, and we
are also offering a bespoke scheme to expedite postal
voting in Afghanistan. For the longer term, we are
consulting on measures to provide a comprehensive
solution. I have written to Opposition parties asking
them to sign up to that commitment on a cross-party
basis.

James Duddridge: Sadly, that is too little, too late.
Given that the working group was set up in January,
why has it not yet reported, and can the Minister
confirm that a working group set up in January will
have no impact whatever on the next election?

Mr. Wills: I am sad that the hon. Gentleman, for
whom I have a great deal of respect, has his facts wrong
in almost every particular. The working group was not
set up in January; it was set up last autumn. The hon.
Gentleman should not take his information from what
he reads in the papers; they are not always right. In this
case they are wrong, and he was wrong to quote them. I
am sorry that he thinks what we have done is too little,
too late—and I am trying to recall all the letters he has
written to me about this issue in the past, but I am
afraid I cannot recall any. In fact, the Opposition were,
sadly, silent on the subject until I started work on it.
[Interruption.] I am afraid the record speaks for itself,
and it is quite clear. I am happy to show it to any
hon. Member who wants to approach me afterwards.
[Interruption.] As Opposition Members well know, I
have tried to approach the matter on a cross-party basis.
It is important for all Members of the House to do
everything they can to expedite postal voting for those
who want to use it, and to ensure that every member of
the armed services is registered to vote. That is the work
that we are undertaking. The working party has reported,
and if the hon. Gentleman knew what his Front-Bench
team know, he would know that I wrote to them a few
days ago asking them to support the work proposed by
the working group.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Replies, though comprehensive,
are rather long. We need to speed up a bit.

Mr. Harper: My constituent, Corporal Stephen
Thompson, who, sadly, was killed in Afghanistan a
couple of weeks ago after having volunteered to serve in
3 Rifles Battle Group, was serving his country and
protecting democracy in Afghanistan. It is very important,
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therefore, that servicemen in such a position are able to
vote. The Minister said that he would put in place for
this election a bespoke postal voting service. Can he
assure the House that all the votes of service personnel
serving in Afghanistan who use that will get back to
their constituencies to count for this election? At the
last election, only 28 per cent. of service personnel were
able to vote.

Mr. Wills: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman and I
am sure the whole House wishes to express its appreciation
of the sacrifice that his constituent made. It is fundamentally
important that we all do everything we can, for exactly
the reasons that the hon. Gentleman set out. I can
assure the House that we have better arrangements for
postal voting in this election than we had in previous
elections. It is worth reminding the House that every
member of the armed services can vote by proxy, should
they so wish, and there is no doubt about that vote
being registered. But as the hon. Gentleman will know,
there are service personnel operating in extremely difficult
and arduous circumstances in Afghanistan, often in
remote areas. We are doing everything we can to get the
ballot forms out as quickly as possible and back as
quickly as possible. There will be a significant improvement.
I cannot guarantee that every one will be able to be
counted, but we are doing everything we can. For the
future—this is important—we are now looking into
how we can move to electronic voting for the next
general election, and we want to get support for that. It
is very complicated and will involve huge changes to
electoral law. We want to move together on an all-party
basis. This will sort the matter out once and for all, and
we hope we will have the hon. Gentleman’s support in
doing so.

Derek Twigg (Halton) (Lab): When I was Under-
Secretary of State for Defence, a great deal of effort
went in, with the Ministry of Defence, to get as many
service personnel abroad registered to vote as possible.
What role are the local authorities playing, and what
efforts are they putting in to ensure that as many
personnel as possible are able to vote?

Mr. Wills: Registration is the fundamental prerequisite
to being able to vote, and I pay tribute to the work that
my hon. Friend did when he was at the Ministry of
Defence. Huge effort has gone into that, and it is
working. In the past year the number of service declarations
has gone up by 15 per cent., and we need to get the
figure up higher. I think it will be higher by the election
after next, and we will do everything we can. We have
invited all hon. Members to contribute to the process,
and that invitation is still extant. We want everyone to
do everything possible to make sure that everyone serving
in our armed services can vote.

Mr. Brian H. Donohoe (Central Ayrshire) (Lab): I
congratulate my right hon. Friend on what he has done
in achieving such a high return among service personnel.
Does that extend to the families of personnel, many of
whom are in Germany and elsewhere in the world?

Mr. Wills: I pay tribute to the work that my hon.
Friend is doing with his constituents in the armed
services and their families to make sure that they can
vote. It is fundamental that families serving overseas

should have that facility. In answer to my hon. Friend
the Member for Halton (Derek Twigg), of course local
authorities have a fundamental role to play in this. We
all have a role, We should do everything we can, and the
Government are doing everything they can.

Mrs. Eleanor Laing (Epping Forest) (Con): As the
Minister has decided to leave the House at the general
election, this might be the last opportunity we have to
thank him for his consistent courtesy, and to pay tribute
to him for his hard work, and for what I might describe
as his good intentions. I am grateful to him for the letter
to which he referred a moment ago, which he sent me
last Thursday—and yes, I can answer that we will
co-operate in a cross-party way. He says in the letter
that the Government intend to launch a consultation
for the next Parliament because members of the working
group all agreed that concrete steps must be taken. That
is a clear admission that the Government know that they
have not taken sufficient steps to make sure that members
of the armed forces serving our country abroad will be
able to vote. I accept that the right hon. Gentleman may
well have tried his best, but why do Ministers not want
to hear the verdict of members of the armed forces on
13 years of Labour Government?

Mr. Wills: I am extremely grateful to the hon. Lady
for her kind words, but I am also particularly grateful—this
is the really important point—for her agreement to
work with us on a cross-party basis. We want service
voters to be able to vote. It does not matter who they
vote for; it is a fundamental democratic principle that
those who are giving their all—and in some cases their
lives—in the service of this country should be able, as
far as they possibly can, to express their vote, whoever
they vote for. It is wrong of her to suggest that anything
sinister is going on. These are difficult and complex
matters, and I have already said that we have taken a lot
of steps to solve these problems. We have made considerable
progress, and we are going to go on making progress.

I have said clearly that registration rates are going
up—indeed, that they have gone up by 15 per cent. in
the last year—and the hon. Lady must agree that that is
a significant achievement by local authorities, by the
Electoral Commission and by the officers and service
personnel themselves, who are driving that increase. We
are putting measures in place to ensure that service
voters can vote as they want. That is the crucial point.
She always overlooks the point that all service voters
can vote by proxy, so they are not being denied a stake
in the general election in this country. The question—

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Will the
Minister give way?

Mr. Speaker: Order. I must ask the Minister to resume
his seat. I have very gently indicated that answers must
be shorter.

Members of Parliament (Recall)

6. Danny Alexander (Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch and
Strathspey) (LD): What recent representations he has
received on proposals for a system for constituents to
recall hon. Members. [323389]
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The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): The Government have received 74 items
of correspondence calling for the introduction of a
recall law. We are committed to legislating for a recall
mechanism in the new Parliament, and I look forward
to discussions with other parties, with a view to reaching
an agreed solution.

Danny Alexander: The Minister says that he supports
a power of recall, and of course I welcome that, but is it
not disappointing, therefore, that the Labour Whips in
another place ensured that an amendment to legislation
there, which would have achieved such a power and
allowed it to be put in place now, was defeated? In the
light of the lobbying scandal and the pressure in favour
of introducing a power of recall, rather than talking
about it, is it not time for the Government to act?

Mr. Straw: The hon. Gentleman may not have spotted
this, but there is going to be a general election some
time before June the third—[HON. MEMBERS: “The fourth!”]
Some time before June the fourth. Sorry, Mr. Speaker, I
hope that the record can be corrected and the tapes
amended accordingly. The issue of recall legislation in
this Parliament is, frankly, otiose. It is for the next
Parliament to deal with, and we have to get the system
right—but it comes as no surprise to this House that the
proposals drawn up by the Liberal Democrats on the
back of an envelope do not quite do the job that is
required.

David Howarth (Cambridge) (LD): Can we be specific
about this issue? I know from their proposals that the
Government support a recall mechanism for the other
place, but is the Secretary of State now saying that he
also supports a recall mechanism for the Commons? If
so, that would be a very great advance, and we would
very much welcome it. Indeed, if he has moved on that
issue, will he now move on proportional representation,
too?

Mr. Straw: This may well be the hon. Gentleman’s
last outing, too, so I pay tribute to him for the work that
he has undertaken. However, he needs to get some
better briefing, because my right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister announced at the Labour party conference on
29 September that we were committed—

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): We
were not invited.

Mr. Straw: It was hardly a private meeting; it was in
the middle of the leader’s speech. In that speech on
29 September, the Prime Minister announced his
commitment, and that of the Government and my
party, to a recall mechanism for this House.

Settlements out of Court

7. Harry Cohen (Leyton and Wanstead) (Lab): How
many court orders were not executed as a result of a
settlement out of court in the most recent period for
which figures are available. [323390]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): Settlements are primarily matters
between the parties to the case. It is a matter, therefore,
for the claimant to decide whether to accept an offer at

any stage, including, in some cases, before court proceedings
have been formally issued. Therefore, we do not hold
figures centrally to reflect the number of court cases
that end as a result of a settlement out of court.

Harry Cohen: Did not Mr. Justice Vos, in the Max
Clifford case involving the private investigators of Mulcaire,
Whittamore and News International, order the disclosure
of documents which would have shown the extent of
the industrial scale of the defendants’ illegal hacking—so
was not News International’s settling out of court with
Mr. Clifford a manipulation of the judicial system to
avoid compliance with the disclosure orders? Is not this
a scandalous process, amounting to a £1 million cover-up
to protect Tory director of communications Andy Coulson,
then News of the World editor, from being accountable
for the gross malpractices for which he was responsible—

Mr. Speaker: Order. This is in danger of becoming a
mini-speech; the hon. Gentleman has already made his
point with force and alacrity.

Bridget Prentice: I understand my hon. Friend’s concerns.
Of course, any further investigation into allegations
about phone-tapping is really a matter for the Crown
Prosecution Service and the police. However, we are
aware of the report by the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee, and we are considering our response to
that. It has made some very serious recommendations,
and we will of course take those on board and respond
in due course.

Harry Cohen: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. In
view of that reply, I hereby give notice that I shall be
giving an application to raise this matter on the
Adjournment.

Mr. Speaker: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman.
Once again, I had in any case decided to move on to the
next question.

Libel Tourism

8. Mr. John Whittingdale (Maldon and East Chelmsford)
(Con): Whether he plans to take steps to reduce the
incidence of libel tourism; and if he will make a
statement. [323391]

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): I thank the hon. Gentleman for the
recent report on this issue by the Culture, Media and
Sport Committee, which he chairs. In parallel, in January
I established a working group on the libel laws, and I
have today, by written ministerial statement, published
that report. As the latter makes clear, action on libel
tourism is urgently needed and will be taken as soon as
possible. That will be part of a draft libel Bill that we
intend to publish in the new Parliament, as well as other
more immediate action that we believe, and the working
party believes, could be undertaken by changes in the
procedural rules and in judicial practice.

Mr. Whittingdale: I welcome the Government’s statement
this morning, which appears to address a number of the
recommendations made by the Select Committee on
reform of the libel system. However, on the specific
issue of libel tourism, is the Secretary of State aware
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that only last month the Senate Judiciary Committee
voiced support for federal legislation in America to
allow US courts to negate the judgments of UK courts
in libel actions, on the basis that UK courts do not give
sufficient recognition to the need for freedom of expression?
Does he accept that that is a matter of profound concern
that we need to address as a matter of urgency?

Mr. Straw: Yes. The hon. Gentleman properly draws
attention to the fact that our defamation laws have
developed in rather an unbalanced way. They are now,
for example, having a chilling effect on legitimate and
important scientific research. We therefore have to bring
them back, not into direct symmetry with those of
other jurisdictions, but into a better balance.

Mr. Henry Bellingham (North-West Norfolk) (Con):
Is the Secretary of State aware that we, too, support
sensible and well-thought-out reforms of libel law? Why
is the statutory instrument before another place being
delayed by certain Labour peers? Does he agree that
when it comes to capping success fees, we must strike a
balance between controlling excessive costs and ensuring
that our constituents have the right to access justice to
protect their reputations?

Mr. Speaker: That was two questions, but one answer
will suffice.

Mr. Bellingham: Take the easy one.

Mr. Straw: I will answer the first one—the difficult
one. I am afraid that I have no control over Members of
the other place. I do not agree for a moment with the
approach that they are taking. We are strongly committed
to producing better sense in the no win, no fee arrangements.
I am clear that reducing success fees from 100 per cent.
to 10 per cent. will not prevent well-founded claims
from being made, but it should put off those who are
chancers, along with their lawyers, who have in the
past obtained both costs and compensation, wholly
disproportionate to the alleged defamation that they
have suffered.

Domestic Violence

9. Christine Russell (City of Chester) (Lab): What
steps his Department is taking to assist victims of
domestic violence. [323392]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Claire Ward): Since 1997, the Government have been
working to ensure that domestic violence law supports
and protects all victims of domestic abuse. We have
introduced practical system changes to promote
co-ordinated community responses to domestic violence,
including the establishment of specialist domestic violence
courts. On 19 March, we announced that from 1 April
2010 there will be 141 SDVC systems. That means that
the Government’s target of having a total of 128 court
systems in place by 2011 will be not only met but
exceeded a year ahead of schedule.

Christine Russell: I thank the Minister for her detailed
response. Will she join me in praising the Cheshire
domestic violence partnership, which was recently shortlisted
for a local innovation award? It is working extremely
well with the special advisers that the Minister has
mentioned.

Children who witness domestic violence are also victims.
What advice do the Government give to domestic violence
partnerships and the courts on supporting children?

Claire Ward: Of course I join my hon. Friend in
praising the work of the Cheshire domestic violence
partnership. The effect on children who witness domestic
violence and abuse can be harrowing, and their needs
must be reflected in any strategy dealing with the effects
of such abuse. The services of independent domestic
violence advisers are integral to providing additional
support to the victims of domestic violence and their
families in both normal criminal courts and family
courts. I am happy to write to my hon. Friend about the
other services that we are providing for victims, especially
through the national victims service.

Mr. David Burrowes (Enfield, Southgate) (Con): How
can it be just that last year, about 40,000 victims of
violence saw their cases not taken to court but dealt
with by a caution, and four out of five offenders who
made it to court were not ordered to pay compensation?
In the dying days of this Government, will the Minister
ensure that we have not just a national victims service
but national victims’ justice, so that we see more offenders
convicted in court and made to pay back for their
crimes?

Claire Ward: This Government have done far more
for victims by introducing the national victims service,
which will provide caseworkers for those who are affected
by the most serious crimes and those who are the most
vulnerable. In addition to bringing more criminal cases,
the Crown Prosecution Service continues to improve its
performance in respect of domestic violence, and the
charge to conviction rate for 2008-09 was 72.2 per cent.,
exceeding the CPS’s target of the previous year.

Rosie Cooper (West Lancashire) (Lab): Will my right
hon. Friend consider visiting West Lancashire and meeting
representatives of West Lancashire women’s refuge, who
deserve congratulations on their effort and work on the
front line in dealing with the fallout from domestic
violence and who are keen to discuss with Ministers the
positive Government contribution and commitment to
funding the tackling of domestic violence?

Claire Ward: I am very happy to do whatever I can to
support the good work that my hon. Friend is doing in
her constituency.

Prisons (Muslim Gangs)

12. Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of the extent of the
operation of Muslim gangs in prisons. [323395]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): We take the issue of gangs and security in prison
very seriously. We work with our law enforcement partners,
including the police and others, to identify and manage
risks to safety, order and control.

Mr. Bone: A former Muslim inmate has said:
“Muslims run the prisons and there’s nothing screws can do

about it”.
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After 13 years of Labour, this tired Government are
making it worse. Does the Minister agree that things
cannot go on like this and that it is time for change?

Maria Eagle: It is complete nonsense to say that
Muslim gangs, or any gangs, run prisons. Our prisons
are run by the National Offender Management Service
and by the staff. We have prison intelligence networks
that can identify threats to order and control, and we
have ways of ensuring that such threats are tackled
effectively. We are doing that as well now as we ever
have in the whole 13 years of this Government.

Mr. George Howarth (Knowsley, North and Sefton,
East) (Lab): Does my hon. Friend agree that the most
important thing is to monitor, and when necessary act
against, groups that fall under the influence of Salafist
ideology, particularly when they are associated with
groups such as al-Qaeda?

Maria Eagle: I agree with my right hon. Friend, and I
can tell him and the House that such activity does go on
in our prisons. The statement quoted by the hon. Member
for Wellingborough (Mr. Bone) is sheer nonsense.

Crown Dependencies

13. Andrew Mackinlay (Thurrock) (Lab): What
recent discussions he has had with the Governments of
the Crown dependencies on their relationship with
Government Departments; and if he will make a
statement. [323396]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): The Ministry of Justice has frequent discussions
at many levels with the Governments of the Crown
dependencies. We discuss many aspects of our constitutional
relationship, including on occasion the islands’relationships
with other Government Departments.

Andrew Mackinlay: I thank the Minister for what he
did to help resolve the dispute between the Isle of Man
and our Department of Health. However, are not the
lessons of that dispute that there need to be more
bilateral meetings between Ministers of the Crown
dependencies and Whitehall Ministers that avoid the
Sir Humphreys, and that the Ministry of Justice needs
to reassert its lead role throughout Whitehall as the
conduit between Her Majesty’s Government and the
Crown dependency Governments?

Mr. Wills: One lesson of the recent dispute was the
persuasive eloquence of my hon. Friend. He deserves a
lot of praise for that, and he will be much missed in this
House.

This Government take our relationship with the Crown
dependencies extremely seriously. Certainly when I was
the Minister responsible, I had frequent meetings with
them, as does my colleague the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State, the noble Lord Bach. I am sure that
all Ministers in the Ministry of Justice will continue to
do that. I know my hon. Friend’s views on the
Sir Humphreys and so on, but the officials who deal
with such matters are excellent. They do a very good
job, on which they should be congratulated.

Prisoners (Republic of Ireland Nationals)

14. Mr. Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): How
many Republic of Ireland nationals are serving
sentences in prisons in England and Wales. [323398]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): At the end of June 2009, there were 524 prisoners
from the Republic of Ireland serving sentences of
imprisonment in England and Wales.

Mr. Hollobone: Given the cost to the British taxpayer
of their incarceration, and that only Jamaican and
Nigerian nationals have higher populations in our jails,
why is Her Majesty’s Government not returning to
secure detention in the Republic Irish nationals who
consent to go?

Maria Eagle: Such arrangements are voluntary. If
people wish to go, their returns can be facilitated, and
there is no reason why not. We no longer deport—except
in exceptional circumstances—at the end of a sentence
of imprisonment because of the operation of the common
travel area, which means that people can simply return.

FOI Request

15. Norman Baker (Lewes) (LD): Although it is not
entirely necessary, for the avoidance of doubt, I draw
hon. Members’ attention to my entry in the Register of
Members’ Financial Interests. When does the Ministry of
Justice plan to respond to the freedom of information
request submitted to it by me in January 2010? [323399]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): I sent a reply to the hon. Gentleman
last week. I apologise to him and the House that,
because of the depth of consideration required, we were
unable to respond within the 20-day statutory period.

Norman Baker: In early January, we learned the
astonishing news that in 2003 Lord Hutton recommended
that material relating to the death of Dr. David Kelly
should be locked away for 70 years. That material would
have been made public had the matter been dealt with in
a coroner’s court. On 27 January, Lord Hutton indicated
that he was now content for the material to be released
to medical experts, who are threatening legal action
against the Government, and I tabled the FOI request
to which the Minister replied. The doctors have heard
nothing, and my request has been turned down. Where
is that material? Will she now comply with Lord Hutton’s
request for it to be made publicly available?

Bridget Prentice: Our refusal of the hon. Gentleman’s
request is an entirely legitimate and normal use of the
exemptions under the Freedom of Information Act.
The correspondence to which he refers is a matter of
public record and represents nothing new. We have
already provided to the Hutton inquiry, by third parties,
a clear expectation that its contents would remain
confidential. I reiterate the commitment made to him
by the Minister of State, Ministry of Justice, my right
hon. Friend the Member for North Swindon (Mr. Wills)
to revisit the Government’s position should he come
forward with any new evidence.
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Dr. Julian Lewis (New Forest, East) (Con): Is the
Minister satisfied that no foreign Government were
involved in the sponsorship of the question that she has
just answered?

Bridget Prentice: I suspect that that is not a matter for
me.

Prisoners Released in Error

18. Mr. Shailesh Vara (North-West Cambridgeshire)
(Con): What steps he plans to take to reduce the
number of prisoners released in error. [323402]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): While the proportion of prisoners released in
error is very small, being about one twentieth of 1 per
cent., the Prison Service is making every effort to reduce
the number further. All releases in error must be reported
immediately and are subject to formal investigation so
that lessons can be learned. It is a mandatory requirement
that prisons check the correctness of the calculation of
a prisoner’s release date and entitlement to release on
two separate occasions just prior to release. Prison
governors have been reminded of the importance of
these checks and the need to follow up any errors
immediately.

Mr. Vara: The fact is that over the past two years the
number of prisoners released early has increased by
45 per cent. Does the Minister agree that it is bad
enough that the Government have an official early
release programme, but worse still that so many criminals
are being released early?

Maria Eagle: I do not really understand what the
hon. Gentleman is talking about; his first question was
about releases in error, but he is now talking about early
release. All that I can say is that we look very carefully
to make sure that people are not released in error, but
that where they are, they are immediately brought back
to custody, as almost all of them are. The figures were
not even collected by his party when it was last in
government, so at least we know what the situation is
now.

Indeterminate Sentences for Public Protection

20. Andrew Stunell (Hazel Grove) (LD): What progress
has been made on plans to review the operation of
indeterminate sentences for public protection. [323404]

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): Imprisonment for public protection
sentences play an important part in protecting the public.
We are currently considering the recommendations of
the joint thematic review on indeterminate sentences,
published by the prisons and probation inspectorates,
for improving the operation of those sentences.

Andrew Stunell: The Secretary of State will know that
there are 2,400 post-tariff prisoners cluttering up our
prisons. They cannot apply to the Parole Board, because
they cannot get on the offender behaviour courses that
they have been required to undertake. Does he accept
the view of the inspectorates that he has just mentioned,
which is that that is completely unsustainable? In fact,
does he not agree that it is literally a criminal waste of
money?

Mr. Straw: I profoundly disagree with the hon.
Gentleman. Those offenders are not “cluttering up”
prisons; they are there because they have been assessed
as dangerous by the courts following legislation that we
introduced in 2003. There is no entitlement for a prisoner
who is on an IPP sentence to be released when his tariff
expires. The prisoner has to show that it is safe to
release him or her—they are mainly males. The
responsibility for proving that it is safe to release the
prisoner is on the prisoner. We make available a range
of courses, but it is not about ticking boxes; it is about
prisoners taking responsibility for themselves. There is
no doubt about the effectiveness of the sentence. In my
judgment, it is one of the measures that we introduced
that has considerably contributed to making this country
much safer and to getting crime down.

Topical Questions

T1. [323409] Rosie Cooper (West Lancashire) (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 the publication that we issued yesterday,
“Declarations of Interests: Guidance for Parliamentary
election candidates”, which was produced in response
to a recommendation of the Committee on Standards
in Public Life on MPs’ expenses and allowances. It
follows consultation with the other parties and amendments
to take account of their concerns. I hope that it has the
full support of the House.

Rosie Cooper: Will the Justice Secretary indicate what
action he is taking to give communities more of a say in
the criminal justice system? In particular, will he say
what work is being done in West Lancashire?

Mr. Straw: Yes, I can. We now have community
payback, which involves offenders in high-visibility jackets.
It is popular with the public—they can now see community
punishments taking place—and it is accepted by offenders
as part of punishment. There are five such schemes
taking place in my hon. Friend’s area. There is the Far
Cotton alley gates scheme, the Camp Hill lighting scheme,
the Safer Lumbertubs initiative and many other projects,
all of which are improving the quality of life for her
constituents.

T2. [323410] Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con):
It has been reported that Ian Huntley, who murdered
two little girls, can claim £20,000 in compensation from
the Ministry of Justice for having been attacked by a
fellow inmate. Does the Secretary of State think that
that is fair and just?

Mr. Straw: There is no way in which I can prevent
prisoners from making statements through their lawyers
in the newspapers, but I can say, very emphatically, that
any such claim would be vigorously and very thoroughly
resisted. My sentiments are the same as those of the
hon. Gentleman and, I think, the House as a whole. I
also point out that we have taken active steps to restrict
the availability of legal assistance to prisoners, because
it was subject to abuse, and it is now being severely
restricted.
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T3. [323411] Mr. Stephen Hepburn (Jarrow) (Lab): Will
the Justice Secretary commission fresh medical
evidence on pleural plaques, because it has come to
light that the medical evidence on which he relied in
coming to his judgment on pleural plaques came from
a professor who openly admits that he has never come
into contact with a pleural plaques’ victim?

Mr. Straw: We are always ready to look at further
evidence, although it obviously has to come from those
who are medically expert in this field. However, the
evidence that we had to take into account was a report
by the chief medical officer for England, along with a
parallel report by the medical advisers to the Industrial
Injuries Advisory Council.

Sir Alan Beith (Berwick-upon-Tweed) (LD): Does
the Secretary of State agree that violence at Her Majesty’s
Prison Frankland has affected not only Huntley and
other inmates, but prison officers? Can he tell us what
steps are being taken to deal with violence and dangerous
weapons in Frankland?

Mr. Straw: First, I want to pay tribute in the House,
as I have done privately in letters, to the three prison
officers who have been injured, one of whom, Mr. Wilde,
has been severely injured. Fortunately, such attacks on,
and injuries to, prison officers are not frequent, but
when they do take place, they are terrible for individuals,
their families and their colleagues at work. They are
also a reminder of the inherent danger that prison
officers face, particularly in category A, high-risk prisons.
A lockdown is taking place at the moment—it takes two
or three days in high-risk, high-category prisons. It
involves going all the way through the prison searching
for any kind of weapons. Other measures are also in
place to ensure that those two incidents, which we
believe are unrelated—but that is the subject of an
investigation—do not happen again.

T4. [323412] Mr. George Howarth (Knowsley, North
and Sefton, East) (Lab): Given that, in recent years,
overall crime rates have been falling, while the number
of people in prison has been increasing, what assessment
has my right hon. Friend made of the possibility of
reducing the prison population by half, and what impact
does he think that would have on overall crime rates?

Mr. Straw: I know that it is a dream of the hon. and
learned Member for Beaconsfield (Mr. Grieve) to get
the prison population down to what it was in 1993—44,000
instead of 84,000.

Alan Duncan (Rutland and Melton) (Con): By reducing
crime!

Mr. Straw: The hon. Gentleman says that they want
to do it by linking it to a fall in crime. However, I am
clear, and so is my right hon. Friend the Home Secretary,
that one of the reasons why we have been the first
Government since the war to get crime consistently
down, rather than up, is that we have been locking up
serious, dangerous and persistent offenders for longer—they
are being taken out of the system. That is how hon.
Members’ communities, and mine, have been made safe.

Letting out 40,000 prisoners is a way of making the
country even more dangerous than when the Conservatives
were last in power.

T5. [323413] Mr. Andrew Mackay (Bracknell) (Con):
Returning to the Secretary of State’s admirably robust
response to my hon. Friend the Member for Wellingborough
(Mr. Bone), will he confirm that this would be compensation
culture gone absolutely mad, and will he also confirm
that there are no conceivable circumstances in which a
prisoner could receive compensation for violence—

Mr. Speaker: Order. I think we have got the gist of it.

Mr. Straw: Were that to happen, of course it would
be worthy of the description that the right hon. Gentleman
has used. As I have said, however, all that has happened
so far is that there has been a suggestion, apparently by
the prisoner’s lawyer, that he will seek compensation. I
can tell the House as an absolute fact that that would be
robustly and vigorously resisted by the Government,
and we have absolutely no intention of making such
compensation payments.

Dr. Brian Iddon (Bolton, South-East) (Lab): Cash-for-
crash criminals and clipboard solicitors are causing our
vehicle insurance premiums to rise astronomically. What
action is my right hon. Friend’s Department taking to
try to prevent such cases from coming to court?

Mr. Straw: We are greatly tightening up on legal aid.
Also, the major report by Lord Justice Jackson on
fundamental reforms to the way in which legal costs are
assessed should deal with some of the abuses to which
my hon. Friend has referred.

T6. [323414] Dr. Evan Harris (Oxford, West and Abingdon)
(LD): Unlike in the United States, corporations and
associations in this country are allowed to sue for libel
rather than just for malicious falsehood. The Secretary
of State’s announcement this morning did not say that
he was going to change that provision. Given the
tendency of associations such as Nemesysco, Barclays,
Tesco and the British Chiropractic Association to use
our libel laws unjustly to restrict free speech, will he
now consider such a change as part of libel law reform?

Mr. Straw: The announcement that I made this morning
related to the publication of the report of the working
group on defamation, which included representatives
from both sides of the issue, as it were. I understand the
case that the hon. Gentleman is making, although it is
quite a complicated one. We are certainly happy to
examine further his proposals, but I do not want to
pre-empt the results of any such examination.

Mr. William Bain (Glasgow, North-East) (Lab): Next
year will represent the centenary of the passing of the
very first Parliament Act. Would not a good way to
mark that occasion be to do what is provided for in the
preamble to the Act—namely to legislate for a fully
elected second Chamber of Parliament?

Mr. Straw: It would be a fine year in which to move
towards a wholly or mainly elected second Chamber.
This House agreed on such a move in free votes in
March 2007, and it has also been the subject of broad
all-party agreement in two sets of proceedings involving
cross-party groups. I hope that it can be achieved.

127 12823 MARCH 2010Oral Answers Oral Answers



Mr. Crispin Blunt (Reigate) (Con): Will the Secretary
of State answer the substantive point raised by the hon.
Member for Hazel Grove (Andrew Stunell)? Surely it
cannot possibly be right that 2,400 prisoners serving
indeterminate sentences who want to attend courses to
address their reoffending behaviour are unable to do so.
That can be neither right nor economic.

Mr. Straw: The Prisons Minister—the Minister of
State, Ministry of Justice, my hon. Friend the Member
for Liverpool, Garston (Maria Eagle)—tells me that
69 per cent. of those prisoners have the opportunity to
attend such courses. Following changes that I made in
the Criminal Justice and Immigration Act 2008 that led
to a minimum tariff of two years—so that people were
not on imprisonment for public protection tariffs for
such a short time that they could not do courses—we
are now ensuring that there is a greater opportunity for
people to do these courses. But I come back to the point
that the responsibility for showing that prisoners are no
longer dangerous and that it is safe to release them rests
fairly and squarely with those prisoners, and not with
the Prison Service.

Mr. Brian H. Donohoe (Central Ayrshire) (Lab): On
the question of the Libyan who was released early from
prison north of the border, what discussions, if any, has
my right hon. Friend had with our country cousins
north of the border, given that it is now eight months
after that man’s release, and that we were told at the
time that he had only three months to live?

Mr. Straw: I have had no discussions with the Justice
Secretary in Scotland about this. That is a separate
jurisdiction; it made its own decision and must take
responsibility for it.

T7. [323415] Miss Anne McIntosh (Vale of York) (Con):
I thank the Justice Secretary for the lockdown at
Frankland prison in County Durham. Is he aware of
recent similar incidents at young offenders institutions,
whose prison officers are crying out for the tools to
enable them to do their job properly? Will he conduct a
thorough review of this issue to ensure that those
prison officers can perform the tasks that we entrust
them with?

Mr. Straw: The hon. Lady raises an important issue. I
think that she is asking whether staves should be available
to prison officers in young offenders institutions for
under-18s. I received representations on that from YOI
staff over about two years, and I conducted a review on
it. This is quite a difficult issue, in terms of balance, and
all the staff are agreed on that. In the event, I endorsed
the existing policy, but I have looked into this very
actively, and I promise her that it is a policy that has to
be kept under active review.

Ms Dari Taylor (Stockton, South) (Lab): Link workers
are a primary source for prisoners on release, supporting
their reintegration into the community. How are the
Government supporting this group, ensuring that it is
adequately resourced and not undermined?

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Maria
Eagle): We increasingly involve third sector and other
organisations in offender management to make sure

that proper arrangements are in place for those leaving
prison, so that they do not fall between the cracks or
between services and fail to get the support that they
need. It is an increasing part of what we do.

David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): Does the Secretary
of State agree that the rules or legislation governing
antisocial behaviour orders need to be looked at again
in light of the serious percentage of reoffending taking
place?

Mr. Straw: We are always looking at ways in which
we can tighten up the legislation on antisocial behaviour
orders. Before ASBOs were introduced—by me as Home
Secretary in 1998, as it happens—there was no provision
in the criminal law for dealing with persistent antisocial
behaviour. ASBOs have been a successful tool available
to local communities, police and the courts in dealing
with this behaviour. Where someone breaches an ASBO,
they carry out an offence with a maximum sentence of
five years. What we wish to see is these full powers being
better used by the courts.

T8. [323416] James Duddridge (Rochford and Southend,
East) (Con): If a smug individual were to break a law,
rule or regulation once, that is unfortunate; what advice
would the Secretary of State give if they did so
37 times?

Mr. Straw: It makes that individual, whoever it may
be, a persistent offender. Whether a community punishment
or a short sentence would be appropriate is, I think,
open to question. [Interruption.] I am therefore not
surprised that the Liberal Democrats are opposing
indeterminate sentences for public protection, which
are, perhaps, what is needed.

T9. [323417] NormanBaker (Lewes) (LD):Iamgrateful—
[Interruption.] I am very grateful indeed for the support
from the Conservative Benches. May I ask the Minister
this very simple question? Are the Government going to
accede to the request by Lord Hutton of 27 January to
release information relating to the death of Dr. David
Kelly to the medical experts who have demanded it? Are
they going to release that information?

The Minister of State, Ministry of Justice (Mr. Michael
Wills): Unfortunately, I did not quite catch all of the
hon. Gentleman’s question. Insofar as I understood
what it was about, the Government—[Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Member for Rochford
and Southend, East (James Duddridge) is in a state of
almost uncontrollable excitement.

Mr. Wills: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I was saying,
insofar as I understood the hon. Gentleman’s question,
the answer is that the Ministry of Justice looks at each
case on a case-by-case basis. As I have said to the hon.
Gentleman, we can always look at matters again, and
we will do so, if necessary.

Mr. Edward Timpson (Crewe and Nantwich) (Con):
What is the Secretary of State doing to address concerns
from professionals, practitioners and the public alike
over the staff shortages and massive casework increases
in the Children and Family Court Advisory and Support

129 13023 MARCH 2010Oral Answers Oral Answers



Service, including the problem of having a period of up
to five months during which there has been no allocation
of any guardian in a case involving vulnerable children?

Mr. Straw: I am not trying to excuse the situation,
but may I gently point out that CAFCASS in England
is the responsibility of my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Children, Schools and Families, while in
Wales it is the responsibility of the Welsh Assembly
Government? I will certainly take up the concerns that
the hon. Gentleman has raised. I am aware of the
pressure on CAFCASS, which has an impact, in turn,
on the operation of the family courts, for which I am
responsible.

Miss Julie Kirkbride (Bromsgrove) (Con): Will the
Secretary of State reassure my constituent whose relative
was murdered by the Yorkshire Ripper many years ago
that he will never be let out of prison for his heinous
crimes?

Mr. Straw: I would like to provide that reassurance. I
have to say to the hon. Lady and the House that
ultimately that decision would be for the Parole Board
and the courts, and perhaps mental health tribunals.

However, I say to her, and through her to her constituent,
that all the evidence I have seen in this case—it is a great
deal—suggests to me that there are no circumstances in
which that man will be released.

T10. [323418] John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley)
(LD): Under the Mental Capacity Act 2005, the court
can determine that an adult does not have the right to
decide where she lives, on the basis of the opinion of an
expert appointed by the Official Solicitor. Do Ministers
believe that a psychologist or psychiatrist should be
required for such an assessment, or would a social
worker be sufficient?

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): It is the job of the Court of Protection
to make that assessment under the Mental Capacity
Act 2005. The court will look in detail at the individual
concerned and take a holistic approach to them. If it so
wishes, it may choose to involve experts from across the
piece, if appropriate. The hon. Gentleman might be
interested to know that my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Justice has agreed with the president of the
court that a review of its rules should take place, and
that issue might be one of those that it considers.
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UK Passports (Use in Dubai Murder)

3.36 pm
The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth

Affairs (David Miliband): With your permission,
Mr. Speaker, I will report to the House on the investigation
announced on 17 February by the Prime Minister into
the use of counterfeit British passports in the killing of
Mr. Mahmoud al-Mabhouh in Dubai on 19 January.
The UK is continuing to support inquiries under way in
a number of countries including in the United Arab
Emirates itself. However, at the end of last week the
Serious Organised Crime Agency reported to the Home
Secretary on its investigation. Its report has now been
studied by the Prime Minister, the Home Secretary and
me, and was presented to the Cabinet this morning.

In the past 24 hours I have spoken to the Foreign
Ministers of the other countries whose passports were
involved. Their investigations are continuing. It would
not be right to release the report in full, for legal and
other reasons, but it is right that the House knows a
summary of the conclusions that SOCA has reached
and the action that we will be taking in response.

First, for the avoidance of any doubt, I should make
it clear to the House that in the case of each of the
12 passport holders to whom SOCA spoke, it found no
evidence to suggest that any of those individuals were
anything other than wholly innocent victims of identify
theft. Secondly—this should not need saying—I must
add in the strongest possible terms that the UK had
absolutely no advance knowledge of what happened in
Dubai nor any involvement whatever in the killing.

SOCAconductedanextremelyprofessional investigation.
The Israeli authorities met all the requests that SOCA
made of them. SOCA was drawn to the conclusion that
the passports used were copied from genuine British
passports when handed over for inspection to individuals
linked to Israel, either in Israel or in other countries. It
found no link to any other country. Given that the
operationwasaverysophisticatedone, inwhichhigh-quality
forgeries were made, the Government judge it highly
likely that the forgeries were made by a state intelligence
service. Taking that together with other inquiries and
the link to Israel established by SOCA, we have concluded
that there are compelling reasons to believe that Israel
was responsible for the misuse of British passports.

The Government take this matter extremely seriously.
Such misuse of British passports is intolerable. It presents
a hazard to the safety of British nationals in the region.
Also, it represents a profound disregard for the sovereignty
of the UK. The fact that that was done by a country
that is a friend, with significant diplomatic, cultural,
business and personal ties to the UK, only adds insult
to injury. No country or Government could stand by in
such a situation.

Israelisademocraticcountry,withremarkableachievements
to its name, in a dangerous part of the world. That
makes international co-operation even more important.
Britain has worked and will continue to work closely
with Israel on a range of issues, notably the Iranian
nuclear threat, but that co-operation must be based on
transparency and trust. The Government are therefore
taking a number of steps, based on the evidence of what
has occurred in this case, to make clear their deep
unhappiness at what has happened, and to seek to
ensure that such an abuse does not happen again.

I met Foreign Minister Lieberman on 22 February.
At that stage, our investigation was only just starting. I
told him then of our deep concern about the incident,
and made clear my expectation that Israel would co-operate
with the investigation. I met Mr. Lieberman again in
Brussels yesterday. I set out the findings of the SOCA
report, our intended actions, and our determination to
ensure that this affair was never repeated. I handed over
a letter seeking a formal assurance from him that in the
future the state of Israel would never be party to the
misuse of British passports in such a way.

Diplomatic work between Britain and Israel needs to
be conducted according to the highest standards of
trust. The work of our embassy in Israel and the Israeli
embassy in London is vital to the co-operation between
our countries. So is the strategic dialogue between our
countries. Those ties are important, and we want them
to continue. However, I have asked for a member of the
embassy of Israel to be withdrawn from the UK as a
result of this affair, and that is taking place.

Members will be concerned about the fate of the
British passport holders involved. As one of them said,
to go to bed as a citizen and wake up as a wanted
terrorist is shocking. We have provided consular assistance
for the 12 people whose identities and passports were
misused. As part of that, we offered them all new
biometric passports, which are being rolled out to the
whole British population and, being considerably more
difficult to counterfeit, should give them the confidence
that they need that they can still travel safely on their
British passports. Eleven of the 12 have so far been
issued with new biometric passports.

To alert other British nationals to the risk that their
passports might be misused in the same way, I am today
amending our travel advice on Israel to make clear the
potential risk, and to set out the steps that people can
take to minimise that risk.

The middle east is not a place for woolly or wishful
thinking. The Israeli people crave and deserve legitimacy
and security. The United Kingdom will not compromise
its support for that, but the actions in this case are
completely unacceptable, and they must stop.

I commend the statement to the House.

Mr. William Hague (Richmond, Yorks) (Con): I thank
the Foreign Secretary for his statement, and for setting
out the measures that are to be taken. Let me say at the
outset that the Opposition agree with them. We should
all regret having to take such measures against a country
that is a friend of Britain and with whose diplomats we
enjoy good relations, but we cannot permit cloning of,
interference with or misuse of British passports by
another state. If the Foreign Secretary is truly satisfied,
on the basis of all the evidence he has seen, that that has
happened in this case, it is right for Britain to take
measures both to rectify the situation and to show that
it is unacceptable to us.

Is the Foreign Secretary aware that there was a similar
case in 1987, when it was discovered that Israel had
forged British passports for intelligence operations? On
that occasion, the then Israeli Foreign Minister, Shimon
Peres, assured the then Foreign Secretary, my right hon.
and noble Friend Lord Howe of Aberavon, that it
would not happen again. It seems that those assurances
have not been upheld.
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On the results of the investigation, we welcome the
fact that Israel co-operated with the Serious Organised
Crime Agency in its inquiries. The Foreign Secretary
said that he had spoken to the Foreign Ministers of the
other countries whose passports were allegedly involved.
Can he tell us anything about their own investigations?
Can he tell us when he expects those investigations to be
concluded, and whether he expects any of those other
countries to take similar action in parallel with the
United Kingdom?

On the need to prevent this from happening again,
the Foreign Secretary will know that as soon as the use
of British passports was uncovered last month, we
argued that the Government should seek a specific
assurance that Israel would never sanction the misuse
of British passports in any future operation. We therefore
welcome the fact that the Foreign Secretary has now
formally requested such an assurance from his Israeli
counterpart. Will he make it clear, however, that it is not
just a question of an assurance that no future counterfeiting
will take place, but a question of an assurance that there
will be no further use of any British passports that may
already have been copied? That last assurance will be of
particular concern to British travellers who may fear
that other versions of their passports are in circulation.

Did the Foreign Secretary receive any indication from
the Israeli Foreign Minister that such assurances could
or would be given, and will he intend, if they are
received, to change the Foreign Office travel advice
relating to Israel accordingly?

The Foreign Secretary said that the biometric passports
introduced four years ago are more difficult to counterfeit.
Does he consider these new passports to be as invulnerable
to counterfeiting as it is possible to make them, or will
the Government review whether any other steps are
needed to protect the integrity of British passports? Is
there any suggestion that British passports are more
vulnerable than those of other countries, including
other EU countries?

Finally, on the effect of this on relations with the
United Arab Emirates, can the Foreign Secretary say
any more about what assistance SOCA and other British
authorities have provided to the Dubai authorities at
their request and whether this is continuing? Has he had
any indication from the UAE Government that more
stringent rules will be applied to the issuing of visas to
British citizens visiting or resident the country?

There are many issues on which Britain and Israel
quite rightly work closely together: a two-state solution
to the middle east peace process, diplomatic action over
Iran’s nuclear programme and the expansion of trade
between our countries to the benefit of all our citizens.
But such relations and co-operation must be able to
take place in an atmosphere of mutual trust, and it is
necessary for that trust to be reaffirmed so that relations
can be as productive as they should be. We therefore
think that the measures taken by the Government are
right and that the Israeli Foreign Minister, as he considers
the Foreign Secretary’s letter, should know that it comes
with united support across this House.

David Miliband: I am grateful to the right hon.
Gentleman for his support. As the House knows, there
is publicly available history here, dating back to the
1980s, upon which it is reasonable to reflect in the light
of the incident that has most recently taken place. It is
right to be extremely cautious when saying anything

about the investigations that are being conducted by
other countries. They are continuing, as I said in my
statement, and I did not press the Foreign Ministers to
whom I spoke yesterday, and this morning actually, for
details. All of them were clear that these investigations
were being conducted by independent authorities in
their own countries and needed to be carried to their
conclusion. That is right. They did not give me a time
frame for when they would conclude, either. It is right
to make it clear to the House that no country had as
many passports involved in this sorry affair as the
United Kingdom; no other country was even close to
double digits.

We are clear that we keep our travel advice up to date,
so the response that we seek from the Israeli Foreign
Minister in reply to my request for a specific assurance
will of course affect what our travel advice about the
situation and its consequences.

In respect of biometric passports, the Government
believe that they are as invulnerable as possible, which
was, I think, the right hon. Gentleman’s phrase. They
are certainly not more vulnerable than passports from
the rest of the EU. The link to biometric fingerprinting
is obviously important in this case in strengthening the
security of the passports.

Finally, on the UAE, its investigation is continuing. It
is too early for the Foreign Minister of the UAE to have
given me any suggestion of a tightening of his visa
regime but it is important that we continue to support
the UAE in its investigation, which it is carrying out in
an extremely professional way.

Mr. Edward Davey (Kingston and Surbiton) (LD): I
thank the Foreign Secretary for his statement and for
giving me an advance copy of it. Now that SOCA has
concluded that British passports were indeed misused
by Israel, may I join him in expressing our deep concern?
It is indeed intolerable that a close ally should treat
Britain and British nationals in this way. I fully support
the proportionate measures proposed by the Foreign
Secretary today. It is difficult to get the correct balance
when dealing with a state such as Israel that is a close
friend of this country, but I believe that he has judged it
well.

I have three areas for brief questions. First, will
Ministers and SOCA work with other countries whose
sovereignty may have been breached by Israel on these
occasions to assist them in their investigations? In answer
to the right hon. Member for Richmond, Yorks
(Mr. Hague), the Foreign Secretary touched on this, but
is Britain offering our support to those countries with
their investigations?

Secondly, given that it is alleged that these counterfeit
passports were used in an extra-judicial killing by Israeli
agents, has the gravity of that misuse been weighed in
the balance in the Government’s response? Thirdly, and
more widely, although I strongly agree with the action
that the Foreign Secretary has taken today, may I invite
him to reflect on how the expulsion of a diplomat in
response to passport fraud, serious though that is,
might look to Palestinians in Gaza, the west bank and
elsewhere, who have been the victims of more serious
breaches of international law by Israel? Given the action
that he has taken today, can he assure me that when it
comes to policy issues such as the blockade of Gaza
and illegal settlements on the west bank, the Government
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are willing to back stronger condemnation of Israel, as
President Obama and other EU countries now appear
willing to do? We are right to feel like wounded friends
of Israel over these passports, but we must also be ready
to be more critical friends of Israel over matters that are
harming the peace process and are also not in Israel’s
long-term interests.

David Miliband: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
and the right hon. Member for Richmond, Yorks
(Mr. Hague), who speaks for the official Opposition,
for their support. It is important that a united message
goes out from across the political parties about the
necessary nature of the measures that we have taken
today, significant though they are.

On the hon. Gentleman’s questions, first I should say
that, when asked, SOCA is available to help partner
agencies around the world. Secondly, the matter of
gravity that the SOCA investigation was looking into
was confined to the passport counterfeiting, cloning
and so on; SOCA was not conducting an investigation
into the alleged murder in Dubai. SOCA’s investigation
was narrowly construed, but none the less it has wide-
ranging ramifications alongside the other inquiries that
have been taking place.

Finally, the hon. Gentleman will know that it is my
very strong view that engagement with the people and
Government of Israel is essential if we are to convey to
them the concern we have about issues such as Gaza,
which he raised. The situation in Gaza was discussed
yesterday at the Foreign Affairs Council in Brussels as
part of a wide-ranging discussion following the Quartet
meeting with the Quartet envoy, Tony Blair, yesterday.
So the measures that we have taken today, including
those relating to a member of the Israeli embassy, relate
to the investigations that have taken place in the run-up
to this announcement.

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, Gorton) (Lab):
May I congratulate my right hon. Friend on being the
first western statesman to take specific action against
the serial crimes committed by the Israeli Government?
However, he surely must recognise that anybody passing
through the corrupt passport control and airport security
system at Ben Gurion airport is liable to have her or his
passport cloned and abused. If he wishes to have any
further information about my own personal experiences
of those corrupt systems, I shall pass it on to him.

David Miliband: My right hon. Friend has certainly
added to the gravity of the situation with the issue that
he has raised, and I certainly would like to see whatever
information he has available. I think that not only the
measures that we have announced but the advice that
we have given on the Foreign Office website as of now
will provide a degree of warning and protection for any
traveller to Israel and will allow them to mitigate the
risks that they might face.

Mr. Iain Duncan Smith (Chingford and Woodford
Green) (Con): Like the Foreign Secretary and my right
hon. Friend the Member for Richmond, Yorks (Mr. Hague),
I consider myself a friend of Israel, but on this particular
occasion I think that we have a legitimate grievance.
May I take the Foreign Secretary back to his statement?

He has made much of his discussions with the Israeli
Foreign Minister, in which it seems that most of this
pressure has been about what will happen in the future.
Surely what we need to establish from the Israeli
Government is an acceptance that they were involved in
this incident, not just a suggestion that they should not
be engaged in similar incidents in the future. May I ask
the Foreign Secretary to press his counterpart in Israel
to admit at some stage that the Israeli Government were
involved in this before admitting that they will not do
anything similar in future?

David Miliband: I am grateful to the right hon.
Gentleman. I can say to him that in my meeting with
the Israeli Foreign Minister—also in Brussels, as it
happens, last month—I pressed him very strongly on
the circumstances of this incident. He said—he has said
this publicly—that he had no information relating to
the incident. Although I understand the point that the
right hon. Gentleman is making, I am sure he will also
recognise that there is an ongoing criminal investigation
in the UAE into the alleged murder that is the primary
focus of the legal side of this affair. It is helpful, though,
for him to have made his view clear about the seriousness
of this issue. Israel has a huge amount to gain from
adherence to international law and international obligations
and it is very important that a message goes out that we
expect that in all cases.

Andrew Mackinlay (Thurrock) (Lab): May I ask the
Foreign Secretary to clarify whether the diplomat leaving
London will be selected by the Israeli ambassador or
whether a specific person is being expelled whose
fingerprints have been found in relation to this matter?
If it is the latter, this is a very limp response. If the
person is guilty of being part of this fraudulent dealing
with our passports, the House should be told.

David Miliband: As I said very clearly in my statement,
the request for an individual to leave—and the decision
of the Israelis to accede to that request—was made by
us. It was linked, precisely as I have said, in the work
that we have done to the investigations that have taken
place. We have been very clear with the Israeli authorities
about the basis on which we were asking for an individual
to leave.

Mr. Douglas Hogg (Sleaford and North Hykeham)
(Con): What the Foreign Secretary has described is a
criminal conspiracy to facilitate murder, probably contrary
to UK domestic law under the terrorism legislation.
That being so, has the Foreign Secretary considered
what officials not in the Israeli Government or elsewhere
not covered by diplomatic privilege may be liable to
criminal sanctions before the UK courts? If he has,
what steps does he intend to take to pursue that matter,
for example through the issuing of international warrants
of arrest?

David Miliband: As we have discussed in this House
many times, the procedures for arrest—never mind for
prosecution—are not ones that are in the hands of the
Government. The measures that we have taken in this
case have obviously been carefully weighed and walked
through with legal advisers as well as with others who
were conducting the investigation. I think that that is
the right basis on which to leave it.
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Mr. Robert Marshall-Andrews (Medway) (Lab): I
welcome the statement from my right hon. Friend, and
given the fact that this extra-judicial murder was an
affront to British interests and British subjects, it was
quite inevitable. However, this action was not aberrant—it
was a measure of the impunity and illegality with which
Israel acts. At this very moment, as we speak, 1.5 million
Palestinians are illegally trapped, blockaded and destitute
in Gaza, and in the west bank their land and their water
are stolen daily and defenceless children are shot. When
are we going to take this forward on a greater level and
condemn more actively than we do the wider actions of
an ally that is rapidly becoming a rogue and pariah
state?

David Miliband: I am pleased to be able to say that we
discuss often, in this House and elsewhere, the situation
in the middle east and, specifically, the situation in
Gaza as well as that in the west bank. One has to choose
one’s words and cases carefully. My hon. and learned
Friend is right that settlement building, if that is what
he was referring to, is not only a roadblock on the road
to any kind of peace settlement or Palestinian state, but
illegal. It is contrary to international law and that is
something that we make very clear. We should continue
to recognise that there is a strong British national
interest in a resolution of the conflict at the heart of the
middle east that is based on a Palestinian state that is
able to live alongside Israel but that is also based on
Arab states being able to normalise their relations with
Israel on the basis of the Arab peace initiative, which
was published in 2002.

Mr. Edward Garnier (Harborough) (Con): The point
that my right hon. and learned Friend the Member for
Sleaford and North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) made is just
as important even if one is not dealing with an alleged
killing. The courts of England send people with no
previous convictions to prison for passport forgery and
their sentences are measured in years. What does this
story tell us about the integrity of the Government’s
proposals for identity cards? Does it not undermine the
Government’s case?

David Miliband: I am delighted that the hon. and
learned Gentleman has raised that point, because it
makes a very strong case precisely for the national
identity register that we propose. I think that many
people, if they can be diverted from the issue at hand for
a moment, will see that the determination to have a
national identity register precisely fits into the sort of
concerns that people have about identity theft. Actually,
the case is made for the proposal that the Government
have put forward, and I hope that the hon. and learned
Gentleman will reconsider his opposition to it.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington, North) (Lab): In his statement,
the Foreign Secretary said that
“we have concluded that there are compelling reasons to believe
that Israel was responsible for the misuse of British passports.”

That being said, why is only one diplomat being removed
and why not much higher up the chain? Does the
Foreign Secretary believe that the Israeli Government
were culpable in the act of deception over the passports
and the murder, or does he believe that some quasi-state
authority in Israel undertook it in the name of that
country?

David Miliband: I make no allegations about quasi-state
authorities in this case. Let me address the point that we
should have moved, as my hon. Friend put it, higher up
the chain. He is saying that we should either have
expelled the Israeli ambassador or have withdrawn our
ambassador from Israel. I do not believe that that
would have been the right thing to do. In fact, it would
have been a retrograde thing to do, because it is vital
that we are able to express with passion, commitment
and principle to the Government of Israel the feelings
from across the House and within the Government. It is
essential that we are able to do so in this country and in
Israel itself. The last thing that we should be advocating
is the isolation of Israel; we do not advocate the isolation
of Iran and we do not advocate the isolation of Israel
either. That would be quite the wrong lesson to draw
from this affair. However, it is important that my hon.
Friend recognises that the decision that we have taken
about this case and about the withdrawal of a member
of the embassy’s staff is designed to be targeted and
effective, and I believe it will be.

Sir Menzies Campbell (North-East Fife) (LD): Does
the Secretary of State understand that his statement
today displayed remarkable restraint and fastidiousness?
He described the operation as “sophisticated” and said
there was “compelling” evidence, in relation to passports,
of the involvement of a state intelligence agency. From
that, he concluded that
“Israel was responsible for the misuse of British passports.”

What factors stand in the way of his reaching a similar
conclusion regarding the killing in Dubai itself ?

David Miliband: My right hon. Friend the Member
for Manchester, Gorton (Sir Gerald Kaufman) said
that the steps I was taking were unprecedented, and the
right hon. and learned Member for North-East Fife
(Sir Menzies Campbell) says that we have been fastidious,
so I look forward to their arguing that out. Perhaps we
have struck the right balance. On the alleged murder in
Dubai, the investigations are continuing and we wait to
see what the UAE authorities conclude on that matter.

Keith Vaz (Leicester, East) (Lab): I welcome the Foreign
Secretary’s statement and the action that he has taken,
as well as the speed with which SOCA has completed its
report. I appreciate that aspects of the report ought to
remain confidential, but will he confirm that they have
been shared with the head of the Identity and Passport
Service and the head of the UK Border Agency?

David Miliband: I want to check the details of the
internal sharing, but I am happy to write to my right
hon. Friend on that matter.

Mr. Bernard Jenkin (North Essex) (Con): The Foreign
Secretary sought an assurance from the Israeli Foreign
Minister. Does he expect such an assurance to be given?

David Miliband: I very much hope that such an
assurance will be given and I very much hope that it will
be given soon.

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): I thank the Foreign
Secretary for his statement, which referred to the “killing”
in Dubai, whereas the heading on the Annunciator
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referred to the alleged “murder”. I seek assurances that
the Government are not trying to signal some ambiguity
as to the criminal character of state-sponsored assassination.
He has told us what Foreign Minister Lieberman told
him yesterday, denying any knowledge. Does he believe
Mr. Lieberman? If not, how can we believe any assurances
that Mr. Lieberman gives in future?

David Miliband: I believe that in Israel the system for
governance of the intelligence agencies is rather different
from this country, as the Foreign Minister explained.
The Foreign Ministry does not have the line of responsibility
for foreign intelligence in the way that it does in this
country, where the Secret Intelligence Service is responsible
to me. That is not how the system works in Israel, and I
take at face value exactly what the Foreign Minister said
to me a month ago and yesterday.

Mr. Angus MacNeil (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP): In
2004, relations between New Zealand and Israel were
put on hold after a robust reaction from New Zealand
to Israeli sovereignty violations. In 2005, the then Israeli
Foreign Minister apologised to New Zealand. Will the
UK be demanding from Israel the same respect it
showed New Zealand, especially given that UK passports
were used to facilitate a murder? Will the removal from
the embassy be random or specific? Are the people to be
chosen by Israel or by the UK?

David Miliband: We actually answered that earlier—in
the second question. It is not a random selection, and it
is made not by the Government of Israel but by us.

If the hon. Gentleman goes back to the 2004 case, he
will find some significant differences from this case. I
think that the information that I have seen about it is
available in the public domain. However, he will see
clearly from my statement the degree of concern that we
have, and the measures we have taken.

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton, South-West) (Lab): I
welcome the Government’s robust action and I oppose
the isolation of Israel. Nevertheless, why does the UK
continue to regard successive Governments of Israel as
friends and allies of the UK, when they repeatedly
demonstrate—as in this passports case—that they pay
little or no attention to the UK and we appear to have
no real influence whatever over Israel?

David Miliband: I am not entirely with my hon.
Friend in his description. We have some strong shared
interests with Israel and we do some important work
together. However, in cases when Israel flouts the friendship

between our countries, it is vital that the Government
speak up without fear or favour, which is what we have
done in this case.

Dr. Julian Lewis (New Forest, East) (Con): I think we
can rest assured that even Mossad will think twice
before trying to steal the identity of the right hon.
Member for Manchester, Gorton (Sir Gerald Kaufman).

Given the importance of the proportionate response
that the Foreign Secretary has rightly outlined to the
House, how was it that the BBC, nearly two hours
before he made his statement to the House, put up a
news item headed, “Britain to expel Israeli diplomat”,
quoting diplomatic sources? Should that not have been
said in the House first?

David Miliband: I am glad to have the opportunity to
tell the hon. Gentleman that of course the House
should be the first to hear. I have been assured that
there is no suggestion of the Foreign Office being the
source, and I am determined that when we have something
to say it should be said here first.

Martin Linton (Battersea) (Lab): I commend my right
hon. Friend on his decisive action in expelling a so far
unnamed diplomat from the Israeli embassy, although
he is of course welcome to name him. I have the
diplomatic list, from the ambassador to the defence
attaché, who, to refer to the previous question, just
happens to be a Colonel Kaufman.

May I urge my right hon. Friend to take similar
action every time Israel disregards the law, whether it is
by building settlements, building the wall in occupied
territory, the annexation of east Jerusalem, targeting
civilians in Gaza or the use of human shields?

David Miliband: We are clear that it is important that
Israel has diplomats in this country. We think it is
important that we are able to engage with them in a way
that allows them to reflect in their own society, and
their own country, the degree of passion in this country.
I assure my hon. Friend that on the issues he has raised
we speak very clearly to the Israeli embassy as well as to
the Israeli people.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Could the
Foreign Secretary be clearer? He has been very evasive
about the person who will be expelled. Could the Foreign
Secretary say what position the person held? Did he
have any relationship to Mossad?

David Miliband: I am not going to give any further
information about the individual concerned, and I am
not going to describe anything further about the role
that he played. I have been very clear about the basis on
which he was chosen. That is the right thing to do.
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Points of Order

4.9 pm

Mr. Douglas Hogg (Sleaford and North Hykeham)
(Con): On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. I have given
you prior notice of it, and I have given prior notice to
the hon. Member for Carlisle (Mr. Martlew), whom it
concerns. There is, as you know, a planning application
in my constituency for intensive dairy production at a
place called Nocton. It has aroused intense feelings and
opposition, part of which is founded on animal welfare
considerations. The hon. Member for Carlisle tabled
early-day motion 1037 which addresses the issue both in
general and in particular, mentioning my constituency
as the site, or at least that is the implication. He did not
discuss this with me in advance; I am sure that he
intended no discourtesy. I do not think that there is
guidance on the matter, so I am looking only to guidance
for the future.

May I suggest that in future, when an hon. Member
tables an early-day motion which affects another Member’s
constituency directly, the Member tabling the early-day
motion should inform the other Member in advance,
very much as he or she would if he or she were going to
the other Member’s constituency? I do not for one
moment challenge the hon. Gentleman’s right to table
the early-day motion, but it would have been helpful
and, I suggest, courteous for me to have been told in
advance.

Mr. Speaker: I am grateful to the right hon. and
learned Gentleman for giving me advance notice of his
point of order. Clearly, as he indicated in what he said,
the matter is of specific relevance to his constituency.
The House is well aware of the conventions about
visiting other Members’ constituencies, and about
mentioning each other in debate. As the right hon. and
learned Gentleman rightly observes, we do not have a
practice on giving notice about tabling motions, but he
has made his point very effectively. I know that others
will thereby be conscious of the matter.

Mr. Angus MacNeil (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP)
rose—

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman should be
patient. His patience will be rewarded in due course.

The hon. Member for Carlisle (Mr. Martlew) is in his
place. He is not obliged to respond, but if he would like
to do so, he is welcome.

Mr. Eric Martlew (Carlisle) (Lab): Thank you,
Mr. Speaker. The right hon. and learned Member for
Sleaford and North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) is a barrister,
but I was hoping that you would find me innocent of
the crime, Mr. Speaker. I did not mention the right hon.
and learned Gentleman, and I did not specifically mention
his constituency. I referred to Lincolnshire; I did not
know the site was in his constituency. The precedent
that could be set is that if any hon. Member tabled a
question about any constituency, he would have to tell
the hon. Member concerned. I hope that you will find
me innocent.

Mr. Speaker: What I would say to the hon. Member
for Carlisle is that I have sought to respond to the point
of order from the right hon. and learned Member for

Sleaford and North Hykeham (Mr. Hogg) in measured
terms, just as he spoke in measured terms, and so did
the hon. Member for Carlisle. I do not view the matter,
if I may say so, in terms either of guilt or of innocence.
The situation that has arisen is quite specific, a repetition
of which could occur. Rather than formulate a new rule
or piece of guidance on the hoof, I would prefer to rely
on the general good sense and natural courtesy of right
hon. and hon. Members.

Mr. MacNeil: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. I
tried to catch your eye before the Foreign Secretary had
left. In his answer to me, the right hon. Gentleman said
that he had specifically said, with reference to the hon.
Member for Thurrock (Andrew Mackinlay), who the
person to be expelled was. In fact, he did not. At
1.52 pm the BBC news site said that it was likely to be
the London head of the Mossad secret service. I got
more information from the 1.52 pm release from the
BBC than I did from the Foreign Secretary at the
Dispatch Box a few moments ago. May I ask that we are
told first, in the House from the Dispatch Box, if
somebody is to be expelled from the UK?

Mr. Speaker: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for
his point of order, and I endorse what he and other
right hon. and hon. Members have already said on the
matter. In fairness, I think the Foreign Secretary, who is
no longer in his place, made very clear his own belief
and insistence that matters of public importance should
first be disclosed or reported to the House, rather than
to the media. It is fair to say—I will deal with the
specific point that the hon. Gentleman made—that
Ministers cannot be held responsible for what is speculated
about in the media. If there is specific evidence—

Dr. Julian Lewis (New Forest, East) (Con) rose—

Mr. Speaker: Order. I will come to the hon. Gentleman,
who is in a state of overweening excitement.

If there is specific evidence that something has
been disclosed externally first, the hon. Member for
Na h-Eileanan an Iar (Mr. MacNeil) knows that I
would regard that as an extremely serious matter. I do
not think this is quite such a case. I note what he said;
those on the Treasury Bench will also have noted what
he said.

Dr. Lewis: Further to that point of order, Mr. Speaker.
May I quote briefly from the BBC posting at 13.52,
which has been referred to? It says:

“BBC Middle East editor Jeremy Bowen said the person to be
expelled is likely to be the London head of Israel’s secret service,
Mossad. Diplomatic sources stressed the British government has
stopped short of accusing Israel of the murder.”

That is a fairly clear indication that that report was
written as a result of conversations with someone connected
with the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

Mr. Speaker: I still believe, if I may say so to the hon.
Gentleman, that we are in the realms of speculation. We
have not got a concrete finding. If I had not known him
for 26 years and five months, I would think that he was
trying to continue the debate, but as I have known him
for 26 years and five months—

Dr. Lewis: Name the days.
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Mr. Speaker: I cannot name the number of days, but
as I have known the hon. Gentleman for 26 years and
five months I know that he would not indulge in
misbehaviour of that kind.

Robert Neill (Bromley and Chislehurst) (Con): On a
point of order, Mr. Speaker. Later today, under items
9 and 10 on the Order Paper, the House is due to vote,
without debate under Standing Order No. 118(6), on
two orders. They are local government structural changes
to create unitary authorities in Exeter and Norwich.
They were considered yesterday afternoon by a Delegated
Legislation Committee, and yesterday evening in the
other place. In the other place, an extraordinary thing
occurred: on the Norwich order, a motion to regret and
delay the matter was passed after a Division; and on the
Exeter order, the Government accepted the motion put
forward to delay its implementation without seeking to
divide the House.

Given that there can be no debate, is it in order for
this House to be asked to vote on those two orders
when it is not now clear whether the Government
intend to proceed with them, or to delay them in accordance
with the stance that they adopted in the upper House?
Could we at least ask that the Minister be brought to
this House to explain the Government’s position before
we vote on something that may turn out to be a false
premise?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Gentleman has raised his
point of order with all the force and lucidity that one
would expect from a practising barrister, but I fear that
I am going to have to disappoint him somewhat when I

say that what happens in another place is not a matter
for the Chair. The hon. Gentleman vents his displeasure
at the fact that the Government have tabled the matters
upon which the House can vote but which will not be
open to debate, but that is a matter for the Government
and not for me. It may be that he is putting in a bid for
an increase in the powers of the Speaker, but as things
stand I have no such power.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Further to
that point of order, Mr. Speaker. The Joint Committee
on Statutory Instruments drew to the attention of this
House the fact that those orders might be of doubtful
vires. How is it possible to get that on the record?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Gentleman has just very pithily
done so.

BILL PRESENTED

SUSTAINABILITY OF LIVESTOCK FARMING AND FOOD

PRODUCTION (STRATEGY)
Presentation and First Reading (Standing Order No. 57)
Mr. Peter Ainsworth, supported by Mr. John Gummer,

Mr. David Amess, Alan Simpson, Dr. Nick Palmer and
Andrew George, presented a Bill to require the Secretary
of State to prepare and implement a strategy to improve
the sustainability of livestock farming and the sustainability
of the consumption of livestock produce; and for connected
purposes.

Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on
Friday 23 April, and to be printed (Bill 94).
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Fire Safety (Schools)
Motion for leave to bring in a Bill (Standing Order

No. 23)

4.19 pm

Mr. Jim Cunningham (Coventry, South) (Lab): I beg
to move,

That leave be given to bring in a Bill to require the compulsory
installation of automatic fire sprinklers in all new-build educational
establishments; and for connected purposes.

The purpose of the Bill is simple: all new-build nursery,
primary and secondary schools, academies and technology
colleges should be fitted with sprinkler systems in order
to reduce the damage caused by fire and to save lives. I
am aware that this is a very topical issue. The Welsh
Assembly has passed the Legislative Competence (Housing)
(Fire Safety) Order 2010, which proposes the installation
of fire sprinklers in all new residential premises in
Wales. There was clear support for that in the Assembly.
There is also a Bill going through the other place—Lord
Harrison’s Building Regulations (Amendment) Bill.

Approximately 1,400 schools in the UK are damaged
by fire each year—roughly 20 schools per week. That is
only the reported figure; there may be many smaller
fires that go unreported. The Arson Prevention Bureau
states that almost a third of school fires occur during
the day, putting the safety of staff and pupils at risk.
According to the 2007 figures from the Department for
Communities and Local Government, 42 per cent. of
the fires in that year were arson. It is estimated that
fewer than 200 schools of the 28,000 are fitted with
sprinklers. According to the DCLG, the cost of school
fires stood at £58 million from 2000 to 2004, with the
total cost estimated by the National Union of Teachers
to be in the region of £100 million. In 2006, six fires
resulted in damage of £1 million each. That is enough
to employ a substantial number of new teachers and
provide new building facilities.

Fire causes untold damage to school buildings and
facilities. We can all recall examples of school fires in
our own constituencies that have caused great damage.
As I said, the true cost is estimated to be about £100 million
per year. However, fires also have many serious knock-on
effects such as necessitating the hire of temporary
accommodation for staff and pupils. The National
Foundation for Educational Research estimates that the
education of approximately 90,000 children is disrupted
each year by school fires and that those from disadvantaged
backgrounds are most likely to be affected. Coursework
can be lost and exams postponed due to fire. It can lead
to a drop in morale among staff and pupils. It can have
an impact on those in the wider community who use the
facilities for adult education or sports, for example.

The published Government guidance for fire safety in
schools, “Building Bulletin 100: Design for Fire Safety
in Schools”, states that
“all new schools should have fire sprinklers installed except for a
few very low risk schools”,

subject to a risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis.
The value of sprinkler systems has been applauded by
the Government as a weapon against arson. To quote
from “Building Bulletin 100”,

“Sprinkler systems installed in buildings can reduce the risk to
life and significantly reduce the degree of damage caused by fire.”

That is a welcome statement, but installation is not
currently compulsory. Government statistics state that
70 per cent. of new-build schools are fitted with fire
sprinklers, but it is not a legal requirement. Although
“Building Bulletin 100” is to be commended for the
importance that it attaches to sprinklers, it is not enough
for the Government merely to expect new schools to be
fitted with sprinklers—it should be mandatory for all
schools.

The figures for 2007 show that 58 per cent. of school
fires were accidental. That means that a school classed
as being at low risk from arson attacks would still be at
a high risk from accidental fires. In my constituency, for
example, the west midlands fire service reported a 100 per
cent. increase in accidental school fires in 2008-09. They
could have been caused by many factors, such as an
electrical fault. We need to ensure that all schools are as
safe as possible for our children and to protect against
all types of fire, accidental or deliberate. Fire sprinklers
would help to achieve that.

It is for local authorities to determine their policy on
fitting sprinklers. However, while some local authorities,
such as Coventry city council in my constituency, have a
clear policy of fitting sprinklers into new schools, some
do not. There is no unified stance across local authorities.
There is also a worrying trend that private finance
initiative projects need not comply with Government
guidance on this issue, as they do not come under local
authority jurisdiction. For example, in Coventry, there
was recently a fire at Woodway Park school. The building
is derelict, but it took 60 firefighters to fight the blaze.
Crucially, the PFI project next door, Grace academy,
has just reopened after a fire that cost £15 million. That
school does not have sprinklers. One must argue that if
one school can burn down, there is an equal risk to the
school next door. I do not believe that the Government
envisaged PFI projects opting out of the guidance, so
there needs to be a mandatory requirement.

There are many benefits associated with fire sprinklers.
They reduce deaths; there have been no fire deaths in
UK buildings fitted with a fully maintained sprinkler
system. Sprinklers act within three to five minutes of a
fire starting and help control and contain it in a small
area of a building. They improve firefighter safety, as
the fire is controllable. Fires are smaller and more
controlled, which limits the rebuilding costs. Recent
research estimates that property damage has been reduced
by 80 per cent. where a sprinkler is fitted. They also
have environmental benefits, as they use less water to
tackle fires. It is estimated that fire hoses uses 1,000 litres
a minute, whereas fire sprinklers use only 60 litres per
head per minute. Water is also used more efficiently, as
sprinklers act earlier.

My Bill would make a simple change that would have
a huge impact on schools’ fire safety. Schools should be
one of the safest places for my constituents and residents
around the country, and my Bill would help achieve
that. Powered sprinklers are a simple, efficient way to
increase fire safety in schools. They minimise the property
damage caused by fire and dramatically reduce the risk
to life. Many organisations, such as the west midlands
fire service and the Chief Fire Officers Association
support this Bill for the mandatory installation of fire
sprinklers. I commend it to the House and thank the
west midlands fire service and everybody associated
with it.
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[Mr. Jim Cunningham]

Question put and agreed to.
Ordered,
That Mr. Jim Cunningham, Mr. Michael Clapham,

Mr. Brian H. Donohoe, Mr. Geoffrey Robinson, Mr. Brian
Jenkins, Mr. Ian McCartney, Annette Brooke and Rosie
Cooper present the Bill.

Mr. Jim Cunningham accordingly presented the Bill.
Bill read the First time; to be read a Second time on

Friday 23 April, and to be printed (Bill 93).

Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions)
Bill [Lords]

Considered in Committee

[SIR ALAN HASELHURST in the Chair]
Clauses 1 to 3 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 4

APPLICATION OF SECTION 2

4.28 pm

Mr. David Lidington (Aylesbury) (Con): I beg to
move amendment 1, page 2, line 33, leave out subsection (3).

This is a probing amendment. As the Bill is currently
drafted, clause 4(3) limits the application of the offences
defined in clause 2(1) and (2) to British nationals and
companies alone when the alleged offence relates to
actions outside the United Kingdom rather than to
those on UK soil. My amendment would remove that
limitation and extend liability equally to people and
companies that were not British and that had committed
the offences defined in clause 2.

My question to the Minister is this: why have the
Government chosen to include the limitation in clause 4(3)
of the Bill? It is conceivable that the offences defined in
the Bill could be committed by people who are resident
here but who are not British citizens. Plenty of people
who live here are legal but temporary residents and
others have indefinite leave to remain; there are
Commonwealth citizens; European Union nationals in
Britain exercising their rights under the treaty of Rome;
and some who have always been resident in Northern
Ireland identify themselves as Irish rather than British
citizens under the terms of the Belfast agreement. All
those people could—hypothetically—commit one of
the offences defined in the Bill, but they would seem to
be exempt from prosecution in respect of an offence
committed outside the UK, whereas their next-door
neighbour committing the same offence could, on my
reading of the Bill, be caught by it and convicted.

Therefore, the purpose of the amendment is to get
the Minister to elucidate the purpose of that exclusion
and to see whether the Government believe it is justified
and whether they are prepared to review it.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I share my hon.
Friend’s concern. He said that it is probing amendment,
but of course, in the context of the Bill, which comes
from the House of Lords and is now in its final stages,
the Minister’s answer will have to be definitive; otherwise,
it will not be a probing amendment and it will be made
very rapidly.

Having said that, the measure seems extraordinary,
because clause 4(2) states:

“Section 2(2) applies to assistance, encouragement and inducements
in the United Kingdom or elsewhere”

and clause 4(3) confines the application to conduct that
arises under clause 2(1)
“and to assistance, encouragement and inducements”

that arise under clause 2(2).
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However, “conduct” arises only in respect of clause 2(1)
and the other matters—
“assistance, encouragement and inducements”—

apply only respect of clause 2(2).
We are often accused—particularly those of us who

are lawyers—of being rather pedantic, but the truth is
that legislation is about law. I am not suggesting that the
Minister would do this in the context of the debate, but
it would seem rather absurd to accuse us of being either
pedantic or pernickety when we draw attention to
inconsistencies. There are strange aspects to the Bill,
and given its object, I concur with what my hon. Friend
said. I look forward to both an explanation and a
definitive answer from the Minister, because we are in
the later stages of our consideration of the Bill, and
what he says may determine what we do after Committee.

The Minister for Europe (Chris Bryant): I understand
the nature of the argument made by the hon. Member
for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington), but I want to explain
why I think he is wrong.

Clause 2(1) applies to conduct in the United Kingdom
or elsewhere—that is about conduct—and clause 2(2)
applies to
“assistance, encouragement and inducements in the United Kingdom
or elsewhere.”

However, clause 4(3) applies to what happens outside
the United Kingdom. Although it is perfectly legitimate
for us to extend the provisions that we make for British
people who engage in such activity outside the United
Kingdom, creating an offence for people who are not
British and who are from other parts of the world, over
whom we therefore have no jurisdiction, would be
inappropriate. Article 9 of the convention on cluster
munitions, on which all our legislation has been based,
obliges state parties to impose penal sanctions to prevent
any prohibited activity from being
“undertaken by persons or on territory under its jurisdiction or
control.”

Obviously, the rest of the world is not under our jurisdiction
or control. That is why we have not sought to act
against foreigners abroad. We are acting against British
people abroad, and against anybody in the UK, but not
against foreigners abroad.

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): That is at the
nub of the point that I raised on Second Reading.
Things are not quite as simple as the Minister makes
them sound. Bosnia is a classic example; in that case,
cluster munitions were used by British forces, and were
inevitably transferred to other forces because of where
those munitions ended up. Where would we be if the
Bosnians chose to use those munitions, given that we
are entirely responsible for that situation? I would be
happy to be told that negotiations will ensue. The
Minister is looking quizzical, but that is a real-life case;
cluster munitions are still there, and could be used by a
third party.

Chris Bryant: I am not sure that my hon. Friend is
right on that last point about there being cluster munitions
that could be used by a third party there. We are
destroying all our stockpiles, full stop. That will all be
done by the end of 2013. We are moving forward to try
to make sure that all countries sign up to and ratify the

convention, so that cluster munitions become a thing of
the past. It would be a step too far, and not a step that
the convention requires us to take, to legislate for those
who are not British and not operating in the United
Kingdom.

Mr. Lidington: I understand the Minister’s argument,
but surely it leads us towards the following perhaps
unlikely, but still possible, hypothetical situation. Two
people live next door to each other in a British city.
Both go abroad, commit one of the prohibited actions
defined in the Bill, and return to Britain. As the action
took place overseas, the British citizen could still be
prosecuted, but his next-door neighbour, who is a British
resident but of a different nationality, could not. That
seems to introduce a contradiction into the Bill.

Chris Bryant: The hon. Gentleman rather gave away
his argument, because he said at the beginning of his
comments, “It’s rather unlikely, but I suppose it’s
theoretically hypothetical.” I am not very good at dealing
with a “theoretically hypothetical.”

Mr. Cash: I will not deal with a theoretical, a hypothetical
or a speculative; as may be judged from my demeanour,
I will go straight to the issue on which the Minister and
I have had so many disputes—the European Union. In
the United Kingdom, which is a member of the European
Union, the situation that my hon. Friend the Member
for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) has set out could easily
arise. The Minister has repeatedly asserted the virtues
of measures such as the European arrest warrant. There
is a thing called aiding and abetting, and there is the
question of accessories, too. A whole range of criminal
law considerations can arise in relation to matters of the
kind that we are discussing. The provisions deal with
questions relating to offences—that is what clause 2 is
all about. Those offences are serious. Indeed, a person
guilty of an offence
“is liable, on conviction on indictment, to imprisonment for a
term not exceeding 14 years”,

so we are dealing with very serious matters. Will the
Minister confirm that there is indeed a problem regarding
the European Union?

Chris Bryant: No, of course I will not. The important
point is that many other countries are already signatories.
If a French person lived next door to a British person in
the UK, and went to another country and engaged in
the use of cluster munitions, he would be offending
under French legislation. That is the general way in
which all the conventions have proceeded. That is precisely
the process that we adopted for the Landmines Act 1998,
and there have not been significant problems in that
case. Clause 3(3) is a similar, parallel, sort of arrangement,
implementing precisely what was in the Ottawa convention.

Mr. Edward Davey (Kingston and Surbiton) (LD): I
think that the hon. Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington)
has a point. If someone is permanently resident in the
UK, even though they are a foreign national, they are
under British jurisdiction in the UK and have British
permission to stay in the UK the whole time. Is the
Minister saying that it is legally impossible for us to
continue that jurisdiction when they travel abroad and
then return to the UK? Surely that cannot be the case.
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Chris Bryant: For the most part, when a non-British
national goes abroad and breaks the law in another
country, obviously it is for the laws of that country to
deal with them, and in the vast majority of cases, that is
precisely what would happen. There is an issue, obviously,
because some countries are signatories and others are
not and have no intention of being state parties. I
honestly suggest to the hon. Gentleman, however, that
this is not the big problem that he thinks it is.

Mr. Cash rose—

Chris Bryant: I will give way one final time to the hon.
Gentleman.

Mr. Cash: This is the Committee stage—and it is on
the Floor of the House, too—so it is important that we
get these things completely right. I have to say that,
again, I dispute what the Minister has said. He referred
to the legislation on land mines, but he will know, above
all Members of the House, that that long predated the
European arrest warrant. That is the reason why, I
suspect, the Bill has not taken sufficient account of the
legislation that currently applies.

Chris Bryant indicated dissent.

Mr. Cash: The Minister shakes his head, but I think
he said that the land mines legislation was enacted in—

Chris Bryant: 1998.

Mr. Cash: So it predates the European arrest warrant,
which means my point remains. The situation I have in
mind could easily be affected by that new European
arrest warrant, so there is a problem and the Minister is
not addressing it—he is simply saying that we are wrong
without understanding that problem.

Mr. Davey rose—

Chris Bryant: I give way to the hon. Gentleman.

Mr. Davey: I do not believe the issue has anything to
do with the European arrest warrant; it relates to whether
British courts and British law can have jurisdiction
abroad over permanent British residents who are not
British nationals. This issue is directly relevant not only
to the Bill but, in a way, to all aspects of law where
Britain has decided to exercise jurisdiction in foreign
countries in relation to British citizens—for example,
when British citizens have gone abroad and committed
sex offences. Such issues must have been considered
before, so the Minister must be able to get some sort of
briefing and guidance on this. If other legislation has
dealt with the problem of international jurisdiction,
how is it being dealt with in the Bill?

Chris Bryant: I think we are making slightly heavy
weather of this. In an ideal world, the whole world
would be ratifying this convention at the same time and
we would be seeing an end to cluster munitions. There is
a difficulty for us, however, because some countries are
not. So, for instance, a national of a country that is not
ratifying who uses cluster munitions in another part of
the world—not in the UK—and who has no involvement
in the UK, could, when travelling through the UK, be

arrested for something that is perfectly legal in their
own country and in the country where they operated.
That is the difficulty that would come about were we to
get rid of subsection (3). For instance, because the
United States has not ratified, and has no intention at
the moment—unfortunately—of doing so, an American
military personnel engaged in the use of cluster munitions
in another part of the world, could be arrested immediately
when passing through the UK. I do not think that is
what people really want to countenance. That is why I
disagree with the amendment and urge Members to
vote against it, I am afraid.

Mr. Cash: Will the Minister give way?

Chris Bryant: I have finished.

The Chairman of Ways and Means (Sir Alan Haselhurst):
Order. An hon. Member may speak more than once, as
indeed can the Minister.

Mr. Cash: I would like to take up the Minister’s last
point, in the context of a provision to which we have
not referred, namely clause 4(4). The terms of that
subsection are apparently in contradiction to the provisions
in clause 4(3), because under subsection (4) clause 2(2)
is said to apply
“whether or not the conduct assisted, encouraged or induced
takes place, or (if it takes place) will take place, in the United
Kingdom or elsewhere.”

However, in subsection (3), which we have just been
discussing—and on which I have not received a satisfactory
answer from the Minister regarding the European
dimension—there is a clear contradiction because
subsection (4) could, in certain circumstances, displace
or run parallel to subsection (3). This is a very strange
piece of drafting.

4.45 pm
The Minister is just asserting that the hon. Member

for Aylesbury and I are wrong, rather than giving us a
considered assessment of the situation. I understand
that he is not a lawyer, and that lawyers are not always
right, but there is an inconsistency here. I suspect that
the draftsman has gone back to the landmines legislation
of 1998 and simply adopted it without having regard to
the advances and changes in the law that have taken
place since. It is possible that nothing will come of this,
because of the probing nature of my hon. Friend’s
amendment, but I believe that there is a difficulty involved,
and the Minister does not take us any further merely by
asserting that we are wrong. We have very little opportunity
to get this right, and there could be a problem with this
provision in a year or so—[Interruption.] The Minister
shakes his head, but he cannot see into a crystal ball any
more than I can.

Mr. Davey: I had not intended to speak to this
amendment, but the hon. Member for Aylesbury
(Mr. Lidington) has convinced me by the force of his
argument that there could be a problem here. I am not
suggesting that we should stand in the way of the Bill
making proper progress, which is why we should, unlike
the hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash), approach this
as a probing amendment; there is cross-party support
for the Bill.
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However, right hon. and hon. Members will know
that there are many non-British nationals living permanently
in their constituencies. I have such people coming from
many countries around the world, including parts of
the European Union. They have come to this country
and want to make it their permanent home, but they
want to keep their original nationality. My understanding
of the law is that they often have to get special papers to
allow them that extra status. The Minister, in trying to
undermine the arguments from Conservative Members,
gave the example of an American transiting the UK
being subject to arrest if the hon. Member for Aylesbury
had his way. I do not think that that argument holds,
however. We are not talking about visitors to this country
or about people who are transiting it. We are talking
about people who have special status and who have
become permanent residents.

Chris Bryant: I am sorry, but that is completely and
utterly untrue. There would be no distinction. Any
foreigner from anywhere in the world—who would be
subject to the British courts only if they were physically
in the United Kingdom—would be caught by this.
There would be no distinction between foreign nationals
who were permanently resident or domiciled here and
those who were merely transiting the UK.

Mr. Davey: The Minister argues that point with great
conviction, and he might be right, but I would seriously
urge him and his officials to check with the Home
Office officials who have to work through the byzantine
labyrinth of Home Office legislation on nationality and
residence these days. The law has changed many times,
and I do not know whether parliamentary draftsmen
from the Home Office were involved in the drafting of
this Bill, but I would urge him to take advice on this
point.

Mr. Cash: I am beginning to sense that the hon.
Gentleman is taking a pragmatic and sensible view of
this matter. We are faced with a problem, in that the Bill
is supposed to go through the Committee like a dose of
salts this afternoon, but the point that he and my hon.
Friend the Member for Aylesbury and I are making is
about nationality and residence, about whether certain
people have signed the convention, and about the interaction
between the European Union and the criminal justice
system that is being set up under those arrangements.
There is an important point involved here, and the hon.
Member for Kingston and Surbiton is latching on to it.

Mr. Davey: Perhaps we are in agreement, which might
be a first, but I am not convinced that the issues
regarding the European Union are so relevant to this
matter, although they are part of the wider picture. I am
not going to try the Committee’s patience too much, as
I have made my point. I hope that the Minister will go
away and take further advice. I do not think that the
issue should stand in the way of this legislation, but I
am grateful to the hon. Member for Aylesbury for
raising this important point.

Mr. John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): I rise to
support my hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury
(Mr. Lidington) and others, having listened to the Minister’s
response. There is a way for the Committee to distinguish
between the visiting American, who is changing planes

in Heathrow and the foreign resident, who is paying
utility bills and has an address in the United Kingdom.

Clause 4 makes it clear that the Bill is designed to
regulate and control the conduct of people in foreign
countries as well as at home. On this occasion, it makes
a lot of sense to assert that extraterritorial jurisdiction.
Most hon. Members, the Minister and I wish to see an
end to this type of munition and we wish to use any
reasonable legal power we can take to pursue that aim. I
think it makes sense, as the Minister recommends, to
assert that we need to control conduct abroad as well as
at home. That confronts us, however, with the real
dilemma that my hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury
raised—that it would be grossly unfair if two people
resident in the UK went off and committed a crime
under this legislation in a foreign country, yet only one
of them could be prosecuted because only one met the
rather tight definitions for prosecution in the Bill while
the other one, as the neighbour, got off scot-free. That
person, as the neighbour, is clearly in a different category
from the American in transit, whom the Minister—I
think understandably—wishes to exempt from the
extraterritorial jurisdiction. I hope that the Minister
will think again.

My hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury suggests
striking out the provision in subsection (3). We need
something in there to make it clear who is being governed
by the legislation, but it should be broader than under
subsection (3)(a), (b) and (c) in order to capture the
hard cases that the Minister has not dealt with.

Chris Bryant: In response to the hon. Member for
Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey), of course we have
consulted the Home Office, which was intimately involved
in the whole process. We and the Home Office are
perfectly confident that this is the right way to deal with
the situation. Unfortunately for the right hon. Member
for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood), the only proposal on
the table for us now is to delete subsection (3). No other
amendment was tabled in a different direction, so my
argument is simply that deleting the subsection would
lead to greater hazards and would be injudicious because
it would capture every foreign national operating outside
the UK whenever they chose to come to the UK.

Mr. Cash rose—

Chris Bryant: I am not giving way again. [Interruption.]
I am sorry, but I am not going to give way.

Mr. Cash: The Minister is not answering the question.

Chris Bryant: I am at liberty not to give way again,
I’m afraid. The hon. Gentleman has now made me lose
my direction of travel, so I had better give way to him.

Mr. Cash: I am extremely grateful to the Minister.
While he finds his lodestar, let me come back to a simple
point. He has defined the problem extremely well and
has also indicated that if there were some way of
dealing with the problem, he would try to do so. Does
the Minister really believe that there is no problem in
respect of foreign nationals who come from the European
Union, because the arrest warrant and all that goes with
it does apply in these circumstances and could raise
quite difficult problems in the future?
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Chris Bryant: I do not accept that because the European
arrest warrant works in a very different way and is not
at all relevant to this discussion. In fact, the vast majority
of European countries—I hope all European countries—
will sign up to the convention and will ratify it in fairly
short order. France and Germany already have. The
nationals of those countries will already be caught by
the legislation in those countries, so there is no need for
us to legislate to make provision for the French, German
or Italian person who is going abroad. That is why I
believe that the amendment is unnecessary and why it
would be inappropriate to accept it.

Mr. Lidington: This has been an interesting short
debate, not least because of the historic concordat
between Kingston and Surbiton and Stone. That is
unprecedented in the annals of the House. I accept the
point that the Minister put to the House: the purpose of
the Government’s drafting had been to protect citizens
of countries that have not subscribed to the convention.
He referred to visiting American citizens who might
even have been acting under orders in handling cluster
munitions, which would be lawful in the United States
but would not be lawful here, if the Bill becomes law.

However, that leaves us with the difficulty that I
sought to identify in my amendment and that the hon.
Member for Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey) and
my right hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Mr. Redwood) have both probed in greater detail:
people who have permanent rights of residence in the
United Kingdom but who would be exempt from certain
categories of offence under the Bill, whereas British
citizens would be covered. With all respect to the Minister,
it is not correct that every member state of the European
Union has signed up to the convention. In particular,
Poland—the United Kingdom has a significant Polish
community—has declared that it has no intention of
signing or ratifying the convention on cluster munitions.
Although the Minister said that corresponding legislation
in other European countries would close the loophole
that I and others have identified, his case is not as
watertight as he made out.

Mr. Redwood: Will my hon. Friend confirm from the
Front Bench that were the Minister to come up with a
way of dealing with the problem, the Conservative
party would give it fair and easy passage if it appeared
on a future Order Paper before the House breaks?

Mr. Lidington: I am happy to give the assurance that
my right hon. Friend seeks. Subject to your discretion,
Sir Alan, it is even possible for that to happen later
today, as my understanding would be that if an amendment
were passed in Committee, including the Government
amendment, we would proceed to Report, when it would
be open to the Chair to accept manuscript amendments
from the Minister or any other Member. That might
provide us with a route to solve the problem identified
by Opposition Members, to which the Government
have not yet provided a wholly persuasive answer.

Mr. Cash: In referring to Opposition Members, not
necessarily of the same party, I think my hon. Friend
was fairly careful not to include me. I hope that was not
because he was embarrassed to have to agree with me
on a matter relating to the European Union, and in this
case the European arrest warrant, but he should not be

so cautious. Does he not agree that clarification is
required, and that the mismatch between the convention
and the European Union is a problem? We are within
the framework of European law, so the matter requires
amendment. Adding words, “notwithstanding the European
Communities Act 1972”might be a convenient amendment
to table on Report.

Mr. Lidington: I will not commit myself to putting
my name to such an amendment at this stage, but I
agree with my hon. Friend that the questions he posed
have not been answered in full. As he suggested earlier,
the number of years that have elapsed since the House
voted to implement the landmines convention gives us
cause to pause and reflect on whether the design of the
legislation needs to be updated.

5 pm

Chris Bryant: I want to be as helpful as I can, and I
should like to be able to consider the idea of a manuscript
amendment that would help us along. If, however, we
were to include a fourth category of UK residents, we
would immediately be in conflict with international
legislation on jurisdiction. That is why, in my view, it is
legally impossible to separate the two categories that
the hon. Gentleman wants—US personnel travelling
through the UK who have done something elsewhere
but have no residence here, and foreign nationals who
happen to live here.

Mr. Lidington: The Committee is in some difficulty,
because our time is limited, and this is the only opportunity
that we shall have to debate the detail of the Bill. We
must therefore take on trust the Minister’s assertion
that the international legal provisions are as he has
described them.

Mr. Redwood: It is difficult for us to accept that, given
the number of gradations of status for tax purposes in
this country, which are well defined in British law and
which have been subject to considerable interest recently.

Mr. Lidington: There are certainly many gradations
of tax status. There are also—as the hon. Member for
Kingston and Surbiton said, and I can vouch for it from
my own constituency experience—many gradations in
the rights of foreign nationals to reside within the
United Kingdom, permanently or for particular lengths
of time, unconditionally or subject to various conditions
imposed by the Government.

Mr. Cash: There is also the question of the defence
that might be raised in relation to what the Bill defines
as an offence. I see that my hon. Friend is reaching for
clause 9, and he is right to do so. Clause 9 provides a
defence for a person charged with an offence in certain
circumstances when international military operations
and activities are taking place. A problem could be
posed by a person who came from within the European
Union, but fell within the provisions of clause 9. Does
my hon. Friend agree that there is a serious question
mark over this—that is all we are saying at the moment—
and that the issue needs to be resolved so that that some
people do not get away with it while others are implicated?

Mr. Lidington: My hon. Friend has made a good
point, which illustrates the extent to which legislation
benefits from detailed scrutiny. It is a pity that we have
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not been allotted enough time to scrutinise this Bill
sufficiently today. The facts that it has cross-party support
and that no party wishes to slow its progress to the
statute book should not prevent us from trying to
examine its detailed implications, particularly as it creates
new criminal offences that would bind British citizens.

Having listened to the debate, I return to the point
with which I began in my opening contribution.
Amendment 1 is intended to probe. I shall reflect further
on what my hon. Friends and other members of the
Committee have said about the possibility of a manuscript
amendment should we proceed to Report, and I hope
that the Government will reflect further on clause 4(3)
and the possibility of a redefinition that might fill the
gap that we have identified.

I beg to ask leave to withdraw the amendment.
Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.
Clause 4 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 5 to 8 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 9

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY OPERATIONS AND ACTIVITIES

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of the Bill

Mr. Redwood: It would be helpful to the Committee if
the Minister gave an explanation of how likely he thinks
the defence in the clause would be and how likely it is
that it represents some form of block or impediment to
the intention of the Bill. The proposal relates to international
military operations and to where members of the UK
forces may be involved with other states that are not
party to the convention. How big a loophole might this
be, as against the intention of trying to get rid of the
weapons?

Mr. Cash: I would like to take up a point made by
my right hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Mr. Redwood) to which I alluded at Second Reading.
It struck me at the time that the proposal was a significant
loophole that had been devised for specific purposes;
the Government’s embarrassment at the fact that some
of our allies do not agree with them. Poland has been
mentioned and I suspect that other allies are deeply
worried about this measure. I invite him to tell us which
ones they are so that we can get a better idea as to where
the difference arise.

In legislation on criminal offences, it is extremely
important to have consistency and for the criminal law
to apply equally to all those affected by it. This is not
just about the merits of the question of cluster munitions;
it is about whether the prohibitions, included in brackets
in the Bill’s title, apply with equal effect under criminal
law to all those against whom it is intended to apply.

It is clear that United Kingdom nationals might fall
within the terms of clause 4. Also, the range of people
who have the opportunity of defences arising from
clauses 5, 6, 7 and 8 have half a let-out. Clause 9 must
be seen in the context of greater convergence of military
matters, some of which I disapprove of because I believe
in alliances and not locking in under St. Malo agreements
and things of that kind. We must bear in mind there is
talk of a European army; I do not think that the
Minister will disagree with that. Joint operations that

apply can be in conflict with matters arising from
activities in the Balkans and other parts of the world
where cluster munitions are already a recognised problem,
which is why the Bill is being introduced in the first
place. The object of the Bill is significantly undermined
by the degree of exemptions, qualifications and offences
and by the European dimension. I know that the Minister
does not like to hear these truths, or this realistic
analysis.

Mr. Redwood: My hon. Friend has made a better
study of this than me and is a trained lawyer. Does he
agree that members of the United kingdom armed
forces could handle and be involved with cluster munitions
if they were in joint operations with a state that was not
party to the treaty?

Mr. Cash: Absolutely. Some people are not familiar
with and simply do not know about the St. Malo
agreement and the structure of the extremely detailed
operational framework that has been created—I invite
them to examine it when this debate is over—whereby
commanders come from different countries and orders
are given by people to others from different nationalities.
We must also consider the south Mediterranean military
framework. The bottom line here is that on a raft of
matters serious interaction takes place between different
nationalities, in terms not merely of alliances with
separate lines of command, but of the interaction and
integration of operational activities involving the line of
command of a military operation. As clause 9 states,
“‘military operation’ includes any naval or air force operation.”

Thus, we are dealing with all the services, with all the
different nationalities and with different criminal criteria,
which apply in different countries under the convention,
yet the convention itself is interactive with the European
Union.

I have mentioned the European arrest warrant as but
one relevant example, and I simply make the point that
it is extremely important to bear certain things in mind.
The Minister does not listen to the arguments because
he has made up his mind that this is going to go through
anyway—that is his problem. Although he happens to
be rather a nice Minister, he is very assertive about the
things in which he believes passionately. The very mention
of the word “Europe”, or any slight indication that
there might be something awry in the drafting of a Bill
for which he is responsible and that suggests that there
might be something amiss with the European dimension
of it, is enough to send him into a spasm.

There are problems on this issue. I have made my
point. I simply repeat that this stand part debate has
raised important questions and these things will come
home to roost. I do not think that we have yet been
given an answer—

Chris Bryant: I have not spoken about this yet.

Mr. Cash: Indeed the Minister has not spoken about
this yet, but I can almost predict that he will take
exactly the same line as he has previously and he will do
so in the knowledge that barring the tabling of a manuscript
amendment, we will have almost no time or opportunity
to do anything about it. That is not good law-making.
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The Chairman: Order. I have heard of predictive text,
but not of predictive speeches. I call Mr. Lidington.

Mr. Lidington: My question to the Minister is rather
narrower than the important issues raised by my right
hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood)
and my hon. Friend the Member for Stone (Mr. Cash).
My understanding is that clause 9 intends to make it
possible for British armed forces to continue to take
part in joint operations with allied powers—the United
States and others—which have not ratified the convention
on cluster munitions and which still have such munitions
in their arsenals. Active military operations these days
involve not only members of the armed services, but
often civilian staff, and perhaps contractors’ staff, who
are working under military discipline while providing
support and ancillary services to Her Majesty’s armed
forces. Are civilians working with the armed forces on
those operations every bit as covered by the protection
given by clause 9 as soldiers, sailors and airmen themselves?

Chris Bryant: You referred to predictive texting and
predictive speeches, Sir Alan. Earlier today, I tried to
send a text to somebody to ask them whether they
would like a meal tonight. Unfortunately, predictive
texting can change that to, “Would you like a neck this
evening?” That came as a bit of a surprise.

The direct answer to the hon. Member for Aylesbury
(Mr. Lidington) is that he is absolutely right: this provision
does apply to civilians too. I am sure the hon. Member
for Stone (Mr. Cash) knows that the clause mirrors very
precisely the provisions under article 21.3 of the convention.
As he rightly says, so many military operations around
the world now are joint operations between many different
countries, some of which will be state parties that have
signed up to the convention and some of which will not.
Thus, the whole aim of the clause is to ensure that there
is no legal peril for those states’ members—military
personnel—who are engaged in those alliances. Otherwise,
that would simply dismantle military alliances—

Mr. Cash rose—

5.15 pm

Chris Bryant: I will give way, if the hon. Gentleman
will let me make a little further progress with my argument.

That is why we have made this provision. Otherwise,
the danger would be that British personnel would be
constantly at legal peril in relation to their work not
only with the United States of America but with Poland
and a series of other countries that retain the use of
cluster munitions.

Mr. Cash: I am grateful to the Minister. In fact, the
EU dimension that I have mentioned, which causes
some hilarity with him, is a serious one. He knows that.
A priority for EU member states that have signed or
ratified the convention will be to persuade other EU
members to sign it —he has indicated as much himself,
and he said that he thinks that they will do so. Finland,
Poland, Romania, Estonia, Latvia, Slovakia and Greece
are yet to sign. Some of them might have signed since
the information that I have in front of me was produced—I
do not know, but perhaps the Minister could elucidate.
Poland, as he rightly says, has explicitly indicated that it
does not intend to sign, but Finland, Estonia and
Slovakia were among the countries that adopted the

convention in May 2008. There are some hopes that
they will sign—I do not need to go into the distinction
between signing and ratification with the Minister, but
he knows that it can be a serious obstacle.

Chris Bryant: Absolutely. We hope that all countries
will sign and ratify the convention and that they will
take their obligations seriously. We certainly take seriously
our obligations to try to persuade all other countries to
move towards ratification. Key among those countries
are those with which we work most closely in military
operations—not least the United States of America,
but also European Union countries such as Poland. I
would refer to two other countries as key: Turkey and
Brazil.

Mr. Cash: What about Georgia?

Chris Bryant: The hon. Gentleman mentions Georgia
and it—and Russia, for that matter—is likewise key.

The reason for having this clause is that we would
imperil our British armed forces in most of the operations
in which they engage if it was not included in the Bill.

Mr. Redwood: I am very keen that we do not imperil
and put at legal risk our forces when they are doing
their duty. I favour the purpose, but I think that we need
to know a little more about the extent to which the
protection of armed service personnel will get in the
way of the noble intention, which is to get rid of this
type of munition in our activities. Under this law, does
he envisage that British forces will be instructed not to
handle these munitions in any combined operation and
to leave it to their allies if they are going to use them, or
will they be allowed under our instructions to handle
these munitions when one of our allies has decided to
use them?

Chris Bryant: That is a fair point, but the word
“handle” could stretch its meaning in many different
ways. That is why we want to ensure that there is legal
certainty for our armed forces. The convention and the
Bill would not allow British armed forces to use cluster
munitions, despite the fact that they were in a coalition.
They would not be allowed to request the use of munitions
where the choice of munitions was within their exclusive
control.

We do not expect that the British armed forces would
suddenly say, “I’m sorry, we are not going to allow that
aeroplane to land on this airstrip because we know that
it is an American aeroplane that has used or might be
going to use cluster munitions or that has them on it.”
The point is about where we have exclusive control, and
that is key, but, in addition, the very fact that we have
said that we will ratify the convention and the fact that
the United States of America has decided to review its
cluster munitions means that there will be no American
cluster munitions in the UK.

Mr. Cash: Is the Minister aware of any of the problems
relating to cluster munitions arising in a far more imminent
field of operations that we are continually concerned
about, namely in Afghanistan? Much of what goes on
there is affected by what happened when the Russians
were there. Will the Bill apply in relation to the safety of
our forces, the line of command and our relationships
with other nations within NATO as well as with the
United States?

161 16223 MARCH 2010Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]

Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]



Chris Bryant: It will indeed. That is a further reason
why we think it important to provide the legal certainty
that is enshrined in this clause. For that reason, I
strongly hope that the House will support the retention
of this clause in the Bill.

Mr. Redwood: We have not had a very full explanation
from the Minister. Of course my colleagues and I share
his wish that our forces should not be placed in impossible
positions in combined operations and that they should
have the legal protection they deserve. They are fighting
soldiers in those situations and are not expected to be
lawyers, so we need to ensure that they are legally
protected.

The Committee is also owed a fuller explanation of
how much of a limitation there will be, because we are
doing this with some allies but not with others. Anyone
studying this area will come to the conclusion that the
prohibition on these nasty munitions will work only if
all the main countries of the world do the same; it
cannot work if a limited number do not play along.

Mr. Cash: I do not know whether my right hon.
Friend has noticed this, but clause 34(1) states:

“This Act comes into force on the day on which it is passed.”
For practical purposes, from the moment the Bill goes
through, which will presumably be today, our forces in
Afghanistan will be affected by its implications, let
alone by any other considerations that we have already
discussed, looking more to the future.

Mr. Redwood: Indeed. I hope there will be proper
guidance and briefings for all our military personnel
who might become involved in combined operations
with allies. This area will clearly be complex. As the
Minister has begun to hint to us, there is a whole
gradation of things that could happen. I am glad he
says that we will not say to our allies, “You’ve got
cluster munitions, and we think we should use them in
this particular circumstance,” as it would clearly be
against the spirit and intention of the legislation for our
armed forces to do that. However, there is a whole series
of other situations in which our armed forces could act
against the spirit of the legislation because of combined
operation. Those in junior command positions could be
instructed by senior commanders from allied forces that
they need to operate those types of munition. As the
Minister has said, our forces could have to facilitate the
transport of offensive weaponry, which could include a
cluster munition package, or they could be on a battlefield
on which our allies are using those weapons but our
section is not.

Of course, I am very much in favour of the intent of
the legislation, but we have to be realistic. We must
understand that if we are doing this in a set of complex
alliances in which not everyone is agreement, we owe it
to our forces not only to give them legal protection—I
hope that the measure gives watertight and good
protection—but to set out how they should operate day
by day where we do not have complete agreement with
our allies about getting rid of those weapons.

Mr. Davey: The points that the right hon. Gentleman
has made are right. We need to ensure that our forces
have clear guidance and are protected in case allies on
the same operations use such weapons. There is no way
that we should have any situation in which our armed
forces could be prosecuted because allied commanders
have decided to use those weapons. However, another

way of looking at this is that, as Britain is signing up to
the convention and because we work with so many
allies, we might be able to spread good practice and
persuade others to come into line with us and eventually
sign the convention. One of the many advantages of
working with NATO and our European partners is that
we can try to encourage them. My understanding of the
convention that lies behind the Bill, and which we have
signed, is that we now have a duty as a country to
promote the convention and encourage others—states
and non-states—to sign it. Although the interoperability
point raises concerns for our servicemen and women, it
is also an opportunity to try to get the convention taken
up more widely.

Chris Bryant: The truth is that we would not have the
convention if it had not included the interoperability
provision. It was a key part of the brokerage that the
Prime Minister advanced in Dublin. All the voluntary
organisations calling for a cluster munitions convention
were delighted that we managed to achieve it, and have,
therefore, been supportive of the interoperability clause.
As article 21 (2) states:

“Each State Party shall notify the governments of all States
not party to this Convention…and shall promote the norms it
establishes.”

In other words, states parties have to make sure that any
other states with which they are working understand
the basis on which their personnel will be engaged. Yes,
the right hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood)
is completely right to say that we have to make sure
there is clear guidance for personnel, so they know
exactly what they can and cannot do. That is already in
hand. Consequently, Sir Alan, I very much hope that
the clause will stand part.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 9 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 10 to 15 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 16

POWER TO ENTER PREMISES AND DESTROY IMMOBILISED

PROHIBITED MUNITIONS

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of
the Bill.

Mr. Redwood: We are rushing through these clauses,
so it would be helpful if the Minister explained why so
many of them relate to premises in the United Kingdom
and what the position would be if the weapons were
overseas. We have already discussed—briefly—the fact
that many of the cases that might arise under the
legislation could do so as a result of events that take
place outside our country, but that relate to British
nationals. What powers, if any, are there to establish the
nature of the crime if it takes place outside the UK?

Chris Bryant: We do not seek to introduce new powers
in British legislation for us to have access to buildings
and properties in other parts of the world. Other countries
would probably declare our power to do so rather ultra
vires.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 16 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 17 to 20 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
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Clause 21

POWER TO SEARCH AND OBTAIN EVIDENCE: ISSUE OF

WARRANT

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of
the Bill.

Mr. Redwood: I come back to the point that we have
just briefly debated, because it is also relevant to this
clause. The Minister said, understandably, that he cannot
assert jurisdiction abroad, but could he tell us what
arrangements he intends to put in place, should the
legislation pass, for collaboration with overseas jurisdictions?
It is much more likely that an offence under the Bill will
take place outside the United Kingdom than inside.
How would the evidence be garnered and the case
presented, given, understandably, that none of the powers
relating to the UK can relate to a possible offence in an
overseas jurisdiction?

Mr. Cash: The issues that we have already discussed
have been covered as adequately as we can, given the
constraints of time and opportunity. We put the arguments
on the record. It is the Minister’s responsibility to make
sure that there is no uncertainty and that we have
answers to the questions that we pose.

5.30 pm
Chris Bryant: I am not sure what charge, allegation or

accusation was implicit in the comments of the extremely
charming, assertive, aggressive, but usually wrong hon.
Member for Stone (Mr. Cash).

The right hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood)
is right to say that we need to make sure that it is
possible to investigate. Of necessity, in other jurisdictions
in times of war, that will be a complicated process
because there will be many different actors involved—that
is to say, many different countries will potentially be
involved, some of which will be states parties and some
of which will not. That is why, when the convention was
being drawn up, we were keen to make sure that the
requirement was included—that it was not just a matter
of an individual country signing up, but that it had to
commit itself to trying to make sure that the rest of the
world abandoned cluster munitions as well.

It is obviously difficult for us to advance that argument
in jurisdictions which have not ratified the treaty, have
no intention of doing so and are determined to use
cluster munitions indefinitely. The right hon. Gentleman
referred to the situation overseas. We have jurisdiction
over some overseas territories, which we may debate
later. There we are keen to advance, in the same way as
in the United Kingdom, but that is subject to the
constitutional arrangement that we have with each of
the overseas territories.

In this context, I do not think there is a genuine peril.
It is difficult for us to announce legislation that has
effect in Afghanistan, except in so far as it affects
British nationals.

Mr. Redwood: Let us consider a country such as
Afghanistan. Let us suppose that British troops broke
our law and initiated the use of these weapons contrary
to what the Minister, the law and their commanding
officer said. Would that be a matter for military discipline
or would those troops face a civilian trial at home? Who
would collect the evidence? The most natural people to
do it would be their commanding officers.

Chris Bryant: Those troops would have committed a
criminal offence, subject to up to 14 years’ imprisonment
and/or a fine, as was mentioned earlier. It would be the
police who investigated, and the usual HMRC procedures
would be used to bring a prosecution, if that were
possible.

Mr. Cash: When we are dealing with questions of
evidence, we have to admit that there is not only the
question of the arrest warrant, which I have already
mentioned, but the evidence warrant directive. That has
raised many problems. I have served on the European
Scrutiny Committee now for 26 years. Over that time I
have seen many problems which, when they were first
identified, were considered fantasy for the future, but
they have come true. Does the Minister accept that
there are serious problems with the clause? The question
of evidence and the power to search in relation to these
matters, with the legal uncertainty that we have established
in Committee, are aspects that he will have to examine
carefully.

Chris Bryant: Twenty-six years is considerably longer
than the hon. Gentleman would get for using cluster
munitions. He should feel that at some point he might
be released by the Whips from his obligations on the
European Scrutiny Committee, but I have a sneaking
fear that he likes serving on the Committee.

AsIsaidearlier totherighthon.MemberforWokingham,
it is difficult for us to legislate for the British police to
have specific powers in specific countries around the world.
However, when a country is also a signatory, co-operation
will obviously be more straightforward and simple.

Mr. Drew: On that point, will my hon. Friend give
way?

Chris Bryant: Of course. Another cellmate.

Mr. Drew: The hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash)
and I make interesting cellmates.

I understand what the Minister is saying on that
issue, but what happens when British forces are involved
in action with a non-signatory country that decides to
use cluster munitions? That situation is not impossible
to envisage, and if it is likely to happen what protection
will British forces have?

Chris Bryant: My hon. Friend is a splendid chap, but
I think he missed the debate on clause 9, which we have
already decided will stand part of the Bill, and which
lays all that out pretty clearly. He is absolutely right to
highlight the issue, but I am afraid that he has missed
that particular part of this boat.

Without further ado, I hope that clause 21 will stand
part of the Bill.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 21 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 22 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 23

DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of the
Bill.

Mr. Cash: Just by looking at the clause, I note that its
origins and inherent problems clearly involve questions
of terrorism, because it deals with section 18 of the
Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001, which
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applies to matters that are dealt with under the Bill.
Subsection (2) also deals with section 17 of the 2001 Act,
and there are very big problems. The Minister will
understand what I am saying, because many issues that
arise in relation to cluster munitions in Afghanistan, for
example, are affected by activities on the boundary
between Pakistan and Afghanistan. Furthermore, it so
happens that there are Afghanistan matters relating to
fundamentalists, who also have operations that could
and, as far as the intelligence services are concerned,
certainly will have implications for the United Kingdom.

There is a question that we need to bear in mind,
therefore, but I shall not go any further than this at the
moment. The clause states:

“(1) This section applies to information if—
(a) it was obtained under, or in connection with anything done
under, this Act or the Convention, and
(b) it relates to a particular business or other activity carried on
by any person.”

There are qualifications about disclosure and the exceptions
to that disclosure; again, there is an issue about
the seriousness of the offence in question; and there is
also the context of the uncertainty that, I believe, the
Bill itself creates.

I understand the objectives and, like my right hon.
Friend the Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood), I
happen to support the Bill. It has good intentions, but
the Minister is making a discovery or, at any rate, will
do so, because he has been rather impervious to the
arguments to this afternoon. I understand why: he has
nowhere to go and is in a cul-de-sac. I simply make the
point that although he puts forward a series of assertions
that, “The Opposition are wrong and, in particular, the
hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) is wrong,” it does
not alter the fact that he cannot answer the questions
and there is no time in which to do so. I understand the
dilemma and the problem, but we will simply watch the
clock tick and see whether in due course some of those
issues arise.

The Minister has had to make an acknowledgement
in the course of these proceedings. He started out by
suggesting that any opposition was all nonsense and
nothing in anything that anyone would say would make
any substantial difference, but the Liberal Democrats,
my Front Benchers, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Wokingham, the hon. Member for Stroud (Mr. Drew)
and I have all been raising issues, not just to be difficult,
but because there is uncertainty.

The uncertainty is inherent in the mismatch between
the convention; the European Union; British domestic
law; the whole question of the interaction of criminal
activities, international operations, alliances, and command
and control; and the fact that people who will get
caught up in this are those whom we least want to get
caught up—in particular, soldiers on the ground. This is
not just about some kind of theoretical exercise, and it
is not even about land mines: it is about cluster munitions,
which are part and parcel of tactical weaponry that has
been used and that some countries intend to continue
using. When British soldiers, who should be our main
concern, are given orders, or when such information is
made available, they will get caught up in this complex
web of legal conduct.

Is the Minister able to tell us that very clear guidance
will be given, in a manual, for the services—not only the
Army but the Navy and the Air Force? However persistent

and tenacious I may be on this subject, my prime
concern is to protect the British soldier, and the Minister
has an obligation to tell us that there will be a manual
that accurately describes the relative responsibilities
and duties in the very complex web of military operations
that will arise from this legislation.

Chris Bryant: The hon. Gentleman must have slipped
out of the Chamber when I answered a similar question
from the right hon. Member for Wokingham
(Mr. Redwood) about what guidance will be provided
for our personnel. The hon. Gentleman is absolutely
right that it is imperative that we produce unambiguous,
clear, straightforward guidance for our personnel so
that they know how to avoid moral and legal peril. That
is also why we have tried to construct the legislation in a
way that ensures that our British personnel, although
they may frequently be operating alongside personnel
from countries that still retain cluster munitions, are not
imperilled. He said that I was in a cul-de-sac, but I am
afraid that in relation to clause 23, on the disclosure of
information, he is in a cul-de-sac. He has not tabled any
amendment, so I am not sure why—or whether, for that
matter—he disagrees with the clause standing part of
the Bill.

Mr. Cash: We are debating clause stand part. It was
my intention, in line with the remarks of my hon.
Friend the Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington), to
conduct these Committee proceedings, and indeed the
Report stage to come, on the basis that we have supported
the Bill and that we want it to work, but we expect the
Minister to answer our questions, which is his responsibility
in an accountable Parliament. We are not just probing;
we are challenging, but it is not necessary to table an
amendment to achieve that objective. The Minister may
be slightly out of order in suggesting that I should have
tabled an amendment on clause stand part.

Chris Bryant: I would not dare suggest that the hon.
Gentleman table an amendment, or do anything in
particular. My point was that I find it difficult to know
precisely the nature of his question about disclosure of
information. We believe that it is important, in line with
the provisions of the convention, to protect information
that may be gathered in the process of implementing the
Bill and the convention, and that is why the clause is in
the Bill. I did not understand from his remarks that he
was opposed to that provision, which we believe to be
important.

Mr. Drew: I shall try to be helpful so that I am not
chided for missing something. If I understood correctly
what the hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) said, I
certainly concur with it. He was saying that British
forces must have very clear rules of engagement, which
must be understood by any allied force with which we
are involved. They must preclude the use of cluster
munitions, even if that other allied force is willing to use
them. Otherwise, British service people could be subject
to the will of the Bill.

5.45 pm

Chris Bryant: I am afraid that that has nothing to do
with clause 23, which is about the disclosure of information.
My hon. Friend is absolutely right to say—I have tried
to make this point a couple of times now, and I will take
a third stab at it—that there have to be clear and

167 16823 MARCH 2010Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]

Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]



[Chris Bryant]

unambiguous guidelines for British personnel. Those
guidelines have to be available not only to our personnel,
so that they fully understand the position that they are
in and what they can and cannot do, but to forces of
other nationalities with whom we are operating.

As I said earlier—I think my hon. Friend missed
it—it is right that we should ensure that where British
personnel have exclusive control over what munitions
are used, they do not seek the use of cluster munitions.
However, it would not be right for British troops to
refuse to use an American aeroplane in Afghanistan,
for instance, because they knew that it had been or
might be used for cluster munitions at some point. That
is a clear distinction that is laid down in the convention
and the Bill, although not in clause 23, which I hope
will stand part of the Bill.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 23 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 24

CONSENT TO PROSECUTION

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of
the Bill.

Mr. Cash: This is a very important clause, because
when we bring all the arguments that we have addressed
so far down to the crunch, the question is whether a
prosecution would ever actually be pursued. Consent
for any prosecution would have to be given by the
Attorney-General in England and Wales or the Attorney-
General for Northern Ireland, but I believe that only
yesterday, there may have been a change to the latter
post. There is apparently a new provision for an Advocate-
General in Northern Ireland in relation to justice and
policing. I may be wrong, but I took part in the debate
yesterday and I believe that there is to be a change in the
nomenclature for a person who carries out the functions
specified in the clause. The hon. Member for Foyle
(Mark Durkan), who knows far more about the Northern
Ireland provisions than I do, might want to intervene
and help me out.

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): It is not often that I
am called in aid by the hon. Gentleman, so there is a
blue moon this evening. Under devolution, there will be
a devolved Attorney-General for Northern Ireland, but
the Attorney-General in London will for certain purposes
serve in the role of Advocate-General for Northern
Ireland. The Advocate-General for Northern Ireland
will be the Attorney-General here in London and will
deal with such matters as national security. The Attorney-
General for Northern Ireland will deal in the main with
matters under devolved law.

Mr. Cash: I am extremely glad that the hon. Gentleman
is here, by an accident of fate, because that has helped
me, and I believe the Committee, to understand the
matter. I suspect that we may still require an amendment.
I am not sure about that, but no doubt the Minister will
look to those advising him to decide whether that is the
case. I see a lot of shaking of heads, and I will be
delighted if this minor matter of nomenclature alone
does not lead to the Bill’s being held up unnecessarily.

That is not to say that the question of consent is not
important. I would be interested to know what discussions
the Minister has had with the Attorney-General, because
this provision is not a cul-de-sac but a longstop. Given
what we regard as the uncertainties in the law that we
have discussed this afternoon, he must have discussed
with the Attorney-General in what circumstances the
latter’s consent would be required, so as to ensure that
proceedings on an offence could be halted where necessary.

What are those circumstances? Do they relate to the
complications that we discussed in the debate on clause 9
and the intricate web of conventions, EU law, English
domestic law, the role of the Attorney-General, and the
changes to that role made by the Constitutional Reform
and Governance Bill, which is currently in the House of
Lords? Those issues are extremely important to the
soldiers on the ground and their commanders. Indeed,
they are important for the rules, guidance and manuals
that the Minister kindly told us he has addressed. Those
matters are important, but right at the heart of them is
this question: what indications has the Minister had
from the Attorney-General as to when she will or will
not give consent?

Chris Bryant: We could have left out clause 24, which
would have meant that the Attorney-General had no
role to play. However, there are several reasons why we
decided that it was important to include such a measure,
the first and foremost of which is the severity of the
penalty, which, as has been cited, is up to 14 years’
imprisonment. Secondly, there is an extra-territorial
element to the Bill, which means that a much more
complicated set of decisions must be made before a
prosecution can go ahead. Thirdly, in legislation such as
the Landmines Act 1998, we have included a similar
provision to require the Attorney-General’s consent.

I am not particularly troubled about the Northern
Ireland-UK dimension, because the prosecution of someone
in Northern Ireland could in any case be started in
England and Wales. I therefore do not think that any
further amendments are necessary.

Mr. Cash: I am very glad in one sense to hear what
the Minister has just said. On whether consent for
prosecution would be given, he has admitted that there
are serious questions in the context of the complexity of
the Bill—he earlier implied that I was making too much
of a meal of that. The consent of the Attorney-General
would be required in the circumstances that I described
and, as the Minister said, the offence is very serious,
with 14 years on the line, so who is and is not guilty and
the question of their intent—mens rea—must be defined.

There are other very important questions, including
whether there are accessories, aiders and abetters, and
whether a particular commander, foot soldier or other
was involved. The severity of the criminal offences
might in almost every case be aimed at members of our
service personnel, so those questions are important.

I would assert that our job in this Committee is to try
to protect those who might otherwise be unfairly or
unreasonably caught by the provisions because of what
the Attorney-General decides.

Mark Durkan rose—

Mr. Cash: I give way to the hon. Gentleman.

169 17023 MARCH 2010Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]

Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]



Chris Bryant: I thought that it was still my speech and
that the hon. Gentleman was intervening; I gave way to
him, so he cannot give way to my hon. Friend the
Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan).

Mr. Cash: On a point of order, Mrs. Heal. I apologise
to the Minister, because I thought that he had finished
his speech. The Annunciator might not say that he has
done so, but that does not mean that that is right.

The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means (Sylvia
Heal): Order. I thought that the Minister was intervening
on the hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash).

Chris Bryant: I hope that you meant that the other
way round, Mrs. Heal, but anyway, now that we have
cleared that up, the hon. Member for Stone is absolutely
right to say that the issues are complex. I have never
wanted to question the fact that the application of the
measures and their inter-operability is complex, which
is why I have had discussions with the Attorney-General.
We would want to prosecute wherever we can.

I should just say that the hon. Member for Stone
made one inadvertent mistake. He said that using a
cluster munition and aiding and abetting are two different
offences, but they are actually the same under clause 2.

Mark Durkan: I thank the Minister for giving way; he
is very generous—and creative.

Other hon. Members have referred to the possible
impact of the measures on members of the armed
forces. Of course, businesses and firms that conduct
activity that is questionable under both the convention
and the Bill will also be affected. The Minister stated
that he had discussed that with the Attorney-General
and that the Government are determined that prosecutions
would take place where possible. Does the issue of
public interest arise? Is there a possibility that prosecutions
of firms under the Bill will be stayed because the Prime
Minister or someone else intervenes owing to so-called
public interest considerations, as in the case of the
Serious Fraud Office investigation of BAE Systems?

Chris Bryant: The Attorney-General’s role is different
from that of a politician. A politician might come up
with all sorts of arguments for what they want, but the
Attorney-General will decide on the basis of law whether
she wants to proceed with an individual prosecution. I
do not think that my hon. Friend expects me to state on
her behalf when she will and will not give her consent.

As I said, we take our commitments under the convention
extremely seriously, and we want to ensure that cluster
munitions become a thing of the past. That means that
investigations into companies that are thought to be
flouting the law could begin—if so, we would expect
full compliance as quickly as possible. I very much hope
that clause 24 stands part of the Bill.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 24 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 25 to 28 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 29

POWER TO MODIFY ACT

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of
the Bill.

Mr. Lidington: I want to ask the Minister why he
believes that the pretty draconian enabling powers in
the clause are necessary. The clause gives the Secretary

of State power, by means of a statutory instrument
subject to the affirmative procedure, to amend not just
the Bill, once it becomes an Act, but any other enactment,
past or future, and any Act of the Scottish Parliament,
the National Assembly for Wales or the Northern Ireland
Assembly, if he considers it necessary or desirable to do
so because of amendments to the convention on cluster
munitions.

6 pm
The kernel of my challenge to the Minister is this:

why does he need the powers, given that the Bill is
proceeding with cross-party support? One assumes that
any later amendment to the cluster munitions convention
would also have pretty broad-based support, both in
the House and internationally. In those circumstances,
why can we not simply rely on full parliamentary
procedures? That would allow proper time for scrutiny,
for detailed inspection of the Government’s legislation,
and for the meaning of the proposed change to be
elucidated in full.

The Minister and I both know that often, statutory
instruments are passed with no debate at all. In the
House of Commons, at best we are talking about a
90-minute debate upstairs in a Committee Room, with
a select group of Members of Parliament, as opposed
to the whole House being given the opportunity to
comment on new legislation proposed by the Government.
Why is there need for such an enabling power? Surely
primary legislation is a perfectly adequate vehicle.

Mr. Cash: Obviously, I agree with what my hon.
Friend has said, but I would simply add a point. He
refers to a Committee upstairs, but having sat on the
Select Committee on Statutory Instruments, I know
exactly what happens; it is really a kind of dose of salts.
I do not want to be disrespectful to the Committee, but
when I was on it, I was concerned at the fact that a lot of
statutory instruments went through rather easily. We
are dealing with a statutory instrument that would
involve the modification of the Bill. That statutory
instrument is subject to the affirmative procedure, but
that in itself is no safeguard.

My hon. Friend is right in what he said. If the Bill
were modified, there would be issues in the light of the
complexities that the Minister now accepts are inherent
in the Bill, the interaction of alliances, conventions,
different jurisdictions, kinds of law and judicial attitudes,
and the whole question of responsibility for control and
command. There are also questions that go outside the
normal courts; for example, we have not mentioned
courts martial at all, but that issue could arise in the
context of the matters that we are discussing. I wonder
whether the Attorney-General might not be in some
difficulty in that respect.

We are talking about serious questions and offences
with substantial penalties. Subsection (1) says:

“The Secretary of State may by order…make such
modifications”—

this is the crucial set of words—
“as the Secretary of State considers necessary or desirable to give
effect to any amendment of the Convention made in pursuance of
the…Convention.”

As for the words “considers necessary or desirable”,
we have been through that issue before. Anyone who
has had experience of this House over a period of time,
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and any lawyer, knows that the phrase is extremely wide
and virtually unchallengeable. The phrase used to be
“in the opinion of”; now, it is “considers necessary or
desirable”, which is very wide.

The clause goes on to say:
“An order under subsection (1) may also make… modifications

of any other enactment (whenever passed or made)”,
including retrospectively,
“as the Secretary of State considers necessary or desirable”—
there are those words again. That is worse than a Henry
VIII provision; it is carte blanche. I would not particularly
have wanted such a provision to have applied even in
Henry VIII’s reign; it might have been applied not
merely to his wives, but anyone else in the entourage,
because the provision catches everybody. Henry VIII
would have had a field day with it.

Despite the fact that the statutory instrument is subject
to the affirmative procedure—here I look to the hon.
Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan), with whom I seem
to have been having quite a dialogue over the past few
days, both in the Chamber and outside it—“enactment”
is specifically defined, and not by reference to the
interpretation Act. For the purposes of the provision,

“In this section…‘enactment’ means…(a) an Act of Parliament,
(b) an Act of the Scottish Parliament,
(c) a Measure or Act of the National Assembly for Wales, or
(d) Northern Ireland legislation”.

In terms of the powers conferred,
“a ‘modification’ includes an addition, repeal or revocation.”

I invite the hon. Gentleman to consider that, because as
a distinguished member of the Northern Ireland legislature,
he will know—as will others who discussed Northern
Irish questions relating to justice, criminal law and
policing yesterday—that however familiar people have
got with totally undesirable legislation that legislates in
order to legislate further, and to undo legislation, both
retrospectively and in the future, that that is a very bad
way to go about handing out sentences, with or without
the consent of the Attorney-General, to our soldiers on
the ground.

We are talking about a very severe penalty of 14 years.
It would be different if we were talking about a minor
piece of legislation. I do not know what went on in
other parts of the precincts of Parliament and in the
other House, but the consideration that we are giving to
the Bill today, at rather short notice and on a fairly tight
programme, ought to reflect the seriousness of the
offence that is being imposed. As the hon. Member for
Foyle rightly indicated, those affected could be bodies
corporate, businesses or partnerships. I have insisted on
the point about the effect on the soldiers fighting in
Afghanistan, or on duty in Bosnia, where there are a lot
of cluster munitions.

There are the problems of the exceptions that arise by
virtue of the fact that a fairly substantial number of
people have not signed up to the convention. We also
have difficulties in relation to our allies, some of whom
would not even supply us with ammunition during the
Iraq war. I do not regard them as being much use. That
is a serious matter. In addition, there are a significant
number of people who are supposed to be engaged in
Afghanistan with us. We have soldiers dying daily in
Sangin and Helmand, and other countries are simply
not taking an active part; that is a serious problem.

The cluster munitions provisions affect our operations
on the ground in Afghanistan. In all fairness, I know
that the Minister recognises that. He also knows that
there are serious penalties in the Bill. The powers in the
clause to modify the Act in such an extremely wide
manner, over a very wide and complicated landscape,
are completely unwarranted. I am sure that the Whip
on duty will listen to this—oh, there is no Whip here. I
am not a Whip, or in the slightest degree interested in
being a Whip, but I would have thought that we ought
to vote against the provision, because it goes too wide
on too serious a matter—a matter that has a serious
implication for our armed services.

Mark Durkan: The hon. Gentleman raised concerns
about the clause, and touched on possible implications
for devolved interests, and specifically Northern Ireland,
which is the area of concern to me.

I hope that the Minister, when he replies, can offer
some assurance on a number of matters. First, I want to
stress that those of us who strongly support the Bill
want to see within it provision to ensure that, as the
convention changes, modifications can be made to the Bill.
Clearly, this is a significant convention; it is the most
significant disarmament treaty for a decade—hopefully,
not the most significant for the decade to come, but it
might be. However, if it is changed, and if it grows,
obviously we want legislation here to be able to track
and reflect that. So providing some instrument for
ready and reliable modification is a matter of sensible
and good intent on the part of the Government.

To that extent, and if that is the motivation behind
the clause, I am comfortable with it. However, concerns
arise about how the clause is then used. As the hon.
Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) said, it is premised on
what the Secretary of State “considers necessary or
desirable” to give effect to any amendment made to the
convention. In the first instance, two questions arise:
first, the clause gives the Secretary of State the power to
so modify the Bill. We know that there have been
changes to various other international conventions that
many hon. Members have lobbied to have reflected in
law here, only to find that the Government, for whatever
reason, have been dilatory in doing so or have decided
that they do not think it necessary or desirable to reflect
changes to conventions enacted elsewhere in the law
here. So, if the Secretary of State chooses not to make
such a modification, it is possible in any other way for
House to make such modifications?

Secondly, what happens if the Secretary of State uses
a change in the convention not just to introduce a
change to the Act that everyone else agrees is necessary
and sensible, but to bring forward other changes that
many people might not agree are necessary and uses the
provision as a cover for various other modifications
that would be equivalent to a derogation from the
convention?

Mr. Cash: The hon. Gentleman is right, of course,
because although subsection (1) is definitely tied to
“any amendment of the Convention made in pursuance of
the…Convention”,

subsection (2) states:
“as the Secretary of State considers necessary or desirable in
consequence of the modifications of this Act made by that
order.”
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So it is in consequence of the modification; it is not so
tightly tied to the convention. Does he not also agree
that, given the points that he is validly making, and
which, I believe, I am validly making, it would not be a
bad idea, as a matter of law, to require the Attorney-General
to give her advice on whether a modification was necessary,
given the complexities?

Mark Durkan: I thank the hon. Gentleman for that
relevant observation, although I am not sure that we
can await the consideration of the Attorney-General,
given the exigencies of the situation today. However, I
would like the Minister to tell us just how wide the
interpretative sweep available to the Secretary of State
is. What he may consider necessary or desirable might
either fall well short of what is actually required to
match changes to the convention or exceed them in a
number of ways. The Secretary of State may use the
contrivance of changes in pursuance of changes to the
convention to water down other aspects of the Bill.

The big problem is that although the House might
feel it all very well to give the Secretary of State the
power to so change legislation of this House, should he
also have the power of fiat to change the legislation of
other Assemblies and Parliaments in relation to any
enactment? For instance, there is no reference to legislative
consent motions or anything else. It might be that
future changes to the convention put in place particular
obligations and restrictions on what Governments do
with, or for, companies that might, or might not, have
been involved in contraventions of the ban on cluster
munitions.

6.15 pm

Mr. Cash: It is slightly extraordinary that the Bill
gives rise to so many complications, and, in many ways,
I am rather concerned that we are having to spend so
much time on it, but these are not trivial matters. For
example, in the context of the Scotland Act 1998—
effectively, the same is now the case in Northern Ireland,
as of last night—the degree of devolution is such that
serious questions will arise, in relation to offences,
about whether the advice of the Attorney-General, or
her equivalent in each country forming part of the
United Kingdom, should be taken. In particular, the
question arises about whether the clause should be
amended so that the advice of whoever is the appropriate
person is included in its terms to ensure that the consent
of the Attorney-General, or whoever, is mirrored in the
Secretary of State’s use of those wide powers.

Mark Durkan: Again, I thank the hon. Gentleman
for those points. All I ask of the Minister—obviously he
cannot accede to the advice of the hon. Member for
Stone—is that he seek to offer us some assurance that
the Government are sensitive to the concerns and
considerations being voiced here and to reassure us by
indicating that any modifications to devolved legislation
would use the facility of a legislative consent motion, to
ensure that they are not imposed without consent,
particularly on a point of potential controversy. Will he
also indicate that there will be clear concordats and
protocols in relation to the interests of devolved Assemblies
and their relevant Governments and Executives in terms
of anything that the Secretary of State would propose
to do under the powers given to him in the clause? The
clause characterises a wide and sweeping power that has

no regard to anyone else’s thoughts, interests or prerogatives
other than what the Secretary of State considers necessary
or desirable.

Chris Bryant: I confess that I am not a big fan of the
clause. I do not generally like such clauses, and I think
that it is better, when one can, to ensure that we proceed
with primary legislation. However, in relation to a
convention such as the one on cluster munitions, which
contains express provisions for amendment, and when
such a convention is not yet binding on the whole world
and recognises, at its very core, that some countries will
be state parties and others will not, it is important that
we have some means of amendment.

It is always better, of course, to make amendments
through primary legislation, but my difficulty is that we
are taking through this Bill later than I would have
liked. It is a shame that, although we were one of the
frontrunners in moving forward the debate on cluster
munitions, we have ended up outside the first 30 countries
to ratify the convention. That is because there will
always be a pretty hefty parliamentary work load. The
legislation has been ready for some time, but it has
taken a while to find a slot in the parliamentary
programme—now, who knows what will happen to
programming after the general election? The difficulty
is, I suggest, that if we insisted on primary legislation
for any amendment to the convention, there would
likely be a delay in getting it on to the statute book.

Mark Durkan: I assure the Minister that I was not
looking for an insistence on primary legislation, and I
accept the motivation behind the clause—the aim of
ensuring that there can be ready and realisable amendment
and modification when necessary. Our concern is about
the purposes for which the clause might be used, given
that it is so wide in its sweep.

Chris Bryant: I understand that, and I was not making
such an allegation against my hon. Friend. One of the
difficulties is that we cannot be precise about any
amendment that might be necessary, as an amendment
might not have been sparked by us within the convention.
None the less, it might be an amendment that we wished
to pursue or that we might be required by the convention
to bring into our own legislation.

That is also why we were keen to ensure that these
changes would happen under the affirmative resolution
procedure. In that way, the House would be able to take
a view on the matter. I subscribe to the view—which is
shared by quite a lot of people—that we do not do
statutory instruments very well. Many hon. Members
are not particularly keen to sit on the Committees, and
one sometimes feels as though one is there as just a
piece of voting fodder. That is problematic in regard to
the way in which we take legislation through, but it is
not a matter that I can resolve during the passage of
this Bill.

Mr. Cash: But I am sure that the Minister will appreciate
my point that a very simple manuscript amendment
could be tabled on Report if necessary and desirable—to
use the language of the Bill. We in this House have the
right to insist on being able to table such amendments at
this time. Just as the Secretary of State will be able to
decide what is necessary and desirable, so this House
can make a decision about tabling amendments on
Report using exactly the same criteria.
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It would, however, be open to the Minister to agree—
without making concessions or climbing down—that
the complexity that has emerged in the course of the
debate, and the effect on the individuals who will be
subjected to it, could easily be remedied by combining
in the clause a further provision. In subsection (1), after
the words

“The Secretary of State may by order”,
we could insert the words “with the advice of the
Attorney-General”, before the phrase
“made by statutory instrument”.
In other words, we could include in the process the
Attorney-General, whose consent would be required in
relation to the provisions of the Bill itself. By including
a reference to the Attorney-General in this clause, we
would ensure that the complexity of the amendments
that the Minister seems to accept will arise would be
dealt with, because the Attorney-General would be part
and parcel of the Secretary of State’s consideration of
the amendments and modifications. Does the Minister
not agree that that is a reasonable proposition?

Chris Bryant: The hon. Gentleman is attempting
orally to table an amendment, but unfortunately it has
not been tabled—[Interruption.] Now he is asking me
to table it, but I do not want the amendment that he has
suggested. If he had really wanted us to debate it, he
might have tabled it himself. Earlier, he was trying to
take the Attorney-General out of the equation; now, he
seems to want to put her in, but at a different point—
[Interruption.] I understand, but I am afraid that I
must—assertively and, I hope, charmingly—disagree
with him on this point. [Interruption.] My hon. Friend
the Member for Glasgow, South (Mr. Harris) has finally
woken up—

Mr. Tom Harris (Glasgow, South) (Lab): No, I have
just arrived.

Chris Bryant: He says that he has just arrived, but he
has been here for some time. He has clearly given up on
texting me, however—and, no, I am not going to karaoke
this evening!

The hon. Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan) asked
for some assurances on how we would proceed with this
provision. Let me make it clear that, if there were to be
substantial changes, I think that there should be primary
legislation. If there were to be changes that directly
affected any of the devolved Administrations, there
should be proper consultation with them and a proper
process should be undergone, rather than some kind of
fiat coming down from the Secretary of State. With
those assurances, I hope that we can agree that clause 29
should stand part of the Bill.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 29 accordingly ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 30 and 31 ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 32

INTERPRETATION

Question proposed, That the clause stand part of
the Bill.

Mr. Cash: The clause specifically states:
“This Act binds the Crown.”

It goes on to say:
“No contravention by the Crown of a provision of this Act

makes the Crown criminally liable.”

The various other subsections include the provision:
“Nothing in this section affects Her Majesty in her private

capacity.”

The clause then deals with matters relating to the Crown
Proceedings Act 1947.

This is rather like having one’s cake and eating it,
when dealing with cases involving military personnel.
We have had a great deal of debate on these matters,
and on whether soldiers, commanders or those involved
in prosecutions should have certain defences available
to them. We have explored the loophole argument, and
discussed international operations. Here we are, however,
discussing the application of the legislation to the Crown.
The clause states, quite rightly, that the Crown is bound
by the legislation, and that Her Majesty should not be
affected by it in her private capacity, but it also states:

“No contravention by the Crown of a provision of this Act
makes the Crown criminally liable.”

I should like some elucidation from the Minister as to
what he has in mind here; I have a suspicion that he
does not know the answer.

Chris Bryant: The hon. Gentleman is very perspicacious.
I might have to write to him about this. I do not think
that he wants the clause not to stand part of the Bill,
however, so I shall not be interfering with the proper
scrutiny of the Bill by doing that. I will write to him to
provide further elucidation.

Question put and agreed to.
Clause 32 accordingly ordered to stand part of the Bill.

Clause 33

EXTENT

Mr. Lidington: I beg to move amendment 4, page 21,
line 29, leave out “may” and insert “shall”.

The First Deputy Chairman: With this it will be
convenient to discuss amendment 5, page 21, line 29,
leave out “any of”.

Mr. Lidington: Clause 33 covers the extent of the
proposed Act. My amendments seek to strengthen the
provisions which, as drafted, will allow the Government
to extend by Order in Council the provisions of the
legislation to cover the Channel Islands, the Isle of Man
and the British overseas territories.

Amendment 4 would replace the provision that gives
the Government the power to extend the coverage of
the Act, should they choose to exercise it, with an
insistence that the Secretary of State bring forward such
a scheme to cover the British overseas territories, the
Channel Islands and the Isle of Man. Amendment 5
would require such an extension to cover all those
territories, which would prevent any Government from
holding back and choosing not to apply the provisions
of the convention to one or two particular territories.

On Second Reading, the Minister was at pains to
assure the House that the Government fully intended
to extend the provisions of the legislation to cover the
British overseas territories, the Channel Islands and the
Isle of Man. He gave an indication that the Government
wished to move forward on that front sooner rather
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than later, and I hope that he will repeat that assurance
now. Given that that is the Government’s declared
intention, however, I would have thought that they
might accept these modest amendments—especially
amendment 4—and accept the imposition upon themselves
of a duty so to act.

6.30 pm
I would add one further point. Two of the British

overseas territories—Ascension island and Diego Garcia—
play host to United States military bases. As I understand
it, there are different leasing agreements in respect of
those two territories. There is quite understandable
concern that the British Government intend to extend
the provisions of the cluster munitions convention to
those territories, along with the others. It would help
the Committee if the Minister indicated whether he
foresaw any particular obstacles, given the legitimate
presence of US forces on those two islands or whether
in discussions between the British and the US Government
any such problems have been overcome.

Mr. Davey: I rise briefly to say that the amendments
are good proposals. I see no reason for having “may”
and not “shall”, so we need clear assurance from the
Minister. To be fair to him, when my hon. Friend the
Member for East Dunbartonshire (Jo Swinson) pressed
him on this matter on Second Reading, particularly in
respect of Diego Garcia, he gave some clear commitments
and explained that the stockpiles of cluster munitions
there at the moment will be taken away by 2013. That is
good. That being the case, however, I cannot see why
there is any problem opting for “shall” rather than
“may”. I hope that the Minister can help us out on that.

Mr. Cash: I participated in a Westminster Hall debate
initiated by the hon. Member for Islington, North
(Jeremy Corbyn) only a few days ago on the issue of the
British overseas territories, particularly the two just
mentioned. The Chagos island disputes and the whole
question of Diego Garcia were considered, as was the
extent to which there were continuing problems of
displacement and compensation and whether people
could return to their properties. My hon. Friend the
Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) alluded to aspects
of those problems.

There is no doubt, on the basis of what the hon.
Member for Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey) said
and other evidence—or, at least, other assertions—that
cluster munitions are stockpiled or lying in those territories.
The formula adopted in clause 33(3) is not that unusual,
but if we leave aside the Channel Islands and the Isle of
Man, which I do think are likely to present problems,
we need to look at the acute difficulty arising for the
British overseas territories, particularly those mentioned
by me, by my hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury
and by the hon. Member for Kingston and Surbiton. It
is essential to clarify this matter, because there will
otherwise be a serious contradiction.

Because these are British overseas territories, all the
debates we have had about the interaction between
ourselves and, say, the United States or other allies,
arise in a very practical sense in this provision. This is
about cluster munitions, the question of nationality, the
question of residence and territorial rights and the
question of whether cluster munitions are in a certain
place. We should leave aside Afghanistan, where there is

an essential, immediate and practical clear and present
danger of these provisions impinging on persons within
the jurisdiction of the UK. We are looking for a very
specific answer from the Minister. I am sure he has got
one, but I hope that it is going to be satisfactory.

Chris Bryant: I will do my best. We want to make sure
that all the overseas territories are fully compliant with
the convention as swiftly as possible. There are two
complicating elements in that. First, each of the overseas
territories has its own constitution and its own legal
set-up. Consequently, when we introduce the convention
in each of those countries, we have to take cognisance
of that. That is why, although there is very little difference
in practice between “shall” and “may”, I would prefer
to stick with “may” because “shall” implies that the
overseas territories themselves will have no say in the
way in which implementation is brought forward. That
is the only difference between us on that issue.

Mr. Cash: The Minister will understand why I
immediately refer him back to clause 29 and the power
to modify Acts. One wonders about the extent to which
it is within the framework of the UK Parliament to
make adjustments to the constitutions of the British
overseas territories, and I do not know what the Minister
has in mind. The constitutions or the treaties made with
other allies might affect the manner in which the residents
of the overseas territories could be unreasonably damaged
or inhibited in how to deal with cluster munitions,
particularly in the specific territories mentioned. Is the
Minister prepared to take power, using clause 29, which
provides for the power to modify Acts, in order to
achieve those objectives, or is he just going to talk to the
local legislature and ask if it might be interested or
prepared to make the necessary changes? How is he
going to go about it?

Chris Bryant: It varies significantly from one overseas
territory to another. Obviously, the Falklands is different
from Pitcairn, which is very different from the British
Indian ocean territory. The term of conviction on indictment
in previous legislation that we wanted to introduce
across all the overseas territories to match UK legislation
had to be replaced by reference instead to convictions
by the supreme court of the territory, because the
concept of conviction on indictment is unknown in the
British Antarctic or the British Indian ocean territory.

That is why the two amendments proposed by the
hon. Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington), with whose
direction of travel I entirely sympathise, are inappropriate.
They rather conflict with the policy that we tried to
adopt with the overseas territories, which is to bring
them with us rather than simply impose upon them.
There is also the element of wanting to ensure that the
precise way in which the individual clauses are applied
to each of the overseas territories works within the legal
context of the respective territories. As I say, they are
very different. Over the last few years, we have dealt
with each of the overseas territories, bringing in new
constitutions that meet a series of other considerations,
such as the European convention on human rights or
the Human Rights Act 1998 in the UK.

The absolute assurance I can give is that whether or
not we end up with “may” or “shall” in amendment 4
and whether or not we accept amendment 5 will make
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[Chris Bryant]

not a single bit of difference to the process we will
engage in or the swiftness with which we expect to be
able to engage in it.

Mark Durkan: The Minister has argued that because
some of the terms in the Bill are not consistent with the
legal frameworks in some of the overseas territories, the
amendments would not be appropriate. Surely, however,
clause 33(3) states:

“Her Majesty may”—

the amendment would say “shall”—
“by Order in Council provide for any of the provisions of this Act
to extend, with modifications (including additions or omissions)”.

If aspects of the Bill do not rhyme with provisions in
some of the overseas territories, it can obviously be
taken into account in the legislation that would be
made.

Chris Bryant: But, if my hon. Friend will allow me to
say so, that is to forget amendment 5, which is to
remove the word “any”. That is precisely the point. If
we remove the word “any” and turn “may” into “shall”,
we would have to introduce everything as it is. There is
no difference of view over the end-point that we want to
arrive at, which is that there should be no cluster
munitions on British overseas territories or anywhere
under UK jurisdiction. We will move as quickly as we
possibly can and I want to be able to do so with the
assistance of the overseas territories.

Mr. Lidington: Does the Minister have it in mind that
2013 will be the date by which the convention and the
Bill will take effect in all these territories?

Chris Bryant: Yes, absolutely. In relation to Diego
Garcia in particular, as I said last week, the United
States has made it clear that it will remove all its
stockpile in the UK by the end of the year, and across
the whole of the UK’s jurisdictions by 2013. With that,
I hope that hon. Members will not feel the need to press
the amendments.

Mr. Lidington: I listened with interest to the Minister’s
comments, and I am grateful for the support of my hon.
Friend the Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) and the hon.
Members for Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey) and
for Foyle (Mark Durkan) on the matter. The Minister
certainly persuaded me with regard to amendment 5—I
can see that to delete the words “any of” would introduce
an unsuitable element of inflexibility. I am less persuaded,
however, by his assurances about whether “shall” or
“may” is the more appropriate word to use.

I do not doubt the Minister’s sincerity when he says
that the Government’s intention is to press forward as
soon as possible, and I accept to some extent his point
that the Government are anxious not to offend the
susceptibilities of the British overseas territories and
want to bring them with the Government, so that they
feel they have some ownership of the legislation as it
extends to their parts of the world. On the other hand,
amendment 4 would not insist that legislation is extended
to the British overseas territories in a particular form.
As the hon. Member for Foyle pointed out, subsection
(3) provides for “any of the provisions” to be extended;
it does not insist that all are extended at once, or at all,
to each of the territories. It makes express provision for

modifications, including additions or omissions. The
Government have less cause to be concerned about
amendment 4 than they do about amendment 5. The
amendment offers us a way to improve the Bill in a
modest but worthwhile fashion, and I intend to press it
to a vote.

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 Aye Lobby.

The Committee having divided: Ayes 190, Noes 255.
Division No. 117] [6.43 pm

AYES
Afriyie, Adam
Amess, Mr. David
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Baldry, Tony
Baron, Mr. John
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Brooke, Annette
Browne, Mr. Jeremy
Browning, Angela
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Butterfill, Sir John
Cable, Dr. Vincent
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Davey, Mr. Edward
Davies, David T. C.

(Monmouth)
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
Durkan, Mark
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, Mr. Michael
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Gale, Mr. Roger
George, Andrew

Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goldsworthy, Julia
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Goodwill, Mr. Robert
Gove, Michael
Gray, Mr. James
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Hammond, Stephen
Hands, Mr. Greg
Harper, Mr. Mark
Harris, Dr. Evan
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heath, Mr. David
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hemming, John
Hendry, Charles
Herbert, Nick
Hermon, Lady
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holmes, Paul
Hosie, Stewart
Howard, rh Mr. Michael
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Huhne, Chris
Hunter, Mark
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kennedy, rh Mr. Charles
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leech, Mr. John
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Lilley, rh Mr. Peter
Llwyd, Mr. Elfyn
Loughton, Tim
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
MacNeil, Mr. Angus
Main, Anne
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
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Mason, John
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McCrea, Dr. William
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, Mr. Andrew
Moore, Mr. Michael
Moss, Mr. Malcolm
Mulholland, Greg
Mundell, David
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
Öpik, Lembit
Osborne, Mr. George
Ottaway, Richard
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Pelling, Mr. Andrew
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Price, Adam
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, Dr. John
Randall, Mr. John
Redwood, rh Mr. John
Rennie, Willie
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Angus
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Robinson, rh Mr. Peter
Rogerson, Dan
Rosindell, Andrew
Rowen, Paul
Ruffley, Mr. David
Russell, Bob
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, Grant

Shepherd, Mr. Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr. Keith
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spink, Bob
Spring, Mr. Richard
Steen, Mr. Anthony
Stuart, Mr. Graham
Stunell, Andrew
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Syms, Mr. Robert
Tapsell, Sir Peter
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Taylor, Dr. Richard
Thurso, John
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Webb, Steve
Weir, Mr. Mike
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Willott, Jenny
Wilshire, Mr. David
Winterton, Ann
Winterton, Sir Nicholas
Wishart, Pete
Wright, Jeremy
Yeo, Mr. Tim
Young, rh Sir George

Tellers for the Ayes:
James Duddridge and
Mr. Rob Wilson

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Ainger, Nick
Allen, Mr. Graham
Anderson, Janet
Armstrong, rh Hilary
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Bell, Sir Stuart
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Blackman, Liz
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob

Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burgon, Colin
Burnham, rh Andy
Butler, Ms Dawn
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Cairns, David
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Clapham, Mr. Michael
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Charles
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clelland, Mr. David
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Coffey, Ann

Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Creagh, Mary
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Dean, Mrs. Janet
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Dowd, Jim
Drew, Mr. David
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Ennis, Jeff
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Gapes, Mike
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Griffiths, Nigel
Grogan, Mr. John
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. Fabian
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Mr. Tom
Havard, Mr. Dai
Hendrick, Mr. Mark
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Heppell, Mr. John
Hesford, Stephen
Heyes, David
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Hope, Phil
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Hoyle, Mr. Lindsay
Hutton, rh Mr. John
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Ingram, rh Mr. Adam
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda

James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Lynne
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Ann
Kidney, Mr. David
Kilfoyle, Mr. Peter
Knight, rh Jim
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
Mackinlay, Andrew
Mahmood, Mr. Khalid
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Martlew, Mr. Eric
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McGovern, Mr. Jim
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Meacher, rh Mr. Michael
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mountford, Kali
Mudie, Mr. George
Mullin, Mr. Chris
Munn, Meg
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pope, Mr. Greg
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Purchase, Mr. Ken
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
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Reed, Mr. Jamie
Reid, rh John
Riordan, Mrs. Linda
Robertson, John
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey
Rooney, Mr. Terry
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Christine
Salter, Martin
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheridan, Jim
Simon, Mr. Siôn
Simpson, Alan
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E. (Basildon)
Smith, rh Jacqui
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stewart, Ian
Strang, rh Dr. Gavin
Straw, rh Mr. Jack

Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Turner, Mr. Neil
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek

Tellers for the Noes:
Mark Tami and
Steve McCabe

Question accordingly negatived.
Clause 33 ordered to stand part of the Bill

Clause 34

COMMENCEMENT AND SHORT TITLE

7 pm

Chris Bryant: I beg to move amendment 6, page 21,
line 36, leave out subsection (3).

This is very straightforward. The necessity for
clause 34(3), inserted in the House of Lords, refers to
the financial privilege that obtains to the House of
Commons pursuant to the resolution of 1671:

“That in all aids given to the King by the Commons, the Rate
or Tax ought not to be altered by the Lords”—

something to which the Lords have tacitly assented
since their 1702 resolution.

In the Lords, the subsection was inserted to maintain
the fiction that a Bill originating in the Lords would not
require a money resolution in the Commons. Now that
the Bill has already been in the Lords and we have
maintained that fiction, we no longer need the subsection.
The amendment merely removes that subsection so that
we can proceed. It will not mean that the Bill would be
subject to ping-pong.

Mr. Cash: I am more interested in facts than fictions.
I am concerned about clause 34(1), which says:

“This Act comes into force on the day on which it is passed.”

There is no need for me to make a speech on the subject
because I have made my reasons quite clear in previous
speeches on other clauses, but the measure is precipitate,
unnecessary and dangerous—

The First Deputy Chairman: Order. May I remind the
hon. Gentleman that we are discussing amendment
No. 6? Perhaps his remarks could be directed to that.

Mr. Cash: I am glad to have got the point on the
record.

Amendment agreed to.
Clause 34, as amended, ordered to stand part of the Bill.

New Clause 1

DUTY OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE IN RESPECT OF

STOCKPILES

‘(1) The Secretary of State shall, within six months of Royal
Assent, lay before both Houses a plan for the destruction of all
stockpiles of prohibited munitions held under United Kingdom
jurisdiction.

(2) The Secretary of State’s plan shall provide for the
destruction of all stocks of prohibited munitions within eight
years of Royal Assent.

(3) The Secretary of State shall present an annual report to
Parliament on progress made in destroying stocks of prohibited
munitions.’.—(Mr. Lidington.)

Brought up, and read the First time.

Mr. Lidington: I beg to move, That the clause be read
a Second time.

The convention imposes on all states parties a duty
not only to introduce a prohibition against the possession
or use of cluster munitions but to destroy existing
stockpiles of cluster munitions that fall under the jurisdiction
and control of that state party. The new clause would
impose on the Secretary of State explicitly a duty to
publish a plan for the UK to destroy its existing stockpiles
of cluster munitions. It would further require the
Government to provide in that plan for all stockpiles to
be destroyed within eight years, the time limit set by the
convention. It would oblige the Secretary of State to
report annually to Parliament on progress made or not
made in adhering to the published plan.

The thing that has puzzled me about the Bill is that
although there is a clear duty laid on states parties by
the convention and although there is no doubt about
the Government’s commitment to seek to deliver on the
requirement to destroy stockpiles of cluster munitions,
there is no mention of that convention duty and no
requirement to be imposed by law on the Secretary of
State to ensure that the destruction of stockpiles is
carried out. The new clause would make certain that the
Government delivered on what they have promised and
what, in signing the convention, they have undertaken
to do.

Mr. Davey: I have great sympathy with the new clause
and I hope that the Minister will explain that it is not
needed. If it were needed, I would encourage the hon.
Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) to push it to a
vote. I suspect that it is not needed because, as I understand
it, signing the convention with respect to the commitment
to get rid of the stockpiles is legally binding on the
Government. However, the rest of the Bill contains
those items that the Government must put into domestic
law to make it legally binding on others who might
commit an offence, so the convention has the force of
law on Her Majesty’s Government. Therefore, I do not
think the new clause is needed but I shall be interested
to hear what the Minister says.
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Mr. Cash: I also hope that the provision is not necessary.
Without wanting to be too pedantic—or precise, to put
it another way—the expression
“held under United Kingdom jurisdiction”

in the new clause might be better expressed as “within
UK jurisdiction”. Munitions are held in the British
overseas territories—Diego Garcia being a good example.
To say that these are held under United Kingdom
jurisdiction is not correct; it is within UK jurisdiction
but not held under UK jurisdiction. I do not want to
criticise my hon. Friend the Member for Aylesbury
(Mr. Lidington) but I want to perform my function,
which is to try to elucidate. There is a problem but it can
be overcome; the Minister can do so with assurances
that the intentions behind the measure will be implemented.

Chris Bryant: Would that my assurances always satisfied
the hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash). He apologised
earlier for being a lawyer, but in fact he is doing us a
service in this regard. I think I am right in saying that
when Peter the Great visited this Parliament, he complained
to the then monarch that there were far too many
lawyers. So far as he knew, there were only two in his
country and when he returned, he was going to execute
one of them. One lawyer is fine; two is always a problem.

The hon. Gentleman is absolutely right that there is a
problem in the new clause in relation to the phrase
“held under United Kingdom jurisdiction”.

The convention specifically refers to “jurisdiction and
control”. Not all the cluster munitions that are currently
physically within our jurisdiction are under our control.
I am afraid that the amendment falls on that count but,
more importantly, as the hon. Member for Kingston
and Surbiton (Mr. Davey) said, it is unnecessary.

We are already obliged under article 7 of the convention,
which has one of the most rigorous systems of transparency
that I have seen in an international convention, to make
clear what our programme is for the destruction of our
stockpiles—those within our jurisdiction and under our
control. I hope that nobody will doubt our intent on
this, because before signing the convention a whole type
of cluster munition—the HE M483A1—had been
destroyed. In the month that the UK signed the convention,
all types of 755 sub-munitions had been destroyed. In
July last year, following the inclusion of the Cluster
Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill in the draft legislative
programme, the destruction of all CRV-7 MPSM M73
sub-munitions was completed. In total, more than 14 million
sub-munitions have been destroyed so far, which was
some 37 per cent. of the UK’s entire stocks, so we are
very confident that we will beat by a considerable
margin the target period of eight years and that we will
have destroyed all our stock by 2013.

Finally, I should say that new clause 1 is undesirable
because if the Bill were to be thus amended, it would be
required to go through a process of ping-pong with the
other place. That is not, of itself, a precondition that
means we should not amend the Bill, but it might be a
more significant consideration at this particular point,
especially given that nobody has yet really argued that
this is an essential new clause.

Mark Durkan: I thank the Minister for his helpful
clarification. Can he go further by assuring us that
annual reports will be made to Parliament detailing the
progress on decommissioning the stockpile?

Chris Bryant: Annual reports certainly will be made,
because that is provided for in the article. I am therefore
happy to undertake that the report that we have to
make under the convention will be made available to
Parliament too. Thus, I very much hope that the hon.
Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) will not press
this new clause to a Division and will not take the
approach he took to the previous amendment, which he
suddenly did press to a vote.

Mr. Lidington: I am grateful to the Minister for his
explanation and, in particular, for the assurance that
article 7 of the convention, in itself, provides a legally
binding instrument to govern what the United Kingdom
has to do in respect of stockpiles. In view of those
assurances, I beg to ask leave to withdraw the clause.

Clause, by leave, withdrawn.
Schedules 1 to 3 agreed to.
The Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair.
Bill, as amended, reported.

Third Reading
7.13 pm

Chris Bryant: I beg to move, That the Bill be now
read the Third time.

I hope that all hon. Members will agree that this is
an important piece of legislation. Interestingly, the
tone of this debate has been very different from that of
any debate we would have had about such a matter a
mere four, five or six years ago. Then, people would
have argued much more forcefully for retaining cluster
munitions as an essential tool of the trade necessary to
our armed forces. The facts that have emerged over the
past few years have changed people’s minds: the fact
that a third of those most affected by cluster munitions
have been children; the fact that thousands of people
are killed by these weapons not only in the process of
war, but in many cases a long time after the war
because cluster submunitions lie around unexploded;
and the fact that at least 60 per cent. of those who have
been killed or maimed were not in the field of combat
but were engaged in their ordinary daily business.
Those things have made many people—those of a
military disposition or career, as well as those who
have worked for non-governmental organisations—
conscious of the fact that we needed to change how we
engage with this issue.

I pay tribute to the Norwegian Government, who
were key in asserting the Oslo declaration and trying to
persuade everybody to come forward with the convention;
to the Irish Government, who brought together the
diplomatic conference in Dublin; and to our own Prime
Minister, who played a specific role in brokering a deal
that meant that it was possible for the convention to be
agreed. As we have discussed this afternoon, the Bill has
come about in large measure because of the necessity to
provide legal certainty for the personnel of armed forces
that have decided not to use cluster munitions who may
be operating alongside personnel from countries that
have not taken that decision. I very much hope that we
will be able to make progress as swiftly as possible and
that all countries—certainly all our allies—will sign up
to and ratify the convention.

I am grateful for the work that has been done on this
Bill by people in the Foreign Office who are not often
involved in introducing legislation. I am also grateful to

187 18823 MARCH 2010Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]

Cluster Munitions (Prohibitions) Bill
[Lords]



[Chris Bryant]

the hon. Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington), who
has conducted the debate in a spirit of fair-minded
probing, as of course have all hon. Members. I very
much hope that we will be able to agree to give the Bill
its Third Reading.

7.16 pm

Mr. Lidington: Conservative Members are happy to
welcome the Bill on to the statute book. As the Minister
fairly pointed out, this debate would previously have
been conducted on different terms by both his Front-Bench
team and mine. There is now much greater parliamentary
and public recognition of the appalling number of
casualties that cluster weapons inflict, mostly to civilians
and often to children. What has also changed is that our
armed forces and the Ministry of Defence have felt able
to accommodate a ban on cluster munitions without
significantly impairing the effectiveness of our defence-
preparedness. The Bill’s provisions to protect the position
of British servicemen and women engaged on joint
operations with allied countries that have yet to ratify
the convention on cluster munitions are particularly
important.

We currently devote a great deal of time and attention
to weapons proliferation issues. We also debate the
rising threat of nuclear proliferation and chemical and
biological risks, the need for progress to be made in
tackling the trade in small arms and the very slow
progress being made towards those objectives. Therefore,
it is good that this evening we are able to mark a small
step towards ridding the world of at least one particularly
unpleasant category of lethal weapon.

7.19 pm

Mr. Davey: At the moment, British politics, and this
place in particular, is held in low regard by the public.
We are about to enter a period when partisan politics
will be at its greatest, because it will be election time.
This Bill and today’s debate have shown this Parliament
at its best and have shown how parties can work together
to secure things about which people out there have
campaigned. This measure is a response to the ordinary
people who have written to MPs in this country—and
other countries, to be fair—arguing for a change in the
law in order to ban such weapons. It is a welcome move
for that reason in itself.

The substance of the Bill is a fantastic development.
We are leading the way. This country, working with
Norway, Ireland and the 30 other countries that have
now signed and ratified the convention, are leading the
way to ridding the world of these appalling weapons—
weapons that have caused such destruction and have
served almost no military purpose. Let us be absolutely
clear: all the evidence, from all the groups that have
considered and studied this matter, shows that these
weapons achieve almost nothing militarily. The vast
majority of people who have been killed by these
weapons—I have seen figures ranging from 85 to 98 per
cent.—have been civilians. As the Minister rightly said,
these weapons leave a legacy that lasts for years and
that might still be with us for decades to come.

I hope that, having passed this legislation, Britain will
now do two things. I hope that we will ensure that where
our forces have used cluster munitions we take responsibility

for clearing them up and ensure that they are not left
littering the farms and lands of other countries. I also
hope that we will give further leadership on the convention,
as many countries and friends across the world have yet
to sign the convention. This Bill is a first step, and we
have taken it, but we have to go further. Having listened
to and read the Minister’s speeches, I know that he is
committed to doing just that. He has shown good
leadership in wanting to use our diplomatic good offices
to push that aim with our friends and allies. I hope and
believe that that wish is shared across all the parties. We
have a responsibility now to move on from this good
legislation and to give that global leadership. I strongly
support the Bill.

7.22 pm

Mark Durkan: When the Minister opened this debate,
he rightly paid tribute to the Norwegian Government’s
leadership in the Oslo process towards achieving the
convention, which is supported by the Bill. He also
acknowledged the role of the Irish Government in the
diplomatic conference in Dublin. On Second Reading
last week, I put on record the role in steering that
conference played by Daithi O’Ceallaigh—a man who
is known to many in this House as a former Irish
ambassador in this city.

The Minister also rightly identified the important,
decisive and positive role played in the Dublin diplomatic
conference by the decisions of our Prime Minister. I
know that the Prime Minister was dealing with conflicting
impulses and advice from within the Government system.
Various establishments had their views, as other hon.
Members have reflected in their speeches, but the Prime
Minister nevertheless made the positive decision to
clarify the UK position and to move from the wrong
side of the argument on this significant and effective
convention to the right side.

It is right that we should pay tribute to all the
non-governmental organisations and others who have
campaigned over many years for a convention and ban,
such as the Cluster Munition Coalition and the various
bodies that made up that coalition. It is right to acknowledge
the long-standing role played by many hon. Members,
including some who will not be standing again in the
election, in the long fight to extend the ban on land
mines to cluster munitions—these aerial land mines,
with all of their consequences. Credit for that campaign
extends to Members in another place, too, who also
campaigned very positively.

Back in 2008, in the build-up to the Dublin diplomatic
conference, when it looked as though the British
Government were going to be on the wrong side of the
argument, I tabled an early-day motion along with
other hon. Members of all parties. I was glad at that
time that there were various YouTube video campaigns
in support of that, including from SDLP Youth. The
hon. Member for Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey)
rightly acknowledged the decisive contribution that has
been made to our understanding of the issue, what
Governments worldwide are committing themselves to
through the wider convention, and what the House and
the other place have done through this Bill.

It is right and proper that, as we come to the close of
this Parliament, we can all look to the Bill as a positive
reflection of the dynamics of a democracy and all the
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different influences and inputs possible. It does not just
reflect different interests, outlooks and motivations in
this jurisdiction; it reflects and upholds the rights—in
particular, the right to life—of vulnerable people in
other territories. As other Members have said, cluster
bombs have an impact not just in a conflict period but
long afterwards, and they take a high toll on the limbs
and lives of children. A very high number of women are
affected, too, because it is they who go into the fields to
work and into the territories to try to find water. Many
people around the world are united in saying that there
ought to be a law against these weapons and, finally and
wisely, that is what we have.

7.26 pm

Mr. Cash: If I have taken up a somewhat disproportionate
amount of time on this Bill, I make no apology whatever
for having done so—despite the deputy Chief Whip’s
obvious concern. We need to give proper consideration
to Bills in this House, but we do not do so, and more
often than not legislation that some would deem to be
less important than this Bill—I happen to believe that it
is very important—gets next to no consideration, because
the Government programme and guillotine Bills in a
totally irresponsible manner. Indeed, had some of us on
the Opposition Benches not asked some pertinent questions,
we would not have had answers on a number of matters.

We have made a lot of progress today, and I am glad
of that because this measure affects innocent people,
including children. Those who are concerned about
children in whose territories cluster munitions are
accumulated will want to know not only that we have
passed the Bill but that we will be prepared to take the
action necessary to clear the ground. It is one thing to
pass legislation, but another to give it practical effect.
We have already heard enough today about the complexities

that will undoubtedly cause difficulties in achieving
certainty, and not merely certainty about the legal position.
I am deeply worried for our servicemen, because I think
that they will get caught up in this. The penalty of
14 years’ imprisonment is very severe and the Bill has so
many problems in it that people will be caught up
unnecessarily despite its good intentions and, I hope, its
good results.

Let me turn to the precedents for such Bills. The
mustard gas that was used in the first world war was
eventually outlawed, although not, of course, by Saddam
Hussein. The fact is that such action on cluster munitions,
which cause unnecessary and unreasonable deaths, is
resisted by certain elements of our armed forces, so I
am told. Despite the fact that the House of Commons,
by consensus, has agreed that this Bill should go through,
they do not believe that it is in the interests of our
tactical and strategic operations to have such legislation.

Passing a law is a useful step, but it will not necessarily
have the effect of protecting the innocent or, indeed, of
avoiding complications for servicemen. Those are the
crucial questions and it would be extremely helpful if
the Minister—if he would listen for a second—would
be good enough to put in the Library of the House of
Commons the manual or the guidance to which he
referred. When this Bill has been enacted and comes
into force, its practicality will be tested. I, for one,
would like the Minister to confirm that he is prepared
to put the manual, with appropriate guidance, into the
Library so that we may compare the manner in which
the Government have alleged that the Bill will be effective
with the manner in which they implement it.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read the Third time and passed, with
an amendment.
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Third Parties (Rights against Insurers)
Bill [Lords]

Consideration of Bill, not amended in the Public Bill
Committee

Third Reading

7.31 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Justice
(Bridget Prentice): I beg to move, That the Bill be now
read the Third time.

It is a great pleasure to guide this Bill through its final
stages, because it is a very good example of the valuable,
expert work that the Law Commission has done to
simplify difficult and technical areas of the law and to
make them more accessible and more obviously relevant
to ordinary people in ordinary situations. I thank the
commission for all its hard work on this project. Although
our procedures remain unchanged, this Bill was the
second candidate to trial a new procedure in the other
place for appropriate Law Commission Bills, which I
hope will help further to support the commission’s work
in making the law more modern and effective.

The procedures in the Bill will allow the liability of
the insured and the insurer to be resolved in just one set
of proceedings. If the insured and the insurer are liable,
the insurer will pay compensation directly to the third
party who will, under the Bill, have been put in the
shoes of the insured. The Bill is intended to clarify and
simplify the law. It will therefore result in the quicker
and cheaper resolution of claims. On that basis, I commend
to the House this Bill, which is likely to be the final Bill
that I shall take through the House.

7.32 pm

Mr. Henry Bellingham (North-West Norfolk) (Con):
I join the Minister in paying tribute to the Law Commission
for coming up with this Bill under the new, expedited
procedure. Let me also declare an interest as a former
practising barrister. I want to put on record my gratitude
to the Minister for the way in which she has handled not
only this Bill but many others, as this might be my last
opportunity to thank her personally from the Dispatch
Box for her work and to wish her well for the future. I
understand that she will be in charge of the Department
during the Dissolution period, after which it could fall
to another party to take over from her. That is the
Conservatives’ hope, but we wish her well for the future
anyway and we hope very much that during those four
weeks or so she does not cause any major problems, but
makes sure that there is a steady hand on the tiller.

As the Minister has pointed out, the Bill is part of the
new, expedited procedure for bringing through Parliament
Law Commission Bills that command widespread consensus
and support. It follows in the footsteps of the Perpetuities
and Accumulations Act 2009—complex legislation that
went through the House with the minimum of fuss. The
Bill is important because it builds on the Third Parties
(Rights against Insurers) Act 1930, which overturned
the original, common law privity of contract doctrine,
which stated clearly that no insurance liability was
directly enforceable by a third party against an insurer.
Real problems accrued as a result of that well-established
principle, and the introduction of the 1930 Act reflected
how the economy and society were moving on, not least

with the proliferation of cars on the roads. A number of
insured people were, sadly, getting killed, and third
parties had to take over those insured rights against
insurance companies.

It is not surprising that there have been one or two
problems with the 1930 Act, as 80 years have intervened
since then, in which time there have been many changes
to our economy and legal system. If the insured were a
dissolved company that had been struck off the register,
the third party had to restore it to the register in order
to mount a successful claim. That took time and cost
money, and there was no need for that to happen. That
is one of several key issues that the Bill addresses. All of
the key changes are very straightforward and command
widespread support. It was noticeable, during the
consultation process, that people in all parts of the
industry, including practitioners and other interested
parties, spoke with one voice. It is quite a phenomenon
to have everyone singing from exactly the same hymn
sheet.

I should like to know from the Minister what lessons
have been learned from the new procedure. The Bill was
first mooted as long ago as 1998, in a Law Commission
report, but it has taken 12 years to come before the
House in its present form. I hope that it will be on the
statute book very soon. How much quicker could that
progress have been made if we had had in place the new
procedures that were brought in under the Law Commission
Act 2009 for expediting such Bills through Parliament?
Could we have got it through Parliament in a few years
or less?

The Minister mentioned in a letter that she sent to me
after our Committee proceedings that her Department
would soon lay before the House a new protocol under
the Law Commission Act 2009. Will she tell us whether
it will be laid before Dissolution? I want to press her on
an issue that I raised in Committee that she did not
mention in her letter to me of 15 March, which refers
to the Law Commission paper, “Insurance Contract
Law: Misrepresentation, Non-Disclosure and Breach of
Warranty by the Insured”. That important report will
give rise to legislation that could, to some extent, be
allied to parts of this Bill, and I should like to know
what happened to that report and whether a Bill will be
coming forward in the near future.

The Bill is small but important. It builds on the
1930 Act, as I have said, and it will help a number of
our constituents at times when their lives have become a
complete misery because of the complexity of the existing
law. It will take a small step towards alleviating that
misery, and that is why the Conservatives are very
pleased to support it.

7.38 pm

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): The
Bill is not unimportant and neither is it lacking in
complexity, but it is very welcome and, I hope, lacking
in political controversy. It was therefore an extremely
good candidate for the accelerated procedure that was
used. We in this place cannot subcontract our scrutiny
of legislation, but we can subcontract much of the hard
work on its preparation and on the technical issues that
must be addressed. We could put such work in no safer
hands than the Law Commission, which has done an
extremely good job in that regard and on many other
matters that have come before us.
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I hope that a lot more of the Law Commission’s
backlog of recommendations will be put through a
similar procedure in short order. The Lord Chancellor
indicated recently that he regrets the fact that there is
still a backlog and that there has been no opportunity
to put more before the House. It is time we did
so, because it is pointless for such an extremely
learned and capable organisation to make recommendations
if we cannot find the time to legislate properly.

I conclude by noting that the Minister and I have
served on many Bills over recent years. I have not
always agreed with every position she has taken, and
she has not always agreed with every position I have
taken, but I have enormous respect for the work she
has done and I thank her on behalf of the House for
the efforts she has put into the Ministry. I really
hope that during the period when she is in charge
nothing happens to make her regret her current
position.

I hope the Bill can now pass.

7.40 pm

Bridget Prentice: With leave of the House,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, I shall reply quickly to the hon.
Members for North-West Norfolk (Mr. Bellingham)
and for Somerton and Frome (Mr. Heath). First, I
thank them very much indeed for their kind words,
which are much appreciated. I put on record my thanks
to both of them and their colleagues, who have served on
a variety of Bills with me. They have always been
courteous and as supportive as they could be from their
different positions. I very much appreciated that.

The hon. Member for North-West Norfolk asked
what lessons had been learned. We certainly think the
system is a much more effective tool for getting
important but uncontroversial parts of the law through
the House. I hope it will become a permanent solution
and that, as the hon. Member for Somerton and Frome
suggested, we will use it more often.

I have every sympathy with the hon. Member for
North-West Norfolk about the length of time the measure
has taken. For me, the most frustrating thing about
being in government is how long it can take for a piece
of legislation to get from point A to final implementation.
The hon. Gentleman will understand the tenor of my
remarks when I say that I hope he never has that
experience. I appreciate that the time taken was not of
the best; nevertheless such delay is not confined to this
Government or to this period of office, and I hope
the hon. Gentleman accepts that we are doing everything
to try to reduce the delays and make sure that such
legislation goes through more speedily using the new
system.

Finally, the hon. Gentleman asked about the protocol.
It is still being put together, but I hope we can publish it
before the election, or perhaps during my period looking
after the shop. I will make sure that the hon. Gentleman
and the hon. Member for Somerton and Frome have
sight of it as soon as possible.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read the Third time and passed, without
amendment.

Business without Debate

DELEGATED LEGISLATION

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Michael Lord): With the
leave of the House, we will deal with motions 5, 6, 7 and
8 together.

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

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT

That the draft Additional Statutory Paternity Pay (Weekly
Rates) Regulations 2010, which were laid before this House on
19 January, be approved.

That the draft Employment Rights Act 1996 (Application of
Section 80BB to Adoptions from Overseas) Regulations 2010,
which were laid before this House on 19 January, be approved.

That the draft Additional Paternity Leave Regulations 2010,
which were laid before this House on 23 February, be approved.

That the draft Additional Statutory Paternity Pay (General)
Regulations 2010, which were laid before this House on 23 February,
be approved.—(Helen Jones.)

Question agreed to.
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order No. 118(6)),

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

That the draft Exeter and Devon (Structural Changes) Order
2010, which was laid before this House on 10 February, be
approved.—(Helen Jones.)

The House divided: Ayes 251, Noes 163.
Division No. 118] [7.43 pm

AYES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Ainger, Nick
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Bell, Sir Stuart
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive
Blackman, Liz
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burgon, Colin
Butler, Ms Dawn
Cairns, David

Campbell, Mr. Alan
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Clapham, Mr. Michael
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Charles
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom
Clelland, Mr. David
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr. Jeffrey M.
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Drew, Mr. David
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Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Gapes, Mike
Gardiner, Barry
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gilroy, Linda
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Griffiths, Nigel
Grogan, Mr. John
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. Fabian
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harris, Mr. Tom
Havard, Mr. Dai
Hendrick, Mr. Mark
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Heppell, Mr. John
Hesford, Stephen
Heyes, David
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Hope, Phil
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Hoyle, Mr. Lindsay
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda
James, Mrs. Siân C.
Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Alan
Kidney, Mr. David
Kilfoyle, Mr. Peter
Knight, rh Jim
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
Mackinlay, Andrew
Mactaggart, Fiona

Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
Martlew, Mr. Eric
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonagh, Siobhain
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McGovern, Mr. Jim
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mudie, Mr. George
Munn, Meg
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pope, Mr. Greg
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reid, rh John
Riordan, Mrs. Linda
Robertson, John
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey
Robinson, rh Mr. Peter
Rooney, Mr. Terry
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Christine
Salter, Martin
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheridan, Jim
Simpson, Alan
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E. (Basildon)
Smith, rh Jacqui
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis

Stewart, Ian
Strang, rh Dr. Gavin
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Tami, Mark
Taylor, Ms Dari
Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Vaz, rh Keith
Waltho, Lynda

Ward, Claire
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Wilson, Phil
Wilson, Sammy
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek

Tellers for the Ayes:
Steve McCabe and
Mary Creagh

NOES
Afriyie, Adam
Amess, Mr. David
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Baldry, Tony
Baron, Mr. John
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Brooke, Annette
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Butterfill, Sir John
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clark, Greg
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Davies, Mr. Dai
Davis, rh David
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dorries, Nadine
Duddridge, James
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Ellwood, Mr. Tobias
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, Mr. Michael
Foster, Mr. Don
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Gale, Mr. Roger

Garnier, Mr. Edward
George, Andrew
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Hands, Mr. Greg
Harper, Mr. Mark
Harris, Dr. Evan
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heath, Mr. David
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hemming, John
Herbert, Nick
Hermon, Lady
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Holmes, Paul
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Hunter, Mark
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kennedy, rh Mr. Charles
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leech, Mr. John
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Lilley, rh Mr. Peter
Loughton, Tim
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
Main, Anne
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
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May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Moore, Mr. Michael
Moss, Mr. Malcolm
Mulholland, Greg
Neill, Robert
Ottaway, Richard
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, Dr. John
Randall, Mr. John
Redwood, rh Mr. John
Rennie, Willie
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Rogerson, Dan
Rosindell, Andrew
Rowen, Paul
Ruffley, Mr. David
Russell, Bob
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shepherd, Mr. Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr. Keith

Smith, Chloe
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Mr. Richard
Steen, Mr. Anthony
Stunell, Andrew
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Syms, Mr. Robert
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Webb, Steve
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Williams, Stephen
Willott, Jenny
Wilshire, Mr. David
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Winterton, Ann
Winterton, Sir Nicholas
Yeo, Mr. Tim

Tellers for the Noes:
Mr. Brooks Newmark and
Jeremy Wright

Question accordingly agreed to.

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

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

That the draft Norwich and Norfolk (Structural Changes)
Order 2010, which was laid before this House on 10 February, be
approved.—(Helen Jones.)

The House divided: Ayes 249, Noes 171.
Division No. 119] [7.57 pm

AYES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Ainger, Nick
Ainsworth, rh Mr. Bob
Alexander, rh Mr. Douglas
Allen, Mr. Graham
Atkins, Charlotte
Austin, Mr. Ian
Bailey, Mr. Adrian
Bain, Mr. William
Baird, Vera
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barlow, Ms Celia
Barron, rh Mr. Kevin
Battle, rh John
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Miss Anne
Bell, Sir Stuart
Benn, rh Hilary
Benton, Mr. Joe
Berry, Roger
Betts, Mr. Clive

Blackman, Liz
Blears, rh Hazel
Blizzard, Mr. Bob
Bradshaw, rh Mr. Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr. Nicholas
Brown, Mr. Russell
Browne, rh Des
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burgon, Colin
Butler, Ms Dawn
Caborn, rh Mr. Richard
Cairns, David
Campbell, Mr. Alan
Caton, Mr. Martin
Cawsey, Mr. Ian
Clapham, Mr. Michael
Clark, Ms Katy
Clark, Paul
Clarke, rh Mr. Charles
Clarke, rh Mr. Tom

Clelland, Mr. David
Coaker, Mr. Vernon
Cohen, Harry
Connarty, Michael
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Cousins, Jim
Crausby, Mr. David
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, Mrs. Ann
Cummings, John
Cunningham, Mr. Jim
Cunningham, Tony
David, Mr. Wayne
Davidson, Mr. Ian
Davies, Mr. Quentin
Denham, rh Mr. John
Dhanda, Mr. Parmjit
Dismore, Mr. Andrew
Dobbin, Jim
Dobson, rh Frank
Donohoe, Mr. Brian H.
Doran, Mr. Frank
Drew, Mr. David
Eagle, Angela
Eagle, Maria
Ellman, Mrs. Louise
Engel, Natascha
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Mr. Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Follett, Barbara
Foster, Michael Jabez

(Hastings and Rye)
Francis, Dr. Hywel
Gapes, Mike
Gardiner, Barry
George, rh Mr. Bruce
Gerrard, Mr. Neil
Gilroy, Linda
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Griffith, Nia
Griffiths, Nigel
Grogan, Mr. John
Hain, rh Mr. Peter
Hall, Mr. Mike
Hall, Patrick
Hamilton, Mr. Fabian
Hanson, rh Mr. David
Harris, Mr. Tom
Havard, Mr. Dai
Healey, rh John
Hepburn, Mr. Stephen
Heppell, Mr. John
Hesford, Stephen
Heyes, David
Hill, rh Keith
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs. Sharon
Hope, Phil
Hopkins, Kelvin
Howarth, rh Mr. George
Hoyle, Mr. Lindsay
Iddon, Dr. Brian
Illsley, Mr. Eric
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jackson, Glenda
James, Mrs. Siân C.

Jenkins, Mr. Brian
Johnson, Ms Diana R.
Jones, Helen
Jones, Mr. Kevan
Jones, Lynne
Joyce, Mr. Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Keen, Alan
Kidney, Mr. David
Kilfoyle, Mr. Peter
Knight, rh Jim
Ladyman, Dr. Stephen
Lammy, rh Mr. David
Laxton, Mr. Bob
Lazarowicz, Mark
Lepper, David
Levitt, Tom
Lewis, Mr. Ivan
Linton, Martin
Lloyd, Tony
Love, Mr. Andrew
Lucas, Ian
Mackinlay, Andrew
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mallaber, Judy
Mann, John
Marris, Rob
Marsden, Mr. Gordon
Marshall-Andrews, Mr. Robert
McAvoy, rh Mr. Thomas
McCarthy, Kerry
McCarthy-Fry, Sarah
McDonagh, Siobhain
McFadden, rh Mr. Pat
McGovern, Mr. Jim
McIsaac, Shona
McKechin, Ann
McNulty, rh Mr. Tony
Merron, Gillian
Michael, rh Alun
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Moffatt, Laura
Mole, Chris
Morden, Jessica
Morgan, Julie
Mountford, Kali
Mudie, Mr. George
Munn, Meg
Murphy, rh Mr. Jim
Murphy, rh Mr. Paul
Naysmith, Dr. Doug
Norris, Dan
O’Brien, rh Mr. Mike
O’Hara, Mr. Edward
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Palmer, Dr. Nick
Plaskitt, Mr. James
Pope, Mr. Greg
Prentice, Bridget
Prentice, Mr. Gordon
Prescott, rh Mr. John
Primarolo, rh Dawn
Prosser, Gwyn
Raynsford, rh Mr. Nick
Reed, Mr. Andy
Reid, rh John
Riordan, Mrs. Linda
Robertson, John
Robinson, Mr. Geoffrey

199 20023 MARCH 2010Business without Debate Business without Debate



Rooney, Mr. Terry
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, Joan
Russell, Christine
Salter, Martin
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr. Virendra
Shaw, Jonathan
Sheridan, Jim
Simpson, Alan
Skinner, Mr. Dennis
Slaughter, Mr. Andy
Smith, rh Mr. Andrew
Smith, Ms Angela C.

(Sheffield, Hillsborough)
Smith, rh Angela E.

(Basildon)
Smith, rh Jacqui
Snelgrove, Anne
Soulsby, Sir Peter
Southworth, Helen
Spellar, rh Mr. John
Spink, Bob
Starkey, Dr. Phyllis
Stewart, Ian
Strang, rh Dr. Gavin
Straw, rh Mr. Jack
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr. Gerry
Tami, Mark
Taylor, Ms Dari

Thomas, Mr. Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Mr. Stephen
Tipping, Paddy
Todd, Mr. Mark
Touhig, rh Mr. Don
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Dr. Desmond
Twigg, Derek
Ussher, Kitty
Vaz, rh Keith
Waltho, Lynda
Ward, Claire
Watson, Mr. Tom
Watts, Mr. Dave
Whitehead, Dr. Alan
Wicks, rh Malcolm
Williams, Mrs. Betty
Wills, rh Mr. Michael
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr. David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wood, Mike
Woodward, rh Mr. Shaun
Wright, Mr. Anthony
Wright, David
Wright, Mr. Iain
Wright, Dr. Tony
Wyatt, Derek

Tellers for the Ayes:
Steve McCabe and
Mary Creagh

NOES
Afriyie, Adam
Amess, Mr. David
Arbuthnot, rh Mr. James
Atkinson, Mr. Peter
Bacon, Mr. Richard
Baldry, Tony
Baron, Mr. John
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr. Henry
Benyon, Mr. Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Binley, Mr. Brian
Blunt, Mr. Crispin
Bone, Mr. Peter
Boswell, Mr. Tim
Bottomley, Peter
Brazier, Mr. Julian
Brokenshire, James
Brooke, Annette
Burns, Mr. Simon
Burrowes, Mr. David
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Butterfill, Sir John
Campbell, Mr. Gregory
Carmichael, Mr. Alistair
Carswell, Mr. Douglas
Cash, Mr. William
Chope, Mr. Christopher
Clark, Greg
Clarke, rh Mr. Kenneth
Clifton-Brown, Mr. Geoffrey
Cormack, Sir Patrick
Cox, Mr. Geoffrey
Crabb, Mr. Stephen
Davies, Mr. Dai

Davis, rh David
Djanogly, Mr. Jonathan
Dodds, Mr. Nigel
Donaldson, rh Mr. Jeffrey M.
Dorries, Nadine
Duncan, Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr. Iain
Dunne, Mr. Philip
Ellwood, Mr. Tobias
Evennett, Mr. David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, Mr. Michael
Field, Mr. Mark
Foster, Mr. Don
Fox, Dr. Liam
Francois, Mr. Mark
Gale, Mr. Roger
Garnier, Mr. Edward
George, Andrew
Gibb, Mr. Nick
Gillan, Mrs. Cheryl
Goodman, Mr. Paul
Gray, Mr. James
Grayling, Chris
Green, Damian
Greening, Justine
Grieve, Mr. Dominic
Hands, Mr. Greg
Harper, Mr. Mark
Harris, Dr. Evan
Hayes, Mr. John
Heald, Mr. Oliver
Heath, Mr. David
Heathcoat-Amory, rh

Mr. David
Hemming, John

Herbert, Nick
Hermon, Lady
Hoban, Mr. Mark
Hogg, rh Mr. Douglas
Hollobone, Mr. Philip
Holloway, Mr. Adam
Holmes, Paul
Howarth, Mr. Gerald
Howell, John
Hunter, Mark
Hurd, Mr. Nick
Jenkin, Mr. Bernard
Jones, Mr. David
Kennedy, rh Mr. Charles
Key, Robert
Kirkbride, Miss Julie
Laing, Mrs. Eleanor
Lancaster, Mr. Mark
Lansley, Mr. Andrew
Leech, Mr. John
Leigh, Mr. Edward
Letwin, rh Mr. Oliver
Lewis, Dr. Julian
Liddell-Grainger, Mr. Ian
Lidington, Mr. David
Lilley, rh Mr. Peter
Loughton, Tim
Mackay, rh Mr. Andrew
Maclean, rh David
Main, Anne
Malins, Mr. Humfrey
May, rh Mrs. Theresa
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr. Patrick
Miller, Mrs. Maria
Milton, Anne
Moore, Mr. Michael
Moss, Mr. Malcolm
Mulholland, Greg
Neill, Robert
Newmark, Mr. Brooks
Öpik, Lembit
Ottaway, Richard
Paice, Mr. James
Paterson, Mr. Owen
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Pickles, Mr. Eric
Prisk, Mr. Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, Dr. John
Randall, Mr. John

Redwood, rh Mr. John
Rennie, Willie
Robathan, Mr. Andrew
Robertson, Hugh
Robertson, Mr. Laurence
Robinson, rh Mr. Peter
Rogerson, Dan
Rosindell, Andrew
Rowen, Paul
Ruffley, Mr. David
Russell, Bob
Sanders, Mr. Adrian
Scott, Mr. Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shepherd, Mr. Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr. Keith
Smith, Chloe
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, Mr. Nicholas
Spicer, Sir Michael
Spring, Mr. Richard
Steen, Mr. Anthony
Stunell, Andrew
Swayne, Mr. Desmond
Syms, Mr. Robert
Taylor, Mr. Ian
Thurso, John
Timpson, Mr. Edward
Turner, Mr. Andrew
Tyrie, Mr. Andrew
Vara, Mr. Shailesh
Viggers, Sir Peter
Villiers, Mrs. Theresa
Walker, Mr. Charles
Wallace, Mr. Ben
Waterson, Mr. Nigel
Watkinson, Angela
Webb, Steve
Wiggin, Bill
Williams, Mark
Williams, Mr. Roger
Willott, Jenny
Wilson, Mr. Rob
Wilson, Sammy
Winterton, Ann
Winterton, Sir Nicholas
Yeo, Mr. Tim

Tellers for the Noes:
James Duddridge and
Jeremy Wright

Question accordingly agreed to.

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

EDUCATION

That the draft Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning
Act 2009 (Consequential Amendments) (England and Wales)
Order 2010, which was laid before this House on 10 February, be
approved.—(Helen Jones.)

Question agreed to.

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

VALUE ADDED TAX

That the Value Added Tax (Buildings and Land) Order 2010
(S.I., 2010, No. 485), dated 1 March 2010, a copy of which was
laid before this House on 1 March, be approved.—(Helen Jones.)

Question agreed to.
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Grocery Market Ombudsman Bill
(Money)

Queen’s recommendation signified.

8.9 pm

The Minister for Further Education, Skills, Apprenticeships
and Consumer Affairs (Kevin Brennan): I beg to move,

That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Grocery
Market Ombudsman Bill, it is expedient to authorise the payment
out of money provided by Parliament of expenditure incurred by
the Office of Fair Trading in consequence of the Act.

The Grocery Market Ombudsman Bill was introduced
by my hon. Friend the Member for Ynys Môn (Albert
Owen) and received a Second Reading on 5 March. It
awaits a date for Committee. The Bill provides for the
creation of a grocery market ombudsman and sets out a
number of rules against which the ombudsman will
monitor and enforce compliance with the grocery supply
code of practice. It is anticipated that the Bill will result
in expenditure being incurred by the Office of Fair
Trading, which will be paid out of money provided by
Parliament. Accordingly, a money resolution is required
so that the Bill may be debated in Committee. I understand
that it is supported by all the Front Benchers of all the
major parties and was unopposed on Second Reading.

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): The
Minister is supported by most sensible people on both
dies of the House. However, can he explain why he is
introducing a money resolution and a Ways and Means
motion today given that, as far as I know, there is no
indication that the Government are going to provide
any extra time for private Members’ Bills in order to
allow this Bill to make progress? That is what is needed.

Kevin Brennan: I am afraid that the hon. Gentleman
will have to wait and see about that. However, we will,
of course, need to ensure that the views expressed by
respondents to the consultation are adequately reflected
in the legislation that will bring the ombudsman into
being. The provision of funding to the Office of Fair
Trading for expenditure incurred for enforcement of the
grocery supply code of practice is necessary if the aims
of the Bill are to be achieved. I commend the resolution
to the House.

8.10 pm

John Penrose (Weston-super-Mare) (Con): I rise merely
to say that Conservative Members are entirely in tune
with these provisions. We have already made any points
that we wanted to make when the Bill was debated a
couple of Fridays ago. I endorse the Minister’s point
that there is support for it on my side of the House, and
we therefore do not propose to oppose the resolution.

8.11 pm

Andrew George (St. Ives) (LD): As my hon. Friend
the Member for Somerton and Frome (Mr. Heath) said,
it is a pity that the Government have not indicated that
they will give us the extra time needed to allow private
Members’ Bills that have support on both sides of the
House to proceed. Despite that rather substantial difficulty,
I certainly concur with the comments of the Minister
and his opposite number. Liberal Democrat Members
would like to the Bill to proceed as quickly as possible.

8.12 pm

Mr. Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): I spoke
against this Bill on Second Reading, albeit quite briefly,
and my hon. Friend the Member for Shipley (Philip
Davies) spoke against it at greater length. Unfortunately,
he is not here this evening because he is with a school
party visiting the holocaust memorials in Germany.
However, I have been able to communicate with him
today by telephone, and I know that he shares my
reservations about the financial aspect of the Bill, which
is what the resolution deals with—the expenditure of
more taxpayers’ money.

It is ironic that on the eve of the Budget, when the
Chancellor will doubtless reveal that we are seriously in
the red as a country and will have to reduce expenditure
and increase taxes, we can be thinking of allowing such
a provision to go through, perhaps unopposed, on the
basis that it is a good idea. Up and down the country,
there are families who are saying, “This is desirable, and
we’d like to do it, but we can’t afford it.” When are we
going to hear any Front Bencher say, “It may be desirable,
and we are in favour of it, but we just can’t afford it”? I
am contributing to this debate in the hope that in the
wind-ups the Minister will explain why, when the
Government are in such a parlous position in relation
to the economy, they think that the expenditure of
money on this proposition is worth while and should go
ahead irrespective of whether it can be afforded.

Clause 11(1) says:
“The OFT must directly fund all the costs associated with the

Ombudsman.”

One way of avoiding my criticisms of the Bill, certainly
as regards its finances, would be to say that the Office of
Fair Trading would have to make compensatory savings
for any expenditure incurred as a result of its provisions.
As I understand it, that is the position that my hon.
Friend the Member for Weston-super-Mare (John Penrose)
put forward during the Second Reading debate when he
said that he wanted a much leaner and meaner arrangement
for dealing with this within the OFT itself. Obviously, if
the OFT were able to find compensatory savings, there
would not be any additional expenditure for the taxpayer
as a result of the Bill, and this money resolution might
not be necessary.

I took the liberty of having a peek at the OFT’s
annual report and resource accounts for the last financial
year, and I saw that it had a net operating cost of some
£56 million. One might have thought that it might be
able to find some savings from within that enormous
sum of expenditure. I then looked to see whether any of
those savings might come from a different remuneration
deal for the key players in this organisation, and I saw
that last the year its chief executive was paid in the
salary range of £270,000 to £275,000 and its chairman
was paid in the salary range of £170,000 to £175,000. It
should not be beyond the wit of the OFT to find some
savings to enable the Bill to be carried through without
additional cost to the taxpayer.

The Ways and Means motion, which we will discuss
shortly, deals with what I think is even worse than a
direct imposition on the taxpayer—a back-handed way
of forcing up the prices of goods in the supermarkets
through a levy on grocery operators. In the meantime, it
is for the Government to assert why they believe that
this measure is affordable and to explain more than the
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[Mr. Christopher Chope]

Minister has done so far what their intentions are in
relation to the future passage of the Bill through this
House and the other place. It is not satisfactory to say
that there is no more time available for private Members’
business, as there could have been if the amendment
moved so ably earlier on by my hon. Friend the Member
for Wellingborough (Mr. Bone)—I am pleased to see
him in his place—had been accepted. That would have
made it possible to have had debates on private Members’
business this coming Friday, but that was ruled out by
the Government. I hope that in winding up this short
debate the Minister will at least tell us whether he has
plans for the Bill to proceed with a Report stage and
Third Reading in this House before Dissolution.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): Was my
hon. Friend surprised by the speed with which the
Minister moved the resolution? [HON. MEMBERS: “You
missed it!”] That is the point—I missed it because he
was so speedy. Is the crux of my hon. Friend’s argument
that there is no need for this resolution because savings
could be made elsewhere?

Mr. Chope: On too many occasions, the Government
try to smuggle business through this House. They seem
to be under the impression that because there can be
some superficial deal between the Front Benchers, people
outside need not be expected to be able to have a say. We
know that this Bill is strongly opposed by the British
Retail Consortium—

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Michael Lord): Order. Perhaps
the hon. Gentleman could now come back to the money
resolution.

Mr. Chope: Absolutely, Mr. Deputy Speaker.
One of the reasons why the BRC and other organisations

oppose the Bill is that they think that it is going to
impose extra burdens on the taxpayer. The argument
does not need to be developed at any great length, but it
is one of principle. How many people in the House are
in tune with people outside in recognising that we are in
a dire financial crisis and that the issue of affordability
should be taken seriously? In my humble submission,
the Bill, however desirable it might be, is unaffordable.
That is why I am against the money resolution.

8.20 pm

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): I rise to make
two quick points in opposition to the hon. Member for
Christchurch (Mr. Chope). Having followed the issue
through from the outset, my understanding is that most
of the expenditure involved is, in a sense, historical,
because the OFT has done its work. It was inevitable
that the Government would have to bring the resolution
forward, but the Bill will not incur much expenditure.

More importantly, what is the point of having an
Office of Fair Trading if we are not going to listen to its
recommendations? I know that that thought has steeled
my hon. Friend the Member for Ynys Môn (Albert
Owen), who introduced this excellent Bill, and the hon.
Member for St. Ives (Andrew George), who has led the
campaign admirably. It is only right that we see the Bill

through, and I hope that the money resolution will be
passed unanimously. There is clearly a view that it is
needed, and needed now.

8.21 pm

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I rise simply to say
that I am concerned, because of what the Minister has
said and the chicanery that I see at work, to know
whether there has been an attempt to manoeuvre procedures
in order to prevent us from considering the Bill properly
in the normal fashion. Will it simply be left to the
wash-up so that it goes through without any consideration?
I believe the Bill has merit, but the way it is being taken
through has none.

8.21 pm

Albert Owen (Ynys Môn) (Lab): I am pleased to
follow, and agree with, the hon. Member for Stone
(Mr. Cash)—as the Member in charge of the Bill, I
believe that it is has a lot of merit. We had an honest
and open debate about it, in which the hon. Member for
Christchurch (Mr. Chope) took part and tried to muster
support against it but failed miserably. The only supporter
that he had is in Germany today—he was unable even
to get him into this country to oppose the Bill.

I support the money resolution. We need to move
forward, and I believe that we are building a strong
consensus. The hon. Member for Christchurch can
name only the British Retail Consortium to support his
point, and only senior members of that. Many of its
individual members support the Bill. I believe that the
supermarkets will come on board and the Bill will be
the way forward, but it does need some start-up costs.

Mr. Chope: Does the hon. Gentleman expect the Bill
to get on to the statute book during this Parliament,
and if so, by what means?

Albert Owen: I am certainly working through the
procedures, and that is why we are here tonight. The
Government have agreed to give the Bill time, and I will
try to get it into Committee on the 30th of this month if
the resolution is passed. I hope we can move forward as
quickly as possible.

The principle of the Bill is sound. As my hon. Friend
the Member for Stroud (Mr. Drew) said, we need some
start-up costs to get the scheme going. I describe the
Bill and the grocery market as a game of rugby. We
need to have a referee, and that referee needs help and
support. The money resolution will provide that.

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): Does the hon.
Gentleman agree that the inevitable inference from
what the Conservatives who oppose the Bill say is that
economic difficulties should be unloaded on to small
grocery stores? In other words, those Members’ solution
to the recession is to carry on subjugating the people
who will be least able to afford to continue running their
businesses.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I am sure the hon.
Gentleman realises that this is not the time to open up
that kind of debate.
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Albert Owen: I am grateful, Mr. Deputy Speaker. We
have had a wide debate on the Bill, and I have to correct
the hon. Gentleman—it is not the Conservative party
that is against the Bill; it is in favour of it. One or two of
its members, only one of whom is in the country at the
moment, oppose it.

Chris Ruane (Vale of Clwyd) (Lab): I thank my hon.
Friend for giving way and for moving the Bill forward.
In the fine tradition of naming these watchdogs, such as
Ofcom and Ofgas, may I proffer a name for the new
watchdog body for the supermarkets of Oftrolley?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. The House might just
think about that for a moment.

Albert Owen: I am sure we will all consider that, but I
want the House to think seriously about the money
resolution and support it.

8.24 pm

Kevin Brennan: I understand the opposition of the
hon. Member for Christchurch (Mr. Chope) to any
public expenditure on a lot of matters that are brought
before the House, but there is a wide consensus behind
the Bill across the country—outside the House as well
as inside. A lot of evidence was taken and presented to
the Government before we decided to support the Bill
and the creation of a grocery ombudsman. The debate
on the ways and means motion may answer some of the
questions that have been raised during this debate.

Question put and agreed to.

Grocery Market Ombudsman Bill (Ways
and Means)

8.25 pm

The Minister for Further Education, Skills, Apprenticeships
and Consumer Affairs (Kevin Brennan): I beg to move,

That, for the purposes of any Act resulting from the Grocery
Market Ombudsman Bill, it is expedient to authorise—

(1) arrangements to raise money from retailers to cover costs
associated with the Grocery Market Ombudsman, and

(2) the payment of sums into the Consolidated Fund.

As we have just heard, the Bill introduced by my hon.
Friend the Member for Ynys Môn (Albert Owen) received
its Second Reading on 5 March. It provides for the
creation of a grocery market ombudsman and sets out a
number of rules against which the ombudsman would
monitor and enforce compliance with the code. It will
enable the ombudsman to raise money from retailers to
cover costs associated with the grocery market ombudsman,
and it will provide for payment of sums into the
Consolidated Fund. Accordingly, a Ways and Means
motion is required in order that the Bill can be debated
in Committee. I commend the motion to the House.

8.26 pm

John Penrose (Weston-super-Mare) (Con): I rise merely
to reiterate my earlier point that the Conservative party
is in favour of the principle behind the Bill. We have one
or two very small quibbles to be dealt with in Committee,
but that is all. We are entirely behind the principle, so
we will not oppose the motion.

8.26 pm

Mr. David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): Again, I will
not delay the House for long. The motion is at the
kernel of the argument about this whole issue. The
supermarkets that oppose the Bill, which of course not
all do, made it abundantly clear that they thought it was
an expensive luxury. The reality is that the figure that
has always been quoted is some £5 million, which
everybody who is fair-minded would say is a drop in the
ocean compared with supermarkets’ profits, let alone
their turnover. It is absolutely right and proper that we
take the Ways and Means motion through.

Dan Rogerson (North Cornwall) (LD): I pay tribute
to the work that the hon. Gentleman, the hon. Member
for Ynys Môn (Albert Owen) and my hon. Friend the
Member for St. Ives (Andrew George) have done on
this issue. Does the hon. Gentleman agree that what we
are discussing now is the answer to those who raised
questions in the previous debate? The provisions in the
Bill will pull in money to put in place the regulation that
we want to see.

Mr. Drew: Yes, of course, and that is the whole point
of bringing forward the motion.

Mr. Elfyn Llwyd (Meirionnydd Nant Conwy) (PC):
In fact, the £5 million to which the hon. Member for
North Cornwall (Dan Rogerson) referred is a minuscule
proportion of the rates advantage that large shops have
over small retailers. It is a drop in the ocean—there is no
argument about that.
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Mr. Drew: That is why I think this motion should be
agreed to—unanimously, I hope. This is important
legislation, and the motion is about the House doing
what it does best. We are bringing fairness and justice to
the trade. Those of us who have studied that trade for
some time know that the unfairnesses are legion and
that they have grown over time. As the hon. Member for
Ynys Môn (Albert Owen) said in the debate on the
previous motion, we need to bring some fairness back
into the grocery trade overall, and this is the legislation
to do that.

8.28 pm

Andrew George (St. Ives) (LD): I support the Minister
and his opposite number on the Conservative Benches,
the hon. Member for Weston-super-Mare (John Penrose).
I support the motion and look forward to debating the
Bill in Committee on 30 March. The motion relates to
clauses 11 and 12 of the Bill, which are central to it.
When the Competition Commission produced a report
on the issue two years ago, it clearly identified that
supermarkets were passing unexpected costs on to their
suppliers, which has an impact on the ability of the
supply chain to innovate and a considerable knock-on
effect for consumers.

As I said, the motion is central to the Bill, which the
hon. Member for Ynys Môn (Albert Owen) introduced.
I hope that we can make important progress next week,
and that the Minister will find ways to hasten the Bill’s
passage to ensure that it is enacted before we go for a
general election.

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): Does my hon.
Friend agree that this is a most important Bill for rural
constituencies? My constituents who are involved in
agriculture are absolutely desperate for a fairer deal
when they supply the large supermarkets, and this Bill
can enable that. For that, the Ways and Means
arrangements in the motion are vital.

Andrew George: My hon. Friend is of course absolutely
right to say that the motion is fundamental. I hope that
the Minister has heard the wide support for the Bill, of
which I know he is aware, and that he will enable the Bill
to be enacted before the general election.

8.31 pm

Albert Owen (Ynys Môn) (Lab): I rise briefly to echo
the points made by my hon. Friend the Member for
Stroud (Mr. Drew). This motion is the crux of the Bill.
It dispels the myth that the Bill will be costly, a notion
that many have propagated, particularly when they have
been lobbied hard by the larger supermarkets. It is not
going to be costly; it will be financed on a formula that
withstood scrutiny and which the Competition Commission
itself recommended. It is about fair trading and fairness
to the suppliers, and it will give better choice to the
consumer.

Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): The
Bill will be very costly to the supermarkets if the
ombudsman does its job properly and gives a fair deal
to our primary producers, particularly those in the
dairy industry in constituencies such as mine, and quite
rightly too, because that will be fair.

Albert Owen: As I said in the previous debate, we are
dealing with a money resolution and a Ways and Means
motion, but the issue is fairness, so the hon. Gentleman
is right. However, I believe that the supermarkets, which
have adopted the new code, will be fair, that that will
benefit our suppliers, and that consumers will benefit as
a result.

The Bill is about fair dealing. Some of the supermarkets
are already adhering to that, and I think they will all
come on board. Tonight I support my hon. Friend the
Minister, who is taking the matter forward and who
supports the principle. We have great consensus across
the House and have united the Front Benchers. I hope
the motion is passed tonight and that we can get on
with talking about the details in the Bill. As I said, there
is much consensus and good will, so let us move that
forward.

8.32 pm

Mr. Christopher Chope (Christchurch) (Con): Again,
I find myself almost in a minority of one, but that will
not inhibit me in saying what I am going to say, because
I know that what I say is echoed by Sainsbury’s and
Tesco and a whole lot of major supermarkets. Why are
they major supermarkets? Because they have the confidence
of their customers and they deliver good quality at keen
prices. The supermarket market is very active, with
firms coming and going depending on how they perform.
Our successful supermarkets are the ones that operate
in favour of the consumer, on behalf of whom I speak
unapologetically—other hon. Members have spoken on
behalf of the producers.

Dan Rogerson: I want to clarify something. The hon.
Gentleman said in the previous debate that he thought
the Bill had merit, but he now seems to be saying that
the whole premise is incorrect. I am intrigued.

Mr. Chope: I never said that I thought the Bill had
merits—one of my hon. Friends did. If the hon. Gentleman
looked at the report of my speech on Second Reading,
he would see that I do not find any merit in the Bill.

I am sure that the problem should and could be
addressed by the Office of Fair Trading and the Competition
Commission. I do not think that the Bill is the solution.

In particular, what I do not like about the aspect of
the Bill that we are discussing is the fact that the
measure will be financed by a levy on the supermarkets.
That levy will be of unlimited extent, as the Minister for
Regional Economic Development and Co-ordination
said when she referred to the issue on Second Reading.
She also said:

“We are determined not to place any unnecessary costs on
business, particularly in a period of economic difficulty. That is
one of the reasons why we are consulting on the scope, scale and
responsibilities of the new ombudsman. We want to make sure
that we get this right.”—[Official Report, 5 March 2010; Vol. 506,
c. 1164.]

The Government have got the cart before the horse:
they should have consulted and thought through the
issue before the legislation was brought forward. It
should have been sorted out before the Ways and Means
motion was brought before us. Under the Bill, if it ever
becomes law, there will be no limit to the amount of
money that could be spent by the ombudsman, and
therefore to the costs that could be imposed on supermarkets
and their customers.
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Albert Owen: The hon. Gentleman is slightly
misrepresenting the formula, which says, from memory,
that each of the 11 large supermarkets will contribute
0.005 per cent. of its turnover under the scheme. Those
that will pay the most are those that are referred to the
ombudsman the most. All those supermarkets accept
the code of practice, so they have nothing to fear unless
they breach contracts or are taken up by the ombudsman.
The hon. Gentleman is, I feel, misleading the consumer
when he says he thinks that there will be additional
costs placed on them, or on the goods. The good
supermarkets will take that on board, and we will see
fair trading.

Mr. Chope: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for
that intervention. If there are additional costs, I do not
see how they will not have to be borne by somebody. If
they are not borne by the supermarkets, they will have
to be passed on to their customers. The hon. Gentleman
refers to the reimbursement formula; I will not trouble
the House by reading out the best part of 40 lines in
clause 12 that set out the formula in great detail. It is
clear from those provisions in his Bill that the reimbursement
formula is at large. That is why the Minister said what
she did when summing up the debate on Second Reading.
There is still great uncertainty about the exact basis on
which the money will be raised and recovered by the
ombudsman.

Nobody can dispute that any person appointed
ombudsman is likely to want to increase their empire,
rather than do themselves out of a job. That is the
nature of Parkinson’s law.

Chris Ruane (Vale of Clwyd) (Lab): Cecil?

Mr. Chope: Lord Parkinson of Carnforth would be
flattered to be thought the author of Parkinson’s law,
but those of us of a certain age remember its real
author. Nothing has changed since that law was discovered:
the instinct for the public sector, in particular, to grow
like Topsy, and to use every power that it is given to
grow its own empire, is apparent. Indeed, the latest
figures that I have seen show that while private sector
employment has fallen by about 500,000 over the past
year, there has been an increase in public sector employment.
Obviously, there are some people in the House who
would like the public sector to grow even larger, and
obviously—

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Michael Lord): Order. Will
the hon. Gentleman please come back to the motion
before the House?

Mr. Chope: Absolutely, Mr. Deputy Speaker. If the
public sector grows any larger, it will be even more of a
burden on the people who are paying, and the point of
the motion that we are discussing is that, ultimately, the
people who will pay are the consumers.

As the supermarkets have said, the Bill is misconceived,
because it is helping the suppliers and attacking the
consumer interests. Some of those suppliers are much
larger international conglomerates than the supermarkets
themselves. I think it is very sad that the House is not
prepared to leave the retail grocery industry alone and
let it get on with it, because it is one of the most
successful and vibrant parts of our economy. There are

many people living elsewhere in Europe, and further
afield, who envy us the quality and value that we get
from our supermarkets.

I fear that the Bill will enable an interfering ombudsman,
rather like a self-financing regulatory authority, to expand
an empire and to impose arbitrary penalties and the
substantial and expanding costs of his office on the
supermarkets. Inevitably, the supermarkets either will
be made less competitive or will have to pass on those
costs to their customers. In my submission, it is a matter
of basic economics, and I hope that the House will
therefore reject this Ways and Means motion. If there is
a silver lining, it is that if the Bill goes to Committee, we
will at least be able to see, when my hon. Friend the
Member for Weston-super-Mare (John Penrose) tables
his amendments, exactly how much he would like to
constrain the Bill, so that it can deliver a leaner and
meaner solution.

8.41 pm

Mr. Elfyn Llwyd (Meirionnydd Nant Conwy) (PC): I
have not heard such a load of rubbish in many years.

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): I do not
believe that!

Mr. Llwyd: Well, we do hear a lot of rubbish in this
place—that is quite right.

In my respectful submission, the £5 million that was
posited is a small price to pay to ensure a fair deal for
suppliers. Let us cut to the chase. We are talking about
small and medium-sized farms, which are at a competitive
disadvantage. Typically, they sell milk, for example, to
supermarkets, often at cost price. They say, “We carry
on doing that because at least there’s a cash flow involved.
At least we can more or less pay our bills. There’s not
much profit at the end of the year, but at least we can
pay our bills. We can do that now, but the next generation
will not be following us.”

At the end of the day, by adopting the Bill we are
trying to stem the way in which the dairy industry in
particular is being decimated by unfair competitive
advantages. Other parts of the agricultural industry are
affected as well. I think it is a splendid Bill, and I
congratulate the Member in charge, the hon. Member
for Ynys Môn (Albert Owen), on bringing it to the
House.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I happen to agree
very much with what the hon. Gentleman has said. I
hear on the grapevine, among dairy farmers, that it is
very difficult for them to take a position towards the
supermarkets. The supermarkets have so much control
over their lives that it is almost impossible for them to
resist the basis of the monopoly about which I shall
speak in a moment.

Mr. Llwyd: The hon. Gentleman is right. Some years
ago, I went to see Lord Bach to complain about the
situation. Although I had enough evidence, I did not
have names and addresses of suppliers, because they
were afraid to supply them. He said, “If you come back
with some suppliers who are prepared to stand up and
be counted, we can do something.” As I said, however,
the point is that at least they are getting some form of
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[Mr. Llwyd]

cash flow that is keeping them just above the water.
That is not the basis on which to look forward—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I am reluctant to intervene
on the hon. Gentleman, but he is in danger of moving
towards a Second Reading debate. This, actually, is
simply about the financing of the arrangements.

Mr. Llwyd: As I was saying, the £5 million, to me,
seems a fair figure taken in the round. I fully support
the Bill—

Lembit Öpik: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Llwyd: In a moment! [HON. MEMBERS: “Ooh!]
The hon. Gentleman is a serial intervener—Lembit the
Intervener, as he is known in Montgomeryshire. I shall
briefly finish my point, having been admonished by the
Chair. This is a good Bill, and I hope it can see the light
of day and make the statute book before we rise for the
forthcoming skirmish.

Lembit Öpik: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman for
indulging my enthusiasm for standing up for the
constituency that I love—Montgomeryshire. On this
occasion, I simply ask whether he agrees that this small
sum provided through the Ways and Means arrangement
would not be necessary had the supermarkets taken a
more considerate, conciliatory approach towards suppliers,
whom they are virtually squeezing out of their livelihoods.

Mr. Llwyd: I think that that is right. I would also add
that it would have helped if the Office of Fair Trading
had had a few more teeth.

Mr. Chope: Has the hon. Gentleman forgotten that,
after the foot and mouth disease outbreak, the supermarkets
came to the assistance of the dairy industry and offered
it more money? The consequence was that the supermarkets
were taken to the Competition Commission because it
was suggested that they were doing down the consumers.

Mr. Llwyd: Yes, I recall that happening, and I thought
it was quite bizarre. The Competition Commission was
at fault to take such a stance. Anyway, I support the Bill
and I wish it well.

8.45 pm

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I rise to support the
general principle of the Bill, but I have to say that I am
concerned about the mechanics and what I would
describe as chicanery in the conduct of procedures of
the House. When I see those on the Front Benches
taking positions in advance of a wash-up, I begin to
smell a rat. I am concerned, although I do not know for
sure whether this is going to happen, that—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I am not asking the hon.
Gentleman at this stage to withdraw anything, but he
has used terms such as “chicanery” and “smell a rat”. I
think that he ought to be a bit more moderate in his
language.

Mr. Cash: I have used that expression in the past,
Mr. Deputy Speaker—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. Not in my presence, I
suspect.

Mr. Cash: I am more than happy to moderate my
expressions, Mr. Deputy Speaker. Let us be moderate
and charming in our language; let us admit that there is
sometimes an understanding—I am not saying that
there is in this case—between the Front Benches, and
that is when I say, “Watch out for the silver spoons!”

An important principle is involved. I have listened
with interest to other Members, and I strongly believe
that free trade is important, as is fair trade. I have seen
dairy farmers and, indeed, small businesses in my
constituency subjected over and over again to the
overarching influence of the uncompetitive strength of
the supermarkets. I acknowledge that supermarkets do
an enormous amount of good, in terms of what the
average person buys and the extent to which they are
used, and I understand the argument put forward by my
hon. Friends the Members for Christchurch (Mr. Chope)
and for Wellingborough (Mr. Bone) on that point, but
the reality is that when enormous supermarkets are
sited outside small towns, or when they invade them,
the small businesses there dry up. In the high street—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I do not enjoy interrupting
hon. Members when they are in full flow, but this
debate is about the funding for the Bill; it is not a
Second Reading debate.

Mr. Cash: I accept your point, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
but monopoly is about economics, you see, and about
financing. It is the very financing that poses the question:
“Who gets what for what?” The bottom line is that
£5,000 an hour is nothing for the supermarkets. I would
simply say that money speaks. Given the financing and
economics involved, the people who suffer are the small
businesses and those affected by the use of monopoly
power. Farmers, who are often unable to resist the
power of the supermarkets because they are so reliant
on them, are also affected.

Mr. Chope: I am sorry that my hon. Friend and I are
not agreeing, but does he accept that the consequence
of this Ways and Means resolution will be a financial
burden on the supermarkets which will inevitably be
passed on to consumers?

Mr. Cash: I certainly agree that achieving fairness
may turn out to have a cost attached to it, but we need
to be aware of the monumental profits made by companies
such as Tesco, Sainsbury’s and others and the effect on
small businesses, certainly in Stone. That is not to say
that I object to the fact that we have supermarkets, but I
do object to the fact that there is an on-cost for the
smaller businesses and for dairy farmers.

When it comes to Ways and Means motions such as
this, it is important to try to find a resolution. This does
not mean that supermarkets are going to end; this does
not mean that they are not going to create competitiveness.
However, this also provides an opportunity for those
who have a genuine grievance. I have raised matters
such as the cost of milk with the Office of Fair Trading.

213 21423 MARCH 2010Grocery Market Ombudsman Bill
(Ways and Means)

Grocery Market Ombudsman Bill
(Ways and Means)



I spoke to the director-general—or whatever he is called—of
the competition tribunal and I am deeply worried that it
does not work effectively.

I have some reservations. We saw what happened with
Equitable Life, but I am not going to go down that
route, Mr. Deputy Speaker. Ombudsmen may or may
not have a cost, but they do not necessarily produce all
the answers. I strongly support the idea of the Bill,
which I hope will work in practice and I hope will not
do damage to consumers. Without a doubt, I am in
favour of the small businesses and the dairy farmers,
and I want to be sure that we end up with those people
being properly looked after. It is not protectionism, but
looking after people in a fair manner.

8.51 pm

Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): I will be
brief. It is a pleasure to follow my hon. Friend the
Member for Stone (Mr. Cash). I do not want to talk
about the merits of the arguments, although they have
been powerfully made. I am sure that the Bill is a good
one. The Ways and Means motion will obviously incur
a cost to industry, which is part of the debate that arises
on the Bill.

We would not necessarily be in this position if, earlier
this year, the House had not amended the Standing
Orders. We would have had more time for private Members’
business and we could have sat on this—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman has
immediately gone out of order. We are talking about
the funding of the grocery market ombudsman, not the
time allocated for debate or any other matter.

Mr. Bone: I apologise, Mr. Deputy Speaker. All I can
say is that we just cannot go on like this; it is time for
change.

8.52 pm

Kevin Brennan: I am glad that in calling the hon.
Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) to order, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, you repeated the maxim of the late great
Michael Foot, “He can rat, but he can’t re-rat.”

The Ways and Means motion, which is what we are
debating, even though we have ranged quite widely, is
designed to demonstrate how the ombudsman could be
funded by a levy on industry. It has wide support across
the House. It will be reasonable and proportionate and
it will bring value to producers and consumers. That is
why I commend it to the House.

Question put and agreed to.

PETITIONS

Planning (Chester)

8.53 pm

Christine Russell (City of Chester) (Lab): I am grateful
for the opportunity to present a public petition, which
is signed by a large number of my constituents in the
City of Chester who object to Cheshire West and Chester
council’s lack of public consultation with local people
on the decision to sell county hall and move the council
offices to the new headquarters building. The petition
was collected by a constituent of mine. It states:

Wherefore your Petitioners pray that your Honourable House
refer our petition to the relevant Select Committee for Communities
and Local Government or other body as you deem appropriate
requesting that the body review the effectiveness of the said
legislation and guidance concerned with the duty to involve
provided by this House with reference to the way local authorities
are interpreting and operating that legislation and guidance in the
public interest and with regard to our legislated rights.

And your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray, &c.

Following is the full text of the petition:
[The Humble Petition of the people of Chester in the

County of Cheshire being electors of the Local Authority
of Cheshire West and Chester,

Sheweth, that in the process of our new Local Authority
of Cheshire West and Chester planning the disposal of its
Chester County Hall in a restricted preferential sale to
Chester University, and of making a costly move of its
Chester headquarters, on a leasehold agreement, to the
new so called ‘HQ Building’ beside Chester racecourse,
the local community has found itself excluded throughout
from any meaningful consultation over the plan with
Council; and has additionally been denied essential
information prior to the completion of the scheme, and
subsequent to it, that we are certain we should have been
entitled to know.

Sheweth, that this failure by our local authority to
consult with its people over this planning matter is in
conflict with the legislative requirements and advisory
guidance issued by Parliament in the form of, for example,
the publication ‘Communities in Control-real people, real
power’, and the ‘Action for Empowerment’ and ‘Duty to
Involve’ white papers stating a statutory duty for all
councils to engage fully and from an early stage with the
public over such matters; and that this behaviour towards
its public by Cheshire West and Chester Council is, in
addition, in conflict with its own published ‘Statement of
Community Involvement’ and the operative interim and
draft forms of its ‘Sustainable Community Strategy’.

Sheweth, in addition the validity of this most respectful
submission by dutifully reminding this House of the relevance
of and of the UK’s commitment as a full signatory to the
‘European Convention on Access to Information, Public
Participation in Decision Making, and Access to Justice
in Environmental Matters’; this generally being known as
‘The Arhus Agreement’.

Wherefore your Petitioners pray that your Honourable
House refer our petition to the relevant Select Committee
for Communities and Local Government or other body as
you deem appropriate requesting that the body review the
effectiveness of the said legislation and guidance concerned
with the duty to involve provided by this House with
reference to the way local authorities are interpreting and
operating that legislation and guidance in the public
interest and with regard to our legislated rights.

And your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray, &c.]
[P000766]

Wind Farms (Mid Wales)

8.55 pm

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): This petition
is on a serious issue relating to the development of wind
farms. The question of the merits of wind farms is for
another time, but through the petition I seek to draw
the House’s attention to the transportation of thousands
of loads by heavy good vehicles through rural mid-Wales,
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[Lembit Öpik]

which has not been thought out and will cause all kinds
of upset, disruption and perhaps even difficulty for the
emergency services.

The petition states:
The Humble Petition of Robert A Robinson,
Sheweth, that the Communities of Mid Wales (in particular

Welshpool, Newtown, Guilsfield and Montgomery) are deeply
concerned about the effect of the transportation of materials for
the building of wind farms in Mid Wales and in particular the
effects on the towns mentioned over a sustained period.

Wherefore your Petitioners pray that your Honourable House
will call upon the Government to ensure that a public inquiry into
this matter is held before any wind farm development is approved
or allowed to take place.

And your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray, &c.

[P000774]

Financial Assistance Scheme

8.56 pm

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I have the honour
to present this petition about the many pensioners—
hundreds, if not more—in my constituency who are
affected by the matter raised. The petition states:

The Petition of residents of the constituency of Stone in
Staffordshire,

Declares that pensioners who have lost all or a greater part of
the pension due to failed occupational pension schemes have not
been properly compensated by the Government under the Financial
Assistance Scheme (FAS) due to the failure of pensions regulation,
as proven by the Parliamentary Ombudsman and the High Court;
that at the very least the Government must provide 90% compensation,
which is not eroded by regulations and current FAS failings; that
indexation should fully reflect that provided by original schemes;
that backdating should be to scheme Normal Retirement Age
and not an arbitrary May 2004 cut-off date; that a higher tax-free
cash limit should be provided, irrespective of scheme asset share,
to be paid on request; that access on early retirement is made
irrespective of ill health (with an actuarial adjustment); that
recognises the pre-retirement scheme revaluation basis; that has

the provision of meaningful benefit projections; that recognises
the harmful effects of the earnings cap on long-serving members.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Government to ensure those pensioners are properly
compensated 90% or more of the true value of their pension
through immediate amendment of the Financial Assistance Scheme.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000771]

Power Station (Blythe Park)

8.59 pm

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): The second petition
that I have the honour to present relates to the proposal
for a gas-fired power station at Blythe Park in my
constituency. The petition has well over 1,000 names
and is a substantial and controversial issue in my
constituency.

The petition, the wording of which I strongly support,
states:

The Petition of residents of Creswell and the surrounding
areas in Staffordshire regarding the Blythe Park gas-fired power
station proposal,

Declares that the Petitioners recognise that the gas-fired power
station is completely out of character with the area; the pollution
created will be deposited across in and around an area of outstanding
beauty; this site has historic and ongoing issues with toxic waste,
and any major development will unsettle this waste leading to
serious health concerns for the local community; the infrastructure
leading to the site is wholly inadequate; the development will have
disastrous consequences for local wildlife; following development,
the community and surrounding areas will be blighted by significant
noise and light pollution; the proposed site for the development is
a known flood plain; Staffordshire County Council and Staffordshire
Moorlands District Council have already made it officially clear
that they completely object to these proposals; and the power
source is non-sustainable, costly and not environmentally friendly.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change to
launch a public inquiry into the proposed Blythe Bridge power
station proposal and take further steps to prevent this project
from going any further.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000773]
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Personal Hearing Systems
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Mary Creagh.)

9.1 pm
Bob Russell (Colchester) (LD): We all know about

the curse of binge drinking, and we all know that when
alcohol is taken to excess it causes lasting damage to a
person’s health. What is not so well known—indeed, it
seems to be something of a state secret—is the curse of
“binge listening” to personal music systems, collectively
known as MP3s. MP3s are an invention from the last
decade of the 20th century that has taken serious hold
in the first decade of the third millennium.

Every day millions of people plug into MP3s, individual
music systems that pump music, often very loud music,
straight into the ears of users who are oblivious to the
fact that they are destroying their hearing. The figures
are staggering. It is estimated that 10 million people in
the United Kingdom, and more than 100 million in the
European Union, have MP3 systems, which are often
generically—but wrongly—described as iPods. On the
453 “bendy bus” travelling to the House of Commons
from the Old Kent road at 6.15 this morning, I counted
six passengers of the 18 in the section in which I was
travelling who were plugged into MP3s.

It can be said, in blunt terms, that a contemporary
20-year-old serial user of an MP3 will, at the age of 40,
have the hearing capacity of someone aged 60. That is
the prediction of the Royal National Institute for Deaf
People. The RNID, as it is more generally called nowadays,
very kindly helped me with the background for my
speech. Yet whereas over the years there have been
countless health warnings about the consequences of
alcohol excess, there are effectively no health warnings
about the consequences of the excessive use of MP3
personal music systems.

Regrettably, the Department of Health has washed
its hands of the looming man-made disaster affecting
the nation’s hearing. It has said that health matters
resulting from the use of MP3 personal music systems
are not matters for the Department of Health! Bizarrely,
in a single written answer provided on 24 June last year
in response to five detailed questions that I had tabled
about MP3 players, one of which specifically urged the
Secretary of State for Health to
“take steps to increase levels of public awareness of the potential
effects on hearing of listening to personal music players at high
noise levels”,
the Minister of State, Department of Health, the hon.
Member for Lincoln (Gillian Merron), said:
“The safety and regulation of consumer products, such as personal
music players is, within Government, primarily a matter for the
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills.”
So there we have it: responsibility for health-related
hearing impairment caused by MP3s is not a matter for
the Department of Health, but a matter for the right
hon. Lord Mandelson, First Secretary of State, Secretary
of State for Business, Innovation and Skills, and Lord
President of the Council. No doubt we must now add to
his ever-lengthening title “and Minister for MP3 hearing
impairment”.

The Minister of State did graciously go on to add in
her written answer:

“The Department welcomes the report of the European Union’s
Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health
Risks.”

It is good that the European Union is more concerned
about this newly identified health risk than seems to be
the case with Her Majesty’s Government. The Minister’s
written answer then went on to say:

“The Department, advised by the Health Protection Agency,
keeps under review the risks to health which may be attributed to
various kinds of noise.”

She concluded with this rallying cry of inertia and
inactivity:

“The Department has no plans at present for an information
campaign on the risks to hearing posed by the use of personal
music players.”—[Official Report, 24 June 2009; Vol. 494, c.
1004W.]

This was not the first time that I had raised my
concerns with the Department. I had also tabled
parliamentary questions, first in May 2007, and then
again in May 2008. On 2 May 2007, I was told that the
Department had made no estimate of the number of
people using iPods who will suffer hearing impairment
as a result. On 6 May 2008, the same Minister, in
response to my asking the Secretary of State to commission
research into the effects on hearing of the use of personal
MP3 players, acknowledged in a written answer that
“It is already widely understood that playing personal audio
equipment too loud can damage your hearing.”—[Official Report,
6 May 2008; Vol. 475, c. 746W.]

Thus, Mr Speaker, it was recognised two years ago, and
no doubt earlier, by the Department of Health that
personal musical systems were a potential health problem,
but it would appear that, two years later, the Government
have failed to take any meaningful action. Interestingly,
on the same day, I was called at Health Questions and
directly challenged the Secretary of State. This is what I
said:
“Audiologists have expressed concern about the potential hearing
impairment brought about by young people wearing personal
music centres plugged into their ears. Does the Secretary of State
agree that there is a serious likelihood of hearing impairment
affecting those young people at a much earlier stage of their lives,
and that there should be an inquiry into what action can be taken
to prevent the danger of hearing impairment being brought about
by those items of social fashion?”

In his oral response, the Secretary of State, amidst
banter—the word ″Interruption″ appears twice in the
Hansard report—said at one point:
“I do not think that this issue can be near the top of our agenda,
but it does need to be looked at.”

After commenting on other matters relating to music
noise, the Secretary of State then concluded with reference
to MP3s by saying that
“yes, I do think that we should look into that issue.”—[Official
Report, 6 May 2008; Vol. 475, c. 570.]

Almost two years later, will the Minister tonight say
what action the Department of Health has taken following
the promise that the matter would be ″looked at″? Will
the Minister also advise me when—I hope this has
happened—his Department published a report by an ad
hoc advisory group that I was told in a written answer
on 11 June 2007 had been set up to
“advise about the effects of environmental noise on health, which
includes the risk to hearing from over exposure to loud noise.
This group is currently producing a report on these matters,
which is due to be published later this year.”?—[Official Report,
11 June 2007; Vol. 461, c. 870W.]

I had asked the then Secretary of State—remember, this
is approaching three years ago—what steps her Department
had taken to educate people about the risk to their
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hearing from over-exposure to loud noise and whether
she would make a statement. Almost three years on, the
answer to that appears to be little to nothing. Three
wasted years; three years in which the hearing of millions
of British people has been put at risk because the
Government failed to take action on what audiologists
were aware was happening, and what the Department
of Health must have known was happening, if it was
paying attention to this emerging and newly identified
health risk. If I knew, the Department—with all its
expert advisers—must have known as well.

I was first alerted to the pending hearing doomsday
scenario by two audiologists in my Colchester constituency
whom I had gone to see on a totally unrelated topic; the
switchover to digital hearing aids. In conversation, they
said that personal music systems were already destroying
the quality of hearing of many young people. I therefore
hope that tonight’s debate will focus attention on the
serious medical time-bomb which is ticking away, very
loudly, and that the Government, and those who
manufacture and sell MP3 players, will take swift and
effective action to make people aware that, at their
current levels, in terms of both excessive usage and
excessive sound, people are destroying their hearing
quality for the rest of their lives. The cost to the national
health service in the years to come will be substantial,
and the cost to the quality of life of those with seriously
impaired hearing cannot be quantified financially.

The Royal National Institute for Deaf People—the
RNID— Britain’s largest charity which seeks to help
the nation’s estimated 9 million people who are deaf or
hard of hearing, has launched a “Don’t Lose the Music”
campaign, which aims to make sure that people know
how and why to protect their hearing while enjoying
music. The charity does not want to see the figure of
9 million grow, but it will grow massively as a direct
result of MP3 players unless firm action is taken now to
deal with the seriousness of the problem. According to
figures released by the World Health Organisation,
exposure to loud music is the major avoidable cause of
permanent hearing loss worldwide. MP3 players are
exacerbating the problems on a huge scale. Experts
agree that noises over 85 decibels—that is equivalent to
a loud alarm clock, heavy traffic or a power drill at close
range—will damage hearing over time.

The RNID has estimated that a high number of
people in the UK are at risk of damaging their hearing
from ″leisure noise″—MP3 players pose a significant
risk in that regard. Research conducted by the RNID in
2006—it is believed that the situation has deteriorated
since—suggested that 90 per cent. of young people had
experienced the first physical signs of hearing loss,
which are dull, fuzzy hearing or temporary tinnitus,
after a night out.

MP3 players must not be blamed for all of this—there
are other situations where noise causes problems—but
that is no excuse not to take effective action to save
users of MP3 players from suffering permanent hearing
impairment. Astonishingly, I am advised that the regulations
dealing with noise at work do not provide protection for
consumers, so that gap in the existing legislation needs
to be addressed. We also need other regulations or
legislation to deal with the health menace from MP3
players. I am told that it is not unusual for the noise

level of MP3 music inputted directly into the ears to be
greater than what would be legally permitted in a factory
environment.

What does MP3 stand for? I thought I ought to ask,
and the answer, which has kindly been provided by the
RNID, is as follows:

“MPEG-1 Audio Layer 3, more commonly referred to as MP3,
is a patented digital audio encoding format using a form of lossy
data compression. It is a common audio format for consumer
audio storage, as well as a de facto standard of digital audio
compression for the transfer and playback of music on audio
players.”

One can understand why it is called MP3.
I am chairman of the all-party group on noise reduction,

which for many years has promoted awareness of noise
issues on the advice of the UK Noise Association, and
this is not the first time that I have secured a debate
relating to noise. On 21 March 2002—eight years ago
almost to the day—I had an Adjournment debate headed
“Noisy Neighbours”. I also wish to draw the House’s
attention to early-day motion 1154, which I tabled last
night and which was published today. It is headed
“Government Noise Policy Statement”and records regret
“that the Noise Policy Statement published by the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs on 15 March falls far
short of what had been expected and what is required to tackle
the increasing levels of noise in society and the range of problems
associated with noise, including quality of life and health issues
for the people of this country”.

There is clearly a need for a much more determined
approach from the Government—a joined-up approach—to
tackle noise issues. While the Department of Health has
seemingly been very lax in respect of hearing impairment
issues relating to MP3 players, both the Ministry of
Defence and the Department for Transport have recognised
specific serious matters that need to be addressed, and
have addressed them. The Ministry of Defence has a
defence hearing working group, whose remit is to ensure
that military personnel take precautions in protecting
their hearing, not just when training or deployed on
active service, but in social situations. When I have been
on exercises in this country or overseas—I have seen our
troops serving in both Iraq and Afghanistan—I have
noted the requirement to wear ear plugs and other ear
protectors. The Army has produced a training video
containing a section—this relates specifically to the title
of tonight’s debate—on soldiers’ social lives and how
MP3 players can damage their hearing. I am told that
the video refers to hearing loss as being “painless,
progressive and permanent”. The Army encourages
soldiers to embed the culture of valuing their hearing at
all times.

RoSPA—the Royal Society for the Prevention of
Accidents—has informed me that although little hard
data are available it is aware that tragedies have occurred
where cyclists and pedestrians wearing MP3 players
who did not hear the sound of vehicles around them
were killed or injured. The society told me:

“RoSPA’s advice is that anyone using an iPod, mobile phone or
similar when out walking, jogging or cycling needs to be aware of
the risk that they may be ‘in a world of their own’ and miss the
vital clue of an approaching vehicle.”

A second road safety charity, Brake, told me:
“Unfortunately there are no statistics on the number of road

casualties MP3s have contributed to or caused, but it is a story
that we hear time and time again from our bereaved and seriously
injured volunteers.”
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It added:
“Distraction, or at least loss of hearing when crossing the

road, can be considered a very serious issue indeed.”

I have particular interest in road safety issues as chairman
of the all-party road safety group.

The Department for Transport has been concerned
enough about road safety problems associated with
people using MP3 players that it has included the issue
in its “Think! Road Safety” publicity campaign. It has
run television adverts aimed at teenagers to raise awareness
of the risks.

Although I have strayed slightly into defence and
road safety, which are clearly the preserve of other
Departments, I believe that that the experiences of the
Defence and Transport Departments are further evidence
that the Government need to take a joined-up approach
to dealing with the serious consequences of the population’s
growing widespread use of MP3 players, which are
clearly a health hazard in terms of hearing impairment
and quality of hearing for millions of our citizens.

I suggest that the Department for Children, Schools
and Families also has an important role because youngsters
need to be alerted to the serious dangers to their hearing
posed by extensive use of MP3 players.

There is no evidence that the industry is taking the
matter seriously. I was astonished to read in yesterday’s
Colchester Gazette a report headed “Behave at school
and you’ll get iPods,” which said that pupils at the
Clacton Coastal academy will be rewarded for good
behaviour with gifts that include iPods. Those running
the academy clearly need to be educated about the
dangers of giving hearing-destroying prizes to their
pupils.

The prevalence of personal music players is
unquestionable. Apple has now sold more than 240 million
iPods and it seems as though we cannot go anywhere
anymore without seeing people using personal music
players. Personal music players are all around us and
they obviously bring an enormous amount of pleasure
to people. My concern is that people are listening to
these players at sound levels that are damaging their
hearing. There is no need just to take my word on
that—it is not at all uncommon to find people on public
transport listening to music on their personal music
players at such a high level that it almost feels as though
we are listening to the music. It seems that people are
not aware that something they love could be doing
serious damage to their hearing.

People losing their hearing as a result of listening too
loudly to personal music players is something that will
manifest itself in the future as a major public health
problem. That has enormous implications not only in
health terms but—as the cost of audiology provision
will likely increase, as will the cost of providing hearing
aids and other treatment to those who have unnecessarily
lost their hearing as a result of listening to personal
music players too loudly—for Britain’s economic prosperity.
It is already estimated that hearing loss costs the UK
economy £13 billion annually through loss of earnings.

Last September, the European Union’s Scientific
Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health
Risks concluded a year-long investigation into whether
listening to loud music on personal music players damaged
people’s hearing. Its conclusion was unequivocal—listening

to personal music players at high volume over a sustained
period of time could lead to permanent hearing loss. As
a result of that report, the European Union’s Commissioner
for Consumer Affairs announced at an RNID press
conference that she had mandated the European Union’s
standardisation bodies to develop new technical safety
standards for personal music players with respect to the
risk of hearing loss. It will take some time, but the
RNID expects that as a result of the action taken in
Europe all MP3 players within two years will be sold
with a volume limit of 80dB—a safe level. It is important
to state that this is not over-regulation and that the
volume limiter is not the work of a nanny state. Users
have the option of overriding the volume limit, but it is
hoped that having to take that step will provide real
encouragement for people to listen to their personal
music players at safe levels.

The work that the European Union has done on this
issue is groundbreaking, but this goes beyond regulation.
People need to be better educated about the risks that
are associated with listening to personal music players
at loud volumes. The industry can play a significant role
by providing information about how consumers can
minimise the risk of damaging their hearing when using
personal music players and by providing good-quality
headphones with products that do not encourage users
to turn up the volume to unsafe levels to drown out
background noise.

This is an issue of corporate responsibility. The sea of
white headphones that one sees around suggests that
many people are not willing to invest in noise-isolating
headphones, and instead stick with the headphones that
are provided as standard with personal music players.
My concern is that those standard headphones are of
such low quality that they encourage users to turn the
volume up to unsafe levels to hear the music they want
to listen to. Poor-quality headphones are posing a real
risk to the hearing of many people who use personal
music players. If some of the larger companies provided
noise-isolating headphones as standard they would steal
a march on their competitors and take a real step
forward in terms of corporate responsibility. That would
make a real contribution to the hearing health of this
nation and would ensure that such companies’ present
customer base did not stop buying future products
because they could not hear them.

People need to be aware that listening to loud music,
particularly on personal music players at a loud level,
poses a risk to their health, but at the moment they are
not aware of that. I feel strongly that the Government
should take up this issue and launch a public awareness
campaign. Just as people are aware that smoking can
have serious negative consequences for their health, so
they should be aware that listening to personal music
players at a high volume can seriously damage their
hearing. I therefore invite the Minister to launch a
Department of Health-co-ordinated approach across
Government to deal with the negative health aspects of
MP3s through an awareness campaign that is based on
the RNID’s “Don’t Lose the Music”campaign. Following
discussions with colleagues, the RNID tells me:

“The Department of Health have definitely never run an
awareness raising campaign relating to hearing loss and MP3
players.”

The series of parliamentary questions from the past
three years that I read out earlier tends to confirm that.
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It is time that the Department of Health had an
awareness campaign. Let tonight mark the launch of
such a campaign, so that people will not suffer from
hearing problems now or in future.

9.23 pm

The Minister of State, Department of Health (Phil
Hope): I congratulate the hon. Member for Colchester
(Bob Russell) on securing this important debate. I know
that he, as chair of the all-party group for noise reduction,
has been a strong and passionate campaigner on this
issue for many years, in which time he has drawn the
House’s attention to the risk that personal music systems
pose to long-term hearing. From a health perspective, I
share his concern. Preserving people’s hearing has been,
and continues to be, an important issue for the Government.

I am pleased that our national audiology strategy has
reduced waits for audiology tests to an average of two
weeks, compared with 26 weeks just three years ago. It
is also helping to replace traditional analogue hearing
aids with new digital hearing aids as the preferred
option for people with hearing problems. I mention
those two examples of the transformation of recent
years to show that we take this issue very seriously, and
rightly so. About one in five adults in England experiences
hearing loss, more than a quarter of whom are aged
between 16 and 60-years-old. We must do all we can to
stop preventable hearing loss and to reduce harmful
exposure to noise from any source. That is certainly an
area in which we can make a difference.

I know from what I see, and increasingly hear, in my
own constituency that MP3 players are very widespread,
as the hon. Gentleman said. They are ubiquitous. Many
people, especially young people, when listening to bands
such as Arcane Enigma and Now There Is Only Carnage—
two bands from my constituency—have a tendency to
crank up the volume to the maximum possible levels.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned his experience on the
bus, when he was travelling to the House for his early
start today. Anyone travelling on the London underground
will recognise the annoyance when a fellow commuter
plays music so loudly that the whole carriage shares a
tinny rendition of Jimi Hendrix, Bruce Springsteen, or
whatever they are playing. As the hon. Gentleman
argues, it is not only a nuisance for other travellers, but a
long-term threat to the person’s hearing.

To add to the hon. Gentleman’s examples, a report by
Eurosafe—the European Association for Injury Prevention
and Safety Promotion—says that up to one in 10 music
listeners risk permanent hearing loss if they listen to a
personal music player for more than an hour a week at
high volumes over a five-year period. We define high
volume as more than 89 dB. Eurosafe estimates that up
to 10 million consumers across Europe—a significant
proportion from this country—are at risk. I think the
hon. Gentleman referred to that figure, too.

Stories in the UK already suggest that more young
people are ending up at audiologists suffering from
tinnitus or hearing loss because of exposure to loud
music. One audiologist was quoted as saying that he is
seeing
“the sort of damage that in the old days would have come from
industrial noise.”

The danger is that many young people could find themselves
swapping their headphones for hearing aids later in life
because of their listening habits.

I remind the House that sound-induced hearing damage
is not just about deafness. It can cause difficulties
understanding speech in noisy environments, prolonged
or permanent tinnitus, and hypersensitivity to loud
sounds, all of which can affect a person’s life profoundly.
The initial damage caused by loud noise is often small,
causing slight hearing problems that disappear after a
while. It tends to be a slow, creeping process, noticed
only after the damage is done.

I welcome the hon. Gentleman’s efforts to draw attention
to the issue. It is something we should be concerned
about and responsive to. That view shared is by the
European Commission, which, as the hon. Gentleman
rightly said, issued a mandate on personal music players
to the European standardisation bodies in 2009. Those
bodies are in the process of developing new technical
safety standards for manufacturers of MP3s.

The standards have two key requirements: first, that
manufacturers set a safe default volume limit on all
personal music players and, secondly, that there are
adequate warnings—as the hon. Gentleman has called
for—for consumers on the risks involved in listening to
music at loud volumes. If I might play devil’s advocate, I
spoke to a group of young people about music earlier
today. One guy, Ben, said, “Look, if I want to listen to
Bare Groove or Kasabian very loud, then it’s my business.”
A lot of people think that way; they see any form of
regulation as a constraint on their ability to choose.
They have a point. To some extent, personal choice is
important in this debate, and I do not think anyone in
the House would want to deny that. However, I agree
with the hon. Gentleman that it is also fair to say
that when some music players on the market are reaching
115 dB—louder than a pneumatic drill—it ceases to be
about personal freedom; it is about consumer protection.

I support the mandate that the hon. Gentleman
mentioned. I believe that ANEC—the European consumer
group—is right to recommend a default volume limit of
89 dB, with a manual override allowing someone to
increase the maximum volume to 100 dB if they so
choose. It is also appropriate to consider a lower volume
cap for products aimed at children. ANEC is calling for
a limit of 80 dB, the rate at which the risk of hearing
loss becomes negligible. That seems sensible to me, and
offers us the best of both worlds. It gives protection for
the youngest and most vulnerable, and gives others the
freedom to listen to The Who, The Jam or whatever at a
higher volume if they choose, but with clear warnings in
place if they manually override the default setting.

Although responsibility for regulation sits with the
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills—a point
the hon. Gentleman made—we support the new standards
and will work with the European Commission on them.
I also understand from the Commission that manufacturers
are showing real willingness to work with the Commission
to ensure that their products are safe, and I welcome
that responsible attitude.

As the hon. Gentleman suggests, regulation is only
one lever for change. The risk of hearing damage depends
not just on how loud the noise is, but how long people
listen for. Even at 89 dB, prolonged exposure can cause
harm, so I agree that educating people and encouraging
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them to set their music at safe levels continues to be
important, not least because it will be some time before
the European mandate comes into full effect.

I recognise the point that the hon. Gentleman makes
about the importance of being proactive. He is right to
say that we do not believe a Government awareness
campaign is appropriate at this stage, but I am keen that
we should work with charities such as the RNID and
manufacturers better to inform people of the dangers. I
am pleased to be able to tell him that I will now ask the
officials at the Department to talk to the RNID see if
we can work with them on future public awareness
work.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned the online campaign,
“Don’t Lose the Music”, which gives people simple
advice, such as taking a five-minute break from their
MP3 players every hour, or not turning the volume up
to drown out noise when they are on the tube. I want to
see if we can help the campaign to build on this, as I
recognise that too many people do not realise that
listening to The Killers or to Dillinja and the valve
sound—I have not listened to those myself, but I understand
that they are particularly loud—at high volumes can
damage their health. There is a big education challenge
to meet, but I think we are best served if we can get
charities and manufacturers working together, with our
support, on better information and advice for consumers.

We are a nation of music lovers. I confess that I am a
fan of Elvis Costello, Nils Lofgren and Lou Reed, so I
do not want to do anything to dent my or other people’s
enjoyment of the excellent music that this country has
produced for many years. However, I agree with the
hon. Gentleman that it is important that people listen

to music players safely and without unwittingly—the
point that he is making—damaging their hearing. We
do not want the fantastic innovation of MP3 players to
be spoiled by stories of young people experiencing
hearing loss because they are listening to Royworld or
Bachman-Turner Overdrive at ear-splitting volumes.

The European mandate is a helpful starting point for
protecting the consumer without infringing people’s
rights. The Government support the mandate. We welcome
the way in which manufacturers have responded so far,
and we will work with them and the European Commission
to protect our ears. We will work with the RNID and
others to introduce public awareness campaigns to ensure
that we can all continue to enjoy our music in the years
ahead.

Bob Russell: May I place on record my appreciation
of the Minister’s positive response? We have got more
out of the debate tonight than I was hoping for, and
I am sure that a big step forward has been taken. I
sincerely thank him for the positive response.

Phil Hope: I am glad, and I am pleased that the
hon. Gentleman sees that the Government are serious.
I know that there is more to do. We can work across
Government more effectively. I will take away tonight
the pledge to work with him and with colleagues in the
voluntary sector and others to make sure that we can
make a real difference on the issue.

Question put and agreed to.

9.34 pm
House adjourned.
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Westminster Hall

Tuesday 23 March 2010

[MR. BILL OLNER in the Chair]

Disability Policy (Economic Downturn)
Motion made, and Question proposed, That the sitting

be now adjourned.—(Mrs. Hodgson.)

9.30 am
Mr. Tom Clarke (Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill)

(Lab): As always, it is a great pleasure to welcome you
to the Chair, Mr. Olner.

As we move towards the end of this Parliament, I am
delighted to have the opportunity to speak about an
issue that has been of great interest to me during my
time in the House. I pay tribute to many hon. Members
and peers from all parties, to the all-party group on
disability and to the all-party group on learning disability,
which I am privileged to co-chair with the distinguished
Lord Rix, for their work on this issue. The House has
been extremely well served by many organisations such
as Mencap, Leonard Cheshire, the Royal National Institute
for Deaf People and RADAR. Their contribution has
been vital not just to progress for people with disabilities,
but to democracy.

In the past, many people with disabilities were subject
to discrimination with regard to employment opportunities,
poverty and inflexible social care. For that reason, some
hon. Members, many of whom are here today, campaigned
vocally for the rights of disabled people. Our fundamental
objective remains the promotion of disabled people’s
human rights of inclusion, independence and freedom.
Those rights help knit together cohesion in our society.
There have been great strides over recent years, but
everyone knows that there is a long way to go.

The Government can be rightly proud of their record
on disability issues. I warmly congratulate the Minister
and his predecessors—especially my right hon. Friend
the Member for Stirling (Mrs. McGuire), who did a
first-class job. I am impressed by the work of the Office
for Disability Issues, which has been headed knowledgeably
by the Minister, who has long been a campaigner for
disability rights. My first contact with him was in 1986
when I received a letter from a young social worker
emphasising his support for my private Member’s Bill
on disability rights and advocacy. That Bill became the
Disabled Persons (Services, Consultation and
Representation) Act 1986.

I am delighted that the Minister is still fighting hard
for equality and opportunity, and that his Department
has been committed to meeting the needs and aspirations
of the 10 million people with a disability—through
Equality 2025, by strengthening the legislation with the
Disability Discrimination Act 2005 and by leading the
way on the United Nations convention on disability
rights. Through employment programmes, increases in
disability benefit and an incredibly ambitious social
care reform agenda, the lives of many people with
disabilities have undoubtedly improved since 1997.

The past year has seen exceptional changes in the
British economy as we have moved into and out of
recession. The inevitable tightening of the Government’s
fiscal belt means that there will be changes and efficiencies

in the public sector over the next few years. The reason
for this debate is to seek to ensure that cuts in public
spending are not aimed disproportionately at some of
the most vulnerable people in our society. Alas, we have
seen that happen in many recessions.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): Does the right hon.
Gentleman agree that just as funding for international
development has been ring-fenced by my party, there is
a strong case for ring-fencing the money for people who
are disabled because they, too, are vulnerable? I pay
tribute to him for his work on this issue and on international
aid over many years.

Mr. Clarke: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman and
welcome his remarks. From exchanges in the House, he
will know that in Scotland we feel strongly about ring-
fencing because the additional money made available to
the Scottish Government did not go where it was intended
to go.

As I was saying, in previous recessions, the weak and
vulnerable have tended to be targeted as part of a
dogmatic free-market agenda. We have seen that again
in certain local authority areas. It is vital that legislative
reform and services for people with disabilities should
continue to have the momentum of investment and
commitment from Government and local authorities.
Everybody with a disability, whether their needs are
moderate or complex, deserves the opportunity to live a
fulfilling and rewarding life.

I will start by discussing the issues in social care—in
particular, the roll-out of the Government’s ambitious
and widely supported personalisation agenda, which
includes direct payments, personal budgets, individual
budgets and the right-to-control scheme. Those are
vital tools that provide independence for people with
disabilities. An excellent example of the potential of
personalisation comes from Daniel, a young man in
east Sussex who is deaf, uses British sign language and
has Asperger’s syndrome. He has worked closely with
the RNID to choose a package that includes flexible
care at home, assistance to increase his confidence on
public transport and the vital support needed to help
him get a job in Asda. Such examples provide insight
into the potential of personalisation. Public spending
cuts during the recovery should not stall that vital
reform. I am glad to say that the new £7 million right-
to-control scheme suggests a continued commitment to
its implementation.

About 46,000 adult service users now have personal
budgets, compared with only 60 three years ago. About
86,000 adults received direct payments in 2008-09, which
is an increase of nearly 30 per cent. on the previous
year. Although no social care programme should have
cost-cutting as its sole objective, academic research has
shown that support packages based on direct payments
are on average about a third cheaper than directly
provided services. I argue that we should reinvest the
efficiency savings made through the personalisation
programme back into social care. However, at a time of
fiscal belt-tightening and demographic change,
personalisation reconciles the seemingly contradictory
needs of increasing user satisfaction and meeting the
financial constraints in which funding streams operate.
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In the post-recession world of economic reticence,
there can be no let up in the roll-out of personal control
because it is only through widespread provision that the
number of services provided for service users will increase.
People often say that we cannot allow a postcode lottery
to develop and that uneven implementation across local
authority areas should not occur. That is why I applauded
the move towards a more nationwide perspective on the
issue of social care, and I look forward to a future of
national assessment and social care portability.

I know from the experience of the Act that I sponsored
that safeguards also need to be built in and pursued, so
that there is full implementation of the intended programme.
Brokerage must be available, accessible and not open to
exploitation. In some excellent documents produced by
Unison, a compelling case has been made for local
authorities to carry out at least a part of the brokerage
system. For people who are uncomfortable and unable
to cope with the prospect of becoming an employer and
managing their own budget, we need to ensure that
social services provide the necessary practical provision.
We know from experience that one size does not fit all.

Where there are popular, well established services,
often provided by local authorities on a larger scale,
they must not be used by councils—some of which,
frankly, are incompetent—as an expendable and disposable
resource to cover their own financial priorities. Too
many local authorities have used personalisation as an
excuse to slash costs and repair the damage caused by
their own mismanagement. Personalisation is a process
through which we improve social care provision; it is
not a political football to kick around town halls.

As a former president of the Convention of Scottish
Local Authorities, I mention this with a heavy heart,
but one example relates to Aberdeen city council, where
financial mismanagement led to a multi-million-pound
overspend that needed to be plugged. Who are bearing
the brunt of the council’s ineptitude? Disabled people,
because the council has been closing day centres, care
homes and respite centres.

Tony Baldry (Banbury) (Con): Does the right hon.
Gentleman agree that personalisation should not mean
isolation? Personalisation at home is potentially good
news, but people need to get out and have support. Day
centres are important, and volunteer groups should not
be undermined by an aggressive system of tendering.
Often if we want to encourage volunteers in the community,
it takes many years to build up well trained and informed
voluntary groups.

Mr. Clarke:I am happy to agree with the hon. Gentleman.
When I was preparing for this debate, I met and heard
from a number of voluntary organisations, many of
which echoed the view that he just expressed.

I turn to the issue of Scottish local government.
Aberdeen city council is tightening its eligibility criteria
to exclude people from care; it is hard to believe that
that is happening in the United Kingdom today as we
speak. To raise eligibility criteria in such a way is
fundamentally short-sighted, because continued care
and support reduces the number of cases in crisis and
helps to encourage people into work.

We also need to remember the staff, some of whom
are low paid and many of whom are female care workers.
They are the backbone, and central to the survival of
these care services. There needs to be reskilling to
enable people to adapt to changing roles, but staff are
not expendable; they are precious. Safeguards must be
built in, so that those employed by service users are
given full employment rights and know where they
stand in relation to liability insurance and tribunal
awards.

Mr. Cash: Is the right hon. Gentleman concerned
about the potential connection between the important
point that he is making and the scandal that appears to
be emerging, which is that primary care trusts in our
part of the world—in England, Wales and perhaps also
Scotland—are not receiving the amount of money that
was supposed to be allocated by the Government? That
money is being absorbed into the general budgets, which
is outrageous.

Mr. Clarke: I could not agree more with the hon.
Gentleman. If we have what many have called a national
care service, I hope it will be easier to identify where the
problems that he mentioned are occurring.

Tony Baldry: I should like to echo what my hon.
Friend the Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) just said, and
be slightly more specific. It is not just about cuts; it is
about ensuring that the money that the Government
have allocated to various parts of the system gets to the
people for whom it is intended. For 2010-11, the
Government have allocated £100 million for carers’
services in England—for things such as respite care and
breaks. Research from the Princess Royal Trust for
Carers shows that only about a quarter of that money
will be used for carers and, shockingly, that a quarter of
primary care trusts will be spending less money on
carers next year than last year, despite substantially
more money being earmarked by the Government for
carers’ services.

Mr. Clarke: Again, the hon. Gentleman makes a
valid point. I think we all recognise that the system
would break down if it were not for carers, who often
give up 24 hours a day, seven days a week. We acknowledge
the contribution of such people.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): Last week, I met
carers in my constituency, who do a wonderful job. The
right hon. Gentleman may have seen my recent work on
the disability facilities grant—I tried to get a debate on
that subject today, but he pipped me to the post. The
grant enables disabled people to live in dignity and
independence, and to remain in their homes. An increase
in that grant might well cut the overall cost of caring for
people in the long run, so it would be financially prudent.
Will he join me in asking for a review of how the grant
operates? People are waiting far too long for their
facilities.

Mr. Bill Olner (in the Chair): Order. I remind hon.
Members that we are talking about disability policy
after the economic downturn.
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Mr. Clarke: Thank you, Mr. Olner. I acknowledge
what the hon. Member for Castle Point (Bob Spink)
said; it would not be a Westminster Hall debate if he did
not make an intervention.

We need to be bold in tackling the problems of
economic inequality and poverty for people with disabilities,
and doing so should motivate hon. Members from all
parties. Leonard Cheshire’s 2009 disability review, which
is an excellent document, shows that 42 per cent. of
respondents found it difficult or very difficult to manage
on their personal income. Some 63 per cent. of respondents
were in fuel poverty and 55 per cent. did not have any
savings. Leonard Cheshire’s 2008 report, “Disability
Poverty in the UK,” found that disabled people are
twice as likely to live in poverty as non-disabled people.
Many of those issues have been exacerbated by the
recession.

We need to consider ways to increase employment
further, reduce discrimination, improve educational
provision and ensure that the welfare system works
effectively for disabled people, who are, in many cases,
unable to work. Although employment is not the panacea
for ending all disability inequality, it plays an important
role in reducing social, economic and cultural barriers
by providing many disabled people with that vital sense
of meaning and independence. The employment rate
for disabled people has increased from 38 per cent. in
1998 to 48 per cent. in 2008. However, only 10 per cent.
of all people with a learning disability work, which is
why the extension of targeted Government programmes,
such as the Jobs First pilot scheme, is essential.

The recession has made finding a job much harder
for everyone in society, and people with disabilities start
at a clear disadvantage.The unemployment rate for
disabled people increased from 8.1 per cent. in October-
December 2007 to 10.4 per cent. in October-December
2009, and the economic inactivity rate of disabled people
at the end of last year was 44.1 per cent, compared with
16 per cent. among people without a disability. Sadly,
stigma and discrimination are still present. More than
half the respondents to Leonard Cheshire’s 2009 report
believed that they had been discriminated against in the
workplace, which is totally unacceptable in any
circumstances.

The Government are working hard to increase
employment opportunities for people with disabilities,
and that needs to continue with even greater ferocity in
the post-recession climate. Pathways to work, which has
helped more than 180,000 people into work, should
continue to be delivered robustly and fairly. Indeed, £1
billion of investment has been promised for the period
between 2008 and 2011. However, payment by in-work
results, a key part of the programme, can occasionally
result in the most able jobseekers being creamed off and
the least able clearly being neglected. It would be wrong
to ignore those who face the most challenging obstacles
to employment.

The access to work scheme has also proved a great
success, helping some 44,000 people into employment.
There is an ambitious Government promise to double
the budget from £69 million to £138 million by 2013-14,
which I hope will be achieved. Access to work provides
support for adapting premises and people travelling
into work, but there is more to be done to highlight the

scheme to employers—ensuring that portability is built
in and forcefully making the moral and economic case
for employing people with disabilities.

Earlier, I mentioned benefits. Part of the programme
for encouraging employment has been to reclassify
incapacity benefit as employment and support allowance.
That has been supported by disability charities as a
much-needed change that judges people by their potential
and removes the expectation that certain people with
disabilities cannot work. Continued safeguards are required
to ensure that the work capability assessment does not
force some disabled people on to jobseeker’s allowance,
which can fail to meet their longer-term needs.

Inequality and discrimination are not only present in
the economic sphere. Great steps have been taken to
extend equality legislation to people with disabilities,
the disability equality duty in 2005 being just one example
of the Government’s legislative commitments. However,
problems and challenges remain. Of all adult protection
referrals to social services, 15 per cent. involve crime or
abuse against people with learning disabilities. In order
to deliver real disability equality in the economic upturn,
disabled people need more than economic rights, vital
though those are.

Significant cultural changes are also required. We
need to tackle in no uncertain terms disability hate
crime, which is currently the subject of a formal inquiry
by the Equality and Human Rights Commission; the
lack of political representation; and a cultural refusal to
integrate disabled people fully into many aspects of
modern society. That is why the Equality Bill, which has
been welcomed by the Disability Charities Consortium,
is so important. The Bill will put a new equality duty on
public bodies, use public procurement to improve equality
and extend the use of positive action in political life,
which has been welcomed by the great united voice of
those involved in disability who rightly make their views
known to us as parliamentarians.

In the post-recession climate, it is incredibly important
that the Government should enforce the relevant provisions
of the Equality Bill so that service providers do not
adopt a policy of doing the least possible. It is by
delivering those wide cultural, social and political changes,
alongside a legislative programme for social care reform
and economic assistance, that disability policy after the
recession can bring about real change for disabled people.
That is the hallmark of a caring society and of a
modern and inclusive Britain.

9.55 am

John Barrett (Edinburgh, West) (LD): I thank the
right hon. Member for Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill
(Mr. Clarke) for securing the debate and making a
detailed and thoughtful contribution. He listed several
groups, organisations and individuals, including the
current Minister and his predecessors, who have made a
significant contribution—I will not name them all today,
but they know who they are.

Mr. Tom Clarke: One of the things that pleases me
about the debate is that it gives me the chance to wish
the hon. Gentleman well, as he has decided to stand
down from Parliament. He was a stalwart in the fight
for disability rights and will be very much missed.
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John Barrett: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for
his kind remarks. I will touch on another Scottish
problem that he mentioned—the ring-fencing of funds—
because he was disappointed, as was I, when money
allocated to the Scottish Government to be spent on
those living with disabilities was not spent on that
intended purpose.

Living with a disability is not only an issue for the
individual concerned; it affects their family, friends,
carers, employer and the entire community. It is worth
remembering that whatever we have to cope with in the
UK is nothing compared to the problems faced by
others elsewhere in the world, and I am sure that the
right hon. Gentleman agrees. During my six years on
the International Development Committee, I witnessed
at first hand people with a range of disabilities, who
often had a fraction of the help and support we see in
the UK, and yet we are painfully aware that the level of
support here falls well short of the mark.

I would like to pay tribute to groups and organisations
that do excellent work on disability. RADAR, an
organisation to which the right hon. Gentleman referred,
recently invited spokesmen from all parties to say what
their parties would like to see happen after the election.
The subject of today’s debate is disability policy after
the economic downturn, but unless the economic downturn
ends before the expected election date of 6 May, we are
discussing disability policy for the next Government. At
the RADAR event, I said that I did not believe that any
one party had all the good people, ideas and wisdom.
Whichever party forms the next Government, I would
like to see it put dealing with the problem at the forefront,
rather than use any disability-related matter as a political
football, because the issues that people have to live with
day by day and week by week are more important.

The debate focuses on disability policy after the
downturn, and as an optimist I hope that that will not
be too far in the future. Before looking to the future,
however, it makes sense to look at how the downturn
has affected those living with a disability today. Disabled
people have been disproportionately hit by the downturn
in several ways. We have seen the cost of heating, food
and transport rise in recent weeks, months and years,
while we know, as is detailed in Leonard Cheshire’s
report, that the income of a family with a disabled
parent or child is often much lower than average. I hope
that those people will not be forgotten during the election
campaign, because that group has a much lower than
average record of turning out to vote, but they feel a
much higher than average impact from Government
policies and they need those policies to be right.

With a general election just around the corner, now is
a good time to look to the future and to learn lessons
where we have made mistakes in the past. At this time,
disabled people will rightly be looking for commitments
from all political parties that policies for the disabled
are not seen as a good idea in the boom years but
unaffordable in difficult economic times. That would be
exactly the wrong way to look at disability policies. The
next Government, whoever they may be, should consider
the huge opportunities for making use of the vast pool
of untapped potential among people with disabilities in
every constituency in the country.

However, for disability policy to be a priority for the
next Government, we need a House of Commons that
is full of MPs who recognise the importance of disability

and related issues. One way to achieve that would be to
encourage more disabled people to vote. Whether through
a postal or proxy vote, every individual, no matter what
their disability, has a democratic right to make their
voice heard. It is therefore a real point of concern that
people with disabilities continue to have one of the
lowest rates of political participation in the country. At
the last election, it was estimated that less than 20 per
cent. of certain groups of disabled people voted. If we
want a strong voice for disabled people in Parliament,
we need to have MPs who have been elected with the
help of disabled people and those living with disabilities,
and who can be held to account by them.

If we are committed to supporting people with disabilities,
we also need disabled people to be elected to this place
so that we have more people who have a more direct
interest in the issue. I am not saying that those who do
not have a direct interest do not have awareness and
cannot campaign and work for groups that are most
directly affected, but disabled people would add to the
mix in Parliament.

The onus is on politicians to provide something that
is worth voting for. Too often, disability issues have
been seen as an add-on, and tagged on to the end of
other policies. In the future, we should mainstream
independent living, accessibility and disability awareness.
Disability should be a thread that runs through policy
as a matter of course. One of the things that any new
Government could do is repeal section 141 of the
Mental Health Act 1983, which sends all the wrong
signals about mental health.

The disabled people to whom I speak do not want
much. They ask only for a fair deal and a level playing
field. Central to that will be the drive towards independent
living, which must continue in the next Parliament. I
know that the current Government are not too keen on
primary legislation on the subject—they do not feel that
delivering independent living requires it—but I am surprised
to hear that from a Government who have published
more new laws than any other in living memory. They
have made a mistake on that count.

I am pleased that we now have the Independent
Living Scrutiny Group to review progress on implementing
the independent living strategy, but I believe that primary
legislation could make a contribution and clarify disabled
people’s entitlements. That would be the best way to
proceed.

Independent living must be at the core of our approach
to disability in the future. Personal budgets that give
people the right to choose their own priorities are the
right way forward. At the same time, we must ensure
that we create a system that does not allow independent
living to be abused as a way of giving people more say
over less funding. A real concern in the economic
downturn is that we may pass the buck—whether to
individuals or local authorities, who have to work with
restricted budgets.

In 1997, a Government were elected who admirably
made cutting child poverty a key priority. However,
they talked the talk but did not walk the walk. Yesterday,
the Child Poverty Bill went through its final stages in
the House, but it includes a new definition of eradication
of child poverty which would not be acceptable in any
other walk of life. To say that something has been
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eradicated means that we have got rid of it; saying that
it is as bad as in neighbouring European countries is not
the same.

I would like the next Government to take a much
more determined approach to tackling disability poverty.
Leonard Cheshire Disability has gone into that in great
depth in several reports over the years, and, for those
who are following this debate, following its work would
be a wise thing to do. It is simply not right or fair that
disabled people are twice as likely to live in poverty as
non-disabled people. Much of that is down to an insensitive
system that does not adequately take into account the
higher living costs that often come with having a disability.

One young mother mentioned to me that the bicycle
that her able daughter uses cost £50, yet her disabled
child’s bike—with stabilisers, supports, controls and so
on—cost four times as much. Shoes for an average
child may cost about £20; for a child who needs built-
up shoes, foot splints and so on, a pair of shoes can
cost £200.

The Minister will know that some local authorities
and financial institutions still consider the care component
of disability living allowance as part of an individual’s
disposable income when calculating social care entitlements
or whether someone can apply for credit or loans. We
must agree that there ought to be a change so that the
system takes account of the extra costs of living with
disability when conducting income assessments for benefits
or measuring disability poverty. If we are to start to
make a dent in disability poverty, we must recognise
that DLA is not additional income but is for meeting
the additional costs of living with a disability. Might I
suggest that the tax system proposed by my hon. Friend
the Member for Twickenham (Dr. Cable), which would
lift the lowest earners out of tax altogether, would be a
good place to start?

I would also like us to banish the idea that people are
in some way acting altruistically by acting on disability
issues. Not only do we have an obligation to act but the
reality is that society as a whole benefits when disability
is treated as a priority. Properly investing in people with
disabilities to help them back into work and live independent
lives will save billions of pounds a year in unemployment
and other benefits. It is also simply the right thing to do.

Looking forward, we will start to deliver fairness for
people with disabilities only when we begin to build
disability awareness into every Government Department
and every aspect of employment. Disability issues impact
on every sphere of government, from transport, health,
education and housing to Department for Work and
Pensions benefits and much more. I have touched on
the work that the Department for International
Development does on disability abroad.

Disability policy affects millions of people. If we are
to consider disability policy after the downturn, we
should consider how best to build disability awareness
into the priorities of every Government Department.
Fairness for people living with a disability will not be
achieved by treating disability as an afterthought. It
ought to be at the forefront of our mind when we
make policy.

I trust that the issue will be at the forefront of the
mind of the next Government, and I would like to hope
that in the next 25 years we will move forward on
disability as much as we have moved forward over the

past 25 years on race, religion, age and gender
discrimination. I often feel that disability issues have
fallen behind. I wish whoever forms the next Government
all the best in dealing with the serious problems that
those who live with disabilities experience every day,
week and month.

10.8 am

Mr. Mark Harper (Forest of Dean) (Con): It is a
pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr. Olner. I
congratulate the right hon. Member for Coatbridge,
Chryston and Bellshill (Mr. Clarke) on securing this
debate. He made a wide-ranging speech in which he
covered the waterfront of these issues.

The only disappointment is that it takes the right
hon. Gentleman to have a good debate on disability
policy. It is a shame that the Government have not had
more debates on the Floor of the House. It is not
necessarily the Minister’s fault—I have been pressing
the Leader of the House for more frequent debates on
this topic. The Government had debates in 1999, and in
2004 and 2006—sadly, both coincided with the days of
European and local elections—but they have not had
one since. The opportunity that the right hon. Gentleman
has given us to discuss these important issues is very
welcome, and many of the points that he made are
shared by Members on both sides of the House.

I also take this opportunity to wish all the best to the
hon. Member for Edinburgh, West (John Barrett), who
will not be standing again. Having listened to his speech,
I have to say that he sounds as passionate about these
issues as ever. He listed a range of challenges for the
future, so perhaps he should stand again so that he can
take his part in campaigning on them. I recognise, as
the right hon. Member for Coatbridge, Chryston and
Bellshill did, that the hon. Member for Edinburgh, West
has been campaigning on these issues for many years, so
perhaps he feels that he has done his bit, but it certainly
sounded as though there is still much more that he
wishes he could do. I wish him very well for the future.

Bob Spink: Whoever forms the next Government
will, in forming policy, have to consider the operation of
the disability facilities grant. We must give the Government
credit for increasing the grant over the past three years
from £146 million to £166 million. Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that we should go even further, because that is
money well spent and it will save even greater sums in
the longer term? Does he agree that the grant should be
changed to introduce a rapid repair and adaptation
service for minor works, so that people do not have to
wait months and sometimes years for adaptations that
will allow them to live with dignity and independence?

Mr. Harper: The hon. Gentleman makes a good
point when saying that a lot of the money that is spent
on things that the disability facilities grant buys is well
invested. It often enables people to stay in their own
homes, meaning that they do not have to go into expensive
residential care. Investing in such things often makes a
great deal of sense.

The point made by the hon. Gentleman links well to
one of the central points made by the right hon. Gentleman,
which was that whoever forms the next Government
will face a challenging set of public finances and that
the vulnerable should not suffer in such circumstances.
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[Mr. Harper]

The right hon. Gentleman put his finger on why that
does not need to be so. Even if the Government have to
reduce public spending—whoever forms the Government
will have to do so—that does not mean that they will
have to cut public services. He mentioned some of the
changes in the personalisation of social care leading to
money being spent in better, more effective and more
innovative ways.

The public sector has to focus on delivering some of
the things that the private sector has delivered over the
past few years during this difficult economic period by
improving productivity, doing things smarter and doing
more for less to ensure that we can still deliver good
services to people with good outcomes, even in a challenging
situation. In respect of personalisation, the right hon.
Gentleman put his finger on the way in which that circle
can be squared and where money can be better spent.
The points made by both the right hon. Gentleman and
the hon. Member for Castle Point highlight that, regarding
the public finances overall, spending money wisely is
smart spending. We need to see more of that.

It is worth focusing on one interesting aspect of this
recession that is a good thing —this is where I slightly
disagree with the hon. Member for Edinburgh, West—which
is that the impact on employment for disabled people
has not been too bad. Disabled people have not suffered
as much as others from the downturn. The Equalities
and Human Rights Commission produced a report
recently, last July, looking at the impact of the recession
on various groups, including disabled people, which
said that they had not been disproportionately affected.
Clearly, they have been affected just the same as everybody
else, but they have not been disproportionately affected.
The only caveat to that is that the EHRC said that part
of the reason for that was that disabled people were not
as employed as everyone else: they started from a relatively
low base. However, having said that, it is good that the
recession has not had a disproportionate effect on disabled
people and that the gains that they have made in terms
of getting into work have not been reversed by the
recession. That is welcome.

It is worth remembering that one of the key reasons
that disabled people, before, during and after a recession—
several hon. Members made this point, and the right
hon. Gentleman also made it when mentioning the
excellent Leonard Cheshire report about disability
poverty—are poorer is that they are less likely to work.
Whoever forms the next Government will have to improve
the number of disabled people who get into work.

I am happy to say that the Government have made
some progress—the employment rate has gone up, as
the right hon. Gentleman said, but I think that everyone
would agree that it has not increased as much as we
hoped. The big challenge for whoever forms the next
Government is to make serious inroads on the significant
number of people on incapacity benefit and employment
and support allowance who still have not been able to
get into work. The tragedy is that there are now more
disabled people on those two benefits than there were in
1997 when the Government came into power. The figure
has increased by a bit—about 13,000—but it still stands
at just over 2.6 million people, 800,000 of whom have
been on those benefits for more than 10 years, so they
have not been helped.

John Barrett: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
kind remarks. Does he agree that it is not just a question
of what the Government can do and about Government
policy; it is also about what employers must do? Many
major employers to whom I have spoken in my constituency
would go that extra mile to help employees who develop
a disability to continue at work, but they do not take
that extra care or consideration into their recruitment
practice. It is vital to get employers on board in that
respect.

Mr. Harper: The hon. Gentleman is right. He cautions
us about one thing in particular. We spend a lot of time
talking about those disabled people who are not working
and what we need to do to give them help and support
to get into work. The other side of that equation is
ensuring that employers understand that the reasonable
adjustments that they might have to make to employ
someone with a physical disability, a mental health or
fluctuating condition or, as the right hon. Gentleman
said, people with learning disabilities, are often not that
great. By making some relatively modest changes, we
can ensure that such people have the opportunity to
work and make a contribution and, equally, employers
can take that into account in respect of people in the
existing work force who develop a disability.

There cannot be an employer of any size that does
not have someone on its staff with a mental health
problem, for example, given that one in four of us will
have one at some point in our life. An employer may not
know that they have employees with mental health
problems, but I am sure that they do have such employees.
It is about encouraging employers to make changes to
keep those people in work and help them to remain
effective. Perhaps that is one of the gaps.

There are some good employers. The Employers’
Forum on Disability has some good members who do
excellent work. Perhaps that knowledge is not widely
shared. That is a challenge not just for the Government,
but for Members of Parliament when talking to employers
in their constituencies. I always try to do that when
talking to employers in mine. I ask them what they do
to employ disabled people. Do they think about that?
Do they think about their recruitment practices? We
can all do that. All the campaigning groups, a number
of which the right hon. Gentleman mentioned, campaign
on that all the time.

When talking about getting disabled people into work,
we must look at what the Government can do. The
statistics on disabled people employed in the public and
private sectors show that the public sector as a whole
has a pretty good record, although it could do better,
and that it employs a significant number of disabled
people. The Minister will not be surprised, because he
and I have had this little joust before, that central
Government are not impressive at hiring disabled people.
His Department has been working on that matter and
he may say something about it in his speech: he has led
some initiatives and employs someone with a learning
disability in his private office, which is welcome. However,
only 3.6 per cent. of employees in the two central
departments of the Department for Work and Pensions—
corporate services and shared services—have a known
disability. That figure is not high enough: it is not as
good as other Departments. Given that the DWP is the
Department with the Minister for Disabled People, it

11WH 12WH23 MARCH 2010Disability Policy (Economic
Downturn)

Disability Policy (Economic
Downturn)



ought to be doing better. The Minister has started work
on that and whoever forms the next Government needs
to continue doing it and taking it further.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (Jonathan Shaw): An important feature of
the percentage of disabled people in Departments is
that it is measured on self-declaration. The Employers’
Forum on Disability does not advocate that people
should be forced to declare. When we do anonymised
surveys, the percentage rises to around 13 per cent.

Mr. Harper: That is interesting, but it highlights an
issue. Why are employees happy to say that they have a
disability in an anonymous survey but not prepared to
be open about it? It is important, not just for the
Government but for companies, to create an environment
in which people are not forced to disclose a disability,
but feel comfortable about doing so and feel that
their disability will not be a disadvantage and that, if
they need any adjustments, those will be made
without fuss and they will be treated exactly the same as
everyone else.

The Minister’s point perhaps shows that more progress
has been made, but it is worrying—this is not just true
in Government—that a significant number of people
are concerned about being open about their disability,
not necessarily because of the reaction of their managers,
but perhaps because of the reaction from their colleagues.
They are not confident that disclosure will not set back
their chances of success. That is not just an issue in
Government: it is an issue in society as a whole and we
all need to work on it.

I have some specific questions for the Minister on
welfare reform and on getting some of those on incapacity
benefit and employment and support allowance into
work. Notwithstanding the progress that has been made,
there is evidence that there are issues with some of the
Government’s programmes. For example, when I asked
the Minister how many and what proportion of those
claiming employment and support allowance had left
the benefit to go into work since its introduction, he
could not give me the information and said that it
simply was not available. If the Government do not
know how successful the benefit has been, and how many
people leave it and get into work, it is difficult to assess
how successful their employment programmes are.

There seem to be some worrying signs that the
Government’s flagship employment programme for disabled
people on out-of-work benefits—the pathways to work
programme—is not working as well as we hoped.
Employment programmes will be critical as we emerge
from the recession, the economy starts to grow, and we
try to get people back into work. The Government’s
White Paper in December 2009 said:

“When Pathways to Work was extended to new areas, following
the initial pilots, no employment impact was found.”

The latest data show that, in provider-led areas, less
than one in 10 claimants going through pathways to
work have moved into work. Later data show that there
is parking and creaming—the right hon. Gentleman
referred to his concern about that—and that those who
need most help are left on one side and not helped.

Government research and their report, “The influence
of outcome-based contracting on Provider-led Pathways
to Work”, said that there is
“management pressure to focus on job ready clients”—

people who are not that far from the labour market—with
“less time being spent with clients who are further away from
work…Parking (giving other clients a bare minimum of service)
was seen as appropriate practice”

to which
“there was a clear management steer”.

There was concern that
“outcome-based contracts do not reflect an expectation that
providers will work with the harder to help.”

That is important. we must be able to help those who
need most help and who may have been out of work for
the longest time. The right hon. Gentleman raised that
concern. It is one reason why, as we suggested, we must
use private and voluntary providers, as the Government
are doing, but we must be more rigorous about paying
them on outcomes.

My hon. Friend the Member for Tatton (Mr. Osborne),
the shadow Chancellor, said that that would enable a
Conservative Government to use the savings from benefits
to do as the right hon. Gentleman said and reinvest the
money in employment programmes, partly to scale them
and have a reasonable expectation of dealing with the
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of people who
are out of work and need help, and importantly to pay
an amount of money that varies according to the help
that people need to get back into work. If someone has
been out of work for many years and perhaps has a
complex disability, a provider could be given a significant
sum to invest in training, help and support to get that
person back into work, whereas someone who is not so
far away from the labour market, has perhaps not been
out of work for long and needs only a small change in
their skills will not be given as much because their case
is much more straightforward. That variable amount of
investment is critical in ensuring that the hardest to help
are not left on one side, which is what the right hon.
Gentleman suggested might be happening.

The right hon. Gentleman flagged up some concerns
about work capability assessment. Several organisations
have raised such concerns with me, and whether the test
properly assesses someone’s capability to work. The
Minister has acknowledged that there are concerns
about that, and the Government are looking into those
issues, some of which have been reported by staff. Some
work has been done. The Government’s internal technical
review, and the independent review are due to be published
later this year. It would be helpful if the Minister told us
what medical experts and representative groups he has
been working with on the Government’s review, whether
a draft is ready, whether he can give a commitment on
when the final report will be available, whether any
changes have been identified in the work capability
assessment, which would need to be changed in regulations,
and whether any work is under way to draft them.

A specific matter was raised by Macmillan Cancer
Support, and parliamentary questions were asked about
it. Those with terminal cancer are not expected to
undergo a work capability assessment, and there is
supposed to be a process whereby they move straight to
the support group so that they receive help immediately.
That is important for those with a terminal diagnosis.
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The process is good, but Macmillan Cancer Support
has suggested that that does not always happen, and
that some people with terminal disease have been asked
to undergo a work capability assessment when it is not
appropriate. It has produced a report, and perhaps the
Minister will tell us whether there has been any progress
on tightening that up.

The right hon. Gentleman spent quite a lot of his
speech on personalisation and the right to control, and
rightly so. The change is supported by all three major
parties in the House, and we all agree that we would like
it to go faster. He highlighted the progress that has been
made so far, which is welcome. Measured from a low
base, there has been a lot of progress, but from the other
end of the telescope, considering the number of people
who receive social care and could benefit from a more
personalised approach, we still have a long way to go.

We supported the right to control measures in the
Welfare Reform Act 2009, and we worked with Cross
Benchers in the other place to persuade the Government
to include social care funding. I am pleased that that
has been included in Trailblazers, but I confess that I
am a little disappointed that Trailblazers will not start
until later this year and will run for another two years,
which could delay the roll-out in the rest of the country.
I had a bit of fun when Trailblazers was given that
interesting title. I agreed with the Minister that the
name Trailblazers, instead of pilots, indicates the direction
in which we are moving, and that the debate is about
how we do that, how we can be most effective, and how
the rules work.

My one concern relates to the written statement
of the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions on
25 February, when she announced Trailblazers and said
that the
“findings will help inform the decision as to whether the Right to
Control can be rolled out further.”

That was unhelpful. My understanding was that we
want the right to control to be rolled out further. The
issue is not whether, but how, and the lessons to be
learned from Trailblazers are to ensure that we can roll
out the right to control further, include more funding
streams, and do so more effectively. I should be grateful
if the Minister confirmed that that is the Government’s
intention, and that the use of the word “whether” does
not suggest any reticence in rolling that out. If there is a
clear message from him and a clear statement from me,
people will be clear that that personalisation approach
will continue whoever wins the election. That is important
for local government, who will do much of the work.
Local authorities need to know that, whoever becomes
the Government at Westminster, that approach will
continue—I hope that it will be speeded up—and they
cannot use the impending general election as an excuse
to go slowly, but must continue to roll that out for the
benefit of those who depend on social care.

Equality 2025 is the Government’s advisory body,
which includes disabled people, and gives the Government
advice on how to make progress towards their objectives
on disability equality by 2025. The Minister will know
that there has been a review of Equality 2025. I asked
him some questions about that, and he said that the
report was not published immediately to allow officials
in the Office for Disability Issues to fully consider and

implement the recommendations. He said that the
Government will publish the report by the summer, and
I wonder whether he could be more precise about the
timing. Can he tell the House anything more about
those proposals, what is in mind, and how the proposals
will increase the effectiveness of Equality 2025 in advising
the Minister on disability policy?

In conclusion, the right hon. Member for Coatbridge,
Chryston and Bellshill has done the House a service by
securing this debate and giving us the opportunity to
talk about these important issues. Although there are
some disagreements about what has been done and the
pace of change, there are a lot of shared views on all
sides of the House about the importance of enabling
disabled people to get into work and about personalisation.
Whoever wins the next election, I hope and believe
that we will see further progress in that important area
of policy.

10.30 am

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (Jonathan Shaw): It is a pleasure to serve
under your chairmanship, Mr. Olner, and to respond to
the debate led so ably, as always, by my right hon.
Friend the Member for Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill
(Mr. Clarke). I am grateful for the contributions of all
hon. Members, for their tone and for hon. Members’
passion about keeping this important agenda moving
forward. I will limit my remarks to answering some of
the questions, and I will build my speech around the
questions raised by right hon. and hon. Members.

Employment is a key and fundamental issue if we are
to achieve our objectives of equality by 2025. In the
road map that we have published recently, that is one of
the 14 important strands of work identified not by the
Government but by disabled people. As the hon. Member
for Edinburgh, West (John Barrett) rightly pointed out,
the whole road map, and employment in particular, is
monitored by disabled people and reported on regularly.
That initiative is led ably by Baroness Jane Campbell,
who I am sure all hon. Members hold in the highest
regard.

John Barrett: One issue that is raised repeatedly by
hon. Members on both sides of the House is the inability
of parents who care for disabled children to find child
care. That makes it difficult for parents to obtain
employment, and flexibility from employers is needed.
The parent could be able-bodied, but the problems of
child care and flexible working arrangements can be a
barrier to employment and income for that family.

Jonathan Shaw: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for raising that point. He will be aware that as part of
our carer’s strategy, we have developed care partnership
managers, and within that funding stream there is
opportunity for replacement care. I met with care
partnership managers from a number of areas in the
UK, along with Carers UK, the Princess Royal Trust
for Carers and Crossroads Care. All reported that they
were pleased with the development of the care partnership
managers who work in communities on the ground and
bring together different care groups to provide carers
with information about opportunities for work. There
is a budget stream to provide for replacement care.
These are early days, but that type of initiative has been
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welcomed and we need to develop the infrastructure on
the ground so that it has an impact on the group in the
way described by the hon. Gentleman.

May I also echo the words of the hon. Member for
Forest of Dean (Mr. Harper) in wishing the hon. Member
for Edinburgh, West well, and acknowledging the
contribution that he has made to our discussions and
debates, and to the whole issue of disability rights
across the country? Although he has no ambition to
remain in this place, I detect a passion and know that he
will continue to champion the issues that are important
to him. I am sure that they are part and parcel of some
of the reasons why he came into public life in the first
place.

The hon. Member for Forest of Dean is right to say
that disabled people have not been disproportionately
affected during the economic downturn. Of course we
recognise that many disabled people have lost their jobs,
but we know from labour market statistics that many
people are finding jobs as well. Around one third of
people get back into work within three or six months,
and after that period there are a lot of support programmes.
One point that it is important to focus on is the fact that
disabled people are considerably under-represented in
the type of industries that have been badly affected by
the recession, such as the construction industry, for
example. As the hon. Gentleman said, a higher proportion
of disabled people work in the public sector, and all
hon. Members have discussed how we should manage
public funding in the future. That is something that we
have to keep an eye on.

Our ambition is to see more disabled people in
employment. My right hon. Friend the Member for
Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill pointed out that we
have seen an increase in numbers, and we want to build
on that work. That is why we have developed work
programmes such as pathways to work, access to work
and the future jobs fund, which assists disabled youngsters
up and down the country. It is about developing the
infrastructure, bringing together partnerships on the
ground and developing relationships between councils,
Jobcentre Plus, regional development agencies and
employers, to ensure that those opportunities arise. We
have seen that with the local employment partnerships,
which have been a tremendous success.

We are not able to flick a switch and suddenly have all
that infrastructure and all those relationships in place—it
takes a while. We have not had a programme like
pathways to work before. The figures that the hon.
Member for Forest of Dean mentioned are right; it is
disappointing that we have not seen the numbers that
we expected. However, when talking to providers from
the public, private and voluntary sectors, I have found
that relationships are maturing on the ground and that
there is better co-operation.

I was in Rochdale recently, where there are a high
number of people on incapacity benefit and employment
and support allowance. In the Shaw Trust building,
there were also Jobcentre Plus staff working. We are
seeing organisations harness their energies on the ground,
and that is essential if we are to take the agenda
forward. It is not about flicking switches but about
building up partnerships. Of course there must be
accountability, and I agree with the point about ensuring
that we have outcomes. However, we must have a service
fee for certain groups, particularly if we want to see a

flourishing third sector and small organisations taking
part in employment programmes with their specialist
knowledge. They obviously need a cash flow, and to
have to wait for a year would be challenging and difficult.
We have developed the prime contractor model that
takes the bulk of the contract and then partners up with
specialist organisations. We must ensure that those
relationships are fair and equitable.

The hon. Member for Forest of Dean made a point
about parking. We commission reports to look into our
programmes, and they deliver criticism. That is a reflection
of a mature Government and we must respond to that.
We all want these initiatives to work and we will test a
number of models to ensure that we get the right
formula. None of these things have been tried anywhere
before; we are leading on this. Rather than flicking
switches or clearing the decks and starting again, it is
about evolving programmes and involving disabled people.
That is why we will develop the accelerator funding
model that rewards more those disabled people who
have been unemployed for longer. We need to examine
that and see how it works and whether it provides us
with the right type of formula, but I suspect that we
shall need a range of programmes to respond to the
varying needs and the differences between the regions
up and down the country.

The hon. Member for Forest of Dean asked about
the work capability assessment. He will know that we
involved disabled people’s organisations with the design
of that assessment. We can argue about the figures for
incapacity benefit and we have traded those before, so I
will not be tempted to go into that territory. If I was on
normal form, I would, but I will not today. However, we
do need to see a change in that respect and to consider
what people can do, rather than what they cannot. We
assess about 30,000 people every month. The professional
health care people from Atos must have at least three
years’ post-qualifying experience.

I recently organised a seminar for all Members of
both Houses of Parliament, with Atos and Department
for Work and Pensions staff, to answer various questions.
One question was asked by the hon. Member for Wyre
Forest (Dr. Taylor), who is a medical professional himself.
He raised the concern that our constituents often raise
with us— “Have my GP’s or specialist’s reports been
read?”He requested that we have a box on the assessment
form to be ticked in order to be sure that the reports
have been read and, within two days, that was done. It
was the fastest policy change that I have ever seen, so I
gave him the award for the fastest policy change of the
Parliament. He was very pleased when I was able to
advise him of the change, and now I am advising
the House.

The personalisation agenda, which my right hon.
Friend the Member for Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill
rightfully put at the centre of his speech, is vital to
achieving our ambition for equality for disabled people
by 2025. We have the trailblazers, and there is an
important distinction between trailblazers and pilots.
We are doing that work, and when we say that we want
to do more, it is not a case of stopping and saying
whether we are going to do it; it is about how the
funding streams interact with one another. The discussions
and consultation that we have had on the Right to
Control initiative say that we need to see how it works,
not because we want to stop it but because we want to
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get it right—because if we get it wrong, confidence in
that new approach will be lost, which will mean delays
to the way in which we want services to be provided for
disabled people.

One of the things that will be essential in the trailblazers
is access to good-quality advocacy and support. For the
right to control to be equal, there must be good advocacy
and support. Someone with a learning disability or a
mental health issue may find it more difficult to navigate
their way round the direct payments to which my right
hon. Friend referred than someone with a physical
disability. That is why the models that we need to
examine through the trailblazers must ensure that there
is good advocacy and support.

Mr. Tom Clarke: I am delighted that the Minister has
touched on advocacy. Advocacy was at the heart of the
Disabled Persons (Services, Consultation and
Representation) Act 1986, and we have seen many good
examples of best practice. Sometimes I worry, though,
that we have not made as much progress as we might
have in advocacy. I know that my hon. Friend often
highlights that issue, but is it not positive, not only for
the disabled person but for the advocate, to ensure that
advocacy remains central to our approach?

Jonathan Shaw: I agree absolutely. I wrote to my right
hon. Friend about the progress since the 1986 Act and I
was going to come on to that. It was a little while
ago—a whole hairline ago, sadly.

One example that I have seen is in Essex. The Essex
Coalition of Disabled People provides direct payments
administrative services for disabled people, with a contract
from Essex council. I think that Southend and part of
Cambridgeshire are also involved. That provides disabled
people with sustainability of funding, and the funding
is also used for other services such as good advocacy
and support. With the trailblazers, when we are considering
the models, we need to ensure sustainability of funding
for good advocacy and support, because if the right to
control is to work not just for one year but for all
years, that must be in place and it cannot rely on
year-to-year, hand-to-mouth funding. It is a central
part of delivering successfully.

On the point that the hon. Member for Banbury
(Tony Baldry) made, it is important that we involve
voluntary groups. We cannot think that the right to
control will be there for everyone. We must be wary of
people who advocate only one way and who have an
ideology in that respect. For the majority of people, the
right to control will work, but for some people it will
not work, so we do not want all the services to be
run in a particular way. That is why, in relation to the
trailblazers, where we have funding streams that will
become individualised for things such as supported
employment, we do not want services to collapse if
people withdraw funding.

What the initiative will do is change the way in which
the power exists at the moment, so rather than disabled
people being the passive recipients of what the council,
the health service or whoever says, they will have far
more power. They will need to be consulted on, and

involved in, services. Perhaps that will prevent the issues
in local authorities that my right hon. Friend the Member
for Coatbridge, Chryston and Bellshill described arising.

A number of hon. Members referred to stigma, hate
crime and the discrimination that too many disabled
people face. We have made a great deal of progress on
that front in recent years, but we need to continue to
fight the battle. In some ways, in these years, we are
seeing the best and the worst in terms of inclusion. We
all remember the fantastic scenes just up the road in
Trafalgar square when our Olympians and Paralympians
came back from Beijing. They included gold medal
winners, and people were celebrating their achievement,
not because they had overcome adversity in the way
that the hon. Member for Edinburgh, West referred to,
but because of their sporting prowess. It was a fantastic
achievement.

Thirteen million people tuned in to the BBC’s coverage
of the Paralympics. That was more people than in any
other country in the world. The Paralympics are a very
important force for portraying a positive image of what
disabled people can contribute to their country. This is
about tackling attitudes, and if we can tackle attitudes,
we can tackle behaviour. There is so much work to be
done.

My right hon. Friend the Member for Coatbridge,
Chryston and Bellshill mentioned the Equality and
Human Rights Commission inquiry into hate crime,
which was born out of the most appalling crime that
took place some two years ago. Fiona Pilkington and
her daughter Francecca were the victims of hate crime,
which led to their taking their own lives. The most
depressing feature of the case was that Fiona Pilkington
had no expectation that anyone would do anything
about it. The shame of that is shared by us all. We need
to fight such crime.

The Olympics in 2012 offer us a huge opportunity to
shift attitudes and change behaviour. I have no doubt—I
am sure that none of us has any doubt—that we will
win medals or that our Olympians and Paralympians
will do a fantastic job in representing our country in our
capital city and at the other arenas and venues around
the UK. However, it is vital that we have a good number
of disabled people working and volunteering at the
Olympics. I am working closely with my right hon.
Friend the Minister for the Olympics and disabled
people’s organisations to ensure that many thousands
of disabled people—4,000 or 5,000—are part of the
volunteer work force.

We need to look at things such as adjustments so that
people who need personal assistants can take part. One
can imagine people attending Olympic venues being
welcomed and escorted to their seats by a young woman,
perhaps with cerebral palsy, and her PA. That is one
example, but what would it do to advance attitudes
towards disabled people if we multiplied it by thousands?
It is very powerful, and it is important that we do not
miss a once-in-a-generation opportunity to use the power
of the Olympic and Paralympic games.

Let me touch on access to work for people with
learning disabilities. My right hon. Friend does great
work with the all-party group. As hon. Members have
said, we have not seen the increases that we would have
liked in the number of people with learning disabilities
getting employment. Shortly after I completed my social
care course, I got my first paid job, as a care worker
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with people with learning disabilities, so seeing the
advancement of this group of people has been a passion
of mine.

As part of our “Valuing Employment” strategy, the
Department recently announced that it would employ
400 people with learning disabilities over the next year
or so and work in partnership with our contractors. We
will make access to work more flexible not only in terms
of physical adaptations, but by making job coaches
available. We will build on some of the work that we
have undertaken with Project Search, an initiative that
works particularly with public sector bodies and hospitals.

I recently met students with learning disabilities at
the Norwich and Norfolk University hospital who had
been given internships and learned about different jobs
around the hospital. I was delighted to hear that many
of them had secured full-time employment. Indeed, one
of their colleagues told me how delighted she was when
one of the young men came to her to say that he would
be spending the weekend paintballing with colleagues
from the hospital. He was taking part in a mainstream
exercise, and they were including him as a friend and
colleague.

Mr. Tom Clarke: I welcome my hon. Friend’s positive
speech, but does he accept that various charities have
produced much evidence showing that people with learning
disabilities do not get the attention from the health
service that they need and deserve, because they do not
have the facility to express their needs and wants? Will
he consider the many studies on this subject and keep in
touch with those of our colleagues who deal with health
matters?

Jonathan Shaw: Indeed. As my right hon. Friend will
know, the “Valuing People” document highlighted the
fact that there was great inconsistency. As in many
public services, there are shining examples of what is
best, and we all want to see them across the piece. A
woman with learning disabilities is entitled to receive
the same public health treatment—the same screening
for breast cancer or cervical cancer—as anyone else. A
number of charities and organisations for people with
learning disabilities have developed Easy Read so that
such people can properly understand their health needs
and the various processes and procedures that they
need to go through to live a healthy life. I was recently in
Rochdale, where I was shown an Easy Read booklet
about a whole range of matters that had been published
for people with learning disabilities. However, we must
continue to keep that under review.

Before I conclude, I should say that although my hon.
Friend the Member for Glasgow, North-West (John
Robertson), who is sitting behind me, cannot contribute
to the debate because he is my Parliamentary Private
Secretary, we all acknowledge that he has made a huge
contribution to work on disabled people’s issues in his

time in the House. Indeed, shortly after the debate, I
will be speaking on Insight Radio, which is based in his
constituency and run by the Royal National Institute of
Blind People. In Committee and on Report, my hon.
Friend laid an amendment to the Welfare Reform Bill
to ensure that a higher rate of disability living allowance
is paid to 20,000 blind people, which will assist them
enormously. The RNIB ran a great campaign, and I am
delighted that there was cross-party support for it.

Mr. Tom Clarke: I am sorry if I appear to be pursuing
my hon. Friend, but he is so interesting and he is giving
us many ideas. I would like to have had time to raise an
issue that has worried me and many others for many
years—the number of people with learning disabilities
who find themselves in prison. It is often thought that
the courts send them there because they cannot think of
anywhere else to send them. Baroness Stern has had a
great deal to say on the issue, as have Nacro and Sacro,
and that will not have escaped the attention of my hon.
Friend and other colleagues. It really is very worrying to
see such things in this modern age.

Jonathan Shaw: That is right. Before I conclude, I will
refer to the report by Leonard Cheshire. If we tackle
poverty, that will have a significant impact on tackling
the number of people in prison. I am not saying that
there is a direct link and that being poor means that
people will commit crime, but we know that people
living in poorer conditions can be tempted down that
route. To tackle the numbers that my right hon. Friend
mentioned, we need to ensure that we have better
educational outcomes, better skills and better employment
opportunities, and we need the hope that disabled people
can contribute to mainstream society. That would have
an impact on the number of people with learning
disabilities going to prison, and I have been in
correspondence with colleagues at the Ministry of Justice
about the issue.

A couple of weeks ago, my right hon. Friend kindly
chaired a meeting to discuss the 40th anniversary of the
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970. At
that meeting, my right hon. Friend Lord Morris of
Manchester talked about how he had managed to get
the Act on to the statute book. He reminded us that
when he first introduced his Bill in 1969, he had drawn
first place in ballot for private Member’s Bills, but only
one organisation for disabled people contacted him
after he wrote around. Oh, how times have changed—and
that is a good thing.

As Lord Morris told us, organisations did not write
to him because they had no expectations, given that
disability issues had not been debated since the 1940s.
We have made great progress in the past 40 years, but we
need to do more for the advancement of the 10 million
disabled people in this country. We need to do that for
the sake not just of those 10 million people, but for the
sake of all 60 million people who live in our society.
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Physics Research

10.59 am

Dr. Evan Harris (Oxford, West and Abingdon) (LD):
It is a pleasure to have the debate, and I am delighted
that there is so much interest in it among parliamentarians
and the public, given that we are competing with astronauts
and the like at the launch of the new space strategy. Of
course, those matters impact on physics and its funding,
and the future and health of physics research in this
country impact on our ability to exploit discoveries in
space.

I want to concentrate on two different areas: the
funding problems and other problems at the Science and
Technology Facilities Council, which is one of the funding
bodies for physics, although not the only one, as physics
is funded also by the Engineering and Physical Sciences
Research Council and several physics projects are funded
by other research councils; and future careers in physics
and the supply of physicists for teaching and research.

It would be inappropriate in what will, I think, have to
be a short speech, to go through the whole history of the
creation and funding of the STFC, but right hon. and
hon. Members will know that it has been beset by
problems from its birth. I remember being in a Delegated
Legislation Committee dealing with the regulations setting
up the STFC. It was a merger of the old Particle Physics
and Astronomy Research Council and the Council for
the Central Laboratory of the Research Councils, which
managed the large facilities. I and my hon. Friend the
Member for Harrogate and Knaresborough (Mr. Willis)
were concerned, in that debate, about whether the STFC
had a sound financial basis, given the liabilities that
were being carried forward into the new research council
by the CCLRC. We were given assurances by the Science
Minister at the time that everything would be fine and
that the STFC would not be destabilised by any funding
problems and concerns that affected the large facilities
council that was to be one of its parents.

It is clear, objectively, that that assurance was not
delivered on. The recent report by the Select Committee
onScienceandTechnology,aboutresearchcouncilallocations,
which looked closely at the STFC, made several criticisms
of the way it had been put together, and of funding
decisions. Two years ago the council had a flat cash
allocation. Despite spin from the Government to the
effect that it received a significant funding increase, it
clearly did not, going by the funding that could actually
be spent, as opposed to allocations relating to the value
of buildings and facilities. That has led to great distress
inthesciencecommunityat largeandthephysicscommunity
in particular among those people who rely on grants to
fund their research in particle physics and astronomy. A
number of other areas are funded by the STFC.

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on securing the debate. Does he agree
that astronomy, which is the area of greatest interest to
me, is financially beleaguered because, despite our
having world-class resources and facilities, such as those
in Armagh, those concerned are always fighting for
what feels like a very tight fund? The Government
commissioned a report on near-Earth objects, which
made 14 recommendations, only one of which has been
implemented. Does he agree that, if the Government are
serious about astronomy, they need to make a serious
and long-lasting funding commitment to it?

Dr. Harris: I agree. The failure to capitalise on initiatives
and drive them through is symptomatic of the problem.
There is not money for the here and now, and it becomes
difficult to plan for the future. I pay tribute to my hon.
Friend for his commitment to astronomy and for his
significant role in the all-party group on astronomy, and
to his family for their contribution to space research and
discovery.

It is well recognised that there is a problem in the
funding of astronomy and particle physics, and I hope
that the Minister will at least recognise that. It is a
problem that cannot be allowed to fester; it must be
solved. There are at least two ways to solve it. The
Government’s proposal is to accept all the planned cuts,
make a new start at a lower level of funding, and see
whether we can find a way to protect and give stability
to the STFC and physics research budgets. Alternatively,
we could say “No, we will not accept that serious damage
should be done now. We must find a way to rebalance
the position to the status quo ante—the position before
the significant cuts in funding, and particularly grant
funding, that are proposed for the community.”

I do not think that I can go through the list now. It can
only be described as a bonfire of the acronyms—the
projectswhosefundingisduetobeabandonedorsignificantly
reduced. Behind those acronyms lies a great deal of
good science, and many good people have planned their
careers on the basis of being able to see through those
projects and of UK participation in those projects. Even
if the Government, and politicians more widely, do not
think long term about research priorities, the individuals
who do the work—particularly those in the public sector,
who are not well paid compared with their private sector
colleagues or, indeed, compared with what their skills
could get them in the private sector—must think long
term. They must plan their careers, and where they and
their families will live.

Behind each budget cut is an individual story of great
distress, and of people’s planned careers being cut. That
is happening not because of anyone’s inability to make a
scientific case in open competition through peer review,
onalevelplayingfield—that isalwaystheriskinscience—but
because of what those people see as near-arbitrary cuts
intheprogramme,andanarbitraryoratleastnon-transparent
decision that means that, although the Government
have boasted of an increase in the science budget, the
funding for research grants in their field has fallen. That
means that the success rate for grant applications in that
area of work, which was already low because of the
tough competition—which is a good thing—has fallen
even further. In addition, of course, the bonfire of the
acronyms means a blow to the UK’s credibility as a
long-term partner for projects involving scientists, research
institutes and funding from other countries and their
Governments.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): Does the hon. Gentleman
agree that blue sky research is most important, and that
it should not stall under the current difficult economic
conditions? The large hadron collider is one such case.
We do not know whether it will tell us much about the
Higgs boson or what it will tell us about fundamental
particle physics, but it is likely to lead to discoveries that
could help to resolve the world’s key problems, including
medical problems, so it is not something that we should
discard lightly. We should continue to support it, and
other blue sky research projects.
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Dr. Harris: I agree with the hon. Gentleman, who is
greatly missed on the Science and Technology Committee,
where he made a unique contribution, and a strongly
supportive one in certain areas. I remember him particularly
being a great advocate of embryo research. As an engineer
he will recognise that it is not only our commitment to
the large hadron collider, which has been protected in all
that has been happening, that is important; experiments
based on, but separate from, the subscription to the
large hadron collider are part of some of the projects
that are threatened. The funding of those—and our
participation—seems doomed to end unless alternative
funding can be found.

That is one of the tragedies of having large facilities
that cost a great deal of money to build and run but do
not maximise our country’s and the physics community’s
exploitation of those facilities, because the funding to
maximise the use of the resources is not available. Those
are the fundamental problems with the planned cuts to
specific, named projects. In addition, of course, there is
the lower success rate for grant applications, because of
the shortage of funding for direct grants.

It is appropriate at this point to consider how the
Government propose to solve the problem. It varies
between refusing to accept that there is a problem and
launching a review of the structure of the STFC. Indeed,
Lord Drayson, the Science Minister, did the latter on
16 December 2009. That was the right thing to do,
because there is a problem. One does not come up with
proposed solutions, however strong, unless one first
recognises that there is a problem. It was unfortunate
that on 16 December Lord Drayson should have said
that he welcomed the results of the STFC prioritisation,
becauseoneperson’sprioritisationisanother’sposteriorisation.
It is not appropriate for politicians to hide behind words
when talking about significant cuts in funding.

According to the press release, Lord Drayson said
that there are

“real tensions in having international science projects, large scientific
facilities and UK grant-giving roles within a single research council.”

However, the proposal that has emerged is that the
research council should not be split. There is a difference
of opinion about that, but I do not want to dwell on that
aspect. I have a series of questions about the meaning of
someof theallegedsolutionsemanatingfromtheannouncement
of 4 March on the new arrangements for the STFC.

According to the press release, the proposal is that

“reducing the pressures from the international subscriptions and
UK-based facility operations would substantially remove the risk
that unexpected pressures would lead to a disproportionate pressure
on the STFC’s grants portfolio.”

Iamnotsure that reducingthepressureswouldsubstantially
remove the risk. Eliminating them would substantially
remove that risk. Unexpected pressures resulting from
changes in the exchange rate and the cost of running
facilities would lead to disproportionate pressure on the
STFC’s grants portfolio.

What the physics community is looking for from the
review is not the promise of another review, future
negotiations or other ways of reducing the risk, but
clear solutions to the problems that do not further
disadvantage physics funding and do not set the STFC’s
budget for grants at its current low level. That is the
subject of my questions.

The press release said:
“It is important that STFC adheres to its new balanced budget

going forward”.

That means, I think, that according to the Government
the STFC needs to adhere to its new reduced budget for
grants. So much money is being given in subscriptions
because of the low rate of sterling against the euro and
other currencies. Will the Minister confirm that adherence
to the new balanced budget means that there will not be
a readjustment of the funding in grants up from the
current level—that we are where we are, and that we
have to get used to living without British participation
in a number of projects, and with a lower rate of success
in grant applications?

The press release goes on to state that there are two
“significant short term pressures on STFC”—

I think that this is the right analysis—
“sharp and sudden variations in exchange rates arising from
international subscriptions, and the funding of demand-led large
domestic facilities.”

I think that that is correct. However, they are not short-term
pressures if the damage that is done to the available
funding for grants is not corrected. If that is not done,
what would have been short-term pressures will become
long-term funding reductions. Will the Minister say
whether the STFC’s grant budget is fixed in stone at its
current level? Whatever solution is introduced, it will
not redress that problem.

The press release pointed to the
“considerable support provided by BIS to STFC in recognition of
adverse exchange rate movements this year and last, some £40 million
in total.”

That was a mixture of grant and loan. I understand that
some of that loan was to be repaid from future years, or
the next year. Will the Minister clarify that? If he cannot
do so today, I ask him to make it explicit in a letter to
me. I want to know exactly how much of what has been
given to the STFC for each of the past two years and for
the current year to support its budget has to be repaid
from future budget allocations. Will that still be the case
if no further grant is awarded and the exchange rate is
fixed so that the Treasury takes the risk above a certain
level?

If there is no future support, and there is a buffering
of exchange rate variations, which might seem sensible,
the key question is: at what level will the buffering take
place? If it takes place at the current level of the pound—it
is likely that the pound will increase and that the STFC
could benefit, having more cash to spend from such an
increase—and if that windfall goes to the Treasury,
above a £3 million buffer, the STFC will not benefit.
Indeed, it seems that it will not benefit from the grant
and loan support that it currently receives.

I ask the Minister to reassure me that there will not be
a double whammy. What has gone down might go up.
The STFC has lost out from what has gone down. Will it
miss out on the benefit from what goes up and lose its
grant support? That will have serious implications for its
future health.

Lembit Öpik: I am grateful once again to my hon.
Friend for giving way. Does he agree that the Minister
needs to understand that such questions are important
because increased and reduced budgets cannot be easily
accommodated in the long-term planning of physics
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and astronomy? In other words, an increase or a decrease
in budget can be catastrophic to long-term initiatives of
benefit to the country. We need clarity, even if it is
slightly bad news, because the scientific community
could at least plan to live within its means.

Dr. Harris: That is right. What was disappointing
about the press release and the announcement is that, in
many cases, it was not a long-term solution. I realise
that funding for the support of large domestic facilities
will be ring-fenced, and that arrangements will be made
for other research councils to pay their fair share, and I
welcomethat.However,inrespectof internationalsubscriptions
the press release says only that
“from the next spending review onwards…BIS is looking at options
for managing the currency risks better.”

I thought that it was doing so before 16 December 2009,
and before the review. If it is still doing so, it is not the
long-term solution that we need.

The press release states merely that
“BIS is working closely with the Bank of England on how to

reduce the exposure of the STFC.”

It then states that a “new arrangement will provide”. A
new arrangement might provide, or would provide, but
no new arrangement has been proposed as yet. I would
be grateful for some clarity on that. I have seen proposals
whereby the Treasury will take the risk and benefit of
any changes that have an impact greater than £3 million
on budget exchange rate changes, but the key point is
where the baseline is drawn.

Criticisms have been made, not least in the report of
the Select Committee on Science and Technology, about
the management of the STFC. I shall not speak for or
against the recommendations or the criticisms made in
the science community. However, politicians should take
responsibility for the overall budget position, and not
seek to hide behind their failure to recognise that there is
a problem—or behind those individuals running the
research council. The Haldane principle makes clear
that it is for research councils, through peer review, to
allocate funding to specific projects. I realise that, but
the Government must take responsibility for the overall
allocations to research councils. They are made by the
Government.

In the remaining time, I wish to deal with the question
of scientific careers, particularly in physics. At the moment,
it isdifficult.Peopleworkinginuniversityphysics laboratories
that are funded by the STFC or the Engineering and
Physical Sciences Research Council—the success rate
for grant applications to the EPSRC is so low that it has
taken the unusual step of placing a ban on repeat
funding applications—are not happy with the situation.
When PhD students or young post-doctoral students in
such departments seek advice on whether it is a healthy
area in which to work, they get the answer that one
would expect from more senior researchers who are
facing difficulties with ongoing funding and with cuts in
theprojectsonwhichtheyareworking,oftenincollaboration
with other countries which are not withdrawing support.
Whatadvicedothoseresearchersgive totheundergraduates,
doctoral students and post-doctoral students in their
department? They will not tell them that it is great field
in which to work and that the future is healthy. They will
tell them the opposite, which will lead to problems in

retaining some of the brightest and the best that we
need. We have that problem throughout our education
system, which my hon. Friend the Member for Mid-Dorset
and North Poole (Annette Brooke) will talk about.

We still have a fundamental problem with the number
of entries to A-level physics. Data from the Joint Council
for Qualifications show that between 1985 to 2008, there
has been a slow and inexorable reduction in numbers.
Indeed there was a year-on-year reduction until 2006-07.
There was a slight upturn in 2008, but the number was
still the third lowest since 1985. Although there has been
an improvement in mathematics and, to a certain extent,
in chemistry, we have not seen the same in physics.

Without people taking physics A-levels, it is hard to
see how we can encourage them to take physics degrees.
Other data from the Higher Education Statistics Agency,
which the Minister must be intimately acquainted with—I
am sure that it is his bedtime reading given his worries
about the state of higher education funding, and it may
even help him get to sleep—show that the number of
applicants to study physics as a first degree qualification
has not risen since 1985; indeed, the number has been
flatlining. Therefore, despite the best efforts of this
Government to promote science, which have been far
better than those of the previous Government, it cannot
be said that they have been successful.

One of the reasons is that we are in a vicious circle.
Students are not studying physics and graduating in
sufficient numbers with physics, so there are not enough
people who have the necessary specialist background to
go back into teaching physics to inspire the next generation
of young people to study physics at school. That circle
must be broken. I do not see how that can be done while
the Government continue to pile debt on students.

Students will not choose—if they can do the maths
and these students can do the maths—to take relatively
low-paid jobs in teaching or in research when they can
go into other jobs in, for example, the finance sector
where their numeracy is not only well regarded but
much better rewarded. Public sector teaching posts and
research posts will never be able to compete with some
of the salaries that are on offer in the City, but the
Government can make an effort by not imposing a
further distortion of career choice by piling huge amounts
of debt on graduates. Students know that that debt is
there waiting for them when they pass the threshold and
will hold them back in their ability to get a mortgage
and settle down with a family. Moreover, they will see
their peers, who are in other fields, get on the housing
ladder much earlier. That is a real problem.

The first thing that I want to hear from the Minister is
that he recognises that we have not made progress in the
number of entrants to physics A-levels and physics
degrees. I want to hear those words from him, because
the first law of science is to define the problem. If we are
not able to define or recognise the problem, it will be
difficult to find the solutions that we need.

Another problem is that half the population—the
female half of the population—are not staying in physics
or in engineering. The burden of debt is a particular
problem for them. There is obviously a stereotyping of
careers going on and a question over whether careers
advice is adequate in girls’ schools or to girls in schools,
given the relatively small numbers who study the subjects.
TheRoyalSocietyreport recentlydemonstratedasignificant
leaky pipeline, which is much greater for women scientists
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than for male scientists, and much more work needs to
be done by research funders to identify the problems, to
do exit interviews, to do surveys and to find out why the
people they fund are leaving science in such a way.

A short debate such as this is not enough to do justice
to all the information that I have been sent, and I am
very grateful to the people in the field for sending me
the information and background, to the Institute of
Physics and to the research councils themselves that
have provided briefings.

In the next few weeks, as we go through to the general
election, I hope that physics and science will have a very
high profile. I will continue to make these points, seek to
hold the Government to account and hope that we will
see, in the general election, a clear difference between
the parties on the specifics of funding. I hope that my
own party will make it clear that it will find the resources
from existing budgets to re-stabilise the STFC, and that
we have clear proposals to give stability to physics
funding.

We need to break the vicious cycle that exists for
physics students, physics graduates and physics teachers.
We have failed to break out of that cycle over the past
20 years and, disappointingly, during the tenure of this
Government. I recognise that the Government have
increased the science budget in real terms and that,
overall, sciencespendinghas increased,but the fundamental
facts, as set out in the Royal Society report, are that our
share of spend on science as a proportion of our GDP is
no higher now than it was when this Government came
to power and no higher than it was during the Thatcher
years. We have not solved the problem and we must not
be complacent. I urge the Minister not to be complacent
because we are far, far away from the target of 2.5 per
cent. of GDP being spent on science, and the trickle-down
effect of the failure to meet that target can be seen in
physics and so many other subjects. I look forward to
hearing his response to this debate.

11.27 am

Mr. Andrew Smith (Oxford, East) (Lab): I congratulate
my fellow Oxford MP, the hon. Member for Oxford,
WestandAbingdon(Dr.Harris),onsecuring this important
debate. Physics is vital to Oxford and Oxfordshire, to
science in the UK and to our economy more generally. I,
too, thank the Institute of Physics and others who have
sent me very helpful material on the matter. It was an
Institute of Physics report that suggested that nearly
6.5 per cent. of the UK economy is critically dependent
on physics research. Beyond that, the physical sciences
drive something like a third of the UK economic output.

High-techmanufacturingaccountsforhalf themanufacturing
jobs in the UK, and the UK is a major venue for science,
withUKbusinessesattracting£4billionininwardinvestment
to fund research and development. Such increases in
private investment in research and development followed
rises in public investment in science. In that sense, the
increases over the past decade, which I was pleased the
hon. Gentleman acknowledged, have had a significant
and dramatic impact on the UK economy. In that context,
it is all the more tragic that we face some of these
pressures and dilemmas.

Lembit Öpik: Does the right hon. Gentleman agree
that we have only to look at the long-term impact of the
Apollo space programme in the United States to see

how what could be regarded as pure research or the
pursuit of scientific goals directly impacts on the capability
of the economic sector to make profit for the industry?
Indeed, the United States is still benefiting from the
investment that it made in the 1960s.

Mr. Smith: Yes, indeed. The difficulty of forecasting
the economic impact of blue-skies research is something
that I will come to later.

I share the concerns voiced by the hon. Member for
Oxford, West and Abingdon about the pressures facing
the Science and Technology Facilities Council in general
and physics funding in particular. As I have said, those
pressuresaretragic,giventhattheycomeafteranunprecedented
investment in science in recent years. I certainly reinforce
the questions that the hon. Gentleman asked about the
future of the STFC grants and I urge the Government
to look very carefully at that area of funding again.

There is an important question to be asked about who
should carry currency risk; there is indeed a case for its
being a responsibility of the Treasury. However, if that
is the case, there must be an understanding and an
agreementof thelong-termrealinternationalcurrency-weighted
value of the commitment that is being made to these
international projects.

As I said, Mr. O’Brien, UK science was starved of
investment for many years before 1997 and a real difference
has been made by the increases since.

AdamAfriyie (Windsor) (Con):Therighthon.Gentleman
said that science was “starved” of funding. However, as
thehon.MemberforOxford,WestandAbingdon(Dr.Harris)
has pointed out, the percentage share of GDP that was
invested in science during the years that he mentioned is
exactly the same as the percentage share of GDP that is
invested today. So is the right hon. Gentleman arguing
that the Government today are starving science of money?

Mr. Smith: No. Of course, there has been a considerable
increase in GDP as well. The figures that I am citing
today—for example, the science budget is nearly £4 billion
a year now, having been virtually doubled—show that
there has been a very substantial increase in investment,
and science has benefited from that. I acknowledge the
pressures on science funding and indeed I am calling on
the Government to look again at the situation facing the
STFC in general and physics funding in particular.
However, it is only fair to acknowledge the progress that
has been made and I hope that the hon. Gentleman will
do so.

Furthermore, the hon. Member for Oxford, West and
Abingdon referred to the importance of science in the
context of the general election and the debates that we
will be having in coming weeks. If the Conservative
party wants to cut public expenditure more quickly than
the Government are proposing to, the hon. Member for
Windsor (Adam Afriyie) must say either that cuts in
science funding will be greater than those proposed by
the Government or that funding will be cut somewhere
else to prevent the cuts to science funding that would
otherwise happen. There must be an honest debate
about cuts too.

Adam Afriyie: I am really glad that the right hon.
Gentleman has raised that issue, because it is entirely in
the Government’s hands to produce a comprehensive
spending review. They have refused to do so and that is
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what is creating all the uncertainty around the STFC
and many of the other research councils. So it is a bit
rich of the Government to accuse the Opposition of not
coming clean on figures when they have all the figures to
hand and all of the powers to make a decision to hold
a CSR.

Mr. Smith: I did not actually accuse the hon. Gentleman
of not coming clean. What I said was that, as the
Conservatives had come clean and said that they wanted
to cut public expenditure harder and quicker than the
Government are proposing to, there are questions that
they had to answer.

I apologise, Mr. Olner. I think that I called you
Mr. O’Brien a few minutes ago. That was my mistake
and I apologise for it.

Mr. Bill Olner (in the Chair): One Mr. O’Brien is
younger than me and one is older than me.

Dr. Harris: I thank the right hon. Gentleman for his
contribution to the debate. We often face each across
this Chamber because we have many interests in common.
I hope that he will recognise two important points. First,
the capital spending of his Government—the Labour
Government—has been significant, in higher education
in particular. That must be recognised and I recognise it.

Secondly, however, the recurrent funding in science
spending as a whole is not a doubling. The doubling of
the science budget has run simultaneously with the
reduction in spending from departmental budgets. So,
although there has been a 40 per cent. real terms increase
inoverallsciencespending—notadoublingof thespending—
science is only getting its fair share of GDP growth.
That is more than science received under the Conservatives,
but it is no more than science’s fair share and that is why
we are still well behind other countries in the proportion
of our wealth that we spend on science and research.

Mr. Smith: Like the hon. Gentleman, I want science
and physics to have an even fairer share.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned capital. I want to
talk briefly about the Science Research Infrastructure
Fund, which was another success story in terms of the
boost that it gave to facilities and to staff morale by
attracting staff from overseas. It also impacted positively
on student numbers and encouraged greater use of
facilities by businesses, including smaller businesses.
However, since the SRIF ended and funding became
part of the full economic cost of research allocated by
the research councils, there is now some concern that the
money is not being spent within universities in support
of the research infrastructure, doubtless because of other
pressures that the universities face. I wonder if the
Minister can say something about that subject.

I also wanted to talk about the research assessment
exercise and how it is developing. That exercise also had
a significant impact on the science and innovation base,
by helping to improve the overall quality of UK research.
Nevertheless, it is of concern that its successor—the
research excellence framework—has “impact of research”
criteria.

In mentioning those criteria, I return to the point that
was made by the hon. Member for Montgomeryshire
(Lembit Öpik), who has now left the Chamber, when he

talked about the long-term benefits of big projects
and blue-skies research. That emphasis on “impact” is
probably a consequence of a shift in the thinking of at
least some of those steering UK science policy for
publicly funded scientific research to demonstrate economic
and societal impact.

However, there are real difficulties about the criteria
and the methodology of the research excellence framework,
and it is hoped that they will not be too restrictive for
physics and other disciplines. We can all probably think
of many cases of breakthroughs in physics—in relativity,
quantum mechanics or whatever area—where it would
have been very difficult at the outset of the research to
have said what the consequences and the benefits of that
research would be. How the difficulty of demonstrating
the benefits of research fits within impact criteria based
around the economy and society is another issue that it
would be wise to look at further.

This debate matters not only because science is important
in its own right, but because it means jobs, prosperity
and welfare for the future, both for those who work in
science and for those in the many jobs that are generated
by science. In Oxfordshire, we have seen big successes,
including the Harwell science and innovation campus,
and major facilities, such as the Diamond Light Source
and the ISIS neutron facility in Harwell, which are
global centres of pioneering research. The Rutherford
Appleton laboratories are developing new techniques to
help in the development of fusion. The tier 1 computing
centre at the laboratories is the UK focus for processing
data from the large hadron collider at the European
Organisation for Nuclear Research, or CERN.

Sharp Laboratories UK, which is based in Oxford
science park, is another example of a company based in
Oxfordshire. It employs more than 100 people and it
conducts world-leading research and development, creating
technologiessuchasadvancedflatscreendisplays.Companies
such as Sharp Laboratories UK are based in the UK
because of the strength of the UK science base and
because of the graduates trained in cutting edge science,
which that science base provides. We have a good record
in Oxford and at Oxford university in spinning out
companies from physics research. Companies such as
Oxford instruments are now well known world leaders
and newer companies such as Oxonica and RF Sensors
are bringing physics research to the market, generating
local jobs in the process.

If we are to sustain that success—surely there ought
to be general agreement that it is vital that we do so—we
must more effectively resolve these questions of basic
funding. We also need to look still further at the support
that is given to businesses as they develop, grow and
apply the benefits of scientific research, because the
recession has put pressures on science businesses, as it
has on other businesses, and perhaps especially on smaller
science-based companies. As we know, to bring a piece
of world-leading research to commercial applicability
and ultimately to profit can take several years and can
require several stages of investment.

The recession and the situation in banking has meant
that some companies are not getting the right money at
the right time. If the UK is to continue to exploit the
strength of our research base, there is a need to focus
support on these science companies, through the provision
of long-terminvestment instart-upsandthrough large-scale
science-focused venture capital funds. I would be grateful
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if the Minister told us what further can be done to
support the commercial application of science in that
context.

All the economic benefit that we get from our strength
in science, including the critical mass of talented people
that physics requires, is stimulated and sustained by
public investment in science. Given the demonstrable
value to the economy of scientific research, will the
Government reaffirm their commitment to fund increases
in basic science spending in line with the science and
innovation framework for the decade from 2004? Will
the Minister offer some hope and encouragement to
physics in universities, which, as we have heard, is under
such pressure at the moment?

11.40 am

Annette Brooke (Mid-Dorset and North Poole) (LD):
I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Oxford,
West and Abingdon (Dr. Harris) on securing this debate
and on analysing the situation so effectively.

I am not a physicist, so I needed to reflect on why
physics in particular faces a problem and why it is so
important. I looked briefly at what physics research has
provided us with. It includes obvious things that we use
every day, such as the world wide web, or that some of us
might have to use, such as radiotherapy and other cancer
treatments. Modern techniques for cancer diagnosis and
treatment depend on physics research, and advances in
physics-based diagnosis and therapy will continue to
lower cancer mortality rates and improve the health of
the nation.

Much of the research that we do not hear about will
almost certainly make the most important changes to
how we live. Physics is responsible for the development
of a vast array of technology, including technology to
tackle climate change and for magnetic resonance imaging,
now a routine technique for medical research. The list
goes on and on. Of course, we cannot take physics in
isolation.

I was recently pleased to be paired with a scientist last
November through the Royal Society scheme, and we
had some fascinating discussions on the links between
research, policy making and funding for research. The
Royal Society recently published a report entitled “The
Scientific Century: Securing Our Future Prosperity”,
which contains two urgent messages. The first is that the
UK needs to place science and innovation at the heart of
our long-term strategy for economic growth; the second
is that we face a fierce competitive challenge from countries
that are investing at a scale and speed that we may
struggle to match.

To quote from that important report:
“Ten years into this new scientific century, the world is slowly

recovering from a severe financial crisis. Food security, climate
change and health inequalities are rising up international policy
agendas. And countries such as China, India and Brazil are
reshaping the economic and political landscape. Faced with such
uncertainties, the UK must build on its existing strengths. This
country has a proud track record of achievement in science and
engineering. Today, thanks to sustained investment”—

credit must be given where it is due—
“we have the most productive research base among the world’s
leading economies. Our universities are ranked second only to
those of the USA. And the outputs of our research are increasingly
threaded through the economy.”

The report goes on:
“It would be disastrous if, at this stage, there was a withdrawal

of support for our world-class universities, or the incentives which
have been put in place to encourage translation, commercialisation
and knowledge exchange. At the same time as we have improved
our record on science and innovation, other countries have improved
theirs…While the UK contemplates further reductions in spending
on higher education and research, most other major economies,
including the USA, China, France and Germany, have outlined
ambitious plans to increase investment and boost their innovation
performance.”

Inmyview,theGovernmenthavenotusedtheall-important
fiscal stimulus provided at the onset of the recession to
invest in science infrastructure. The VAT cut of £12.5 billion
could have been spent much more productively.

The Royal Society goes on:
“If the right policy choices are made now, the UK can remain

at the vanguard of international science and secure its prosperity
throughout the scientific century.”

Its recommendations include prioritising investment in
excellent people, strengthening Government’s use of
science, reinforcing the UK’s position as a hub for
global science and innovation, better aligning science
and innovation with global challenges and revitalising
science and mathematics education.

Similarly, the Institute of Physics manifesto for the
2010 general election calls for science funding that will
keep the UK at the forefront of research, a fiscal and
regulatoryenvironmentthatfostersscience-basedinnovation—

Mr. Andrew Smith: I have been mulling over the hon.
Lady’s point about the VAT cut. I put it to her that that
is not a good example of where money could be found.
The VAT cut was a short-term fiscal stimulus to help
soften the recession and get the country out of it. It was
the sort of measure that can be turned on and off, so it
would not have met the long-term needs of science. I do
not think that we want to use short-term devices to fund
science; long-term commitments are needed.

Annette Brooke: I take the right hon. Gentleman’s
point. I was just identifying how we could have approached
the fiscal stimuli. There were important choices to be
made at that point.

The IOP also calls for access to high-quality physics
teaching for every child. I have a lot to say about that. It
is a whole package. It starts from the time a child begins
to understand the world that we live in and continues
through true engagement in science at school to university,
a PhD and further research, if funding exists. The Royal
Society recommends that we provide incentives to recruit
teachers, retain them and attract them back to science
subjects, and that we commit to increasing the number
of primaryteacherswithscienceexpertise.That is important.

We do not have enough primary school teachers with
specialist scientific qualifications. How can we inspire
pupils if we do not have staff with qualifications and
enthusiasm? It is sad that we have lost enthusiasm even
in our secondary schools. Cuts in experimentation have
made science a less attractive subject. Of course we have
new syllabuses, but they do not necessarily increase
take-up at A-level and in further study, as we hoped. We
should establish new expert groups to advise on the
development of science and mathematics curriculums
and qualifications.
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I sit on the Children, Schools and Families Committee,
which recently undertook a short inquiry into science,
technology, engineering and maths subjects. One question
that arose was the position of women in physics. The
comment was made that if we could attain gender
equality, we would almost have cracked the problem of
the shortage of physicists. Only 22 per cent. of physics
A-level students are female, and that figure decreases
throughout the career progression. Only 15 per cent. of
research assistants and less than 5 per cent. of physics
professors are female. We clearly have a gender issue
that must be tackled more rigorously than it has been
so far.

It is interesting to note that the engineers that the
Select Committee interviewed were far more upbeat
about the future. We can do it, but there is a lot more to
be done. It is likely that the Minister will talk about all
the incentives put in place to attract more science teachers,
but the fact is that we have not done enough. Young
people need an improved science education, whether
they are destined to become professional scientists or
scientifically literate citizens. Like other areas of education,
science and mathematics have suffered from rapidly
changing political expectations and reforms.

The No. 1 priority must be the quality of specialist
teachers. Prior to 2009, the UK had failed to meet its
recruitment targets for secondary science and mathematics
teachers every year for more than a decade. There is so
much to be done. The Royal Society’s research suggests
that without excellent teachers there is little hope of
inspiring children to stick with science. What more will
the Minister do to tackle that situation, starting with the
first levels of education? If we crack the problem of
getting excellent people, will there be the necessary
funding?

My hon. Friend the Member for Oxford, West and
Abingdon made an important reference to the STFC.
On 11 March, Times Higher Education reported:

“TheScienceandTechnology FacilitiesCouncilwillbe restructured
in a move that, it is hoped, will protect grants for astronomers and
physicists in the future. The council has faced a series of funding
crises, caused in part by a fall in the value of the pound, which
pushed up the costs of subscriptions to international facilities.
This has forced the STFC to withdraw from international projects,
run national science facilities below capacity”.

We have heard of new arrangements that will improve
the situation, but there are still uncertainties. Professor
Foster of Oxford university welcomed the announcements
from Lord Drayson, but said:

“This doesn’t help with the current disaster. There is no hope
on the horizon and no new money.”

It is reported that the STFC is pulling Britain out of
25 international projects.

It was announced in the pre-Budget report that
£600 million would be cut from the funding for universities
and research. Perhaps the Minister will comment on
that in the context of the Budget. What is the future and
where is the hope? Like my hon. Friend, I would like the
Minister to be clear about the recent funding of the
STFC and what the future offers. The future is clearly
fragile for research in physics and other sciences. We
need clear, encouraging commitments today.

11.52 am

Adam Afriyie (Windsor) (Con): I congratulate the
hon. Member for Oxford, West and Abingdon (Dr. Harris)
on securing this timely and relevant debate. It is pertinent
to ask about the future, given that there has been no
comprehensive spending review to establish the security
and stability of funding.

The hon. Gentleman raised the future challenges for
physics, in particular the exposure to exchange rates.
There may be a ring fence for science, but it feels like the
bolt cutters are at work when changes in the exchange
rate are not compensated in full. He raised the issue of
loans. The Science and Technology Facilities Council
was able to operate this year, last year and the year
before because of a loan from the Government, but
loans have to be paid back and so add pressure for the
future. I look forward to the Minister’s comments on
that.

The hon. Gentleman then took a wonderful canter
through the landscape of physics in Britain and alighted
on the fact that the number of people studying for the
physics A-level has been falling. To add some numbers
to that, I should say that it has fallen by 5,000—from
33,000 people in 1997 to 28,000 in 2008. That is not a
good record on A-level physics. I hope that we will do
better in future.

There have been some great contributions. The hon.
Member for Castle Point (Bob Spink) spoke about the
large hadron collider. I assume that there is a link with
his constituency; if so, he did a good job.

The right hon. Member for Oxford, East (Mr. Smith)
made a considered contribution. I feel I was a bit bullish
for jumping in too early because his point was that
although science funding has been increasing—I agree
that there has been an increase in the absolute level of
funding—there are still challenges. I welcome his words.
He focused on the research assessment exercise and
spokeof successes inhisconstituency.Hedidhisconstituents
proud in his representation of the work that takes place
there.

The hon. Member for Mid-Dorset and North Poole
(Annette Brooke) gave a gentle and considered view on
physics. She admitted that she does not come from a
physics background and focused on the societal benefits
from physics in the longer term and the Royal Society’s
report. She paid particular attention to the plight of
teachers and made the plea that gender equality might
solve the teaching and student problems in physics.

I am conscious of time and want to give the Minister
as much time as possible to respond to the questions
that have been raised. However, I will say a few words
about the terrain of physics in Britain. As we look
forward to the election and beyond the recession, it is
clear that we cannot go on with the debt-fuelled economic
model that prepared us badly for the downturn and has
left us ill equipped for recovery.

Sir James Dyson prepared an in-depth report at the
request of the Conservatives entitled “Ingenious Britain”,
which looks to the future of science and physics in
Britain. It rightly says that there should be no more talk
of Britain as a post-industrial state. I notice that that
phrase has crept into our dialogue, but Britain’s future
should not be considered in those terms. As the Royal
Society put it, this will be a “scientific century”. Advances
in science, engineering and technology will continue to
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determine our success as a nation, as they have in the
past. Britain will need not only more scientists, but more
designers and engineers to turn the science into the
high-tech products and services that create jobs. Today’s
debate is a great chance to highlight the contribution
that physics will make.

[JIM SHERIDAN in the Chair]
Physicsunderpinsmuchof whatwethinkof astechnological

progress. The Institute of Physics has highlighted 10 case
studies to show how curiosity-driven research has led to
practical results. Medical diagnostics, satellite navigation
and advanced manufacturing rely on advances in the
physical sciences. Many hon. Members have iPhones
and personal digital assistants, which have come about
largely due to physics and the space industry. There are
few better examples than the work of Tim Berners-Lee
at CERN, which gave us the worldwide web.

Unfortunately, despite the increase in funding that I
have acknowledged, physics has had a rough ride under
the Government: at least 22 physics departments have
closed since 1997; funding for individual physics students,
undergraduates in particular, has fallen by £170 in real
terms; and Higher Education Statistics Agency figures
show that the proportion of physicists in UK universities
has fallen over the past decade.

The Government’s main physics body, the Science
and Technology Facilities Council, has lurched from
crisis to crisis with the pressures placed on it by the
Government. The Government have broken faith with
the science community, in particular when it comes to
physics; they have led it up the garden path and lulled it
into a false sense of security by churning out endless
rhetoric about protecting science, while slashing the
science budgets for this year and next year.

Dr. Harris: On the subject of rhetoric, will the hon.
Gentleman give an assurance that under a Conservative
Government there would be no cuts in science spending
in the next year? Secondly, does he accept that the
Treasury should take the risk of currency fluctuations,
as was proposed recently by Lord Drayson?

Adam Afriyie: I thank the hon. Gentleman for raising
those questions. I have made it absolutely clear that we
are committed to two things over the next year: to the
future of science and to a multi-year ring-fenced science
budget. There is nothing wrong with the ring-fencing
principle. I make it 100 per cent. clear that we are not
committed to this Government’s budget up to 2011.
However, that matter does not particularly relate to
science.

On the Treasury question, there is clearly pressure on
the STFC in particular and science councils in general
in relation to exchange rate fluctuations. I would like
more flexibility in thatarea; theGovernmentsignbilateral—
international—agreements, for which they are supposed
to pay, yet when the exchange rate changes, the hit is
taken by the research council or the facility in respect of
writing the cheques. That cannot be right, and work
needs to be done on that issue. However, it is above my
pay grade to make policies on behalf of my party at the
moment.

Dr. Harris: I accept what the hon. Gentleman says
about the Treasury, but someone from his party will
have to say something if there is going to be proper
three-party politics with specifics. May I bring the matter

back to my earlier question? I was not sure what he was
saying. Is he saying that if his party is in government
next year, when we will still not be out of recession, it
would not cut spending on science overall because of
the importance of science spending as a vehicle to aid
recovery out of recession? Will he be a bit clearer on
that? I am still not certain about the matter.

Adam Afriyie: I noticed that when the hon. Gentleman
was talking about the science budget, he used the word
“hope.” I can use more than the word “hope” about the
future science budget.

It is completely unfeasible for an Opposition party
that has no access to the Government books to determine
what the budget will be this side of an election. I cannot
do that because, as I said, it is above my pay grade to do
so. If he is asking me whether I would like the science
budget to be maintained at the current level, the answer
is that I would, of course, like that to happen. Would I
like the budget to increase? Of course. However, given
that the Government have virtually bankrupted the
country, the question is whether it is possible even to
maintain the budget that they have. Of course, I will
fight tooth and nail to try to do that, but as I say, it
would be entirely incorrect for an Opposition party to
make a budget before they have succeeded to power.

I am glad that the hon. Gentleman has raised these
questions,becausethere isadutyonpoliticians—particularly
those in the Government, who have access to the books—
to be as direct and straightforward as they can about
future funding levels. The Government have had the
opportunity to carry out a comprehensive spending
review, and they have refused to do so. Their arguments
are incredibly feeble: that somehow there is uncertainty
about the future and therefore they have to create more
uncertainty by not having a comprehensive spending
review to set, at least, the minimum benchmark for
science. That has a disproportionate impact on science
because, if theSTFC—amongotherresearchcouncils—does
not know what the 2011-12 budget is, it cannot allocate
the research grants this year. The Government have
added to the uncertainty around physics in particular,
and they need to deal with that matter as soon as
possible.

There are questions about the merger of the Particle
PhysicsandAstronomyCouncilandtheCentralLaboratory
of the Research Councils, which formed the STFC. I
remember being opposite the then Science Minister, the
hon. Member for Dudley, South (Ian Pearson), when he
took great pleasure in boasting about how the STFC
budget would rise by 13.6 per cent. However, we and the
science community knew that its near cash budget—the
cash available to spend—was completely flat for that
three-year period, as can be seen from the figures published
by the Government.

If that was not bad enough, the financial outlook
today is much bleaker than in 1997. At the very least, we
owe it to the science community to be clear and honest
about the challenges ahead. Major physics cuts have
already been made. STFC grants are down by 10 per
cent., and studentships and fellowships have been cut by
25 per cent. That is largely a result of the uncertainty
created by the fact that the Government have not had
the comprehensive spending review and allocated the
budgets for future years.

37WH 38WH23 MARCH 2010Physics Research Physics Research



[Adam Afriyie]

Twenty-seven significant STFC projects have been
abandoned, £5 million has been cut from the National
Physical Laboratory and £573 million has been cut from
universities thisyear.Capitalcutshavehitphysicsparticularly
hard. As I think the Minister acknowledged when we
last debated the matter in the House, further cuts of
£600 million will be made by 2013. That is an overall
Labour science cut of about £1 billion. We need to
acknowledge that if we are to have a coherent and
honest debate about physics.

Adding insult to injury, the Government have stubbornly
refused to hold a comprehensive spending review, which
I can only assume is based on cynical political reasoning
and the black art of propaganda—the desire not to tell
people what the Government’s reckless spending means
for the future. That, again, adds to future uncertainty.
The result is that the STFC has held back its commitments.

In fact, if the Government had been straightforward
and produced the comprehensive spending review and
the science settlement for the following three years—even
if it were at a lower level—there would be at least some
certainty within the science community, and the STFC
would not have had to pull back the number of grants
that it was allocating. A big question needs to be answered
about why the comprehensive spending review was not
held.DoestheMinisteracknowledgehisortheGovernment’s—I
know the matter is not his particular hat—contribution
to the uncertainty that is being felt?

The falling value of sterling has already precipitated
funding cuts, which has forced other research councils—not
just the STFC and those related to physics—to put their
hands in their pockets, take away their own research
money and give it to the STFC, so that it can cover the
exchange rate fluctuations that have been caused by
international agreements entered into by Governments.
I welcome the review of those arrangements, but we
needmorecertaintyaroundthedirectionthattheGovernment
are taking.

If the Government refuse to tackle the debt crisis, the
STFC’s costs could rise even higher because the pound
will probably plummet further. Ultimately, currency is a
sign of the world’s confidence in a particular economy.
If the pound plummets further, the STFC’s costs will
increase because of the exchange rate differences. Put
simply, Labour’s debt crisis is the single biggest threat to
the future of physics and science funding in the years
ahead. We need clarity going forward, rather than a
Government in denial. I hope there will be no denial
today. I know that the Minister is a straightforward
chap, and I am sure he will not be in denial this afternoon.

We must take action to play down the deficit and
restore confidence in the public finances. That is why if
there is a Conservative Government, we will hold a
Budget within 50 days, and deal with the matters of the
multi-year ring fence. We will allocate a multi-year science
budget that will be ring-fenced. That will help us provide
a stable investment climate for research councils in the
long term.

Dr. Harris: There has been a lot of debate about the
meaning of “ring fence”—we have also debated that in
the Select Committee on Science and Technology. Does
the hon. Gentleman’s reference to ring fence mean that
the money will not be raided within the year for other

spending, or does it mean that the amount in the ring
fence will never go down because it is protected in some
way—that it will either stay the same or go up? Will he
be clearer about that? It would be of great benefit to the
understanding of what we are discussing.

Adam Afriyie: That is a complicated area, because
there are many different types of ring fence: parliamentary
ring-fencing, where the budget is voted for separately;
Treasury ring-fencing, where there are hundreds of little
potsallovertheplace;andgeneraldepartmentalring-fencing
in one or two areas. I am talking about using the
Government’s existing definition of the ring fence. Whether
we will consider the elements within that ring fence is
another question, particularly given the exchange rate
pressures on the ring fence at the moment. That needs to
be looked at. I am referring to the existing definition of
the ring fence and nothing more than that.

Dr. Harris: Does the hon. Gentleman agree with me
that the Government’s definition of the term “ring
fence” is that money allocated in-year, for a certain year,
is protected from being raided for other things? Would
he extend the definition of ring fence, so that planned
spending—for example, that outlined in a CSR—is also
protected? It is not clear that the Government ever mean
that by the term “ring fence”. It is important for people
listening to this debate to know whether, when people
say that there will be a ring fence, that means money will
be protected year on year from being cut or whether it
merely means—this is important in itself—that it will be
protected from cuts within that year.

Adam Afriyie: I would be happy to divert the debate
to that subject, but it could take quite some time. To be
absolutely clear again, we are committed to a multi-year
ring fence for the science budget, with pretty much the
same terms under which it currently operates, but we are
not committed to Labour’s budget. I will be happy to
chat with the hon. Gentleman about precise definitions
after the debate, but I want to conclude my remarks in
the next two minutes so that the Minister has time to
respond.

There are some vagaries in the statements that the
Government and the Science Minister have made on
physics funding. It makes some sense to move the space
budget to a new space agency and to look at a way of
creating a buffer between the STFC grants and its fixed
costs, but can the Minister provide any more detail on
theGovernment’splansforthatarea?Thenewarrangements
announced by the Science Minister on 4 March are
pretty vague, so will the Minister explain what the
Government mean when they say that they will be
“looking at options for managing the currency risks better”?

What options is the Department looking at, and what
did the current Science Minister mean when he said that
“the Department expects to continue to provide STFC with a level
of protection similar to that which has been provided this year”?

Why did he use the words “similar to”, rather than
giving a definitive statement? Has the Department budgeted
tocompensatetheSTFCforthoseexchangeratefluctuations?
It is a straightforward question. Are the Government
planning to compensate fully or are they not?

What assessment has the Department made of the
likely cost to the STFC of future exchange rate fluctuations?
Is there an estimate of what the effect might be? Physicists
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and the STFC will want to know the answer, as will the
science community overall, and vague language only
adds to uncertainty, so the debate provides a good
opportunity to tidy that up. Finally, will the Minister
now admit that the Government to a certain degree
botched the creation of the STFC in 2007? Ministers
decided to merge the other two research councils to
create the STFC, so will he admit that the structural
changes announced by the Science Minister on 4 March
will return us to the pre-2007 arrangements?

Britain can be proud of its reputation for world-class
physics, astronomy and space science, and we can be
optimistic that British physicists are working today to
generate new ideas and inventions to fuel a high-tech
recovery for the future, but we must face up to the reality
of the current difficulties if we are to secure a stable
climate for investment for the future. Labour’s debt
crisis is the single biggest threat to physics over the next
decade. I hope that the Minister will agree with me that
the future of physics is at serous risk if the Chancellor
refuses to tackle the deficit seriously in tomorrow’s
Budget.

12.12 pm
The Minister for Higher Education and Intellectual

Property (Mr. David Lammy): I begin by congratulating
thehon.MemberforOxford,WestandAbingdon(Dr.Harris)
on securing the debate. He brings great expertise to
these matters and continues to return to them in the House,
and I recently had exchanges with him in the Science
and Technology Committee. I also thank the other
Members who have spoken. It has been a good debate,
with contributions from my right hon. Friend the Member
for Oxford, East (Mr. Smith), who attends nearly every
debate on higher education and such matters, and the
hon. Members for Mid-Dorset and North Poole (Annette
Brooke) and for Windsor (Adam Afriyie). If time prevents
me from addressing all the points that have been raised,
I shall of course respond in writing.

The timing of the debate is fortuitous because, while
we have been debating, the Secretary of State and the
Minister for Science and Innovation have been speaking
at the launch of a new body, the UK Space Agency. Its
creation is yet another demonstration of the Government’s
commitment to science. Its launch was attended by
many schoolchildren who have been enthused by meeting
men who have stepped on to the moon, and that is yet
another demonstration of our belief that a strong British
science base is essential if we are to have the bright
social, economic and academic future to which Members
have referred today.

Hon. Members know that the public finances are
tight. The Government cannot turn away from that or
deny it. I cannot guarantee that the unprecedented
increases in public funding for science that we have seen
over the past 13 years will continue at the same rate in
the next few years, but I can say that the claim that the
hon. Member for Windsor has made publicly—that the
Government plan to cut £1.2 billion of public funding
for science over the next five years—is false. He has
added that he cannot give a commitment that his party
would not do likewise; that claim, by contrast, is all too
credible.

I assure Members right from the outset that the
Government remain absolutely committed to science.
Indeed, my ministerial colleagues and I continue to

make the case within the Government at every opportunity
for increases in science funding by virtue of the contribution
to growth that we believe our science base has made and
must continue to make in future. I hope that Members
will recognise our commitment to science, which, in
relation to the debate, is probably best described in the
document “Higher Ambition”, published in November
2009, which sets out our commitment to STEM. That
strategy relates to much of what the hon. Member for
Mid-Dorset and North Poole said about enthusing young
people and having the teachers. Indeed, the strategy
goes beyond that because it asks our universities to
realign and move in that direction because we believe
that it is so central to our economy.

Lest Members should think that those calls fall on
deaf ears, that initiative, which has been carried forward
by successive Ministers, has brought record levels of
public funding in science, including the 10-year science
and innovation investment framework, which was initiated
not in the Departments that previously had responsibility
for science, but in the Treasury, and it was led by the
Prime Minister. That is our commitment to science, and
we have had it for many years.

It is clear from the debate that Members believe, as I
do, that physics is a crucial element of that commitment
to science and to our way of life. Physics provides a
fundamental understanding of the world and is at the
heart of our civilisation and our standard of living.
Through the study of physics we are able to make
breakthroughs in many other fields of study, including
health care. Many advanced medical diagnostic treatments
follow fundamental research in physics. Just about every
modern appliance is underpinned by physics, from our
mobilephones tothe internetandhigh-definitiontelevisions,
on which many of us rely.

Physics forms the basis of our high-tech, advanced
economy and employs many people in this country.
Important contributing sectors to the UK economy
include electronics and optoelectronics, which employ
between them over 1 million people. High-technology
physics-based industries will help to ensure that the UK
is able to compete successfully in the modern global
economy, and we will also look to physics research to
help overcome the major challenges that still exist in the
century before us. Much that has been said about green
technology is underpinned by the importance of physics.
There are other challenges as well in respect of the
underpinningandourbetterunderstandingof themechanics
of climate change and greenhouse gases, all of which
require the expertise of good physicists.

Given the key role of physics in our society, it is
clearly important that we invest, and continue to invest,
in science and technology and the training of scientists.
We have not had a Save British Science campaign because
we have not needed one. Our record on support of the
science base is strong, and the Government remain a
champion of it. In 2010-11, funding of science and
research will have doubled against what it was in 1997.
My Department’s total investment in science and research
will have increased from £5.5 billion to nearly £5.9 billion,
which is a 7 per cent. rise.

Dr. Harris: I am pleased that the Minister mentioned
Save British Science—now the Campaign for Science
and Engineering. We should pay tribute to its work. It
was set up in my constituency in 1986 to save British
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science because the level of funding of science in 1986
was such that science needed saving. Does he accept that
the level of funding—not just gross domestic product
share, but in real terms—is now the same as it was in
1986? It has increased, but it has increased only back up
to 1986 levels, when Save British Science was created to
save British science from that level of funding.

Mr. Lammy: I recognise that there has been substantial
investment. As the hon. Member for Mid-Dorset and
North Poole said in her contribution, this country may
have the most productive science sector. Therefore, by
any definition, if one looks at outputs, research papers
and quality, we can be proud of the investment that has
been made over successive years. It means that we remain
second only to the United States in global scientific
excellence as measured by citations and a range of
indices of which our scientists can be proud.

AdamAfriyie:Weweretalkingaboutstraightforwardness,
honesty and clarity. I am not quite sure that I heard the
answer to the question asked by the hon. Member for
Oxford, West and Abingdon. Will the Minister confirm
that spending on science has only just, in the past year
or so, approached the level that it was at in 1986-87?

Mr. Lammy: I said that we did not have a Save British
Sciencecampaign,whichheknowsthatapastAdministration
put up with. He also knows—I was coming on to
capital—that the budget for higher education capital at
the time we came to office was about £75 million.
Notwithstanding the savings that we have asked the
sector to make, it is £404 million this year, and we have
spent about £6.4 billion on capital alone. That goes to
the heart of the cost of science on our campuses, which
requires investment in facilities, particularly when we
are asking universities to encourage young people across
the country to take up physics. It takes investment, and
investment of more than £2 billion has been made since
1998 to help address the long-term under-investment in
university infrastructure, buildings and capital equipment.

However, we also rightly want to ensure that we are
getting uptake among students. I am aware that there
have been concerns about the number of students taking
physics and other STEM subjects. It is because of that
that we have particularly asked the Higher Education
Funding Council for England to support the growth
of STEM, and, in this funding year, it has set up a
£10 million fund to help universities make the transition
to STEM subjects.

I am pleased that between 2003 and last year, the
latest period for which figures are available, the number
of home students enrolling on first degrees in physics
rose by 13 per cent., and over the same period, home
students taking physics PhDs rose by 37 per cent. The
trend is a positive one, and demand continues. In fact,
the latest figures from UCAS show that applications are
up by 13 per cent. on last year.

Dr. Harris: I must challenge those figures. I have
never understood why Ministers choose the baseline
that they choose when they say that something has risen
by, for example, 13 per cent. I often thought that it was

random, but now I think I can see that they just choose
the lowest point and then compare the current position
to it.

There was a significant dip between 2001 and 2003—I
do not know the reasons for that. If the Minister is
talking about the low point, I should say that it was
2003. However, on the latest figures that I can find, we
are still below where we were the year before the baseline
that he used. Could he explain why he always uses that
baseline rather than, say, 1997, which would seem to be
a more rational baseline?

Mr. Lammy: I have the figures in front of me: first
degreeentrantsin2002-03,2,990,andin2008-09,3,555;masters
programme entrants in 2002-03, 545, and 555 last year;
and PhD entrants in 2002-03, 525, and a growth last
year to 805. That is a huge increase, on any analysis, so I
do not recognise the numbers that the hon. Gentleman
has arrived at. I do not think that this is a matter of
dispute. We are seeing the uptake of STEM subjects at
GCSE and A-level rising steadily, and that is feeding
through to our campuses.

On research, which was raised by my right hon. Friend
the Member for Oxford, East, some have claimed that
the quality and volume of physics research have suffered
as a result of this Government’s policies, but the facts
show that the opposite is true. Physics has been and
continues to be treated generously, as it benefits from its
strategic importance. After the 2008 research assessment
exercise, the Government asked the funding council to
protect the share of quality-related research funding to
STEM subjects from decline due to higher increases in
research in other areas, and therefore the volume of staff
submitted in all subjects has risen by 12 per cent., and in
physics by 3.6 per cent. So there was also good news on
the funding that physics was able to attract.

The Science and Technology Facilities Council has
been referred to again, as on several other occasions. Of
course the Government take the matter seriously, and
are already acting on it. There is no denying that the
STFC has faced problems, and the Government recognise
that better management of international subscriptions
throughmeasurestomanageexchangerates,andlonger-term
planning and budgeting for large domestic facilities are
needed to allow the STFC’s grant-giving functions to be
managed with a higher degree of predictability.

On 4 March, my noble Friend the Minister for Science
and Innovation announced new arrangements for the
STFC that are designed to ensure that it can plan with
greater predictability and provide its community with
more stability through better management of pressures
arising from international subscriptions such as CERN,
and longer-term planning and budgeting for large domestic
facilities such as Diamond.

Those two measures, which are supported by the
Institute of Physics and the Royal Astronomical Society,
will address the two main sources of uncertainty that
the STFC has historically faced. Lest it be thought that
those two learned societies did not greet my noble Friend’s
announcement with some pleasure, and given the work
that had been put in by Mike Sterling, their reaction is
worth quoting:

“We have been particularly concerned about the way in which
unforeseeable rises in international subscriptions due to the falling
value of the pound have put extreme pressure on the funding
available from STFC both for research grants and the running of
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UK-based facilities. Today’s announcement demonstrates that the
problem has now been recognised and we look forward to seeing
how it will be addressed.”

It will be addressed in the coming months.
Much that has been said about the STFC is historic.

We recognise that there have been structural issues, but
my noble Friend has sought to address them. I hope that
physicists will be pleased with that—

Jim Sheridan (in the Chair): Order. We must move on
to the next debate.

Turks and Caicos Islands

12.30 pm

Mr. David Clelland (Tyne Bridge) (Lab): This debate
is about the governance of the Turks and Caicos Islands.
I led a Commonwealth Parliamentary Association
delegation to the Turks and Caicos Islands in the summer
of 2004, the first such delegation for 40 years: they were
feeling somewhat neglected. The delegation comprised
Members of the House of Commons and of the House
of Lords. My hon. Friend the Member for Barnsley,
East and Mexborough (Jeff Ennis), who is in the Chamber
today, was a member of that delegation. Given recent
events, I must add that I have no interest to declare as I
have not been back to the islands since 2004.

The Turks and Caicos Islands are an archipelago of
40 small islands at the south-eastern end of the Bahamas
chain. Only the four largest islands and two smaller
islands are permanently inhabited, with a total estimated
population of about 36,000, of whom two thirds live on
the largest island—Providenciales, or Provo as it is
known locally. The islands are divided into two groups—the
Turks Islands and the Caicos Islands. Each group is
surrounded by a continuous ring of reefs but separated
by a 22-mile-wide channel, the Columbus passage, which
is named in honour of Christopher Columbus—based
on the slightly controversial claim that he made his first
landfall in the new world on the island of Grand Turk
in 1492. That claim, disputed by many, marks the start
of a history of controversy for the islands, a story
linked by tax evasion, piracy and exploitation in all its
forms. It is also a story of a people who have not got the
governance they deserve.

The islands have a fascinating and often painful
history. Tourism is a logical consequence of the beautiful
crystal-clear waters and white sandy beaches. Some
might see the wheel coming full circle, with the islands’
notorious history as a haven for pirates in the 1600s and
1700s, along with the fame derived from its salt rakers’
refusal to comply with British demands for tax in the
18th century, reflected in the prominence of this tax
haven’s exploitation in the 21st century.

The islands have struggled with governance. A presidency,
although it lasted for 25 years until 1873, was not a
great success. Although it provided internal self-government
and integrated the Turks and Caicos Islands, the post of
President appears to have been viewed by the British
Government as a reward for public service. No President
was an islander, or belonger as they are called, and none
were appointed in consultation with the local population.
They governed autocratically and failed to diversify,
relying instead on a single product: salt.

In 1874, the islands were officially declared a Crown
colony and a dependency of Jamaica. But by the 1950s,
Jamaica was moving towards independence, so TCI
opted to stay under British rule and a new constitution
was introduced in 1959. A general election was held for
the first time in the history of the islands on the basis of
universal adult suffrage and a secret ballot. A new
legislative Assembly was elected and an Executive Council
was created to advise the Administrator, a person appointed
by the British Colonial Secretary.

Ten years on, TCI saw the hardening of party political
lines. The Progressive National Party was the Government
of the day and the People’s Democratic Movement was
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in Opposition. But amidst the growing pains of the
fledgling political system, accusations were made that
three Ministers in particular were overstepping their
authority. An already volatile situation was worsened
when Miami police charged the same three Ministers
with serious felony offences. British lawyer Louis Blom-
Cooper was asked to investigate corruption allegations.
He found evidence of corruption and malpractice, but
the cornerstone of his recommendations—that certain
persons were not fit to hold public office—was ignored,
thus strengthening the notion that in politics the only
crime is being caught.

Following Blom-Cooper came Roy Marshall. From
the inception of adult suffrage on TCI, governance was
divided into single-member constituencies, based on the
true meaning of one person, one vote. Each person had
one vote only and could vote for one candidate in one
district only. The Roy Marshall commission reacted to
the political and social divisions exposed by Blom-Cooper
and decided that 11 constituencies returning 11 members
had huge potential for cheating and corruption, as well
as for giving small groups of friends and family the
opportunity to control the electoral outcome.

The commission therefore increased the number of
constituencies to 13 and grouped constituencies together,
so where there had been three constituencies returning
three representatives, now there would be one constituency
returning three representatives. Each voter now had
multiple candidates for whom to vote. Far from blunting
polarisation, the next election heightened it. Strong
party candidates pulled weaker ones to victory with
them, with the result that the PDM wiped the board,
winning 11 seats to the PNP’s two.

The 1976 constitution marked the pivotal moment in
the islands’ constitutional history, clarifying how the
powers and responsibilities of elected members of the
legislative and executive arms of government should
exist and function in relation to the powers of the
Governor, and paving the way for self-determination.
Broadly, this constitution said there would now be a
resident Governor, appointed by the British monarch,
with specific responsibilities for defence and foreign
affairs, internal security and the police and the public
service. But it also said that there would be an Executive
Council of the Governor, the Chief Secretary, the Financial
Secretary and the Attorney-General who would be
responsible for other Departments of Government—
education, health, tourism, etc. The Governor was obliged
to consult the Executive Council in formulating Government
policy.

The second part of the 1976 constitution was the
Legislative Council, consisting of a Speaker drawn from
inside or outside the Council, but elected by the Council
members; 13 members democratically elected from
13 districts; plus three members appointed by the Governor,
the Government and the Opposition, the Chief Secretary,
the Financial Secretary and the Attorney-General. Since
that time, yet another constitution has been adopted,
and so it goes on.

That was the history of governance when we visited
in 2004. The Legislative Council had experienced a very
eventful year, with two by-elections taking place in
marginal constituencies, resulting in a change in government.
We were struck—I certainly was—by the youthful make-up

of the new Government; the average age of Ministers
was about 28. Personally, I was concerned about the
apparent lack of experience of the Ministers and vowed
to inaugurate an all-party group in Parliament to engage
with TCI politicians on their regular visits to London.
This I did, but until yet more problems arose regarding
accusations of maladministration and corruption following
a visit by the Select Committee on Foreign Affairs, TCI
Ministers did not give much priority to meeting us on
any regular basis.

There was a flurry of activity following the publication
of the Select Committee report, but alas the damage
was already done. Subsequently, Her Majesty’s Government
dissolved the Government and Parliament and returned
the islands to direct rule via the Governor. I do not wish
to explore the detail of the allegations: broadly, politicians
were accused of selling Crown land for personal gain.
But I understand why Turks and Caicos residents see
Her Majesty’s Government’s actions as tantamount to a
recolonisation of the islands.

We have to make a clean break with the mistakes of
the past. We have to create a path towards economic
and political stability that will last—unlike previous
attempts. The economy has to be sustainable and financially
sound. Above all, the new economic and political systems
have to be transparent and strong enough to withstand
the possibility of corruption.

At the start of this new century, there is a 50-year
history of constitutional changes that have not bedded
down into the people’s consciousness; a history of
corruption amongst politicians; and, worse, examples
of Ministers charged in the USA with felonies and drug
trafficking, yet continuing to hold public office. We also
have examples of a civil service that is blatantly embroiled
in politics. This extremely volatile situation was not
helped by the emergence of wealthy eastern European
groups seeking investment opportunities in TCI, so I
was unsurprised by the decision last year of Governor
Gordon Wetherell to suspend the islands’ self-governance
pending investigations into ministerial corruption.

During our visit in 2004, we had full and frank
discussions about the islands’ future. We were interested
to hear the plans to empower the islanders, who are
known as belongers, by enabling them to own land and
property. We heard much about their increasing prosperity
through the tourism and financial services that have
benefited many of their neighbours, and the Government’s
plans to improve the islands’ infrastructure to support
the flourishing economy.

There were discussions about the possibility of public-
private partnerships and private finance initiatives to
achieve that objective. The islands’ Speaker and other
politicians hope that the islands will have a future with
good governance and greater prosperity of their people.
Some politicians with good will were properly motivated,
but they were struggling with big problems as well as
big opportunities.

The Turks and Caicos Islands are geographically
close to Haiti and the Dominican Republic, which has
resulted in mass migration, both legal and illegal, in
recent years. The full impact of that migration is still
unknown, but there could be problems for the community
in public health, and with HIV/AIDS and poverty. In
particular, we discussed the problem of Haiti, drug and
gun trafficking, registration policies for immigrants and
those born on the islands, and the potential knock-on
effect for the tourism industry.

47WH 48WH23 MARCH 2010Turks and Caicos Islands Turks and Caicos Islands



Discussions on constitutional review and the powers
of the Governor, the Chief Minister and the Attorney-
General provided a useful insight into the delicate balance
of power in small legislatures. The desire for more
self-governance, short of independence, was clear. Tragically,
inexperience and lack of judgment, combined with
downright criminality, have led to the imposition of
temporary direct rule pending new elections in due
course.

Mr. Gordon Prentice (Pendle) (Lab): My hon. Friend
referred to corruption on the islands, which I have never
visited. Were any UK or Belizean nationals involved in
corrupt practices? I understand that people from Belize
have extensive business interests on the islands.

Mr. Clelland: I know that some British nationals have
substantial interests, and I shall refer to that.

It is true that some politicians on the islands have
abused and misused their position of power and influence,
but as some might ask, who are we to criticise? As in the
UK, a small minority has blackened the reputation of
the majority, but many good, dedicated and honest
politicians in TCI have the interests of their country
folk at heart. They should be included in, not excluded
from, the temporary governance of their homeland
pending a return to democratic elections.

The country has been buffeted by hurricanes, political
scandal and outside influences seeking to exploit its
natural beauty and the good nature of its people. Rich
men and women from across the globe have made their
way to TCI, including Russian and American millionaires
who have sought to exploit the islands’ beauty and
status for profit, and those whose expertise is tax avoidance.
I believe that Lord Ashcroft has substantial interests
there and is a regular visitor.

During our visit in 2004, we learned of the islanders’
desire for future independence, but some former politicians
expressed the view that the UK would have to ensure
that the offshore finance industry and Government
procedures were corruption-free as part of the process.
Clearly, they were anxious about how things were
developing. It is regrettable that, as we spoke, corrupt
practices were undermining those desires, and leading
to instability and the end of democracy. For the sake of
the people of the Turks and Caicos Islands, stability
and democracy must be returned soon.

Will the Minister tell the House when the new
administrative arrangements for direct rule will be expanded
to include local politicians again? When will the next
elections take place to return the islands to the control
of their own people? What has Her Majesty’s Government
discovered about the activities of wealthy foreigners
and the ownership of former Crown land? What is Lord
Ashcroft’s involvement in TCI, and is it yet another tax
avoidance? How many other British nationals have business
interests in TCI? What progress is there on major
developments, such as the airport expansion programme,
Leeward highway and the hospital building programme?
I look forward to the Minister’s response.

12.44 pm

The Minister for Europe (Chris Bryant): It is a delight,
Mr. Sheridan, to speak under your chairmanship. I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Tyne
Bridge (Mr. Clelland) on securing this debate. It has
been a long time since the Turks and Caicos Islands

have been debated, which is a fault of the House. I also
congratulate him on his role in creating the all-party
group and sustaining it over the years. The House will
lose a doughty politician when he leaves it at the general
election, because I understand that he will not stand
again. We shall miss him. I had many battles with him
over an elected House of Lords.

Unlike my hon. Friend, I have never visited the Turks
and Caicos Islands. I understand that they are very
beautiful. For several years, they enjoyed a booming
tourism industry. Enormous hotels, vast residences, and
beautiful and luxurious beach clubs were built, and
things blossomed. Unfortunately, at the same time so
did corruption, but until the special investigation and
prosecution team under Helen Garlick has completed
its work, we cannot be sure of the precise contours or
the extent of that corruption in TCI.

Hon. Members know that on 10 July 2008, in response
to an increasing number of complaints about corruption
involving senior politicians in TCI, the then Governor
appointed Sir Robin Auld to inquire into
“corruption or other serious dishonesty in relation to past and
present elected members of the TCI House of Assembly.”

Following Sir Robin’s report, we decided to implement
his recommendations that ministerial government be
suspended, that the House of Assembly be dissolved,
and that provision be made for criminal and civil trial
by a judge alone in certain cases. Those recommendations
were implemented on 14 August 2009, as my hon.
Friend adumbrated. We did not take that step lightly,
for the reasons that he suggested. We have no desire to
return to colonial rule.

Sir Robin’s report is impressive, and extremely damning.
He outlines what can only be called a perfect storm of
political intrigue and corruption. He cites the
“considerable discretionary power in…allocation of Crown Land”,

and in planning and the award of Government contracts
and belonger status. I must correct my hon. Friend,
because not everyone who lives on the islands is a
belonger—far from it. In fact, that is one of the problems.

Sir Robin also refers to the booming tourism industry,
which caused land to become valuable, but the supply
of that land is limited. In addition, he refers to considerable
exposure of Ministers to conflicts between public duty
and their private and personal interests, and widespread
disregard of the constitutional obligation to declare
financial interests. As Sir Robin said in his report:

“The all pervading impact of politics on people’s lives and
livelihoods in the TCI and the seemingly imperceptible line between
political payments or donations on the one hand and bribes on
the other has become a canker in the economic and social life of
the TCI.”

A key element of that vicious circle is the status of
belongership, which stems from birth or personal connection
with TCI through a spouse or descent, or from the
Governor, acting on the advice of the Cabinet, who can
hand out belongership. With belongership comes the
right to vote—in fact, only 7,000 of the 36,000 inhabitants
have that right—the right to sit on a jury, the right to
purchase Crown land at a substantial discount, and the
right to sell that land on at a substantial advantage.

The UK 2007 national audit report indicated widespread
departures from competitive tendering in the TCI, which
is a matter of substantial concern, and there have been
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many serious allegations. I will read briefly from the
commission of inquiry’s report. Sir Robin cites
“major contracts for services, such as that made in November
2006 with Southern Health Care Network for referral of TCI
Islanders for overseas medical treatment…major construction
contracts, for example…PFI contracts awarded to Johnston
International for two new TCI hospitals, said to have been
overpriced and awarded without any or any appropriate tender
process, with an initial budget of $40 million and costs to date of
$125 million…major road-building and other public works contracts,
for example…the Lower Bight Road. Providenciales, said to have
been contracted to Johnston International”—
again—
“at a significantly higher price than some other bidders had
offered, and built, it is said, to a low standard; and…road works
in North and Little Caicos, contracted to Herzog”.
He also cites the sale by Ministers of property to the
Government at above the market rate, and there is a
whole series of cases in which offices have been rented
on behalf of the Government, again at above the market
rate.

Meg Munn (Sheffield, Heeley) (Lab/Co-op) rose—

Chris Bryant: I give way to my predecessor.

Meg Munn: As the Minister rightly says, I was the
Minister responsible for overseas territories for a while,
including when the inquiry was set in place, although I,
too, have never visited the Turks and Caicos Islands.
One of the concerns that the Foreign Affairs Committee
reported to me was that people were frightened to speak
out and say what was going on. Has the inquiry that the
Minister is reading from looked at that issue in relation
to these contracts, and will he say whether it has been
fully addressed? The fear that the people of the islands
had in speaking out about corruption was clearly a
fundamental concern for the islands’ future.

Chris Bryant: My hon. Friend is right, and I pay
tribute to the work that she did when the inquiry was set
up. She is right about the level of fear. A lot of allegations
were made to the Foreign Affairs Committee, some of
which have been investigated and some of which have
not. It is vital that I do not say anything that would
jeopardise the investigation led by Helen Garlick. She
has set up offices in London and in the Turks and
Caicos Islands, and it is important that she and her
team pursue the logic of their investigation without
interference from anybody else.

Consequently, I cannot confirm or deny whether the
instances that I referred to are being investigated. However,
it would be extraordinary if the major contracts for
overseas health care, building the Lower Bight road and
the two new hospitals—all of which have been
completed—and the airport expansion, which has not
yet been agreed on, were not being investigated.

Mr. Prentice: A BBC programme on the Turks and
Caicos Islands has been blocked by the intervention of
Lord Ashcroft’s lawyers. Is there any evidence that
contracts were awarded to Lord Ashcroft by people
who are being investigated for possible corruption?

Chris Bryant: The precise nexus of companies and
organisations on TCI is enormously complicated, and it
is sometimes difficult to be precise about who owned
what at any particular moment. Mrs. Misick, the wife of

the former leader, believed that the major construction
firm Johnston International, which I referred to, was
owned or at least controlled by Lord Ashcroft, and the
former governor believed that that was the case for both
that company and Belize bank.

I understand that Michael Ashcroft also had an
involvement in a sugar mill in Grand Turk, but I am not
sure whether that continues. He was involved during
2006 and 2007—during which time he visited the islands
alongside the shadow Foreign Secretary, the right hon.
Member for Richmond, Yorks (Mr. Hague)—in discussions
about his company, Airport Holdings Ltd, taking over
part ownership of Providenciales airport and doing
major reconstruction work in exchange for a 49-year
share of the departure tax on TCI. That is to say
nothing of the Belize bank which, as Sir Robin Auld’s
report makes clear, was the holding bank for the party-
political slush fund accounts that were held on behalf
of the Progressive National party.

Jeff Ennis (Barnsley, East and Mexborough) (Lab): I
congratulate my hon. Friend the Member for Tyne
Bridge (Mr. Clelland) on securing this important debate.
As he said, I was part of the delegation in 2004 to the
Turks and Caicos Islands, and I endorse many, if not
all, of the comments that he made. I am also a member
of the all-party group on Turks and Caicos Islands,
which my hon. Friend established in the House as a
consequence of that visit.

The Minister has touched on the issue of potential
corruption in the awarding of public sector contracts
on the islands. In many respects, the present governor
and previous governors have acted as honest brokers on
the islands ever since they played a role within the
legislative process. Will the Minister confirm that both
past governors and the present governor have expressed
concern over the years about the awarding of public
sector contracts on the islands?

Chris Bryant: Absolutely. Former governors have made
it clear that they have been troubled by some of the
processes used to award contracts, the personal nature
of the way contracts have sometimes been awarded and
the involvement of people from elsewhere. Governors
have expressed ongoing, continuing concerns, and those
exist in the archives of the Foreign Office.

Mr. Prentice: I have a simple question. Will Lord
Ashcroft be invited to give evidence to this inquiry into
corruption?

Chris Bryant: As I said earlier, I do not want to say
anything that could in any sense prejudice or jeopardise
the investigation. Helen Garlick is a fiercely independent-
minded woman and she must do the investigation that
needs to be done. I will not be drawn on that point.

A point detailed in Sir Robin Auld’s report is that one
of the elements of corruption was the inexplicable
wealth that many people seemed to enjoy. In some
countries—Hong Kong, for example—such wealth would
overturn the burden of evidence necessary when trying
to prove that there has been bribery or corruption. One
element of that, which was particularly virulent in the
TCI, was that nobody ever registered their financial
interests. Mr. Misick stated that
“in relation to gifts and party political donations, there has been
no one who has ever declared, probably with the exception of one
new member who probably declared a small amount and this is
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primarily because, particularly the small nature of our Territory,
persons giving political contributions would have preferred to be
not named.”

We have no idea who made political donations in the
TCI whether in cash or in kind, or whether people
provided aeroplanes, houses, larger houses, additional
finances or shopping opportunities for people’s wives.
We have no idea what was provided to politicians by any
of the people being investigated or otherwise.

If anybody has a clear understanding and experience
of business in TCI, they should present themselves with
any information that they have as a matter of urgency.
They might have given money, entirely innocently, as a
political donation to a party that they wanted to support.
However, if they found out that that gift was never
registered, they should be worried about whether the
other person might have thought that they were being
bribed, whether the donor concerned thought that they
were bribing or not.

My hon. Friend the Member for Tyne Bridge asked
some important questions about the future for TCI.
The financial situation is difficult, and part of my sense
of anger about the situation in TCI is that it is difficult
in part because some enormous contracts were awarded.
Contracts were awarded for 25 years using PFI and PPP
arrangements and, in the case of the two hospitals, it
was unclear how important or necessary those arrangements
were at all, let alone the cost that they have come in at.
That is going to weigh as a heavy financial burden on
the people of TCI in the future, making it difficult for
the governor to come forward with a sustainable economic
model for the next few years.

We are keen to return to full constitutional government
in TCI as soon as possible. We have to clarify a series of
different things and change the system of belongership
and how that is handed out. We must change the
allocation of Crown lands, and ensure that the electoral
system is ready. However, unless there is some terrible
problem, our clear commitment is to have elections in
July 2011, which is the date when the next round of
elections would have been held.

I hope that the future for TCI will be rosier than the
last few years have been. I hope that the investigation
led by Helen Garlick is able to proceed without interference
and brought to a successful conclusion, not least so that
some of the assets that have frankly been stolen from
the people of TCI can be returned.

High Speed 2 (Buckinghamshire)

1 pm
Mr. David Lidington (Aylesbury) (Con): I am grateful

for the opportunity to raise with the Minister what I am
sure he will be the first to appreciate is likely to be the
first of a considerable number of representations made
to Ministers in Parliament about the impact of the
Government’s preferred route for the proposed high-speed
railway. I am very pleased that my hon. Friend the
Member for Chesham and Amersham (Mrs. Gillan),
my hon. and learned Friend the Member for Beaconsfield
(Mr. Grieve) and my hon. Friend the Member for
Wycombe (Mr. Goodman) are present. I have spoken to
the right hon. Member for Buckingham (John Bercow),
who, because of his office as Speaker, cannot take part
directly in debates. He is very actively pursuing the
interests of his constituents in respect of the impact of
the preferred route on the Buckingham constituency.

I believe that the route that the Government have said
they prefer will seriously and irreparably damage the
quality of my constituents’ lives and the landscape of
the Chiltern hills. Two aspects of the proposed route
caused me particular dismay once I began to inspect the
details. First, the plan for a viaduct to carry the railway
around the western perimeter of Aylesbury, coming at
the nearest point just 70 metres from people’s homes,
looks certain to cause massive damage to the quality of
life of many hundreds of my constituents.

Secondly, I share the sense of outrage expressed to
me in letters, e-mails and conversations with constituents
since the Secretary of State’s announcement on 11 March
that the Government plan to route the line through the
Chilterns area of outstanding natural beauty—landscape
that successive Governments, whether Labour or
Conservative, have designated as of exceptional national
importance.

Mrs. Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
I am grateful to my hon. Friend for agreeing that I
could intervene in this short debate. Even in the report
that has been given to the Secretary of State, the first
point made in chapter 4.2.39 on the quality of life and
the landscape and townscape is that the
“main landscape impact of HS2 would occur in the Chiltern
Hills”.

Mr. Lidington: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. It
is dismaying that when HS2 Ltd made its proposals to
the Government, not just the preferred route but even
the runner-up were set to carve a swathe of destruction
through the centre of the area of outstanding natural
beauty. In my constituency, the villages of Great Missenden,
South Heath and Wendover would be drastically affected.
I should also tell the Minister that in the past 24 hours I
have received the first reaction to the proposal from the
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust, which argues that the preferred route would have
both a direct and an indirect impact on woodland
sites—predominantly ancient woodlands—and on wetland
sites, including a nature reserve and a site of special
scientific interest on the border between Buckinghamshire
and Hertfordshire.

To rub salt into the wound for my constituents and
for the county of Buckinghamshire as a whole, the
Government’s proposal seems to be all pain and no
gain—no direct benefit at all—for people living in
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Buckinghamshire. There is to be no improvement to the
infrastructure used by local people, just years of disruption
during the construction phase and permanent damage
to both our rural and our urban environments. Indeed,
I find it remarkable that the same Government who
have designated Aylesbury as a growth area, who are
insisting that the town provides many thousands of
additional homes and who at the same time have refused
to plan for the transport infrastructure to sustain that
development now announce plans for a fantastically
expensive piece of infrastructure that will bypass the
very place that the Government have designated for
growth.

As we are at the start of what is likely to be a long
process, I want today to concentrate on putting to the
Minister a limited number of questions on issues that
constituents have been raising directly with me in the
past 10 days. First, I should like him to say something
about the public consultation, which I understand is
scheduled to begin in October. What exactly will be the
scope of that consultation? The Secretary of State, in
his recent letter to me, stated that both the principle of a
new high-speed rail line and the question of a route
would depend on the outcome of the consultation. I
infer from those comments that the Government accept
that it is perfectly in order for people, during the consultation
process, to propose alternative routes or, indeed, to
challenge the principle of HS2 altogether. I hope that
the Minister will today confirm that that is the case—that
my understanding is correct—and that the Government
do not intend to begin drafting a hybrid Bill until the
consultation and the subsequent period of reflection
and appraisal to which the Secretary of State has referred
have passed.

Secondly, what will be the nature of the public
consultation? Of course, a number of bodies such as the
Chilterns Conservation Board—the statutory agency to
safeguard the environment of the Chilterns AONB—the
Chiltern Society and the parish, town, district and
county councils along the route will make representations,
and I know already that local residents are organising
themselves into community campaigns in order to prepare
for the consultation. However, I want the Government
not only to listen to public representations, but to be
proactive and to ensure that every resident in the affected
neighbourhoods is contacted and both encouraged and
enabled to take part.

Mrs. Gillan: Does my hon. Friend agree that we need
to be reassured that the Department for Transport is
paying attention to the detail in this case, because the
consultation document that has already been issued on
the exceptional hardship scheme relates to a consultation
period that is less than the 12 weeks recommended by
the Government, and the consultation will most likely
take place over a period of purdah and therefore contravene
some interesting rules on consultations? Also,
Buckinghamshire county council was completely omitted
from the list of individual local authorities that were
part of the list of consultees. Does my hon. Friend
agree that the lack of attention to detail that causes the
major county council to be missed off is rather alarming?

Mr. Lidington: I hope that that is a lesson that the
Minister and his Department will take on board. The
point that my hon. Friend makes about the impact that

the period of purdah around the general election campaign
can have on public consultations and the ability of the
Government machine to publicise those consultations is
something to which I hope that Ministers will pay
attention. It would be outrageous if people in effect
were to lose a number of weeks of publicity for the
consultations because of the election. The obvious thing
to do would be to extend the consultation period by the
appropriate number of weeks.

I hope, too, that Ministers will make a personal
commitment to come to my constituency and to others
along the route to hear for themselves the views of the
people whom their policies will affect so dramatically. I
should perhaps add that as the preferred route in my
constituency runs within 2 miles of Chequers, I think it
likely that whoever holds the office of Prime Minister
can expect to have his ear well and truly bent by his
neighbours.

Lastly on this point, how long will the public consultation
last? A period of six months is being talked about. That
seems a very short time in which to consult seriously
people right along the proposed route from Euston to
Birmingham, let alone to examine the options beyond
Birmingham, to which the White Paper, entitled “High
Speed Rail”, refers. In addition to the impact of the
general election campaign, Christmas and the new year
seem likely to fall in the middle of the Government’s
proposed consultation on the preferred route, which
would compress the notional six-month timetable even
more in practice. There is already a lot of public cynicism
about the consultation, and there is an expectation that
it is being done simply for show, so I look to the
Minister to give me the strongest possible assurance
that those public fears are mistaken.

People will want and need access to a lot of detailed
information ahead of October, so that they can prepare
their arguments. If at all possible, I want the public
consultation to take place on the basis of arguments
and debate about a commonly agreed set of facts. To
take one obvious example, little information is as yet
available to show how much noise would be heard by
people living along the route. I talked to some of the
environmental pressure groups in my constituency this
morning, and they told me that HS2 Ltd has so far been
rather reluctant to divulge any of the detail about its
assumptions about noise levels and noise footprints. I
know that that would be a difficult, technical and
complicated bit of work, because ever since I was
elected, I have had to deal with the issue of the noise
from the M40, which cuts through the village of
Stokenchurch, at the southern end of my constituency.
However, people have a right to know not just the
conclusions that have been reached by HS2 Ltd and the
Department for Transport, but the assumptions and
background work on which those conclusions were
based. If there is a reluctance to come forward with that
detailed information, people will understandably assume
the worst. It will be up to Ministers to insist that the
Department, HS2 Ltd and Network Rail, which has
done its own work on the high-speed proposal, are open
with the public.

If the project goes ahead, on whatever route, it is vital
that the Government show that they have learned lessons
from the experience of building the high-speed channel
tunnel link through Kent. A few hours ago, I talked to
Mr. Patrick Begg, the regional director of the National
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Trust, who said that, in environmental terms, the High
Speed 1 process was brutal, poorly conceived and done
on the cheap. To give a specific example, my local
wildlife trust says that one lesson from High Speed 1 is
that the indirect impact on woodland adjacent to the
line in Kent was more severe than had been estimated
before construction because of interference with the
flow of surface water. Local councillors in my constituency,
who have been in contact with their counterparts in
Kent, were warned that the impact during construction
went far wider than the immediate line of route. One
was warned that he should expect every village and
country lane within four or five miles of the route to be
wrecked for some years while the line was built.

Mrs. Gillan: I do not know whether my hon. Friend
has seen this, but I want to bring to his attention “News
of the Woods”. It is produced by the Chiltern Woodlands
Project, and the Minister could well look at it. The
project has helpfully produced the “Special Trees and
Woods” interactive website at www.chilternsaonb.org/
special. The website shows the enormous concentration
of special trees and woods directly along the route that
Lord Adonis has chosen for the route.

Mr. Lidington: My hon. Friend makes a telling point.
It is pretty obvious that a construction project of

such a scale will need depots for building materials,
arrangements for removing spoil and access over a long
period for large numbers of heavy vehicles and plant.
The Government need to be straight with people about
what would be involved during construction, and they
need to pledge that country lanes and the rural landscape
in the area surrounding the route will be restored to
their previous appearance after construction.

Finally, on compensation, many people are distraught
because their properties have been utterly blighted. I
know of elderly people who were relying on the value of
their home to provide the capital to finance their care
home fees in the not-too-distant future. I welcome the
Government’s proposal of an interim scheme to help
people whose properties are blighted before the statutory
provisions come into force. Why, however, is the scheme
so narrow in scope and so niggardly in terms of the
compensation offered? It is right that owner-occupiers
should be helped, but business premises are excluded
from the current proposals, even though owners may
have plans to sell and retire. Without the proceeds from
such sales, those owners will not be able to retire.

Furthermore, why should compensation be capped at
85 per cent. of the market value? People in Buckinghamshire
did not ask for the line and they get no benefit from it at
all. If the Government believe that it is in the overriding
national interest that the scheme should go ahead and
that my constituents must accept a massive sacrifice for
the greater national good, it is a matter of justice that
my constituents should be properly and fully compensated
for what they stand to lose.

1.16 pm

Mrs. Cheryl Gillan (Chesham and Amersham) (Con):
I endorse all the comments of my hon. Friend the
Member for Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington). We can see the
level of interest in the debate by the presence of my hon.
and learned Friend the Member for Beaconsfield
(Mr. Grieve) and my hon. Friend the Member for

Wycombe (Mr. Goodman), who are sitting alongside
us, but who are precluded from speaking because of the
brevity of the debate.

I have a few simple questions for the Minister. First,
no environmental impact assessment has been published.
I had a meeting with his boss, Lord Adonis, the other
day and I was told that he had no intention of publishing
an impact assessment before the general election. How
can that be right? When can we expect to see the impact
assessment for the Chilterns?

Mr. Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): That is of
particular relevance to my constituency, as the part of it
that the railway slices through is an environmentally
sensitive area and a nature reserve. In the absence of an
assessment, it is difficult to know what the impact will
be on that very sensitive part of the Colne valley.

Mrs. Gillan: Secondly, I would like to know what
account the Department and the Minister have taken of
section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.
I hope that he will be able to tell me—it should not be
too difficult for him.

Finally, I asked the Secretary of State to visit my
constituency to speak directly to constituents, who are
rightly alarmed about the proposal coming so close to a
general election. Lord Adonis told me that he has
“limited diary space in the coming weeks”

but will
“treat all members fairly…after the General Election.”

As Lord Adonis does not need to face a general election,
and as the Department for Transport will presumably
continue its work, will the Minister kindly go back to
him to ask whether, in the Secretary of State’s absence,
another Minister could attend some of the public meetings
in my constituency, or failing that, whether officials
from the Department could come to give an explanation?

That is only fair, given that the Government have
chosen to make their announcement so close to a general
election. The Minister and I are both elected Members,
and he knows as well as I do that Members will be cut
off during the election from asking the Government
questions and from getting research from the House of
Commons Library. For Members whose constituencies
along the line of the route will be so badly affected, the
timing of the proposals is cynical and callous.

1.18 pm

The Minister of State, Department for Transport
(Mr. Sadiq Khan): I congratulate the hon. Member for
Aylesbury (Mr. Lidington) on not only securing the
debate, but raising his legitimate concerns in a very
tempered manner, notwithstanding the passion that he
demonstrated during his short speech.

Four Members of Parliament are present, two of
whom have not been able to make speeches because of
the brevity of this Adjournment debate. However, I
know that the hon. Member for Wycombe (Mr. Goodman)
and the hon. and learned Member for Beaconsfield
(Mr. Grieve) are equally concerned about some of the
challenges and issues raised by the preferred route for
HS2 and the implications for their constituents. They
are of course welcome to meet me or the Secretary of
State, Lord Adonis, to discuss any concerns that they
have directly, as I know the hon. Member for Chesham
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and Amersham (Mrs. Gillan) has. The hon. Member for
Aylesbury has of course also raised the issues on the
Floor of the House and put on record the concerns for
his constituents that he spotted straight away when the
announcement was made on 11 March.

Before I turn to the specific effects of the Government’s
proposals on Buckinghamshire and to the points raised
by the hon. Gentleman, I want to explain briefly why
the Government believe that high-speed rail is the best
way to enhance our inter-urban transport networks. In
considering a project such as this, as hon. Members will
appreciate, it is vital to balance the significant benefits
that it will bring to the country with the impacts that it
may have at local level.

Over the next 20 to 30 years, the key inter-urban
routes linking our major cities will become increasingly
crowded and congested, with negative effects for both
the economy and society. A new high-speed line linking
London with Birmingham, Manchester, the east midlands,
Sheffield, and Leeds could more than treble capacity on
the congested west coast main line corridor, as well as
improving journey times between major cities and releasing
capacity on existing rail lines for additional commuter
services and freight, particularly in the growth areas
that the hon. Gentleman mentioned.

In addition, by linking the proposed core high-speed
rail network into the existing west coast and east coast
main lines, it would be possible to provide high-speed
services to other destinations such as Liverpool, Newcastle,
Glasgow and Edinburgh from the outset. The proposed
network could, for instance, reduce journey times from
Glasgow to London to as little as 3 hours 30 minutes,
creating significant scope for modal shift from aviation
to rail.

The modelling carried out by HS2 Ltd suggests that a
high-speed line from London to Birmingham alone
could provide benefits for the UK totalling over £29 billion
and up to £32 billion if wider economic benefits such as
agglomeration effects are taken into account. A more
extensive network, such as the Y-shaped network proposed
by the Government, would bring more significant benefits
still. It would shrink journey times further, enable the
UK’s city economies to function more effectively together,
and address the weaknesses of the current Victorian rail
network, by providing fast and efficient links on both
sides of the Pennines.

However, I accept that any infrastructure project of
such a size will have some impacts at a local level, and I
understand fully the concerns of hon. Members and
their constituents about the effect that HS2 Ltd’s
recommended route could have on the county of
Buckinghamshire. First, and most importantly—on the
consultation point—I want to reassure hon. Members
that the Government have not yet taken any decision on
either whether a line such as this should be built or what
route it should take. To answer the hon. Gentleman’s
first question, everything is up for grabs. When his
constituents respond to the formal consultation, they
should give their views about whether they think there
should be a high-speed link at all, the preferred route
and any additional points they may want to make. It is
important that I should underscore that.

No such decision could possibly be taken without
prior public consultation, and the Command Paper that
we published on 11 March makes it quite clear that we

will begin consultation in the autumn. As has been
commented on, it will last up to six months, although it
could last longer. I take on board the legitimate points
raised on the consultation in relation to the exceptional
hardship scheme, and the effect of purdah. I should like
to write in reply to all the hon. Members present,
because they have raised legitimate concerns about the
effect that that could have on local authorities’ or
central Government’s ability to raise awareness. Another
point that was raised was the possible knock-on effect
on an autumn formal consultation.

The consultation would have an impact on our overall
strategy for high-speed rail and on the specific
recommendations made by HS2 Ltd. As hon. Members
will be aware—I know that they have all read the report
from HS2 Ltd—a number of preferred routes were
considered, and the preferred route, which was
recommended by HS2 Ltd, was the option whose
consequences for hon. Members’ constituents has been
recognised: route 3.

I have asked HS2 Ltd to carry out pre-consultation
engagement with stakeholders such as local authorities.
I accept and apologise for the fact that Buckinghamshire
county council was inadvertently omitted from the list
for the exceptional hardship scheme. I confirm, to reassure
the hon. Member for Chesham and Amersham, that it
has now received the documents.

Mrs. Gillan: Will the Minister also write to us to let
us know what moneys will be available to local community
groups and councils, who will be undertaking vast
amounts of extra work, which will affect their budgets?
Of course, some of our smaller voluntary organisations
will not be able to muster what they need to make a case
for another route, and I hope that moneys will be
forthcoming from the Minister to assist the local authorities
and those organisations.

Mr. Khan: The hon. Lady will be aware that the
pre-consultation engagements that are being undertaken
are over and above what is required for a major
infrastructure project such as this, but it is important
that we should listen to local communities’ concerns.
For example, if there is concern that they have not
had access to the CD-ROMs that are available, or the
documents or maps, we should be happy to look into
that. I know that at the public meetings that have
already taken place the Department has provided materials,
but I ask hon. Members to let me know if there are
problems getting materials from the Department for
Transport or HS2 Ltd.

They key thing during the pre-consultation engagement
is to inform effective communication of the consultation
and its materials, particularly in areas that are likely to
be most affected by the development proposals.
Furthermore, even if the Government were to proceed,
legislation would be required before construction could
begin, providing those affected by any future line with a
further opportunity to influence its development. We
need to continue to ensure that all constituents have an
opportunity to respond. If there is concern that some
do not have the means, or that local authorities are
limited in their capacity to do so, they need to let us
know their concerns, which we shall try to address to
make sure that as many people as possible respond both
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to the pre-consultation engagement and the formal
consultation that begins in the autumn. There will be
further consultation thereafter.

The route that HS2 Ltd has recommended would be
straighter and faster than the other options, maximising
its benefits for the country, but it also has a number of
other advantages. Roughly a third of its route through
the Chilterns is in tunnel, reducing its impacts on the
local environment, and for more than half of that part
of its route that is on the surface in the Chilterns, it
follows existing transport corridors, notably the
A413 corridor, which contains both a dual carriageway
and the current Chiltern line. In contrast, while other
options may also use extensive tunnelling in the Chilterns,
on the surface they will run through open countryside.
Indeed, even the most promising alternative identified
by HS2 Ltd would still require a viaduct to be built
across the picturesque Hughenden valley.

The route recommended by HS2 Ltd would also have
a lower impact than the most promising alternative in
terms of ground-borne noise and the isolation of
settlements. A question was raised in the debate about
noise, and among the things that we have asked HS2 Ltd
to do is further mitigation work with respect to the
impact on residents. The Secretary of State was not
persuaded that HS2 Ltd had tried as hard as it could to
mitigate some of the possible effects on residents. An
aspect of that is the effect of modern technology in
reducing noise. That is one reason for the delay in the
publication of the environmental impact assessment
and the appraisal of sustainability. I hope that when
that is available, before the formal consultation, it will
deal with some of the points that hon. Members have
raised, and that improvements will have been made by
HS2 Ltd to mitigate even further some of the possible
disruption to residents. For the reasons I have given, the
Government are of the view that HS2 Ltd’s recommended
route appears on balance to be the best option, although
we will clearly take into account the responses to
consultation before any final decision is taken.

Hon. Members raised a number of questions. I have a
long speech, which I have not read because I am keen to
deal with them. My officials have taken a note of all the
questions and I shall write to hon. Members in the next
few days. If they have further questions I am happy, as
is the Secretary of State, to meet them. He has already
met a number of MPs in the past week or so, and has
met the Chilterns Conservation Board, and will continue
to engage on the issue. It is important that no constituent
should feel that their voice has not been heard.

Finally, we have learned the lessons of previous major
infrastructure projects, including High Speed 1 and
Crossrail, which is taking place right now. We are
learning lessons all the time from Crossrail. We are
trying to ensure that in the process of building High
Speed 2 we mitigate any problems caused to residents
who are local to whatever route is chosen. I congratulate
the hon. Member for Aylesbury again on securing the
debate, which I expect will be the first of many.

Luton Railway Station

1.30 pm
Kelvin Hopkins (Luton, North) (Lab): I am grateful

to Mr. Speaker for having selected this debate about the
development of Luton station. I realise that when compared
with the current economic problems it might seem a
rather parochial matter, but for the people who live and
work in Luton it is important. I am grateful to the
Minister for being here to respond to the debate. I had
hoped that the hon. Member for South-West Bedfordshire
(Andrew Selous) would have been here, as he has significant
constituency interests in the development of Luton
station. We have worked cordially together on these
matters before.

Luton station is to be found in the constituency of
my hon. Friend the Member for Luton, South (Margaret
Moran). However, my hon. Friend and others will be
aware of why I have raised the matter. I have travelled
daily from Luton station for the past 41 years, and
many hundreds if not thousands of my constituents do
the same, so the problem has a significant constituency
interest for me as well.

As the House will know, we in the home counties all
face growth pressures; some are welcome, and some are
not. When we agree with the policy directions being
taken, we press for action to address our local difficulties—
or, more urgently, to improve barely tolerated situations.
That is what I seek to do today.

There has been positive and continuing progress on
transport investments in the area, thanks to intervention
by Ministers and the Government office for the east of
England. Recently, there has also been high-level support
from Network Rail. However, we face a crucial series of
separate funding decisions. Although approvals are
welcome, each time we are left to identify the remaining
gaps and to decide what further decisions are needed to
assure a strategic future for Luton. The town that I
represent is an integral part of the wider east of England
regeneration and growth agenda. I look for the continued
support of Ministers and Departments to assist in the
strategic delivery of those priorities.

Luton Gateway is part of the Milton Keynes and
south midlands growth area. It includes Luton, Dunstable
and Houghton Regis and the surrounding area. The
gateway is a collaborative organisation, combining the
interests of Luton borough council and the new Central
Bedfordshire council. In recent decades, the area has
faced huge economic pressures, resulting from the run-down
of car and van manufacturing. Indeed, it is a priority
regeneration area.

The total urban population was estimated at more
than 236,000 in 200l. It continues to grow. To achieve a
more balanced local economic position, we have a
target of creating 35,000 additional jobs by 2031. We
foresee there being a further 41,700 households in the
same period. There are major implications for housing
requirements, including another 7,000 so-called affordable
homes, and for inward jobs investment and transport
infrastructure.

The current downturn has increased local economic
pressures, so it is even more important to achieve
fundamental changes in the transport offer. In that way,
congestion on the roads and railways could be reduced,
and Luton Gateway could become a major point of
inward investment that is easy to reach and attractive
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and easy to travel around. Those who know the Luton
area well will understand that it is a significant task.

I wish to focus on the quality of access to central
Luton. At its heart is Luton station. To put it at its
simplest, the station, which adjoins the town centre, is
not something that I am proud to show to visitors—nor,
indeed, to people from Luton. It has been assessed as
one of the worst stations in Britain, measured by equivalent
passenger numbers. It is drab, dreary and depressing.

The station approaches are essentially unchanged
since investment in the 1930s by the London Midland
and Scottish railway. The station was badly designed
and is difficult to reach by foot, bus or car, yet 3.5 million
passengers entered and left it in 2007-08, making it
busier than Norwich or Bedford. It is the 10th busiest
station in the east of England.

Rebuilding Luton station is clearly a project that
needs to happen now. We were pleased to welcome the
Secretary of State for Transport to see its dismal night-time
reality at the end of his marathon journey around
England on 17 November last year. The “Better Rail
Stations” report prioritises immediate works at Luton
station. We in Luton are also excited by the long-term
vision of that report, with its potential of becoming a
super-hub integrated with the town centre, the busway
and the airport—a true gateway for a regional growth
centre.

Several project elements are already under way, to
which Luton borough council has contributed more
than £2 million. That contribution is helping to accelerate
design and project progress by Network Rail—first, on
a new station footbridge, which is critical to achieving
direct access between the high town community and
central Luton and to provide disability-compliant access;
and, secondly, an engineering assessment of the Luton
station slab, which is critical to the comprehensive
station redesign. In addition, the council has secured
funding for the £20 million multi-storey car park, which
will replace the current surface parking; it is due to
open in August this year.

Work has already begun on an adjoining Luton station
quarter development. There is strong local enthusiasm
for including an improved station and transport interchange
into that plan. The announcement by the Minister of
State for Transport on 10 March this year to authorise
the construction of the Luton to Dunstable busway and
to fund £80 million of the work was widely welcomed.

The busway will be the spine public transport for the
gateway urban area. It will increase public transport’s
capacity and capabilities, as part of a balanced transport
investment programme to support the regeneration and
growth agendas. The remaining £9 million is being
provided by Luton borough council and private investors.
The busway is due to open in 2012. It will make Luton
station the primary interchange hub for most of Luton,
and for Dunstable and Houghton Regis in central
Bedfordshire.

Completion of the comprehensive station redesign
and reconstruction is now the critical task. Progress on
the immediate scheme awaits the release of funding by
the Department for Transport and project approval by
Network Rail. The immediately available funding offered
by Network Rail is £5 million of the £50 million award
that was announced by Lord Adonis. That leaves a

£3 million shortfall. Luton borough council is already
funding more than £7 million of the total works for the
hub, including its contribution to the busway. The council
will seek to identify other sources of funding, but it
cannot be guaranteed. However, early funding completion
is required.

With the growth prospects for the gateway and the
additional accessibility that will be achieved by a new
high-quality hub station, I believe that the project deserves
regional and central funds, and that it should be included
in Network Rail’s regulated asset base. I recommend
that rather modest project to the House and to my hon.
Friend the Minister. I look to the Minister to say what
discussions there have been within his Department and
with colleagues in the Department for Communities
and Local Government, taking account of the infrastructure
funding priorities that I highlighted earlier.

My final observations are about access between the
motorway network and the hub, which will provide an
interchange to the east midlands InterCity railway. We
still have a problem, as the east of England Minister
knows well, with the need to rebuild junction 1OA on
the Ml. That is acting as a blockage to the economy of
Luton. The problems are compounded by the Highways
Agency providing a free-flow slip from the Ml on to the
Ml spur as part of the motorway widening scheme
between junctions 6A and 10. We now have traffic
queues every morning peak from the Ml.

The Government policy document “Delivering a
Sustainable Transport System” was published in spring
2009. It defines the route between the Ml and Luton
airport as a “strategic national corridor”. The improvement
of a junction in that location would meet the three key
criteria set out in the Eddington study on transport’s
contribution to economic growth and productivity. They
focus on main urban areas, inter-urban journeys, and
access from the urban areas to international gateways.

In light of the Eddington study, it is unfortunate that
the £22 million scheme to improve junction 10A is not
yet agreed as a high priority in the regional funding
programme. From a business point of view, the congestion
directly reduces efficiency and profitability. It adversely
affects the ability to regenerate and develop sites in
Luton and their value, which might be a source of
funding for the public transport investments needed at
Luton station and its sister station, Luton Airport
Parkway.

I emphasise again that Luton Gateway is a growing
urban region that makes a major contribution to
Government-directed targets. In turn, we welcome recent
positive decisions that reaffirm the importance of Luton
as a transport hub. We look to the Department for
Transport to work jointly with the Department for
Communities and Local Government and east of England
Ministers, and with local and regional interests, to help
complete the investment authorisations for those strategic
regeneration and growth objectives.

1.39 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Chris Mole): I congratulate my hon. Friend the Member
for Luton, North (Kelvin Hopkins) on securing this
debate, on what is clearly an important issue for his
constituents as well as for others travelling to and from
Luton station. I have carefully listened to his points.
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Stations should be attractive gateways to the railway
system, incorporating modern and user-friendly
interchanges between different forms of transport, and
they should be important gateways to our towns and
cities, providing that important first impression for
visitors. Unfortunately, too many stations fall short of
such objectives, and there is little doubt that Luton
station fails to match up in those respects. That
view was confirmed by the station champions whom the
Secretary of State appointed last year to look at ways to
improve stations. They identified Luton as one of the
10 major interchange stations in most need of improvement.

The good news is that we have accepted the station
champions’diagnosis and have already agreed to Network
Rail making an additional £50 million available to
tackle the problems at the 10 priority stations. Such
funding, together with local and private sector contributions,
should enable an early start to be made on the 10 key
stations highlighted in the report, with other stations to
follow as part of future investment and refranchising
decisions.

Luton station has a long history, and has gradually
grown to deal with increasing demand. It was built in
1868 on the midland main line and originally consisted
of three platforms. Modernisation in 1937 saw an additional
platform added, and a further platform was added in
1960 for suburban services to and from St. Pancras.

The station adjoins the town centre and is the
10th busiest station in the east of England. Some
3.5 million passengers entered and left the station in
2007-08. However, the station is difficult to reach by
foot, bus or car, and the station approaches are essentially
unchanged since investment in the 1930s.

Although Luton station is owned by Network Rail, it
is operated by First Capital Connect, which is the
station facility owner. Both First Capital Connect and
East Midlands Trains operate services from the station,
with the former currently operating 27 services to London
in the morning peak and 29 services arriving back from
London in the evening. Around two thirds of those
trains operate fast to and from London. From December
2011, 12-carriage services will be introduced, thereby
increasing capacity and reducing overcrowding.

A number of projects have been developed in recent
years to improve the station and the linkages between
the station, the town centre and the local transport
system. Improvements over the past few years have
included refurbished waiting rooms and toilets, additional
and upgraded ticket machines, new and enhanced customer
information system screens and cycle parking improvements.
The old car park has been demolished and Network
Rail is constructing a new multi-storey car park that
will connect the existing footbridge and station. As my
hon. Friend says, more needs to be done. It looks as if
the station champions’ report will be the catalyst for
ensuring that even more fundamental improvements are
made at the station in future.

Following publication of the “Better Rail Stations”
report last November, my noble Friend the Secretary of
State for Transport and I arranged a special meeting on
20 January to discuss the report with the managing
directors of the train operating companies and the
leaders of the local authorities of the areas of the
10 priority stations. Senior figures from First Capital
Connect and Luton borough council attended the meeting
and heard Network Rail explain to the Secretary of

State that it should be possible in the next few months
to announce an improvement plan for Luton station
involving a contribution from the £50 million fund
coupled with significant contributions from other sources.

Luton borough council, Network Rail and First Capital
Connect have been working hard together to develop a
£20 million project to transform Luton station so that
the town finally gets the station that it deserves. I
understand that Network Rail is hoping to make an
announcement soon about a plan that pulls together a
range of projects and funding initiatives, including a
contribution from the £50 million fund. I understand
that, at the moment, there is a small funding gap.
However, as the economy recovers, I hope that it will be
possible to find further funding from the private sector
to fund that gap, in recognition of the role that the
improved station will play in the revitalisation of the
whole surrounding area, and indeed in the economy of
Luton as a whole.

The station redevelopment project is designed to
deliver an enhanced station environment through a
combination of sensitive refurbishment of the existing
building and the construction of new features. The
scheme will enlarge the station, providing a new entrance
and frontage, an integrated footbridge, a new booking
hall and improved retail provision. I recognise that this
is a scheme of major importance to Luton. It is just one
of a number of improvements to public transport in the
area.

Work has already started—as part of the Thameslink
programme—to extend the platforms at Luton station
to accommodate the longer 12-carriage trains that will
be introduced from December 2011. The work entails
replacing the bridge deck to the north of the station,
remodelling the track layout with the associated signalling
and power equipment, and constructing the platform
extensions. The Thameslink work at the station is
progressing well with a scheduled completion date of
October 2010. While much of the platform extension
works can be carried out without disruption to passengers,
Network Rail can only proceed with some of the work,
such as bridge replacement, track realignment and changes
to the signalling equipment, when trains are not running.
However, I am assured that such work is kept to a
minimum to ensure that the impact on passengers is as
low as possible.

Some £2 million of funding from the Department’s
access for all programme has already been allocated to a
project to provide an accessible route to and from the
platforms, including brand new lifts, which can also
form part of the larger redevelopment of the station.
Luton station has already benefited from a number of
smaller-scale improvements, which were financed by the
access for all small schemes fund, including an accessible
ticket office window and new signage. A bid for funding
in 2010-11 to improve access via the footbridge is
currently being considered and an announcement on
that is expected shortly.

The station redevelopment project is part of Luton
borough council’s development framework for the town
centre, which aims to make Luton a vibrant and attractive
location. Regeneration of the area surrounding the
station will be a crucial component in the delivery of
the council’s aspirations for Luton town centre, which
include improving the appearance of the public realm
and enhancing accessibility to public transport.
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[Chris Mole]

I welcome the support given by my hon. Friend to the
announcement made on 10 March by my right hon.
Friend the Minister of State, Department for Transport,
who was here a moment ago. It confirmed the Government’s
full and final approval to a funding contribution of
£80 million towards the cost of the Luton-Dunstable
busway scheme. The scheme will serve Luton station
when it is completed in 2012, and will provide travellers
in Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis with a fast,
frequent and reliable alternative to travelling by car. It
will significantly improve transport connections in the
area and help to tackle congestion in the town centres.
It will also support the emerging growth in housing and
employment planned for the area.

With respect to my hon. Friend’s point about the
need to rebuild junction 10A on the M1, it is for the
region to decide the priority of such a scheme within its
regional funding allocation. I therefore recommend that
he approach the east of England region to discuss this
issue further.

I should like to set the developments at Luton station
in context as part of the £3 billion programme of
improvements to stations across the country over the
next five years. As mentioned earlier, we warmly welcomed
the “Better Rail Stations” report from the station
champions, which was published last November. We
were very grateful to Chris Green and Sir Peter Hall for
the energy and enthusiasm with which they tackled
their remit. It was not without its challenges. There are
more than 2,500 stations, which service 2.6 billion passengers
a year. Most stations are at least 100 years old and, of
those, 15 per cent. are listed. The report comprehensively
addresses the many important issues about the current
state of our stations and offers a strategic blueprint for
stations of the future.

A core part of the station champions’ report was its
recommendation for a set of minimum station standards
based around the areas of access, information, facilities
and environment. For example, improved access would
include better cycle and car parking facilities, improved
directional signage and convenient interchange with
other modes of transport. The recommendation is central
to achieving many of the aspirations in the report and
ensuring greater consistency in station standards across
the network. It is important that passengers know what
to expect from their stations, and are satisfied with the
facilities available to them. I am delighted that Luton is
set to be one of the first beneficiaries of the proposals in
the report.

Another important part of the report concerns the
need to make it easier for people to get to stations and
catch a train. That is an issue to which the Government
attach great significance. There are economic and
environmental benefits in encouraging more people to
travel by train, but they will do so only if they can
access a station easily. The new multi-storey car park
that is being built at Luton station should help to
improve access and should make it easier for people to
use the train.

We share the station champions’ aspiration to achieve
a step change in the proportion of rail passengers
arriving at a station by bicycle; I do not know whether
my hon. Friend has ever cycled to the station in his
40 years in Luton. In September 2009, we announced a

new £14 million programme to extend and improve
cycle storage provision at stations. Network Rail is
currently drawing up plans to increase the number of
cycle parking spaces across the network and it will
consider Luton’s needs as part of that process.

The “Better Rail Stations” report also identified
significant scope for additional retailing at stations. We
welcome such additional retailing, as it benefits passengers
and it can provide extra revenue for the railway. It also
opens up the prospect of innovative solutions, such as
the combined shop and ticket facility that has been
introduced by Merseyrail. That facility gives travellers
the opportunity to buy their rail ticket and refreshments
or a newspaper in a single transaction, and it has been a
significant contributor to improved customer satisfaction
and improved security. The proposed new frontage at
Luton station could provide opportunities for new and
improved retail facilities at the station.

More generally, the Government are committed to
improving existing stations through a number of initiatives.
The national stations improvement programme is a
five-year initiative worth £150 million, which will modernise
approximately 150 medium-sized stations in England
and Wales between 2009 and 2014. NSIP has already
funded projects to improve seating and signage at a
number of stations operated by First Capital Connect.
There are currently 275 schemes identified for NSIP
funding,152of whichhavebeenconfirmedintheprogramme.

The access for all programme is a 10-year programme
worth £370 million to improve access at stations in
England, Scotland and Wales between 2006 and 2015.
There are 148 stations in the programme, including
major stations such as Clapham Junction—access work
at which is due for completion in the spring of 2011—as
well as Luton. More than 1,000 stations, again including
Luton, are benefitting from the access for all small
schemes fund, which allows train operators, local authorities
and other third parties to bid for about £6 million of
match funding a year to provide smaller-scale improvement
schemes.

About 1,000 stations are currently accredited under
the secure stations scheme, including Luton station and
Luton Airport Parkway station, and more than 90 per
cent. of all overground rail journeys currently involve
passengers starting or finishing their journey at such a
secure station. There is also a five-year platform lengthening
programme of work across the network from 2009 to
2014 to accommodate longer trains. As I have already
mentioned, Luton is part of that programme.

Furthermore, there are a number of major station
developments and many of them will benefit passengers
from Luton, including the development at King’s Cross
station, which is being upgraded with a new concourse.
There are also major improvements at Blackfriars,
Farringdon and London Bridge stations, which are all
part of the Thameslink programme. There are also
plans to upgrade Waterloo station.

In conclusion, I hope that my hon. Friend has been
reassured that, as part of the Government’s major
investment in stations, work is progressing on a plan to
improve Luton station, so that the town finally gets the
station that it deserves. Such a station can play a key
role in revitalising Luton town centre in the future.

Question put and agreed to.
1.53 pm

Sitting adjourned.
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Written Ministerial

Statements
Tuesday 23 March 2010

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Companies House

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills (Ian Lucas): I have set Companies
House the following targets for the year 2010-11:
Customer

To achieve a score of more than 86 per cent. in each quarterly
Companies House customer satisfaction survey.
To achieve on average a monthly compliance rate for accounts
submitted of 96 per cent.
To achieve an electronic filing target for accounts of an average
of at least 30 per cent. in quarter four.
To achieve an electronic filing target for other transactions of
at least an average of 73 per cent. in quarter four.
To increase the proportion of transactions that can be filed
electronically to 90 per cent. by March 2011.
To ensure that 97.5 per cent. of electronic documents can be
accessed within 60 seconds by search customers from the
Companies House download area.
To resolve 97 per cent. of all complaints within five days.
The chief executive to reply within 10 days to all letters from
Members of Parliament delegated to him for reply.

Processes
To ensure that 96 per cent. of electronic transactions received
are available to view on the public record within 72 hours.
To ensure that 95 per cent. of paper transactions received are
available to view on the public record within eight days.
To ensure that 99.5 per cent. of images placed on the Companies
House image system are legible and complete.
To ensure that Companies House Direct, WebCHeck and
WebFiling are available 99 per cent. of the time.

People
To ensure that our average work days lost per person is no
more than 10.
To improve the operational energy efficiency rating of Companies
House’s headquarters building by 10 per cent.

Finance
To achieve by 2010-11 a reduction, in real terms, of 15 per cent.
compared to 2007-08 in the operational monetary cost of the
registry per company on the register (three-year target).
To achieve taking one year with another, a 3.5 per cent. average
rate of return based on the operating surplus expressed as a
percentage of average net assets.
To pay invoices within 10 days of receipt.

UK Space Agency

The Minister for Higher Education and Intellectual
Property (Mr. David Lammy): My noble Friend the
Minister for Science and Innovation, Lord Drayson,
has today made the following statement:

I am pleased to announce that it is intended to establish the
UK Space Agency as an executive agency of the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills.

From 1 April 2010, it is intended that the UK Space Agency
will operate as a shadow executive agency prior to being established
as a full executive agency.

The new agency is being created following the space innovation
growth team report sponsored by the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills, and a public consultation, which ran from
July to October 2009, on how to fund and organise the civil space
sector so that it can meet the challenges of the future and deliver
the greatest benefits to the country. The agency will replace the
British National Space Centre and bring together for the first
time a range of UK space activities under one single management
to enhance efficiencies and improve strategic decision making.

The agency’s responsibilities will include scoping and delivering
UK Government’s space requirements, strengthening the UK’s
relationship with the European Space Agency; agreeing with UK
industry how to maximise the benefits of space technologies; and
working with the scientific community to provide a clear voice on
decisions that affect the sector.

During the transition to a full executive agency, the shadow
agency will begin to take over responsibility for BIS policy and
key Government budgets for space. This will start with the ESA
subscriptions currently funded by Natural Environment Research
Council (NERC), Science and Technology Facilities Council (STFC)
and Technology Strategy Board (TSB) and subsequently managing
UK interests in EU projects including the space component of
GMES, and Galileo. These are currently the responsibility of
DEFRA and DFT respectively. Further policy transfers may be
agreed. It has also been agreed in principle that the agency will
manage the UK’s financial interest in the EU Satellite Centre,
which is currently the responsibility of the MOD; subject to
further work. The shadow agency will also begin to take responsibility
for space funding for technology and instruments currently carried
out by the Research Councils and TSB. It will also negotiate on
the UK’s behalf on international bodies. The exact date for the
creation of the full executive agency and the timescales for the
shadow agency’s assumption of the above responsibilities will be
confirmed over the coming months.

The new agency will allow the UK to exploit fully its competitive
advantage in satellites, robotics and related technologies and to
take full advantage of the opportunities offered by a world
increasingly dependent on advances in space innovations and
science.

Debt Relief Orders

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills (Ian Lucas): We are today launching
a consultation about personal insolvency. Specifically,
we are asking whether we should amend the eligibility
criteria relating to debt relief orders (DROs) in order to
allow access to those people who are currently excluded
because they have pension rights based on a small
current pension valuation that they cannot draw down
for some years.

DROs were introduced in April 2009 following research
that identified that there were people in long-term debt
difficulties who had nothing to offer their creditors and
who could not afford to make themselves bankrupt.
Delivered in partnership with the professional debt
advice sector, DROs provide low-cost easy access to
debt relief for those overwhelmed by relatively low
levels of unmanageable debt. They are designed to
provide a fresh start for the most vulnerable people
trapped in debt.

There are strict eligibility criteria of assets less than
£300, debts no more than £15,000 and surplus income
of less than £50 per month. But because a pension is
treated as an asset, some people who would otherwise
qualify find themselves unable to apply for a DRO
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because they have pension rights based on a pension
that has a low current valuation. This consultation
examines a number of options designed to make the
system fairer for these people. In particular, we propose
asking whether a pension should not count towards the
value of assets provided that the current valuation is no
more than either £1,000 or £5,000 or £10,000; and/or
where the individual cannot draw down the pension for
at least five years or 10 years. We also intend to ask
whether there should be an additional requirement that
the pension scheme must be one that is approved by
HMRC.

I am placing copies of the consultation paper in the
Libraries of both Houses.

We intend to actively engage with stakeholders
throughout the consultation and welcome views on
whether the proposals will deliver a workable solution
that provides greater access to vulnerable debtors. The
consultation will close on 23 June 2010.

Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009

The Minister for Further Education, Skills, Apprenticeships
and Consumer Affairs (Kevin Brennan): My noble Friend
the Minister for Postal Affairs and Employment Relations,
Lord Young of Norwood Green, has today made the
following statement:

I gave a commitment to this House in response to assurances
sought by the noble Lord, Lord Low of Dalston during the report
stage of the Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Bill to
report on progress on three specific areas below. I can now report
on the implementation of the apprenticeships provisions of the
Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009 and
specifically how each of the commitments I gave will be taken
forward.
A timescale for exercising the powers that are being taken under this
legislation and associated regulations.

Sections 82-86; 104 and 106: will commence in full on 1 April
2010, at the same time as those sections relating to the chief
executive of Skills Funding and the Young People’s Learning
Agency.
We expect that sections 1, 3-6,11-17, 23-27, 32-39 and 105 will
come into force in April 2011.
We are currently working to establish a detailed timeline for
the development of regulations. Specifically, we have begun
preparatory work in relation to the regulations that are to be
made under part 1, and in part 4, sections 92 and 95, using the
anticipatory exercise of powers provision in section 13 of the
Interpretation Act. The timeline for regulations to be laid,
subject to the will of Parliament, is as follows:
Part 1, with the exception of section 1(5) relating to the
alternative completion conditions—we expect to lay regulations
in autumn 2010, and they will come into force in April 2011.
The regulations in respect of section 1 (5) will be laid in spring
2011 and come into force in September 2011; and
Part 4, sections 91-99 will come into force in April 2013.
Regulations to be made under sections 92 and 95 will be laid in
the summer of 2012 and come into force in April 2013.

Work with key stakeholders on regulations, guidance and practical
steps to encourage participation of those aged 19to24.

Mindful of the need to engage fully with stakeholders to help
shape the development of the regulations apprenticeship offer
requirements for learners with learning difficulties and disabilities
under sections 92 and 95 we have established a stakeholder
reference group to advise and work with officials and the national
apprenticeship service. A preliminary meeting of the group was
held on 25 February. At that meeting it was agreed to establish a

small working group, chaired by Peter Little OBE, to consider
and make recommendations on the specific flexibilities that the
regulations should contain in relation to sections 92 and 95. The
work of this group will inform the drafting of the regulations to
be laid before Parliament in the summer of 2012. This work will
also help to provide clarity on the scope of the proposed flexibilities
and allow sufficient time for local authorities, delivery partners
and learning providers to make appropriate preparation and
provision for the regulations before they come into force in 2013.
A clear lead from the top that the recruitment of disabled apprentices
should be a priority, with no less priority being given to disabled
young people than they currently enjoy from the Learning and Skills
Council.

We fully acknowledge that inequalities within the apprenticeship
programme remain a challenge. Overall, the latest data show that
of the 73,000 people who started an advanced or higher apprenticeship
in 2007-08 only 9 per cent. considered themselves to have a
learning difficulty/disability/health problem. These inequalities
are not unique to apprenticeships—they are mirrored in the wider
employment pattern—but many apprenticeships are still more
segregated (by gender, ethnicity and disability) than the rest of the
corresponding sector’s workforce.

I can assure the House that disabled young people will be no
less a priority for the chief executive of Skills Funding and the
chief executive of the National Apprenticeships Service than they
are currently. I have asked the Joint Apprenticeship Unit in my
Department and the Department for Children, Schools and Families
to work with the National Apprenticeship Service to ensure that
the service meets the commitment I gave to the House on increasing
the proportion of learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities
in apprenticeships; and that equality and diversity is a key priority
for their second year of operation and for the future. The National
Apprenticeship Service is working with employers to help them
understand and be more responsive to the needs of learners from
under-represented groups; and to promote apprenticeships to
those under-represented groups, their communities and key influencers,
including parents, teachers, community leaders and support workers.

I am able to report also that initial discussions have taken place
between the Joint Apprenticeship Unit, the National Apprenticeship
Service and the Department for Work and Pensions to explore
how additional learner support funds and the access to work
programme can form a package to support better those learners
with learning difficulties and/or disabilities to take up and sustain
employment with training as an apprentice.

TREASURY

ECOFIN

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Mr. Alistair Darling):
The Economic and Financial Affairs Council was held
in Brussels on 16 March 2010. The following items were
on the agenda:
Alternative Investment Fund Managers (AIFM) Directive

The presidency deferred agreement on the AIFM
Directive to a later Council meeting at the UK’s request.
The Government have made clear that the presidency’s
text is not acceptable in its current form, and believe
that postponing agreement will provide an opportunity
for further work on the draft directive to ensure
proportionate regulation that operates effectively and
properly strengthens the system, while realising the
benefits of the EU single market. The directive broadly
aims to establish a secure and harmonised EU framework
for monitoring and supervising the risks that alternative
investment fund managers pose to their investors,
counterparties, other financial markets and financial
stability more generally; and permit them, subject to
compliance with certain requirements, to provide services
and market their funds across the internal market.
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VAT Invoicing Directive
ECOFIN agreed a general approach on proposals

put forward by the Commission on the VAT Invoicing
Directive. The UK supports the proposals, which aim
to simplify and modernise electronic VAT invoicing,
further harmonise general invoicing rules and reduce
the burden on businesses. The directive will be adopted
once the European Parliament has given its opinion.
Stability and Growth Pact: follow-up on Greece

The Council held an exchange of views on the basis
of a Commission report that follows up the Council
decision of 16 February 2010, giving notice to Greece
to take measures for the deficit reduction judged necessary
in order to remedy the situation of excessive deficit.
Measures taken by the Greek authorities have been a
combination of fiscal measures and structural reforms
and include the announcements from the Greek authorities
on 3 March of a further ¤4.8 billion in austerity measures.
ECOFIN concluded that Greece is appropriately
implementing the Council decision and stability programme,
and that announced measures appear sufficient to safeguard
2010 budgetary targets provided that they are implemented
effectively, fully and in a timely manner.
Preparation for the European Council
a) Europe 2020

ECOFIN agreed Council conclusions following the
publication of the Commission communication on Europe
2020—a European strategy for smart sustainable and
inclusive growth. The UK believes that the strategy
should be focused on delivering strong, sustainable and
balanced growth. After 25 and 26 March spring European
Council, further work will be carried out by ECOFIN
and other sectoral councils before returning to European
Council for final agreement in June.
b) Exit strategies

The Council adopted two sets of Council conclusions,
one on exit strategies in the financial sector, and one on
the phasing out of temporary measures in labour and
product markets. These will feed into further discussions
at European Council.
c) Climate change finance

ECOFIN adopted Council conclusions on the economic
and financial aspects of climate change. The UK believes
it will be important to maintain the EU’s ambition
post-Copenhagen, especially on the financial commitments
made, and also hopes that the EU will issue support for
work by the high level advisory group on climate finance,
which will meet for the first time in London later this
month, co-chaired by the Prime Minister.
Budget guidelines for 2011

The Council adopted a statement on its priorities and
budgetary policy, which will serve as a reference throughout
the budgetary process to come. The UK is content with
the guidelines, which reflect the need for budgetary
discipline in a time of fiscal constraint.

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Safeguarding Children and Vulnerable Adults

The Minister for Children, Young People and Families
(Dawn Primarolo): I am today publishing two consultation
documents as part of reviews of elements of the vetting

and barring scheme as recommended by Sir Roger
Singleton, the Government’s chief adviser on the safety
of children, in his recent report “Drawing the Line”.

The first seeks views on a review of the statutory
requirements, and the Government’s advice, for Criminal
Records Bureau (CRB) disclosures for safeguarding
purposes on those who work with vulnerable groups,
when they are already registered with the Independent
Safeguarding Authority (ISA).

The second seeks views on a review of whether there
is a continuing need for the separate class of work with
different requirements, defined in the Safeguarding
Vulnerable Groups Act 2006 as “controlled activity”.

I am also today publishing for consultation a revised
version of the guidance “Safeguarding Children and
Safer Recruitment in Education”. This is the key
safeguarding guidance for schools, and has been revised
largely to take account of the implementation of the
vetting and barring scheme under the Safeguarding
Vulnerable Groups Act 2006. Changes are also included
in response to “Keeping our School Safe”, Sir Roger
Singleton’s review of safeguarding arrangements in
independent schools, non-maintained special schools
and boarding schools in England. The consultation
also seeks views from the education sector on whether
CRB checks should be required or recommended where
an individual is registered with the ISA.

These consultations are available to download from:
www.dcsf.gov.uk/consultations. Views are sought by 15 June
2010.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Agriculture and Fisheries Council

The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Hilary Benn): The Minister responsible
for food, farming and the environment, my hon. Friend
the Member for Poplar and Canning Town (Jim Fitzpatrick)
will represent the United Kingdom at the Agriculture
and Fisheries Council in Brussels on 29 March.

Discussions will take place on four substantive items—
Council conclusions on the Commission Communication
on “A better functioning food supply chain in Europe”;
presidency conclusions on the “Future of the CAP—market
management measures post 2013”; an exchange of views
on agriculture and the CAP in the perspective of the
EU 2020 strategy; and the quarterly report from the
Commission on the dairy market.

Under any other business, the Austrian delegation
will provide information on the OECD ministerial meeting
in February.

Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Huw Irranca-Davies):
I have set the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (CEFAS) the following performance
targets for 2010-11.
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Value for public money
Finance—Achieve break-even performance and deliver
efficiency gains

To demonstrate financial sustainability through full
cost recovery, sound financial management and governance.
Measured through achieving an audited break-even
performance 2010-11 and delivering £0.5 million of
efficiency gains.
Delivery
Customer satisfaction to exceed 82 per cent.

Measured through weighted average of customer
response to post-contract survey that covers seven aspects
of service quality. Incorporates project delivery metrics.
Social responsibility to exceed 75 per cent.

Measured through health and safety key performance
indicators; delivery of strategic actions in CEFAS’ health
and safety plan; maintaining ISO14001 accreditation;
and delivery of CEFAS sustainable development action
plan.
Capability
Science excellence to exceed 75 per cent.

Measured through numbers of peer reviewed scientific
papers, aspects of the customer satisfaction survey dealing
with understanding customer needs and their rating of
CEFAS’ science quality; additional aspects are scored
together and include take up of CEFAS science by the
media, numbers of positions of influence held by CEFAS
staff (high level science working groups and advisory
positions); numbers of conference presentations; investment
in new science through seedcom fund; staff qualifications
and professional development.
Staff engagement to exceed 63 per cent.

Measured by an annual questionnaire to staff, using
a weighted scale for the eight survey categories.

Further details are given in the CEFAS business plan
2010-11, a copy of which will be placed in the Libraries
of both Houses.

HEALTH

Confidential Inquiry and Public Health Observatory

The Minister of State, Department of Health (Phil
Hope): I am today announcing the organisations that
the Department has selected, following an open competitive
procurement process, to:

carry out a time-limited confidential inquiry into premature
and avoidable deaths of people with learning disabilities; and
provide a time-limited public health observatory service to
help commissioners better understand the health and health
care needs of people with learning disabilities in their local
populations.

Contracts have been awarded to:
University of Bristol Norah Fry Research Centre (Bristol), to
run the confidential inquiry; and
North-East Public Health Observatory (NEPHO) in partnership
with the Centre for Disability Research at Lancaster University,
to provide the public health observatory service.

Both these contracts have been awarded for an initial
period of 12 months from March 2010, with the intention
to extend them for a further two years until March 2013
subject to evaluation of the work carried out in the first
year and availability of funds.

These contract awards follow recommendations made
in “Healthcare for all”, the report of the independent
inquiry headed by Sir Jonathan Michael into access to
health care for people with learning disabilities. The
inquiry recommended that the Department establish a
confidential inquiry to improve evidence for health and
care professionals and a Public Health Observatory to
improve data and information to support commissioning.
As part of the “Valuing People Now” strategy for
people with learning disabilities published last year, the
Department gave a commitment to implement both
these recommendations. These contract awards take
forward that commitment.

These projects have an important part to play in
delivering the improvements in health and health care
for people with learning disabilities to which the
Government are committed.

Bilateral Healthcare Agreement (UK and Isle of Man)

The Secretary of State for Health (Andy Burnham): I
would like to inform the House that, following further
discussions between the Department and the Isle of
Man Government, it has been agreed to defer the
termination of the bilateral healthcare agreement between
the UK and the Isle of Man by six months.

We have also agreed that the current 2009-10 financial
allocation of £2.8 million given by the UK Government
to the Isle of Man Government for elective treatment
will be the last payment of this kind. From 2010-2011,
no such payment will be made and no public money will
change hands between the respective Governments. This
new arrangement will bring the Isle of Man into line
with other agreements that the UK has with a number
of non-European economic area countries.

Both Governments have agreed to keep the situation
under review with the expectation that it can form the
basis of a new reciprocal healthcare agreement that
would come into place in the autumn, if the new
arrangement is working for both parties.

We believe that we have arrived at a position that not
only provides the UK taxpayer with an agreement that
represents value for money, but also ensures arrangements
for travellers on temporary visits remain the same as
they are today.

JUSTICE

Out-of-Court Disposals

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): On 14 December 2009 the Home
Secretary, Attorney-General and I announced to Parliament
the terms of reference for the review of the use of
out-of-court disposals to be conducted by the Office for
Criminal Justice Reform (OCJR). I am issuing this
written statement to update the House on further work
that is being undertaken.

The initial work on the review provided a greater
understanding of the operation of the existing out-of-court
disposals frameworks for adults and young people. We
plan now to seek further evidence by undertaking a
detailed review of individual case files to examine the
particular circumstances in which out-of-court disposals
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have been administered for apparently serious offences.
This will inform an examination of the broader policy
of these frameworks and consideration of how to improve
transparency and accountability in how out-of-court
disposals are used.

This is a substantial piece of work and will require
public consultation. We will continue to keep Parliament
informed of progress.

Law on Libel

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): I am publishing today the Government’s
views on reform of the law on libel in the light of the
conclusions of the libel working group established by
the Ministry of Justice; the recommendations of the
Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee in its recent
report on its inquiry on “Press Standards, Privacy and
Libel”; and, the responses to our recent consultation
paper “Defamation and the internet: the multiple
publication rule”.

As I announced in a written ministerial statement on
27 January 2010, Official Report column 58 WS, the
libel working group was set up in response to concerns
about the possibility that our libel laws were having a
chilling effect on freedom of expression. Members of
the working group reflected a range of interests and
expertise, including organisations campaigning for free
speech, claimant and defendant lawyers, media
organisations, newspaper editors, and the academic and
scientific communities.

The working group’s terms of reference were
“to consider whether the law of libel, including the law relating to
libel tourism, in England and Wales needs reform, and if so to
make recommendations as to solutions”.

The group focused on identifying key priorities relating
to libel law in England and Wales, but did not consider
issues relating to costs in defamation proceedings, where
work is already under way.

The Government have taken a number of steps to
control costs in defamation-related proceedings, ensuring
that, where after-the-event insurance is taken out, defendants
are notified as early as possible, and given the opportunity
to reach a settlement without being liable for the insurance
premiums. Defamation proceedings are now part of a
mandatory costs budgeting pilot, with judges scrutinising
costs as cases progress to ensure that they are proportionate
and within the agreed budget. In addition, the Government
are seeking to reduce the maximum “success fee” in
conditional fee agreements in defamation-related
proceedings to 10 per cent. as an interim measure so
that the specific concerns around high costs in these
cases can be addressed as quickly as possible.

The working group’s report was submitted to me last
week, and will be published on the Ministry of Justice
website today, together with the Government’s response
to the consultation on the multiple publication rule, and
copies will be placed in the Libraries of both Houses. I
would like to express my gratitude to all the members of
the working group for contributing their knowledge
and expertise and for the considerable amount of time
and effort that they have put into considering these
important issues and producing their analysis and options
for reform within such a tight timetable.

On the basis of all the views that have been submitted,
the Government are convinced that reform of the law
on libel is needed, and that action should be taken on a
number of aspects of the current law and procedures.
We will take steps to implement the necessary changes
on as timely a basis as possible. However, in some
instances primary legislation may be necessary. Where
this is the case, we propose to develop our thinking
further and come forward with detailed proposals to
include a draft Bill for introduction as soon as parliamentary
time allows in the new Parliament.

In particular we will be considering actively:
a single publication rule: The introduction of a single publication
rule whereby a defamation claim will have to be brought within
one year from the date of the original publication, subject to
judicial discretion to extend this period as necessary.
a new statutory defence: Consideration of whether a statutory
defence relating to the public interest and responsible journalism
can be developed in a way which reconciles the competing
interests in relation to reputation and the right to freedom of
expression.
libel tourism: Procedural changes as proposed by the libel
working group to address problems relating to the issue of
“libel tourism”. These focus on a tightening, and so a more
rigorous application, of the rules and practice in relation to
service of defamation claims out of England and Wales where
the court’s permission is required, in order to head off inappropriate
claims at the earliest possible stage. We believe that the working
group’s proposals in this area will provide effective practical
benefits, and intend to raise them with the Civil Procedure
Rule Committee and encourage the Committee to consider
them as soon as possible.
other procedural issues that have been raised in the libel working
group report and elsewhere, for example relating to changes to
procedures to strengthen the defamation protocol governing
pre-action behaviour and to resolve difficulties relating to
decisions on the meaning of allegedly defamatory material at
an early stage.

The Government believe that the programme of work
that they intend to take forward represents an effective
and practical way to ensure that our libel laws achieve a
fair and just balance which enables people to protect
their reputations against defamatory allegations without
having a harmful effect on freedom of expression.

WORK AND PENSIONS

Child Maintenance Disregard

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (Helen Goodman): I am pleased to announce
that the full child maintenance disregard will be introduced
on 12 April 2010.

In the child maintenance White Paper published in
December 2006 the Government committed that by
2010-11 they would increase significantly the amount of
maintenance that all parents with care on benefit can
keep before it affects the level of benefits they receive.
The first phase in meeting this commitment was taken
in October 2008 when a full child maintenance disregard
was introduced in housing and council tax benefits and
doubled to £20 across the other income-related benefits.

In the welfare reform White Paper, “Raising expectations
and increasing support; reforming welfare for the future”,
published in December 2008, the Government announced
that a full child maintenance disregard would be introduced
in all income-related benefits from April 2010.
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By introducing a full child maintenance disregard,
the Government are demonstrating their commitment
to abolishing the revenue recovery function of the child
maintenance system and instead focusing it on parental
responsibility and tackling child poverty.

A full disregard will encourage both parents to set up
an effective maintenance arrangement and the non-resident
parent to pay maintenance because all of the money
will go to the children rather than the state. It is important
that both parents arrange maintenance agreements that
provide reliable financial support for their children.

Workplace Pension Reform

The Minister for Pensions and the Ageing Society
(Angela Eagle): Today we shall publish the Government
response to the consultation on “The use of Default
Options in workplace personal pensions and the use of
group self invested personal pensions for automatic
enrolment”.
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Petitions

Tuesday 23 March 2010

OBSERVATIONS

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Badman Report (Gosport)

The Petition of persons resident in the Gosport
parliamentary constituency,

Declares that they are concerned about the
recommendations of the Badman Report, which suggests
closer monitoring of home educators, including a
compulsory annual registration scheme and right of
access to people’s homes for local authority officials;
further declares that the Petitioners believe the
recommendations are based on a review that was extremely
rushed, failed to give due consideration to the evidence,
failed to ensure that the data it collected were sufficiently
robust, and failed to take proper account of the existing
legislative framework.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families either not to bring forward, or to
withdraw, proposed legislative measures providing for
tighter registration and monitoring of children educated
at home in the absence of a thorough independent
inquiry into the condition and future of elective home
education in England; but instead to take the steps
necessary to ensure that the existing Elective Home
Education Guidelines for Local Authorities are properly
implemented, learning from current best practice, in all
local authorities in England.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by Sir Peter
Viggers, Official Report, 16 March 2010; Vol. 507, c. 846/7.]

[P000650]

Badman Report (North Devon)

The Petition of Persons resident in the North Devon
Parliamentary Constituency,

Declares that they are concerned about the
recommendations of the Badman Report, which suggests
closer monitoring of home educators, including a
compulsory annual registration scheme and right of
access to people’s homes for local authority officials;
further declares that the Petitioners believe the
recommendations are based on a review that was extremely
rushed, failed to give due consideration to the evidence,
failed to ensure that the data it collected were sufficiently
robust, and failed to take proper account of the existing
legislative framework.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families either not to bring forward, or to
withdraw, proposed legislative measures providing for
tighter registration and monitoring of children educated
at home in the absence of a thorough independent
inquiry into the condition and future of elective home
education in England; but instead to take the steps

necessary to ensure that the existing Elective Home
Education Guidelines for Local Authorities are properly
implemented, learning from current best practice, in all
local authorities in England.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented on 4
March 2010, Official Report, Vol. 506, c. 20P .]

[P000748]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families:

DCSF commissioned the Badman review of home
education in January 2009 and the report was published
on 11 June 2009. As part of the review, Graham Badman
took written and oral evidence from a range of individuals
and organisations who responded to his public call for
evidence, including home educators and local authorities.
Alongside this he also considered published literature,
the current legal position and guidance and the approaches
taken in other countries. He was assisted by an expert
reference group. I am confident that his report draws
from a wide and heterogeneous evidence base.

The Children, Schools and Families Select Committee
also considered the Badman report and was supportive
of most of the recommendations. It agreed that a short
statement of educational approach would be helpful in
establishing dialogue between home educating families
and local authorities; that an annual meeting between
local authorities and home educators was needed; and
that better support for home educators and better training
for local authorities would together lead to an improvement
on the current arrangements.

Home Education registration and monitoring proposals
are included in the Children, Schools and Families Bill
which passed Second Reading in the House of Lords on
8 March 2010. The proposals will put in place light
touch regulation and monitoring arrangements and our
guidance will make it clear that this will be proportionate
and focused on support and encouragement for home
educating families. We have also committed around
£21 million in the first year to additional support for
home educating families, which has a focus on children
with SEN and home educated children who would like
to attend FE College courses.

Home education is an established part of the British
education system and the vast majority of home educators
who do a good job will find monitoring supportive
and—for the first time—backed by real resources. Our
reforms will not require home educators to adopt a
particular approach, to teach a specific curriculum, or
for their children to take SATs tests or specific public
examinations. After these reforms are implemented,
England will remain one of the most liberal countries in
the developed world for home educators to live in.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Regional Spatial Strategies (Irchester)

The Humble Petition of residents of Irchester,
Northamptonshire and the surrounding areas,

Sheweth

that the Government’s Regional Spatial Strategy requiring
52,000 new homes to be built in North Northamptonshire
is having an adverse and detrimental effect on the
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village of Irchester; that the proposed extension of the
village policy line allowing the possibility of large scale
housing as part of this spatial strategy is unacceptable;
and that the Petitioners are opposed to any development
outside of the existing Irchester village boundaries which
would have an adverse effect on the village.

Wherefore your Petitioners pray that your Honourable
House urges the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government to scrap Regional Spatial Strategies
and return planning decisions to local councils; and
further urges him to request that the Borough Council
of Wellingborough listens to the view of local people
and does not extend the village policy line.

And your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever
pray, &c.—[Presented by Mr. Peter Bone, Official Report,
15 March 2010; Vol. 507, c. 697 .]

[P000751]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government:

The Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government is aware that various options for development
across the Borough, which includes some sites in Irchester,
are currently being considered by the Borough Council
of Wellingborough as part of the preparation of a draft
Site Allocations Development Plan Document. He is
advised that this work is at an early stage of development
and that there will be a formal public consultation
before any decisions are taken.

The overall numbers of houses planned for North
Northamptonshire were set in the Milton Keynes and
South Midlands Sub Regional Strategy in March 2005
following two periods of public consultation and an
examination in public before an independent panel.
Details on this can be seen at http://www.gos.gov.uk/gose/
ourRegion/growthAreas/mksmGrowth/srs/

This was incorporated into statutory policy through
the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands,
issued in March 2005 and revised in March 2009. This
document was also subject to formal stages of public
consultation and examination in public. Further
development of strategic policy for the area was covered
in the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy
which was adopted by the North Northamptonshire
Joint Planning Committee in June 2008 following further
public consultation and an examination in public. In
none of these documents is Irchester named as a settlement
in which major growth is proposed.

The context to the Milton Keynes and South Midlands
Sub Regional Strategy was the Government’s concern
about increasing house prices and the difficulty that
young families were experiencing in accessing adequate
housing in places that they wished to live and at prices
that they could afford. This has been caused because
the numbers of new houses built across the country
have for many years been considerably lower than housing
needs. For example in the East Midlands while additions
to the housing stock in 2008-09 totalled only 14,200, the
numbers of new households forming in the region in
recent years have risen to around 23,000 per year and
projections indicate that this rate is likely to increase.
This mismatch is a problem that is continuing to get
worse throughout the whole country and the Government
are firmly committed to planning to provide for more
housing and more affordable housing.

The petition suggests that the Secretary of State
should scrap Regional Strategies and return planning
decisions to local councils. The Secretary of State does
not accept that scrapping Regional Strategies will help
to address the housing shortfall; furthermore the decision
as to where new housing should be planned for already
lies with local planning authorities. As for directing the
Borough Council to listen to the views of local people
and not to extend the village policy line, it is the
Government’s general approach not to interfere with
local authorities’ jurisdiction unless it is necessary to do
so. Parliament has entrusted them with responsibility
for day-to-day planning control in their areas and the
Government consider that local planning authorities
are normally best placed to make decisions relating to
their areas and that it is right that in general, they
should be free to carry out their duties responsibly, with
the minimum of interference.

TRANSPORT

Disrepair (Felstead Road, Castle Point)

The Petition of Mr. Kent Taylor, Mr. Lee Gardiner,
residents of Castle Point and others,

Declares that the pavements and Felstead Road between
the A13 and Bowers Road, Benfleet are in a state of
disrepair; that in their current state, these present a real
and immediate danger to local residents, especially the
elderly and those with limited mobility, and have already
been the cause of several accidents; further, that poorly
maintained pavements disadvantage pedestrians, are
unsightly and adversely affect local street scene; that for
these and other valid reasons, residents call for the
immediate repair and continued maintenance of the
road and pavements since this is in the public interest.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges the Government to press the Borough
Council, Essex County Council, the Highways Authority
and all Councillors, to ensure the immediate repair and
continued maintenance of Felstead Road, Benfleet.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by Bob
Spink, Official Report, 16 March 2010; Vol. 507, c. 848.]

[P000768]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Transport:
Felstead Road is a local road for which Essex County

Council, as the local highway authority, is responsible
for its maintenance and repair.

Local Highway Authorities, such as Essex County
Council, have a duty under section 41 of the Highways
Act 1980 to maintain the highways network in their
area. This includes the pavements. It is for each individual
authority to assess which parts of its network are in
need of repair and what standards should be applied,
based upon their local knowledge.

Central Government have no powers to override local
decisions in these matters. However, this Department
encourages good practice in highway maintenance through
channels such as Well Maintained Highways, the code
of practice for highway maintenance published in July
2005 by the UK Roads Liaison Group (available through
TSO or www.ukroadsliaisongroup.org). The code advises
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local authorities to establish an inspection regime for
their highways, and recommends inspection intervals
for the various categories of highways.

Since the introduction of the Local Transport Plan
settlement in 2001-02 DFT has more than doubled
annual capital funding to local authorities across England
(outside London) for maintaining local roads. Funding
for 2009-10 is £735 million, up from £265 million in

2001-02. The funding central Government provide to
local authorities for highway maintenance is not ring-fenced,
and it is for each authority to decide how much is
needed to maintain their network. The Government
have also provided a total of £32 million to English
local authorities to facilitate the production of Transport
Asset Management Plans which should help authorities
manage their roads, bridges and other highway assets.
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Written Answers to

Questions
Tuesday 23 March 2010

OLYMPICS

Olympic Games 2012: Cycling

Bob Spink: To ask the Minister for the Olympics
whether she has made an estimate of the number of
tickets which will be available to (a) members of the
public and (b) civic and other official guests for the
two Olympic Games Mountain Bike events in
Hadleigh. [323167]

Tessa Jowell [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games
and Paralympic Games (LOCOG) is responsible for
ticketing for the London 2012 Games. LOCOG’s ticketing
approach will ensure that it raises the funding required
to stage the games and that it provides affordable and
accessible tickets to deliver full venues, including Hadleigh
Farm. LOCOG is working now to finalise the sports
competition schedule and venue seating plans, and this
work needs to be completed before LOCOG will know
the numbers of seats and tickets. It is critical that as
many tickets as possible end up in the hands of the
public. Tickets will go on sale in 2011.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

Departmental Legal Costs

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport how much his Department and its
predecessors have spent in (a) legal fees and (b)
compensation on legal cases concerning remuneration
of its employees in each of the last 10 years. [322055]

Mr. Bradshaw: The Department for Culture, Media
and Sport has not spent any money on legal fees or
compensation on legal cases concerning remuneration
of employees since October 2007.

No information or record is held by the Department
prior to October 2007.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport whether the dates of
publication of any regular statistics or reports by his
Department have been affected by planning for the
forthcoming general election. [323463]

Mr. Bradshaw: On the announcement of a general
election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance to
Departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Television: Smoking

Mr. Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport what steps his Department intends to
take to ensure adherence to the Ofcom code on
smoking on television. [323714]

Mr. Bradshaw: The Ofcom Broadcasting Code sets
out the rules for broadcasters regarding smoking in
programmes. Within the framework of the code it is the
responsibility of each broadcaster to make judgments
about what individual programmes should contain and
at what time they are broadcast. Enforcement of the
code is a matter for Ofcom, which operates independently
of Government.

Tourism: Finance

Tim Farron: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport how much funding his
Department has allocated to the tourism industry in
(a) the UK and (b) Westmorland and Lonsdale
constituency in each of the last 10 years. [322936]

Margaret Hodge [holding answer 18 March 2010]:
The information requested about tourism funding for
Westmorland and Lonsdale is not held centrally. The
North West Regional Development Agency (NWRDA)
has the primary role in taking forward the north-west
regional tourism strategy, and in deciding on investment
to promote tourism that would affect Cumbria. The
NWRDA spent £14 million in support of tourism in
2008-09.

The overall level of public sector investment in UK
tourism from local, regional and national sources is
likely to exceed £2 billion in the current spending review
period.

In partnership with the industry and the wider public
sector, DCMS has a clear and coherent policy framework
for promoting tourism. The funding provided for the
heritage and museums and galleries; for branding and
marketing improvements led by VisitBritain and
VisitEngland; for the National Skills Strategy for tourism
and hospitality; and for the work across Britain to drive
up product quality through accommodation grading
schemes are all investments by Government which support
tourism.

HOME DEPARTMENT

Dogs: Crime

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for the Home Department what recent estimate he has
made of the incidence of the use of dogs in crime.

[322940]

Mr. Hands: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what recent estimate he has made
of the incidence of the use of dogs in crime. [322961]

Meg Hillier [holding answer 22 March 2010]: These
data are not collected centrally. We are aware of the
growing concerns about the use of dangerous dogs to
harass and intimidate people. This has promoted the
Government to introduce the new gang injunction power
under the Policing and Crime act 2009 and launch a
public consultation on managing and controlling dangerous
dogs.
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Crime: York

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many offences committed
within the City of York area have been recorded by
North Yorkshire Police under the National Crime
Recording Standard in each year since 2003-04.

[323366]

Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 22 March 2010]:
All the offences recorded by the police and notified to
the Home Office for the period requested have been
recorded in accordance with the National Crime Recording
Standard (NCRS) and the Home Office Counting Rules
for Recorded Crime.

Offences recorded in the York Community Safety
Partnership area are given in the table.
Total offences recorded by the police in the York Community Safety Partnership

area

Number of offences

2003-04 29,347

2004-05 23,080

2005-06 22,784

2006-07 20,935

2007-08 18,901

2008-09 17,886

Crimes of Violence: Crime Prevention

Mr. Sheerman: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps he is taking with local
authorities to tackle gang activity. [322997]

Mr. Alan Campbell: Gangs are part of the wider
serious youth violence agenda, on which the Government
have spent £17.3 million since September 2007 as part
of the Tackling Gangs Action Programme (TGAP) and
Tackling Knives and Serious Youth Violence Action
Programme (TKAP). On 17 March 2010 David Hanson,
Minister of State for Security, Counter-Terrorism, Crime
and Policing, announced a further £5.5 million for
tackling serious youth violence in 2010-11. £1.5 million
of this funding has been made available through the
Community Fund, ensuring that 150 voluntary and
community sector organisations are able to deliver intensive
interventions at a local level to young people involved in
serious youth violence, including gangs.

Through the Policing and Crime Act 2009 the Home
Office created Gang Injunctions, a civil tool to allow
local authorities and police to tackle over 18s involved
in gang related violence. Parliament is currently considering
provisions in the Crime and Security Bill which will
allow this civil tool to be used in relation to 14 to
17-year-olds. The £17.3 million funding since September
2007 to tackle gangs and serious youth violence has
included £1.6 million to the four cities that were the
focus of the TGAP programme, London, Birmingham,
Manchester and Liverpool, to assist in the multi-agency
risk management of violent offenders, including gang
members. In Merseyside, for instance, this funding has
resulted in the UK’s first Violent Offender Management
Unit. The Home Office and the Association of Chief
Police Officers (ACPO) have also jointly established a
team of experts from police forces, local authorities and
central Government that will be available to local
partnerships to deliver focused advice and guidance on
gangs.

Further support for local schools, partnerships and
practitioners can also be found in guidance on safeguarding
children and young people who may be involved in gang
activity, recently published jointly by the Home Office
and the Department for Children, Schools and Families
(DCSF). This guidance builds on the advice already
offered in Tackling Gangs: A Practical Guide, published
in 2008, which provides key approaches to help local
partnerships devise a gangs strategy.

Criminal Records: Vetting

Mrs. Maria Miller: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department with which countries the United
Kingdom has bilateral agreements on exchanging
criminal records information for employment vetting
purposes; and if he will make a statement. [323590]

Meg Hillier: We do not currently have any bilateral
agreements in place but we are in negotiation with a
number of countries.

We have reached provisional agreement to exchange
criminal record information with Australia and New
Zealand for employment checking purposes with an
applicant’s consent. We are aiming to conclude negotiations
around the exact mechanisms for doing so by the end of
2010. We have also reached agreements in principle with
Ireland and France in relation to those seeking to work
with children.

Within the European Union, under the terms of
Council Framework Decision 2009/315/JHA on the
organisation and content of the exchange of information
extracted from the criminal record between member
states, the United Kingdom is told by other member
states when a British citizen is convicted of an offence
within their jurisdiction. Member states are required to
take the necessary measures to comply with this Framework
Decision by 27 April 2012. Similarly, information may
be received through Interpol channels in relation to
British citizens convicted outside the EU. Conviction
information received through either channel is recorded
on the Police National Computer and so will be disclosed
in the same way as convictions in United Kingdom
courts.

In many countries individuals, and in some cases
third parties, can request criminal records certificates
for employment checking purposes. We are currently
looking at where we can strengthen the guidance for
employers to encourage them to ask to see such certificates,
particularly in relation to those seeking work with children
and vulnerable adults. We aim to put in place all the
information that we have on this process in relation to
each country to help employers and prospective employees
obtain certificates and understand what is disclosed on
them. However, obtaining criminal records is only one
aspect of pre-employment checks and good practice is
also for employers to obtain character and employment
references.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department whether the dates of publication of
any regular statistics or reports by his Department have
been affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323491]
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Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 22 March 2010]:
On the announcement of a general election, the Cabinet
Secretary issues guidance to Departments on their activities
during the pre-election period. This will be published
on the Cabinet Office website.

Regular statistical releases and statistical reports will
continue to be issued and published during the election
period on dates which have already been pre-announced.

Domestic Violence: Crime Prevention

Paul Holmes: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what recent assessment he has
made of the effects on the level of domestic violence of
restraining orders made under section 12 of the
Domestic Violence, Crime and Victims Act 2004.

[322838]

Mr. Alan Campbell: Section 12 of the Domestic Violence,
Crime and Victims Act (2004) was implemented on
30 September 2009. There has been no assessment of
the effects of this legislation on the levels of domestic
violence.

Immobilisation of Vehicles: Fees and Charges

Dan Rogerson: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what cap he plans to impose on the
charge levied by vehicle immobilisation businesses for
the release of a vehicle. [323480]

Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 2010]: Proposals
contained in the Crime and Security Bill will make it
mandatory for all wheel clamping businesses working
on private land to be licensed and to adhere to a strict
code of practice. The code will include maximum release
fees which may be charged in connection with wheel
clamping of vehicles and the related activities of towing
and impounding. The details of the code of practice,
including maximum fees, will be set out after further
consultation with stakeholders.

Independent Police Complaints Commission

James Brokenshire: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department (1) what recent assessment he
has made of the effectiveness of the Independent Police
Complaints Commission in holding the actions of
police forces to account; [323275]

(2) if he will take steps to require police forces to
implement the recommendations of the Independent
Police Complaints Commission or to state publicly the
reasons why they do not intend to implement them.

[323276]

Mr. Hanson [holding answer 22 March 2010]: On
receipt of a report of an investigation conducted by the
Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC)
police chiefs are required to report back to the IPCC on
the action the police force proposes to take in respect of
the matters dealt with in the report. Such matters will
include consideration of recommendations from the
IPCC as to whether disciplinary proceedings should be
brought against a person serving with the police.

Where the force does not accept the recommendation
of the IPCC as to the bringing of disciplinary proceedings,
the IPCC has the power to direct that disciplinary
proceedings are brought.

The Public Accounts Committee’s Fifteenth Report
on the Independent Police Complaints Commission
(IPCC), published in March 2009, recommended that
the Home Office clarify responsibility for monitoring
the implementation IPCC recommendations. Work is
currently under way to put in place a suitable framework
to achieve this.

The work of the IPCC is crucial to maintaining an
effective and efficient police complaints system in England
and Wales. The work of the IPCC is subject to detailed
scrutiny in for example, criminal, coroners’ and disciplinary
proceedings. It has led directly to holding individual
officers to account.

More widely, the IPCC also chairs a national
Learning the Lessons committee with police stakeholders,
ensuring that key lessons from investigations are identified
and promulgated, leading to overall improvements in
policing.

Passports

Damian Green: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what estimate he has made of the
number of British citizens who hold a valid (a) UK
passport and (b) UK biometric passport. [317215]

Meg Hillier: The latest estimate is that in September
2008 there were some 47 million valid United Kingdom
passports covering some 77 per cent. of the population.
The split between non-biometric and biometric passports
(which were first issued in 2006) is not available.

Police

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many police officers there were
in England and Wales in 2009. [323511]

Mr. Hanson: There were 144,353 police officers (including
those on maternity leave and career breaks) in the 43
police forces of England and Wales as at 30 September
2009.

These and other related data are published annually
as part of the annual Police Service Strength Home
Office Statistical Bulletin. The latest bulletin can be
found at:

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/policeorg1.html

and bulletins for this and previous years are deposited
in the Library of the House.

Police: Harassment

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many incidents of harassment
in the workplace were reported by employees of (a)
police services and (b) his Department in each of the
last 10 years. [321438]

Mr. Hanson: Information on the number of incidents
of harassment in the workplace in the police service is
not collected centrally.
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Information prior to the 2005-06 financial year is not
held centrally within the Home Office (excluding its
agencies) and could be provided only at a disproportionate
cost. We are unable to provide information in relation
to the number of allegations of harassment within
Home Office HQ in each year since 2005-06 as there
were fewer than five cases in each year. Further information
is therefore withheld on grounds of confidentiality.

Terrorism: Detainees

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many foreign nationals are
being detained in the UK under anti-terrorist
legislation. [323378]

Mr. Hanson [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
only anti-terrorism legislation in the UK which provides
for the detention of individuals is section 41 of and
schedule 8 to the Terrorism Act 2000. This provides for
persons arrested as terrorist suspects to be detained
pre-charge (for up to a maximum of 28 days). The
Home Office does not hold statistics on how many
foreign nationals are, or have been, detained under
these provisions. However, the Home Office does collate
statistics on the number of individuals arrested under
section 41 of the Terrorism Act 2000 and the length of
time that these individuals are detained pre-charge.
These are included in a Bulletin published for the first
time on 13 May 2009 (Statistics on Terrorism Arrests
and Outcomes Great Britain 11 September 2001 to
31 March 2008). The first edition of the Bulletin is
available at:

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs09/hosb0409.pdf
The second and third issues of the Bulletin were

published on 26 November 2009 and 25 February 2010.
These are available via the following links:
26 November 2009

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs09/hosb1809.pdf
25 February 2010

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs10/hosb0410.pdf

SCOTLAND

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland whether the dates of publication of any
regular statistics or reports by his Department have
been affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323456]

Ann McKechin: On the announcement of a general
election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance to
Departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Departmental Theft

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Scotland what steps his Department is taking to deter
theft from within the Department. [322654]

Ann McKechin: A wide range of security measures
are in place to deter and detect theft. These are kept
under review and additional measures are put in place
as appropriate.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Community Development: Finance

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what funding
his Department and its agencies have allocated to local
authorities for Parish Path initiatives and partnerships
in each year since such partnerships were established.

[323525]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The Parish Paths Partnership
was launched by the Countryside Commission in 1992
and ran until 1998 as a demonstration project. Some
local authorities continue to run and fund the scheme,
which is aimed at improving and maintaining local
public rights of way. There is no centrally held information
as to which authorities continue to operate the Parish
Paths Partnership scheme, and how much funding is
allocated to the scheme by those authorities.

Environment Protection: Seas and Oceans

Mr. Benyon: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs when he plans to
publish the Government’s Marine Protected Area
Strategy; and what priority will be accorded to
ecological coherence in the strategy. [323244]

Huw Irranca-Davies: We plan to publish our Marine
Protected Area (MPA) strategy before Easter. MPAs
are an important tool to achieve the Government’s
vision for clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically
diverse oceans and seas. The Government are committed
to designating Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)
and Special Protection Areas (SPAs) under the European
habitats and birds directives respectively, and Marine
Conservation Zones (MCZs) under the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009. Our ambition is to have
sufficient sites designated by the end of 2012 so that
they form a UK ecologically coherent network together
with existing SACs, SPAs, MCZs, Ramsar sites and
Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and those sites designated
by the Devolved Administrations.

Fish: Conservation

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what steps he is
taking to protect fish stocks in UK waters; and if he
will make a statement. [323850]

Huw Irranca-Davies: As UK Fisheries Minister, I
have made clear that the conservation of our fish stocks
is my top priority. Without sustainable fish stocks, we
cannot have a sustainable fishing industry. I want to
see that reflected in reform of the common fisheries
policy.

In the last round of EU Fisheries Council negotiations,
I supported the setting of catch limits for this year,
which reflected the scientific advice for the stocks in
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question—and only sought to alter the Commission’s
proposals where these would have caused significant
economic difficulties for the coastal communities concerned.
Ultimately, this represented a balance of UK interests.

In the lead-up to this year’s negotiations, we will be
working with industry and colleagues from the devolved
Administrations to further encourage the widespread
application of more selective fishing gear and working
practices, to deliver even more significant reductions in
discards, and eventually more sustainable fish stocks in
UK (and EU) waters.

Rodents

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will place in
the Library a copy of the Central Science Laboratory
research reports commissioned by his Department on
rodent issues with reference MoU with CSL -
WM05002. [323055]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The memorandum of
understanding between DEFRA and the Food and
Environment Research Agency (previously the Central
Science Laboratory) refers to the “English House Condition
Survey Rodent Element and other Rodent Issues”. The
only reports commissioned on rodents under this agreement
have been those reporting on infestation of dwellings by
commensal rodents, derived from data arising from the
rodent element of the English House Condition Survey.
Copies of these commensal rodent infestation reports
are already available in the House Library.

Rural Development Programme: North West

Tim Farron: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much
funding has been allocated to businesses in the North
West under the Rural Development Programme for
England to date; and how many businesses in that
region have participated in the programme. [323815]

Huw Irranca-Davies: Under the socio-economic measures
of the Rural Development Programme for England
(RDPE), to date £62 million of funding has been committed
to businesses in the North West for investment projects.
This has benefitted 367 businesses in that region.

These figures do not include those businesses benefitting
under axis 2 of the programme from the agri-environment
or forestry schemes, or payments under the Hill Farm
Allowance.

DEFENCE

Afghanistan: Peacekeeping Operations

Ann Winterton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence whether the Talisman project is fully
operational in Afghanistan. [323638]

Mr. Bob Ainsworth: The Talisman route clearance
system is currently in theatre and should be operational
soon. As with other counter-IED systems, Talisman is a
developing capability and will continue to evolve over
the coming months. I am withholding information on
the exact schedule as its disclosure would, or would be
likely to prejudice the capability, effectiveness or security
of the armed forces.

Animal Experiments

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how many animals of each species involved in
procedures died as a result of those procedures at (a)
Porton Down and (b) other establishments for which
he is responsible in each of the last five years. [322457]

Mr. Quentin Davies: The Defence Science and
Technology Laboratory (Dstl) returns the numbers of
procedures undertaken involving animals at Dstl Porton
Down to the Home Office on an annual basis, the
numbers of procedures returned for last five years are
detailed in the following table. This is the only designated
defence establishment for such procedures.

Numbers of Dstl procedures returned to the Home Office

Guinea Pig Ferret Mouse Pig Rabbit Rat Sheep
Non-human

primate Total

2005 661 60 20,016 127 3 195 2 54 21,118

2006 545 0 15,986 123 0 335 4 52 17,045

2007 647 0 17,095 74 5 359 2 75 18,257

2008 254 0 10,404 113 2 549 0 55 11,380

2009 190 0 7,698 96 30 5 0 149 8,168

A very large proportion, approximately 95 per cent.
of the total number of animals involved in the procedures
either died during the procedure, or were humanely
culled at the end of the procedures, in accordance with
the terms and conditions of the Animals (Scientific
Procedures) Act:

http://www.archive.official-documents.co.uk/document/hoc/
321/321-xa.htm

Sections 3D, 14 (3) and 15 (2) detail the requirement for
specific approval to keep animals alive after the completion
of any regulated procedure.

A small number of animals, are approved for re-use
in further procedures. An example of reuse was the herd

of goats retained at Alverstoke for use in the hyperbaric
research programme supporting the Ministry of Defence’s
Submarine Escape Rescue and Abandonment System.
This programme ceased in November 2006, as formally
announced in a written ministerial statement on 6 February
2008, Official Report, column 70WS.

Armed Forces: Training

Chris Huhne: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what representations he received on the
research and assessment facility at the Defence
Academy prior to the decision to close it; and if he will
make a statement. [321484]
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Bill Rammell [holding answer 10 March 2010]: No
representations were made prior to the decision to close
the Research and Assessment Branch at the Academy.

The decision was taken as part of our regular review
of Defence spending to ensure resources are focused on
our top priority—success and support to operations in
Afghanistan. To support this, the Secretary of State for
Defence announced on 15 December 2009 a package
amounting to £900 million over three years. However,
in taking the latter decision we must prioritise
rigorously and recognise that tough choices are required
to better match the Defence programme to the available
resources.

Armoured Fighting Vehicles

Ann Winterton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which company has been awarded the contract
to supply 200 vehicles as part of the light protected
patrol vehicle programme; and if he will make a
statement. [323639]

Mr. Quentin Davies: A contract has not yet been
awarded as the Ministry of Defence is still conducting
the Concept Vehicle Evaluation trial phase of the Light
Protected Patrol Vehicle (LPPV) Programme. Two
contenders, which could fill the LPPV requirement, are
currently being trialled, and it is expected that this
phase will be completed in April 2010.

WALES

Out of Area Treatment

Mr. Bone: To ask the Secretary of State for Wales
what recent discussions he has had with the First
Minister on arrangements for cross-border healthcare.

[321890]

Mr. Hain: I have regular meetings with the First
Minister and we keep under review the cross border
implications of the policies of both Governments.
The position of the Governments in Westminster and
Wales is that the border should not represent a barrier
to provision of health care, and to that end we have
worked closely together on the Revised Protocol for
Cross-border Healthcare. The Protocol provides increased
clarity on commissioning and funding arrangements
and on access standards for patients. It ensures patients
who live in border regions and who access health services
across the border will continue to see improvements to
their services. Across the entire UK the Government
remain committed to the core defining principles of an
NHS funded by tax and free at the point of use.

HOUSE OF COMMONS COMMISSION

Illegal Immigrants

Robert Neill: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission how many people have been identified as
working illegally on the parliamentary estate in each of
the last five years. [323041]

Nick Harvey: I refer the hon. Gentleman to the
answer provided on 8 March 2010, Official Report,
column 3W.

Nurseries

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission how many (a) staff and (b) hon.
Members are on the waiting list for a place in the
proposed House of Commons day nursery for one or
more of those children. [323705]

Nick Harvey: There is no such waiting list at the
present time, but much interest has been expressed
informally.

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission when an application was made to (a)
English Heritage and (b) Westminster city council to
make changes to 1 Parliament Street in connection
with the creation of a day nursery; and if he will place
in the Library a copy of the application. [323706]

Nick Harvey: The design work, which is needed before
any application is made, is nearing completion. Any
applications made for listed building and change of use
consents will be made to Westminster City Council:
these will be in the public domain and available in the
usual way.

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission when the House of Commons
Commission met to discuss the public petition against
the closure of facilities at the Astor Suite, Bellamy’s
Bar and Bellamy’s Club Room. [323854]

Nick Harvey: The petition was referred to the
Commission at its meeting of 8 March 2010.

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission pursuant to the answer to the hon.
Member for West Chelmsford of 16 March 2010,
Official Report, column 731W, on nurseries, how much
time was saved as a result of not referring the matter to
the Finance and Services Commission. [323952]

Nick Harvey: Referring the matter to the Finance and
Services Committee would have delayed the opening of
the nursery by introducing a further stage in the process
of approval. The nursery would not then have been
available for Members’ use in the autumn.

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission pursuant to the Oral Answer to the hon.
Member for Gainsborough of 11 March 2010, Official
Report, column 428, on Bellamy’s bar, for what reasons
1 Parliament Street was preferred to the North Curtain
corridor for the location of a day nursery. [323978]

Nick Harvey: Following assessment of the potential
sites and advice on their suitability from three child
care specialists, 1 Parliament street’s advantages over
North Curtain Corridor as a location for a nursery
included direct access, ease of conversion, its greater
degree of natural light and the fact that no Members’
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rooms are affected. In addition, the provisional costs
including fees of converting 1 Parliament street were
provisionally estimated at £490,000 excluding VAT,
compared with £607,000 excluding VAT, for North
Curtain.

Speaker’s Adviser

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission whether the financial implications of
creating a new post of special adviser to the Speaker
were (a) discussed by the House of Commons
Commission and (b) referred to the Finance and
Services Committee. [323707]

Nick Harvey: No.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Bangladesh: Water

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development what assistance the
Government is giving to Bangladesh to tackle salinity
in (a) land and (b) groundwater; and if he will make a
statement. [323239]

Mr. Michael Foster: Supporting Bangladesh to meet
the challenges of climate change, including rising land
and groundwater salinity, is an important priority for
Department for International Development (DFID).

Since 2003, the UK has disbursed £4.6 million to the
Comprehensive Disaster Management Programme
(CDMP) managed by UNDP, which has helped the
Government and vulnerable communities to better manage
the impact of climate change, including rising salinity.
For example, some 34,000 people are benefiting from
rainwater harvesting and pond sand filters in Satkhira,
one of the worst saline affected districts. We recently
committed a further £12 million to a second phase of
CDMP, and £60 million to a wider Multi-Donor Trust
Fund for Climate Change (subject to approval by the
Government of Bangladesh), both of which will be
drawn upon for similar activities in the future.

The Sanitation, Hygiene and Water Supply Project
managed by UNICEF, to which the UK has provided
£36 million, is contributing to better national monitoring
of water salinity. We are also supporting innovations
such as the cultivation of saline- tolerant vegetables in
pilot areas.

Burma: Health Services

Jo Swinson: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what funding he plans to
allocate to the Mae Tao Clinic on the Thailand-Burma
border in each of the next three years. [323756]

Mr. Thomas: The Department for International
Development (DFID) allocated £120,000 to the Mae
Tao Clinic in 2009-10. DFID has recently received a
funding request from the Mae Tao Clinic, for a continuation
of funding over the next two financial years, which we
are considering.

Burma: International Assistance

Jo Swinson: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development whether he has made an
assessment of the adequacy of World Bank (a)
funding and (b) technical advice for development
projects in Burma. [323755]

Mr. Thomas: The World Bank has approved no new
funding for Burma since 1987 and has no plans to
resume its programme. It does not give advice on
development projects in Burma. It did however provide
valuable technical advice as part of the international
humanitarian response to Cyclone Nargis which struck
Burma in May 2008.

The UK Government would not support a resumption
of World Bank funding for Burma until the country has
made genuine progress towards political reconciliation
and respect for human rights.

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Children: Day Care

Mrs. Maria Miller: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what payments the
National Childminding Association has received from
his Department in each of the last three years. [305263]

Dawn Primarolo: The total payments made by the
Department for Children, Schools and Families to the
National Childminding Association (NCMA) in each
the last three years are as follows:

£

April 2007 to March 2008 1,804,136.00
April 2008 to March 2009 2,138,095.00
April 2009 to October 2009 1,117,350.00

The bulk of these totals reflect the regular quarterly
payments to the NCMA for the work highlighted in
each year’s Strategic Grant that it receives from the
DCSF to support children, families and communities
across the country and help deliver departmental priorities
and programmes, with a particular focus on further
enhancing the professionalization and professionalism
of childminders. The four broad objectives of the
Association’s Strategic Grant are to:

Support families to access the child care they need;

Improve outcomes for children by developing a highly qualified
home-based child care work force;

Narrow the gap for disadvantaged and vulnerable families by
raising the quality and scope of childminding practice;

Promote integrated working and childcare initiatives.

Departmental Consultants

Mr. Laws: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families how much his Department has
spent on (a) advertising and (b) consultants in each
year since its inception; and how much he expects to
spend in each of the next two years. [304754]
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Ms Diana R. Johnson: The Department’s spend on
advertising budgets since inception on 28 June 2007 is
outlined in the following table. The figures include
media spend but do not include production and fees.
Figures for 2009/10 are for spend billed to 24 November
2009.

The cost for consultants cannot be obtained without
incurring disproportionate cost. Anticipated advertising
spend for the next two years cannot be provided at this
time.

£ (exc. VAT)

Total

2007/08 4,659,786
2008/09 13,891,106
2009/10 4,260,609

Departmental Official Hospitality

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families how much his
Department spent on (a) alcohol and (b)
entertainment in the last 12 months. [305540]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: Details of expenditure on
entertainment recorded by the Department in the last
financial year are as follows:

2008-09: £16,122.

The figure excludes costs incurred as part of official
events or formal meetings held to further departmental
business. DCSF is unable to separately identify the
costs of alcohol from those of general entertainment; as
such expenditure is claimed and recorded under the
general heading of Entertainment.

The basic rules governing hospitality are set by HM
Treasury.

(a) The following guidance is issued by my Department
to staff on the provision of alcohol.

There is a general principle that alcohol should not
be provided at public expense and never when only civil
servants are present.

Moderate amounts of alcohol can be provided at
public expense when entertaining non-civil servants if
not providing alcohol might be regarded as unusual or
cause embarrassment. Examples of such events are
hospitality from Ministers, at publicity events such as
launches or the rare occasions when senior staff judge
that official business can best be transacted by hosting a
meeting over lunch or dinner.

(b) Hospitality expenditure is limited to occasions
when official business can best be transacted in that
way. Entertainment is usually restricted to where senior
managers (deputy director or above) are acting as a host
and expenditure must be approved in advance by a
director or executive board member.

Teachers: City of York

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what the gross average
salary of a full-time teacher in local authority schools
in the City of York was in (a) cash and (b) real terms
in each year since 1996-97. [322118]

Mr. Coaker: The information requested is not available
for the City of York because it is not possible to verify
the reliability of the data source at the constituency
level.

The following table provides the average salary of
teachers in service in local authority maintained schools
in cash terms and real terms for York local authority, in
each March, 1997 to 2008.

Average salary of full-time regular teachers1 in service in local authority
maintained schools2 in cash and real terms3, Years: March 1997 to March 2008,

Coverage: York local authority

£

York local authority

As at March each
year Cash terms Real terms

1997 22,600 29,400

1998 23,200 29,500

1999 24,100 29,900

2000 24,900 30,400

2001 26,900 32,400

2002 27,800 32,800

2003 29,700 33,800

2004 30,600 33,900

2005 32,100 34,700

2006 33,100 35,100

20074 34,300 35,300

20084 34,800 34,800
1 Teachers of all grades including school leadership.
2 There are no city technology colleges or academies in York local authority.
3 Real terms figures calculated at 2007-08 prices using 4 January 2010 GDP
deflators.
4 Provisional.
Note:
Figures are rounded to the nearest £100
Source:
Database of Teacher Records

Teachers: Licensing

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families what
representations he has received on the proposals
contained in his Department’s White Paper, Your child,
your schools, our future, to introduce a system for the
re-licensing of teachers every five years. [322299]

Mr. Coaker [holding answer 15 march 2010]: We have
received representations via correspondence from MPs,
teachers’ unions and members of the public about our
proposals to introduce the licence to practise.

We are continuing discussions with teachers’ unions
through our social partnership and with the General
Teaching Council for England (GTCE) to ensure that
we design a licensing which will bring real benefits to
the profession.

Subject to the passage of Children, Schools and
Families Bill, we remain committed to holding a public
consultation on our detailed proposals for the licensing
arrangements which will be set out in draft regulations
in the spring.

NORTHERN IRELAND

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland if he will take steps to ensure that the
meat and dairy products procured by his Department
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and its non-departmental bodies are free range or
produced to standards equivalent to those of the
RSPCA Freedom Food scheme. [323065]

Paul Goggins: The Northern Ireland Office (NIO)
takes account of advice received from the Office of
Government Commerce (OGC) and DEFRA when
establishing procurement arrangements for the purchase
of food.

The Department receives procurement services from
Central Procurement Division in the Department of
Finance and Personnel (DFP). DFP also published
guidance in 2008, ‘Integrating Sustainable Development
into the Procurement of Food and Catering Services’,
which aims to develop the partnership between the
public sector in Northern Ireland and its food suppliers
as part of the procurement process.

Guidance produced by DEFRA under the Public
Sector Food Procurement Initiative also encourages
and shows public sector bodies how they can specify
higher animal welfare standards, including farm assurance
schemes and higher level schemes such as the RSPCA’s
Freedom Foods standards.

TRANSPORT

Airports: Security

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what steps he plans to take
to improve airport security. [323979]

Paul Clark: Following the incident on Christmas day,
the Government have directed airports to introduce
explosive trace detection equipment at all UK airports
by the end of the year. We have also brought into force
new restrictions which tighten up security screening for
transit passengers. Alongside this body scanners have
been deployed at Heathrow and Manchester airports
with further deployments expected.

We also continue to work within the European Union
context to drive up standards in aviation security across
Europe.

The threat to aviation and the responses and measures
in force are kept under ongoing review and measures
are reviewed and amended as needed.

Bus Services: Lancashire

Mr. Pope: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport when he expects to announce his decision
on whether to proceed with the proposed Pennine
Reach bus service. [322815]

Mr. Khan: I expect to announce a decision on the bid
for Programme Entry very soon.

Channel Tunnel Railway Line: Construction

Mrs. Gillan: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what estimate he has made
of the number of construction jobs that were created
by High Speed One; and how many and what
proportion of those employed were (a) UK nationals,
(b) nationals of other EU countries and (c) non-EU
nationals. [323713]

Chris Mole: Surveys of contractors and subcontractors
employed by London and Continental Railways (LCR)
to develop the High Speed 1 railway suggest that the
project created about 8,000 jobs and an estimated 50 million
man hours were worked during the ten year construction
period.

The surveys indicate that some 22 nationalities
were employed during the course of the project. However,
a further breakdown of this figure is not available
because most of the work force was not employed
directly by LCR.

Departmental Location

Bob Spink: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how much his Department spent on the
relocation of staff from posts in (a) Essex and (b)
Castle Point constituency in each of the last five years.

[321425]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport (central)
and five of its agencies (Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency, Government Car and Despatch Agency, Highways
Agency, Maritime and Coastguard Agency and Vehicle
Certification Agency) have not relocated staff from
Essex or Castle Point constituency in the last five years.
The Driving Standards Agency does not record such
relocations separately and could only provide the
information at disproportionate cost. The Vehicle and
Operator Services Agency spent £11,259.74 relocating
staff from Essex in 2005-2006, £59,267.34 in 2006-2007,
and nothing in subsequent years. Further detail could
be provided only at disproportionate cost.

Driving: Licensing

Chris Huhne: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport pursuant to the answer of
4 March 2010, Official Report, column 1364W, on
driving: licensing, how many people were disqualified
from driving in each category of disqualification in the
last two years for which figures are available. [323475]

Paul Clark: The information requested is not readily
available and would incur disproportionate costs to
gather. The Ministry of Justice publish a comprehensive
breakdown of offences and disqualifications. This can
be found at:

http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/criminalannual.htm

Heathrow Airport: Aircraft

Justine Greening: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the average daily
aircraft movement rate was at Heathrow Airport in
each year from 2000 to 2009. [323779]

Paul Clark: The following table shows the average
daily aircraft movement rate at Heathrow airport in
each year from 2000 to 2009.

Average daily aircraft movements

2000 1,279
2001 1,270
2002 1,278
2003 1,270
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Average daily aircraft movements

2004 1,304

2005 1,309

2006 1,307

2007 1,319

2008 1,311

2009 1,278

Source:
Civil Aviation Authority—airport statistics 2009, table 3.2.

Heathrow Airport: Passengers

Justine Greening: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what estimate he has made
of the number of air passenger journeys made to
Heathrow Airport by (a) underground, (b) rail, (c)
car and (d) taxi in each year from 2000 to 2009.

[323782]

Paul Clark: The following table shows the mode of
transport used to get to/from Heathrow airport by
terminating passengers in each year from 2000 to 2008.
Data for 2009 are not available.

Tube
(percentage)

Rail
(percentage)

Private car
(percentage)

Taxi/minicab
(percentage)

Other
(percentage)

Total terminating
passengers

(million)

2000 14 8 34 26 18 44.7
2001 13 8 35 27 17 41.1
2002 13 9 36 26 16 39.6
2003 14 9 36 25 16 40.1
2004 14 9 35 26 16 43.6
2005 13 10 34 26 17 43.6
2006 13 9 34 28 16 44.2
2007 15 10 33 27 16 44.0
2008 16 10 31 26 17 43.0
Notes:
1. These results are based on a survey of departing passengers only; that is those flying from Heathrow and excluding transfer passengers. It is
assumed that arriving and departing passengers share the same modal characteristics.
2. Where there is more than one mode of transport used, the final mode is presented in this table.
3. ‘Other’ includes bus/coach, hire car, and other modes of transport.
Source:
Civil Aviation Authority’s Passenger Survey

Heathrow Airport: Railways

Stephen Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport with reference to the
statement of 11 March 2010, Official Report, columns
446-50, on high speed rail, if he will place in the
Library a copy of the remit that has been given to Lord
Mawhinney to advise the Government on a high speed
station at Heathrow Airport. [323810]

Chris Mole: A copy of a letter from the Secretary of
State for Transport to Lord Mawhinney setting out the
terms of reference of the review of high speed rail
access to Heathrow airport has been placed in the
Libraries of the House and is also available on the
Department for Transport’s website at:

www.dft.gov.uk

Immobilisation of Vehicles

Robert Neill: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport whether his Department has
provided guidance to local authorities on procedures
for towing away wrongly-parked vehicles. [323052]

Mr. Khan: Chapter 8 of the Department’s ‘Operational
Guidance to Local Authorities: Parking Policy and
Enforcement (March 2008)’ provides detailed advice on
removal of vehicles that are deemed to be parked in
contravention.

Maidstone East Railway Line

Gregory Barker: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport if he will place in the
Library a copy of the evidence from the loading
records (a) referred to in the contribution of the
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State of
24 February 2010, Official Report, column 132WH on
Hastings Rail Service and (b) used to determine that
running eight-car trains on the Maidstone East line, as
proposed in the Kent route utilisation strategy, would
be sustainable. [323663]

Chris Mole: Loading data are the intellectual property
of the train operating company concerned. Requests
for information should be directed to the managing
director of Southeastern as follows:

Mr. Charles Horton

Southeastern

Friars Bridge Court

41-45 Blackfriars Road

London

SE1 8PG.

Motorcycles: Driving Tests

Mr. Fallon: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what representations he has received on
recent changes to the motorcycle test procedures.

[323659]
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Paul Clark: Since the new test was introduced on
27 April 2009, the Driving Standards Agency has received
representations from the public and interest groups—
primarily about the number of Module 1 test delivery
points especially in rural areas, and incidents occurring
during the Module 1 test. Some have asked for details of
the test design to be reviewed.

In October 2009, the Transport Select Committee
took evidence about the new motorcycling test. The
Committee’s report has been published today.

Driving Standards Agency staff have also been engaged
with motorcycling and other interest group through
stakeholder forums and public consultation exercises.

Parking Offences: Closed Circuit Television

Robert Neill: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member
for Peterborough of 25 January 2010, Official Report,
column 528W, on parking offences: closed circuit television,
whether a privacy impact assessment was produced in
relation to the use of local authority CCTV for parking
enforcement; and on what basis CCTV may be used for
civil parking enforcement. [323040]

Mr. Khan: The certifications we grant to enable CCTV
equipment to be used for civil parking enforcement are
concerned only with the security, reliability and integrity
of the evidence the equipment produces in accordance
with regulations made under the Traffic Management
Act 2004. We do not seek any information about privacy
impact assessments that local authorities may have
undertaken for their CCTV systems.

The Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions
(England) General Regulations 2007—SI 2007 No. 3483—
and The Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions
(Approved Devices) (England) Order 2007—SI 2007
No. 3486—prescribe the statutory basis for the use of
CCTV for civil parking enforcement. With regard to
other guidance we have issued on the use of CCTV for
that purpose, I refer the hon. Member to the reply I
gave him on 6 January 2010, Official Report, column
330W.

Railways: Construction

Mrs. Gillan: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport which sites within a 50 mile
radius of Amersham have been identified as possible
residential sites for workers on High Speed Two.

[323711]

Chris Mole: Issues relating to the construction of
High Speed Two, were the Government to decide to
take it forward following full public consultation in the
autumn, would be considered during the more detailed
design stages. The Government would expect to seek
powers by a Hybrid Bill, so construction and other
proposals which required statutory powers would be
open to full parliamentary scrutiny.

Mrs. Gillan: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport (1) if he will publish the
hydrogeological risk assessment commissioned by his
Department on the effect on the (a) ground water and
(b) aquifir in the Chilterns of the construction of High
Speed Two; [323750]

(2) what steps his Department is taking to ensure the
protection of boreholes and springs in the Chilterns
region against contaminants as a result of the
construction of High Speed Two; [323751]

(3) if he will estimate the likely cost of mitigation of
any damage to aquifirs in the Chilterns resulting from
the construction of High Speed Two. [323752]

Chris Mole: I refer the hon. Member to my answer of
22 March 2010, Official Report, column 81W.

Railways: Fares

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what recent assessment he
has made of the availability of oyster cards at mainline
stations; and if he will make a statement. [323599]

Chris Mole: The retail of Oyster Pay-As-You-Go is
limited to London, its area of operation. Stations jointly
served by London overground and/or London underground
and national rail services are able to issue passengers
with new Oyster cards. The Southern and Southeastern
train operators also sell the cards at their staffed stations
in the Pay-As-You-Go area.

Railways: Fixed Penalties

Anne Main: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport on how many occasions
financial penalties have been issued to train operating
companies for failure to provide enough seats for rail
passengers in each of the last four quarters. [321497]

Chris Mole [holding answer 10 March 2010]: A small
number of train operators have arrangements in their
franchise agreements under which they pay amounts to
the Department for Transport in cases where they fail to
provide the scheduled number of seats on nominated
services. The three operators are Southern (until September
2009), c2c, and Chiltern.

The number of occasions for which a financial penalty
has been paid by a train operating company in these
circumstances in each of the last four reporting quarters
is given in the following table.

Training operating companies

12 weeks ending

2 May 2009 25 July 2009 17 October
2009

9 January
2010

Number of
occasions

233 201 141 71

Railways: Freight

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what steps his Department
is taking to encourage the transport of freight by rail.

[322628]

Chris Mole: In September 2008 we announced an
additional funding of £67 million to the sustainable
distribution fund. £61 million of this is allocated to the
capital budget from which the freight facilities grant
allocations are made. We also provide £24 million of
funding for mode shift grants through the rail environmental
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benefit procurement scheme (REPS). The scheme operates
until 31 March 2010, when the mode shift revenue
support (MSRS) scheme will replace it. And in the last
three years the Government have announced record
levels of rail freight investment to support continued
growth including £200 million towards the development
of a strategic freight network and over £150 million of
funding towards the provision of infrastructure
enhancement for freight through the productivity transport
innovation fund.

Railways: Greater London

Justine Greening: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the punctuality rating
was of each rail route serving London in each year
from 2005 to 2010; and which company operated each
such route in each year. [323849]

Chris Mole: The Office of Rail Regulation shows
quarterly and annual punctuality data (the Public
Performance Measure) for each operator in its National
Rail Trends publication. A link to the website is as
follows:

http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/server/show/nav.1863

Information on the punctuality of each route serving
London is not held by the Department for Transport.
Network Rail is responsible for performance data for
the rail industry. The hon. Member may wish to contact
Network Rail’s chief executive at the following address
for such information:

Iain Coucher
Chief Executive
Network Rail
Kings Place
90 York Way

London, N1 9AG.

JUSTICE

Youth Offending

19. Julie Morgan: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent assessment he has made of trends in
the level of youth offending. [323403]

Maria Eagle: We have made excellent progress in the
last 12 years. The National Statistics published last
week show that the frequency rate of juvenile reoffending
has fallen, with a 24.8 per cent. reduction between 2000
and 2008.

This is in addition to a 12.2 per cent. fall on the
number of young people entering the criminal justice
system between 2000-01 and 2008-09.

Young Offenders

22. Derek Twigg: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent discussions his Department has had
with the Department for Children, Schools and
Families on policy to prevent children and young
people entering the criminal justice system. [323406]

Maria Eagle: Youth justice is the joint responsibility
of the Ministry of Justice and the Department of Children,
Schools and Families and therefore such discussions are
routine. Through the Youth Crime Action Plan we
made a commitment to reduce the rate of young people
entering the criminal justice system by a fifth by 2020.
Figures released last November show that this has
already been achieved and work continues across both
Departments to build on this success.

Witness Protection

23. Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of
State for Justice what steps have been taken to improve
witness protection arrangements in magistrates courts
in the last three years. [323407]

Claire Ward: The Government are committed to ensuring
that witnesses who attend court are kept safe and protected.
Since 2007, HMCS has issued improved guidance which
seeks to safeguard the safety of witnesses at court and
invested over £825,000 to improve facilities for witnesses.
This includes the upgrading and installation of new
video link equipment; and provision of in-court witness
screens so witnesses are better able to give evidence
effectively and safely.

Reoffending

24. Mr. Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent assessment he has made of the
effectiveness of prison in reducing reoffending. [323408]

Maria Eagle: Prison plays a crucial role in punishing
and reforming the most serious, dangerous and persistent
offenders. There is a range of programmes in prisons to
help reduce the level of reoffending, and there is considerable
international evidence to support their effectiveness.

Jury Selection

Mr. Hoyle: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what criteria apply to the selection of jury members;
and if he will make a statement. [323385]

Claire Ward: Jury members are selected at random.
Anyone registered as an elector and aged 18 to 69 who
has been ordinarily resident in the UK, the Channel
Islands or the Isle of Man for any period of at least five
years is qualified to serve. That is subject to two categories
of disqualified people: certain people suffering from
mental disorder and those on bail or who have received
certain prison or community sentences.

End of Custody Licence Scheme

Michael Fabricant: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what assessment he has made of the effects on
the size of the prison population of ending the end of
custody licence scheme; and if he will make a
statement. [323400]

Mr. Straw: The end of custody licence scheme was
withdrawn on 12 March. This is expected to increase
the prison population by an additional 1,000 to 1,200
prisoners by the end of April, as those who would have
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been released serve an additional 18 days in custody.
Sufficient headroom exists to accommodate these prisoners
within existing capacity.

Prisoners: Literacy and Numeracy

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what plans he has to increase levels of literacy and
numeracy among the prison population. [323405]

Maria Eagle: The Ministry of Justice works closely in
partnership with the Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills who take the lead on offender learning matters.
This partnership has helped enable the Learning and
Skills Council, through its education providers, to increase
and improve the quantity and quality of learning provision
in prisons.

Antisocial Behaviour

Paul Holmes: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how much funding he plans to allocate for the
purpose of extending Victim Support services to all
victims and witnesses bringing antisocial behaviour
cases in magistrates courts. [322842]

Claire Ward: Victim Support has agreed to support
victims and witnesses bringing antisocial behaviour cases
in magistrates courts as part of their existing witness
service at no additional cost.

Courts: Video Conferencing

Philip Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice whether his Department has issued guidance in
respect of its virtual court pilot scheme on whether a
person who appears in court over a video link from a
prison or a police station may be held to be in
contempt of court. [322862]

Claire Ward: No guidance has been issued in relation
to contempt of court in virtual court cases.

The legislative framework for virtual courts is in
ss.57A-57D of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (as,
amended). The legislation provides that the accused is
to be treated as present in court when appearing through
a live link under those sections. Case law and legislation
concerning contempt in the face of the court would
therefore apply to such hearings in the same way as it
does to hearings where the defendant is present in
court.

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
if he will take steps to ensure that the meat and dairy
products procured by his Department and its non-
departmental bodies are free range or produced to
standards equivalent to those of the RSPCA Freedom
Food scheme. [323075]

Maria Eagle: All products supplied to the Ministry
must comply with all current and subsequent relevant
UK and EU Legislation, regulations and directives. The
suppliers are required to provide products that are
sourced in compliance with EC Regulations and from
assured providers under animal welfare conditions that

are compatible with the UK animal welfare regulations.
There are no plans solely to procure or use meat and
dairy products which are free range or produced to
standards equivalent to those of the RSPCA Freedom
Food scheme.

George Kelly

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
when he plans to respond to the request made on
1 February 2010 by the hon. Member for Torbay under
the Freedom of Information Act 2000, on George
Kelly, reference FOI/63308/10. [323026]

Mr. Wills: A response was sent to the hon. Member
last week. I apologise for the unacceptable delay, and
for any inconvenience it has caused.

Lands Tribunal

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many (a) applications for permission to
appeal, (b) notices of appeal and (c) final hearings of
an appeal in relation to appeals against leasehold
valuation tribunal decisions have been dealt with by the
Lands Tribunal in each year since 2005-06; what
proportion of final hearings of such appeals were
successful; what fees were paid to the Lands Tribunal
for each type of appeal and hearing in each year; and
what estimate he has made of the equivalent figures in
each year from 2010-11 to 2014-15. [323240]

Bridget Prentice: The information available is shown
in the following table. The Ministry of Justice records
the total number of leasehold valuation appeals received
in a format which includes both requests for leave to
appeal and appeals lodged. Figures for (a) and (b)
separately could be provided only at disproportionate
cost by looking through each case file. In any event, files
for cases which have been refused leave by the president
are only retained for a year and those which go to
hearing are destroyed after three years. The difference
between the number of appeals received and heard is
accounted for by those which are refused leave to appeal
or withdrawn during the appeal process.

Leasehold valuation appeals

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
2009-

101

Number of appeals
received

147 183 164 184 151

Number of appeals heard 26 26 12 17 27

Number of cases
determined on paper and
leave refused2

0 65 43 72 97

Proportion of successful
appeals (%)

58 23 58 53 52

1 Year to date
2 Cases received in one year may be determined in a following year

The Ministry of Justice does not keep information on
fees paid to the Lands Tribunal for each type of appeal
and hearing. However, the total fees received for each
year were:

Lands tribunal fees

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-101

Total fees
(£)

262,262 398,564 417,879 332,943 220,103

1 Year to date
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The current planning forecast is that fees income in
each year from 2010-11 to 2013-14 will be £300,000 per
year. No forecast has been prepared beyond that date.
The Ministry of Justice is currently reviewing responses
to a consultation1 which proposes an increase in current
fee levels. However, current forecasts do not assume any
increase in income.
1 Review of fees for the Lands Tribunal (Ref: CP44/09 2 December
2009 - 28 February 2010).

Prison Accommodation: Wales

Mr. David Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what recent assessment he has made of the
adequacy of prison accommodation in Wales. [323397]

Maria Eagle: Our most recent assessment of prison
accommodation in Wales was given to the Welsh Affairs
committee in November 2009. This highlighted that
North Wales is an area of strategic need for prison
places within the prison estate and we are conducting a
site search for a new prison in this area as well as other
areas of strategic need such as London and the south-east,
West Yorkshire and the north-west. We are looking to
increase capacity in South Wales through the provision
of a further 330 prison places at HMP Parc.

Prisons: Drugs

Philip Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will make it his policy to collate at national
level the (a) quantity and (b) type of illicit drugs
seized in prisons in England and Wales. [322870]

Maria Eagle: The National Offender Management
Service (NOMS) collates the number and type of drug
seizures in prisons. The number of drug seizures in
prisons in England and Wales in 2008-09 is given in the
following table. Many seizures are similar in appearance
and where not attributable are not categorically identified
by scientific analysis. Weight is not recorded and there
are no plans to record it.

Drug Number of seizures

Heroin 776
Cocaine 262
LSD 3
Amphetamines 94
Barbiturates 11
Cannabis 1,731
Tranquilisers 32
Other 2,160
Total 5,069

These figures have been drawn from administrative
data systems. Although care is taken when processing
and analysing the returns, the detail collected is subject
to the inaccuracies inherent in any large scale recording
system. The data are not subject to audit.

Probation: Per Capita Costs

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what his most recent estimate is of the average
cost of probation service supervision for an individual
on a 12 month (a) anger management, (b) domestic
violence and (c) sex offender programme. [323908]

Maria Eagle: The funding for the supervision of
offenders and the delivery of programmes in the community
is part of the general grant given to probation areas or
trusts. The costs will vary and depend on a number of
factors including the risk presented by the individual,
the level of supervision required, the programme the
individual attends, and the arrangements for delivery in
the particular area. It is not possible to accurately
disaggregate the cost of this work. Full costs of probation
services will be collected and published to benchmark
the whole of the probation system by the end of 2011.

Sexual Offences Act 2003

Paul Holmes: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice how many people received a caution for an
offence under section (a) 1 and (b) 5 of the Sexual
Offences Act 2003 in each police force area in 2008.

[322837]

Claire Ward: The number of offenders cautioned for
offences under sections 1 and 5 of the Sexual Offences
Act 2003, by police force area in 2008 is shown in the
following table.

Number of offenders cautioned1, 2 for offences under sections 1 and 5 of the
Sexual Offences Act: 20033, by police force area, England and Wales 20084

Police force area Section15 Section 56

Avon and Somerset — 1

Cambridgeshire — 4

Cleveland — 1

Cumbria 1 —

Devon and Cornwall 2 1

Dorset 1 1

Essex 1 1

Kent 1 —

Lancashire 1 —

Leicestershire — 1

Lincolnshire 1 1

Metropolitan Police 1 3

Nottinghamshire 1 2

Staffordshire 1 —

Suffolk — 1

Sussex 1 —

Thames Valley 1 2

Warwickshire — 2

West Midlands — 1

Gwent — 1

England and Wales 13 23

1 The cautions statistics relate to persons for whom these offences were the
principal offences for which they were dealt with. When a defendant has been
cautioned for two or more offences at the same time the principal offence is the
more serious offence.
2 From 1 June 2000 the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 came into force nationally
and removed the use of cautions for persons under 18 and replaced them with
reprimands and warnings. These are included in the totals.
3 The Sexual Offences Act 2003 came into force on 1 May 2004.
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4 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.
5 Section 1 includes the following offences:
Rape of a female aged under 16.
Rape of a female aged 16 or over.
Rape of a male aged under 16.
Rape of a male aged 16 or over.
Attempted rape of a female aged under 16
Attempted rape of a female aged 16 or over.
Attempted rape of a male aged under 16.
Attempted rape of a male aged 16 or over.
6 Section 5 includes the following offences:
Rape of a female child under 13 by a male.
Rape of a male child under 13 by a male.
Attempted rape of a female child under 13 by a male.
Attempted rape of a male child under 13 by a male.
Note:
A police force area not listed in the table means nil data.
Source:
Evidence and Analysis Unit—Office for Criminal Justice Reform.

Vetting: Charities

Harry Cohen: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice whether individuals with a past conviction for
an offence of buggery are required to declare the
conviction when applying to work with a charity
involved with vulnerable people after the offence is (a)
spent and (b) deleted; and if he will make a statement.

[322868]

Claire Ward: The law currently requires individuals
to declare all spent convictions where they are applying
to work with vulnerable people as this is an area of
activity falling within the Exceptions Order to the
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974. This obligation
applies even if the conviction has been deleted from the
Police National Computer. We are aware that a conviction
for buggery, before aspects of the offence were
decriminalised, may relate to consensual homosexual
conduct between adults. Therefore, it is our intention to
bring forward an amendment to the Exceptions Order
so that an individual does not have to disclose a conviction
for buggery where this was for behaviour which has
subsequently been decriminalised. However, elements
of the offence of buggery under the Sexual Offences
Act 1956 remain criminal today; therefore the amendment
will not affect the obligation to declare a conviction for
buggery where the behaviour which attracted the conviction
would still be a criminal offence.

Voting Rights: Armed Forces

Mrs. Laing: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
when he expects his Department to receive the report
of the working group on the voting rights of members
of the armed forces. [323657]

Mr. Wills: The working group meets on a regular
basis, most recently in early March. I have written to
parliamentary colleagues who attended the meeting on
service voting in December to give an interim update
from the working group and share the group’s consideration
of the suggestions made at that meeting. The Government
are consulting on longer term options to support service
personnel and their families to vote in elections, and I
have also written to opposition parties, asking that the
parties sign up to the commitment to consult on a
cross-party basis.

Voting Systems

Sir Alan Beith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice if he will take steps to ensure that
implementation of the provisions proposed in
Clause 90 of the Constitutional Reform and
Governance Bill does not result in the (a) ending of
next-day counts in constituencies in which such counts
are a long established practice and (b) counting of
votes cast in several constituencies in a central location
at the forthcoming general election. [323662]

Mr. Wills: Clause 90 of the Constitutional Reform
and Governance Bill was shared with Opposition
representatives as it was developed, and was welcomed
widely across the House. By requiring returning officers
to take reasonable steps to start the counting of votes
by 2 am and to give a reasoned account when they fail
to do so, the clause creates a clear expectation that, in
line with the clearly expressed view of Parliament on
this issue, the counting of votes should start by 2 am,
where possible.

It is particularly important for the purposes of the
new duty that returning officers look carefully at existing
arrangements and past practice and consider the additional
steps which they can reasonably take in order to start
the counting of votes given on ballot papers by 2 am.
Past practice is not necessarily a guide to whether the
duty to take all reasonable steps to start the count by
2 am will have been fulfilled. Clause 90 would preserve
the operational independence of the returning officer,
while providing fresh impetus towards counting votes
as quickly as possible. In striking this balance, clause 90
respects the important discretion of the returning officer
to make decisions to take account of local circumstances,
such as the particular geography of a constituency. In
this way, the location of the count remains a matter for
the returning officer in each case, taking into account
both the legislative framework and local circumstances.

Youth Justice: Finance

Mr. Burrowes: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice pursuant to the answer of 15 March 2010,
Official Report, column 703W, on Youth Justice:
finance, how much expenditure was re-charged from
the Youth Justice Board by the National Offender
Management Service Service Development Group in
respect of administration costs in 2009-10. [323660]

Maria Eagle: The Youth Justice Board has provided
the National Offender Management Service’s (NOMS)
Service Development Group with £118.180 million of
funding to deliver about 2,400 custodial places and
associated services for all young men aged 15 to 17 and
17-year-old young women during the 2009-10 period.
This includes £5.070 million for corporate overheads
and £2.548 million for the NOMS Young People’s
Team.

TREASURY
Boilers: Government Assistance

Paddy Tipping: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer when he last met the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change to discuss providing more
funding for the boiler scrappage scheme. [323176]

187W 188W23 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The pre-Budget report announced
£50 million to fund a £400 incentive to help up to
125,000 residential consumers who live in owned or
privately rented homes in England to upgrade their
boiler.

Treasury Ministers meet with colleagues regularly to
discuss a range of issues as part of the process of policy
development and delivery.

Departmental Computer Software

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member
for Ruislip-Northwood of 1 March 2009, Official
Report, column 916W, on departmental ICT, what
fonts were purchased by (a) his Department and (b)
HM Revenue and Customs; and what consideration
was given to using fonts available in software packages
already in use in each. [323536]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The Disability Discrimination
Act requires Departments to make their materials as
accessible as possible and accessibility research suggests
that serif fonts are more difficult to read. For the
Treasury the existing fonts on the system were examined
and none met the accessibility requirements. The core
Treasury font was therefore changed to a sans serif font,
Humanist 777, ensuring Treasury documents are more
accessible.

HM Revenue and Customs purchased a package of
font symbols and the cost includes licenses for all of the
Department’s designers (20 licences).

This new range adds to and updates the Department’s
library of font symbols to include more up to date
images such as mobile phones, Blackberry and iphone
as these were not available in the original software
package.

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
if he will take steps to ensure that the meat and dairy
products procured by his Department and its non-
departmental body are free range or produced to
standards equivalent to those of the RSPCA Freedom
Food scheme. [323073]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Meat and dairy products are
provided to HM Treasury staff in London under a
facilities management contract. In line with guidance
from the Department for Environment Food and Rural
Affairs, suppliers under this contract procure meat and
dairy products which have been produced under industry
welfare standards. Directly procured dairy products are
also produced under appropriate industry standards.

Departmental Information Officers

Grant Shapps: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many (a) press officers and (b)
communications staff were employed by his
Department (i) in each of the last five years and (ii) on
the latest date for which figures are available; and what
the cost of employing such staff was in each such year.

[310209]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The number of full-time equivalent
press officers employed by HM Treasury is nine. In
addition HM Treasury employs 22 staff working directly
on publishing, digital, internal communications and
strategic communications. Information on the costs for
each year could be provided only at disproportionate
cost.

For information on press officers for the previous five
years I refer the hon. Gentleman to the answers given to
the hon. Member for Tatton (Mr. Osborne) on 11 January
2005, Official Report, column 445W, the hon. Member
for Leicester, East (Keith Vaz) on 5 June 2006, Official
Report, column 177W, the hon. Member for Fareham
(Mr. Hoban) on 8 October 2007, Official Report, column
213W, the hon. Member for Taunton (Mr. Browne) on
21 February 2008, Official Report, column 939W and
the hon. Member for Runnymede and Weybridge
(Mr. Hammond) on 19 June 2009, Official Report,
546W.

Previous information on communication staff is not
available and could be provided only at disproportionate
cost.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
whether the dates of publication of any regular
statistics or reports by his Department have been
affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323661]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: On the announcement of a
General Election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance
to Departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Departmental Visits Abroad

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how much his Department and its agencies,
HM Revenue and Customs and the Valuation Office
Agency spent on visits abroad by (a) Ministers and
(b) officials in each of the last three years. [321175]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry [holding answer 8 March 2010]:
All travel undertaken by Ministers and civil servants is
in accordance with the “Ministerial Code” and the
“Civil Service Management Code”respectively. All spending
on subsistence is made in accordance with the principles
set out in “Managing Public Money”.

The Government published a list of all overseas
travel by Ministers costing over £500 on 16 July 2009,
and this is available at:

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/propriety_and_ethics/
ministers/travel_gifts.aspx

Equitable Life Assurance Society

Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what steps his Department has taken to
ensure that its database of contact details of former
Equitable Life policy-holders eligible for payments
under any payment scheme is accurate and up-to-date.

[323356]
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Mr. Byrne: Officials have been carrying outwork on
scheme design in parallel with Sir John Chadwick’s
work. Ensuring contact details are up to date and
accurate is part of this work.

Industry: Private Sector Investment

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what estimate his Department made of the
level of private sector investment in industry in real
terms in (a) 1994, (b) 1999, (c) 2004 and (d) 2009.

[322804]

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 March 2010:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your recent question asking the level
of private sector investment in industry in real terms in (a) 1994,
(b) 1999, (c) 2004 and (d) 2009. (322804)

The attached table gives estimates of Business investment
analysed by industrial sector for the years requested. The estimates
are chained volume measures and are in 2005 prices. Estimates for
other periods are given in the latest Business investment Statistical
Bulletin which can be downloaded using this link:

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/pdfdir/bi0210.pdf

Business investment, industrial sector—chained volume measure, 2005 prices

£ million

Private sector

Manufacturing Other production Construction
Distribution

services Other services
Public

corporations
Total business

Investment

1994 14454 13500 1205 7566 30677 3746 66944

1999 19552 13447 2101 12621 58691 2799 108894

2004 14534 9876 3979 18649 66975 3250 117047

2009 11,044 16,562 2,046 14,658 67,465 3,987 117,762

Source:
ONS Business Investment

Infrastructure UK: Legal Opinion

Mr. Dai Davies: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what criteria were used to select Linklaters
as legal adviser to Infrastructure UK; how the contract
for those services was advertised; how many other
companies tendered for that contract; and what the
monetary value is of that contract. [323345]

Ian Pearson: The requirement for legal services was
competed under the OGC buying solutions ″Legal Services
- major projects (including complex, innovative PFI/PPP)″
framework ref RM373/L8. The requirement was
“advertised” via a collaborative Framework Agreement.

The following evaluation criteria was used:
Demonstrable capability of the team in the relevant areas,
particularly strong, proven skills in PFI/PPP lender advisory
work on closed transactions.
Demonstrable capability to work with public sector authorities
in the PFI/PPP sector

Capacity and strength in depth in the firm, to provide the
necessary support as and when required

Costs/Fee proposal

Responses were received from eight firms, three of
whom were invited to interview.

No monetary value was assigned to the contract. A
schedule of hourly rates was agreed subject to staff
seniority.

Members: Correspondence

Mr. Whittingdale: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer pursuant to the reply from the Minister for
the Cabinet Office dated 9 March 2010, Official Report,
column 299W, on Members: correspondence, when he
expects to reply to the letters of 10 December 2008 and
15 July 2009 which were transferred to his Department
on 22 December 2008 and 22 July 2009. [323331]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Our records show a reply was
sent to the hon. Member on 7 January 2009, however, a
scanned copy of the reply was not retained. I have
provided a replacement to the hon. Member.

Non-Domestic Rates: Ports

Mr. Austin Mitchell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what assessment he has made of the
performance of the Valuation Office Agency in respect
of the separate rating of port businesses. [323597]

Ian Pearson: The performance of the Valuation Office
Agency has been considered in a Framework Review,
conducted by an HMRC Director reporting to the
Minister then responsible for the Agency, the Financial
Secretary to the Treasury. It was also dealt with in the
Government’s response to the Treasury Select Committee’s
(TSC) First Report of Session 2008-09, Administration
and expenditure of the Chancellor’s Departments, 2007-08
(HC 35).

The Framework Review is available at:
http://www.voa.gov.uk/publications/framework_doc/voa-
review-09.pdf

Non-Domestic Rates: Valuation

Robert Neill: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many public houses there were on the Rating List
in each local authority area in England in (a) 1997 and
(b) 2010. [323199]

Ian Pearson: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
given on 16 December 2009, Official Report, column
1303W, in respect of the 1997 data. Information for the
draft 2010 Rating Lists was first published by the Valuation
Office Agency on it website on 18 December 2009.

http://www.voa.gov.uk/publications/statistical_releases/
Table3-England_RV_by_scat_code.xls
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Information for Public Houses can be found under:
Public Houses/Pub Restaurants (National Scheme)—SCAT
226
Public Houses/Pub Restaurants (Inc. Lodge) (National Scheme)—
SCAT 227

Public Sector: Pensions

Natascha Engel: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what the net cost to the Exchequer was of
public sector pensions in each year since 1980,
expressed in (a) cash terms and (b) 2010 prices.

[321900]

Mr. Byrne: The net cost to the Exchequer (on a
national accounts basis) of public service pensions for
years 2003-04 to 2008-09 is shown in the “Contribution
to TME”line of table D.1 of Public Expenditure Statistical
Analyses (PESA) 2009,

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/pespub_pesa09.htm

Earlier years back to 1993-94 are available in previous
editions of PESA. However, data in previous PESAs
are not directly consistent with PESA 2009 due to
changes in data coverage and classification changes and
therefore are not presented on a comparable basis.

Data on other public sector schemes are not held
centrally.

Revenue and Customs: Chorley

Mr. Hoyle: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
(1) what the outcome was of the moderation process in
respect of relocation of HM Revenue and Customs
customer operations staff from Lingmell House,
Chorley; and if he will make a statement; [317911]

(2) what role (a) his Department and (b) HM
Revenue and Customs plays in the moderation process
in respect of relocation of staff consequent on the
closure of Lingmell House, Chorley; and if he will
make a statement; [317913]

(3) what commitments HM Revenue and Customs
management have made to customer operations staff at
Lingmell House, Chorley; and if he will make a
statement; [317916]

(4) on what dates HM Revenue and Customs wrote
to customer operations staff at Lingmell House,
Chorley to indicate an intention to move them to
employment in a benefits and credits team; on what
date HM Revenue and Customs wrote to their staff to
rescind that intention; who was responsible for the
reversal of that decision; if he will investigate the
reasons for that reversal; and if he will make a
statement. [319173]

Mr. Timms: Moderation formed part of the Human
Resource (HR) procedures put in place by HM Revenue
and Customs (HMRC) to facilitate the redeployment of
staff from its offices, including Chorley, affected by the
decisions arising from the Regional Review Programme
undertaken between 2006 and 2008.

The moderation process was developed by HMRC, in
consultation with trade unions, to help staff and managers
identify whether proposed redeployment options were
within the pre-defined Reasonable Daily Travel limits.
The process was agreed across the Department together
with trade unions, with decisions taken at a local level

within line management chains and with independent
support and advice to ensure fairness and consistency.
Moderation groups were established to make relocation
decisions based upon information provided by staff
during one-to-one meetings held with their managers.

As part of the moderation process each individual’s
case was considered individually and personal circumstances
were taken into account when deciding if a move was
within reasonable daily travelling time for the person
concerned.

In February 2008 HMRC announced that Lingmell
House would close with the expectation that staff working
in customer operations would relocate with their work
to customer operations strategic sites in Manchester or
Bootle. In line with departmental guidance, customer
operations staff working in Lingmell House were then
considered for transfer to Manchester and Bootle.

Following one-to-one meetings between managers
and staff, decisions were taken by a moderating panel as
to whether it was reasonable for an individual to relocate
to one of these sites within reasonable daily travel,
taking their individual personal circumstances into account.
Staff were notified of the outcome of this process by
letter in April 2008.

In July 2008 a second moderation process was mistakenly
carried out to consider moves for customer operations
staff in the Chorley office to the Tax Credit Office in
Preston. As an outcome of this moderation on 29 July
2008 HMRC wrote to customer operations staff at
Lingmell House, Chorley, who were within reasonable
daily travel of Preston, to indicate that they could be
relocated to the Tax Credit Office at Preston.

The outcome of this second moderation is invalid, as
it was not carried out in accordance with the processes
agreed between HMRC and departmental trade unions.
These processes required that Chorley customer operations
staff be moderated within their own business stream—
customer operations—and were therefore not eligible to
be moderated with the tax credits office in Preston.
Changes to the business and staffing requirements in
the Tax Credit Office in the second half of 2008 resulted
in recruitment of further staff stopping, with no likelihood
of future vacancies in that location.

Those staff members unable to travel to their nearest
customer operations strategic site at Manchester or
Bootle were informed of this in an office meeting in
March 2009 and issued with pre-surplus letters on
17 March 2009 to give them priority access to other
jobs or to apply for early release schemes. This decision
was taken by HMRC’s senior regional manager for
customer operations.

After being made surplus in January 2010 some Chorley
customer operations staff and the local trade union
representative contacted HMRC to clarify the position
with regard to the letter they had received in July 2008
about transferring to TCO Preston. The regional director’s
support team replied giving more details as to why the
second moderation process was invalid and apologised
for the confusion and unwarranted expectations that
had arisen as a result of this moderation.

At the time of the announcement on 13 January 2010
that Lingmell House would close during 2010-11,
redeployment solutions had been found for 27 of the
39 staff working there. The announcement on 13 January
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provided staff who were unable to relocate the option to
volunteer for compulsory early severance or compulsory
early retirement and leave the Department by 1 April.

HMRC will continue to help those staff who chose
not to take up this option to find redeployment
opportunities within the Department or in the wider
civil service.

Revenue and Customs: Debt Collection

Mr. Duncan Smith: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer if he will publish a detailed analysis of the
remissions and write-offs included in the HM Revenue
and Customs Trust Statement in (a) 2007-08 and (b)
2008-09. [323205]

Mr. Timms: Paragraph 8.2 Revenue losses on page
100 of HM Revenue and Customs 2008-09 Accounts,
Trust Statement sets out the value of remissions and
write-offs, by head of duty, for the financial years
2007-08 and 2008-09. Case notes are also included
providing the detail of large losses greater than £10
million.

HM Revenue and Customs’ 2008-09 Accounts are
available at:

www.hmrc.gov.uk/about/hmrc-accs-0809.pdf

Mr. Duncan Smith: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer if he will publish his Department’s
evaluation of the pilot exercises on the use of
commercial debt collection agencies to collect debts
owed to HM Revenue and Customs. [323217]

Mr. Timms: The final evaluation of the small scale
pilot to test the use of commercial debt collection
agencies to collect debts owed to HM Revenue and
Customs has not yet been completed.

Smuggling: Tobacco

Paul Holmes: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what the estimated monetary value of
smuggled cigarettes, tobacco and tobacco-related
products which were seized was in each year since 1997.

[321893]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: Data relating to the estimated
value of smuggled tobacco products seized by HMRC,
and latterly the UK Border Agency, are only available
going back to 2003.

Estimates of the total value i.e. the value of the goods
and associated tax, in each year since 2003 are:

Goods and tax values of tobacco seizures border
Total (£ million)

Financial year
2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Goods value 44.1 43.1 49 53.8 48.5 50.1
Tax 170.1 165 206.1 224.6 213.6 191.9
Total 214.2 208.1 255.1 278.5 262.2 242.1

Tax Allowances: Housing

Kitty Ussher: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what recent estimate he has made of the
number of (a) UK taxpayers and (b) hon. Members
who varied the nomination of a main residence in
order to obtain private residence relief from capital
gains tax in each of the last 10 years. [323000]

Mr. Timms: No such estimate has been made.

Taxation

Mr. Duncan Smith: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what steps his Department is taking to
reduce the tax gaps in (a) stamp duty land tax, (b)
income tax, (c) corporation tax and (d) excise duties.

[323206]

Mr. Timms: HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC)
have set out its compliance strategy and approach to
reducing tax gaps in ‘Protecting Tax Revenues 2009’,
which was published alongside the 2009 pre-Budget
report and is available at:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/pbr2009/protect-tax-revenue-
5450.pdf

Taxation: Alcoholic Drinks

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what the average cash value was of (a)
valued added tax and (b) alcohol duty charged on a
pint of standard (i) lager, (ii) bitter and (iii) cider in
each year since 1997. [323575]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: The average cash value of value
added tax and alcohol duty charged on a pint of lager,
pint of bitter and a litre of cider can be found in
Section 3 of the HM Revenue and Customs Alcohol
Factsheet, available at:

https://www.uktradeinfo.com/index.cfm?task=factalcohol

The latest available annual data relates to 2009.

Taxation: Self-assessment

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many people completed their tax
return forms using (a) online and (b) printed forms in
January 2010; and if he will make a statement. [323931]

Mr. Timms: The number of 2008-09 Self Assessment
tax returns filed online or in paper format by 31 January
2010 is shown in the following table:
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2008-09 returns
Percentage of total

received

Online 6,429,899 75

Paper 2,143,753 25

Valuation Office Agency: Contracts

Robert Neill: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
which company or companies have been awarded HM
Revenue and Customs contracts, reference 2009/S
200-288191, for the provision of residential property
data to the Valuation Office Agency. [323153]

Ian Pearson: This contract has not yet been awarded.

Robert Neill: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member for
Peterborough of 4 February 2010, Official Report,
column 522W, on the Valuation Office: contracts, how
much was spent with Experian in 2008-09; what
datasets were purchased by the Valuation Office
Agency; and for what purposes. [323192]

Ian Pearson: Costs in relation to Experian in 2008-09,
which related to mapping materials for non-domestic
property valuations, were £57,055.

Robert Neill: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member for
Peterborough of 4 February 2010, Official Report,
column 522W, on the Valuation Office: contracts, how
much was spent with (a) Rightmove.co.uk, (b)
Bodens, (c) Blue Starfish, (d) Bocadillos, (e) Brown’s,
(f) Chelsea Football Club. (g) Conflict Management
Plus Ltd., (h) Euro RSCG Riley and (i) ZSL London
200 in 2008-09; what goods and services were
purchased; and for what purposes. [323196]

Ian Pearson: The Valuation Office Agency (VOA)
spent £776,250 with Rightmove in relation to acquiring
property sales data, £271 for publications with Bodens,
£9,055 for training staff with Blue Starfish, £1,954 for
catering and refreshments with Bocadillos, £2,673 for
catering and refreshments with Browns, £293 for training
with Conflict Management Plus Ltd., £23,634 for graduate
surveyor recruitment and advertising with Euro PSCG
Riley, and £3,200 for conference facilities with ZSL
London Zoo. VOA did not incur any costs in relation to
Chelsea Football Club.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer which company or companies have been
awarded the Valuation Office Agency contract for
property data to replace the previous Rightmove.co.uk
contract. [323577]

Ian Pearson: This contract has not yet been awarded.

Valuation: Caravan Sites

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what the policy of the Valuation Office
Agency is on valuing illegal encampments and Traveller
camps for (a) council tax and (b) business rates; and
for how many months such a dwelling or hereditament
may exist before it is rated. [323444]

Ian Pearson: Where caravans are sole or main residences
and the use of the site is not merely transitory, then
either the land as a whole or the individual caravan
pitches are liable to be banded for council tax, according
to the facts of each case.

Where land is used for caravans which are not sole or
main residences, and the occupation is not merely transitory
it will be non-domestic and subject to a non-domestic
rateable value.

There is no minimum period defined by statute in
either case and each situation will be treated on its own
merits. However, where a Traveller’s caravan occupies a
non-established pitch for a period materially less than
12 months, with no sign of likely return, this will
generally be regarded as too transient to establish the
pitch as a dwelling. The legality of the occupation is not
relevant: it is the period of occupation that is considered.

WORK AND PENSIONS

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions if she will take steps to ensure that the
meat and dairy products procured by her Department
and its non-departmental bodies are free range or
produced to standards equivalent to those of the
RSPCA Freedom Food scheme. [323078]

Jonathan Shaw: The Department has a PFI contract
for the provision of fully serviced accommodation which
includes catering. The contract is with Telereal Trillium
and their catering services supplier is Eurest (part of the
Compass Group UK and Ireland). Since 2003, the
Department has been working with these suppliers,
actively pursuing a Public Sector Food Procurement
Initiative action plan and one of the key objectives of
this Initiative is to raise farming standards.

Compass Group has confirmed that they endorse the
Farm Animal Welfare Council’s Five Freedoms concept
and provide full traceability of products and suppliers
within their approved supply chain to ensure animals
reared for meat, fish, milk and eggs are raised to high
standards of animal welfare.

Compass Group has also confirmed a long-standing
commitment to source its seafood as sustainably as
possible. They were the first foodservice company to
achieve the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) Chain
of Custody certification enabling them to serve certified
sustainable, MSC labelled seafood choices. Within the
DWP contract many of their sites are buying products
to these standards and promotional activities are run to
encourage DWP staff to purchase the more ethically
sourced products.

The information requested in respect of DWP’s non-
departmental bodies is not collated centrally and could
be provided only at disproportionate cost.

Departmental Legal Costs

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how much her Department and its
predecessors have spent in (a) legal fees and (b)
compensation on legal cases concerning remuneration
of its employees in each of the last 10 years. [322065]
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Jonathan Shaw: Cases for DWP are conducted both
in-house and by agents acting on behalf of the Department.
The information requested in respect of legal fees concerning
remuneration of its employees and compensation on
legal cases also concerning remuneration of its employees
in each of the last 10 years is not readily available. It
would involve a detailed examination of individual
records held by the DWP (London and Leeds office)
and from external sources from the last ten years. The
information could be obtained only at a disproportionate
cost.

Departmental Lost Property

John Mason: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what property has been recorded as (a)
lost and (b) stolen from her Department in the last
12 months; and what estimate has been made of the
cost of the replacement of that property. [322067]

Jonathan Shaw: In accordance with guidance from
HM Treasury, the Department maintains records of
certain high-value property that it owns, such as specialist
equipment and plant and machinery. In the past two
years, no items recorded on the register have been
reported as lost or stolen.

Departmental Telephone Services

Mr. Oaten: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what the cost to her Department is of the
agreements it has entered into with mobile telephone
operators to provide free calls to the Department’s
0800 numbers from a mobile telephone. [319980]

Jonathan Shaw: The mobile telephone operators in
question are charging the Department on the basis of a
discounted per minute rate. The Department estimates
that the overall cost of the scheme will, on current
volumes, be less than £10 million per annum. This will
be offset by reduced costs of call back by the Department
at a higher rate and the associated staff costs.

Disability Living Allowance

Mr. Harper: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many claimants received awards of
disability living allowance on the basis of drug or
alcohol dependency in the latest period for which
figures are available. [316777]

Jonathan Shaw: Entitlement to disability living allowance
is not dependent on a diagnosis or condition but relies
instead on the care and/or mobility needs arising. In the
case of someone with drug or alcohol dependency,
needs may arise as a result of their substance dependence
or a physical or mental complication caused by drugs or
alcohol. Many people with drug or alcohol dependency
may also have a mental health condition.

The number of disability living allowance cases in
payment where the main disabling condition is recorded
as drug and alcohol abuse, which will represent a subset
of all disability living allowance claimants with a drug
or alcohol dependency, at August 2009 is 22,000.
Notes:

1. The figures is rounded to the nearest hundred and have been
uprated to be consistent with Work and Pensions Longitudinal
Survey data.

2. The figure shows 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.
3. Where more than one disability is present only the main
disabling condition is recorded.
4. A diagnosed medical condition does not mean that someone is
automatically entitled to disability living allowance. Entitlement
is dependent on an assessment of how much help someone needs
with personal care and/or mobility because of their disability.
These statistics are only collected for administrative purposes. For
example, a customer would not be awarded disability living
allowance on the basis of a diagnosis of drug/alcohol abuse. The
decision is based upon the care/supervision and difficulty getting
around as a result of the substance dependency and any associated
physical or psychological complications.
Source:
Department for Work and Pensions, Information Directorate,
5 per cent. sample.

Greater Manchester

Sir Gerald Kaufman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions if she will set out, with statistical
information related as directly as possible to
Manchester, Gorton constituency, the effects on that
constituency of her Department’s policies since 2 May
1997. [322134]

Jonathan Shaw: DWP lead the Government’s response
to some of the biggest issues facing the country—welfare
and pension reform—and are a key player in tackling
child poverty1. As the biggest delivery Department in
the UK, DWP makes a difference to millions of people
every day, helping them to lead safer, fairer and more
rewarding lives that are free from poverty. We want to
give people more choice and control over their lives and
are committed to providing greater choice and personalised
support to everyone who needs it so they have the
opportunity to get into and remain in work. We believe
that work works. Even in economically challenging
times we know that work works for the most vulnerable
and the disadvantaged.
Support to find work

Through Jobcentre Plus, we are promoting work as
the best form of welfare for people of working age.
Since January 1998, the number of people unemployed
in Manchester, Gorton has decreased by 10 per cent. to
3,891, and the number unemployed for more than one
year has decreased by 63 per cent. to 515. From August
1997 to August 2009 the number of lone parents claiming
income support in Manchester, Gorton has decreased
by 44 per cent. to 1,890.

Our New Deals have helped lone parents, the young
unemployed, the long-term unemployed, disabled people,
the over 50s and partners of unemployed people to
move from benefit into work. Since their inception over
2.2 million people in Great Britain have found work
with the support of the New Deal, and 6,060 have been
helped in Manchester, Gorton.
Support for children

We introduced a target to halve child poverty by
2010-11 on the way to eradicating it by 2020. Poverty is
measured using a headline indicator of the proportion
of children in households with an income below 60 per
cent. of contemporary household median income before
housing costs. This is in line with international best
practice.

Statistics on the numbers of children living in poverty
are not available at the constituency level.
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Support for older people

Since 1997 our strategy has been to target help on the
poorest pensioners while providing a solid foundation
of support for all.

This year we will be spending over £13 billion more
on pensioners than if we had continued with the policies
that were in place in 1997. Around half of that money
will go to the poorest third of pensioners.

In 1997 the poorest pensioners, who received income
support, lived on £69 a week (£98 in today’s prices).
Today pension credit, which was introduced in 2003,
means no pensioner needs to live on less than £130 a
week, £198.45 for couples. As of August 2009, 5,830
pensioners in Manchester, Gorton are benefiting from
pension credit.

In 2007-08 there were 900,000 fewer pensioners living
in relative poverty in UK compared to 1998-99 (measured
as below 60 per cent. of contemporary median household
income after housing costs).

Statistics on the proportion of pensioners living in
relative poverty are not available at the constituency
level. But the latest data for the north-west Government
office region show that the proportion of pensioners in
poverty (measured as below 60 per cent. of contemporary
median household income after housing costs) fell from
28 per cent. to 18 per cent. since 19972.

Pensioners in the UK also benefit from a range of
additional support such as the winter fuel payment
which for winter 2009-10 is worth £250 for households
with someone aged between 60 to 79 and £400 for
households with someone aged 80 or over. These payments
provide vital reassurance to older people that they can
afford to turn up their heating during cold weather.
Prior to winter 1997-98 less than £60 million per year
was spent helping pensioners meet their fuel bills—we
now spend around £2.7 billion on winter fuel payments
alone. In winter 2008-09 (the last winter for which
information is available) 10,010 people aged 60 and over
benefited from winter fuel payments in Manchester,
Gorton.

We have also taken steps to strengthen and protect
the private pensions system to ensure people can continue
to have confidence to save for their future through the
establishment of the Pensions Protection Fund, the
Financial Assistance Scheme and a more powerful and
proactive pensions regulator.

The protection system ensures that, unlike in 1997,
people are not left without a pension even in the event
that their employer becomes insolvent.

In total 2,167 people in the north-west Government
office region are receiving compensation from the Pension
Protection Fund (data not available at constituency
level)3.

We have also taken forward a radical package of
pension reforms in the Pensions Acts of 2007 and 2008
which will deliver a fairer and more generous state
pension and extend the opportunity of workplace pension
saving to millions, many for the first time.

The state pension reforms begin to come into effect
from 2010 and will mean around three quarters of
women reaching state pension age in 2010 are expected
to qualify for a full basic state pension compared to half
without reform.

Support for disabled people and carers
Since 2001, we have significantly extended and improved

civil rights for disabled people in areas such as employment,
education, access to goods and services and transport.
Disabled people in Manchester, Gorton will have benefited
from these improvements. The Welfare Reform Act 2009
contains powers to increase choice and control for
disabled adults, including disabled parents who are
entitled to state support, enabling them to choose how
certain state support is used to meet their individual
needs. This will be trailblazed in eight local authority
sites from late 2010. Older and less well off carers have
gained extra help through the provisions within the
National Carers Strategy.
1 The Department for Work and Pensions was created in 2001 and
so information relates to the Department and its predecessors.
2 Based on three-year averages and changes are rounded to the
nearest percentage point or 100,000 pensioners between 1997-98-
1999-00 and 2005-06-2007-08.
3 Regional information about assistance payments received by
members from the Financial Assistance Scheme could be obtained
only at disproportionate cost.

Housing Benefit

Mr. Betts: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions if she will take steps to ensure that
changes to the calculation of the rates of local housing
allowance do not result in a loss of income for
claimants. [322397]

Helen Goodman: On 15 December 2009 the Department
for Work and Pensions launched its housing benefit
consultation exercise: ‘Supporting people into work:
the next stage of Housing Benefit reform’. The consultation
concluded on 22 February 2010. The Department will
consider the detailed policy design of any new measures,
including any changes to the calculation of local housing
allowance rates, once it has considered all responses.

The local housing allowance was rolled out from
7 April 2008 and is a more transparent way of calculating
the rent element of housing benefit for people living in
the deregulated private rented sector. The local authority
uses the appropriate local housing allowance rate, based
on the area where the person lives and the size of their
household, to determine the maximum amount to be
included in the housing benefit calculation. This rate is
currently based on the median of rents within the local
area. However, customers in some areas have benefited
more than others from the local housing allowance, and
high rents in some areas have driven up benefit rates. As
part of its consultation exercise, the Department for
Work and Pensions asked its stakeholders for input into
how local housing allowance rates should be set in
future to ensure customers can afford decent but not
luxurious accommodation.

Jobcentre Plus: Redundancy Pay

Steve Webb: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how much Jobcentre Plus spent on
redundancy payments in 2008-09; and what proportion
of staff costs such expenditure represented. [321362]

Jim Knight: The administration of Jobcentre Plus is a
matter for the chief executive of Jobcentre Plus, Darra
Singh. I have asked him to provide the hon. Member
with the information requested.
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Letter from Darra Singh:
The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions has asked me to

respond to your question asking how much Jobcentre Plus spent
on redundancy payments in 2008-09; and what proportion of
staff costs such expenditure represented. This is something that
falls within the responsibilities delegated to me as Chief Executive
of Jobcentre Plus.

There have been no compulsory redundancies in Jobcentre
Plus, and wherever possible we would seek some form of voluntary
release. In 2008/09 there were early departures of staff approved
and the cost of these departures are shown in the table below.

2008/09

Early departure costs (£ million) 11

Proportion of staff costs (percentage) 0.6

Source:
Departmental financial systems

Early departure costs can be either early retirement or voluntary
severance. These relate to staff where posts have been removed
due to modernisation and efficiency measures and no suitable
re-deployment opportunities existed or were likely to emerge.

I hope this information is helpful.

Jobseeker’s Allowance

Sandra Gidley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions (1) what the average time between
application and payment was for (a) jobseeker’s
allowance and (b) income support in each month of
the last two years; [321452]

(2) what the average processing time of applications
for (a) jobseeker’s allowance and (b) income support
was in each benefit delivery centre in each month of the
last two years. [321455]

Helen Goodman: The administration of Jobcentre
Plus is a matter for the chief executive of Jobcentre
Plus, Darra Singh. I have asked him to provide the hon.
Member with the information requested.
Letter from Darra Singh:

The Secretary of State has asked me to reply to your question
asking (i) what the average time between application and payment
was for (a) jobseeker’s allowance and (b) income support in each
month of the last two years and (ii) what the average processing
time of applications for (a) jobseeker’s allowance and (b) income
support claims in each benefit delivery centre in each month of
the last two years. This is something which falls within the
responsibilities delegated to me as Chief Executive of Jobcentre
Plus.

We cannot measure when the customer actually receives their
first payment. The payment will be issued, if the customer is
eligible, on the date a letter of eligibility is issued from our system.
It is then either through the banking clearance system for the
relevant bank/building society, or Post Office Card Account to
make the actual monies available to the customer or for the postal
system to deliver a cheque payment for the customer to cash.

Jobcentre Plus has formally published targets for the average
actual clearance time (AACT) taken to process Jobseeker’s Allowance
and Income Support claims. AACT is calculated from our benefit
processing system and is a result of taking all the claim volumes
processed within any given month against the total number of
days each claim has taken to process. The system conducts a
simple division calculation using these data sets to provide us with
the AACT.

The time used to calculate the AACT for the 2 benefits differs
slightly;

For Jobseeker’s Allowance the two dates used to calculate this
average are from the initial date of customer contact i.e. their call
to one of our Contact Centres or the first date of unemployment

(whichever is the later) to the date a decision is made on their
claim and a letter of eligibility is issued to them.

For Income Support the two dates used to calculate the AACT
are from the date the customer provides all the evidence required
to process the claim to the date a decision is made.

For each benefit the AACT in days was as follows:

Income support Jobseeker’s allowance

2005-06 12 12

2006-07 11 12

2007-08 11 12

2008-09 10 11.5

2009-10 10 11.5

I have arranged to have placed in the House of Commons
Library the Jobseeker’s Allowance and Income Support AACT
data for the last two years.

I hope this information is helpful.

Sandra Gidley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions how many and what proportion of
jobseeker’s allowance claims took more than 12 days to
process in each benefit delivery centre in each month of
the last two years. [321471]

Helen Goodman: The administration of Jobcentre
Plus is a matter for the chief executive of Jobcentre
Plus, Darra Singh. I have asked him to provide the hon.
Member with the information requested.

Letter from Darra Singh:
The Secretary of State has asked me to reply to your question

asking how many and what proportion of jobseeker’s allowance
(JSA) claims took more than 12 days to process in each benefit
delivery centre in each month of the last two years. This is
something which falls within the responsibilities delegated to me
as Chief Executive of Jobcentre Plus.

Our management information system does not hold data specifically
relating to JSA claims taking more than 12 days to process.

National Employment Savings Trust

Mr. Waterson: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what assessment she has made of the
lessons to be learned from other Government IT
projects in the delivery of services for the National
Employment Savings Trust by the Personal Accounts
Delivery Authority. [321845]

Angela Eagle: The Department’s Enabling Retirement
Savings Programme, which is responsible for delivering
the workplace pension reforms has used internal and
external expertise to ensure robust delivery of IT
programmes, including regular contact with the Office
of Government Commerce, about IT project management
both in the public and private sectors over the course of
the last year, the causes of project failure and the
lessons that could be learned from previous Government
IT projects.

Mr. Waterson: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions with reference to the written ministerial
statement of 16 March 2010, Official Report, columns
57-8WS, on National Employment Savings Trust
(NEST), if she will place in the Library a copy of the
terms and conditions of the proposed Government
loan to NEST. [323770]

203W 204W23 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



Angela Eagle: The terms and conditions of the loan
agreement between my Department and the NEST
Corporation will not be finalised until after the NEST
Corporation has been established.

Once finalised, I will make public the terms and
conditions of the agreement, taking into account any
areas that are considered to be commercially sensitive.

Mr. Waterson: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions with reference to the written ministerial
statement of 16 March 2010, Official Report, columns
57-8WS, on National Employment Savings Trust
(NEST), over what time period she expects the
proposed Government loan to NEST to be repaid.

[323771]

Angela Eagle: The period in which the loan to NEST
Corporation will be repaid will ultimately depend on a
variety of factors, including the final costs of NEST
and the size and nature of its membership. We anticipate
that the total loan period, including the years in which
NEST borrows from Government and the subsequent
repayments, will last in the region of 20 years.

Pension Protection Fund

Mr. Fallon: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what representations she has received
from small companies on the recent changes to the
Pensions Protection Fund levy. [323658]

Angela Eagle: I have received correspondence from
individuals, small businesses and parliamentarians.
Concerning the pension protection levy and had discussions
with groups representing small businesses. The
determination of the pension protection levy is a matter
for the Board of the Pension Protection Fund who
consult stakeholders annually on proposed changes.

Pensions

Mr. Waterson: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (1) what estimate she has made of the
effect on the level of annual expenditure by her
Department of an increase in the trivial commutation
limit for stranded pensions in line with (a) earnings
and (b) inflation in each of the next three years;

[319772]

(2) what assessment she has made of the effect on
entitlement to income-related benefits of an annual
increase in the trivial commutation limit in line with
(a) earnings and (b) inflation in each of the next three
years; [319773]

(3) whether she plans to increase the level of capital
disregard in respect of a trivially-commuted stranded
pension pot. [319774]

Angela Eagle: No estimates of the effect on income-
related benefits of increasing the trivial commutation
limit in line with earnings or inflation have been made.

From November 2009 we have increased the amount
of capital completely ignored in the calculation of pension
credit and housing and council tax benefit for pensioners
from £6,000 to £10,000. This change will benefit around
500,000 pensioners and will mean around 88 per cent.
of pension credit recipients will have all of their capital
ignored in their pension credit assessment.

Poverty: Children

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many children in City of York
constituency were living in poverty (a) in 1997 and (b)
on the latest date for which figures are available.

[322124]

Helen Goodman: Between 1998-09 and 2007-08 some
500,000 children were lifted out of relative poverty.
Measures announced in and since Budget 2007 will lift
around 550,000 children out of poverty. Absolute poverty
has been halved.

The Child Poverty Bill will bring new impetus to
eradicating child poverty by 2020. It will provide a
definition of success and sets a framework to guarantee
that Government and their partners at national and
local levels make a clear and vital contribution towards
ending child poverty.

Estimates of poverty, published in the Households
Below Average Income series, only allow a breakdown
of the overall number of people in poverty at Government
office region level. Therefore, information for the City
of York is not available, though figures relating to
Yorkshire and the Humber Government office region
are. These are given in the table.

Three-year averages are used to report regional
statistics as single-year estimates are subject to volatility.
Figures are quoted rounded to the nearest hundred
thousand children. Child poverty is presented before
housing costs in line with the child poverty public
service agreements.

Number of children in households with incomes below 60 per cent. of
contemporary median for Yorkshire and the Humber, before housing costs

Period Number of children (million)

1997-98 to 1999-2000 0.4

2005-06 to 2007-08 0.3

Notes:
1. These statistics are based on Households Below Average Income data. The
Households Below Average Income series is available in the Library.
2. Small changes should be treated with caution as these will be affected by
sampling error and variability in non-response.
3. The reference period for Households Below Average Income figures is single
financial years. Three sample years have been combined as regional single year
estimates are subject to volatility.
4. The income measures used to derive the estimates shown employ the same
methodology as the Department for Work and Pensions publication ‘Households
Below Average Income’ series, which uses disposable household income, adjusted
(or “equivalised”) for household size and composition, as an income measure as
a proxy for standard of living.
5. The figures are based on Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development equalisation factors.
6. Numbers of children have been rounded to the nearest hundred thousand.

A local child poverty indicator—including constituency
level information—has been developed that captures
the number and proportion of children in families in
receipt of out of work benefits, or in receipt of tax
credits where their reported income is less than 60 per
cent. of median income. Details can be found via the
HM Revenue and Customs website:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/stats/personal-tax-credits/
child_poverty.htm

The measure enables local partners to make an assessment
of the level and geographical distribution of income
deprivation in their area and focuses local partners on
taking action to help raise family incomes.
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Poverty: Milton Keynes

Mr. Lancaster: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what percentage of (a) the general
population, (b) children and (c) pensioners in Milton
Keynes was living in poverty in each year since 1997.

[321868]

Helen Goodman: The Government strongly believe
that the best way to tackle adult poverty is through
work. Those in work in the long term are better off than
on benefits as training, promotion and career opportunities
can enable many workers to attain a better standard of
living for themselves and their families. We are therefore
placing an increased priority on helping all groups of
people, including disabled people and those with health
conditions, lone parents and long term unemployed
people get into rewarding and sustainable jobs.

The Government’s declared aim is to eradicate child
poverty by 2020. Our determination to do so is as firm
as ever and this is demonstrated by introducing the
Child Poverty Bill. The Child Poverty Bill will bring
new impetus to eradicating child poverty by 2020. It will
provide a definition of success and sets a framework to
guarantee that Government and its partners at national
and local levels make a clear and vital contribution
towards ending child poverty.

Between 1998-9 and 2007-8 some 500,000 children
were lifted out of relative poverty. Measures announced
in and since Budget 2007 are expected to lift around a
further 550,000 children out of poverty. Absolute poverty
has been halved.

Addressing pensioner poverty has been a priority for
this Government. We have targeted help on the poorest
pensioners, those who need it most, while providing a
solid foundation of support for all.

With the help of targeted support and additional
funding there were 900,000 fewer pensioners living in
relative poverty (after housing costs) in 2007-08 than in
1998-99.

Estimates of poverty, published in the households
below average income series, only allow a breakdown of
the overall number of people in poverty at Government
Office Region level. Therefore, information for Milton
Keynes is not available, though figures relating to the
South East Government Office Region are. These are
given in the tables.

Poverty for all individuals is presented both before
and after housing costs. Child poverty is presented
before housing costs and pensioner poverty is presented
After housing costs, in line with the relevant Public
Service Agreements. The most commonly used figures
relate to those with incomes below 60 per cent. of
contemporary median income for the three groups.

Three-year averages are used to report regional
statistics as single-year estimates are subject to volatility.
Figures are quoted rounded to the nearest percentage
point. The tables show the percentage of all individuals
(Table 1), children (Table 2) and pensioners (Table 3) in
the South East Government Office Region who have
incomes below 60 per cent. of the contemporary median
income.

Table 1: Proportion of individuals in households with incomes below 60 per cent
of contemporary median for the South East, before and after housing costs

Proportion of individuals (%)

Before housing costs After housing costs

1997-98 to
1999-2000

13 19

1998-99 to
2000-01

13 19

1999-2000 to
2001-02

13 18

2000-01 to
2002-03

12 18

2001-02 to
2003-04

12 18

2002-03 to
2004-05

12 17

2003-04 to
2005-06

12 17

2004-05 to
2006-07

13 18

2005-06 to
2007-08

13 19

Table 2: Proportion of children in households with incomes below 60 per cent of
contemporary median for the South East, before housing costs

Proportion of children before housing
costs (%)

1997-98 to 1999-2000 16

1998-99 to 2000-01 15

1999-2000 to 2001-02 15

2000-01 to 2002-03 14

2001-02 to 2003-04 13

2002-03 to 2004-05 13

2003-04 to 2005-06 13

2004-05 to 2006-07 15

2005-06 to 2007-08 15

Table 3: Proportion of pensioners in households with incomes below 60 per cent.
of contemporary median for the South East, after housing costs

Proportion of pensioners after
housing costs (%)

1997-98 to 1999-2000 26

1998-99 to 2000-01 24

1999-2000 to 2001-02 24

2000-01 to 2002-03 23

2001-02 to 2003-04 22

2002-03 to 2004-05 19

2003-04 to 2005-06 16

2004-05 to 2006-07 16

2005-06 to 2007-08 16

Notes:
1. These statistics are based on households below average income data. The
households below average income series is available in the Library.
2. Small changes should be treated with caution as these will be affected by
sampling error and variability in non-response.
3. The reference period for households below average income figures is single
financial years. Three sample years have been combined as regional single year
estimates are subject to volatility.
4. The income measures used to derive the estimates shown employ the same
methodology as the Department for Work and Pensions publication ’Households
Below Average Income’ series, which uses disposable household income, adjusted
(or ’equivalised’) for household size and composition, as an income measure as
a proxy for standard of living.
5. The figures are based on Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development equivalisation factors.
6. Figures have been presented on both a before housing cost and after housing
cost basis. For before housing cost, housing costs (such as rent, water rates,
mortgage interest payments, structural insurance payments and ground rent
and service charges) are not deducted from income, while for after housing cost
they are.
7. Proportions have been rounded to the nearest percentage point.
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A local child poverty indicator—including constituency
level information—has been developed that captures
the number and proportion of children in families in
receipt of out of work benefits, or in receipt of tax
credits where their reported income is less than 60 per
cent. of median income. Details can be found via the
HM Revenue and Customs website:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/stats/personal-tax-credits/
child_poverty.htm

The measure enables local partners to make an
assessment of the level and geographical distribution of
income deprivation in their area and focuses local partners
on taking action to help raise family incomes.

Remploy: Factories

Caroline Flint: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what proportion of Government
procurement contracts were let to (a) Remploy
factories and (b) other Government-assisted factories
in each of the last three years. [317587]

Jonathan Shaw: DWP does not centrally hold
information on Government spend with Remploy or
other assisted factories and to obtain this information
would incur disproportionate cost. However, DWP has
spent £2.6 million with Remploy through procurement
contracts since April 2008.

Social Security Benefits

Sandra Gidley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what the average processing time of
applications for (a) jobseeker’s allowance, (b) housing
benefit, (c) a crisis loan, (d) a community care grant
and (e) a budgeting loan was in (i) each of the smallest
geographical areas for which information is available
and (ii) the UK in each quarter of the last five years;
and if she will make a statement. [321454]

Helen Goodman: Information regarding Northern
Ireland is a matter for my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Northern Ireland.

The available information has been placed in the
Library.

Jobcentre Plus has a formal target for the average
actual clearance time (AACT) taken to process jobseeker’s
allowance claims. The two dates used to calculate this
average are from the initial date of a customer’s contact
i.e. their call to a Jobcentre Plus contact centre to the
date a decision is made on their claim and a letter of
eligibility is issued to them.

Jobseeker’s allowance data for 2005-06 are recorded
down to district level. From 2006-07 the data are recorded
at benefit delivery centre level which is now the smallest
geographical area that can be provided. Jobcentre Plus
does not hold quarterly AACT figures.

Housing benefit information has been provided from
2003-04 to 2007-08, the data quality for 2008-09 was
not high enough for publication. The Department has
been working with local authorities to improve data
quality. This month we intend to publish processing
time information for April to September 2009, for between
270 and 300 local authorities whose data meets Official
Statistics standards.

Social Security Benefits: Disabled

Mr. Lidington: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions how many people have claimed (a)
incapacity benefit and (b) employment and support
allowance in each quarter since April 2008. [320141]

Jonathan Shaw: The available information is in the
tables.
Incapacity benefit and severe disablement allowance claimants each quarter since

May 2008—Great Britain and abroad

Quarter Claimants (thousand)

2008

May 2,637.56

August 2,632.00

November- 2,593.01

2009

February 2,468.62

May 2,374.21

August 2,299.58

Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest ten.
2. From 6 April 2001, no new claims to severe disablement allowance were
accepted. In addition from 27 October 2008, no new claims to incapacity
benefit were also accepted.
Source:
Department for Work and Pensions Information Directorate: Work and Pensions
Longitudinal Study.

Employment and support allowance caseload quarterly time series—Great
Britain and abroad

Quarter Claimants (thousand)

2008

November 53.77

2009

February 175.81

May 288.27

August 374.44

Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest ten and displayed in thousands.
2. Employment and support allowance replaced incapacity benefit and income
support paid on the grounds of incapacity for new claims from 27 October 2008
Source:
Department for Work and Pensions Information Directorate: Work and Pensions
Longitudinal Study

Mrs. May: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many people aged over 65 years with
terminal cancer receive (a) disability living allowance
and (b) attendance allowance under special rules.

[322165]

Jonathan Shaw: The information requested is as follows.
Number of attendance allowance and disability allowance special rules cases over

65 where the main disabling condition is malignant diseases at August 2009

Number

Attendance Allowance 200

Disability Living Allowance 5,100

Notes:
1. Figures have been rated to agree with Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study
and rounded to the nearest 100.
2. Totals show the number of people in receipt of an allowance, and excludes
people with entitlement where the payment has been suspended, for example if
they are in hospital.
3. Where more than one disability is present only the main disabling condition is
recorded.
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Caution:
The preferred statistics on benefits are now derived from 100 per cent. data
sources. However, the 5 per cent. sample data still provide some detail not yet
available from the 100 per cent. data sources, in particular, more complete
information on the disabling condition of Disability Living Allowance claimants.
DWP recommends that, where the detail is only available on the 5 per cent.
sample data, or disabling condition (DLA) is required, the proportions derived
should be scaled up to the overall 100 per cent. total for the benefit.
Source:
Department for Work and Pensions Information Directorate 5 per cent. sample

Mrs. May: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions whether existing claimants of disability
living allowance aged under 65 years will be able to
continue to receive disability living allowance or the
equivalent cash level of support when they reach 65
under the proposals for disability benefits which form
part of the Government’s planned social care reforms.

[323493]

Jonathan Shaw: If any disability benefits for older
people are reformed as part of the National Care Service,
those receiving the affected benefits at the time of
reform would continue to receive the same level of cash
support. We will give more details about the National
Care Service in due course.

Streatham

Keith Hill: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions if she will set out, with statistical evidence
relating as closely as possible to Streatham
constituency, the effects on that constituency of
changes to her Department’s policies since 1997.

[313390]

Jonathan Shaw: As the biggest delivery Department
in the UK, DWP makes a difference to millions of
people every day, helping them to lead safer, fairer and
more rewarding lives that are free from poverty. The
policies that we have introduced since 1997 have aimed
to give people more choice and control over their lives.
Through our welfare reform programme, we are committed
to providing personalised support to everyone who
needs it so they have the opportunity to get into and
remain in work.
Support to find work

Through Jobcentre Plus, we are promoting work as
the best form of welfare for people of working age.
Since 1997, the number of people unemployed in Streatham
has decreased by 18 per cent. to 4,594, and the number
unemployed for more than one year has decreased by
64 per cent. to 725. From May 1997 to May 2009 the
number of lone parents claiming income support in
Streatham has decreased by 37 per cent. to 2,540.

Our New Deal programmes have helped lone parents,
the young unemployed, the long-term unemployed, disabled
people, the over 50s and partners of unemployed people
to move from benefit into work. Since their inception
over 2.2 million people in the UK have found work with
the support of the New Deal, and 6,070 have been
helped in Streatham.
Support for children

We introduced a target to halve child poverty by
2010-11, on the way to eradicating it by 2020. Poverty is
measured using a headline indicator of the proportion
of children in households with an income below 60 per
cent. of contemporary household median income before
housing costs. This is in line with international best
practice.

Statistics on the numbers of children living in poverty
are not available at the constituency level, but the latest
information for the Inner London area shows that the
proportion of children in poverty has fallen from 39 per
cent. to 27 per cent. since 19971.

Support for older people

Since 1997 our strategy has been to target extra help
at the poorest pensioners while providing a solid foundation
of support for all.

This year we will spend over £13 billion more on
pensioners than if we had continued with the policies
that were in place in 1997. Around half of that money
will go to the poorest third of pensioners.

In 1997 the poorest pensioners, who received income
support, lived on £69 a week (£98 in today’s prices).
Today pension credit, which was introduced in 2003,
means no pensioner needs to live on less than £130 a
week, or £198.45 for couples. As of May 2009, 4,850
pensioners in Streatham are receiving pension credit.

In 2007-08 there were 900,000 fewer pensioners living
in relative poverty in the UK than in 1998-99 (measured
as below 60 per cent. of contemporary median household
income after housing costs). Statistics on the numbers
of pensioners living in relative poverty are not available
at constituency level, but the latest information for the
Inner London area shows that the proportion of pensioners
in poverty has fallen from 42 per cent. to 29 per cent.
since 19972.

Pensioners in the UK also benefit from a range of
additional support such as the winter fuel payments
which this winter is worth £250 for households aged
between 60 to 79 and £400 for households aged 80 or
over. These payments provide vital reassurance to older
people that they can afford to turn up their heating
during cold weather. Prior to winter 1997-98 less than
£60 million was spent helping pensioners meet their fuel
bills—this year we will be spending around £2.7 billion
on winter fuel payments alone. In 2008-09, 12,410 people
aged 60 and over benefited from winter fuel payments
in Streatham.

We have also taken steps to strengthen and protect
the private pensions system to ensure people have confidence
to save for their future through the establishment of the
Pensions Protection Fund, the Financial Assistance
Scheme and a more powerful and proactive pensions
regulator.

The protection system ensures that, unlike in 1997,
people are not left without a pension even in the event
that their employer becomes insolvent.

In total 423 people in the London area are receiving
compensation from the Pension Protection Fund (data
not available at constituency level)3.

We have also taken forward a radical package of
pension reforms in the Pensions Acts of 2007 and 2008
which will deliver a fairer and more generous state
pension and extend the opportunity of workplace pension
saving to millions, many for the first time.

The state pension reforms begin to come into effect
from 2010 and will mean around three-quarters of
women reaching state pension age in 2010 are expected
to qualify for a full basic state pension compared to half
without reform.
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Support for disabled people and carers
Since 2001, we have significantly extended and improved

civil rights for disabled people in areas such as employment,
education, access to goods and services and transport.
Disabled people in Streatham will have benefited from
these improvements. The Welfare Reform Act 2009
contains powers to increase choice and control for
disabled adults, including disabled parents, enabling
them to choose how certain state support is used to
meet their individual needs. Older and less well-off
carers are receiving extra help through the provisions
within the National Carers Strategy.
1 Based on three-year averages and changes are rounded to the
nearest percentage point or 100,000 children between 1997-98 to
1999-2000 and 2005-06 to 2007-08.
2 Based on three-year averages and changes are rounded to the
nearest percentage point or 100,000 pensioners between 1997-98
to 1999-2000 and 2005-06 to 2007-08.
3 Regional information about assistance payments received by
members from the Financial Assistance Scheme could be obtained
only at disproportionate cost.

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE

Afghanistan: Drugs

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps his
Department is taking to tackle poppy farming in
Afghanistan. [323851]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: There have been dramatic falls in
opium cultivation in Afghanistan in recent years—19 per
cent. in 2008 and 22 per cent. in 2009. This year, despite
a collapse in the price of wheat, the levels of opium
cultivation is likely to be stable. Farmers have chosen
not to go back to cultivating opium. They are responding
to improvements in governance and security and to
continuing concerns over food security.

The Government are supporting the Helmand Counter
Narcotic Plan led by Governor Mangal. The plan aims
to reduce poppy cultivation and demonstrate governance
in Helmand. It launched in 2008 with the distribution
of free wheat seed to 32,000 farmers across the province.
This year, the plan has distributed wheat seed to 37,500
farmers, saplings and vines to 1,400 farmers, and will
distribute summer crops (such as alfa, okra and mung
beans) to 27,000 farmers.

Afghanistan: Elections

Malcolm Bruce: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what assessment
he has made of the conditions faced by female
parliamentary candidates in Afghanistan in the
forthcoming parliamentary elections in that country.

[323552]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: Afghanistan is a young democracy,
and elections are taking place in difficult circumstances.
We recognise the particular challenges faced by female
candidates. The UK funds a range of programmes in
Afghanistan to encourage the Afghan Government to
promote women’s equal participation in governance
and to build awareness of women’s rights among civil
society and policy makers. We continue to urge the
Afghan Government to uphold the constitution, which
demands equal treatment of men and women.

Afghanistan: Politics and Government

Malcolm Bruce: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
discussions he has had with officials of the government
in Afghanistan on the presidential decree in February
2010 on Afghan electoral law regarding the
requirement for a quota of female parliamentarians in
the Afghan parliament; and if he will make a
statement. [323551]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We are in regular contact with the
Government of Afghanistan and have discussed the
presidential decree at length. We understand that the
changes to Afghan electoral law enacted by the decree
do not affect the quota of parliamentary seats reserved
for women, but the process for filling these seats if they
are empty. Previously where there were fewer female
candidates than there were seats reserved for women,
the remaining seats were left empty. The decree allows
these seats to be filled by men after an election, rather
than remaining empty. We will continue to discuss this
issue with the Government of Afghanistan.

Burma: Nuclear Power

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
assessment he has made of Burma’s (a) nuclear
capability and (b) ability to produce uranium; and if
he will make a statement. [323622]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We are aware of recent media reporting
suggesting that Burma is seeking to develop its nuclear
capability. We take such issues very seriously, and remind
all states to adhere to their obligations under the nuclear
non-proliferation treaty and all relevant UN Security
Council Resolutions.

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether he has
had discussions with his EU counterparts on the
matter of possible nuclear co-operation between
Burma and North Korea; and if he will make a
statement. [323623]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We are aware of recent media reports
suggesting that North Korea and Burma are expanding
their military relationship. We regularly raise concerns
regarding North Korean nuclear proliferation in discussions
with EU counterparts, as well as with states involved in
the Six-Party Talks process. The UK continues to urge
all countries, including Burma, to respect their obligations
under United Nations Security Council Resolutions
1718 and 1874.

China: Religious Freedom

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether he has
discussed the case of Mr Gao Zhisheng with the
Chinese government; and if he will make a statement.

[323748]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: My right hon. Friend the Foreign
Secretary raised the case of Gao Zhisheng with Chinese
Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi during his recent visit to
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China. Yang denied that Gao had been tortured or his
rights violated, but provided no further information on
his case. Later, at a press conference, Yang said that
Gao had been sentenced to prison on subversion charges.
He gave no details of the charges against Gao, or the
length of his sentence.

We remain concerned about the case of Gao Zhisheng
and the continuing uncertainty over his whereabouts. I
released a statement on 3 February urging the Chinese
Government to provide accurate information on Gao’s
situation to ease the concerns of his family and friends
and to provide reassurance about his condition. The
EU also issued a statement, expressing their concerns
over Gao’s disappearance on 9 February. We will continue
to raise his case at every appropriate opportunity.

Departmental Buildings

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how much his
Department spent on office refurbishments in each of
the last 10 years. [320467]

Chris Bryant: I refer the hon. Member to the reply my
hon. Friend the Member for Lincoln (Gillian Merron)
gave to my right hon. Friend the Member for Horsham
(Mr. Maude) on 25 November 2008, Official Report,
column 1200W.

The Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) spent
£14,049,000 in 2007, £2,254,000 in 2008 and £7,061,411
in 2009 on refurbishments to offices in its buildings in
the UK.

Information relating to refurbishment of offices on
the FCO’s overseas estate is not held centrally, and on
the UK estate prior to 2007 could be provided only at
disproportionate cost.

Departmental Pay

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how much was
paid in reimbursable expenses to special advisers in his
Department in each of the last five years. [320480]

Chris Bryant: For 2005-07, I refer the hon. Member
to the reply given by my hon. Friend the Member for
Lincoln (Gillian Merron) to the hon. Member for Fareham
(Mr. Hoban) on 9 July 2008, Official Report, column
1657W.

Officials have reviewed these figures and have established
that the answer was incorrect.

Our current records show that the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office paid the following amounts to
special advisers in reimbursable expenses for the financial
calendar years 2005 to 2010.

Amounts paid to special advisers
Financial year £

1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006 761.52
1 April 2006 to 31 March 2007 467.81
1 April 2007 to 31 March 2008 1,923.21
1 April 2008 to 31 March 2009 2,307.69
1 April 2009 to March 2010 (to
date)

1,388.24

India: Christianity

Andrew Selous: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what assessment
he has made of the implementation by the Government
of India of the recommendations made in the report of
the UN Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or
belief of 26 January 2009; and if he will make a
statement. [323286]

Mr. Ivan Lewis [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
recommendations of the UN Special Rapporteur on
Freedom of Religion or Beliefs report of 26 January
2009 have been used as a point of reference for India’s
compliance with international conventions during the
most recent EU-India Human Rights Dialogue in February
2009, when the issue of freedom of religion or belief in
relation to minority rights was discussed with Indian
officials. We will continue to raise the issue of minority
rights, including the right to freedom of religion and
belief with the appropriate Indian authorities as part of
the ongoing EU-India Human Rights Dialogue.

Andrew Selous: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what reports he
has received on the steps taken by the Government of
Orissa state (a) to address the causes of the communal
violence in 2008 and (b) to bring the perpetrators and
inciters of such violence to justice. [323287]

Mr. Ivan Lewis [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
communal violence in 2008 was caused by a range of
complex socio-economic issues. The Orissa State
Government has taken a number of steps to prevent
further communal violence. A draft Prevention of
Communal Violence Bill to provide for the prevention
and control of communal violence, the speedy investigation
and trial of cases and rehabilitation of victims has been
introduced to the Upper House. The State Government
commissioned a judicial probe led by Justice Mohapatra
to look into the causes of violence. They have also
taken steps to improve the security and delivery of
justice to victims and the local authorities have set up
fast track courts for the cases brought against the
perpetrators of the violence.

Andrew Selous: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what reports he
has received on the outcome of the visit to Orissa state
of a delegation of the EU Delegation to India; and
whether (a) the Government and (b) the EU plans any
follow-up action to assist in community reconciliation.

[323288]

Mr. Ivan Lewis [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
EU delegation visited Orissa from 2-5 February and
met Government and police officials, civil society and
victims in Bhubaneswar and Kandhamal. They noted
that local authorities have made some progress on
rehabilitation and resettlement, and continue to work
to address displacement and justice issues. The EU
delegation also identified cross-community peace-building
initiatives and improving the capacity of victims lawyers
as important areas to address.

The EU delegation investigated what action was being
taken towards community reconciliation in their discussions
with the Government authorities and civil society. They
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were informed of a range of activities such as street
theatre, music, vocational, and educational initiatives
focusing on building lasting peace between the communities.
Peace and national integration camps have also been set
up and a peace initiative called ’Antaranga’ involving
more than 150 youth organisations from all the local
communities has also been established with the support
of non-governmental organisations. The delegation are
assessing the outcomes of their visit, including the
question of follow-up.

Middle East: Armed Conflict

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he (a) has
taken during the last six months and (b) plans to take
during the next six months to tackle the shipment of
weapons and funds from Iran to (i) Afghanistan, (ii)
Iraq, (iii) Lebanon and (iv) Gaza; and if he will make a
statement. [323129]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We have serious concerns about
Iranian support for Iraqi militia groups, the Taleban,
Hizballah, Hamas and other Palestinian Rejectionist
Groups, including weapons, funds and training. This is
unacceptable. It further undermines international confidence
in the Iranian regime’s intentions, and is at odds with
the regime’s claim to the international community and
its own people that it supports stability in the middle
east and Afghanistan.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what steps at the United
Nations he (a) has taken since November 2009 and
(b) plans to take in the next six months to seek to
prevent (i) weapons and (ii) funds from the government
of Iran being sent to terrorist groups in (A)
Afghanistan, (B) Iraq, (C) Gaza and (d) Lebanon; and
if he will make a statement. [323130]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We continue to urge Iran to comply
with international law, including UN Security Council
Resolutions (UNSCRs). Iran’s transfers of weapons to
the groups mentioned are contrary to UNSCRs 1737,
1747,1803, 1701 (Hezbollah) and 1860 (Gaza). Such
behaviour further undermines international confidence
in Iran.

We continue to give our full support to the UN
Sanctions Committee in pursuing and investigating
sanctions violations. Following a series of sanctions
violations by Iran in 2009 (including the interdictions of
weapons from Iran on the Hansa India, Monchegorsk
and Francop vessels), the UN Sanctions Committee on
Iran issued an Implementation Assistance Notice in
January 2010. This urged all UN member states to be
especially alert to further violations, in particular to
exercise enhanced vigilance over all Islamic Republic of
Iran shipping lines activity, including subjecting its
cargo to enhanced scrutiny.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what steps at the United
Nations he (a) has taken since November 2009 and
(b) plans to take in the next six months in response
allegations of (i) arming and (ii) funding by Iran of
Hamas; and if he will make a statement. [323131]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We have serious concerns about the
support that Iran provides to groups such as Hamas,
which are undermining peace in the middle east through
violence. Such support is unacceptable and only serves
to undermine regional security. We call on Iran to play a
constructive role in fostering peace in the middle east,
including through political and diplomatic support to
the Palestinian Authority in its attempts to build institutions
and improve security.

We continue to push for the full implementation of
UN Security Council Resolution 1860 which aims to
prevent the illicit trafficking of arms into Gaza.

Sri Lanka

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs with reference
to the answer to the right hon. Member for Horsham
of 12 November 2009, Official Report, column 625W,
on ministerial policy advisers, how many times the
Special Envoy for Sri Lanka has visited that country
since his appointment. [323649]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: My right hon. Friend the Member
for Kilmarnock and Loudoun (Des Browne) visited Sri
Lanka in May 2009 as part of a cross party delegation
of Members of Parliament.

Tibet: Politics and Government

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs if he will make it
his policy to endorse the practical measures suggested
by the Tibetan envoys at the China-Tibet talks in
January 2010 and to encourage the Chinese authorities
to respond positively to them. [323093]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We welcome the fact that talks between
the Chinese Government and representatives of the
Dalai Lama have taken place.

It would be inappropriate for the UK to endorse
positions taken by either side in negotiation.

We believe that progress depends on both sides continuing
to engage in dialogue in good faith. This is the only way
to bring about a lasting and peaceful solution to the
problems in Tibet.

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether he raised
the issue of Tibet (a) privately and (b) publicly during
his recent visit to China; and if he will make a
statement. [323094]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: During my right hon. Friend the
Foreign Secretary’s visit to China he raised the issue of
Tibet with Premier Wen and Foreign Minister Yang. He
expressed our continued concern at the situation in
Tibet, including the heavy security presence, and restrictions
on freedom of expression and religion. He welcomed
the resumption of the talks between the Chinese authorities
and representatives of the Dalai Lama but emphasised
that the talks must be substantive to be successful.

Following his visit, the UK and China held a human
rights dialogue. This was a further opportunity for us to
raise our concerns about Tibet. In advance of the
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dialogue we have handed over a list of 42 cases, of
concern, a number of which relate to Tibet, affecting
56 individuals.

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what reports he
has received on the decision by the Chinese authorities
to resettle Tibet’s 2.25 million nomads into urban
areas; and if he will make a statement. [323216]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: In his work report of the Chinese
Government to the National People’s Congress, Premier
Wen Jiabao said that the Chinese Government would
build permanent housing for nomads. He also promised
to “give high priority to protecting the cultural heritage
of ethnic minorities and the ecosystems in ethnic minority
areas”.

Staff at our embassy in Beijing have discussed the
Government’s policy of encouraging nomads to move
to fixed settlements with local government representatives
in Tibet, who justify it by the need to improve access to
public services such as health and education and in
order to protect fragile high-altitude grasslands from
overgrazing.

Without free media coverage and transparent democratic
governance there it is impossible for the Tibetan community
to express its views on this policy.

We encourage the Chinese Government at every
opportunity to promote the cultural rights of Tibetans
and freedom of expression in Tibet.

Togo: Politics and Government

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what assessment
he has made of the political situation in Togo following
the recent elections in that country. [323852]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The elections in 2010 mark a significant
improvement from those of 2005. Although minor
irregularities were recorded, they were not deemed
significant enough to have changed the overall result
and EU election monitors thought the elections to be
broadly fair and democratic.

However, the opposition have rejected the result and
organised demonstrations in protest. We, with our EU
partners, continue to urge both sides to exercise restraint
and pursue objections through legal means.

Zimbabwe: Human Rights

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
assessment he has made of progress by the Unity
Government of Zimbabwe on human rights; and if he
will make a statement. [323619]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: Human rights abuses continue in
Zimbabwe, with a recent worrying increase in the
harassment of civil society.

In December 2009, the signatories of the Global
Political Agreement (GPA) agreed on the composition
of a new Zimbabwe Human Rights Commission (ZHRC).
Members of the ZHRC have yet to be sworn in but its
ability to operate freely will have a key impact on
monitoring and tackling human rights abuses in Zimbabwe.

We, with our partners, will continue to monitor the
human rights situation closely and support efforts to
prevent abuses and institute international human rights
standards.

CABINET OFFICE

Capacitybuilders

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what declaration of political activity each member of
the Capacitybuilders Campaigning Research
Programme Fund selection panel has made. [322886]

Angela E. Smith: No declaration of political activity
was made by the panellists.

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what projects have been shortlisted for funding under
the Capacitybuilders Campaigning Research
Programme Fund; and what the purpose is of each of
those projects. [322887]

Angela E. Smith: Funding for the Campaigning Research
Programme has been transferred to the Hardship Fund
to support frontline recession-related services. This
programme no longer exists and therefore there are no
projects shortlisted for funding.

Census

Mr. Maude: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office pursuant to the answer of 27 January 2010,
Official Report, column 795, on the 2011 Census, what
the most recent estimate is of the (a) absolute response
rate in terms of number of respondents and (b)
percentage response rate in each of the pilot local
authority areas for the 2011 Census rehearsals; in
which (i) wards and (ii) postcode areas rehearsals were
held in each of the pilot areas; and what criteria were
used to select the sub-areas. [318330]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As the Director General for the Office for National Statistics

(ONS) I have been asked to reply to your recent question asking
pursuant to the Answer of 27 January 2010, Official Report,
column 795, on the 2011 Census, what the most recent estimate is
of the (a) absolute response rate in terms of number of respondents
and (b) percentage response rate in each of the pilot local authority
areas for the 2011 Census rehearsals; in which (i) wards and (ii)
postcode areas rehearsals were held in each of the pilot areas; and
what the criteria were by which the sub-areas were selected.
(318330)

The rehearsal was unlike the Census in that it was voluntary
and publicity was necessarily limited. It included 133,890 addresses
(61,725 in Lancaster, 38,618 in Newham and 33,547 in Anglesey);
49,300 returns were received.

In order to rehearse our procedures appropriately, 51% of
addresses were pre-selected to be subject to the full follow-up
process; the remainder were not followed up if they did not
respond. In the Census itself, it is the intention that all non
responding households will be followed up.

(a) Measuring return rates from those 68,000 households subject
to the full process, we had 27,500 returns (41%).

(b) The percentage return rate in each of the rehearsal local
authority areas is:
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Percentage

Lancaster 48
Newham 28
Anglesey 49

(i) and (ii) All wards in Lancaster and Anglesey were included
in the rehearsal.

Areas in Newham were selected by lower super output areas, a
statistical geography, which do not always align with ward boundaries.
All or part of the wards and postcode sectors shown at Annex A
were part of the Newham rehearsal.

The particular criteria for choosing sub-areas in Newham were
that they should contain around 40,000 households, a number of
communal establishments and a traveller site; that they should
have high concentrations of multiple occupancy and students;
that they should be contiguous. The areas were chosen in order to
reflect some of the particular challenges representative of hard to
enumerate areas.

Annex A
(i) Wards in which the rehearsal was held

All wards in Lancaster and Anglesey and the following
in Newham:

Ward reference Ward name LA name
Level of ward
inclusion

OOBBGU Stratford and
New Town

Newham Whole

OOBBGG East Ham
Central

Newham Partial

OOBBGK Forest Gate
North

Newham Partial

OOBBGD Canning Town
North

Newham Partial

OOBBGF Custom House Newham Partial

OOBBGE Canning Town
South

Newham Partial

OOBBGS Plaistow South Newham Partial

OOBBGB Beckton Newham Partial

OOBBGJ East Ham
South

Newham Partial

OOBBGX West Ham Newham Partial

OOBBGT Royal Docks Newham Partial

OOBBGL Forest Gate
South

Newham Partial

OOBBGH East Ham
North

Newham Partial

OOBBGC Boleyn Newham Partial

OOBBGW Wall End Newham Partial

(ii) Postcode areas
Newham

E1
E12
E13
E15
E16
E3
E6
E7

Lancaster
CH3
LA1
LA2
LA3
LA4

LA5
LA6
LA7
PR3

Anglesey
LL00
LL58
LL59
LL60
LL61
LL62
LL63
LL64

LL65

LL66

LL67

LL68

LL69

LL70

LL71

LL72

LL73

LL74

LL75

LL76

LL77

LL78

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer of 3 December 2009, Official
Report, columns 953-6W, on the Census, (1) what
estimate she has made of the cost of printing the
Census forms; how many Census forms of each type
will be printed; and what estimate has been made of
average cost of printing a form of each type; [322892]

(2) what estimate has been made of the cost of
storing the Census forms; [322893]

(3) for what reasons the forms for the Census are
being printed in March 2010; [322894]

(4) how many Census forms of each type will be
printed in March 2010. [322908]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As the Director General for the Office for National Statistics

(ONS) I have been asked to reply to your recent questions asking:

pursuant to the Answer of 3 December 2009, Official Report,
columns 953-6W, on the Census, what estimate she has made of
the cost of printing the Census forms; how many Census forms of
each type will be printed; and what estimate has been made of
average cost of printing a form of each type. (322892)

pursuant to the Answer of 3 December 2009, Official Report,
columns 953-6W, on the Census, what estimate has been made of
the cost of storing the Census forms. (322893)

pursuant to the Answer of 3 December 2009, Official Report,
column 953W, on the Census, for what reasons the forms for the
Census are being printed in March 2010. (322894)

pursuant to the Answer of 3 December 2009, Official Report,
columns 953-6W, on the Census, how many Census forms of each
type will be printed in March 2010. (322908)
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The contract for census processing was awarded to Lockheed
Martin UK in August 2008. This is the largest of the census
contracts with a value of around f 150m.

It is estimated that the cost for the printing of the 2011 Census
questionnaires is in the region of £20 million; which would equate
to an average cost of around £0.53 per questionnaire.

Lockheed Martin UK acts as the prime contractor with several
sub contractors undertaking aspects of the work.

There are a number of types of census questionnaires. England,
Wales and Northern Ireland each have a different question set,
and in Wales everything needs to be printed twice, once in English
and once in Welsh.

Due to the differences in questions and language used across
these areas, there will be 17 separate types of questionnaires
printed in total. These can be broadly grouped into four categories,
and will be printed in the corresponding quantities:

Household questionnaires: around 34 million

Individual questionnaires: around 3 million

Communal Establishment questionnaires: around 144,000

Census Coverage Survey questionnaires: around 600,000

ONS docs not have the costs of printing each specific form
type.

Storage costs are factored into the fixed price service contract
so it is not possible to extract specific costs for the storage of any
questionnaires printed in the period up to census day.

In addition to the questionnaires there are information guides,
translations of the questions into various languages, leaflets,
envelopes and other necessary material to accompany the
questionnaires; as well as the various administrative forms used
by census staff to undertake the census. This amounts to around
50 separate types of document to be printed; and is estimated to
total approximately 107 million items, on top of the roughly
1 billion pages of questionnaires.

Initial printing of the questionnaires is running from March
2010 to July 2010; once this is complete a second process of
overprinting will begin in July 2010, during which individual
barcodes, unique identifiers and internet access codes will be
printed onto each questionnaire.

For this process to be a success the scanning and processing
software needs to be developed and rigorously tested. This is a
large and involved project and must start in April 2010 for the
systems to be ready in time for census day on 27 March 2011.

In addition to being needed for the printing timetable, a
finalised print-tested questionnaire is needed for the programming
of the scanning and printing software and for creating test data
for the various stages of testing necessary to ensure that the final
processes meet the high standard demanded by the census.

Civil Servants: Redundancy Pay

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office what estimate she has made of the cash
savings arising from changes to redundancy payments
under the Civil Service Compensation Scheme in each
of the next three years. [323446]

Tessa Jowell: I refer the hon. Member to my written
statement of 3 February 2010, Official Report, columns
11-13WS. Savings on redundancy payments in each of
the next three years will depend on the number of
redundancies that occur in those years.

Deaths: Arthritis

Mr. Amess: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many deaths of (a) males and (b) females
aged (i) 10 to 16, (ii) 17 to 24, (iii) 25 to 30, (iv) 31 to 35,
(v) 36 to 40 and (vi) over 40 years in each local
authority area were attributed to rheumatoid arthritis
in each year since 1997. [323127]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, 1

have been asked to reply to your recent question asking how many
deaths of (a) males and (b) females aged (i) 10 to 16, (ii) 17 to 24,
(iii) 25 to 30, (iv) 31 to 35, (v) 36 to 40 and (vi) over 40 years in
each local authority area were attributed to rheumatoid arthritis
in each year since 1997. (323127)

The tables provide the number of deaths where rheumatoid
arthritis was the underlying cause of death for (a) males and (b)
females aged (i) 10 to 16, (ii) 17 to 24, (iii) 25 to 30, (iv) 31 to 35,
(v) 36 to 40 and (vi) 41 years and over, in England and Wales
(Table 1); and where rheumatoid arthritis was the underlying
cause of death for each local authority (Table 2), for the years
1997 to 2008 (the latest year available). A copy of the latter table
has been placed in the House of Commons Library.

The number of deaths with an underlying cause of rheumatoid
arthritis in each local authority, broken down by sex and age
group, is extremely small. Consequently this level of detail has
not been provided, in line with ONS policy on protecting
confidentiality within birth and death statistics1.
1 The ONS policy on protecting confidentiality within birth and
death statistics is available on the National Statistics website at:

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_health/
ConfidentialityBirth&Death.pdf

Table 1. Number of deaths where rheumatoid arthritis was the underlying cause of death1, by sex and age group, in England and Wales2,1997-20083

Deaths (persons aged 10 and over)

Sex Age 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 2008

Males 10-16 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17-24 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

25-30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

31-35 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

36-40 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

41 and over 169 141 136 149 240 208 203 195 176 176 181 181

Females 10-16 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

17-24 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

25-30 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

31-35 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

36-40 0 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 0 1 1 0
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Table 1. Number of deaths where rheumatoid arthritis was the underlying cause of death1, by sex and age group, in England and Wales2,1997-20083

Deaths (persons aged 10 and over)

Sex Age 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 2008

41 and over 628 632 558 523 733 749 703 603 656 565 552 569

1 Cause of death for rheumatoid arthritis was defined using the International Classification of Diseases, Ninth Revision (ICD-9) codes 714.0-714.9 and Tenth
Revision (ICD-10) codes M05.0-M06.9, M08.0, M08.2, M08.3 and M08.9. The introduction of ICD-10 in 2001 means that the numbers of deaths from this cause
before 2001 are not completely comparable with later years.
2 Deaths in England and Wales include deaths of non-residents.
3 Figures are for deaths registered in each calendar year.

Deaths: Diabetes

Mr. Amess: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many deaths (a) in Southend, (b) in Essex
and (c) nationally were attributed to diabetes in each
of the last five years. [323115]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your recent question asking how many
deaths (a) in Southend, (b) in Essex and (c) nationally were
attributed to diabetes in each of the last five years. (323115)

The table attached provides the number of deaths where diabetes
was the underlying cause of death in (a) Southend-on-Sea unitary
authority, (b) Essex county and (c) England and Wales, for the
years 2004 to 2008 (the latest year available).

Figures for Essex county do not include deaths in Southend-on-Sea
and Thurrock unitary authorities, which were part of the former
County of Essex.

Table 1: Number of deaths where diabetes was the underlying cause of death,
Southend-on-Sea unitary authority, Essex county, and England and Wales, 2004-

081, 2, 3, 4

Deaths (persons)

Area 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Southend-on-
Sea

24 17 17 14 22

Essex 131 138 143 127 151

England and
Wales

5,846 5,652 5,491 5,426 5,536

1 Cause of death was defined using the International Classification of Diseases,
Tenth Revision (ICD-10) codes E10-E14 (Diabetes mellitus).
2 Based on boundaries as of 2010.
3 Figures for England and Wales include deaths of non-residents.
4 Figures are for deaths registered in each calendar year.

Departmental Computer Software

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer to the right hon. Member for
Horsham of 24 February 2010, Official Report,
column 604W, on departmental computer software,
whether the Cabinet Office’s IT department permits or
facilitates the installation of (a) Firefox, (b) Chrome
and (c) Opera on departmental computers for the use
of civil servants in her Department and in 10 Downing
Street; and what version of Internet Explorer is
installed on the computers in 10 Downing Street.

[322917]

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office pursuant to the ministerial correction of
1 March 2010, Official Report, column 12MC, on
departmental computer software, whether (a) Firefox
and (b) Opera website browsers are permitted to be
installed on her Department’s computers. [323571]

Angela E. Smith: On specific computers the Cabinet
Office allows the use of various browsers where there is
a requirement for their use.

Cabinet Office’s corporate IT services include internet
explorer as a standard feature. Versions are updated to
ensure that we have supported software and achieve
value for money.

Emigration

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what methodology the Office for National Statistics
uses to estimate the number of people who
permanently leave the UK. [322888]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
regarding what methodology the Office for National Statistics
uses to estimate the number of people who permanently leave the
UK. (322888)

The Office for National Statistics estimates long-term international
emigration based mainly on data from the International Passenger
Survey (IPS). Other data sources are used to make adjustments
for asylum seekers and their dependants not counted by the IPS,
people who change their intentions and, therefore, their migratory
status and people who emigrate from Northern Ireland.

The methodology is described in detail at:
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_population/

Methodology-to-estimate-LTIM.pdf
These estimates relate to those who intend to leave the UK for

at least a year, including those who leave permanently. They are
based on people’s intentions at the time they leave the UK.
Within this we are able to identify the number of people who say
they intend to leave for longer than four years, but not those who
intend to leave permanently.

The cross-government Migration Statistics Improvement
Programme is improving the sources and methods used to produce
the international migration estimates. Following extensive research
and a large scale engagement programme with users, it has
delivered improvements in the accuracy of migration statistics
from the International Passenger Survey.

Employment

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member for
Horsham of 25 February 2010, Official Report, column
699W, on employment, how many (a) public and (b)
private sector employees there were in each
constituency in the (i) equivalent period in 1996-97 and
(ii) latest period for which figures are available. [322883]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.
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Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Question asking
how many (a) public and (b) private sector employees there were
in each constituency in the (i) equivalent period in 1996-97 and
(ii) latest period for which figures are available. (322883)

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) compiles employment
statistics for local areas from the Annual Population Survey
(APS) and its predecessor the Annual Labour Force Survey
(LFS) following International Labour Organisation (ILO) definitions.

Individuals are classified to the public or private sector according
to their responses to the APS. Consequently, the classification of
an individual’s sector may differ from how they would be classified
in the National Accounts.

Estimates on the number of people in employment in the
public and private sector are not available for the 1996-97 period
from the Annual LFS. Estimates of employment for the latest
available period have been provided as part of the answer in the
Official Report, column 699W.

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

Government Departments: ICT

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
how many (a) individuals and (b) organisations have
responded to the consultation on the UK Government
ICT Strategy. [322884]

Angela E. Smith: 17 individuals have responded to
the UK Government ICT Strategy on the website Write
to Reply. Government have also received comments
from a range of other organisations including suppliers,
trade associations and other interested parties.

These are responses directly to the Office of the
Government Chief Information Officer and do not
include responses that individual Government Departments
or public bodies may have received.

Government Departments: Publications

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office if she will place in the Library a copy of
the guidance issued by the National Statistician to
Government departments on the publication of
statistics during the 2010 general election campaign.

[323445]

Tessa Jowell: On the announcement of a general
election, the Cabinet Office issues guidance on the
handling of departmental business during the pre-election
period, including guidance on statistical activities agreed
with the National Statistician. The 2005 general election
guidance is in the Libraries of both Houses, and can be
found on the Cabinet Office website:

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/cabinetoffice/
propriety_and_ethics/assets/electguide.pdf

Insolvency

Justine Greening: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many businesses in each industry region in
each sector went into (a) compulsory liquidation, (b)
creditors’ voluntary liquidation, (c) administration
and (d) receivership in each year from 2004 to 2009.

[323820]

Ian Lucas: I have been asked to reply.
Official statistics for corporate insolvencies by region

are not currently available.
The following tables show figures for 2008 and 2009

for compulsory liquidations, creditors’ voluntary
liquidations (CVLs), receiverships and administrations
broken down by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
2003 sectors, for England and Wales.

Earlier, complete years’ figures broken down by industry
are not available on the same basis, but are available for
part of the period requested broken down according to
the Insolvency Trade Classification (ITC) on the Insolvency
Service’s website:

www.insolvency.gov.uk/statistics
Whole year figures are not available for 2006 or 2007
because of the transition between ITC and SIC2003.

Table 1: Compulsory liquidations by industry1, 3

Section 2008 20094

Section A Agriculture, hunting and forestry 31 26

Section B Fishing 8 3

Section C Mining and quarrying 12 3

Section D Manufacturing 289 249

Section E Electricity, gas and water supply 43 39

Section F Construction 1,059 1,017

Section G Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motor cycles and personal
and household goods

726 574

Section H Hotels and restaurants 361 245

Section I Transport, storage and communication 379 254

Section J Financial intermediation 130 143

Section K Real estate, renting and business activities 639 473

Section L Public administration and defence; compulsory social security 13 13

Section M Education 46 41

Section N Health and social work 50 45

Section O Other community, social and personal service activities 409 291

Section P Private households employing staff and undifferentiated production activities of
households for own use

3 3

Section Q Extra-territorial organisations and bodies 7 5

All others2 1,633 1,053
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Table 1: Compulsory liquidations by industry1, 3

Section 2008 20094

Total 5,838 4,477

1 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC 2003) definitions can be found at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/sic/downloads/UK_SIC_Vol1(2003).pdf
2 Unknown SIC.
3 Totals for compulsory liquidations here are not the same as the headline figures. This is because the industrial breakdown has been compiled from a specially
selected extract from the live database, whereas the headline figures are produced monthly using a different reporting system.
4 Figures for compulsory liquidations by industry are supplied a quarter in arrears. Hence the figure for 2009 only includes data for January-September 2009.

Table 2: Creditors’ liquidations by industry1, 3

Section 2008 2009

Section A Agriculture, hunting and forestry 34 43

Section B Fishing 1 1

Section C Mining and quarrying 10 11

Section D Manufacturing 1,174 1,702

Section E Electricity, gas and water supply 8 11

Section F Construction 1,643 2,384

Section G Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motor cycles and personal
and household goods

1,714 2,096

Section H Hotels and restaurants 611 783

Section I Transport, storage and communication 472 556

Section J Financial intermediation 143 176

Section K Real estate, renting and business activities 2,757 3,976

Section L Public administration and defence; compulsory social security 12 17

Section M Education 56 71

Section N Health and social work 74 89

Section O Other community, social and personal service activities 538 725

Section P Private households employing staff and undifferentiated production activities of
households for own use

6 13

Section Q Extra-territorial organisations and bodies 3 1

All others2 785 779

Total 10,041 13,434

1 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC 2003) definitions can be found at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/sic/downloads/UK_SIC_Vol1(2003).pdf
2 Including unknown or invalid SIC codes and non-trading or dormant companies.
3 Where the Creditors Voluntary Liquidation is the first insolvency procedure entered into (see “Notes to Editors” paragraph 8).

Table 3: Receiverships by industry1

Section 2008 2009

Section A Agriculture, hunting and forestry 2 2

Section B Fishing 0 0

Section C Mining and quarrying 0 1

Section D Manufacturing 33 36

Section E Electricity, gas and water supply 2 0

Section F Construction 115 245

Section G Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motor cycles and personal
and household goods

44 65

Section H Hotels and restaurants 20 47

Section I Transport, storage and communication 6 12

Section J Financial intermediation 17 16

Section K Real estate, renting and business activities 531 880

Section L Public administration and defence; compulsory social security 0 0

Section M Education 1 3

Section N Health and social work 2 9

Section O Other community, social and personal service activities 37 38

Section P Private households employing staff and undifferentiated production activities of
households for own use

0 0

Section Q Extra-territorial organisations and bodies 0 0

All others2 57 114

Total 867 1,468

1 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC 2003) definitions can be found at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/sic/downloads/UK_SIC_Vol1(2003).pdf
2 Including unknown or invalid SIC codes and non-trading or dormant companies.

Table 4: Administrations by industry1

Section 20083 2009

Section A Agriculture, hunting and forestry 18 10

Section B Fishing 3 3

Section C Mining and quarrying 4 10

Section D Manufacturing 693 761
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Table 4: Administrations by industry1

Section 20083 2009

Section E Electricity, gas and water supply 3 1

Section F Construction 468 427

Section G Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motor cycles and personal
and household goods

621 492

Section H Hotels and restaurants 192 240

Section I Transport, storage and communication 195 175

Section J Financial intermediation 81 61

Section K Real estate, renting and business activities 2,008 1,330

Section L Public administration and defence; compulsory social security 5 3

Section M Education 27 16

Section N Health and social work 45 54

Section O Other community, social and personal service activities 172 225

Section P Private households employing staff and undifferentiated production activities of
households for own use

1 1

Section Q Extra-territorial organisations and bodies 0 0

All others2 284 237

Total 4,820 4,161

1 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC 2003) definitions can be found at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/sic/downloads/UK_SIC_Vol1(2003).pdf
2 Including unknown or invalid SIC codes and non-trading or dormant companies.
3 The figure for Q4 2008 includes 729 separate managed service companies for which BDO Stoy Hayward was appointed administrator. The administrations were
approved in September 2008, but the statistics are counted based on the date registered at Companies House (which fell in October 2008, i.e. Q4).

Older People

Mr. Drew: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
how many people and what proportion of the total
population in each local authority area are projected to
be over 65 years old in (a) 2015, (b) 2020, (c) 2025,
(d) 2030 and (e) 2050. [323374]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
asking how many people and what proportion of the total population
in each local authority area are projected to be over 65 years old
in (a) 2015, (b) 2020, (c) 2025, (d) 2030 and (e) 2050. [323374]

The table shows the projected population aged over 65 years in
each local authority in 2015, 2020, 2025 and 2030. These are
2006-based Subnational Population Projections which were published
by the Office for National Statistics on 12 June 2008. The Office
for National Statistics has not published population projections
at local authority area for 2050.

A copy of the table has been placed in the House of Commons
Library.

The subnational population projections are demographic trend-
based projections that indicate what the population of an area is
likely to be if recently observed trends in fertility, mortality and
migration were to continue. They take no account of future
policies or developments which may affect trends.

The 2008-based Subnational Population Projections are due to
be published on 27 May 2010.

Pay

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what the average rate of change was in (a) private and
(b) public sector pay, including bonuses, in the last 36
months. [322889]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
asking what the average rate of change was in (a) private and (b)
public sector pay growth including bonuses in the last 36 months
(322889).

Estimates of rates of change in pay growth are produced from
the Office for National Statistics’ average weekly earnings indicators.
The average annual rate of change of pay including bonuses over
the last 36 months, covering the period from February 2007
through January 2010, was:

(a) Private Sector: 2.5 per cent

(b) Public Sector: 3.4 per cent

The estimates have been seasonally adjusted. Please note that
the January 2010 estimate is provisional and may be subject to
revision.

Productivity

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what the mean change was in (a) public and (b)
private sector productivity in each year since 1997.

[322913]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I

have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
concerning what the mean change was in (a) public sector and (b)
private sector productivity in each year since 1997 (322913).

Public sector productivity growth rates are available from the
ONS Public Service Productivity articles at:

www.statistics.gov.uk

These are experimental statistics. They include all services funded
by the public sector whether or not they are produced by the
public sector. Hence the concept of output is gross output, not
value added. Public sector productivity growth estimates are
produced on a multi-factor basis; the concept of input includes
intermediate consumption, capital and labour. Table 1 contains
the latest statistics available for public sector productivity.
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Productivity estimates are not available for the private sector
but experimental statistics are produced for the Market Sector
and are available from the ONS quarterly release on Productivity.
The market sector includes almost all market activity and excludes
most non-market activity, in particular that of general government.
The measurement includes public corporations. Market Sector
estimates are produced on an output per worker basis from 1991
onwards and an output per hour basis from 1999 onwards basis.
Table 2 contains the latest statistics available for market sector
productivity.

Table 1: Total public service output, input and productivity estimate, 1997 to
2007 United Kingdom, percentage change from 1997

Period
Volume of

output Volume of input Productivity

1997 0.0 0.0 0.0

1998 1.6 1.4 0.2

1999 3.7 4.1 -0.4

2000 7.4 8.9 -1.4

2001 10.8 12.0 -1.1

2002 15.8 18.7 -2.4

2003 20.7 25.5 -3.8

2004 25.1 30.5 -4.1

2005 28.5 34.6 -4.5

2006 31.9 37.0 -3.7

2007 33.6 38.0 -3.2

Mean 2.9 3.3 -0.3

Table 2: Market sector productivity quarter on same quarter a year ago growth
experimental , United Kingdom

Period Output per worker Output per hour

1997 Q1 1.5 —

1997 Q2 1.2 —

1997 Q3 1.5 —

1997 Q4 2.6 —

1998 Q1 3.1 —

1998 Q2 3.8 —

1998 Q3 3.6 —

1998 Q4 3.0 —

1999 Q1 2.4 —

1999 Q2 2.5 —

1999 Q3 2.9 —

1999 Q4 3.0 —

2000 Q1 3.6 —

2000 Q2 3.7 4.4

2000 Q3 3.0 4.0

2000 Q4 2.7 3.0

2001 Q1 2.6 1.7

2001 Q2 1.5 1.0

2001 Q3 1.7 1.2

2001 Q4 1.0 2.1

2002 Q1 0.9 1.7

2002 Q2 0.9 3.0

2002 Q3 1.3 2.3

2002 Q4 1.6 2.5

2003 Q1 1.3 2.4

2003 Q2 2.1 2.0

2003 Q3 2.0 2.8

2003 Q4 3.1 3.9

Table 2: Market sector productivity quarter on same quarter a year ago growth
experimental , United Kingdom

Period Output per worker Output per hour

2004 Q1 3.1 3.4

2004 Q2 3.4 4.0

2004 Q3 2.6 3.2

2004 Q4 2.0 1.0

2005 Q1 1.4 0.7

2005 Q2 1.4 1.7

2005 Q3 1.6 1.2

2005 Q4 2.2 2.3

2006 Q1 2.8 3.2

2006 Q2 2.0 1.8

2006 Q3 2.0 2.5

2006 Q4 1.7 2.2

2007 Q1 2.5 2.3

2007 Q2 2.5 1.9

2007 Q3 2.7 2.5

2007 Q4 1.7 2.6

2008 Q1 1.0 0.7

2008 Q2 0.4 1.7

2008 Q3 -0.5 -0.3

2008 Q4 -2.5 -2.2

2009 Q1 -5.6 -3.0

2009 Q2 -5.1 -4.5

2009 Q3 -4.6 -3.2

UK Statistics Authority: Finance

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the written ministerial statement of
23 February 2010, Official Report, column 16WS, on
the UK Statistics Authority (DEL), what the new
priorities and in-year pressures were for the UK
Statistics Authority that required the £6 million
take-up of departmental unallocated provision.

[322879]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.

Letter from Jil Matheson, dated March 2010:
As Chief Executive of the UK Statistics Authority, I have been

asked to respond to your question asking the Minister for the
Cabinet Office what the new priorities and in-year pressures were
for the UK Statistical Authority that required the £6 million take
up of the departmental unallocated provision. (322879)

In 2006/07 the Office for National Statistics announced that
staff numbers in London would reduce to about 90 by the end of
2009/10, and a provision has been made for early retirement of
those staff allowing for those who leave by other means, such as
transfer, relocation or resignation.

As part of the decision to relocate all remaining London staff
to Myddelton Street, Drummond Gate was vacated in June 2008.
The property is being actively marketed and discussions are
taking place with a number of potential tenants, and so far three
tenants have signed leases for three out of six floors. We have also
made provisions in respect of this property.

The £6 million pounds is required to fund the cash to meet the
2009-10 element of property provisions.
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UK Youth Parliament

Laura Moffatt: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office if she will bring forward proposals to include
UK Youth Parliament members in decision-making in
Government. [322714]

Ms Butler: The Government’s ambition is to ensure
that young people have more opportunities to engage
with the issues they are passionate about, because we
firmly believe they should be empowered as citizens,
connected to the political process and offered a meaningful
say in the decisions that affect them. The Government
have already made substantial steps towards this goal.
In line with recommendation 12 of the Youth Citizenship
Commission’s report published June 2009, the Government
have established a series of youth panels across Government
which help to provide advice to Ministers on specific
issues.

Unemployment: Rural Areas

Mr. Paice: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
what the rate of (a) unemployment and (b) youth
unemployment was in rural areas in (i) England and (ii)
Wales in each of the last 10 years. [323315]

Angela E. Smith: The information requested falls
within the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority.
I have asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Stephen Penneck, dated March 2010:

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Question asking
what the level of (a) unemployment and (b) youth unemployment
was in rural areas in (i) England and (ii) Wales in each of the last
10 years. (323315)

The available information is provided in the attached table.
The estimates are derived from the Labour Force Survey (LFS). A
breakdown between rural and urban areas is not available from
the LFS prior to 2005.

As with any sample survey, the estimates provided are subject
to a margin of uncertainty.

Number of people unemployed in rural1 areas by country: Three month period
ending December, 2005 to 2009, not seasonally adjusted

Thousand

All aged 16 and over All aged 16 to 24

England Wales England Wales

2005 173 25 79 9

2006 173 20 65 7

2007 163 19 69 8

2008 201 27 80 15

20092 **261 ***38 ***86 ****15
1 For England and Wales rural areas comprise villages, hamlets and isolated
dwellings.
2 Coefficients of Variation have been calculated for the latest period as an
indication of the quality of the estimates. See Guide to Quality below.
Guide to Quality:
The Coefficient of Variation (CV) indicates the quality of an estimate, the
smaller the CV value the higher the quality. The true value is likely to lie within
+/- twice the CV—for example, for an estimate of 200 with a CV of 5 per cent.
we would expect the population total to be within the range 180-220
Key Coefficient of Variation (CV) (%) Statistical Robustness
* 0 = CV<5 Estimates are considered precise
** 5 = CV <10 Estimates are considered reasonably
precise
*** 10 = CV <20 Estimates are considered acceptable
**** CV ? 20 Estimates are considered too
unreliable for practical purposes
Source:
Labour Force Survey

It should be noted that the above estimates exclude
people in most types of communal establishment (e.g.
hotels, boarding houses, hostels mobile home sites etc.)

HEALTH

Arthritis

Mrs. Dean: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what estimate he has made of the number of people
(a) living with and (b) diagnosed with rheumatoid
arthritis in England in the latest period for which
figures are available. [323220]

Ann Keen: The Department has not made a specific
estimate of the number of people living with and diagnosed
with rheumatoid arthritis.

However, there are various estimates of the number
of people living with rheumatoid arthritis and those
diagnosed with the disease. These estimates suggest that
the number of people ranges between 400,000 and
580,000, and between 12,000 and 26,000 being diagnosed
each year. For example, the National Audit Office report
‘Services for People with Rheumatoid Arthritis’ estimates
that 580,000 adults have rheumatoid arthritis, with
approximately 26,000 new diagnoses each year. National
Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence clinical
guidance on the management of rheumatoid arthritis in
adults, published in February 2009, estimates prevalence
of 400,000 and annual incidence of 12,000.

The variation in estimates reflect the different data
sources used to calculate incidence and prevalence.

Cancer: Drugs

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health with reference to the answer of
10 November 2009, Official Report, column 242W, on
cancer drugs, how many primary care trusts have made
available each of the drugs listed as recommended for
NHS use by the National Institute for Health and
Clinical Excellence under the patient access scheme.

[323056]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: This information is not collected
centrally.

Cancer: Nurses

Mr. Baron: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many specialist cancer nurses for children and
young people are employed by the NHS in each region.

[322532]

Ann Keen: Specialist cancer nurses are not identified
separately in the NHS Workforce Census.

Contraceptives: Health Education

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member
for Guildford of 6 January 2010, Official Report,
column 471W, on contraceptives: health education,
what consideration was given to including advertising
of the benefits of the oral contraceptive pill in his
Department’s campaign, Contraception: worth talking
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about; what assessment he has made of the effect of his
Department’s campaign on usage of the oral
contraceptive pill; and if he will make a statement.

[323572]

Gillian Merron: The “Sex. Worth talking about”
campaign highlights that there are 15 contraceptive
options available, including two types of contraceptive
pill. It aims to raise awareness of the longer acting
methods which are more effective in typical use and are
less well known among the public. The campaign is
designed to encourage people to investigate all their
options and to consider which method might best fit
their lifestyle. It advises a discussion with a healthcare
professional in order to clarify these options, as medical
considerations may impact an individual’s final choice.
It is too early to know if there has been an effect on
usage of the oral contraceptive pill but the annual NHS
Contraception Services Report, due October 2010, will
be the first indication of any changes in the profile of
contraceptive methods chosen by women.

Dementia

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health how much his Department has spent on
dementia research in each of the last five years.

[323900]

Gillian Merron: Both the Department and the Medical
Research Council support research into dementia. Annual
expenditure figures are shown in the following table.

Expenditure on dementia research
£ million

Department

Medical
Research

Council Total

2004-05 19 6.2 25.2
2005-06 18.3 6 24.3
2006-07 22.8 6.4 29.2
2007-08 22.2 10.2 32.4
2008-09 18.4 11.5 29.9

Departmental Consultants

Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
which outside consultancies undertook work
commissioned by his Department in each year from
1997 to 2004; and what the (a) purpose of and (b)
amount paid in relation to each commission was.

[323028]

Phil Hope: The information is not held centrally and
could be obtained only at disproportionate cost.

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what methodology his Department used to
determine whether answers to Questions in the
formulation if he will set out with statistical
information related as directly as possible to the tabling
hon. Member’s constituency the effects on that
constituency of his Department’s policies since 1997
could be provided without incurring disproportionate
cost; and if he will make a statement. [323865]

Phil Hope: The statistical information requested in
this formulation is already collected and held centrally
by the Department and therefore does not incur
disproportionate cost.

Direct Payments

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) how many people are receiving direct payments for
carers in each local authority area; [323375]

(2) how much funding has been allocated in each
local authority area to administer personalised budgets
in the next 12 months; and what estimate he has made
of the number of (a) existing and (b) new recipients
that will receive personalised budgets in each such area
in the next 12 months; [323376]

(3) what estimate he has made of the number of local
authorities which will reach the 30 per cent. target for
the number of people able to access personalised
budgets for social care; and what steps he plans to take
in relation to those authorities which do not reach that
target; [323476]

(4) what guidance his Department is providing to
local authorities on turning personalised budgets into
direct payments; and what programmes have been
established to assist this process. [323477]

Phil Hope: Data on the number of carers (aged 16
and over who are caring for adults aged 18 and over) in
receipt of direct payments from councils with adult
social services responsibilities (CASSRs) is collected
and published by the NHS Information Centre for
health and social care. Provisional data on the total
numbers of carers in receipt of direct payments during
the year 1 April 2008 to 31 March 2009, by CASSR are
available and a copy has been placed in the Library.
Final data for 2008-09 are expected to be published on
28 April 2010.

The Department has given councils an Adult Social
Care Reform Grant of £520 million to spend over three
years from April 2008. This will enable them to make
their social care services more personalised. It is a local
decision about how much the local authority chooses to
spend to administer personal budgets, which is only one
part of the transformation programme. The Department
does not collect prospective information. However, the
Association for Directors of Adult Social Services (ADASS)
has estimated that 200,000 people are likely to have a
personal budget by April 2010.

Although the Department collects information
retrospectively on the number of people who receive
personal budgets, no official estimate has been made of
the number of councils that will have provided personal
budgets to 30 per cent, of people eligible to receive
community care services by April 2011. ADASS are
currently undertaking a survey to identify council’s
progress and this report will be published in the summer.

Councils which do not meet the target will be identified
by the Care Quality Commission (CQC) as part of their
monitoring role. The Department has been working
closely with CQC to ensure that a consistent message is
delivered to councils.

The following guidance and programmes have been
provided to councils to help them operate and use direct
payments and personal budgets:
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Personal budgets for older people—making it happen (January
2010). This guide focuses on how councils can make personal
budgets work well for older people and their families. It looks at
how to ensure personal budgets are accessible, simple to use,
flexible and help to achieve the things that matter most to the
people using them. A copy has been placed in the Library.

Personal Budgets: Council Commissioned Services (January
2010). ADASS produced further advice on how personal budgets
can work well for people who use council-commissioned services
rather than a direct payment.

ADASS and the Department published a set of materials
which aim to help councils make progress with implementing
‘Putting People First (2007) (PPF)’ a copy of which has already
been placed in the Library. These bring together the latest learning
from councils and are linked to the PPF milestones agreed
between ADASS, the Local Government Association and the
Department in September 2009. These materials include:

PPF operating models: early learning (October 2009). This
resource was published by ADASS which provides advice and
examples showing how innovative councils are approaching the
transformation of their systems and the lessons they are learning.

Guidance on direct payments: For community care, services
for carers and children’s services (September 2009). This departmental
guidance provides information on how local councils might operate
direct payments. It reflects the changes brought about by the new
regulations and supersedes the ‘Direct Payments guidance: community
care, services for carers and children’s services (Direct Payments)
guidance England 2003’. It also reflects the Government’s commitment
to support independence, choice and control, as set out in Putting
People First; A shared vision and commitment to the transformation
of Adult Social Care and Aiming high for disabled children.

The Department has also published a self-assessment and
action planning guide (May 2007) to support councils and their
partners. These local solutions have been collated to form a
web-based nation solution set which is available at:

http://kc.csip.org.uk/solutionset.php?grp=601

Eating Disorders

Linda Gilroy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what guidelines his Department has issued to
NHS organisations on (a) diagnosing and (b)
referring patients with eating disorders. [323765]

Phil Hope: The National Institute for Health and
Clinical Excellence (NICE) published clinical guidelines
on core interventions in the treatment and management
of eating disorders in 2004. Most people with an eating
disorder are not admitted to hospital but treated in
primary, out-patient or community care settings. General
practitioners and clinicians are expected to refer to
NICE guidance as often as is necessary.

People with very severe and intractable eating disorders
may require referral to highly specialised services when
their health needs cannot be met within local mental
health services. Access to these specialised services should
be made on the basis of tertiary referrals from consultant
to consultant.

General Practitioners: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many (a) GPs and (b) dentists were
practising in Leeds North West constituency in (i) 1997
and (ii) the most recent year for which figures are
available. [322698]

Ann Keen: The number of general practitioners (excluding
retainers and registrars) practising within the former
Leeds health authority and the Leeds primary care trust

(PCT) area for 1997 and the latest date at which data is
available is shown in the following table.

Number

1997 2008

Leeds Health
Authority

422 n/a

Leeds PCT n/a 518

n/a = Not applicable.
Notes:
1. Data is not available at constituency level. Leeds PCT was created on 1
October 2006 from a complete merger of East Leeds PCT, Leeds North East
PCT, Leeds North West PCT, Leeds West PCT and South Leeds PCT. Prior to
2002 Leeds was serviced by the Leeds Health Authority. This Health
Authority may not map completely into the newly formed PCTs but has been
provided here as background and appears consistent with subsequent
aggregated PCT figures.
2. Data as at 1 October 1997 and 30 September 2008.
3. Data Quality: The NHS Information Centre for health and social care seeks
to minimise inaccuracies and the effect of missing and invalid data but
responsibility for data accuracy lies with the organisations providing the data.
Methods are continually being updated to improve data quality where changes
impact on figures already published. This is assessed but unless it is significant
at national level figures are not changed. Impact at detailed or local level is
footnoted in relevant analyses.
Source:
The NHS Information Centre for health and social care general and personal
medical services statistics

The numbers of national health service dentists, as at
31 March 1997 to 2006 are available in Annex E and
Annex G of the NHS Dental Activity and Workforce
Report England: 31 March 2006. Annex E provides
information by strategic health authority (SHA) and by
PCT. Annex G provides information by constituency.

This information is based on the old contractual
arrangements, which were in place up to and including
31 March 2006. This report, published on 23 August
2006, has already been placed in the Library and is
available on the NHS Information Centre website at:

www.ic.nhs.uk/pubs/dwfactivity

The numbers of dentists with NHS activity during
the years ending 31 March 2007, 2008 and 2009 are
available in Table G1 of Annex 3 of the NHS Dental
Statistics for England: 2008-09 report. Information is
provided for England and by SHA and PCT but is not
available by constituency. This information is based on
the new dental contractual arrangements, introduced
on 1 April 2006. This report, published on 19 August
2009, has already been placed in the Library and is also
available on the NHS Information Centre website at:

www.ic.nhs.uk/pubs/dentalstats0809

Following a recent consultation exercise, this measure
is based on a revised methodology and therefore supersedes
any previously published workforce figures relating to
the new dental contractual arrangements. It is not
comparable to the information collected under the old
contractual arrangements. This revised methodology
counted the number of dental performers with NHS
activity recorded via FP17 claim forms in each year
ending 31 March.

These published figures relate to a headcount and do
not differentiate between full-time and part-time dentists,
nor do they account for the fact that some dentists may
do more NHS work than others.

Health Centres: Finance

Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much (a) resource and (b) capital funding has
been allocated to each primary care trust to build new
GP-led health centres. [323042]
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Mr. Mike O’Brien: A £250 million access revenue
fund was secured for the national health service through
the comprehensive spending review process to support
the delivery of general practitioner (GP) health centres
in every primary care trust (PCT) and over a 100 new
GP practices in the most poorly served PCTs. In all,
£120 million per annum has been allocated to PCTs for
new GP health centres and this has been included using
a weighted capitation formula to determine each PCTs
fair share of resources.

No specific capital funding has been allocated for the
development of GP health centres. Where capital investment
is required to support the development of new GP
facilities, PCTs can use the funds available to them for
local capital investment priorities.

Home Care Services: Birmingham

Richard Burden: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many and what proportion of people aged
65 years or over in Birmingham received assistance to
live at home in each year since 1997; and how much
funding was provided for such purposes in each of
those years. [321569]

Phil Hope: The NHS Information Centre for health
and social care collects information on the number of
people aged 65 and over in receipt of local authority
funded community based services and the expenditure
on these services. Reliable data about numbers of people
receiving community based services are only available
from 2001-02. Information about expenditure on services
is only available from 2000-01.

Table 1 shows the number of adults—aged 65 and
over—in receipt of community based services from
Birmingham city council as at 31 March for the years
2001-02 to 2004-05 and the total gross current expenditure
on community based services for adults—aged 65 and
over—for the financial years 2000-01 to 2004-05.

Table 1

Number aged
65 or over in

receipt of
community-

based
services1

Population
aged 65 or

over2

Number aged
65 and over

helped to live
at home per

1,000
population1

Expenditure3

(£000)

2000-01 — — — 46,082

2001-02 13,500 141,900 95 47,597

2002-03 11,500 141,600 81 41,110

2003-04 10,600 140,600 76 47,113

2004-05 8,500 139,600 61 47,197
1 As at 31 March each year. Community based services/helped to live at home
includes planned short breaks, professional support, transport and equipment
and adaptations, in addition to home care, day care and meals services. The
definition of people aged 65 and over is taken to be the same as the earlier
Performance Assessment Framework Indicator AO/C32: Older people helped
to live at home (BVPI 54).
2 Mid year population estimates provided by the Office for National Statistics.
3 Expenditure data are for the full financial year.
Sources:
RAP P2s and PSS EX1 returns.

In 2004-05, revised guidance was issued, excluding
from the statistics people receiving services from grant-
funded organisations who had not had a community
care assessment. As a result, data on the number helped
to live at home from that time onwards are not comparable
to data from previous years.

Table 2 shows the number of adults—aged 65 and
over—in receipt of community based services from
Birmingham city council as at 31 March for the years
2005-06 to 2008-09 and the total gross current expenditure
on community based services for adults—aged 65 and
over—for the financial years 2005-06 to 2008-09.

Table 2

Number aged 65
or over in receipt

of community-
based services1

Population
aged 65 or

over2

Number aged
65 and over

helped to live at
home per 1,000

population1
Expenditure3

(£000)

2005-06 8,200 138,700 59 54,145

2006-07 9,200 137,400 67 60,608

2007-08 7,700 135,600 56 59,813

2008-
094

7,000 136,400 52 82,876

1 As at 31 March each year. Community based services/helped to live at home
includes planned short breaks, professional support, transport and equipment
and adaptations, in addition to home care, day care and meals services. The
definition of people aged 65 and over is taken to be the same as the earlier
Performance Assessment Framework Indicator AO/C32: Older people helped
to live at home (BVPI 54).
2 Mid year population estimates provided by the Office for National Statistics.
3 Expenditure data are for the full financial year.
4 2008-09 data are provisional.
Sources:
RAP P2s and PSS EX1 returns.

Hospitals: Consultants

Norman Lamb: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many (a) distinction awards and (b)
clinical excellence awards were made to hospital
consultants in each of the last five years; and what the
(i) monetary value per grade and (ii) total monetary
value of each such award was in each of those years.

[323811]

Ann Keen: The last new distinction award was made
in 2003.

From 2004, clinical excellence awards were made as a
replacement for distinction awards. The number of new
national clinical excellence awards granted in the last
five years, by award level and the monetary value of
each award, is shown in the following table:

Award year Award level
Number of new
awards granted

Monetary value
(£)

2009 Bronze 332 35,484

Silver 186 46,644

Gold 52 58,305

Platinum 31 75,796

2008 Bronze 344 34,956

Silver 159 45,955

Gold 42 57,443

Platinum 31 74,676

2007 Bronze 338 34,200

Silver 178 44,965

Gold 28 56,206

Platinum 32 73,068

2006 Bronze 330 33,970

Silver 157 44,657

Gold 47 55,821
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Award year Award level
Number of new
awards granted

Monetary value
(£)

Platinum 38 72,567

2005 Bronze 325 33,468

Silver 154 43,997

Gold 60 54,996

Platinum 34 71,495

Notes:
1. The information in the table does not include information on local clinical
excellence awards (employer-based awards) which are given by trusts.
2. It is not possible to quantify the number of awards given specifically to
hospital consultants without incurring disproportionate cost. The figures given
are for all eligible consultants and will include clinical academics and consultants
in a non-hospital setting.
3. It is not possible to calculate the total monetary value of each award without
incurring disproportionate cost. Awards are paid to consultants pro rata.
Historical information is not retained in the format required.

Hospitals: Waiting Lists

Ms Keeble: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many people had been waiting for treatment at
Northampton General Hospital for (a) over two years,
(b) between one and two years, (c) between six
months and one year and (d) up to six months in (i)
1997, (ii) 2001 and (iii) the latest year for which figures
are available. [322994]

Phil Hope: Information on waiting times for elective
admission patients still waiting (weeks) for Northampton
general hospital during the time periods 1996-97, 2000-01
and 2009-10 (provider-based) is shown in the following
table:

In-patient waits

0 < 6
months

6 < 12
months

12 < 24
months

24
months+ Total

March
1996-97

4,370 1,207 219 0 5,796

March
2000-01

4,736 1,346 402 0 6,484

January
2009-10

3,779 0 0 0 3,779

Note:
In-patient waiting times are measured from decision to admit by the consultant
to admission to hospital. Source: DH KH07 and MMRPROV collections.

Norman Lamb: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health pursuant to the answer of 16 March 2010,
Official Report, column 774W, on medical treatments:
waiting lists, what the mean waiting time for all
treatments was in each year since 1997. [323432]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information requested is shown
in the following table:

In-patient waiting times—commissioner based

Period (March each year) Mean wait (weeks)

1997 18.1

1998 20.0

1999 18.6

2000 18.7

In-patient waiting times—commissioner based

Period (March each year) Mean wait (weeks)

2001 18.1

2002 17.4

2003 15.6

2004 12.4

2005 10.6

2006 8.7

2007 7.4

2008 5.6

2009 5.3

Source:
Department of Health, QF01, MMRCOM

Figures shown relate to March each year, and are a
snapshot of the mean wait of patients waiting at the
end of each period. The latest data available are for
January 2010, and this figure shows the mean wait of
those still waiting at the end of that month of 6.2 weeks.
It is not unusual to see such increases in the winter
months, and in particular this year given the severity of
the winter weather.

March 2010 data will be published on 30 April 2010.

Mental Health Services: Older People

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what steps his Department is taking to tackle age
discrimination in mental health services for older
people. [323853]

Phil Hope: In December 2009 the Government launched
‘New Horizons: A Shared Vision for Mental Health’, a
comprehensive programme for improving the mental
health and well-being of the population and services for
those with poor mental health. It takes a lifespan approach,
from laying down the foundations of good mental
health in childhood, through promoting and protecting
continued well-being into adulthood, to supporting and
maintaining resilience in older age.

We want to make sure that mental health services
move away from arbitrary distinctions between working
age adults and older adults. We are working with the
Royal College of Psychiatrists and others to assist mental
health service providers to develop age-appropriate non-
discriminatory services. As a first step, ‘New Horizons’
provides the descriptors of such services, to assist in this
work.

Methadone: Gloucestershire

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
whether he has made an estimate of the number of
people being prescribed methadone in Gloucestershire
Primary Care Trust in (a) the latest period for which
figures are available and (b) each of the last five years.

[323348]

Gillian Merron: The information is not available in
the format requested. Such information as is available is
in the following tables.

Figures on the number of prescription items for methadone prescribed in Gloucestershire primary care trust (PCT) and the other PCTs from which it was formed in
October 2006

Items Financial year

PCT Methadone classification 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-101

Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Cough suppressant 7 2 n/a n/a n/a
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Figures on the number of prescription items for methadone prescribed in Gloucestershire primary care trust (PCT) and the other PCTs from which it was formed in
October 2006

Items Financial year

PCT Methadone classification 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-101

Analgesia 13 6 n/a n/a n/a

Substance dependence 1,174 706 n/a n/a n/a

Cotswold and Vale Cough suppressant — 1 n/a n/a n/a

Analgesia 3 4 n/a n/a n/a

Substance dependence 628 405 n/a n/a n/a

West Gloucestershire Cough suppressant — — n/a n/a n/a

Analgesia 48 17 n/a n/a n/a

Substance dependence 2,117 1,772 n/a n/a n/a

Gloucestershire Cough suppressant n/a 4 5 7 5

Analgesia n/a 19 60 102 76

Substance dependence n/a 2,623 5,930 6,744 3,730

Total 3,990 5,559 5,995 6,853 3,811

1 April to September.
Notes:
1. Data at PCT level is taken from the ePACT system (Prescribing Analysis and Cost Tool), which stores data for 60 months. Data for the final quarter of 2009 is
embargoed until after the publication of the associated National Statistic in April 2010. The ePACT system covers prescriptions prescribed by general practitioners
(GPs), nurses, pharmacists and others in England and dispensed in the community in the United Kingdom. For data at PCT level, prescriptions written by a
prescriber located in a particular PCT but dispensed outside that PCT will be included in the PCT in which the prescriber is based. Prescriptions written in England
but dispensed outside England are included. Prescriptions written in hospitals/clinics that are dispensed in the community, prescriptions dispensed in hospitals, dental
prescribing and private prescriptions are not included in PACT data. It is important to note this as some British National Formulary (BNF) sections have a high
proportion of prescriptions written in hospitals that are dispensed in the community.
2. The BNF describes three uses for Methadone, as a cough suppressant, for analgesia and for the treatment of substance dependence. Figures for each of these have
been given but the classification does not guarantee that it was used for that purpose.

The National Drug Treatment Monitoring System
(NDTMS) figures for the Gloucestershire drugs partnership
area on the number of people receiving prescribed
opioid substitute treatment (mainly methadone or
buprenorphine) from specialist community services or
their GP, but not which drug they are being prescribed.

Number

2005-06 1,358
2006-07 1,459
2007-08 1,542
2008-09 1,683
Notes:
1. Figures collected by NDTMS before 2005-06 are not considered
robust enough broken down at local level.
2. Figures combine numbers receiving prescribed opioid substitute
treatment from a specialist community services or GPs.
3. NDTMS does not record which drug is prescribed (methadone or
buprenorphine).
4. Figures for Gloucestershire PCT are not collected centrally but the
Trust covers the same area as the drugs partnership.

NHS: Compensation

Mr. Plaskitt: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what information the Care Quality Commission holds
on the payment of compensation from public funds by
health authorities and agencies to private companies
and individuals; and if he will place a copy of that
information in the Library. [323141]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information has been provided
by the Care Quality Commission (CQC).

The CQC does not routinely seek, gather or hold
information on payments of compensation.

NHS: Crimes of Violence

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many assaults on NHS (a) doctors, (b)
nurses, (c) ambulance personnel and (d) non-clinical
staff have been reported in each London primary care
trust in each year since 2000; and how many criminal
sanctions resulted in each such case. [323977]

Ann Keen: The information is not available and could
be obtained only at disproportionate cost.

Information on the number of reported physical assaults
against national health service staff in England is contained
in the ’Tables Showing Number of Reported Physical
Assaults on NHS Staff from 2004-05 to 2007-08, Broken
Down by NHS Trust/PCT’ and ’Tables Showing Number
of Reported Physical Assaults on NHS Staff in 2008-09,
Broken Down by NHS Trust/PCT’, which have already
been placed in the Library.

The numbers of criminal sanctions reported following
assaults against NHS staff in England since 2004-05 are
shown in the following table:

Number

2004-05 759
2005-06 850
2006-07 869
2007-08 992
2008-09 941

Criminal sanctions include:
cautions and conditional cautions;

community rehabilitation or punishment orders;
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imprisonment (including suspended sentences);
conditional discharges; and
fines.

The NHS Security Management Service (SMS) can
assist employers through guidance on assessing risks
and acting to protect staff from assaults and, where
incidents do occur, on taking action against offenders.
The NHS SMS also works with stakeholders, including
the Social Partnership Forum, to promote the safety
and security of NHS staff.

NHS: Parking

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what statistics each NHS organisation
reported to his Department in Estates Returns
Information Collection on (a) the number of car
parking spaces it provided for (i) staff, (ii) patients and
(iii) visitors, (b) the average fee charged per hour for
(A) patient, (B) visitor and (C) staff parking and (c)
the number of parking spaces for disabled people
provided in each year from 1997-98 to 2008-09.

[323754]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information is not available
in the exact format requested.

Since 2001-02, the Department has collected annual
data from national health service trusts on car
parking provision and any associated charges through
the Estates Returns Information Collection. The available
data for each year since 2001-02 have been placed in the
Library.

The information provided has been supplied by the
NHS and has not been amended centrally. The accuracy
and completeness of the information is the responsibility
of the provider organisation.

The provision of hospital car parking and any associated
charges are decided locally by individual NHS trusts to
help cover the cost of running, maintaining and securing
a car park. All NHS trusts should have exemption and
concessionary schemes in place to ensure that patients
and carers who visit hospital regularly are not

disadvantaged. They should also have sustainable public
transport plans in place for staff and visitors.

NHS: Private Finance Initiative

Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
which hospitals in each trust are subject to a private
finance initiative contract; what the length is of each
such contract; and what the annual unitary charge is
that each such hospital is charged under its contract.

[323027]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information in respect of the
private finance initiative schemes has been placed in the
Library. The list shows all national health service
trusts and primary care trusts with a private finance
initiative contract with the name and location of the
scheme; the capital value; the length of the contract and
the annual unitary charge (which are uprated annually
for inflation).

Primary Care Trusts

Norman Lamb: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what information each primary care trust is
required to provide to his Department each (a) month
and (b) year. [323812]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Information that primary care
trusts are required to provide to the Department via
central data collections is shown in the table. Other data
are collected on behalf of the Department by the NHS
Information Centre and other arm’s length bodies.

The table shows the frequency of each data collection,
including monthly and annual data. The table was
extracted from the Information Catalogue which is held
and published by the NHS Information Centre. Data
collections from the NHS are subject to regulation by
the Review of Central Returns (ROCR) process. ROCR
is administered by the NHS Information Centre.

www.icapp.nhs.uk/infocat/default.aspx
www.ic.nhs.uk/services/the-review-of-central-returns-rocr

Data collections received by the Department from primary care trusts

Collection title Data requirement Frequency

National Capabilities Survey Mandatory Two yearly

Advisory Committee on Clinical Excellence Awards (ACCEA)—Collection of non-ESR items Mandatory Annual

Advisory Committee on Clinical Excellence Awards (ACCEA)—Employer Based Awards
Reports

Mandatory Annual

Attribution Data Set (ADS) Mandatory Annual

Bed availability and occupancy KH03 Mandatory Annual

Charges for excess balances held in commercial bank accounts (FIS9) exercise Mandatory Annual

Diagnostic Departments: Radiology, nuclear medicine and medical physics Mandatory Annual

Emergency Continuity Business Preparedness Mandatory Annual

Health Checks for people with learning disabilities Mandatory Annual

Monitoring use of additional investment provided to support implementation of the End of Life
Care (EOLC) Strategy proposal

Mandatory Annual

National Child Measurement Programme Mandatory Annual

NHS Information Governance Assessment Mandatory Annual

Notification of Partnership Intentions between Health Services and Local Authorities using
Section 75 Health Act Flexibilities or Section 28 Grant Arrangements

Mandatory Annual

Primary Care Trust—Financial Returns (PFR 5 Forms) Mandatory Annual
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Data collections received by the Department from primary care trusts
Collection title Data requirement Frequency

Programme Budgeting—NHS Trust and Foundation Trust Apportionment Reports Mandatory Annual
Three year funding for third sector organisations Mandatory Annual
Vital Signs Mandatory Annual
Collection of Influenza vaccine update data—immunisation of poultry workers Mandatory Annual and

monthly
HPV immunisation programme—vaccine monitoring minimum dataset Mandatory Annual and

monthly
HPV immunisation programme—vaccine monitoring minimum dataset (catch-up programme) Mandatory Annual and

monthly
Mental Health Minimum Dataset (MHMDS) Mandatory Annual and

quarterly
Equity ownership of special purpose vehicles in PFI schemes Mandatory Bi-annual
NHS Campus Closure Programme Mandatory Bi-annual
Database of nominated recipients at all GP practices in England for alerts to patient feedback on
NHS Choices

Mandatory Continuous

Sitreps weekly and daily Part mandatory Daily/weekly
18 Weeks Referral to Treatment (RTT) Times Monthly Data Collection Mandatory Monthly
Diagnostics Waiting Times and Activity Data Collection Mandatory Monthly
Genito-Urinary Medicine 48 Hour Access Target Monthly Monitoring (GUMAMM) Mandatory Monthly
Monitoring extended GP practice opening hours—part of Vital Signs Mandatory Monthly
Monthly Activity Flow Mandatory Monthly
National Direct Access Audiology PTL and WT Dataset Mandatory Monthly
Swine Flu vaccine uptake data from GP registered patients Part mandatory Monthly
Central Alerting System (CAS) Mandatory Ongoing
Non-medical Device Defects and Failures Reporting System Mandatory Ongoing
Patient Reported Outcome Measures (PROMs) Mandatory Ongoing
2008-09 Financial Monitoring and Accounts Mandatory Quarterly
Chlamydia Core Dataset for national programme monitoring Mandatory Quarterly
Financial Information Systems (FIS), Family Health Services (FHS), General Ophthalmic
Service

Mandatory Quarterly

Health of the Population Return (HotPR) Mandatory Quarterly
Integrated Drug Treatment System for prisons Clinical Activity Mandatory Quarterly
Monitoring Revisions to new GP Contract-FIMS(FHS)4 and PFR1A-D data collection from
PCTs 2006-7

Mandatory Quarterly

Prevalence of Breastfeeding at 6-8 weeks Mandatory Quarterly
QMAE Quarterly monitoring of accident and emergency Mandatory Quarterly
QMCO—Quarterly Monitoring of Cancelled operations Mandatory Quarterly
Quarterly Activity return Mandatory Quarterly
Redundancy Data Collection Mandatory Quarterly
Vital Signs Monitoring Returns Mandatory Quarterly
Vital Signs Monitoring Returns—continuation of lines Mandatory Quarterly
18 Weeks Referral to Treatment Primary Target List (18 Week RTT PTL) Mandatory Weekly
Health Care Worker Seasonal Flu and Swine Flu Vaccine Uptake Mandatory Weekly
Notes:
1. This table contains collections approved by the Review of Central Returns Committee (ROCR) as at 12 March 2010 where primary care
trusts are a source organisation. It includes all mandatory and statutory ongoing returns from primary care trusts where the Department of
Health is shown as the receiving organisation in the ROCR system. Voluntary returns are not included.
2. Other data are received on behalf of the Department by the NHS Information Centre and other arm’s length bodies.
3. A part mandatory collection is one where some data items are required and some are optional.

Prosthetics

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health pursuant to the answer of 12 January 2010,
Official Report, column 912W, on health services:
armed forces, (1) what NHS expenditure on (a)
prosthetic and (b) orthotic care was in each year from
2000-01 to 2009-10; and how much is budgeted for
such care by each strategic health authority area in
each year from 2010-11 to 2014-15; [323241]

(2) how many people received (a) prosthetic and (b)
orthotic care from the NHS in each year from 2000-01
to 2009-10; and what estimate he has made of the
number of people who will receive such treatment in

each strategic health authority area in each year from
2010-11 to 2014-15. [323242]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: This information is not collected
centrally. The provision of prosthetic and orthotic care
and services is undertaken by a multidisciplinary clinical
and assessment team. This may include NHS health
and trauma care, mental health assessment, occupational
health therapy, prostheses and orthotic devices and
ongoing assessments and care.

Funding for prosthetic and orthotic care and services
is provided within the NHS budget. NHS expenditure
on separate or accumulative elements of care and services
for the provision of prosthetic and orthotic care and
services is not collected centrally.
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Respite Care: Finance

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what mechanisms he plans to put in place to
hold primary care trusts to account for their spending
on carers’ breaks. [323919]

Phil Hope: Primary care trusts (PCTs) have flexibility
to decide how much to invest on individual priorities in
the light of their local circumstances and the NHS
operating framework priorities.

Departmental officials have written to strategic health
authorities (SHAs) asking them to identify where PCTs
have agreed with their local authority to prioritise carers’
support for the current year and those that are likely to
prioritise it for the next year. Responses have started
coming in from SHAs and officials are following up
with those who have yet to respond. The replies received
so far indicate that a number of PCTs have identified
carers as a local priority, are increasing their level of
investment and are planning and working jointly with
their local authority partners to support carers. The
need for further intervention will be determined once all
responses have been analysed.

Respite Care: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how much funding has been allocated to Leeds
North West primary care trusts for carer’s respite in
(a) 2009-10 and (b) 2010-11. [323766]

Phil Hope: The national carers strategy, “Carers at
the Heart of 21st Century Families and Communities”,
identified the funding that was available within primary
care trust (PCT) baselines to improve support for carers.
A copy has already been placed in the Library. It
announced that £150 million would be given to PCTs to
provide carers’ breaks (£50 million in 2009-10, and
£100 million in 2010-11). Although this is new money, it
is part of PCT baseline allocations and PCTs have not
been advised of individual sums for carers’ breaks. It is
for PCTs to decide their priorities for investment locally,
taking into account their local circumstances and priorities
as set out in the national health service operating framework.

Department directors of NHS Performance and Adult
Social Care Performance have written to strategic health
authorities to identify where PCTs have agreed with
their local authority to prioritise carers’ support for the
current year, and those that are likely to prioritise it for
the next year. This information will help ensure the
Department has a rounded picture when considering
the priority afforded to carers in future planning rounds.
The Department has ensured that the NHS Operating
Framework for 2010-11 brings out the role carers can
make as expert partners in care, as well as the need to
provide support for them. This includes the provision of
carers’ breaks.

Skin Cancer: Greater London

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many people aged (a) under and (b) over
18 years (i) have been treated for and (ii) have died as a
result of skin cancer in each London primary care trust
in each year since 2000. [323848]

Ann Keen: The information requested on the number
of people treated for skin cancer is not collected centrally.
A table, which displays a count of finished admission
data by primary care trust where skin cancer was a
primary diagnosis, has been placed in the Library.

Stem Cells

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
(1) what reports he has received on treatments for (a)
children and (b) adults with disabling conditions
developed as a result of (i) human embryo, (ii)
embryonic stem cell and (iii) non-embryonic stem cell
research since 2006; and if he will make a statement;

[323122]

(2) what reports he has received on progress in
developing cures for diseases of (a) adult stem cell, (b)
embryonic stem cell and (iii) human embryo research
since July 2006; and if he will make a statement.

[323123]

Gillian Merron: The Department does not have a
record of any specific reports it has received on research
into treatments or cures for diseases developed from a
specific human stem cell source since 2006.

Written Questions: Government Responses

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will place in the Library a copy of the internal
background note for each parliamentary question
tabled by the hon. member for Southend West and
answered by his Department since January 2009.

[323139]

Phil Hope: The information requested could be supplied
only at disproportionate cost.

PRIME MINISTER
Sir David Omand

Andrew Mackinlay: To ask the Prime Minister
whether the Intelligence and Security Committee has
received the report of Sir David Omand referred to in
paragraph 177 of the annual report of that Committee
for 2007-08; what the reasons are for the time taken to
disclose that report to the Committee; and if he will
make a statement. [323749]

The Prime Minister: Sir David Omand’s report was
sent to the Intelligence and Security Committee in
November 2008. The Government accepted all of Sir
David’s conclusions and have implemented each of the
recommendations in the report as far as is practicable.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS
Adult Education

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills to
whom a complaint from (a) a student aged 19 years or
over and (b) an apprentice aged 19 years or over and
attending a (i) further education college and (ii) sixth
form college will be referred if the student is
dissatisfied with that college’s response to their
complaint after 1 April 2010; and if he will make a
statement. [323298]
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Kevin Brennan: The current policy for complaints
from a student aged 19 years or over is that they can
complain to the relevant regional office of the Learning
and Skills Council (LSC) which funds the further education
college or sixth form college in question. The LSC
would only consider such complaints once the college’s
own internal complaints procedure has been fully exhausted.

From 1 April 2010, complaints from learners aged
19 years and over will be dealt with by the chief executive
of Skills Funding. Complaints about sixth form colleges
will be dealt with by the relevant local authority and
subsequently directed to the Local Government
Ombudsman if the complainant continues to remain
dissatisfied. All complaints from Apprentices will be
directed to the Skills Funding Agency after exhausting
the provider mechanisms.

The Legal Team of the Learning and Skills Council
are currently revising the complaints procedures for
both the Skills Funding Agency and the Young People’s
Learning Agency in preparation for the transition on 1
April 2010.

Apprentices

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
the budget for apprenticeships for those aged 19 years
old and over was in the last five years. [323223]

Kevin Brennan: The breakdown of funding allocations
for those aged 19-years-old and over in the last five
years is as follows:

19+ apprenticeship funding participation (England)
£ million

2005-06 232
2006-07 218
2007-08 229
2008-09 347
2009-10 390
Sources:
2005-06: LSC Annual Report and Accounts 2005-06. 2006-07 and
2007-08: LSC Annual Report and Accounts 2007-08. 2008-09: LSC
Annual Report and Accounts 2008-09. 2009-10 Skills Investment
Strategy 2010-11.

Broadband

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
discussions he has had with (a) British Telecom and
(b) other internet service providers on testing lines for
faults known to affect broadband services; and if he
will make a statement. [323549]

Mr. Timms: I have had no such discussions.

Credit

John Battle: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
research has been undertaken by his Department on
the level of interest rates charged in the (a) legal and
(b) illegal home credit market; and what the highest
rate of interest charged was in each such case. [323174]

Kevin Brennan [holding answer 22 March 2010]: Research
carried out for the DTI by Policis in 2004 gave an

example of an APR in the legal home credit market of
497 per cent. The Competition Commission investigation
of the home credit market in 2006 stated that APRs in
the home credit market range from 150 to 500 per cent.
One of the remedies introduced by the Commission was
the requirement for all home credit providers to include
their products on a website, lenders compared, to enable
customer comparison of prices. The Joseph Rowntree
Foundation reported that the breakeven APR for a
not-for-profit home credit company was between 123
and 129 per cent. The OFT is reviewing the high cost
credit market, including the home credit market, and
they will report shortly.

The Department commissioned a research report
into the scope and extent of illegal money lending in the
UK by Policis and the Personal Finance Research Centre
(PFRC) in 2006. The total cost of credit charged by
illegal money lenders was on average £185 per
£100 advanced, approximately three times the cost of
credit from the highest cost legal lenders and more than
double what people expected to pay. Loan sharks’ interest
rates can vary from 500 per cent. up to as high as
11 million per cent. in some extreme cases.

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills if he
will take steps to ensure that the meat and dairy
products procured by his Department and its non-
departmental bodies are free range or produced to
standards equivalent to those of the RSPCA Freedom
Food scheme. [323074]

Mr. McFadden: This Department adheres wherever
possible to the key objectives of the Public Sector Food
Procurement Initiative (PSFPI), which advises public
sector bodies how they can specify higher animal welfare
standards, including farm assurance schemes and higher
level schemes such as the RSPCA’s Freedom Foods
standards. These objectives run in parallel to those of
our contracted catering supplier, BaxterStorey, which
form part of our policies that result in our approach to
sustainable and ethical procurement. BaxterStorey are
committed to buying 100 per cent. British meat, both
reared and processed and are accredited to the Red
Tractor Farm Assurance Scheme, demonstrating robust
support for enhanced animal welfare, environmental
responsibility, quality produce and supporting British
producers.

All eggs used on the BIS estate are British, Lion
Brand standard and free range, all milk used in the
kitchens, cafes and hospitality service is British.

Information about the Department’s non-departmental
public bodies (NDPBs) could be provided only at
disproportionate cost.

Departmental Languages

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many (a) Ministers and (b) civil servants in his
Department received coaching in a foreign language in
the last 12 months; what expenditure his Department
incurred in providing such coaching; and in what
languages such coaching was provided. [320409]
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Mr. McFadden: Foreign language coaching is not
provided for staff or Ministers in BIS. We do provide
access to language training in a range of languages
including French, Spanish and Portuguese, although
the information about which languages have been studied
is not centrally monitored. This information could be
obtained only at a disproportionate cost.

In the last 12 months the following language training
has been funded:
Ministers

£0.00

Civil servants
£29,529 (including £5,372 spent within UKTI).

Departmental Pay

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
much has been paid in reimbursable expenses to special
advisers in his Department and its predecessors in each
of the last five years. [320584]

Mr. McFadden: The following reimbursable expenses
have been paid to the Department’s ministerial special
advisers during the last five years:

Financial year Total expenses paid (£)

2004-05 1,608.89

2005-06 1,741.70

2006-07 1,325.08

2007-08 807.72

2008-09 590.74

All reimbursed expenses are for duties undertaken in
accordance with the Civil Service Code, Civil Service
Management Code and the Code of Conduct for Special
Advisers.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
whether the dates of publication of any regular
statistics or reports by his Department have been
affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323469]

Mr. McFadden: On the announcement of a general
election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance to
Departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
methodology his Department used to determine
whether answers to questions in the formulation if he
will set out with statistical information related as
directly as possible to the tabling hon. Member’s
constituency the effects on that constituency of his
Department’s policies since 1997 could be provided
without incurring disproportionate cost; and if he will
make a statement. [323856]

Mr. McFadden: The Department obtained information
from internal data sources and a number of other
databases including the Local Area Labour Force survey
and the Annual Population Survey in order to answer
these questions. The relevant sources were identified in
each answer. Given the availability of the information,
disproportionate costs were not a factor in providing
answers.

Estate Agents

Grant Shapps: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
recent assessment he has made of the effectiveness of
regulation of estate agents; and if he will make a
statement. [323260]

Kevin Brennan: The Office of Fair Trading recently
published a market study report entitled Home Buying
and Selling, which considered the effectiveness of regulation
in respect of estate agents. The Government will respond
to the OFT’s recommendations addressed to it in due
course.

Government Assistance

Mr. Amess: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what initiatives
announced by his Department since November 2009 to
assist (a) small and medium-sized enterprises and (b)
individuals (i) have been implemented and (ii) remain
to be implemented; on what date each was
implemented; and if he will make a statement. [321887]

The Prime Minister: I have been asked to reply.
The Government have taken measures that have assisted

hundreds of thousands of companies across the country.
Large numbers of businesses have benefited from the

actions taken to stabilise the banking system and keep
credit flowing.

The Business Payment Support Service, launched in
November 2008, supports small businesses to make use
of the Time to Pay scheme which allows companies to
spread their tax payments over a timetable they can
afford. This was extended at PBR 2009. Since its launch,
the Government have arranged some 305,000 agreements,
with more coming through every day. Some companies
have been able to benefit more than once, allowing over
160,000 companies to defer over £5.2 billion in tax. The
Business Link Health Checks has provided over 117,000
businesses with free and impartial advice. In addition,
regional development agencies help hundreds of thousands
of businesses each year. Thousands of businesses have
also been able to claim tax relief which has been extended
on losses from one to three years. The Enterprise Finance
Guarantee Scheme is enabling additional bank lending
to thousands of small and medium-sized businesses,
extended in PBR 2009. Through Train to Gain, over
80,000 businesses have received support to enable their
staff to undergo training. In total, well over 300,000
businesses have received support. And in addition, the
PBR 2009 decision to further defer the increase in the
Small Companies’ Rate of corporation tax from next
month, will help around 850,000 small businesses.

1.8 million properties owned by business will also be
able to improve cash flow by spreading an increase in
business rates over the next three years which allows for
the deferral of up to £700 million.
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The Growth Capital Fund to attract private sector
investment for UK small and medium-sized businesses
will be implemented later this year.

The UK Innovation Investment Fund is backing
British innovation, currently consisting of £325 million
of public and private investment with the potential to
raise £1 billion of investment over the next 10 years. The
Government are also proposing to reduce the burden of
regulation enabling small businesses to get on with their
work.

There are a number of other initiatives to help individuals,
especially young people. For example, the Government
are:

Building on the September Guarantee that ensures all 16
and 17-year-olds are offered a suitable place in learning, by
guaranteeing the offer of a place on an Entry to Employment
programme—for those young people aged 16-18 who are not yet
ready or able to enter apprenticeship, employment or further
learning opportunities;

Providing a new Young Person’s guarantee for 18 to 24-year-olds
to ensure access to jobs, training and work experience opportunities
after six months claiming for jobseeker’s allowance; and

Creating an additional 35,000 new advanced apprenticeships
for 19 to 30-year-olds over the next two years, almost doubling
capacity and creating a new class of British technician—filling a
longstanding gap in the British labour market.

Further measures will be announced in the Budget.

Higher Education: Anti-Semitism

Mr. MacShane: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
recent reports he has received on (a) anti-Semitic and
(b) anti-Israel speeches made by speakers at British
university campuses; and if he will make a statement.

[323656]

Mr. Lammy: The Department has received a number
of letters from Jewish students following a Jewish student
lobby of Parliament about “hate speakers” on some
university campuses. My right hon. Friend the Member
for Rotherham (Mr. MacShane) has also written to me
about a reported anti-Israel speaker appearing at two
universities.

Decisions about external speakers must rest with
universities themselves. In this area universities are bound
by the law both in protecting freedom of speech on
campus, even if that free expression is controversial,
and protecting students and staff against harassment or
violence. The Government have made clear that there is
no place for anti-Semitism or any other form of racism
or intolerance in HE. Universities have access to guidance
from both Government and the sector itself on promoting
good campus relations, which draw out the considerations
institutions need to give to free expression on campus
and to addressing illegal behaviour.

There is a very clear dividing line set out in law
between political debate, discussion of doctrine or faith
and incitement to commit or glorify violence or terrorism.
This line should not be thought vague. When the law is
broken on campus those responsible must be reported
to the relevant authorities. There is both a moral duty
and importantly a legal obligation to do so.

Housing: Sales

Robert Neill: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many sale and rent back transactions for residential
property there were in the last 12 months. [323181]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: I have been asked to reply.
The Government have extended the scope of FSA

regulation to include the sale and rent back market.
Regulation will bring important protection for consumers
in this market, preventing exploitation of vulnerable
homeowners and providing means of redress for those
who experience problems.

Full regulation of this market will commence in June
2010 but, in recognition of stakeholders’ concerns, the
Government have put in place real protections for
homeowners now by introducing an interim regulatory
regime in July 2009.

The FSA has started gathering data on the number of
sale and rent back agreements entered into by regulated
firms since the outset of the interim regime. However,
figures are not available at this early stage.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills when
he expects to provide a response to the Office of Fair
Trading’s recent recommendations on the regulation of
home buying and selling. [323261]

Kevin Brennan: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
I gave on 22 March 2010, Official Report, column
154W.

Insolvency: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many businesses employing (a) fewer than 10, (b)
between 11 and 50, (c) between 51 and 100, (d)
between 101 and 200 and (e) over 200 employees have
been declared insolvent in Leeds North West in each
year since 2000. [323828]

Ian Lucas: Official statistics covering corporate
insolvencies are not currently available at a sub-national
level within England and Wales.

Additionally, the number of employees is not recorded
on the source datasets.

Self-employed traders may be declared bankrupt (or
enter into an individual voluntary arrangement (IVA)).
While official regional figures down to constituency
level for self-employed bankrupts are maintained from
calendar year 2000, the number of employees (if any) is
not available.

Internet

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
whether his Department has made an assessment of
the likely effects on small businesses which provide
access to the internet of the provisions proposed in the
Digital Economy Bill; and if he will make a statement.

[323561]
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Mr. Timms: This Department and the Department
for Culture, Media and Sport made an assessment of
the likely effects of the provisions proposed in the
Digital Economy Bill in the Bill’s Impact Assessments,
republished on 16 March 2010 to take account of
amendments made in the House of Lords. Copies are
available in the Commons Vote Office and will be
placed in the Libraries of the House.

Learning and Skills Council

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills who
was invited to the LSC Recognition Event referred to
in item 3.1 of the Learning and Skills Council National
Council minutes of 9 December 2009; and what the
cost was of the event. [323222]

Kevin Brennan: The event was to recognise the significant
contribution of LSC non-executive members to the
learning and skills agenda prior to the organisation’s
abolition on 31 March and to encourage their continuing
support to public service in the future. A selection of
LSC national council members, regional council chairs
and members, along with a limited number of key
personnel from LSC national and regional offices were
invited to the event. A total of 104 people attended.

The total cost of the event was £3,554.

Learning Disability

Mr. Harper: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
estimate has been made of the number of learners with
learning difficulties and or disabilities who will be
categorised under the provision of the Adult Learner
Responsive sub-total for the Foundation Learning
(excluding Skills for Life) category in the Strategy
Document, Skills Investment Strategy 2010-11,
November 2009 in (a) 2008-09, (b) 2009-10 and (c)
2010-11; and if he will make a statement. [323202]

Kevin Brennan: The Learning and Skills Council (LSC)
is responsible for the funding of further education (FE)
and training for adult learners aged 19 and over.

It is for learners to declare whether or not they
consider themselves to have a learning difficulty and/or
disability (LDD). As a result, the actual number of
learners in this category accessing FE and skills provision
will vary from year to year depending on demand, but
has been around 200,000 each year from 2006/07 to
2008/09 academic year (the latest whole year for which
data is available).

Within this overall total, learners with LDD follow
various courses, depending on their personal preferences
or the nature of their disability. It is therefore not
possible to say how many learners of the total with
LDD will pursue courses that would be categorised as
Foundation Learning through Adult Learner Responsive
route. The Skills Investment Strategy 2010-11, does,
however, set out the commitment that the total adult
FE and Skills budget will provide sufficient funding to
maintain volumes at the level of previous years.

Non-Domestic Rates: Ports

Robert Neill: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
whether any businesses in ports have informed (a) his
Department and (b) the Insolvency Service that they
have gone into liquidation as a consequence of their
payments of backdated business rates in the last six
months. [323045]

Ian Lucas: The Department have had no contact on
this issue.

There is insufficient detailed information held centrally
by the Insolvency Service, and in a readily available
format, to provide an answer to this question. This is
because:

businesses in ports is not a standard industry classification and
therefore is not recorded;
addresses are not available to then be able to count companies
giving a port as part of their address;
causes of failure of companies in liquidation are not recorded
centrally.

Research: Diabetes

Mr. Amess: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what recent
research his Department has (a) commissioned and
(b) evaluated on the causes of type 1 diabetes; and if
he will make a statement. [323116]

Mr. Lammy: The Medical Research Council (MRC)
is one of the main agencies through which the Government
support medical and clinical research. The MRC is an
independent body which receives its grant in aid from
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills.

The MRC funds a broad portfolio of diabetes research
amounting to £28.1 million in 2008-09, of which £6.5 million
was directly relevant to type 1 diabetes. Much of the
research funded by MRC involves both type 1 and
type 2, and often includes both underpinning studies
and studies on the prevention, treatment and the
downstream consequences of type 1 diabetes.

The MRC always welcomes high quality applications
for support into any aspect of human health and these
are judged in open competition with other demands on
funding. Awards are made according to their scientific
quality and importance to human health. The MRC
does not normally allocate funds to particular topics,
and research proposals in all areas compete for the
funding available. When appropriate, high quality research
in particular areas of strategic importance may be given
priority in competition for funds, but research excellence
and importance to health continue to be the primary
considerations in funding decisions.

RV Prince Madog

Mr. Frank Field: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
the reasons are for the time taken to announce the
preferred bidder for the Natural Environment Research
Council’s research vessel. [323010]

259W 260W23 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



Mr. Lammy [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
Natural Environment Research Council is still going
through the formal procedures in relation to this
procurement. No announcement will be made until
these are complete.

Sheffield Forgemasters: Loans

Mr. Dai Davies: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
rate of interest will be charged on the £80 million loan
to Sheffield Forgemasters announced on 17 March
2010; what the repayment period is of the loan; what
guarantee his Department sought from Sheffield
Forgemasters in respect of that loan; and whether the
European Commission has approved that loan under
state aid rules. [323742]

Mr. McFadden: The offer of conditional support to
SFIL is in the form of a £80 million direct loan.
Although the key heads of the deal have been agreed
some details will not be finalised until after commercial
due-diligence is completed and European Commission
approval has been granted.

Wi-Fi

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills if he
will estimate the number of (a) hotels, (b) cafés, (c)
bars, (d) train operators, (e) launderettes and (f)
other small businesses that provide open WiFi services;
and if he will make a statement. [323550]

Mr. Timms: I have no plans to make such estimates.

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
whether he has made a recent estimate of the number
of business users of open WiFi; and if he will make a
statement. [323562]

Mr. Timms: No such estimates have been made.
Written Questions: Government Responses

Danny Alexander: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills when
he expects to answer question (a) 315627 and (b)
315628, on debt recovery agencies, tabled on
1 February 2010 by the hon. Member for Inverness,
Nairn, Badenoch and Strathspey. [323439]

Kevin Brennan: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
I gave on 18 March 2010, Official Report, column
1020W.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Aerials: Planning Permission

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Meriden of 6 January
2010, Official Report, column 360W, on aerials:
planning permission, what his Department’s timetable
is for amending planning policy guidance on
telecommunications. [323188]

Mr. Ian Austin: The review of Planning Policy guidance
Note 8: Telecommunications has not yet been programmed.

Affordable Housing

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) how many
new (a) low cost home ownership and (b) social
homes were (i) flats and (ii) houses in each local
authority area in each year since 1997; [323840]

(2) how many new (a) low cost home ownership and
(b) social homes had (i) one, (ii) two, (iii) three and (iv)
four or more bedrooms in each local authority area in
each year since 1997. [323814]

Mr. Ian Austin: Tables will be placed in the Library of
the House which shows the number of low cost home
ownership and social rented homes delivered through
the Homes and Communities Agency’s Affordable Housing
Programme by the number of bedrooms and by houses
or flats for each local authority area. These figures are
only available from the Homes and Communities Agency’s
Investment Management System, so will not cover the
total number of affordable homes.

Allotments

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with reference to
the answer to the hon. Member for Colchester of
9 September 2009, Official Report, columns 2003-4W,
on allotments, if he will place in the Library a copy of
the letter from his Department to the Government
Office responsible for determining applications for
consent for disposal of statutory allotments in
England. [323144]

Barbara Follett: A copy of the letter will be placed in
the Library of the House.

Audit Commission: Consolidated Communications

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 23 February 2010, Official Report, column
474W, on Consolidated Communications, if he will
place in the Library a copy of each of the briefing
notes on legislative issues and policy announcements
produced by Consolidated Communications for the
Audit Commission. [323108]

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 23 March 2010:

The Audit Commission ceased its contract with Consolidated
Communications in October 2008. All retained briefing notes
have been placed in the Library as below:

Pre-Budget 2006 report
Budget 2006 briefing
Overview of the London Assembly’s Audit and Inspection

Committee
Distribution of reports to Parliamentarians
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and the new inspection

arrangements for local government
Biography of the Children’s Commissioner
Background information on healthy eating campaigns
Calendar of housing events
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List of housing stakeholders
Briefing note on the Department for Communities and Local

Government
Biography of Liam Byrne MP
A copy of this letter will be placed in Hansard.

Council Tax

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 23 February 2010, Official Report, column
475W, on council tax, how much gross council tax
revenue in (a) cash terms and (b) real terms in 2008-09
prices was raised by each local billing authority in (i)
1997-98 and (ii) 2008-09. [323109]

Barbara Follett: I have today placed in the Library of
the House a table containing details of the amount of
gross council tax revenue in (a) cash and (b) real terms
at 2008-09 prices raised in each local authority area in
England in (i) 1997-98 and (ii) 2008-09.

The data are taken from the Quarterly Return of
Council Tax and Non-domestic rates (QRC4) forms
completed annually by all billing authorities in England
and the real terms data are given at 2008-09 prices using
the retail price index.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Meriden of
15 December 2009, Official Report, column 985W, on
council tax: billing, what the cost was of each of the
two telephone surveys. [323187]

Barbara Follett: The telephone surveys undertaken as
part of the review of the operation of the 2008 regulations
governing the inclusion of efficiency information on
and with council tax bills were carried out by existing
members of staff in the Department in the course of
their normal activities; no additional costs were incurred
by the Department.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what
representations his Department has received from trade
unions on proposals for a council tax freeze in the last
12 months. [323309]

Barbara Follett: The Department has received no
such representations.

Council Tax: Greater London

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the average
Band D council tax was in each London borough in
each year from 1997 to 2010. [323822]

Barbara Follett: Details of the average Band D council
tax in each London borough in each year from 1997-98
to 2009-10 are available on the Communities and Local
Government website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/
localregional/localgovernmentfinance/statistics/counciltax/

Data for 2010-11 will be available from 24 March.

Council Tax: Yorkshire and the Humber

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what level of
council tax was set for a Band D property, including all
precepts apart from parish council precepts, in each
(a) district council and (b) unitary authority in
Yorkshire and the Humber in each year from 2002-03
to 2010-11. [323367]

Barbara Follett: Details of the level of the Band D
council tax, including all precepts apart from parish
council precepts, in each (a) district council and (b)
unitary authority in Yorkshire and the Humber region
in each year from 2002-03 to 2009-10 are available on
the Communities and Local Government website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/
localregional/localgovernmentfinance/statistics/counciltax/

Data for 2010-11 will be available from 24 March.

Councillors: Codes of Practice

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government for what reasons
the secondary legislation required to bring into force
the new Councillor Code of Conduct will not be
considered in accordance with the originally planned
timetable. [323161]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The priorities for Government
at this time are the economy and actions to support a
sustainable recovery. We must make the best use of
parliamentary time and, while I recognise the importance
of conduct matters, there is a robust code of conduct
for local authority members already in place which is
being used very successfully by local authority members
and conduct regime practitioners.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what guidance
the Standards Board for England has issued to local
authorities on the employment of external investigators
to conduct investigations into alleged breaches of the
Code of Conduct for councillors. [323162]

Ms Rosie Winterton: General guidance on the delegation
of investigations is included in the ‘Local investigations
guidance’ issued by the Standards Board for England,
and specific guidance on outsourcing investigations to
another organisation or individual is included in their
guidance ‘How to conduct an investigation guide’. Both
sets of guidance are available on the Standards Board’s
website at:

http://www.standardsforengland.gov.uk/Media/
Local%20investigations%20and%20other%20action.pdf

and
http://www.standardsforengland.gov.uk/media/
How%20to%20conduct%20and%20investigation.pdf

Departmental Internet

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 5 March 2010, Official Report, column
1498W, on departmental internet, what the cost was of
the website redesign. [321934]
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Barbara Follett: The Department spent £90,650 on
redesigning its corporate website in 2005.

For information relating to the redesign of the
Department’s corporate website in August 2007, I refer
the hon. Member to the answer given by my hon.
Friend the Member for Gloucester (Mr. Dhanda) on
20 May 2008, Official Report, column 264W.

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
designs for its (a) internal website and (b) intranet his
Department and its predecessor have commissioned
since 2005; and what the cost was of each such design.

[321996]

Barbara Follett: The Department’s intranet was
redesigned in 2007 as part of a Government-led project
to review, rationalise and converge its websites. For
information relating to the costs of the redesign, I refer
the hon. Member to the answer given by my hon.
Friend the Member for Gloucester (Mr. Dhanda) on
20 May 2008, Official Report, column 264W. As design
costs were shared across three sites; the corporate website,
intranet and Info41ocal, we are unable to report intranet
costs alone.

Departmental Manpower

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government when the Career
Transition Centre (CTC) was established in his
Department’s headquarters; how many (a) full-time
and (b) part-time staff of each (i) grade, (ii) ethnicity
and (iii) disability have registered with the CTC; and
for how long on average members of each category of
staff have been registered with the CTC since it was
established. [322708]

Barbara Follett: The Department’s redeployment pool,
known as the Career Transition Centre (CTC), was
established in central Communities and Local Government
in April 2008. It includes staff returning from loans,
secondments, and career breaks, as well as those currently
without permanent posts due to restructuring.

210 staff have registered with the CTC, 189 of which
were (a) full-time and 21 were (b) part-time staff. The
following table shows the breakdown of these figures in
terms of (i) grade (ii) ethnicity and (iii) disability, and
the average length of time staff in each category were
registered with the CTC. The numbers are small enough
in a range of grades for individual staff to be potentially
identifiable by their grade and ethnic background. The
breakdown is therefore set out in a range of grades.

Number of CTC registered staff

(a) Full-time staff (b) Part-time staff Total

Average length of time
registered with the CTC in

weeks

(i) Grade

EM3-EO 91 9 100 27

HEO-G7 89 12 101 16

G6-SCS 9 0 9 26

(ii) Ethnicity

Black and Asian Minority Ethnic 61 5 66 23

Diversity Data Not Completed 42 4 46 26

Do Not Wish to Disclose 2 0 2 1

White/ White: Any Background 84 12 96 20

(iii) Disability

Data Not Completed 41 4 45 26

Do Not Wish to Disclose 3 1 4 3

No 125 13 138 20

Yes 20 23 27

Total 189 21 210 22

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether the
dates of publication of any regular statistics or reports
by his Department have been affected by planning for
the forthcoming general election. [323464]

Barbara Follett: On the announcement of a general
election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance to
Departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Mrs. Spelman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government if he will place in
the Library a copy of each issue of his Department’s
in-house staff magazine distributed in the last
12 months. [323983]

Barbara Follett: The Department for Communities
and Local Government was created on 5 May 2006.
Copies of every issue of the staff magazine produced up
until early December 2007 were placed in the Library of
the House in response to a question from the hon.
Member for Brentwood and Ongar (Mr. Pickles) on
4 December 2007, Official Report, column 1152W. Copies
of the Department’s staff magazine have since been
placed in the Library on a regular basis. I can confirm
that the most recent edition is now available.
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Departmental Senior Civil Servants

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many senior
civil servants of each grade in his Department were (a)
given early retirement, (b) given severance and (c)
received payment for the early termination of a

fixed-term appointment in each year since 2005; and
what the cost to the public purse was of each such
departure. [322709]

Barbara Follett: The following table shows the numbers
of senior civil servants given early retirement in each
year since 2005.

Scheme Grade SCSI
Cost SCSI

(£) Grade SCS2
Cost SCS2

(£) Grade SCS3
Cost SCS3

(£) Total cost (£)

2005-06 Early retirement 6 1,417,467 2 470,448 0 0 1,887,915

2006-07 Early retirement 3 459,456 2 605,388 1 1,154,201 2,219,045

2007-08 Early retirement 5 876,431 1 395,725 0 0 1,272,156

2008-09 Early retirement 3 1,003,032 0 0 0 0 1,003,032

The following table shows the numbers of senior civil
servants given severance in each year since 2005.

Scheme Grade SCSI
Cost SCSI

(£) Grade SCS2
Cost SCS2

(£) Grade SCS3
Cost SCS3

(£) Total cost (£)

2005-06 Severance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2006-07 Severance 0 0 1 136,557 0 0 136,557

2007-08 Severance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2008-09 Severance 1 183,054 0 0 0 0 183,054

The figures for the current year 2009-10 have not
been provided as the year end totals are not yet available.

There is no documentation to show that any senior
civil servant has received payment for the early termination
of a fixed term appointment.

Departmental Surveys

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government if he will place in
the Library a copy of the benchmark results of the
Civil Service People Survey for his Department and its
agencies. [322569]

Barbara Follett: I will arrange for a copy of the
results of the Civil Service People Survey for this
Department and the relevant agencies to be placed in
the Library of the House in due course.

Departmental Theft

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what steps his
Department is taking to deter theft from within the
Department. [322642]

Barbara Follett: The Department for Communities
and Local Government operates a robust access control
system, supported by internal and external CCTV cameras.

CLG facilities operate a pass-wearing policy for all
staff and visitors while on Communities and Local
Government premises. The system is regularly promoted
and staff are encouraged to challenge anyone seen not
wearing the appropriate pass. There are also regular
security awareness campaigns to remind staff of their
security responsibilities.

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what
methodology his Department used to determine
whether answers to Questions in the formulation if he
will set out with statistical information related as
directly as possible to the tabling hon. Members’
constituency the effects on that constituency of his
Department’s policies since 1997 could be provided
without incurring disproportionate cost; and if he will
make a statement. [323859]

Barbara Follett: The answers provided refer to publicly
available data sources. This information was provided
without incurring disproportionate cost.

Domestic Waste: Waste Disposal

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government whether any
reduction in expenditure arising from a reduction in the
frequency of a household rubbish collection service
would qualify as an efficiency saving that can be
reported on the efficiency return of a local authority’s
council tax bill. [323301]

Barbara Follett: An efficiency gain is generated when
a council restructures service provision to provide a
more efficient service to the same client group in a way
that maintains overall output and service quality. A
reduction in the frequency of a household rubbish
collection service could qualify as a valid efficiency if
the net costs of waste collection fall while service quality
is maintained.

Local authorities have been required to include efficiency
information on council tax bills and leaflets since the
2009-10 billing round. Regulations require them to
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publish efficiency gains calculated in accordance with
the guidance published on the Department’s website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/reportingvfmguide

The guidance requires local authorities to report the
net total of current cash-releasing value for money
gains that have impacted since the start of the 2008-09
financial period. They are not required to report efficiency
gains broken down by individual service sectors.

Empty Dwelling Management Orders

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 6 January 2010, Official Report, column
365W, on Empty Dwelling Management Orders, if he
will place in the Library a copy of each presentation
and handout delivered at the seminar of 23 April 2009.

[323190]

Mr. Ian Austin: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
given to him by my hon. Friend the Member for Hartlepool
(Mr. Wright) on the 2 June 2009, Official Report, column
453W.

Energy Performance Certificates

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 9 March 2010, Official Report, column
212W, on energy performance certificates, whether
quality assurance procedures identified errors relating
to the formula used to determine energy ratings for the
Energy Performance Certificate Register during the
period 18 September 2008 to June 2009; and if he will
make a statement. [322353]

Mr. Ian Austin [holding answer 15 March 2010]:
CLG validates and approves all software for producing
Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs). There were no
errors in our approved software between 18 September
2008 and June 2009.

Fire Services: Greater London

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what the
latest go-live date is for the Regional Fire Control
Room in London. [322374]

Mr. Malik [holding answer 15 March 2010]: Under
current planning assumptions the Regional Fire Control
Centre for London is due to become operational during
September 2011. In view of the proximity of this date to
the Olympic Games, I have written to the Chairman of
the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority to
ask if they wish to move this date back until after the
Olympics. I have also offered to explore the possibility
of moving their current control into the Regional Control
Centre so that London can benefit from the facilities
and enhanced resilience the new building offers during
the Olympics.

Government Offices for the Regions

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government in which
Government Office regions have regional European
Strategy Boards been established. [323086]

Ms Rosie Winterton: European Strategy Boards have
been established in the Government Office regions for
the North East England, West Midlands and Yorkshire
and the Humber. Similar groups have been established
in and the Government Office regions for the North
West and East of England.

Government Offices for the Regions: Finance

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 23 February 2010, Official Report, column
485W, on Government Offices for the Regions: finance,
what the aggregate programme expenditure was of
Government Offices for the Regions in each year since
1997-98. [323099]

Ms Rosie Winterton: Aggregate programme expenditure
administered by the Government Office Network for
2008-09 and the projections for 2009-10 are provided in
my response to questions 323101/323145.

We do not hold figures for earlier years. In these years
the Government Office Network had delegated authority
to spend against sponsor Departments programmes
and these figures are recorded in the accounts of the
respective Departments. The Government Office Network
currently has 12 sponsor Departments:

Department of Communities and Local Government
Business Innovation and Skills
Department of Transport
Department for Children, Families and Schools
Department of Work and Pensions
Department for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs
Home Office
Ministry of Justice
Department of Energy and Climate Change
Department of Culture, Media and Sport
Cabinet Office
Department of Health

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which of his
Department’s programme budgets were administered
by Government Offices for the Regions in (a) 2008-09
and (b) 2009-10. [323102]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The programme budgets
administered by the Government Office Network on
behalf of Communities and Local Government for
both 2008-09 and 2009-10 are listed as follows. There is
one exception; Public Service Agreement 16 Challenge
Fund began being administered by the Government
Office Network in 2009-10.

Regional Assembly Grant
Regional Housing Pot
Regional Chambers Fund
Disabled Facilities Grant
European Regional Development Fund—Objectives 1 and 2
(defrayed expenditure in respect of 2000-06)
New Deal for Communities

Preventing Violent Extremism

Local Area Agreements

Gypsy and Traveller Site Grant

PSA 16 Challenge Fund (began being administered by the
Government Office Network in 2009-10)
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Green Belt

Mrs. Spelman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Peterborough of
2 March 2010, Official Report, column 1139W, on the
green belt, in respect of which broad locations each
regional spatial strategy recommends a review of green
belt designation. [323996]

Mr. Ian Austin: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
I gave her on 13 October 2009, Official Report, columns
1318-20W.

Home Information Packs

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government pursuant to
the answer of 3 February 2010, Official Report, column
359W, on home information packs, if he will place in
the Library a copy of the final report of the working
group on condition information in the home buying
and selling process. [319010]

Mr. Ian Austin: We will place a copy of the final
report of the Working Group on Condition Information
in the Home Buying and Selling Process in the Library
in due course.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 22 February 2010, Official Report, column
269W, on home information packs, on what date the
final report of the working group on condition
information in the home buying and selling process was
submitted to his Department; and when he plans to
publish his response to that report. [319828]

Mr. Ian Austin [holding answer 1 March 2010]: The
final report of the Working Group on Condition
Information in the Home Buying and Selling Process
was submitted to the Department on 17 December
2009. We will set out our response in due course.

Housing: Conferences

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much was
spent by the Homes and Communities Agency on (a)
travel and (b) accommodation for employees attending
the MIPIM international property conference in (i)
2008 and (ii) 2009. [323247]

Barbara Follett: The Homes and Communities Agency
was formed on 1 December2008 and did not therefore
attend the 2008 MIPIM conference. In 2009 the agency
spent £2,983 on travel and £29,321 on accommodation.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
employees of the Homes and Communities Agency
attended the MIPIM International Property
Conference in (a) 2008 and (b) 2009. [323257]

Barbara Follett: HCA was formed on 1 December
2008 and did not attend the MIPIM conference in that
year. Seven members of HCA staff attended the MIPIM
conference in 2009.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much he
expects his Department to spend on (a) travel and (b)
accommodation for (i) Ministers and (ii) officials
attending the MIPIM International Property
Conference in March 2010. [323258]

Barbara Follett: No departmental Ministers or officials
are attending the MIPIM conference in March 2010.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many (a)
Ministers and (b) officials of his Department expect to
attend the MIPIM International Property Conference
in March 2010. [323259]

Barbara Follett: None.

Housing: Construction

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many and
what percentage of new (a) affordable and (b) social
homes were built to Code Level (i) 1, (ii) 2, (iii) 3, (iv) 4,
(v) 5 and (vi) 6 in each of the last three years. [315992]

Mr. Ian Austin: It is not possible to identify affordable
and social homes separately.

Under the NAHP, achievement of Level 3 of the
Code for Sustainable Homes (the Code) became a required
standard for bids for funding to be allocated from April
2008. Homes built in 2006-07 and 2007-08 were therefore
largely completed before the Code became a funding
requirement. During this time, EcoHomes was the
applicable standard. The following table shows the number
of schemes meeting the EcoHomes standard in the last
three years.

2008-09 2007-08 2006-07

ECO Homes
certification Total completions

Percentage of total
completions Total completions

Percentage of total
completions Total completions

Percentage of total
completions

Pass 1,133 2.41 1,544 3.40 3,371 9.28

Good 6,286 13.36 9,003 19.80 13,296 36.62

Very good 25,610 54.43 20,188 44.41 6,623 18.24

Excellent 1,176 2.50 674 1.48 366 1.01

Total completions 47,049 — 45,462 — 36,308 —
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Housing: Regeneration

Dr. Stoate: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what progress
has been made by the Home and Communities Agency
in its Single Conversation process in North Kent; and if
he will make a statement. [323058]

John Healey: The Local Investment Plan (LIP) for
North Kent arising from the Single Conversation is due
to be finalised by the end of March. It will then be
considered by the Thames Gateway Kent Leaders Board.
Further information, can be obtained from the Homes
and Communities Agency’s South East regional office.

Local Authority Business Growth Incentive Scheme

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how much his
Department has allocated to the Local Authority
Business Growth Incentive Scheme in each year to
date; and whether he expects the scheme to continue
after 2010-11. [323308]

Barbara Follett: For the period 2005-06 to 2007-08,
£1 billion was allocated to LABGI: £935 million to
England and £65 million to Wales. The National Assembly
for Wales has been responsible for distribution of its
LABGI allocation.

In England, the Government have given the following
total sums in LABGI grants each year:

£

2005-06 115,455,797
2006-07 328,003,805
2007-08 92,152,517
2008-09 396,194,175
2009-10 50,000,000

The Government have recently indicated that they
intend to distribute LABGI grant totalling £50 million
in 2010-11.

Decisions about the future of LABGI will be taken
as part of the next spending review.

Local Government Finance

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how much
funding his Department applocated per capita to each
local authority in England in (a) 2009 real terms prices
and (b) cash terms in each year since 1997. [323306]

Barbara Follett: The Public Expenditure Statistical
Analyses published at

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/pesa09_chapter7.pdf

by HM Treasury show central government grants to
local government. The outturn figures are analysed
between Departments but not between local authorities.
The level of data analysis requested is not held centrally
and could be provided only at disproportionate cost

Mr. Chope: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government if he will direct
the Audit Commission not to incur expenditure on
lobbying activity against proposals to abolish
comprehensive area assessments. [323627]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Department’s Accounting
Officer has already written to all the Department’s
executive public bodies, including the Audit Commission,
to remind them of their obligations when appointing
public relations or other consultants, including that it
will always be an improper use of public funds for
NDPBs to employ PR or other consultants to lobby
parliament or Government Departments in an attempt
to influence Government policy or obtain higher funding.
A copy of that letter has been placed in the Library of
the House.

Local Government: Bank Services

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which local
authorities have had requests to capitalise Icelandic
banking losses refused; and what the grounds for
refusal were in each case. [323156]

Barbara Follett: The list of authorities who applied
for capitalisation in 2009-10 on the grounds of exceptional
financial difficulties and whose applications were refused
is available on the Department’s public website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/
xls/1451009.xls

It is for each authority to determine whether they
wish to indicate the precise circumstances which led
them to make an application under the exceptional
financial difficulties category.

In each case, the application was refused because it
did not meet the criteria for exceptional financial difficulties
contained within the guidance to authorities. This is
available on the Department’s public website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/
pdf/1197739.pdf

Local Government: Standards

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government with
reference to the speech of the Minister for Local
Government and Community Cohesion of
28 February 2006, on Driving improvement: beyond
CPA, what steps his Department has taken to
implement double devolution since February 2006.

[323228]

Ms Rosie Winterton: Since the then Minister for
Local Government and Community Cohesion delivered
his speech in February 2006, the Department for
Communities and Local Government has published
two White Papers and passed two major pieces of
legislation, the Local Government and Public Involvement
in Health Act 2007 and the Local Democracy, Economic
Development and Construction Act 2009 which clearly
demonstrate the actions taken to implement “double
devolution”. A key element of this work has been the
introduction in 2008 of the new local performance
framework, which aimed to lessen the burden and
bureaucracy of assessment on local government, by
reducing the number of performance indicators on
which councils are measured from around 1,200 to
188—and replacing the old Comprehensive Performance
Assessment with the new, lighter touch, Comprehensive
Area Assessment in April last year. We have already
reduced the number of inspection days in Councils by a
third, while the cost of the independent inspection has
been reduced by 30 per cent.
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We have also increased financial freedom and stability
to local government through the first ever three-year
finance settlement, reduced ring-fencing, and devolved
powers to local authorities, enabling them to create
parish councils, make and enforce certain bylaws and
increasing their choice in democratic processes such as
electoral schemes and leadership style. We have strengthened
the opportunity for local people to take action for
themselves, promoting the transfer of assets from local
government to local people where these could be better
run for community benefits, and introducing community
contracts, where residents and local agencies agree on
the priorities for their area and the action both will take
to achieve them. We have funded the Participatory
Budgeting Unit to support local authorities in activities
to involve local people in prioritising specified budgets
and have increased councillors’ powers to raise issues
up the agenda of the local authority by introducing the
Councillor Call for Action, which enables any councillor
to refer an issue to the overview and scrutiny committee.
We have also recently passed legislation that will give
citizens greater power to hold local authorities to account
and influence local services. This includes a new duty
for local authorities to respond to petitions from local
people; and the extension of scrutiny arrangements,
enabling local people, through their councillors, to influence
decisions which affect their day to day lives and give
them more say over what their council is doing for them
and complementing measures to increase engagement
and empowerment in key local services.

The “Strengthening Local Democracy” public
consultation last July, and our response published on
5 February, affirms our continuing commitment to
principles of devolution at all levels. In addition, “Putting
the Front-line first: Smarter Government” published on
9 December sets out how Government will meet new
challenges and deliver better public services for lower
costs by: driving up standards through strengthening
the roles of citizens and civic society; freeing up public
services by recasting the relationship between the centre
and the front-line and streamlining central Government,
saving money through sharper delivery.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how much his
Department has allocated to local authorities in
performance reward grants in each year to date; and
how much such funding has been allocated for (a)
2010-11, (b) 2011-12 and (c) 2012-13. [323302]

Barbara Follett: I refer the hon. Member to the
answer I gave him on 1 March 2010, Official Report,
column 961W. As part of the comprehensive spending
review 2007 £340million was allocated to the current
round of Performance Reward Grant funding.

This Department has published guidance on the
operation of the reward scheme; it is available on the
Department’s website:

www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/
laarewardguidance2009

Mortgages: Government Assistance

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government when he expects
updated figures for the take-up rate of the
Homeowners Mortgage Support Scheme next to be
published. [323103]

John Healey: I refer the hon. Member to the answer I
gave to the hon. Member for Meriden (Mrs. Spelman)
on 16 December 2009, Official Report, column 1297W.

Multiple Occupation: Licensing

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Meriden of
14 December 2009, Official Report, column 915W, on
multiple occupation, what steps his Department is
taking in respect of local authorities which have not
reported the Register of Licensed Houses in Multiple
Occupation data to his Department; and for what
reason such data was not intended to be part of the
National Indicator set. [323030]

Mr. Ian Austin: Local authorities not currently supplying
data to the Department for the Register of Licensed
Houses in Multiple Occupation (ROLHMO) are contacted
on a monthly basis for updates as to when they will be
in a position to supply data. It is not a statutory
requirement for local authorities to provide data.

The collection of information from local authorities
serves a range of purposes. The national indicator set is
limited to measures for Government’s priority outcomes.
There are many services and activities undertaken by
local government, alone or in partnership, which are
not directly reflected in the national indicator set but
which will continue to be important to local areas and
the people they serve. It is more appropriate that these
are performance-managed locally—with local authorities
setting priorities and reviewing performance.

Non-Domestic Rates

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the average
change is in (a) business rate valuations and (b)
business rates payable between 2009-10 and 2010-11
taking into account the rate poundage and transitional
relief in each local authority area in England. [322346]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 15 March 2010]: I
have placed a table containing the average change in (a)
rateable value and (b) the national non-domestic rates
bill after transitional relief in the Library of the House.

The data used to produce the average change in
rateable value between 2009-10 and 2010-11 are consistent
with the statistical release titled “Non-domestic rateable
values: 2010 Local Ratings Lists—England and Wales”
published on 18 December 2009. A copy of this statistical
release is available at the following link:

http://www.voa.gov.uk/publications/statistical_releases/
VOA_Statistics_Release_Final.pdf

No estimates of the average change in bills have been
made, as these contain not only transitional relief but
all other reliefs, some determined at the billing authorities’
discretion. Therefore it is not possible to estimate the
likely bill of a hereditament.

For the purpose of modelling the 2010 Transitional
Relief scheme, the Notional Chargeable Amount (NCA)
was calculated. The NCA for a given year is the product
of the rateable value and that year’s small business
multiplier. The NCA is then compared to the previous
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year’s reference value increased by the caps. The minimum
of these two values was used as a proxy for the bill after
transition.

The data used for this modelling are consistent with
the consultation document titled “The transitional
arrangements for the non-domestic rating revaluation
2010 in England”. Details on the methodology and
assumptions used can be found on page 49 of the
consultation. The assumptions underlying this modelling
include zero inflation, which does not reflect the latest
information available, and adjustments for appeals. A
copy of the consultation document is available at the
following link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/nndrrevaluation2010

Rateable values are only one part of the rates bill.
The other is the ratings multiplier—which is applied to
calculate final bills. To compensate for the higher property
market at the time of revaluation we have reduced the
multiplier by 15 per cent.--taking it to its lowest level for
17 years—this is designed to ensure the Government do
not collect an extra penny from revaluation and that
each business pays its fair contribution by ensuring the
share of the national rates bill paid by any one business
reflects changes over time in the value of their property
relative to others.

Over a million properties will see their business rate
liabilities come down as a result of revaluation. The
Government have put in place a £2 billion relief scheme
to limit the impact on the minority with bill increases,
which in 2010-11 will ensure no business property sees
its rates bill increase by more than 11 per cent. as a
result of the revaluation, with maximum increases capped
at just 3.5 per cent. for small properties. That is on top
of the wider support available to help ease business
pressures including discounted rate bills for small businesses
and deferring tax payments.

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many and
what proportion of businesses in England will receive
(a) an increase and (b) a reduction in their (i) business
rate valuation and (ii) business rates payable taking
account of the rate poundage and transitional relief as
a result of the most recent revaluation. [322347]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 15 March 2010]: The
information requested is as follows:

Table 1: Number and share of hereditaments in England whose rateable value
will increase or decrease as a result of the 2010 revaluation

Number of
hereditaments

(thousand)

Proportion of all
hereditaments (percentage)

Increase in RV 1,276 74

Decrease in RV 187 11

No change in RV 255 15

The data used to produce the number and proportion
of hereditaments in England that will receive an increase
or decrease in rateable value are consistent with the
statistical release titled “Non-domestic rateable values:
2010 Local Ratings Lists—England and Wales”published
on 18 December 2009.

A copy of this statistical release is available at the
following link:

http://www.voa.gov.uk/publications/statistical_releases/
VOA_Statistics_Release_Final.pdf

No estimates of the number and proportion of
hereditaments in England that will receive an increase
or decrease in bill have been made, as these contain not
only transitional relief but all other reliefs, some determined
at the billing authorities’ discretion. Therefore it is not
possible to estimate the likely bill of a hereditament.

However, for the purpose of modelling the 2010
Transitional Relief scheme, my Department has estimated
a proxy for rates bills in 2009-10 and 2010-11. The
Notional Chargeable Amount (NCA) was calculated
which for a given year is the product of the rateable
value and that year’s small business multiplier. The
NCA is then compared to the previous year’s reference
value increased by the caps. The minimum of these two
values was used as a proxy for the bill after transition.
The result of these proxy calculations is shown in
table 2.

Table 2: Number and share of hereditaments in England whose proxy bill,
calculated by the Department before inflation and other reliefs but after
transition, will increase or decrease as a result of the 2010 revaluation

Number of
hereditaments

(thousand)

Proportion of all
hereditaments (percentage)

Increase in bill 677 40

Decrease in bill 1,028 60

The data used for this modelling are consistent with
the consultation document titled “The transitional
arrangements for the non-domestic rating revaluation
2010 in England”. Details on the methodology and
assumptions used can be found on page 49 of the
consultation. The assumptions underlying this modelling
include zero inflation, which does not reflect the latest
information available, and adjustments for appeals. A
copy of the consultation document is available at the
following link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/nndrrevaluation2010
The total number of hereditaments on the draft list

used for the modelling of proxy bills is lower than on
the draft rating list from which the number of properties
with increasing or decreasing rateable values was taken.
This is because the modelling was initially undertaken
when the VOA had not compiled the full rating list and
explains the discrepancy between the total number of
hereditaments included in table 1 and 2 above.

Rateable values are only one part of the rates bill.
The other is the ratings multiplier—which is applied to
calculate final bills. To compensate for the higher property
market at the time of revaluation we have reduced the
multiplier by 15 per cent.--taking it to its lowest level for
17 years—this is designed to ensure the Government do
not collect an extra penny from revaluation and that
each business pays its fair contribution by ensuring the
share of the national rates bill paid by any one business
reflects changes over time in the value of their property
relative to others.

Over a million properties will see their business rate
liabilities come down as a result of revaluation. The
Government have put in place a £2 billion relief scheme
to limit the impact on the minority with bill increases,
which in 2010-11 will ensure no business property sees
its rates bill increase by more than 11 per cent. as a
result of the revaluation, with maximum increases capped
at just 3.5 per cent. for small properties. That is on top
of the wider support available to help ease business
pressures including discounted rate bills for small businesses
and deferring tax payments.
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Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 9 December 2009, Official Report, column
399W, on non-domestic rates, what assumptions his
Department made regarding (a) the number of
appeals against rateable values, (b) the success rate of
such appeals and (c) the resulting change in total
rateable value from such appeals in each region in each
year from 2009-10 to 2014-15. [323243]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 22 March 2010]: No
assumptions were made about the number or success
rate of appeals. However, for the purpose of modelling
the 2010 Transitional Relief scheme, my Department
has made an assumption about the total reduction in
RV as a result of appeals.

The assumptions used for this modelling are detailed
in the consultation document titled ‘The transitional
arrangements for the non-domestic rating revaluation
2010 in England’. The methodology and assumptions
can be found on page 49 of the consultation. A copy of
the consultation document is available at the following
link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/nndrrevaluation2010

Non-Domestic Rates: Empty Property

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which (a)
companies, (b) business organisations, (c) property
owners, (d) property organisations, (e) councils and
(f) local government organisations his Department has
(i) met and (ii) received correspondence from on the
subject of (A) empty property rates and (B) empty
property relief since January 2007. [323166]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 22 March 2010]:
Ministers and Officials from the Department meet
stakeholders regularly to discuss a range of matters,
including empty property rates. The Department monitored
empty property rates correspondence between March
2007 and December 2008 and received 349 letters. Figures
on correspondence received outside of that period could
be obtained only at disproportionate cost.

Non-Domestic Rates: Ports

Mr. Austin Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 2 March 2010, Official Report, column
1154W, on non-domestic rates: ports, who took the
decision that port businesses should be separately
rated; and when the decision was taken. [321732]

Barbara Follett: Valuation officers are required under
Section 41 of the Local Government Finance Act 1988
to maintain accurate rating lists. When they become
aware that a change is needed, such as that at the ports,
they must make the alteration and also specify the date
from which the change should become effective for rates
charging purposes.

The principles concerning separate rateability where
there is “exclusive occupation” and “paramount control”
are long established. The leading case on the subject is a

House of Lords decision from as far back as 193 6-
Westminster Council v. Southern Railway Company
and W.H. Smith and Son.

The VOA rated ports and properties within ports for
the 2005 list based upon information supplied by the
ports operators and indeed a significant number of
separate assessments appeared in the rating lists for
individual port occupiers at this stage, even before the
ports review was initiated.

It was only after the list was compiled that—through
routine work to keep the lists up to date—it was found
that at Southampton Container Terminal the assessment
for the 2000 list may not have correctly reflected the
extent to which separate property within the Port of
Southampton needed to be assessed. Action was therefore
taken by the VOA to amend the list, but this action was
strongly disputed by the other parties and legal and
valuation argument followed: only once that appeal had
been withdrawn, (in April 2006), were the VOA able to
satisfy themselves of the correct approach in relation to
certain types of port occupation and they immediately
instigated the review of ports. Port operators were
advised by letter of the ports review and its background
in May 2006.

As a result of the review, which ended in 2008,
725 newly assessed properties were added to the ratings
list. The decision to add each of these would have been
made by the relevant valuation officer in each instance.

The review of ports by the Valuation Office Agency is
to ensure that all individual business properties within
and outside ports are rated fairly to ensure that the
burden of contributions to funding local government is
shared fairly among businesses around the country.

The Government have listened to the concerns of
businesses with significant and unexpected backdated
bills, including some businesses within ports. It has
legislated to enable such bills to be repaid over an
unprecedented eight years rather than in a single instalment,
helping affected businesses to manage the impact on
their cash flows during the downturn by reducing the
amount they are required to pay now by 87.5 per cent.

As at October 8l 2009, local authorities have reported
that ratepayers occupying 221 properties within ports
had fully discharged their backdated liability and ratepayers
occupying a further 200 business properties within ports
had been granted a schedule of payments.

Mr. Austin Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 2 March 2010, Official Report, columns
1152-3W, on non-domestic rates: ports, when the
cumulo rating system was ended; by what means it was
ended; and what notice was given to port owners of its
ending. [321734]

Barbara Follett: There has been some confusion about
the application of this system, which has not ended and
is still in place. The term “cumulo”(artificial hereditament)
is used to describe properties (hereditaments) within the
same occupation (of the port authority), that under the
normal rules of rating would be shown as individual
entries, as a single entry in the rating list.

It is clear from the regulations governing the use of
this technique (Regulation 5 of the Non-Domestic Rating
Miscellaneous Provisions (2) Regulations 1989 (SI 1989/
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2303)) that it is a method for identifying a statutory
port authority only and not for combining properties
occupied by other businesses, under the same rateable
value as the port authority.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
appeals have been lodged with (a) the Valuation Office
Agency and (b) valuation tribunals against new
business rate assessments for firms in ports; how many
have been fast-tracked; how many have been
concluded; and of those concluded how many have
been upheld (i) in whole and (ii) in part. [323036]

Barbara Follett: I refer the hon. Member to the
answer given on 20 January 2010, Official Report, column
387W.

Most proposals (appeals) are not specific about the
particular issues they wish to challenge. The Valuation
Office Agency is not therefore able to provide details as
to which proposals that result in a change to the rating
list were allowed (i) in whole or (ii) in part.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what guidance
has been issued to local authorities on the collection of
backdated business rates from firms in ports. [323088]

Barbara Follett: The Valuation Office Agency has not
issued guidance to local authorities on this matter. The
Department has not issued specific guidance to local
authorities regarding the collection of backdated liabilities
for port based ratepayers. However, we have issued
guidance and information on collecting monies under
the eight year schedule of payments scheme through an
information letter that can be found at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/
pdf/1178175.pdf

The Government have listened to the concerns of
businesses with significant and unexpected backdated
bills, including some businesses within ports. They have
legislated to enable such bills to be repaid over an
unprecedented eight years rather than in a single instalment,
helping affected businesses to manage the impact on
their cash flows during the downturn by reducing the
amount they are required to pay now by 87.5 per cent.
and assist authorities by being able to collect the money
over the eight years.

As at 8 October 2009, local authorities have reported
that ratepayers occupying 221 properties within ports
had fully discharged their backdated liability and ratepayers
occupying a further 200 business properties within ports
had been granted a schedule of payments.

Non-Domestic Rates: York

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much on
average was paid in business rates in the City of York in
2009-10; and what estimate he has made of the likely
average amount to be paid in 2010-11 taking account
of transitional relief. [322381]

Barbara Follett [holding answer 15 March 2010]: The
figure derived from dividing the forecast net rate yield
from the city of York’s rating list in 2009-10 by the
number of hereditaments on that local list as at

31 December 2008 is £14,600. Data are as reported to
Communities and Local Government by the city of
York on their 2009-10 National Non-Domestic Rates
(NNDR) returns.

No estimates of the average bill in 2010-11 have been
made, as these contain not only transitional relief but
all other reliefs, some determined at the billing authorities’
discretion. Therefore it is not possible to estimate the
likely bill of a hereditament and any comparison with
the average bill in 2009-10 will be flawed as it cannot
take account of all of these reliefs.

However, for the purpose of modelling the 2010
Transitional Relief scheme, my Department has estimated
a proxy for rates bills in 2010-11. The Notional Chargeable
Amount (NCA) was calculated which for a given year is
the product of the rateable value and that year’s small
business multiplier. The NCA is then compared to the
previous year’s reference value increased by the caps.
The minimum of these two values was used as a proxy
for the bill after transition. The figure derived from
dividing the total of all proxy bills for 2010-11 in the
city of York by the number of hereditaments on the
draft 2010 rating list used for the Department’s 2010
transitional relief modelling is £16,300.

The data used for this modelling are consistent with
the consultation document titled ″The Transitional
Arrangements for the Non-domestic Rating Revaluation
2010 in England″. Details on the methodology and
assumptions used can be found on page 49 of the
consultation. The assumptions underlying this modelling
include zero inflation, which does not reflect the latest
information available, and adjustments for appeals. A
copy of the consultation document is available at the
following link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/nndrrevaluation2010

The five-yearly business rates revaluations make sure
each business pays its fair contribution and no more by
ensuring the share of the national rates bill paid by any
one business reflects changes over time in the value of
their property relative to others. The 2010 revaluation
will not raise a single extra penny for Government.

Over a million properties will see their business rate
liabilities come down as a result of revaluation. The
Government have put in place a £2 billion relief scheme
to limit the impact on the minority with bill increases,
which in 2010-11 will ensure no business property sees
its rates bill increase by more than 11 per cent. as a
result of the revaluation, with maximum increases capped
at just 3.5 per cent. for small properties. That is on top
of the wider support available to help ease business
pressures including discounted rate bills for small businesses
and deferring tax payments.

Hugh Bayley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how many
businesses in the City of York were liable to pay
business rates in 2009-10; how many such businesses
will face (a) an increase and (b) a reduction in (i) their
rateable value as a result of the business rates
revaluation, (ii) the rates they pay in cash terms in
2010-11 taking into account the rate poundage and
transitional relief and (iii) the rates they pay in 2010-11
taking into account the rate poundage and transitional
relief and discounting the national average increase in
business rates between 2009-10 and 2010-11. [322382]
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Barbara Follett [holding answer 15 March 2010]: The
information is as follows:
Table 1: Number and share of hereditaments in the city of York whose rateable

value will increase or decrease as a result of the 2010 revaluation

Number of
hereditaments1

Proportion of all
hereditaments
(percentage)

Increase in RV 5,200 86

Decrease in RV 300 6

No change in RV 500 8
1 Rounded to the nearest 100.

The data used to produce the number and proportion
of hereditaments in the city of York that will receive an
increase or decrease in rateable value are consistent
with the statistical release titled “Non-domestic Rateable
Values: 2010 Local Ratings Lists—England and Wales”
published on 18 December 2009.

A copy of this statistical release is available at the
following link:

http://www.voa.gov.uk/publications/statistical_releases/
VOA_Statistics_Release_Final.pdf

No estimates of the number and proportion of
hereditaments in the city of York that will receive an
increase or decrease in bill have been made, as these
contain not only transitional relief but all other reliefs,
some determined at the billing authorities’ discretion.
Therefore it is not possible to estimate the likely bill of a
hereditament.

However, for the purpose of modelling the 2010
Transitional Relief scheme, my Department has estimated
a proxy for rates bills in 2009-10 and 2010-11. The
Notional Chargeable Amount (NCA) was calculated
which for a given year is the product of the rateable
value and that year’s small business multiplier. The
NCA is then compared to the previous year’s reference
value increased by the caps. The minimum of these two
values was used as a proxy for the bill after transition.
The result of these proxy calculations is shown in
table 2 as follows:
Table 2: Number and share of hereditaments in the city of York whose proxy bill,

calculated by the Department before inflation and other reliefs but after
transition, will increase or decrease as a result of the 2010 revaluation

Number of hereditaments1
Proportion of all

hereditaments (percentage)

Increase in bill 2,400 40

Decrease in bill 3,600 60
1 Rounded to the nearest 100.

The data used for this modelling are consistent with
the consultation document titled “The Transitional
Arrangements for the Non-domestic Rating Revaluation
2010 in England”. Details on the methodology and
assumptions used can be found on page 49 of the
consultation. The assumptions underlying this modelling
include zero inflation, which does not reflect the latest
information available, and adjustments for appeals. A
copy of the consultation document is available at the
following link:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/
localgovernment/nndrrevaluation2010

The national average change in proxy bills was a
decrease of £20. After this average national change was
discounted from each of the proxy bills produced by the
model for hereditaments in the city of York the number
of hereditaments seeing increases and decreases in their
rates bill is shown in the following table:

Table 3: Number and share of hereditaments in the city of York whose proxy bill,
calculated by the Department before inflation and other reliefs but after
transition, will increase or decrease as a result of the 2010 revaluation

discounting the national average increase in business rates

Number of
hereditaments1

Proportion of all
hereditaments
(percentage)

Increase in bill 2,600 43

Decrease in bill 3,400 57
1 Rounded to the nearest 100.

When calculating the business rates multiplier in a
revaluation year, we are required by law to discount the
effect of any increases in rateable value. As a result, we
have reduced the multiplier by 15 per cent. in 2010-11—
taking it to its lowest level for 17 years. This is designed
to ensure the Government do not collect an extra penny
from revaluation. The five-yearly business rates revaluations
make sure each business pays its fair contribution and
no more by ensuring the share of the national rates bill
paid by any one business reflects changes over time in
the value of their property relative to others.

Over a million properties will see their business rate
liabilities come down as a result of revaluation. The
Government have put in place a £2 billion relief scheme
to limit the impact on the minority with bill increases,
which in 2010-11 will ensure no business property sees
its rates bill increase by more than 11 per cent. a result
of the revaluation, with maximum increases capped at
just 3.5 per cent. for small properties. That is on top of
the wider support available to help ease business pressures
including discounted rate bills for small businesses and
deferring tax payments.

Public Footpaths

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what funding
his Department has given to local authorities for parish
path initiatives and partnerships to date. [323442]

Huw Irranca-Davies: I have been asked to reply.
The Parish Paths Partnership was launched by the

Countryside Commission in 1992 and ran until 1998 as
a demonstration project. Some local authorities continue
to run and fund the scheme, which is aimed at improving
and maintaining local public rights of way. There is no
centrally held information as to which authorities continue
to operate the Parish Paths Partnership scheme, and
how much funding is allocated to the scheme by those
authorities.

Public Sector

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government which
Government departments are participating in the Total
Place initiative. [323303]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Total Place programme is
overseen by a ministerial group chaired by my right
hon. Friend the Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government and includes the Department for
Children, Schools and Families, Home Office, Ministry
of Justice, Department of Health, Department for Work
and Pensions, Department for Culture, Media and Sport,
Department for Food and Rural Affairs and the Cabinet
Office along with the Chief Secretary to the Treasury
and the Chair of the LGA.
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Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what the
timetable is for Total Place stage two; and how many
Total Place stage two pilots he expects to take place.

[323441]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Government’s report on
Total Place will be published alongside Budget 2010.
The report will set out the next steps Government will
take on the Total Place programme.

Regional Planning and Development

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which local
authorities have had their core strategy found unsound
by the Planning Inspectorate; and for what reasons in
each case. [323029]

Mr. Ian Austin: Eight authorities have had their core
strategy development plan documents found unsound.
The authorities are Carrick district council (as was);
Chichester district council; Lichfield city council; Ryedale
district council; Stafford borough council; Restormel
borough council (as was); Teignbridge district council
and the Royal borough of Windsor and Maidenhead.

A paper has been placed in the Library of the House
which sets out in summary the reasons why each core
strategy has been found unsound.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the
timetable is for the responsible regional authority to
draw up each new regional strategy. [323158]

Mr. Ian Austin: The provisions of the Local Democracy
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 to
create regional strategies come into effect on 1 April
2010. The regulations which also come into effect on
that day, state that each Responsible Regional Authority
will have to produce a project plan outlining how they
will take forward the revision of their regional strategy,
some project plans are already in place. All regions will
aim to complete the revision of their regional strategies
by 2013.

Social Rented Housing: Databases

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which company
has been awarded the National Register of Social
Housing database contract reference 2009/S 245-
350819 by the Tenant Services Authority. [323046]

Mr. Ian Austin: The company awarded the contract
(contract reference 2009/S 245-350819) for the National
Register of Social Housing Database was RM Education
plc.

Social Rented Housing: Tenants Rights

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what guidance
his Department has issued to local authorities on
succession tenancy rights for adult sons and daughters
of a social tenant. [323105]

Mr. Ian Austin: By virtue of sections 87 and 88 of the
Housing Act 1985, an individual only has a right to
succeed to a secure periodic local authority tenancy if
the deceased tenant had not themselves succeeded to
the tenancy and they are either the spouse/civil partner
of the deceased tenant or they are a family member who
has been residing in the property as their principal
home for at least 12 months ending on the date that the
tenant died.

The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister published
in November 2002 ’Allocation of Accommodation—Code
of Guidance for Local Housing Authorities’ which
gives guidance on when it may be appropriate to grant a
new tenancy to those members of the household who
have been living with the deceased tenant but who do
not have the legal right to succeed. This states that:
“Where a tenant dies and another household member (who does
not have succession rights to the tenancy) has:
(a) been living with the tenant for the year prior to the tenant’s
death; or
(b) been providing care for the tenant; or
(c) accepted responsibility for the tenant’s dependants and needs
to live with them in order to do so,
housing authorities should consider granting a tenancy to the
remaining person or persons, either in the same home or in
suitable alternative accommodation, provided the allocation has
no adverse implications for the good use of the housing stock and
has sufficient priority under the allocation scheme. In the case of
(a) and (b), the accommodation in question must be the principal
or only residence of the survivor at the time the tenant dies.”

Standards Board for England: Public Relations

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 9 September 2009, Official Report, column
2013W, on Standards Board for England: public
relations, which external public relations (a) firms and
(b) consultants were hired by the Standards Board for
England in (i) 2008-09, (ii) 2009-10 and (iii) 2010-11;
and how much the Standards Board for England has
spent on exhibitions at political party conferences to
date. [323084]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The following external suppliers
have provided the services that were referred to in my
answer of 9 September to the hon. Member.

(i) 2008 -09

Supplier Service provided

Alphagraphics/Genie Printing

Belmont Printing

Benedicts Event management and logistics for
the annual assembly

Chapel Press Printing

Cousins Group Printing

De Havilland Tracking relevant parliamentary
proceedings

Durrants Press Cuttings Ltd. Media monitoring

EC Group Printing

Jacaranda Training film development and
production

JT McLoughlin Printing

Paramount Print Printing

PDC Printing

Pelican Print Printing

Pukka films Training film development and
production
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(i) 2008 -09

Supplier Service provided

Terminal Four Web content management system

Thompson Brand Partners Brand review, publication design,
web development consultancy

(ii) 2009-10

Supplier Service provided

Benedicts Event management and logistics for
the annual assembly

Chapel Press Printing

De Havilland Tracking of relevant parliamentary
proceedings

Durrants Media monitoring

EC Group Printing

Hylton Waldeck Photography

Photography

Jacaranda Training film development and
production

Paramount Print Printing

PDC Printing

Pelican Print Printing

Terminal Four Web content management system

Thompson Brand Partners Brand review, publication design,
web development consultancy

Since 2006-07, the Standards Board has spent £139,447
on exhibitions at party political conferences.

Tenancy Deposit Schemes

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 15 March 2010, Official Report, column
671W, on tenancy deposit schemes, if he will place in
the Library a copy of the contracts between his
Department and tenancy deposit scheme providers,
with the commercially sensitive information redacted.

[323920]

Mr. Ian Austin: Yes, I will place copies of the redacted
versions of the Department’s contracts with MyDeposits,
the Deposit Protection Service and the Tenancy Deposit
Scheme in the Library of the House.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government on what dates in
(a) 2009 and (b) 2010 to date (i) Ministers and (ii)
officials in his Department met each of the tenancy
deposit scheme providers; who was present at each such
meeting; and what items were discussed. [323921]

Mr. Ian Austin: Ministers have not met the tenancy
deposit scheme providers in 2009 or 2010. Officials met
MyDeposits on 12 January, 24 June and 21 September
2009 and 18 January 2010, the Deposit Protection Service
on 26 January, 22 April and 28 September 2009 and
3 February and 3 March 2010 and the Tenancy Deposit
Scheme on 19 January, 28 April, 23 September and
12 November 2009 and 25 January and 19 February
2010. The schemes were represented by senior executive
staff and board members. The items discussed included
general updates from the scheme providers and CLG,
contract obligations including key performance indicators,
disaster recovery/business continuity plans and tests,
issues raised by the Tenancy Deposit Protection User

Group, operational issues including promotional activity,
data collection and other current issues.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether his
Department’s contracts with tenancy deposit scheme
providers provide for it to intervene to prevent an
increase in the level of fees charged by a provider.

[323922]

Mr. Ian Austin: The Department has no role in the
level of fees that the tenancy deposit scheme providers
charge their members. Any increase is a commercial
decision for the scheme providers.

Travelling People: Caravan Sites

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what
Ordnance Survey’s policy is on recording illegal
encampments and Traveller camps without planning
permission on Ordnance Survey maps. [323229]

Mr. Ian Austin: Ordnance Survey’s policy for the
recording of encampments and Traveller camps reflects
normal data capture policy. The location of buildings,
roads, tracks, hedges, fences and similar structures which
meet the relevant map specifications are surveyed and
recorded when they are considered to be permanent
features in the landscape. Locations of mobile homes
are recorded as though they were buildings, but only
when they are occupied principally for residential purposes
and have a postal address.

Judgments as to permanence and residential status
are determined by the surveyor using the detailed mapping
specifications, established precedent and experience in
interpreting the physical nature of a development.

It is not within Ordnance Survey’s remit to make any
judgment on the legality or otherwise of any feature or
development within the landscape. Hence the representation
on an Ordnance Survey map of any features within a
site containing an encampment or Traveller camp is no
evidence of the legality or status under planning permission
of that camp.

Written Questions: Government Responses

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government when he plans to
answer Question 315992, on affordable housing and
the Code for Sustainable Homes, tabled on 2 February
2010. [320253]

Mr. Ian Austin: I have now replied to the hon. Member’s
question.

ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Boilers: Government Assistance

Paddy Tipping: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change when he expects funding
allocated to the boiler scrappage scheme to be
exhausted; whether he plans to provide additional
funding for the scheme; and if he will make a
statement. [323175]
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Joan Ruddock: The boiler scrappage scheme works
on a “first come, first served” basis. The funding will be
exhausted when there is insufficient resource available
to support the issuing of further vouchers under the
£50 million allocated to the scheme. The scheme has
been very popular. Any decision on the provision of
additional funding for the scheme would be a matter for
consideration as part of the usual budgetary cycle.

Carbon Emissions: Buildings

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change whether his Department
has made an estimate of the average waiting time for
work to be carried out under the Low Carbon
Buildings programme in respect of (a) schools, (b)
hospitals, (c) other public buildings and (d)
households in (i) each London borough and (ii) Putney
constituency in each year since inception of that
programme. [323927]

Joan Ruddock: The Low Carbon Buildings Programme
does not collect or collate this type of information.
Each grant offer letter is time bounded depending on
the type of technology requested, the applicant type
(householder applications or communities/schools/other
not-for profit organisations) and if new build or retro-fit.
Any waiting time will relate to these time scales.

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change (1) what the monetary
value was of grants awarded under the Low Carbon
Buildings programme to (a) schools, (b) hospitals, (c)
other public buildings and (d) households in (i) each
London borough and (ii) Putney constituency in each
year since inception of that programme; [323928]

(2) how many applications for grants under the Low
Carbon Buildings programme from (a) schools, (b)
hospitals, (c) other public buildings and (d)
households in (i) each London borough and (ii) Putney
constituency were refused for each reason in each year
since the inception of that programme; [323929]

(3) what payments were made to the 10 Low Carbon
Buildings programme contractors which were awarded
contracts of the highest monetary value in respect of
(a) schools, (b) hospitals, (c) other public buildings
and (d) households in (i) each London borough and
(ii) Putney constituency in each year since the inception
of that programme; and how many complaints his
Department (A) received and (B) upheld about work
undertaken by those contractors under that
programme in each of those years. [323930]

Joan Ruddock: The information requested above is
not held centrally nor in a form that is readily extractable.
Some information (we do not know if it is complete)
may exist as raw data within several databases but our
estimates are that for it to be researched and extracted
manually from over 25,000 records will require
approximately 10 person days.

For this reason, we believe that disproportionate
costs will be incurred with no guarantee that the question
will be answered successfully.

Carbon Emissions: Housing

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change how many domestic
appliances are being funded under the Carbon
Emissions Reduction Target Scheme; what estimated
reduction of carbon dioxide emissions this funding has
achieved; and if he will make a statement. [323428]

Joan Ruddock: Domestic appliance products make
up less than 1 per cent. of savings to date towards the
185 million tonne lifetime carbon dioxide savings target
(April 2008 to March 2011 timeframe). High efficiency
consumer electronics are responsible for a further 2 per
cent. This compares to some 62 per cent. of savings to
date achieved through insulation products. The specific
number of domestic appliances supported will only be
known at the end of the scheme.

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change what steps his
Department are taking to ensure consumers are
informed of how much they are paying towards the
Carbon Emissions Reduction Target scheme through
tariffs; and if he will make a statement. [323429]

Joan Ruddock: The Government believe that improving
the transparency of the costs falling to suppliers from
meeting their supplier obligation and how they pass
these costs onto consumers is critical. The Government’s
’Warm Homes, Greener Homes’ strategy published in
early March set out the importance of greater transparency
in any post 2013 energy company obligation, including
around cost information. We continue to develop the
detail of this arrangement, and will pursue new powers
as necessary.

Carbon Emissions: Trees

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change pursuant to the answer to the hon.
Member for Peterborough of 8 February 2010, Official
Report, column 734W, on trees, what is the estimated
number of trees planted as a woodland creation carbon
abatement measure that would offset one tonne of
carbon dioxide. [323034]

Joan Ruddock: A hectare of new native woodland
planted now in the UK would be expected to remove
nearly 400 tonnes of CO2 from the atmosphere by 2050,
equivalent to six trees planted per tonne of CO2 sequestered
by that time.

Departmental Consultants

Charles Hendry: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change pursuant to the answer of
15 December 2009, Official Report, column 1120W, on
departmental consultants, whether the number of
consultants given in the answer was included in the
figures for number of staff employed by his
Department published in its most recent annual report.

[321250]

Joan Ruddock: The most recent annual report published
was the 2009 Annual report. This report contained
figures for Permanently Employed Staff (i.e. staff employed
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directly by DECC) and ‘Others’ for the period 2008-09.
Consultants were included in the total figure for ‘Others’.
The answer of 15 December 2009, Official Report,
column 1120W, gave the number of consultants employed
in DECC during December 2009.

Departmental Energy

Gregory Barker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what (a) voltage
optimisers and (b) equivalent technologies are used
within buildings occupied by his Department. [323626]

Joan Ruddock: The Department occupies 3-8 Whitehall
Place, London and two floors of Atholl House, Aberdeen.
A voltage optimisation unit is installed in 3-8 Whitehall
Place. There is no such equipment in Atholl House.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change whether the dates of publication
of any regular statistics or reports by his Department
have been affected by planning for the forthcoming
general election. [323462]

Joan Ruddock: On the announcement of a General
Election, the Cabinet Secretary issues guidance to
departments on their activities during the pre-election
period. This will be published on the Cabinet Office
website.

Regular statistical releases and reports will continue
to be issued and published during the election period on
dates which have been pre-announced.

Domestic Appliances: Carbon Emissions

Mr. Roger Williams: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change pursuant to the answer of
17 March 2010, Official Report, column 939W, on
domestic appliances: carbon emissions, if he will make
an estimate of the (a) number of domestic consumer
electronics products which qualify for the Carbon

Emissions Reduction Target and (b) likely effect on the
level of carbon dioxide emissions of the inclusion of
those products in that scheme. [323991]

Joan Ruddock: 14 electronic product types qualify to
be promoted by suppliers in support of achieving their
household Carbon Emissions Reduction Target. Consumer
electronic products make up just over 2 per cent. of
savings towards the 185 million tonne lifetime carbon
dioxide savings target to date (by end December 2009).
This compares to some 62 per cent. of savings to
achieved through insulation products and 29 per cent.
through lighting products.

Energy

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what tariff levels,
expressed in kilowatt hours, he plans to set for new
installations of energy plants providing energy by (a)
anaerobic digestion, (b) hydroelectricity, (c)
photovoltaic energy, (d) nuclear plants, (e) coal
combustion plants, (f) oil combustion plants and (g)
wind turbines in the period 2010-13; and if he will
make a statement. [323548]

Mr. Kidney: From April 2010, Renewable Obligation
Certificates (ROCs) are issued per MWh for accredited
installations over 50kW. The level of support granted to
hydroelectricity, anaerobic digestion, solar photovoltaic
and wind turbines through the Renewables Obligation
is as follows, expressed in kilowatt hours (kWh):

Hydroelectricity: 0.001 ROC/kWh
Anaerobic digestion: 0.002 ROCs/kWh
Solar photovoltaic: 0.002 ROCs/kWh
Onshore wind: 0.001 ROC/kWh
Offshore wind: 0.002 ROCs/kWh (from 10 April; 0.0015 ROCs
before then).

Feed in tariffs for projects up to 5MW are available
from 1 April 2010. As well as a tariff for generation of
low carbon electricity (shown in the table), an export
tariff of 3p/kWh is available for all technologies under
the scheme.

Tariff level for new installations in period (p/kWh)

Technology Scale
Year 1: 1 April 2010 to 31

March 2011
Year 2: 1 April 2011 to 31

March 2012
Year 3: 1 April 2012 to 31

March 2013

Anaerobic digestion =500kW 11.5 11.5 11.5

Anaerobic digestion >500kW 9.0 9.0 9.0

Hydro =15kW 19.9 19.9 19.9

Hydro >15-100kW 17.8 17.8 17.8

Hydro >100kW-2MW 11.0 11.0 11.0

Hydro >2 MW-5MW 4.5 4.5 4.5

PV =4kW (new build) 36.1 36.1 33.0

PV =4kW (retrofit) 41.3 41.3 37.8

PV >4-10kW 36.1 36.1 33.0

PV >10-100kW 31.4 31.4 28.7

PV >100kW-5MW 29.3 29.3 26.8

PV Stand alone system 29.3 29.3 26.8

Wind =1.5kW 34.5 34.5 32.6

Wind >1.5-15kW 26.7 26.7 25.5

Wind >15-100kW 24.1 24.1 23.0

Wind >100-500kW 18.8 18.8 18.8

Wind >500kW-1.5MW 9.4 9.4 9.4

Wind >1.5MW-5MW 4.5 4.5 4.5
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The level of financial support that will be provided to
carbon capture and storage (CCS) demonstration projects
on commercial-scale coal fired power stations under the
CCS Incentive has yet to be set.

There are no tariffs for output from nuclear installations,
or oil or coal combustion without CCS.

Energy Supply

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what steps his
Department is taking to encourage a diversity of
energy supply. [323351]

Mr. Kidney [holding answer 22 March 2010]: I refer
you to the answer I gave to your question No. 314481
on 5 February 2010, Official Report, column 619W.

Energy: Meters

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what service standards he plans to
include in codes of conduct for the implementation of
smart meters. [322485]

Mr. Kidney: The Smart Metering Implementation
Programme is considering a wide range of issues relating
to smart meter roll out including whether service standards
and/or codes of conduct should be put place before the
formal roll out begins.

Government Car and Despatch Agency

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change how much his
Department has paid to the Government Car and
Despatch Agency since its inception; how much it has
spent on such payments in 2009-10; and what
proportion of such payments was made in respect of
the Government Car Service. [316786]

Joan Ruddock: The Department of Energy and Climate
Change has paid to the Government Car and Despatch
Agency £432,566.50 since its inception on 3 October
2008. The latest available figures at the end of January
2010 show a total of £338,809.31 has been paid in the
financial year 2009-10. All the payments were in respect
of the Government Car Service.

Costs to Departments of ministerial cars are reported
annually to Parliament by my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Transport through written ministerial
statement and are available in the Library of the House.

Warm Front Scheme

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change how many Warm Front
applications referred to Eaga Ltd. remained (a)
outstanding, (b) unresolved and (c) incomplete for
more than (i) 21 days, (ii) three months and (iii) six
months in each of the last two years. [319928]

Mr. Kidney [holding answer 2 March 2010]: The
Warm Front scheme does not record information in the
way requested on the number of applications that remain
(a) outstanding, (b) unresolved and (c) incomplete for

more than (i) 21 days, (ii) three months and (iii) six
months. It is not possible to provide a direct answer to
the question. However, information is available regarding
the total number of applications currently outstanding
and the applications progressed within agreed time
scales—21 working days for surveys, three months for
insulation measures and six months for heating measures.
This information is provided as follows:

The total number of applicants that applied to the
scheme in 2009-10 (as at end of February 2010) was
269,268 and 12.4 per cent. were awaiting an assessment.

Surveys

2008-09 2009-10

Surveyed within 21 working days 221,100 192,585

Surveyed outside 21 working days 14,074 10,966

Total surveys 235,174 203,551

Percentage in time 94.0 94.6

Percentage outside timeline 6.0 5.4

Insulation

2008-09 2009-10

Installed within 60 working days 82,197 75,697

Installed outside 60 working days 14,036 3,146

Total installations 96,233 78,843

Percentage in time 85.4 96.0

Percentage outside timeline 14.6 4.0

Heating

2008-09 2009-10

Installed within 120 working days 105,936 100,051

Installed outside 120 working
days

9,805 6,993

Total installations 115,741 107,044

Percentage in time 91.5 93.5

Percentage outside timeline 8.5 6.5

Wind Power

Mr. Harper: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what guidance his Department
has issued to local authorities and planning bodies on
technical issues arising from planning proposals for
wind turbines. [322032]

Mr. Kidney [holding answer 12 March 2010]: The
Department has issued the following guidance and reports
to inform local authorities and planning bodies on
technical issues arising from planning proposals for
wind turbines:

The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms (ETSU
R-97), (1996)
Cumulative effects of wind turbines (2000)
Wind Energy and Aviation Interests: Interim Guidelines (2002)
Wind Turbines and Aviation Interests—European Experience
and Practice (2002)
Wind Farms Impact on Radar Aviation Interests (2003)
Research into Aerodynamic Modulation of Wind Turbine
Noise (2007)
Onshore Wind Energy Planning Conditions Guidance Note
(2007).
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Ministerial Corrections

Tuesday 23 March 2010

TRANSPORT

Driving Instruction

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many driving instructors
qualified in each of the last three years. [318035]

[Official Report, 22 February 2010, Vol. 506, c. 182W.]
Letter of correction from Paul Clark:
An error has been identified in the written answer

given to the hon. Member for Moray (Angus Robertson)
on 22 February 2010. The full answer given was as
follows:

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many driving instructors
qualified in each of the last three years. [318035]

Paul Clark: The number of newly qualified approved
driving instructors entering the Register of Approved
Driving Instructors, in each of the last three years, is
shown in the following table.

Number qualified

2007 4,485
2008 4,749
2009 4,485

The correct answer should have been:

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how many driving instructors
qualified in each of the last three years. [318035]

Paul Clark: The number of newly qualified approved
driving instructors entering the Register of Approved
Driving Instructors, in each of the last three years, is
shown in the following table.

Number qualified

2007 5,734
2008 4,749
2009 4,485

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the average age of
driving instructors is. [318036]

[Official Report, 22 February 2010, Vol. 506, c. 182W.]

Letter of correction from Paul Clark:

An error has been identified in the written answer
given to the hon. Member for Moray (Angus Robertson)
on 22 February 2010. The full answer given was as
follows:

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the average age of
driving instructors is. [318036]

Paul Clark: The average age of the 48,885 Approved
Driving Instructors currently registered is 47 years and
six months.

The correct answer should have been:

Angus Robertson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what the average age of
driving instructors is. [318036]

Paul Clark: The average age of the 45,885 Approved
Driving Instructors currently registered is 47 years and
six months.
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