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House of Commons

Wednesday 24 March 2010

The House met at half-past Eleven o’clock

PRAYERS

[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions

NORTHERN IRELAND

The Secretary of State was asked—

Security Situation

1. Sir Nicholas Winterton (Macclesfield) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of the level of
paramilitary activity by republican groups in Northern
Ireland; and if he will make a statement. [322973]

3. Ann Winterton (Congleton) (Con): What recent
assessment he has made of the security situation in
Northern Ireland. [322975]

4. Mr. Andrew Mackay (Bracknell) (Con): What
recent assessment he has made of the activities of
dissident republicans in Northern Ireland. [322976]

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Mr. Shaun
Woodward): The threat level in Northern Ireland remains
at “severe”. The Government are not complacent about
the threat that dissident republicans continue to pose
despite their having little or no community support.
The House will wish to know that the Police Service of
Northern Ireland continues to disrupt the activity of
that small criminal group. So far this year, it has made
51 arrests, brought 12 charges and made three seizures.

Sir Nicholas Winterton: The Northern Executive, fully
supported by the majority of the people of Northern
Ireland, not least the Unionist population, have achieved
huge success, with major concessions to the nationalist
population. Will the Secretary of State confirm to the
House that there is now absolutely no need whatever for
any paramilitary activity, unless it is by a hard core of
people who want to destroy the peace, stability and
economic success of Northern Ireland?

Mr. Woodward: The House will know of the historic
vote that took place in Stormont on 9 March—nearly
all parties in the cross-party community vote were in
support. I simply say to the hon. Gentleman that there
never has been a need for any paramilitary activity: not
then, not now, not in future. As for concessions, we need
to understand this as a matter not of concessions, but of
power sharing. Both sides may have compromised, but
they have done so for the good of everybody in Northern
Ireland.

Ann Winterton: The new Chief Constable is supported—
for the first time—by all parties in Northern Ireland,
and yet the police’s reputation for effectiveness in combating
crime and terrorism has never actually been lower. Why
is that?

Mr. Woodward: I am afraid that I agree with only one
part of the hon. Lady’s question, which is to recognise
that the Chief Constable was appointed to his job with
unanimous support; I entirely disagree with everything
else she says. Confidence in policing in Northern Ireland
is at record levels and will stay at record levels, and it
continues to enjoy a support of which most hon. Members
in this House would be extremely envious. The PSNI
has brought down crime and been extremely successful
in tackling even the activities of some of the most hated
criminals in the community, and I hope she recognises
that.

Mr. Mackay: Will the Secretary of State confirm that
there is no hiding place for violent republican dissidents
across the border, and that co-operation has never been
better, particularly under the new Garda commissioner?

Mr. Woodward: I put on record that the levels of
co-operation in both Northern Ireland and the Republic
have never been greater or better. That is true of every
aspect of dealing with and preventing crime, none more
so than those areas of crimes associated with paramilitary
activity, and especially the investigations that are taking
place into the recent murders of soldiers and a police
constable.

John Robertson (Glasgow, North-West) (Lab): Does
my right hon. Friend agree that it was unfortunate that
the Ulster Unionist party could not come on board in
what was happening in the devolution process, and that
perhaps, the Conservatives might have done a bit more
to try and persuade it to come on board?

Mr. Woodward: I think I will not take the temptation
to make a political point, because I actually want to
thank the Conservatives for their support. Their alliance
with the UUP is of course a matter for them, as is the
question of whether they can ultimately influence that
party. I regret the fact that the UUP did not vote for the
Hillsborough castle agreement and the devolution of
policing and justice.

Dr. William McCrea (South Antrim) (DUP): Dissident
republicans pose a serious threat to the people of Northern
Ireland. On Saturday last, a pipe bomb was found in a
public place, outside the police station in Magherafelt,
which is just a few yards from my home. Also, members
and ex-members of the PSNI in my constituency and a
number of others are under threat from dissident
republicans. What active measures are the Government
going to take to ensure that those organisations are
infiltrated, brought to justice and defeated?

Mr. Woodward: The hon. Gentleman knows a great
deal about the impact of that kind of activity, not only
as a very fine and outstanding constituency Member of
Parliament, but as a person and as a family member, so
I say this with huge respect for, and understanding of,
where the question is coming from. We will do everything
to support the Chief Constable and the PSNI to tackle
both those who have committed crime and those who
intend to commit crime. We will work as closely as
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possible with the First Minister, the Deputy First Minister,
the Executive and the institutions of devolved Government
to bring those people to justice.

Mr. Adrian Bailey (West Bromwich, West) (Lab/Co-op):
Obviously it is very disappointing that the Ulster Unionists
in the Assembly did not support the cross-community
vote. Will my right hon. Friend continue to work on a
cross-party basis in the hope that the Ulster Unionists
will be persuaded to back this in future?

Mr. Woodward: Although the leadership of the Ulster
Unionist party and its Assembly Members did not vote
for this on 9 March, it was perfectly clear from public
opinion and the confidence that all political parties had
established in Northern Ireland that that vote had the
support of all communities in Northern Ireland, including
those who would identify themselves as supporters of
the Ulster Unionist party. Unfortunately, its leadership
did not reflect that on the day.

Mr. Alistair Carmichael (Orkney and Shetland) (LD):
The Secretary of State’s assessment of the level of risk
is clearly sensible and realistic. It brings with it the
potential for future challenges for the PSNI in dealing
with that risk if it becomes reality. Will he confirm that
he will use his good offices to ensure access to the
Treasury for contingency funding should the necessity
arise?

Mr. Woodward: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
support in this. He will know that my right hon. Friend
the Prime Minister made an additional £30 million of
funding available from the reserve for the current financial
year for the PSNI. My right hon. Friend has already
committed nearly £40 million of additional funding,
which will be available to the Chief Constable to deal
with the threat posed by dissidents. This Government
will stand with the people of Northern Ireland and with
the devolved Government.

Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire) (Con): As
the Secretary of State knows, the Select Committee on
Northern Ireland Affairs strongly supports the devolution
of policing and justice. Is he also aware that we attach
the highest possible importance to the operational
independence of the Chief Constable in tackling dissident
republicans and in dealing with all his other duties?

Mr. Woodward: The operational independence of the
Chief Constable is one of the principal outcomes and a
huge success of the Patten reforms. It has enabled
enormous confidence to be established across all
communities in Northern Ireland. That, of course, has
been the case and after devolution on 12 April it will
remain so.

Mr. Laurence Robertson (Tewkesbury) (Con): A few
days ago, an attempt was made to murder police officers
in Newry after they were lured there by what is reported
to have been a hoax bomb. Is the Secretary of State
satisfied that there are sufficient intelligence sources to
enable the police to counter what is becoming a very
worrying and increasingly dangerous terrorist threat?

Mr. Woodward: Let us remember that those who wish
to commit these crimes are people who, regrettably,
refuse to accept the political settlement that has now
been agreed. The Conservative party, along with other
parties in this House, has helped to ensure that the early

devolution of policing and justice has taken place. Let
us remember that the report by the Independent Monitoring
Commission said that that would be the “potent
intervention” in dealing with dissident republicans.

Presbyterian Mutual Society

2. Mr. Philip Dunne (Ludlow) (Con): What recent
discussions he has had with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer on the effect on savers in Northern Ireland
of the collapse of the Presbyterian mutual society.

[322974]

The Minister of State, Northern Ireland Office (Paul
Goggins): The Chief Secretary to the Treasury and my
right hon. Friend the Secretary of State are both members
of the ministerial working group established by the
Prime Minister. They, along with Ministers from the
Northern Ireland Executive, are in regular contact in an
effort to assist members of the PMS whose investments
were affected by the society’s entry into administration.

Mr. Dunne: The Financial Services Authority warned
of a problem with the PMS almost a year ago, the
Prime Minister set up his working group last summer,
the Treasury Committee issued a scathing report this
February saying that nothing would be resolved unless
a political lead was given and this morning the relevant
Minister in another place gave no lead whatsoever and
no clue as to what might happen. Is this not a classic
example of a Government who are incapable of taking
a decision and who are letting down 100,000 savers in
Northern Ireland?

Paul Goggins: No, it is not, because the Prime Minister
established the working group and I hope that it will
very shortly be able to consider a proposition—a paper—
from the Executive in Northern Ireland, which will put
forward a range of options. The commercial option is,
of course, one that we would all wish to see taken, if it is
possible to do so. The Executive have also been working
on specific ideas. We need to hear those ideas, consider
them and look for solutions.

Dr. Alasdair McDonnell (Belfast, South) (SDLP):
Does the Minister agree that regardless of the legal and
commercial niceties, there is a moral obligation on us all
to help relieve the serious distress, both financial and
emotional, that genuine savers in the PMS are suffering?
These people invested in good faith and we have a
moral responsibility to return that good faith or give
them some return on it.

Paul Goggins: I agree that there is a sense of moral
obligation here—the Prime Minister has said that—but
none the less we have to find a solution that is hard-headed.
We need a solution that will actually work in the interests
of those who genuinely and in good faith invested their
money in the PMS.

Mr. Jeffrey M. Donaldson (Lagan Valley) (DUP):
The Minister will be aware of the hardships faced by
many PMS savers, who become more concerned as time
goes on. Will he and the Secretary of State use their
good offices to ensure that the Treasury co-operates
fully with the Northern Ireland Executive to bring
forward a solution and a package that will bring real
assistance to PMS savers as soon as possible, so that
their plight can be resolved?
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Paul Goggins: I agree strongly with the right hon.
Gentleman, who knows, as I do, that many, particularly
older, investors, have lost money and are suffering financial
hardship as a result. We all have enormous sympathy
with them, but what we need more than sympathy is a
solution. Yes, we might need to consider a hardship
fund in the end, but it would be better to find a
sustainable solution that would work in the long term.
A commercial solution would be best, but ideas will be
coming from the Executive shortly that are worthy of
consideration. We should work together to see whether
a sustainable solution can be found.

Lady Hermon (North Down) (UUP): The Minister of
State and the Secretary of State have been excellent
Ministers for Northern Ireland, and I appreciate their
efforts on many fronts. Will the Minister of State give a
clear assurance to PMS savers, not just in my constituency
but across Northern Ireland, that the Government will
find a solution, before the election, to the situation in
which those people find themselves through no fault of
their own? Will he give a clear assurance that there will
be a solution before the general election?

Paul Goggins: I am very grateful to the hon. Lady for
her comments about me and my right hon. Friend. I
give her an absolute assurance that for every day of this
Parliament that remains, we will continue to search for
a solution that will work for those investors and that
will restore confidence and, I hope, some money to
them. In the end, it is their hard-earned money that has
been lost, and we need a hard-headed solution that will
work in practice.

Mr. Owen Paterson (North Shropshire) (Con): Last
June, the Prime Minister announced a review group to
look at the plight of those involved in the PMS, and
promised that it would report by September. The Prime
Minister intervened to rescue the Dunfermline building
society, and boasted to the Labour party conference
that
“not one British saver has lost a single penny”,

but it was his guarantee to banks that triggered the run
on the PMS. What is the reason for yet another broken
promise from this bankrupt Prime Minister?

Paul Goggins: The hon. Gentleman may be more
interested in process than in solutions, but my right
hon. Friend and I are interested in finding solutions. It
is a completely false comparison, as anyone who has
studied this knows, to compare the situation of the
PMS with that of the Dunfermline building society.
That financial institution was regulated by the FSA,
whereas with the PMS we are talking about an industrial
and provident society. I hope that, even at this stage, he
will join us in the search for a solution rather than
dwelling on process.

Mr. Paterson: The Treasury Select Committee, with a
Labour majority, said it was
“unacceptable and farcical that both the UK Government and
the Northern Ireland Executive…have failed to act.”

In Northern Ireland questions last June, the Secretary
of State promised me further talks,
“not with empty slogans and hollow promises but with real
action—and not by doing nothing.”—[Official Report, 3 June
2009; Vol. 493, c. 261.]

But here we are, nine months later, and nothing has
happened. We cannot go on like this. Is it not time for
change and for him to make way for a Secretary of State
who will stick up for the people of Northern Ireland?
[Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. I want to hear the answer. There
is far too much noise and there are far too many private
conversations taking place in the Chamber.

Paul Goggins: I was trying, before, to give the hon.
Gentleman a fairly basic lesson in the economics of this
issue, but we will shortly be getting an economic master-class
from others at this Dispatch Box. I encourage the hon.
Gentleman to listen very carefully, because he might
just learn something for a change. The position is
absolutely clear: a considerable amount of work has
been done, even in the recent past, by Members of the
Executive in Northern Ireland. They are represented on
the working group that has been convened by the Prime
Minister, and my right hon. Friend the Chief Secretary
also belongs to that group. We want to find solutions—

Mr. Paterson: When?

Paul Goggins: In considering the paper coming from
the Executive, that will be very shortly indeed.

National Security Protocols

5. Mr. Eddie McGrady (South Down) (SDLP): What
recent discussions he has had with the Northern
Ireland Executive on the national security protocols to
be used after the devolution of policing and justice
matters. [322977]

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Mr. Shaun
Woodward): I have discussed the national security protocol
with a range of individuals and organisations in Northern
Ireland. The current text addresses a number of concerns
raised in those discussions.

Mr. McGrady: I thank the Secretary of State for his
reply. The intelligence services withheld information
from the investigation into the tragedy of the Omagh
bombing, and allegations have recently been made about
the intelligence services’ role in the death of Kieran
Doherty in Derry. What further discussions will he have
with the Northern Ireland Executive to prevent such
things from happening and to facilitate future investigations?
He told the Northern Ireland Affairs Committee that it
would become more likely that the intelligence services
would co-operate, but more likely is not good enough.

Mr. Woodward: I am sure that the House will want to
pay tribute to the hon. Gentleman, who has been an
assiduous Member of Parliament for 23 years and was
a founding member of his party. We wish him well in
the future.

I am of course considering the Select Committee’s
report, but I remind the House that Sir Peter Gibson
published his report last year and that after he examined
the information available on the day, he concluded that
“to the extent that any relevant intelligence was derived from
interception, it was shared with RUC…and Special Branch South
promptly and fully”.
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Mr. Peter Robinson (Belfast, East) (DUP): I join the
Secretary of State in paying tribute to the hon. Member
for South Down (Mr. McGrady), who has always been
an assiduous and hard-working Member of Parliament.

Does the Secretary of State recall that, alongside
discussions with the Executive about the national security
protocols, there was consideration of finance and other
related matters, including the transfer of four military
sites? Will he use his influence to ensure that the promise
given by the Prime Minister is not broken by the Ministry
of Defence, which is trying to hold on to elements of
those sites?

Mr. Woodward: The right hon. Gentleman knows
that the bases are being transferred to the Executive as
part of the generous devolution package that my right
hon. Friend the Prime Minister and I agreed at Hillsborough
castle. There are, of course, outstanding points of detail
in relation to those bases, but I am confident that they
will be solved to everyone’s satisfaction. [Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. I appeal to the House to settle
down. We are discussing extremely important matters
and I think that the people of Northern Ireland deserve
a bit better.

Fuel Smuggling

6. Mr. Andrew Turner (Isle of Wight) (Con): What
recent discussions he has had with the Chancellor of
the Exchequer on steps to tackle fuel smuggling in
Northern Ireland. [322978]

The Minister of State, Northern Ireland Office (Paul
Goggins): Tackling fuel crime is a key Government
priority. Law enforcement agencies in the Organised
Crime Task Force are working to disrupt fuel fraudsters,
bring them to court and confiscate their criminal assets.

Mr. Turner: Will the Minister tell the House who is
responsible for investigating smuggling, which involves
a loss to the Exchequer of £200 million a year? Is it
London or Belfast?

Paul Goggins: The Organised Crime Task Force in
Northern Ireland is an excellent initiative that brings all
law enforcement agencies together—Her Majesty’s Revenue
and Customs, the Serious Organised Crime Agency and
the Police Service of Northern Ireland. It is increasingly
important that they work with their counterparts from
the Republic of Ireland—the Criminal Assets Bureau
and the Revenue Commissioners—because it is by working
together that we can best bring to justice the people
who perpetrate these dreadful crimes.

Mr. Lindsay Hoyle (Chorley) (Lab): Does my right
hon. Friend agree that the best way to stop the smuggling
would be to reduce the price of fuel in the UK and not
introduce the 3p levy?

Paul Goggins: My hon. Friend makes a late bid with
regard to the business that will come later. On reducing
opportunities for fuel smuggling, it is important that
the price of fuel is now virtually the same in the Republic
of Ireland and Northern Ireland. That reduces the
incentive for fuel smuggling, but it encourages fraudsters
to consider other kinds of fuel fraud, especially fuel
laundering, which is why the Organised Crime Task
Force must continue to pursue the issue with great
vigour.

Decommissioning

7. David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): When he
expects to receive the final report of the Independent
International Commission on Decommissioning.

[322979]

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Mr. Shaun
Woodward): I placed in the Library of the House on
3 March the most recent report from the IICD, which
recorded full and final acts of decommissioning. I expect
a final report, including a report on armaments, to be
published later in the year.

David Simpson: Can the Secretary of State confirm
that within the final report, there will be a full inventory
of the weapons that were decommissioned, as his
predecessor assured us would happen?

Mr. Woodward: The hon. Gentleman will know that
the IICD was set up by both the British Government
and the Irish Government. The arrangements to bring
to an end decommissioning in the Republic of Ireland
have now been concluded. We are in discussions with
the Irish Government and with the IICD about the
scope of the IICD’s final report, which will contain a
report on armaments.

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): The Secretary of State
rightly referred to the fact that both the British and
Irish Governments set up the IICD. They did so arising
out of agreements and negotiations in the talks leading
to the Good Friday agreement. Does he recognise that
when that commission was being set up and whenever
decommissioning was being pursued, the main Unionist
party insisted that decommissioning was not intended
to happen as part of the agreement and was a fiction?
Will he therefore acknowledge that the progress that has
been made proves that those of us who committed to
the agreement and to decommissioning were right and
were honest?

Mr. Woodward: In the course of the peace process,
political parties in Northern Ireland have taken positions
which in the end will, I hope, reflect a unanimous
position that all the work that has been done to achieve
peace and stability in Northern Ireland has succeeded. I
hope that all political parties—including, as I am sure it
does, the Democratic Unionist party—support the work
of the IICD.

Per Capita Expenditure

8. Mr. Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): What
recent discussions he has had with the Chancellor of
the Exchequer on trends in per capita expenditure in
Northern Ireland on matters for which he is
responsible. [322980]

The Minister of State, Northern Ireland Office (Paul
Goggins): My right hon. Friend the Secretary of State
for Northern Ireland has had no recent discussions with
the Chancellor of the Exchequer on these matters.

Mr. Bone: The public expenditure per head of population
in Northern Ireland is now more than £10,000, and
more than a quarter higher than the UK average. As
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things have got better in Northern Ireland, one would
have thought that trend would go down. Does the
Minister agree, or does he expect to see it at a constant
level?

Paul Goggins: The expenditure for which my right
hon. Friend the Secretary of State is responsible relates
now only to policing and criminal justice matters, and
they will shortly be devolved. It is true that the number
of police officers per head of population in Northern
Ireland is higher than it would be in the hon. Gentleman’s
constituency or mine, but that is perfectly understandable
when one considers the troubles of the past 30-odd
years and the prevailing problem and challenge from
dissident republicans. [Interruption.]

Mr. Nigel Dodds (Belfast, North) (DUP) rose—

Mr. Speaker: Order. The House must come to order. I
want to hear the question from Mr. Nigel Dodds.

Mr. Dodds: Is it not right that, after more than
35 years of the most terrible terrorist campaign, the
level of expenditure on security in Northern Ireland
was rightly spent to defend democracy and the Union
with the rest of the United Kingdom? Will the Minister
give a commitment that in the event that at any point in
the future some kind of civil emergency arises, the
money will be available to protect and defend the ordinary
people of Northern Ireland against terrorism?

Paul Goggins: Both in the current financial year and
for the next financial year a considerable amount of
additional money will be made available to the Chief
Constable to deal with the security threat. It is very
much the judgment of the Chief Constable that we
listen to. We will listen to his assessment and respond
accordingly.

Saville Inquiry

9. Mr. Andrew Robathan (Blaby) (Con): When he next
expects the final report from the Saville inquiry to be
published; and if he will make a statement. [322981]

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Mr. Shaun
Woodward): The House will be pleased to hear that
finally, after more than a decade, Lord Saville will, this
afternoon, I believe, make available to my officials his
final report and inquiry, so that they may begin the
checking process on article 2 obligations and national
security that I am obliged to carry out as Secretary of
State.

Mr. Robathan: What took place on Bloody Sunday
was a tragedy, whoever was to blame. It took place
nearly 40 years ago. We have spent £200 million of
taxpayers’ money and 12 years looking at the issues,
probably just to stir up old enmities and reopen old
sores. Does the Secretary of State think that it is all
worth doing?

Mr. Woodward: The hon. Gentleman is right to record
the fact that the report has cost £200 million. I disagree
with him about the value of the Saville inquiry. Without
the Saville inquiry, there would have been no stable
peace process. Because of the inquiry, it has been possible
to establish the bona fides for a peace process to succeed,
and the whole House will be grateful for that success.

Mr. Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
Given that almost £200 million has been spent, with no
definitive outcome yet in sight, does the Secretary of
State agree that now is the time to call an end to further
wasteful inquiries and deal with genuine innocent victims
for the future rather than trying to remember the past?

Mr. Woodward: The hon. Gentleman need take no
lessons, certainly from me, in being reminded that several
thousand people lost their lives in the course of the
troubles. We cannot forget the past; I am sure that he
shares that view. The Saville inquiry will help us to
produce the truth about the events of that day. We will
learn from this inquiry. However, we do need a process
to enable Northern Ireland to reconcile itself with its past.

PRIME MINISTER

The Prime Minister was asked—

Engagements

Q1. [323602] Mike Penning (Hemel Hempstead) (Con):
If he will list his official engagements for Wednesday
24 March.

The Prime Minister (Mr. Gordon Brown): I am sure
that the whole House will join me in remembering the
life and achievements of Serjeant Steven Campbell
from 3rd Battalion the Rifles, who died in Afghanistan
earlier this week. We pay tribute to his energetic, brave
and dedicated service. His infectious enthusiasm and
his sincere patriotism will be sorely missed. The thoughts
of everybody in this House, I know, are with his family,
friends and colleagues.

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

Mike Penning: I join the Prime Minister in paying
tribute to our armed forces, especially those who have
lost their lives this week. Our thoughts and prayers are
not only with those who have lost their lives, and their
families and loved ones, but those who have been injured.

Last week the Prime Minister admitted that he had
misled the Chilcot inquiry about the funding for the
armed forces. When did he realise that he had misled—
before or after he gave evidence?

The Prime Minister: As I said last week, when I was
preparing for last week’s Question Time I was shown
the transcript of what I had said in the Chilcot inquiry,
and I decided to make it absolutely clear, on the first
occasion, to the House and then write to Sir John
Chilcot. But I repeat: defence spending has risen by
12 per cent. in real terms. Every request for funding by
the Ministry of Defence and the commanders has been
met by the Treasury for the operations that have been
conducted. I have to say that there was a 30 per cent.
real-terms cut in defence expenditure under the last
years of the Tories.

Kali Mountford (Colne Valley) (Lab): May I pay my
own personal tribute to all the officers we have lost and
give my condolences to their families? I am sure we miss
them all.

May I ask the Prime Minister why, in his view,
fairness should be the hallmark of a good Government?
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The Prime Minister: I appreciate the importance that
my hon. Friend and her constituents attach to the
fairness measures that we have introduced: the child tax
credit, which has helped 6 million families in this country;
the pension credit, which is helping 2 million pensioners
to escape poverty in this country; educational maintenance
allowances, which are helping half a million children to
go to school; and a guarantee that young people under
24 will receive help and will not be unemployed but will
have training and work. These are the measures that
have been put forward by my right hon. Friend the
Chancellor; they could never have been put forward by
the shadow Chancellor.

Mr. David Cameron (Witney) (Con): I join the Prime
Minister in paying tribute to Serjeant Steven Campbell,
who died in Helmand on Monday. We are paying a high
price in Afghanistan, and our troops and their families
need to know that they have all our support. Our
prayers and thoughts are with those who will not come
home.

This is likely to be the second last Prime Minister’s
questions before the general election, and clearly the
Chancellor’s statement is the main event of the day, so
this provides an opportunity to clear up a number of
different issues. May I start with a simple one? It is
Budget day, and there is a picket line outside the Treasury,
so will the Prime Minister confirm that on this occasion
he would like people to cross it and go to work?

The Prime Minister: Let me first congratulate the
right hon. Gentleman and his wife on the good news
about their baby. Secondly, I thank him for getting near
again to asking a question about the economy. Of
course everybody is going to work here, and we will
continue to work for a Labour Government and for
jobs.

Mr. Cameron: I am very grateful to the Prime Minister
for his congratulations. I have had a lot of texts and
messages from many hon. Members, most of them
focusing on how to find the time for these things, but I
am very grateful none the less.

It was a very interesting answer from the Prime
Minister. Last week he would not give any support to
British Airways workers, but apparently the First Lord
of the Treasury is content for his own work force to go
to work.

In this spirit of clearing up a few issues, one of the
things the Treasury is working on concerns the Prime
Minister’s disastrous decision to sell gold at rock-bottom
prices, losing—[Interruption.] It lost the country £6 billion.
The Treasury has now lost its four-year battle against
the Information Commissioner to keep the information
about that decision secret, so will the Prime Minister
now confirm that those documents will be published in
full, with no redactions, before the general election?

The Prime Minister: I am very happy for any document
to be published on that matter, but the right hon.
Gentleman must do a bit better than that if he is talking
about the future. We are lapsing into these issues, so let
me just remind him that we have taken people out of
unemployment and into work, that we have helped
thousands of small businesses and that we have been
helping people avoid the loss of their homes. The

Conservatives have nothing to say about the present
and the future. It is about time he started to think about
the policies that work for the future.

Mr. Cameron: If the Prime Minister is so relaxed
about this information being published, can he tell us
why he spent four years fighting it?

The Prime Minister: It is a matter for the Information
Commissioner and the Treasury. [HON. MEMBERS: “Oh!”]
I am happy if the Information Commissioner wishes to
publish documents, but is the right hon. Gentleman
going to come forward with any serious policy about
the future of this country? Has he got anything serious
to offer this country for the future? Has he got anything
to say to the unemployed of this country, or to mortgage
holders or businesses? The person who will be talking
about the future is the Chancellor. The shadow Chancellor
has nothing to offer.

Mr. Cameron: So really that is it—the Treasury always
wanted this information published, and it was only the
Information Commissioner stopping it. Once again,
this Prime Minister takes the whole country for fools.

Let us try another one. The Information Commissioner
has also ordered the Department for Work and Pensions
to release information on the Prime Minister’s disastrous
raid on every pension fund in the country. The Information
Commissioner ruled in November that that should be
published and the Department has appealed against it.
Now that we hear the Government are not interested in
these appeals, will the Prime Minister withdraw that
appeal and make sure the information is published?

The Prime Minister: We had a debate—[Interruption.]
The shadow Chancellor may laugh, but he was the
subject of the debate in this House on these very issues
and he could not sustain his case about the dividend tax
credit. We made the right decision for British industry
and the right decision to protect British pensioners. It is
the Conservative party that has let pensioners down
and would do so in future by opposing many of the
measures that we have taken. I am happy for everything
in my record to be judged. Now let us start with the
Leader of the Opposition—will he tell us what happened
over Lord Ashcroft?

Mr. Cameron: It is a simple question. If the Prime
Minister is happy for this information to be published,
will he withdraw the appeal and have it published—yes
or no?

The Prime Minister: We had this debate on pensions.
[HON. MEMBERS: “Answer.”] Yes, we had this debate on
pensions in this House of Commons. The shadow
Chancellor tried to pursue the case against our policy to
withdraw dividend tax credits. He could not even make
a sensible argument about that at the time. We won this
debate on dividend tax credits because our policy was
the right policy, and it continues to be so.

Mr. Cameron: On this, the second last Prime Minister’s
questions, we have just had what we have had all along
from this Prime Minister: no answers, endless cover-ups,
not giving the information, not answering the question
and dithering on all the important decisions. How much
longer are we going to have to wait until we get rid of
this useless bunch of Ministers? The cab meter’s ticking.
Come on, tell us when the election is, then.
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The Prime Minister: The right hon. Gentleman has
been wrong on every single issue about the economy.
When the people look at what the Conservative party
proposed, they will see that it was wrong on Northern
Rock, wrong on the restructuring of the banks, wrong
on help for the unemployed, wrong on help for mortgage
holders, wrong on help for small businesses and that,
when it comes to right or wrong, it was wrong on Lord
Ashcroft. Wrong, wrong, wrong—that is the Conservative
party. [Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. Government Back Benchers in
particular must calm down. I am sure that they want to
hear Fraser Kemp.

Mr. Fraser Kemp (Houghton and Washington, East)
(Lab): Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Six days ago it was
announced that the world’s first mass-produced, affordable
zero-emission car would be made in Wearside by Nissan,
securing and creating thousands of highly skilled
manufacturing jobs. Will the Prime Minister ensure that
the investment that has been committed to provide the
infrastructure for charging points and to support the
British motorist who wants to switch to zero-emission
cars will be maintained and improved in the coming
years, so that the UK can take its rightful place as the
world leader in zero carbon emissions?

The Prime Minister: I thank my hon. Friend for what
he has done and what Nissan has done to create in the
United Kingdom the first mass-marketed electric car.
That will mean not only safeguarding and creating jobs,
but 50,000 vehicles a year being produced in the United
Kingdom.

The one reason why it was possible for Nissan to
make that investment was that Government support
was available for the development of the new technologies
that it is making. Unfortunately, the Conservatives’
industry policy would withdraw support from low-carbon
areas. We are the party of jobs and building industry for
the future; they are the party of unemployment.

Mr. Nick Clegg (Sheffield, Hallam) (LD): I would
obviously like to add my own expressions of sympathy
and condolence to the family and friends of Serjeant
Steven Campbell from 3rd Battalion the Rifles, who
tragically died this week after serving so selflessly and
professionally in Afghanistan.

Despite all the news about lobbying in Parliament,
the issue has not yet been raised today. That might be
because when we put forward proposals to restrict
lobbying in Parliament, Labour and the Conservatives
both blocked us; when we tried to give people the right
to sack corrupt MPs, they both blocked us; and when
we wanted to clean up party funding, they both blocked
us. Is not the truth that this Parliament will go down as
the most corrupt in living memory because they both
blocked reform?

The Prime Minister: We have proposed and will
implement a compulsory register of lobbyists. I have
also made it clear that anybody who goes before the
Advisory Committee on Business Appointments, as a
former Minister, is compelled to take the advice of that
committee. In future, Ministers will sign in advance a
contract stating that that is exactly what they will do.

We have taken action to make the system more transparent.
We cannot say anything other than that the behaviour
of the Members who were dealt with in that programme
was unacceptable, and I believe that, because such
behaviour diminishes us all, the action that we are
taking is necessary for the transparency that the public
want.

Mr. Clegg: The Prime Minister has had 13 years to
clean this up. Let us look at his record. Last summer, we
put forward an amendment to introduce recall elections;
Labour voted against it and the Conservatives did not
turn up. Two days later, on our proposal to cap donations,
they both voted against it. On our attempt in the
Companies Bill to restrict lobbying, Labour voted against
us and the Conservatives did not even turn up. Is this
not just a grubby stitch-up between two old parties that
basically want to keep things exactly the way they are?

The Prime Minister: I rather think that the right hon.
Gentleman prepared his second question before he had
heard the answer to the first.

Mr. Clegg: No.

The Prime Minister: Oh, he did not. I made it absolutely
clear to the right hon. Gentleman that any action that is
necessary to secure transparency and proper accountability
will be taken. That is why there will be a compulsory
register of lobbyists; that is why every action that Ministers
or former Ministers take in relation to business
appointments will be transparent; and, if I may say so, I
think that there is a need for humility on all sides of this
House.

Nigel Griffiths (Edinburgh, South) (Lab): Will the
Prime Minister confirm that, at 8 per cent., the
unemployment rate in the United Kingdom is far below
the rate in the United States, of 9.7 per cent., in France,
of 10.1 per cent., and in Spain, of 18.8 per cent? Will he
assure the House that he will never adopt the policies of
the Conservative party, which thinks that unemployment
is a price worth paying?

The Prime Minister: Unemployment is never a price
worth paying. I have to say to the House that the
claimant count for unemployment today is half what it
was in the recession of the 1990s. I should also say that
unemployment kept rising for five years after the recession
ended in the 1980s. Unemployment is now falling as a
result of the action that we have taken, and whatever
happens to employment and unemployment in the next
few months, we have saved half a million jobs that
would otherwise have been lost.

Q2. [323603] Mark Pritchard (The Wrekin) (Con):
Given the need to restore faith in politics, could the
Prime Minister assure the House that no Labour MP
caught up in the lobbygate scandal will be given a
peerage?

The Prime Minister: Talk about an own goal! I say to
the Conservatives that the standards that will be applied
to future membership of the House of Lords will be a
lot higher than those applied to Lord Ashcroft.

Mr. Speaker: Helen Southworth. [Interruption.] I am
sure the House will want to hear Helen Southworth.
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Helen Southworth (Warrington, South) (Lab): Thank
you, Mr. Speaker. The taskforce on missing people has
presented its recommendations. Will my right hon. Friend
the Prime Minister ensure that they are acted on to
protect children at risk?

The Prime Minister: No one has done more to stand
up for the needs and requirements of missing children
than my hon. Friend. She deserves the gratitude of the
whole House for everything that she has done. I received,
this week, the report of the taskforce on missing people.
The Government fully accept all the report’s
recommendations, which set out a plan of action to
improve how agencies will respond when young people
go missing and provide the support that should be
available to families. We are committed, and I thank her
for how she has prosecuted this issue while she has been
in the House. We are committed to taking the
recommendations forward.

Q3. [323604] Mr. Graham Brady (Altrincham and Sale,
West) (Con): Which would the Prime Minister rather be
remembered for—doubling council tax or destroying
people’s pensions?

The Prime Minister: The next election.

Mr. Speaker: Patrick Hall. [Interruption.] Order. I
call Mr. Patrick Hall.

Patrick Hall (Bedford) (Lab): I would like to inform
the Prime Minister that there are now nine Sure Start
children’s centres in Bedford and Kempston, delivering
high-quality, much respected and popular support to a
wide range of families. Does my right hon. Friend agree
that to cut back on the universal service so carefully
built up over the past decade would be a tragic betrayal
of future generations?

The Prime Minister: We have achieved our target of
3,500 Sure Start children’s centres, which are now reaching
2.7 million children under five and their families. I
understand that the view of the Conservative party is
that the Sure Start centres should be restored to their
original purpose, which only covered a minority of
children. The Sure Start children’s centres are now vital
parts of every single community, and nobody should
tamper with the advances made in helping children
under five.

Q4. [323605] Mr. Brooks Newmark (Braintree) (Con):
The Prime Minister has now had a week to think about
it: will he now urge all British Airways staff to go back
to work this weekend?

The Prime Minister: Yes, and I have done so, and I
have done so consistently. The hon. Gentleman—
[Interruption.] If the Conservatives want to turn an
industrial dispute into a political provocation, they are
going the right way about it. Any party that wishes to
hold government in this country should want to see an
industrial relations dispute stopped and arbitration and
negotiations take place—it should want to bring this to
a conclusion. After all, that is the view of its trade
union envoy, who said that it was the business of the
Conservatives to help people get back into work.

Sandra Osborne (Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock) (Lab):
A ban on mephedrone will come too late for my constituent,
Jordan Kiltie, who died last week at the age of 19, but
will the Prime Minister give us an assurance that, when
the Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs reports
on 29 March, he will act immediately to ban such legal
highs?

The Prime Minister: I am very concerned about what
my hon. Friend has told me, and I send my sincere
condolences to Jordan’s family and to their friends. We
are committed to preventing young people from starting
to take drugs. The advice is clear that, just because a
substance is legal, that does not make it safe. We are
concerned specifically about the harms of mephedrone,
and the Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs is
considering that and similar compounds as an absolute
priority. We will receive its advice on 29 March, and
subject to that advice we will take immediate action. We
are determined to act to prevent this evil from hurting
the young people of our country.

Q5. [323606] Mr. Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry)
(DUP): Can the Prime Minister tell us when the more
than 40,000 policyholders in Equitable Life—including
many in Northern Ireland—who have waited many
years for a satisfactory outcome are likely to be
informed of a positive result? Thousands of such
policyholders have passed away since the company
began to decline business 10 years ago.

The Prime Minister: I understand the hon. Gentleman’s
question and the concern that his constituents and
others have expressed. The Government expect Sir John
Chadwick to submit his final report in May this year,
and we have undertaken to provide a response within
14 days of its publication.

Sir Stuart Bell (Middlesbrough) (Lab): Can the Prime
Minister confirm that, following Total SA’s announcement
that it is to develop the west of Shetland gasfields of
Laggan and Tormore, involving development investment
of £2.5 billion, it has placed an order with Corus Tubes
to manufacture the gas pipelines at Hartlepool, involving
an investment of £200 million? Is that not good news
for Teesside and for the country?

The Prime Minister: That is indeed good news for the
country; it is worth around 2,000 jobs in the country as
a whole. It is because our recent tax changes have been
able to support the development of remote deep-water
fields that the project announced by Total can go forward.
It has a development cost of £2.5 billion, and Total has
awarded a contract worth £200 million to Corus Tubes
to manufacture the gas pipelines in Hartlepool. That
means jobs in Hartlepool, jobs in the north-east and
jobs in Scotland. It means 2,000 jobs in the UK as a
whole, and that is because a Government have been
prepared to support with tax reliefs the development of
North sea oil and gas.

Q6. [323607] Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): If the
Prime Minister finds himself in Essex during April, as I
suspect he might, will he kindly drop in on Castle Point
to meet the wonderful people at Age Concern? They
will thank him for deciding to re-index the basic state
pension to earnings, but will he get on and do
that quickly?
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The Prime Minister: I am grateful for the hon.
Gentleman’s invitation to visit him and to visit Essex. I
am aware that he is a long-standing campaigner on
these issues, and I pay tribute to the work that has been
carried out by Age Concern. It is right that, after the
Turner report, we made recommendations about linking
pensions to earnings. The hon. Gentleman will also
recognise, however, that a lot of the work that helps
pensioners is done by local councils, and I am afraid
that some Conservative councils are letting down the
elderly.

Mr. George Howarth (Knowsley, North and Sefton,
East) (Lab): The eminent economist Professor David
Blanchflower has predicted that if the various measures
that are now in place to support people in jobs were to
be withdrawn, unemployment could rise towards 5 million.
What does my right hon. Friend think the effect would
be if a policy of cuts were to be adopted as a matter of
principle? How would that affect the recovery in our
economy?

The Prime Minister: Every major country has made a
choice about whether to continue the support for the
economy that is necessary to ensure a recovery. Every
major country in Europe, as well as America and all the
major countries in Asia, has made the choice to support
the economy so that we can avoid unemployment rising
to the levels of the 1980s and 1990s recessions. Only one
party seems to stand out against that by wanting to cut
now, perhaps at the expense of causing a double-dip
recession, and that is the Conservative party.

Mental Health Units

Q7. [323608] Dr. Julian Lewis (New Forest, East)
(Con): What the Government’s policy is on the
provision of modern in-patient mental health units.

The Prime Minister: High-quality in-patient care is
one component of acute mental health services, supported
by appropriate alternatives to admission. The Government
paper “New Horizons”, which the hon. Gentleman will
know of, published in December 2009, set out a cross-
Government programme of action to improve the mental
well-being of people in England and to drive up the
quality of mental health care.

Dr. Lewis: Praise where it is due; under Blair’s Britain,
several first-class state-of-the-art mental health in-patient
units were opened in or near my constituency. Under
Brown’s Britain, one of them has just closed and another
is under threat. Instead of in-patient facilities, we are
promised
“a shared dashboard of clinical performance quality indicators”.

Is the Prime Minister happy to see front-line services
replaced by management gobbledegook?

The Prime Minister: I know that the hon. Gentleman
will want to be fair, and the World Health Organisation
says that we are the best when it comes to the provision
of mental health care. We obviously want to do better
every time. Since 2001, there has been a 50 per cent.
increase in real-terms investment in mental health. It is
wrong to say that we are underfunding mental health.
We are trying to do what we can and we will continue to
do what we can. The hon. Gentleman should be fair in
recognising that.

Lynne Jones (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): Main
House in Birmingham has been providing a much valued
residential therapeutic service for people with a personality
disorder since being nationally commissioned more than
10 years ago. That service has just closed because when
national commissioning ended, Ministers’ intentions
that commissioning should be picked up regionally
were not undertaken by the strategic health authority.
Will the Prime Minister look into what went wrong,
with a view to reopening the service as soon as possible?

The Prime Minister: I would be very happy to look
into that and I will ask the relevant Minister to get in
contact with my hon. Friend.

Engagements

Q8. [323609] Mr. David Amess (Southend, West) (Con):
My constituent, Mrs. Ditchburn, fled from Gran
Canaria to the UK with her two children because she
was involved in a violent and abusive relationship. Her
partner has now invoked the Hague convention and her
children have been snatched back under terrible
circumstances. Will the Prime Minister now take a
personal interest in the case and assist Mrs. Ditchburn
to get her children back?

The Prime Minister: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for giving me advance notice of this question. I am
sorry to hear of the difficult situation between his
constituent and her husband about their children. The
hon. Gentleman will know that following an application
under the 1980 Hague child abduction convention on
17 March 2010, the High Court of England and Wales
ordered the return of the children to their country of
habitual residence. The children therefore returned to
Gran Canaria on 20 March 2010. As the hon. Gentleman
will understand, it is not for me to comment or intervene
in the decisions of the court, but I will ask my right hon.
Friend the Justice Secretary to look into this matter. He
will write to the hon. Gentleman soon.

Q9. [323610] Jeff Ennis (Barnsley, East and Mexborough)
(Lab): The 82-year-old Mr. Harold Binney from
Wombwell in my constituency is supporting my
campaign to scrap the derisory 25p age addition on
state pensions for the over-80s, which has remained at
the same level since 1972, and to replace it with an
additional £25 a year through the popular winter fuel
allowance. Will the Prime Minister have a word with
his very good friend, the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
to make sure that this measure is included in his
forthcoming Budget?

The Prime Minister: I do not want to anticipate all
the news that my hon. Friend will receive in the Budget
in a few minutes’ time. We have made sure that over the
last 10 years pensioner households—indeed, households
over 60—have had winter fuel payments every year;
they have reached a record level of payment. The Chancellor
will comment on that in a few minutes’ time.

Rev. Ian Paisley (North Antrim) (DUP): This is the
last time I will bother the House and the Prime Minister
with a question—I am sure he is greatly relieved about
that. I would like to associate myself and my colleagues
with the words of condolence spoken in the House
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today. This is a sad and tragic hour in our nation, and
rumours of war and wars are common. There is sorrow
in hearts. Of course, people bury their dead; they put up
their monument, but their heart is torn. I have been in
too many houses like that in the north of Ireland not to
know how deep the cuts are.

In view of the situation that we have here, and its
sadness and its sorrow, and the dark shadow that lies
upon the whole of our world today, I ask the Prime
Minister to continue to give himself, as always, to the
task of deliverance and victory and peace—and may it
come speedily.

The Prime Minister: I think the whole House will
want to pay tribute to the right hon. Gentleman for a
long and distinguished career, not just in this House but
in a number of forums. That includes his position as
First Minister of Northern Ireland. I believe that the
part he played in bringing the Unionist community
together—indeed, bringing the whole community together

in Northern Ireland—to ensure that we had devolution
of power, and to ensure that the process of devolution
of power was completed, will adorn the history books
in many decades and centuries to come. On this day and
on this occasion, I want the whole House to thank him
for his service to the House and to the whole community.

Q10. [323611] Mr. David S. Borrow (South Ribble)
(Lab): Does my right hon. Friend agree that no
Member of this House or the other place should seek to
prevent, through censorship, the BBC or the Independent
newspaper from questioning the involvement of Lord
Ashcroft in alleged corruption scandals in the Turks and
Caicosislands?[Interruption.]

The Prime Minister: They do not like hearing the
name “Lord Ashcroft”, Mr. Speaker, but he is chairman
of the Conservative party. Perhaps the Conservatives’
zeal for investigations should extend to an investigation
into Lord Ashcroft.
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Ways and Means

Financial Statement

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Alan Haselhurst): Before I
call the Chancellor of the Exchequer, it may be for the
convenience of Members if I remind them that at the
end of the Chancellor’s speech, copies of the Budget
resolutions will be available to them in the Vote Office.

12.32 pm

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Mr. Alistair Darling):
This Budget takes place as the UK is emerging from the
deepest global recession for over 60 years. It has been a
testing time, which has required Governments across
the world to make difficult decisions and difficult choices,
and to take unprecedented actions. We had to decide
whether to intervene to rescue the financial system or to
stand on the sidelines, and whether we should support
the economy, business and families, or let the recession
take its course. The record shows that the right calls
were made.

Global recession has not turned into depression.
Unemployment here in the UK has not risen as much as
was feared. Borrowing, as I will explain later, is lower
than forecast last year. But the recovery is still in its
infancy, and there are equally tough choices ahead:
choices that will shape our economy and society for
decades to come. The task now is to bring down borrowing
in a way that does not damage the recovery, or front-line
services on which people depend. The challenge now is
how we invest as a country to support the industries of
the future and allow the talent of the British people to
flourish.

At the heart of our decisions is a belief that Government
should not stand aside, but should help people and
business to achieve their ambitions. My Budget today
builds on that belief, and on our confidence in this
country. This will be a Budget to secure the recovery, to
tackle borrowing, and to invest in our industrial future.
It will continue targeted support for businesses and
families where and when it is needed. It will set out how
we will stick to our plan to halve the deficit within four
years.

Our economy is at a crossroads. Having come through
this global recession, this Budget will set out a route for
the country to long-term prosperity. At its heart is a
£2.5 billion one-off growth package to help small businesses,
promote innovation, and invest in national infrastructure
and key skills. This package will be paid for by switching
spending from within existing allocations and the extra
proceeds from the tax on bank bonuses, in line with a
Budget that is balanced over the period.

The world is still recovering from the severest economic
shock of our lifetime. Despite what some try to suggest,
the recession has not been restricted to the UK, nor did
it begin here. A storm which began in America spread
rapidly around the world. It was the biggest test that
countries had faced in modern times. When I presented
my Budget a year ago, world leaders had just met in
London to agree unprecedented action to rescue the
global economy. Governments of all political colours
acted to stabilise their banking systems and to use fiscal
and monetary policy to boost demand and protect jobs.

Not everyone here supported the action taken, but
with hindsight it is even clearer that the right calls were
made: economic disaster was averted; growth has begun
to return across the major world economies; and the
prospects for the global economy are much more positive
than they were a year ago. But there is nothing preordained
about continued recovery. There are still uncertainties.
Financial markets are febrile, oil prices have increased
by over 50 per cent., bank credit, while improved,
remains weak in many parts of the world, and confidence
has not fully returned to either businesses or consumers.

That is particularly the case in Europe, which is the
market for 60 per cent. of our exports. Germany saw no
growth in the last quarter. Ireland, another key trading
partner, has contracted by over 10 per cent. Spain is still
in recession. Italy has slid back into negative growth.
Unemployment at 10 per cent. across the euro area is
adding to uncertainty. All these factors are having an
impact, particularly on an open trading economy like
the UK. So it is imperative that EU countries act with
renewed energy and vigour to get the European economy
moving forward again. We need to support trade, discourage
protectionism and take forward structural reforms. Such
continued international action is crucial not only to
global prospects but to each and every country’s future.
Over the last two years we have been reminded of the
force for good that Governments can be in protecting
people. The role of government is now equally critical
in regulating the global financial system and putting in
the right foundations for future growth, jobs and prosperity.

The crisis in the world economy started in the banking
sector, so improved global financial regulation must be
the key priority. Our first test here in the UK came with
the problems of Northern Rock. The Government
intervened to protect savers and underpin the financial
system. The unprecedented decision to nationalise a
high-street bank was controversial, as was our action
later that year to recapitalise the banking system. Other
Governments right across the globe also acted to stabilise
the financial system, and I believe this judgment has
been proved correct. In the UK, the latest figures from
Northern Rock show it is returning steadily to normality.
RBS is now being restructured and is rebuilding. Last
week Lloyds predicted a return to profitability this year.
We will sell our shares in RBS and Lloyds, as well as
Northern Rock, in a way that maximises value for the
taxpayer and recoups the money we have invested.

We intend to get all taxpayers’ money back. In the
meantime, I can tell the House that the Treasury has
already received over £8 billion in fees and charges from
the banks, in return for our support. At the time of the
pre-Budget report I put in place a one-off 50 per cent.
tax on the excessive bonuses of bankers. I made it clear
that banks had a choice of whether to pay bonuses or
not—but that if they did, given the amount of taxpayer
support that had been provided, I believed it was right
that the country as a whole should benefit. I can tell the
House that that tax has raised £2 billion—more than
twice as much as was forecast. That is money paid by
the banks, and those receiving bonuses will, of course,
also have to pay income tax at the highest rate.

As well as supporting the banking system during the
crisis, we need long-term reform to prevent excessive
risk-taking. Under our presidency of the G20 last year,
we put in place a plan to reform the international
regulatory system, but we still need to do more to
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[Mr. Alistair Darling]

strengthen global banking. The G20 countries must put
in place new rules on capital and liquidity by the end of
the year. We also need to reform remuneration practices,
improve cross-border resolution for when banks fail,
and ensure that international standards are implemented.
We cannot continue with a situation where the banks
are rewarded for creating excessive risk, but the taxpayer
foots the bill when things go badly.

More countries now agree on the need for an
international systemic tax on banks, which must be
brought forward quickly, as I will urge international
Finance Ministers in Washington when they meet next
month. I agree with all those who think that such a tax
should be internationally co-ordinated. Going it alone,
as some have suggested, would costs thousands of jobs,
not just in London but across the whole country. Global
efforts must be complemented in each country with a
drive to implement existing banking reforms, as we are
doing in the UK.

As part of the reform of banking, I want to make it
easier for everyone to access banking services. Since
2003, the number of people without a bank account has
been halved. I can today announce that we will do more
to combat financial exclusion, through a guarantee that
everyone can have a basic bank account. That will mean
that over the next five years up to 1 million more people
will have access to bank accounts—something essential
in the modern world.

We must be careful that, as banks begin to return to
profit, the sense of urgency around reform is not diminished.
There can be no return to business as usual for the
banks, but we also must remember that their success is
vital not just for the global economy but for Britain’s
future. London is the world’s leading financial centre.
Across the country, the sector supports over 1 million
jobs, including in Edinburgh, Leeds, Manchester, Cardiff
and other cities. A healthy, strong financial services
industry is essential for our long-term prosperity.

The crisis might have started in the financial sector,
but it spread rapidly to the entire global economy,
underlining why intervention was essential. The impact
has meant that the UK economy has contracted by
around 6 per cent. over the course of the recession. That
compares with 8 per cent. in Japan, 7 per cent. in
Germany and 4 per cent. in the United States. Businesses
in the UK have taken painful decisions. Many families
have seen their incomes squeezed. Given the intensity of
the global storm, no Government could prevent all jobs
from being lost, or all businesses from closing.

However, I believe that Governments have the ability
to act and the responsibility to reduce the length and
severity of the recession, which is why we took decisive
action to stimulate the economy, cutting taxes for families
and business, as well as bringing forward capital spending.
We also introduced initiatives such as the car scrappage
scheme to protect jobs and skills. I can tell the House
that this helped to drive an increase in sales of nearly
30 per cent. in the past year, and this in the middle of a
recession.

Of course those decisions have a cost, but the cost
would have been far greater, for families and the economy,
if we had failed to act. We could have followed previous
Governments and watched from the sidelines; we could
have listened to those who opposed all those measures

last year. But if we had, I believe that we would still be
in recession. I am also certain that the pain caused
would have been worse and more widely felt.

Indeed, in the recession of the 1990s the rate of home
repossessions was twice as high as now. That would
have been the cost of abandoning families to their fate.
Double the rate of business failures: that would have
been the cost of failing to support business through this
recession. And because of the policy decisions that we
made, the Bank of England has been able to take
decisive monetary policy action during the downturn.
Interest rates have been held at record lows—below
1 per cent.—although they were at double figures for
almost three years in the early 1990s. But more than
anywhere else, we can see the impact of our choices in
the state of the jobs market here. Unemployment has
been rising in this country, as it has been around the
world. Last week’s figures, however, showed that UK
unemployment had fallen, and is lower than unemployment
in the euro area and unemployment in the United
States. Even after the severity of this recession, the
claimant count stands today at 1.6 million people. This
compares with 3 million people in the recessions of the
early 1980s and 1990s. Nor, because of a decade of
welfare reform, has there been the massive increase in
the numbers on inactivity benefits that we saw in the
1980s and 1990s.

I can tell the House that the claimant count today is
still lower than the number we inherited in 1997. That
has not happened by chance; it has happened because
of the choices that we made. It is because of the
tremendous efforts by business and work forces to keep
people in jobs. It is also because, as the global storm hit
our country, we responded with an additional £5 billion
to help people find new work more quickly. We expanded
the Jobcentre Plus network and offered support through
the rapid response service at firms hit by redundancies.

It is clear that our approach is making a difference.
Nearly 4 million people have been helped off the claimant
count in the last year alone. With personalised support,
around three quarters of those losing a job are leaving
the claimant count within six months. Indeed, if this
recession had followed the course of the last one, four
times as many jobs would have disappeared.

The flexibility of the tax credits system has also
provided automatic support, compensating families for
loss of income due to shorter working hours and part-time
working. I can tell the House that this year 440,000
families have benefited from this extra help—on average
by £38 more per week—when they need it most. Despite
all this support, there are groups that are likely to need
more help, even as the economy recovers. For older
workers, I want to extend the support provided by tax
credits. To make it easier for those over 60 to receive
working tax credit, we will reduce the minimum number
of hours they need to work to be eligible. To enable
people who want to work longer to do so, we are now
consulting on reform of employers’ right to make people
retire at 65. We are looking at options that include
scrapping the default retirement age, raising it or giving
employees stronger rights.

For younger workers, I have introduced a guarantee
of a job or training for every 18 to 24-year-old after six
months out of work, which is already proving a success.
This was to run until March next year, but with recovery
still in its infancy, we should not withdraw this support
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too soon. Because unemployment has been lower than
forecast, the cost has been lower than expected. I have
therefore decided to use the money saved to extend the
guaranteed offer to young people until March 2012. So
for the next two years I can guarantee that no one
under 24 will need to be unemployed for longer than six
months before being offered work or training: help with
jobs now and, as I will outline later, help with jobs for
the future.

Low mortgage rates have reduced costs for home
owners, but many families still face fears over repossession.
The support for mortgage interest scheme, which I
enhanced during the recession, is already helping 220,000
homeowners who lost their jobs. To maintain this help
during the recovery, I will continue to pay this support
at the higher rate for another six months.

I am also determined to do more to help families take
that first crucial step on the housing ladder. We have
introduced new help through shared equity schemes,
and in 2008 we also brought in a stamp duty holiday on
all transactions under £175,000, which ended in December.
By helping 260,000 home buyers, it supported the entire
housing market when it needed it most. The housing
market is now stabilised and has begun a slow recovery,
but many first-time buyers, particularly those without
large deposits, still find it hard to get a mortgage. I want
to help them, but to do so in a way that is properly
funded.

I can announce that I will double the stamp duty
limit for first-time buyers from midnight tonight from
£125,000 to £250,000 for this year and next. This means
that nine in 10 first-time buyers will pay no stamp duty
at all. But to ensure this measure does not become a
burden on public finances, this relief will be funded
through an increase in the stamp duty to 5 per cent. for
residential property over £1 million from April next year.

Tax-free individual savings accounts have been an
extraordinarily popular way to save, including for those
saving for a deposit on their first home. Since their
introduction in 1999, 19 million people have taken them
out, saving over £270 billion. From next month, the
annual ISA limit will rise from £7,200 to £10,200, of
which half can be saved in cash. To help encourage
saving further, I have decided that ISA limits will increase
annually in line with inflation. These changes come at a
time when the savings ratio has already risen strongly
over the past year, to the highest it has been since 1998.

The last year has been tough for many people, but the
evidence shows it would have been harder still without
the choices we made and the action we took to support
the economy. We need the same good judgement and
decisive action to secure and strengthen the recovery,
and to provide the right basis for the country to seize
the opportunities ahead.

I want now to return to my forecasts. As I have said
on many occasions, the world economy is still in a
period of great uncertainty. In the absence of Government
action to support the economy, the weakness in some of
our overseas markets, particularly Europe, could result
in a substantial downward revision of our growth prospects,
but because of the action we have taken through the
recession, and the measures that I am announcing today,
I believe that only a small reduction is needed.

This year, as I said in last year’s Budget speech and
last year’s pre-Budget report, I expect the economy to
grow by between 1 and 1½ per cent. I have decided to

revise slightly downwards my forecast for 2011 to bring
it into line with those of the Bank of England, to
growth of between 3 and 3½ per cent. Projections for
the public finances are based, as is normal, on the lower
end of these forecast ranges. As the economy continues
to rebalance following the recession, my forecast for the
following years is unchanged.

We have already seen inflation rise above 3 per cent.
in the first month of this year, increasing the cost of
living. The inflation figures released yesterday show a
rise of 3 per cent. Although high compared to recent
years, this is a far lower sum than the peaks in inflation
of over 10 per cent. in the 1990s and 20 per cent. in the
1980s, and as the Governor of the Bank of England has
said, the present increase in inflation should be temporary,
and results from the ending of the VAT cut and other
one-off factors.

I want, however, to help families and business through
this period, so I have decided to stage next month’s
increase in fuel duties. Instead of the planned increase,
fuel duty will rise by a penny in April, which is less than
inflation, and it will be followed by a further one penny
rise in October, and the remainder in January. The
staging will ease the pressure on businesses and family
incomes at a time when other prices are increasing. By
the time the full rise comes in at the beginning of next
year, I am forecasting that inflation will be back at 2 per
cent. I am today writing to the Governor of the Bank of
England in the usual way to confirm that the inflation
target remains unchanged at 2 per cent. With interest
rates also expected to remain low and stable, this is
essential for future growth.

The cost of stabilising the financial system and
stimulating economies has meant an inevitable increase
in Government borrowing here and around the world.
This has been exacerbated by the sharp fall in tax
revenues during the recession. The importance of our
financial industry, which provided £1 in every £4 of
corporation tax, has meant that we have been particularly
badly hit. In the pre-Budget report I forecast that public
sector net borrowing would reach £178 billion this year.

We now have hard data rather than forecasts on tax
revenues for 11 months of this financial year, and as a
direct result of the action we took in supporting the
economy at a difficult time, tax receipts in December,
January and February have been better than expected.
More resilient consumers and retailers have meant that
VAT receipts are now £3 billion higher, better company
profits have led to higher corporation tax receipts, and
with more people having stayed in work, income tax
revenues are stronger.

These are the results of the deliberate choices we
made over the last two years. At the same time, spending—
including spending on benefits and tax credits—has
been broadly in line with my forecast. As a result, I can
tell the House that borrowing this year should now be
£11 billion lower, at £167 billion. In 2010-11, in part
because of one-off factors boosting receipts—such as
this year’s tax on bank bonuses—borrowing will be
£163 billion.

It would not be sensible to assume that this year’s
surplus in receipts will be maintained in full in the
medium term, but with the economy recovering in later
years, together with the revenue from tax increases
already announced, borrowing will fall to £131 billion
in 2011-12, then to £110 billion; in 2013-14 it will be
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£89 billion; and it will reach £74 billion in 2014-15—
£8 billion lower than was forecast in December. This
will mean that debt is £100 billion lower by 2013-14
than was expected at the time of last year’s Budget.

As a share of the economy, borrowing is forecast at
11.8 per cent. of gross domestic product this year. It will
fall to 11.1 per cent. next year, then 8.5 per cent. In
2012-13 it will be 6.8 per cent., then 5.2 per cent., and
fall to 4 per cent. in 2014-15. This means a reduction in
the deficit from 11.8 per cent. to 5.2 per cent. It will
have more than halved over a four-year period.

The structural deficit, which takes into account the
economic cycle, is estimated to be 8.4 per cent. of GDP
this year and to fall to 2.5 per cent. by the end of the
period. That is a reduction in the structural deficit of
over two thirds, removing the bulk of the structural
deficit by the end of the next Parliament. And as I have
said before, should the economy perform better than
expected, we will be able to do more to reduce the
deficit.

In 2007 Government debt as a share of the economy
was lower in the UK than in every other G7 country
except Canada. Debt has increased across the world as
a result of this global recession. According to the
International Monetary Fund, net debt as a share of
GDP is expected to reach 82 per cent. in Germany,
83 per cent. in France and 85 per cent. in America. As a
result of our action to support the economy, I can
forecast that public sector net debt here will reach
54 per cent. of GDP this year. It will then increase to
75 per cent. by the end of the forecast period in 2014-15,
but net debt as a share of GDP will begin to fall the
year after that. Even at its peak, debt will be in line with
the average of the G7 economies. This is the fastest
deficit reduction plan of any G7 country and we will
meet our statutory obligations. To start cutting now
risks derailing the recovery, which is already bringing
down borrowing more rapidly than expected. To go
faster, in the face of uncertainty, would mean taking a
huge risk with people’s jobs and incomes, and with our
country’s future. I am not prepared to take that risk. We
have worked too hard as a country to come through this
recession to throw it away now.

I know there are some demanding immediate cuts to
public spending. I believe that such a policy would be
both wrong and dangerous.

We will need to work as hard to establish a platform
for sustained growth, jobs and prosperity in the long
term. Since the start of the global crisis, I have always
been clear that support for the economy now must go
hand in hand with a clear plan to reduce borrowing.
Our plan is to reduce borrowing by £78 billion in cash
terms over the next four years. We are set to achieve that
goal by a combination of three elements: tax; public
spending cuts; and, of course, growth in the economy.

First, on taxes, I have already made difficult decisions,
and I have been guided by our values of fairness and the
need not to undermine the recovery. The one penny
increase in the main rate of national insurance contributions
will not affect anyone earning under £20,000 a year; nor
will it come into effect until April next year, by which
time I expect that the recovery will be stronger and
more secure. The 50 per cent. rate of income tax will

come in next month, but it affects only those with
earnings over £150,000 a year—the top 1 per cent. of
earners. For people with incomes over £100,000 a year—the
top 2 per cent.—we will gradually remove the value of
their personal allowances. Tax relief on pensions will be
restricted from next year, but again only for those with
incomes above £130,000 a year.

Among all the tax rises since the beginning of this
global crisis, 60 per cent. of them will be paid for by the
top 5 per cent. of earners. We have not raised these taxes
out of dogma or ideology; we are determined to ensure
that our overall tax regime remains competitive. But I
believe that those who have benefited the most from the
strong growth in incomes in the past years should now
pay their fair share of tax. I have no further announcements
on VAT, on income tax or on national insurance rates.

I can confirm that duty on beer, wine and spirits will
increase as planned from midnight on Sunday. Alcohol
duties will also be increased by 2 per cent. above inflation
for two further years from 2013, and the planned increase
in fuel duty and landfill tax will continue for one year
from 2014.

A long-standing anomaly has meant that cider has
been under-taxed in comparison with other alcoholic
drinks. I intend to correct that, so duty on cider will be
increased by 10 per cent. above inflation from midnight
on Sunday, and in September changes will be made to
the definition of “cider” to ensure that specific strong
ciders are taxed more appropriately.

Tobacco duty will increase from today by 1 per cent.
above inflation and then increase by 2 per cent. in real
terms each year until 2014. I have also decided to freeze
the inheritance tax threshold for a further four years,
and this will help to meet the cost of care for older
people. My right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for
Health will shortly set out further proposals. Altogether,
our tax plans will raise £19 billion towards reducing
borrowing.

The next element of our fiscal plan is to control
public spending. But to cut spending now, before the
recovery is self-sustaining, would be short-sighted and
counter-productive. That is not just my view, but that of
Governments around the world, the International Monetary
Fund, the World Bank and the OECD. I know that
others take an opposite view. Indeed, the House will
remember that in his Budget response last year the
Leader of the Opposition even then demanded immediate
action to cut spending. If we had listened to him, the
result would have been to deepen the recession and
delay the recovery, and to see more businesses closing
and many more jobs lost. As a result, borrowing would
have been higher, not lower. We did not follow that
course; nor did any other G20 country. Cutting support
now would take demand out of the economy, pull the
rug from under the recovery and delay our return to
sustained growth.

So we will stick to our spending plans for next year,
which will see a 2.2 per cent. real-terms increase. That
will allow more time for the private sector to invest and
create jobs, ensuring that the recovery will continue and
strengthen. It will also mean that we can maintain the
improvements that we have put in place for our front-line
services over the past 13 years—improvements that
have seen 118 new hospitals, 1,600 new schools, and
tens of thousands of extra doctors, nurses, police and
teachers.
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In December, I set out how we will protect spending
on those front-line public services, on which we depend.
That enabled us to guarantee NHS health checks every
five years for the over-40s; referral to a cancer specialist
within two weeks; extra maths and English tuition for
all seven to 11-year-olds who fall behind; a place in
education or training for every 16 and 17-year-old; and
to maintain funding for police officer numbers. I can
confirm that we will honour those guarantees.

I can also confirm that we will allocate over £4 billion
from next year’s reserve to fund operations in Afghanistan.
I know that the whole House will want to join me again
in paying tribute to the courage, commitment and
professionalism of our armed forces, who represent all
that is best in our country.

We can offer these guarantees for front-line services—and
deliver our plan to reduce the deficit—only through
continued reform and efficiencies, and through holding
down increases in spending overall. If unemployment is
lower than predicted, as has already been the case, the
cost of paying benefits will be lower. Debt interest costs
have also been lower than expected. Even so, it is clear
that the next spending settlement from 2011 onwards
will be very tough—it will be the toughest for decades.
Even before the spending review has been held, we have
already identified cuts and efficiencies of over £20 billion,
through limiting pay, reducing programmes and making
savings. In December, I set out savings of £4.4 billion in
public sector pay and pensions by 2012-13. There will
be reductions in the pay bill for senior civil servants.
Overall, we intend that public pay settlements will be
held at a maximum of 1 per cent. for the two years from
2011. We will also implement reforms to ensure that
public pensions are affordable.

Secondly, we need to identify savings across every
part of the public sector by delivering services more
efficiently; they will be tough and challenging, but they
are achievable. We have already saved £26.5 billion from
departmental budgets between 2005 and 2008, but we
need to go further. At the pre-Budget report we committed
Government Departments to find over £11 billion of
new savings through reforms, without damaging the
front-line services. Departments will publish today details
of how they will make these savings from 2011, as we
work towards the spending review. We will also find
savings by relocating civil servants from expensive London
offices to elsewhere in the country. In the long term, I
am announcing that the number of civil servants in
London will be reduced by a third. As a first step,
15,000 posts will be relocated within the next five years.
I can tell the House today that 1,000 posts from the
Ministry of Justice will be moved out of central London,
saving £41 million.

Thirdly, on top of those savings, we have already
identified £5 billion of cuts in specific programmes,
which were announced in December. I can confirm that
they will go ahead as planned. Fourthly, it has always
been our goal to reform the benefits system so that it
makes work pay. The current approach to calculating
housing benefit pays very high rates to a small number
of tenants in expensive areas. That discourages employment
and is unfair. I can tell the House that we are taking
steps to address that, so from October next year the
most expensive properties across the country will be
excluded from the housing benefit calculation in each

area. In addition to measures to prevent fraud and
error, that will save nearly £250 million a year by the end
of the forecast period.

That is over £11 billion from greater efficiencies,
£5 billion from scaling back or cutting lower priorities,
and over £4 billion from reducing the cost of public
sector pay and pensions. In total, that is £20 billion-worth
of savings to reduce borrowing and protect front-line
services—even before the spending review.

There is one other area that can help to reduce
Government debt. I announced at last year’s Budget a
programme to secure £16 billion through asset sales,
and we are making considerable progress. On the student
loan book, we are looking to appoint advisers in the
next couple of months to develop a sales proposal. On
the Tote, we are on track to launch the sale process this
summer. We are also finalising options on the sale of
the Dartford crossing. The proceeds from these sales
will make a significant contribution to reducing debt.

The third element of our plan to reduce borrowing is
economic growth. As we have already seen in the enhanced
tax receipts since December, a stronger economy can
make a major contribution to reducing borrowing. The
raw materials to fuel growth are here in abundance. No
country has more talent, and we remain the world’s
sixth biggest manufacturing nation. We have world-class
industries, advanced manufacturing, bioscience, aerospace
and the creative sector, whose products are in demand
across the globe. We have worked hard to create the
environment where that ingenuity and entrepreneurial
flair can thrive, doubling investment in our science base,
and having low interest rates and inflation and the
lowest rate of corporation tax in the G7.

However, our competitors are not standing still. The
opportunities and jobs of the future will come from the
new markets and new locations, particularly in the east.
We cannot take growth for granted. Again we have a
choice: we can sit back and hope for the best or we can
recognise the role that Government can play in providing
a launch pad for businesses to succeed. Of course, it is
the private sector, with its drive and ingenuity, that will
create jobs and prosperity, but just as the Government
have been critical in reducing the severity of the recession,
it is the Government who have a crucial role in building
our country’s strengths. Together with the Secretary of
State for Business Innovation and Skills, I have been
working to find effective ways to enable small businesses
to grow, to invest in key national infrastructure and
skills, and to promote research, innovation and enterprise.

Access to finance is vital for small businesses. It was
understandable that banks reduced lending to repair
their balance sheets, but it caused problems for companies
and the wider economy. In return for support during
the financial crisis, we have made banks accept their
obligations to lend more. In the past 12 months, RBS
and Lloyds, which make up half the market, have lent
£38 billion to small and medium-sized businesses. However,
as recovery gets under way, we need to ensure that
viable small and medium-sized enterprises continue to
get the credit that they need. So, over the next year, I
have agreed that RBS and Lloyds will provide a total of
£94 billion of new business loans, with nearly half
going to SMEs.

There are still companies that are unfairly denied
credit and that feel powerless to challenge such decisions.
I want to change that position and to give them the
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right to have their credit complaints properly examined.
To help them and the economy, I will set up a new
service to fast-track credit complaints from SMEs. This
new credit adjudication service will examine lending
decisions to see whether they are fair. It will have legal
powers to enforce its judgments if it believes that credit
has been wrongly denied. But, ultimately, the best way
to open up credit for business is to boost competition.
We have already made sure that the restructuring of
Lloyds and RBS, which will see 900 branches change
hands, will bring new entrants into the market. At least
five new banks have already either established themselves
as business lenders or are in the final stages of setting
up. We want even more competition, so the Financial
Services Authority will improve and speed up the licensing
processes for new banks.

We want successful businesses to be able to attract
equity and venture capital, as well as bank loans. The
Government already offer a wide range of support for
businesses to help to unlock additional private investment,
but businesses find that the wide variety of options can
be daunting, so we are bringing together all those
initiatives under a new national investment corporation
to be called UK Finance for Growth, which will streamline
and improve our offer to the SME sector. The new body
will oversee the Government’s £4 billion range of finance
support for businesses. That will also include a new
growth capital fund, which will have a specific role in
providing fast-growing companies with the private capital
that they need. Commercial banks have so far agreed to
contribute more than half of the £200 million committed
to that fund. It will eventually provide £500 million of
finance.

In addition, in this Budget, I am taking forward a
range of proposals to help larger firms to access non-bank
sources of lending. Small businesses throughout the
country count central Government as one of their key
clients. Building on the recommendations of the Glover
review, I will increase by 15 per cent. the proportion of
central Government contracts that go to small and
medium-sized firms. That could mean new business
worth an extra £3 billion from central Government
alone and up to £15 billion across the wider public
sector. In addition, we are taking steps to speed up
payments to businesses from Government Departments,
so that 80 per cent. of invoices will be paid within five
days.

I will also provide extra support to small businesses
through the tax system. The improved time to pay
scheme has helped businesses to spread £5 billion-worth
of tax payments over a timetable that they can afford.
Between them, those businesses employ more than
1.4 million people. The extra time has also helped
businesses to pay more of the tax that they owed. That
double benefit has convinced me that the scheme should
be extended for the whole of the next Parliament.

On top of giving small businesses more time to pay
taxes, I want to reduce their taxes, and to help them
invest and expand. First, business rates are a fixed cost
from the moment a company moves into its premises.
The Federation of Small Businesses says that that is the
third biggest cost after salaries and rents. To help fledging
businesses set up, as well as existing ones, I have decided
to cut business rates for one year from October. That

means a tax reduction for more than half a million
small businesses in England, 345,000 of which will pay
no business rates at all. That includes 90,000 industrial
premises, 60,000 offices and almost 100,000 shops.

Secondly, I am determined to make sure that the tax
system does not hold back decisions to invest during the
economic recovery. Scrapping investment allowances,
as some have proposed, in order to pay for an overall
rate of corporation tax, makes no sense at all. It would
mean, for example, that manufacturers and many smaller
companies would see their tax bills increase, whereas
banks would get a windfall profit. So, instead, I want to
help small businesses to expand by doubling the annual
investment allowance to £100,000. As a result, 99 per
cent. of businesses will be able to deduct from their
taxable profits in the first year all investments in plant
and machinery.

Thirdly, I am going to make it more attractive for
wealth creators and innovators to set up their own
businesses. To do that, I am doubling entrepreneurs
relief for capital gains tax. At the moment, the first
£1 million of lifetime gains are taxed at a lower rate of
10 per cent., rather than at the main rate of 18 per cent.
That threshold will now increase to £2 million, enabling
entrepreneurs to benefit more from their effort and
investment. I can also confirm today that I am not
increasing the main rate of capital gains tax.

Better access to finance, improved procurement, lower
taxes and more time to pay—this is benefiting hundreds
of thousands of small businesses and providing the
backbone of future economic growth and jobs.

Investment in both traditional and new infrastructure
is also vital if our economy is to grow and our businesses
are to succeed. We have to move goods and people
around the country and around the globe. It is no good
supporting high-speed rail links in principle but declining
to back plans that might lead to local controversy. The
Government are taking forward plans for a high-speed
rail link from London to the midlands and then to the
north and Scotland. In government, we have taken the
tough decisions to improve our transport links and to
cut delays in our planning system. Plans for Crossrail
and Heathrow, along with high-speed trains, will improve
transport in this country and will support some 100,000
jobs over the coming years.

Roads, of course, are an essential part of our transport
network. The bad weather of the past few months has
taken a damaging toll on their condition, so I am
providing £100 million to pay for repairs to local roads
throughout the country and £285 million to pay for
improvements in the motorway network, including by
expanding capacity by allowing hard-shoulder running.
For that and other measures there will be consequential
provisions, where appropriate, for Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland.

Improving our infrastructure also requires us to renew
and modernise our energy supplies. Again, our competitors
are not standing still. China is building a new power
station every week to meet its growing energy needs. We
need to take long-term decisions to secure our supplies,
while moving to a low-carbon economy. That means
replacing our ageing nuclear power stations and investing
in renewable energy along with sustainable transport.

In last year’s pre-Budget Report, I set up Infrastructure
UK, to advise on how our country can achieve those
vital goals. Today, it published a new strategy setting

259 26024 MARCH 2010Financial Statement Financial Statement



out a route map and the investment that will be needed.
To deliver this ambition, which is vital for future jobs
and the health of our planet, I am setting up an investment
bank. It will control £2 billion-worth of equity, half of
which will come from assets, including the channel
tunnel rail link, and the rest will be matched by private
investment.

That equity will unlock billions more of finance from
the private sector. The fund will focus first on investing
in green transport and sustainable energy, in particular
offshore wind power, where Britain is already the world
leader. To strengthen the position further, we are offering
£60 million to develop ports to host manufacturers of
offshore wind turbines. That will help the UK to secure
new inward investment deals and support thousands of
extra jobs in these sectors.

The UK has the potential to be the world leader in
the digital economy. Realising this ambition would
create thousands of new businesses and hundreds of
thousands of new jobs. It would also open the way for
public services to be delivered more effectively and at
lower cost. Access to high-speed broadband is essential
to deliver these goals. We have taken the decision to
ensure that the benefits are spread to rural as well as
urban areas and are not limited to the better-off. The
50p monthly landline duty will unlock private investment
and enable 90 per cent. of the country to access the next
generation of fast broadband by 2017.

I now turn to how we will give targeted help to British
industry to realise its global potential. The role of
modern government is to work with key sectors to help
them compete and prosper. We will not go back to the
interventionism of the past, but nor can we return to
the hands-off approach of the free-marketeers.

It is also through partnership, not indifference, that
Britain can and will succeed. It is a source of pride that
50 per cent. of all Ford diesel engines in the world are
now produced in Britain’s cutting-edge engineering plants.
That is testament to the commitment of their staff and
the high quality of their research and development, but
the Government have also played a part, with financial
support, in this success story.

The Government, again, cannot develop and
manufacture electric cars, but we can provide the support
to help these projects to take place in Britain. The
announcement by Nissan last week that it is to produce
in Sunderland its first mass-produced electric car was a
vote of confidence in British engineering and its work
force, but this ground-breaking venture would not have
happened without our support to unlock this private
investment. It is precisely that co-operative approach
that will ensure our country competes successfully on a
global scale.

The same partnership is being built in the life sciences
sector, which already employs over 120,000 people. Our
approach can be seen in the patent box, for example,
which offers tax breaks on income from patents held in
the UK. That will lead to more products being
manufactured here in this country.

Our creative industries are also a huge source of jobs,
wealth and pride. I will offer help to the computer
games sector, similar to the steps that are helping to
restore the fortunes of the British film industry. It is a
highly successful and growing industry, with half its
sales coming from exports, and we need to keep British
talent in this country.

From advanced manufacturing to pharmaceuticals,
and from digital communications to creative arts, it is
the ideas that are driving their success. Building on the
Hauser review, we will ensure that the UK’s technology
and innovation centres achieve their potential to
commercialise new British discoveries. We have also
strengthened the links between universities and business
to ensure that ideas are harnessed for commercial success,
but we need to do more, so we will set up a £35 million
university enterprise capital fund to provide direct support
for university innovation and spin-out companies.

Along with the impact of new ideas, it will be the
ambition of young people that will carry this country to
success. We need to invest in skills, education and our
centres of learning. Over the past 13 years, we have
increased the number of places and funding for universities
by 25 per cent. Almost 400,000 more of our talented
young people now go on to university than in 1997.
Given this unprecedented rise in investment and the
need to tighten public spending overall, universities
must make efficiency savings while focusing their funds
rigorously on quality teaching and research. We are
determined to achieve that without damaging key skills
and our economic strengths. To help them to do this, we
are going to provide extra one-off funding of £270 million
in 2010-11 through a modernisation fund that will help
universities to create 20,000 more university places,
largely in key subjects such as science, technology,
engineering and maths, starting in September this year.

The extra places allow us to strengthen our offer to
our young people and ease parents’ concern that their
child’s first taste of life after school or college will be a
prolonged spell on the dole queue. We have seen in past
recessions what a waste of potential that was and the
long-term damage that it caused. Because of the choices
that we have made, every school and college leaver, as
well as every recent graduate, under the age of 24 will
receive personal help and new opportunities. That will
be delivered by a guaranteed place in education or
training for all 16 and 17-year-olds, a guaranteed job,
work experience or training for every 18 to 24-year-old,
supporting a higher number of apprenticeships, and
more university places for those who want them.

The cost of this £2.5 billion one-off growth package
to invest in Britain’s future will be met partly by switching
resources from existing budgets and, as I said, by the
higher revenues from the tax on bankers’ bonuses. I
expect that cost to be repaid many times over in the
coming years in new jobs, new opportunities and greater
prosperity.

This recession has had an impact on people across
the world. It is often the most vulnerable who are
affected most—those in insecure jobs or on modest
incomes. While people are suffering hardship, it is all
the more unfair that some are escaping their tax obligations.
I am determined to continue our successful drive to
prevent avoidance and evasion.

Measures in this Budget will bring in additional tax
worth half a billion pounds each year, while protecting
£4 billion-worth of revenues by 2012-13. These steps
include tax agreements such as that already signed with
Liechtenstein, which is expected to bring in around
£1 billion of extra revenue. I can also now tell the House
that we are ready to sign tax information exchange
agreements with three additional countries: Dominica,
Grenada and Belize. I have a further announcement to

261 26224 MARCH 2010Financial Statement Financial Statement



[Mr. Alistair Darling]

make: we expect these deals to be signed within a few
days, which is rather quicker than the 10 years it has
taken Opposition Front Benchers to exchange information
with the deputy chairman of their party.

We are proud of our achievements in helping families
and tackling child poverty. For the new born, there is an
additional element of the child tax credit, as well as the
child trust fund—something which, I know, will now be
even better news for certain Members of the House.
Pre-school children are benefiting from a massive expansion
in free child care places, and I want to do more to help
the parents of one and two-year-olds by increasing by
£4 a week the money paid through child tax credit from
2012. That extra money will be paid for all children who
need it, whether their parents are married, living together,
or living apart.

We have also tackled pensioner poverty. In 1997,
hundreds of thousands of pensioners lived on a basic
state pension worth about £62 a week. From next
month, because of above-inflation increases in the basic
state pension and the introduction of the pension credit,
every pensioner will be entitled to a weekly income of
£132.60. We have announced increased personal allowances
for older pensioners, which will mean that, from April
next year, no one over 75 will pay any tax on the first
£10,000 of their income.

The cold weather conditions of the past few months
have underlined the importance of the winter fuel payment
for many pensioners. Over the past two years, those
payments were temporarily increased to £250, and £400 for
the over-80s. Without action today, the winter fuel
payment would have decreased in value this coming
winter, but I have decided that that would be unfair, so I
will guarantee this higher winter fuel payment for another
year. That means that 9 million pensioner households
will receive at least £250 this winter to help with their
fuel bills. In line with our values and fairness, help for

pensioners, families and homeowners over the coming
year is paid for by closing down tax loopholes, as I have
already announced.

I believe that the Government have made the right
choices to rebuild our public services. When faced with
the upheaval of the global recession, we made the right
choices to support the economy, businesses and families.
Because of the steps we took, opposed by the Conservatives,
the recovery has begun, unemployment is falling and
borrowing is better than expected. The choice before
the country now is whether to support those whose
policies would suffocate our recovery and put our future
at risk, or to support a Government who have been
right about the recession, right about the recovery, and
right about supporting people and businesses in this
country to build a prosperous future. I commend the
Budget to the House.

PROVISIONAL COLLECTION OF TAXES
Motion made, and Question put forthwith (Standing

Order No. 51(2)),
That, pursuant to section 5 of the Provisional Collection of Taxes
Act 1968, provisional statutory effect shall be given to the following
motions:—

(a) Stamp duty land tax (relief for first-time buyers) (motion
No. 5.)

(b) Alcoholic liquor duties (rates) (motion No. 8.)
(c) Tobacco products duty (rates) (motion No. 9.)
(d) Amusement machine licence duty (rates) (motion No. 17.)
(e) Insurance premium tax (separate contracts) (motion No. 42.)
(f) Stamp duty land tax (partnerships) (motion No. 45.)—

(Mr. Darling.)

Question agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I now call upon the Chancellor
of the Exchequer to move the motion entitled “Amendment
of the Law”. It is on this motion that the debate will
take place today and on the succeeding days. The remaining
motions will be put at the end of the Budget debate on
Tuesday 30 March.
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AMENDMENT OF THE LAW
Motion made, and Question proposed,
(1) That it is expedient to amend the law with respect to the

National Debt and the public revenue and to make further
provision in connection with finance.

(2) This Resolution does not extend to the making of any
amendment with respect to value added tax so as to provide—

(a) for zero-rating or exempting a supply, acquisition or importation;
(b) for refunding an amount of tax;
(c) for any relief, other than a relief that—
(i) so far as it is applicable to goods, applies to goods of every

description, and
(ii) so far as it is applicable to services, applies to services of

every description.—(Mr. Darling.)

1.32 pm

Mr. David Cameron (Witney) (Con): So there we have
it—Labour’s big idea is a stamp duty cut on homes
worth less than £250,000. Where on earth did they get
that one from? That has been Tory policy for three
years. The Chancellor came in copying our inheritance
tax cut. He leaves as Chancellor copying our stamp
duty cut.

The only new ideas in British politics are coming
from the Opposition. The only things that Labour
brings are debt, waste and taxes. Here is a first. The
centrepiece of this Budget, the stamp duty cut, has
already been torpedoed by a Treasury Minister. This is
what the Economic Secretary said about the policy:
“raising…stamp duty…threshold to £250,000 would not be an
effective use of public money”.

First, the Government denounce it, then they embrace
it.

That is not all. Remember our tax plan for super-strength
cider? When we announced it, the Chancellor’s spokesman
said that that was illegal. It is now official Government
policy. Remember our proposal for 10,000 extra university
places? The Higher Education Minister said:

“It is clear, as has been demonstrated in the House today, that
this fatuous proposal of an extra 10,000 places is elitist”—[Official
Report, 16 March 2010; Vol. 507, c. 802.]

That is what the Government said about it. Once again,
they have been caught taking the public for fools. The
Chancellor spoke for an hour. He could have done it all
in a sentence. Labour has made a complete mess of the
British economy and is doing nothing to clean it up.

One figure in the Red Book stands out above all
others. They have doubled the national debt and, on
these figures, they are going to double the national debt
again. In this election year they are borrowing £167 billion.
We are meant to be impressed that that has turned out a
few billion lower than the last disastrous forecast, but it
is still—hon. Members should be ashamed of this—more
than every single Labour Government in history ever
borrowed, added up together. That is what they have
done. Like every Labour Government before them, they
have run out of money, and they are leaving it to the
next Conservative Government to clean up the mess.

Today the Chancellor had his last chance to do the
right thing for the country. He totally failed. [Interruption.]

Labour Members are leaving. The taxis for hire are on
their way out of the Chamber. The Government are just
going to carry on spending, carry on borrowing and
carry on failing. The biggest risk to our recovery is five
more years of the present Prime Minister—five more
years of falling confidence, five more years of bloat and
debt and taxes, five more years of Britain closed for
business. Most members of the Cabinet are looking at
their Blackberries. They cannot think of a single reason
why the country should have another five years of the
Prime Minister, so I say let us have an election and put
them out of their misery.

Let us have a look in detail at the appalling mess that
the Prime Minister and Baldemort seem to find so
funny. Here are some of the things that the Government
did not tell us in the Budget. They boasted about trade.
They did not tell us that page 171 of the Red Book just
published says that the trade deficit has risen by £7 billion.
They told us about investment. They did not tell us that
page 169 of the Red Book shows that business investment
is falling by 5 per cent. this year. Almost everything that
they have told us about the economy has turned out not
to be true.

The Government told us they would be prudent. The
Chancellor has just said that they will borrow £734 billion
over the next six years, giving us a national debt of
£1.3 trillion. They have confirmed in the Red Book that
the deficit this year at 11.8 per cent. of GDP is the worst
in the OECD except for Ireland. That is what the
Labour Government have left us with. They talked
about education and its importance. Next year they will
be spending more on debt interest than on educating
our children. They told us endlessly that they had
abolished boom and bust, but the figures show that they
have given us the deepest recession since the war. The
figures show that we lost 6.2 per cent. of our GDP in
total.

The Chancellor endlessly boasted about the action
that the Government had taken. We have the longest
and deepest recession since the war. They should be
ashamed. They speak endlessly about their brilliant
judgments, yet we were the first into recession and the
last out of recession. They talk endlessly about their
great judgment and about how well prepared we were.
We went in with the biggest Budget deficit, and we
come out with the largest Budget deficit. And of course
they promised us real help now, yet more businesses
went bust in this recession than in any other, and more
people have gone bankrupt under Labour than ever
before in our history.

What about all the schemes that the Chancellor
mentioned, which were launched with great fanfare?
How many people did they help? Let us take the mortgage
support scheme, which was announced in December
2008. The Government said:

“This is real help for homeowners”.

So how many households did it help? Fifteen. That cost
£66,000 per household helped; or, to put it in currency
that the Cabinet can understand, that is about 13 days
of Geoff Hoon’s consultancy fees.

The Government told us endlessly how brilliantly
they had done on unemployment and what a triumph
they had achieved. One in four adults of working age in
our country are not in work. They talked about European
comparisons. We have more young people unemployed
than anywhere else in Europe.
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To be fair to the Prime Minister, there is one forecast
that he got spot-on. He told an audience of bankers:

“What you as the City of London have done for financial
services, we as a government intend to do for the economy as a
whole”.

That is a pledge he met in full.
Thirteen years on from 1997, we can now see what

has happened. In 1997, debt was £350 billion. Now it is
getting on for £860 billion. In 1997 the deficit was
£6 billion. That is what the Labour Government
inherited—a £6 billion deficit. Today it is £167 billion.
In 1997 we were ranked seventh in the world for
competitiveness. Now we are 13th. We were fourth in
the world for tax and regulation. Does anyone want to
know what we are going to do? We are going to get back
to fourth in the world for tax and regulation.

Barry Gardiner (Brent, North) (Lab) rose—

Mr. Cameron: The hon. Gentleman slept through the
Chancellor’s statement; I am glad to see that he has
woken up for my reply. Does he know where we stand
today? Having been fourth in the world for tax and
regulation, we are now 84th and 86th. We have gone
from the top of the premier league to the bottom of the
conference in 13 wasted years—and we say that it is
time to sack the manager. No wonder “Match of the
Day” did not want him.

So that is the mess: what about their plans to clear it
up? Pitiful. The big argument in British politics today is
this: they say, “Don’t do anything before the election—let’s
just sit tight and keep our fingers crossed”; we say that
we need real action to get our economy moving, and
urgently. We need a credible plan to deal with Britain’s
record debts, starting now, and we need to show the
world that we are back open for business.

Let us start with the debt. The Chancellor repeated
his hope to halve the deficit by 2014. Let us be clear
about what this means. It means that in four years’ time
we will have a deficit almost as big as when Denis
Healey went to the IMF in the 1970s. We are not the
only ones who think that this is completely inadequate.
The CBI has said:

“Current plans to halve the deficit over four years are too little,
too late.”

The OECD has said that
“more ambitious fiscal…plans…would strengthen the recovery.”

The European Commission says that the Government’s
plans are “not sufficiently ambitious”. The Prime Minister
used to bang on about how we needed a “global early
warning system”—do we all remember that one? Well,
how many more warnings does he need? The lights are
flashing and the alarm bells are ringing, but he is
ignoring them and doing nothing for this country.

A credible plan requires action now, and all we got
was delay. The risk to recovery is not in dealing with the
deficit now—it is in not dealing with the deficit now.
The Prime Minister and the Chancellor are having a
good chat—they are probably discussing what sort of
fees they can charge after the next election. They should
listen. Every family knows that when your debts mount
up you need to start paying them off or things only get
worse, and it is time for the Government to learn the
same lessons. The Prime Minister and the Chancellor—

Mr. Gordon Prentice (Pendle) (Lab) rose—

Mr. Cameron: Sit down.
The Prime Minister and the Chancellor faced a choice

between bold action in an election year and just playing
politics, and once again they chose politics. This Prime
Minister will never get a medal for courage—although
it has to be said that most of his Cabinet get mentioned
in “Dispatches”.

A credible plan also requires some honesty; instead,
we got double-dealing. All those figures they told us
about debt are based on their growth forecast. So let us
have a look at the growth forecast—their record of
predicting growth. In 2008, they said that we would
grow by 2 per cent.; in fact, the economy grew by 0.5 per
cent. In 2009, they predicted a decline of 3.5 per cent.;
in fact, we shrank by 5 per cent. Now they say that the
economy will grow by 3.25 per cent.; the independent
experts say 2.1 per cent. The Chancellor told us, standing
there at the Dispatch Box, that his forecasts were the
same as the Bank of England’s: they are not. The Bank
of England is forecasting 3.1 per cent. this year and
3 per cent. next year, compared with his forecast of
3.5 per cent. With the former Chancellor, you used to
have to go through the fine print before you found out
about the rubbish in the Budget; this time, the rubbish
came straight from the Dispatch Box. Having given us
the lowest decade for growth since the second world
war, they are now predicting one of the highest. They
have given us the biggest bust in British history, and
now they are forecasting an almost permanent boom.
Why on earth should anyone believe what they say any
more? What we need is a proper independent office of
Budget responsibility, which we would set up to set
independent forecasts and to keep the Chancellor honest.

We need to get Britain back open for business. Again,
this Budget completely fails the test. The Chancellor
spent half an hour talking about helping business, but
the fact is that he is raising £19 billion of extra taxes,
many of them charged on business. Why? Because they
flunked the difficult decisions on spending and they are
raising tax after tax after tax. There are the fuel duty
rise, the broadband tax, and the new taxes on small
businesses. He talked about a cut, but he did not mention
what happens on 5 April, when the revaluation and the
end of transitional relief come in, hitting every small
business in the country. Biggest of all is the rise in
national insurance, which is a tax on every single job in
our country. They want to tax your car, your phone,
your business, and your jobs. These are the ticking tax
bombshells that are timed to go off the day after the
election, and that will destroy our recovery. Instead of
more waste, more spending, and more taxes, what this
Budget needed to do was to ease the burden on our
families and businesses and let enterprise flourish. That
is what a Conservative Government will bring. Let us
freeze the council tax. No tax on new jobs for new
businesses. Lower corporation tax rates and lower small
business tax. Radical school and welfare reform. That
would be real action to get our economy moving.

This Prime Minister is going around telling everyone,
“Stick with me—stick with what you know.” But that is
the whole problem—this country is stuck with him. Our
economy is stuck. Business is stuck. Nothing is moving.
Then there is the arrogance of it. “Stick with me.”
“Why?” “Because I doubled the debt, I put up your
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taxes, I wrecked the economy, and I mortgaged your
children’s future.” It is like the captain of the Titanic
saying, “Let me command the lifeboats.” It is like
Robert Maxwell saying, “Let me reinvest your pension.”
It is like Richard Nixon saying, “I’m the man to clean
up politics.” Does the Prime Minister really expect the
British people to turn round and say, “Thank you for
nearly bankrupting the economy?” Find me the small
business owner who would wake up to a Labour victory
and say, “Thank God we’ve got five more years of this
red tape and taxes.” Find me the family who would
think, “Great, national insurance is going up and we’re
all going to be better off.” Find me the international
business that would think, “Yes, now’s the time to invest
in Britain.” No one has yet thought of a question to
which the answer is five more years of this Prime
Minister—and that’s because there isn’t one.

We need an unleashing of enterprise across this nation.
We need a plan to boost employment through radical
welfare and school reform. It is time that this country
had a radical change of direction. We need a Conservative
Government to clean up the mess made by this Labour
Government and to stop another five years of debt,
waste and taxes. Britain does not need this Prime Minister
and this Chancellor—it needs new energy, leadership
and values to get this country going again. That is the
argument that we will take to the country the moment
this man runs out of time and calls that election.
[Interruption.]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. The House should also
hear the response of the leader of the Liberal Democrat
party. Can I say to the House, as many hon. Members
seem unaware, that there is a clear convention that the
responses to the Budget by the Leader of the Opposition
and the leader of the Liberal Democrats are not interrupted?

1.47 pm

Mr. Nick Clegg (Sheffield, Hallam) (LD): This Budget
has been billed as the preface to the Labour manifesto.
Based on what we have seen today, it will not be a
manifesto but an obituary. The Prime Minister may
have wanted a “giveaway Budget”, but what we got was
a “given up Budget”. This is not the preface to a new
Government but a footnote to 13 years of failure. After
13 years, the gap between rich and poor has widened.
The poorest 20 per cent. pay a higher proportion of
their income in tax than the richest—so much for
fairness under Labour. We have had the most prolonged
recession since the 1930s, and the spectacle of state-owned
banks doing deals that put British people out of work.
We needed real change. We needed a Budget that gave
us honesty on spending and fairness on taxation. We
got neither.

The spat that we have just seen, with the Leader of
the Opposition saying that cuts should come now, is a
phoney war about when to make cuts to cover up the
fact that he and the Chancellor are both the same.
Neither has the courage to come up with the details of
the cuts that we will need in the years ahead to tackle
Britain’s deficit. Neither is being straight with the British
people about the tough times ahead.

This Budget was a Budget in denial about the scale of
change needed—it was about as honest as the CV of the
right hon. Member for North Tyneside (Mr. Byers). It is
built on growth figures that are unlikely to materialise.

It is built on false comfort from a small drop in borrowing
that does not affect the structural deficit; we are still
borrowing £450 million every single day. Above all, it is
a Budget in denial about the unavoidable cuts and
savings ahead. The Chancellor claims to have identified
billions of pounds of cuts, but there is only real detail
about a tiny fraction of the total. Everything else that
we have heard today is insubstantial waffle about so-called
efficiency savings and a tiny saving in the relocation of
civil servants to places outside London.

On the other side of the Chamber, we have heard
tough talk about the need to be honest on the deficit,
but the Conservatives have barely a fig leaf of detail to
back up their claims. They say that we need more than
£40 billion of cuts by the end of the next Parliament,
but they have published details about just £2 billion.
Their demands for honesty come straight from the Karl
Rove school of politics: make the biggest fuss about the
subject on which you have the most to hide. Labour is in
denial and the Conservatives are talking tough to cover
the truth—they offer more of the same.

We needed a Budget that gave us honesty in spending
and fairness in tax. We got neither. We Liberal Democrats
are putting our cards on the table. We have identified a
first instalment of £15 billion of cuts that can be
realised by 2012-13: saving half a billion pounds a year
by ending Government contributions to child trust funds;
saving £1.3 billion a year by stopping means-tested
benefits for the top 20 per cent. of tax credit claimants;
cancelling identity cards and second-generation biometric
passports, saving £2.5 billion over the next Parliament;
and making longer-term savings, too, by saying no to
the like-for-like replacement of Trident. Those are savings
that we will need to start implementing once the economy
is strong enough to take the strain. The Chancellor
could have made some of those choices today, and so
could the Leader of the Opposition, but what do we
hear from both of them? Nothing. Lots of noise and no
honesty whatever.

One of the Government’s most shocking sleights of
hand in recent months has been to try to duck blame for
the recession. Yes, there were global forces at play, but
most of the problems started right here at home—the
over-dependence on the banking industry, the personal
debt bubble encouraged by this Government and the
over-inflated housing market that Labour did everything
in its power to stoke up.

On the stamp duty reforms announced today, of
course we welcome any moves to make the system more
progressive, but with 1.8 million families still on a
waiting list for an affordable home, it is quite astonishing
that this Budget was completely silent on the urgent
need for more affordable homes for all. The Chancellor
has added to that by a change to housing benefit
announced today that will make life impossible for
low-income families in high-price areas such as London.
Labour should stop trying to kid people about this
recession. They got us into it, and only by being honest
about how we got into this mess will we ever be able to
get out.

I turn to a few details of today’s Budget. The Chancellor
has only slightly modified his wildly over-optimistic
growth forecast, to between 3 and 3.5 per cent for 2011,
against a consensus everywhere else from independent
forecasters of 2 per cent. He cannot bury his head in the
sand just to hide the truth about how long it will take to
reduce the deficit.
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The Chancellor spent a good portion of his speech
boasting about the £11 billion he claims to have saved
on unemployment costs and through unexpected higher
tax revenues. He is living in a fantasy land. This Government
still came in £167 billion over budget last year. That is
no record to boast of. Someone living off their credit
cards and thousands of pounds in debt is not suddenly
flush with cash just because their phone bill comes in
slightly cheaper than he predicted. We are not better
off; we are just ever-so-slightly less worse off.

Even with unemployment lower than originally forecast,
we still have more than 2 million people unemployed
and 8 million economically inactive. Of course it is
sensible at a time of mass unemployment to direct
money to help young people especially. I only wish the
Chancellor had had the courage to go further and
shorten the guarantee for young people from six months
to three months. One in five young people are still out
of work, and waiting around for six months before they
get any help pushes many of them into a state of real
desperation.

I welcome, of course, the way the Chancellor has
more or less carbon-copied our long-standing proposals
for an infrastructure bank and support for green industries
to stimulate more job creation. On fuel duty, I note the
Government’s decision to stage future increases, but
they are missing the point. There is a fundamental
problem with fuel duty in rural areas where using a car
is not a luxury but a necessity. The real priority should
be to help rural areas, not just a staged reprieve.

One of the most shocking omissions from this Budget
was the failure to address the systemic failures in our
banking system. We bailed out the banks to the tune of
£1 trillion, and they are hoarding money that should
instead be lent to businesses, killing off sound businesses
and people’s jobs. The banks are even helping to support
deals that put British people out of work, such as the
Kraft takeover of Cadbury.

The failure to get the banks lending is the absolute
centrepiece of the Government’s economic mismanagement.
The Chancellor today promised new bank lending targets,
but why should anyone believe a word he says after what
happened last time he made such promises? RBS and
Lloyds were told to increase net lending by £27 billion.
Instead, they have decreased it by £41 billion. Moving
to gross rather than net lending targets is a con that will
let the banks off the hook again.

The Government must now recognise that their heavy
pressure on the banks to rebuild their capital bases is
limiting bank lending and threatening the health of the
economy in the longer term. The banks end up hoarding
money instead of lending it. The priority for the nationalised
banks in particular should be putting money into the
real economy, not into their balance sheets.

Turning to bankers’ bonuses, the Government raised
more than £2 billion—more money than they had
expected—from their tax, but that is because the banks
refuse to change their behaviour. It is amazing how
much the banks are willing to pay to get back to
business as usual. A decent Budget would have set out a
plan to ensure that they can never do that. We must
ensure that the high street banks on which families and
small businesses depend are never again put at risk by
the casino culture of investment banking. As the Governor

of the Bank of England has repeatedly recommended,
we need to separate high street and investment banking
for good. Until that split is introduced, all banks will
remain the beneficiaries of a unique, open-ended guarantee
against failure from the taxpayer—a guarantee that
they should pay for. That is why last year we proposed a
new levy of 10 per cent. on the profits of the banks until
they can be split up.

I will give the Chancellor credit at least for some
consistency. He has always opposed our plan for that,
as he has today, while the Conservatives first ruled it
out, then ruled it in, only for their latest proposed bank
tax to fall apart in less than 24 hours. Both parties are
wrong. Britain is unique in the world in the liabilities of
our banking industry relative to the size of our economy.
We do not have the luxury of time and we have to
protect ourselves against a future collapse.

Finally, on tax, the other gross disappointment in this
Budget was the failure to make our tax system fair.
Under Labour, the bottom 10 per cent. pay a staggering
48 per cent. of their income in tax, while the richest pay
34 per cent. The Chancellor took pride in saying today
that he would make no big announcements on tax. How
can he look at a system such as that and say, “Let’s have
more of the same”? Indeed, his comments seemed to
suggest a freeze in income tax rates, which would, if
earnings rise, once again hit the poorest hardest. So
much for fairness under Labour. How can he happily
accept that it is okay for a banker in the City of London
to pay a far lower rate of tax on their capital gains than
their cleaner does on their wages? So much for fairness
under Labour.

The Liberal Democrats propose the most radical tax
reform in a generation, hard-wiring fairness into Britain’s
taxes once and for all. We will ensure that no one pays
tax on the first £10,000 that they earn, paid for by
closing loopholes that unfairly benefit those at the top,
by a mansion tax and by higher taxes on aircraft. That
would mean complete freedom from income tax for
3.6 million more low earners and pensioners, and £700 in
the pockets of tens of millions more. Crucially, it would
be a down-payment to the British people, who are about
to take the brunt of the biggest fiscal contraction in
post-war history. It would be a declaration of intent—yes,
there will be change, but we guarantee it will be fair.
Action on tax is the only way to ensure that we can take
people with us down the difficult road of deficit reduction.
Only the Liberal Democrats are prepared to make real
changes in tax to help the millions of people who
simply need a break.

After 13 years of Labour, Britain is ready for something
different. As we stand on the brink of an election
campaign in which there is everything to play for and
the future of the country is at stake, my message is
simple: this Budget is the old politics, and the old
politics is not good enough any more. It is time for
honesty in spending and fairness in taxes, and the only
party that offers both is the Liberal Democrats.

1.58 pm

John McFall (West Dunbartonshire) (Lab/Co-op): I
welcome the Budget and commend the Chancellor for
his stewardship over the past year. Not only the leader
in The Times this morning but individuals I have spoken
to in the City over the past year have remarked on his
stewardship of the economy.
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The results of the banking crisis, though, remain with
us to this day. Whether it is higher unemployment or
difficulties getting credit, people are still feeling the
effects. We must recognise that that still has the potential
to generate public anger and resentment. It is safe to say
that the message that was repeated to us at the time of
the pre-Budget report was that the outlook was uncertain.
For instance, the Treasury Committee stated:

“The picture on bank lending remains uncertain, to say the
least. While we do not want to return to the times of easy credit,
the Government must remain aware of the risk that lending will
not support renewed private sector growth as the public sector
retrenches.”

Mr. John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): I am grateful
to the Chairman of the Treasury Select Committee for
giving way. Is the right hon. Gentleman aware that, last
year, in respect of Lloyds bank, which is partly state
owned, the amount of loans outstanding fell by £50 billion,
despite all the ministerial exhortations?

John McFall: The Treasury Committee has persistently
focused on that issue, and this morning I was at a
business breakfast with small business representatives,
who outlined the problems with lending. At the time, we
said to the Chancellor that the lending agreements had
to be more transparent—there is a problem with them—but
I welcome the additional £90 billion that the Royal
Bank of Scotland and Lloyds will provide. We really
need to get that lending to small businesses, so the
initiatives in the Budget are welcome.

To some extent, however, the uncertainties, whether
about credit or the wider economic outlook, remain.
The fear of a double-dip recession raises its head every
now and again, and monthly data releases are analysed
to within an inch of their lives—only to be revised in the
following month. In the face of those uncertainties, the
Government must act as a buffer, providing support to
the economy as the private sector recovers from the
banking crisis and resultant recession. That of course
has a worrying effect on the public finances, but at times
of crisis it is necessary for a Government to support
people. The Government must ensure that hope for a
better future is not lost, and that will be a theme of the
general election. Yes, times are difficult, but we must
offer hope and a future to people if they are to maintain
their faith in the parliamentary system.

None of us can deny that the choices that we are to
make on spending or taxes are difficult, and good
decision making requires accurate and timely information.
That is why the Treasury Committee, in its report on the
pre-Budget report, urged the Government to provide
more information. On one such point, we noted:

“There is a sense that the Treasury are using uncertainty to suit
themselves. Despite substantial uncertainties they still produce
some forecasts out to 2014-15 and illustrative projections out to
2017-18. We can see no good reason for the Treasury failing to
produce illustrative figures for future expenditure, at least the
projected split between DEL and AME. We recognise that there
will be uncertainty in these figures, but they are produced as part
of the Spending Review process”.

So, with the spending review process in the autumn, I
look forward to those figures becoming clearer.

The deficit will have to be tackled, but perhaps more
importantly it has to be seen to be tackled. We must
satisfy the markets and, more importantly, the people
that the deficit is in hand, regardless of our political

affiliations. I should like to offer the following notes—some
may say, crumbs—of comfort from the Governor of the
Bank of England, who, at the Treasury Committee’s
hearing on the February inflation report, said:

“I think it is very clear we have political consensus on the need
for fiscal consolidation. We have a very good track record in the
past at meeting our obligations. We have our own currency which
gives us greater freedom of manoeuvre and we also have a public
debt which has a much longer maturity so that we are not faced
with the same rollover refinancing problems which affect many
other economies. The UK should be grateful that we have the
maturity of our public debt which is almost twice that of any
other country.”

That comment is very important, particularly in the
face of the deficit hawks who want to cut now and cut
severely.

We must tread the path of the next few years carefully.
The public sector will have to step back and allow the
private sector to play a leading role in growing our
economy, but we must ensure that the timing is right
and we do not crowd out private sector growth with too
much debt-fuelled public sector spending. [HON. MEMBERS:
“Hear, hear.”] But, the dangers are equally treacherous
on the other side. If the private sector is so sickly, as it is
at the moment—whether owing to a lack of confidence
or credit, or because it cannot grow as fast as needed—we
risk losing more people to unemployment. So I welcome
the Government’s commitment to support people and
businesses during these difficult economic times.

There is some evidence to show that the Government’s
action on the economy is working—the number of
companies being wound up falls far short of the numbers
seen under the previous Tory Government in 1992. To
withdraw that support too soon, in the name of balancing
the books, would be nothing less than economic suicide.
Thousands of people’s livelihoods depend on that support
remaining in place until the economic recovery is secure.
If we were to withdraw it, the fiscal position might
deteriorate, not improve, because we would have to deal
with the costs of mass unemployment and mass business
insolvencies. They would not just represent short-term
costs on the public purse, but would create lasting,
long-term problems. Mass unemployment turns into
worklessness, as we saw in the 1980s, and unnecessary
business insolvencies lead to permanent losses in the
skills and productivity of the UK’s work force.

The Treasury Committee was especially concerned
about young people in the current economic climate.
We noted:

“We remain concerned over the levels of youth unemployment.
While the story for the overall labour market has been more
positive than might have been initially hoped at the start of
recession, the young have, as we feared, been badly hit. We note
the Government’s measures in this area, and will continue to
monitor their impact.”

I welcome the measures on youth unemployment, because
I speak not only as a parliamentarian, but as a former
school teacher: one who taught in the 70s and 80s; and
one who met his former pupils 10 years later, married or
with partners with children, and asked them whether
they had a job. They told me no. The impact on many
young people, and at an early age, is terminal, and that
is why we have to support them through that time of
hardship.

Let us not forget that 600,000 young people leave
full-time education each year, and it is vital that they
have education, training or employment opportunities.
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Labour market economists, supporting what I said earlier,
say that a person who suffers six months’ unemployment
aged 18 can feel the effects for decades. Even when they
reach 50, they might still earn less than they would have
had they not been unemployed. So, without the
Government’s targeted support for young people, we
could go back to the 1980s and see a new generation of
worklessness in the UK. All of us must strive to ensure
that that does not happen.

Chris Huhne (Eastleigh) (LD): I entirely agree with
the importance of ensuring that we do not throw a
whole generation on the scrap heap, but, given that the
right hon. Gentleman just said that six months is a long
period to allow people to go without work and without
developing the habits of work, does he agree that it
would be better to adopt the proposal of a three-month
period before the guarantee came into effect?

John McFall: That is an idealistic position. I do not
know enough about the statistics in terms of three
months or six months, and some young people get lost
in the statistics. The important thing is that we help
people after six months, but if it were felt that there was
a detrimental effect after three months, and if it were
possible to implement the proposal, I would quite happily
support the hon. Gentleman’s suggestion.

I mentioned public anger, but I shall refer to that
later, because I mentioned also financial inclusion, and
I certainly welcome the Government’s policy on basic
bank accounts. As the Chancellor and others know, the
Treasury Committee from the previous Parliament forged
the policy to ensure that we have a 10-year plan for
financial inclusion. We pushed very hard for the
Government to act on the problem, and all of us must
realise that banking is not a luxury, but vital for our
society and our economy.

There was a social contract between the banks and
the public: as long as the banks were able to provide
basic, essential functions to the public, particularly
saving and lending, bankers’ bonuses and excesses were
tolerated. But no more. With the onset of the financial
crisis, the banks stopped being able to carry out those
functions, people no longer felt that their money was
safe and the banks stopped lending to businesses and
households. That social contract has broken down, and
we must bear that in mind for future policies.

Considerable public anger is now directed at the
banks, and that is understandable given the economic
difficulty that many families face. However, given the
importance of financial services to the economy, we will
not have a secure economic recovery until the financial
sector is also on the road to recovery. So it is important
that we address the issue of concern and public anger,
and restore confidence in the financial sector.

I mentioned financial inclusion. The Government’s
proposals on basic bank accounts is very welcome, and
work is being done already by the Financial Services
Authority and the Treasury in respect of data for banks
on where people open accounts and where lending is
made to businesses and individuals. However, all of us
have seen, in our own areas, the proliferation of cheque
cash shops, payday companies and doorstep lending in
places with little or no banking provision. We need

clarity about to whom the banks are lending and not
lending. For example, there is a lack of access to cash
machines in ethnically diverse areas—a fact that has
more potency than a diversity indicator itself. Underneath
the figures lies an explanation for why we lack sufficient
provision of those basic bank accounts, and we need to
go further to ensure that we get that information across.

Even today, 1.75 million people do not have a bank
account.

Sir Robert Smith (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine)
(LD): I would like to take this opportunity to thank the
right hon. Gentleman for his service to the House as
Chairman of the Treasury Committee. However, will he
expand on the role that the post office network can
play—there is a meeting about this later—in opening up
the banking system to many people who are currently
un-banked? That trusted brand could work in the basic
banking sector, meeting the needs in local communities
that have no outlets of any other financial institution.
Perhaps more should be done to drive forward the
concept of the post bank.

John McFall: I agree with the hon. Gentleman. As he
knows, our Committee and others did some work on
the Post Office card account and the struggle to retain
it. That is important, but we have to take it a step
further. A Post Office card account itself is insufficient,
because it provides limited services. The ambition for
the Post Office, over the next eight or 10 years, is to be a
financial services provider, so that there is solidity in
Post Office services. That is quite an ambition, but it is
very important, given that the Post Office is a trusted
brand, as he said, and given that 95 per cent. of the
population live within a mile or so of a post office. We
need to encourage the Post Office to get that facility
going. I am a little discouraged by the fact that Alan
Cook, who used to run National Savings and Investments,
and then joined the Post Office and drove this agenda, is
now leaving. However, we need some added urgency,
and I look forward to further Government measures
on it.

It is not enough for people to have basic bank accounts,
because figures show that 60 per cent. of those with
such an account make full withdrawals every month. In
other words, they do not use the direct deposits of the
bank system, and they do not use their bank accounts
to pay their utilities bill, which would make them cheaper.
At the moment, basic bank accounts for such people
are meaningless, so we need to do more work—simply
having a basic account is not the answer.

The money guidance service set up by the FSA has a
crucial role to play in the financial inclusion agenda.
For example, arising from discussions with those involved,
I have been told that the majority of people over 60 do
not claim pension credit, and that lots of people in
social housing do not have basic bank accounts. I would
like to think that a number of organisations, not least
the money guidance service, could be tools of financial
inclusion. That agenda has to be pushed and promoted
even more.

On Monday, the Treasury Committee unanimously
agreed three reports, and in the next week or two, we
will be putting them out. A feature of our Committee
has been that we have considered the evidence and
agreed our reports on the basis of unanimity. The
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report that I consider the most important relates to the
issue of banks being too big to fail and too important
to ignore. Let us remind ourselves that the crisis has
cost 25 per cent. of global gross domestic product, and
that the reason for the crisis was that financial institutions
took part in risky activities that were both mispriced
and misallocated. The bail-outs, necessary though they
were, have not ended the mispricing.

The bail-outs have shown that there is an implicit
subsidy to banks and financial institutions, which is
unfair when considered in relation to other businesses.
Banking reform is essential, therefore, to ensure a more
stable and less volatile system. That is essential in the
United Kingdom, where the banking sector is worth
500 per cent. of our GDP. The fact is that we have big
banks and limited choice, and as a result we have
insufficient lending to non-financial institutions, as anyone
who speaks to the CBI, small businesses or the
manufacturing industry will hear. Banking reform in
the UK is essential.

I urge the Government to ensure that banking reform
takes place, irrespective of what is happening elsewhere.
The visits undertaken by the Treasury Committee in the
past six months to a year, whether to the United States
or Europe, have impressed upon me that countries’
electorates will not tolerate a second bank bail-out. I
suggest to the Government that the test of reform will
come when the risk is transferred from the Government
to the banking sector, and a large financial institution is
allowed to fail smoothly. As others have said, banking is
currently in a position where it privatises its profits and
socialises its losses. We have to eliminate that practice.

We have to have engagement with the public. At the
moment, that engagement is insufficient. In October
2007, the Treasury Committee visited Japan, and I
spoke to policymakers at its central bank. They said
that we should take back the message that two things
are essential: first, that we have to recapitalise our
banks—and recapitalise them early—which the
Government have done. Secondly, we need a strategy to
deal with the public anger, concern and resentment. I
have taken that message forward and helped to establish
the Future of Banking Commission, which the right
hon. Member for Haltemprice and Howden (David
Davis) has agreed to chair, and which the hon. Member
for Twickenham (Dr. Cable) has agreed to sit on. We
also have the eminent economist, Roger Bootle, and
others on the commission.

We have established the commission to look to the
future and ask basic questions about what the banking
system is for and how it can best serve the interests of
customers and regional economies. Those are basic
issues, and we would like to present our report to the
next Government in June. We want to take forward the
message that financial architecture change is essential.
However, that will not take place in the next two years—it
will take quite a long time. I say that because Basel II
took 15 years. So we are in this for the longer term, and
it is important that politicians and policymakers stand
side by side in ensuring that we get a better, more stable
and reformed banking system as a result.

As kindly mentioned by the hon. Member for West
Aberdeenshire and Kincardine (Sir Robert Smith), this
will probably be my last speech in the House. I well
remember reading the late John Biffen’s autobiography.
He had a flat on the south side of the river, and he came

across Waterloo bridge everyday. He said that, during
his long time here, when he spied the House of Commons
every morning, and entered it, he got a bit of a thrill. I
share that sentiment. It has been a privilege for me to
represent my area in this Parliament, and I am grateful
to lots of people, including not only my office staff, but
the staff of the House. The House is a very fraternal
institution. It might not look like it from the outside,
but people are always ready to help others. The attendants,
police, and the staff in the Tea Rooms, are always very
welcoming and warm. I will miss that.

I will also miss the Treasury Committee staff. When I
give speeches in the City and elsewhere, it is clear that
people think that the Committee is a Department serviced
by an awful lot of people. In fact, there are only six
people involved, together with three economists. We
seem to have done a bit of a David and Goliath exercise,
and kidded people that we are the equivalent of a
Department of State. The effort that the staff have
made over the nine years that I have been on the
Committee has been enormous.

I also want to pay tribute to all my Committee
colleagues, particularly the hon. Member for Sevenoaks
(Mr. Fallon), who has been the Chairman of the Sub-
Committee. I see other Members here who have also
been part of the Committee. We have always made it
our business to take the evidence and to produce unanimous
reports. The unanimity of those reports has given out a
profound message and helped to inform the debate here.
I hope that it has also helped to build a bridge to the
public, to help us to ensure that public engagement is
restored. The past nine years have been the most fruitful
years in my parliamentary career.

Lastly, I would like to thank my family and my
constituents, who have supported me consistently for
23 years. Some people have asked me why I am giving
up now. I remember that when Terry Wogan left Radio
2, he said, “I’m giving up now because we’re still in love
and the music is still playing.” Well, the music is still
playing for me. I wish everyone who is going to be part
of the next Parliament every success in rebuilding trust
and confidence in this institution, which is the bulwark
of our democracy.

2.21 pm

Mr. Peter Lilley (Hitchin and Harpenden) (Con): It is
a great privilege to follow the right hon. Member for
West Dunbartonshire (John McFall), who has played a
distinguished role in our economic debates over the
years. I wish him well in his retirement. His contributions
will be long remembered here.

The Prime Minister—both as Prime Minister and as
Chancellor of the Exchequer—has always believed that
words were a substitute for reality. He believed that
simply by repeating his commitment to prudence, he
could distract people’s attention from his practice of
imprudence, which involved building up the largest
unsustainable growth in expenditure that this country
has experienced in many a long year. He believed that
by repeating his assertion that he had abolished boom
and bust, he could make us think that he had done so,
until the reality exposed him and burst his credibility.

Now, the Prime Minister asserts that the problems
are all global, and tries to convince us that he had no
part in the problems and could have done nothing to
mitigate or avoid them. However, two Anglo-Saxon
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economies similar to our own—Canada and Australia—
were prudent and did not go in for excessive boom. As a
result, they avoided the rigours of the bust when the
problems hit countries such as Canada’s near neighbour.
So, more could have been done in this country to
mitigate and prevent the problems from which we are
suffering, of which this Budget is a symptom. We could
have avoided the present levels of non-employment, for
example. The Government claim that the unemployment
figures are encouraging, but they do not tell us how
many people have withdrawn from the labour market
because they are discouraged, and because there are no
jobs available.

Ultimately, however, the problems that we face can be
summed up by the size of the deficit that we face. The
Chancellor has tried to convince us that because the
forecast of £178 billion has come down to the current
estimate of £167 billion, that would somehow make a
significant difference to the scale of our concerns. But
£167 billion is unprecedented. It cannot for an instant
be tolerated, excused or minimised. There are only three
ways to reduce the deficit. The first, and worst, is to
raise taxes. The second, better, way is to cut spending.
The best way is to encourage growth. Raising taxes
might be unavoidable, but if we are elected to government,
we will do all we can to avoid raising taxes.

By contrast, raising taxes is the first choice of the
present Government. They have already put up taxes
today, stealthily and with little mention, by an extra
£19 billion, as my right hon. Friend the Leader of the
Opposition pointed out. That is a burden that we have
already had to pay. When the Prime Minister was asked
what action he had taken to reduce the deficit, the three
measures that he mentioned were all tax increases. That
is this Government’s instinct and their practice, and if
they are returned to office we must fear that such
measures will form the bulk of what they introduce. It is
inevitable that they would be forced to introduce measures
to reduce the deficit more quickly than they are now
proposing, in rather unspecified ways.

Better than raising taxes is cutting expenditure. Indeed,
even the Labour Chancellor recognises that large reductions
in spending are required, even with the higher taxes that
they are proposing and those that they have already
introduced. The Institute for Fiscal Studies has pointed
out that, on the Government’s own projections, they are
set to undo almost all the increases in expenditure that
they introduced over the first 10 to 12 years of the
Labour Government. The Prime Minister is a “Duke of
York” leader, who marches his party, and the country,
up to the top of the hill with massive and unsustainable
increases in spending, then marches us down again,
while undoing them. It is small wonder that he has not
spelled out in detail any proposals in a spending review.
That has been postponed until beyond the election,
because it would be the ultimate confession of failure if
he were to spell out in detail what he needs to do.

Anne Main (St. Albans) (Con): Does my right hon.
Friend agree with the businesses of St. Albans that as
the Prime Minister was not a very good Chancellor in
the good times, they have much more to fear in the bad
times? He was very business-unfriendly in the good
times, and they are fearful for their businesses now that
there may be bad times ahead.

Mr. Lilley: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. Many
of the businesses in her constituency employ people
who live in my constituency, and they share the view
that she has just expressed.

If we are to cut spending, we must try to do so
without cutting services. That goes without saying. There
is huge scope for doing that. If the public sector had
matched the productivity increases of the private sector,
rather than undergoing a productivity decline, much of
what is required to get the deficit down would simply
not be necessary. In short, the failure to achieve efficiency
in the public sector is the cause of the problem, and the
reason why there is now scope for making savings
without making cuts in services. The Labour Government
are prepared to tolerate waste and inefficiency, and they
place no requirement on the public sector to match or
emulate the constant improvements in productivity that
are required in the private sector. That provides the
problem, as well as the scope for reducing it.

We want to get on with the job. We do not want the
savage cuts that the leader of the Liberal Democrats
was calling for—although he seems to have resiled from
that position recently. We want to get on with the job,
because the sooner we tackle the problem, the less
painful it will be. It is just like tackling an illness: the
sooner we start to treat it with antibiotics, the less likely
we are to have to resort to surgery. The sooner we start
to cut the deficit, the less painful it will be. Departments
would be able to rely on freezing recruitment, rather
than introducing redundancies. If redundancies were
necessary, they could be voluntary rather than compulsory.
Starting the process now would be less painful than
having it forced upon us after the election, without
preparation. Another Labour Government would be
forced to start that process, were they returned to office.

We do not believe that starting to take these measures
would destroy the recovery. Nor, of course, did the
Government, as the Institute of Directors has pointed
out. A Treasury document from back in 2003 said that
there could be such as thing as an “expansionary fiscal
contraction”—reducing the deficit with expansionary
effect. It said that such a contraction

“is most likely when a country is facing a critical fiscal situation
and takes strong action by cutting unproductive spending, and
this is accompanied by further structural reform and an exchange
rate depreciation.”

In precisely the circumstances we are now in, a reduction
in the deficit is likely to have an expansionary effect
through restoring confidence, releasing resources and
enabling one to take a more relaxed monetary policy
than would otherwise be the case.

The best solution to our problems is the restoration
of growth. Growing economic activity, with growing
tax revenues and reduced unemployment, must be the
best way to eliminate a large part of the deficit, but
restoring economic growth depends on three things. It
depends on confidence, it depends on cash, and it
depends on a competitive exchange rate. I believe that
the process of getting on with tackling the deficit will
itself have a positive effect on confidence, as it did in
previous recessions when we finally began to tackle the
problem. A new Government will help restore confidence
in the economy, too, as people see that those who got us
into the problem are no longer being relied on to get us
out of it.
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As for more cash, people talk about the Government
reducing their spending and taking cash out of the
economy. What puts cash into the economy is banks
lending more than they receive back in repayment. That
is what creates cash in a modern economy. If we are to
have a growing economy, we must have a growing
money supply—not outstripping the growth of the
economy, but growing in line with it and with its potential.
We are not seeing that at present. We have seen the
banks taking back more money than they are lending
out, and we have seen a reduction and a tendency for
the money supply and the economy to decline. We want
to see the Government ensuring that the money supply
grows in line with the underlying capacity of the economy.
It can do so by quantitative easing. If it does, I hope it
will do so more by ensuring that such easing takes place
through dealing with private sector rather than public
sector liabilities—exchanging them for cash and getting
that cash straight into the private sector. That must be
done.

The final element is a competitive exchange rate.
That, thank heavens, we have. We have it solely because
we were wise enough not to enter the euro area, so we
have a more competitive exchange rate than we otherwise
would have had. That gives us an opportunity, not a
certainty. It is vital that we take that opportunity and
create conditions of which our businesses can take
advantage. I believe that we will be in that happy
position only if we get rid of the Government who got
us into this problem and replace them with a Government
who have competence, confidence and the commitment
to getting our problems under control as soon as possible.

2.33 pm

Sir Stuart Bell (Middlesbrough) (Lab): I am grateful
to be called so early in the debate, and to follow the
right hon. Member for Hitchin and Harpenden (Mr. Lilley).
He was talking about the imbalance between services
and manufacturing in our economy, which developed
over many years. In fact, I believe it has developed over
about 30 years. We must not underrate what manufacturing
industry does for our country, employing about 2.6 million
people in the UK. In 2007 it accounted for 12.5 per
cent., or £154.9 billion, of our national economic output.
I was very pleased to hear from the Chancellor today
about a number of measures to help our industry and to
help the small and medium-sized business sector.

I think that even the right hon. Member for Hitchin
and Harpenden would agree that we are living, and
have lived, through a worldwide recession. Although it
is perfectly normal and natural for him to blame that on
the Government, all Governments in the industrialised
western world of whatever colour or political persuasion
followed the same route. That applies to Germany,
France, Spain, Italy and any other such country. It was
the only route to save the nation. Everyone knows that.

The Leader of the Opposition talked about the worst
recession since 1945. He had to be reminded, as he was
by the Chancellor, that the recession did not become a
depression. When we talk about unemployment, we
recall all the forecasts and statistics suggesting that it
would rise to 3 million, but that never happened. The
measures that we took to reach the economic situation
today have kept this nation on an even keel.

The right hon. Member for Hitchin and Harpenden
made a fuss about the debt standing at £167 billion. The

Chancellor said, however, that revenues from Her Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs have brought it down to £163 billion.
It is very high; we accept that. It is, to use a phrase used
by a Conservative Chancellor in another context, a
“price well worth paying” to save the nation from what
would have been a very serious depression.

The right hon. Gentleman also mentioned cutting
public expenditure. We fully understand that this is a
basic element of Conservative policy. Margaret Thatcher—
now Lady Thatcher—did precisely that in 1979: she
reduced public expenditure and she reduced the public
services. The right hon. Gentleman needs to explain to
me how he can cut public expenditure without cutting
services. Of course, he draws a distinction in respect of
front-line services, but the fact is that the Conservative
party policy is to cut public expenditure and to balance
the books. We understand that; it is the philosophy that
Conservatives have.

If we really want to understand Conservative party
philosophy, we can look across to the United States and
the Republican party, which has fought tooth and nail
to prevent a national health service of some description
from taking its place in their country and economy.
That is a remarkable fact; it is what the Republican
party stands for. In our country, it is the Conservative
party that stands for balancing the books. The phrase is
often used; it is perfectly normal and natural, but it is
also a policy, and it will have consequences.

I agree with the right hon. Gentleman when he says
that his party will not go down the route of the savage
cuts suggested by the Liberal party—the £15 billion-worth
of cuts they have promised us if they were in government,
which would have an extraordinary impact on the British
economy.

Mr. Ian Taylor (Esher and Walton) (Con): I am
trying to follow the hon. Gentleman’s argument. There
is no disagreement between the two main parties that
cuts are going to have to come, so the matter is purely a
question of timing. The hon. Gentleman’s argument is
effectively that the Labour Government, if they were to
remain in power, would also have to cut services.

Sir Stuart Bell: I am grateful for the hon. Gentleman’s
intervention, but the Chancellor of the Exchequer has
laid down a policy of deficit reduction over four years
up to 2014. [Interruption.] Well, there is a balance in
the economy. We have talked about growth, and the
right hon. Member for Hitchin and Harpenden talked
about growth, cuts and taxation, so there is a balance.
There will be a review of public expenditure a little later
on in the year.

If one wants to argue the toss about what cuts we
might make, I can tell the right hon. Gentleman and the
House that we would not cut the work of public sector
workers in health, education, social services or local
government. All those people serve the community;
they are not simply public sector workers for the sake of
it; they serve our community and they help the
disadvantaged in our communities, trying to get them
into work.

There is a balance between public and private sector,
but the Conservative balance is not a real balance, as it
is biased towards cuts. When we hear it said that they
must “start tackling the problem”, does that mean an
emergency Budget, in the unlikely event of a Conservative
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Government? Conservative Members nod their heads.
Will it mean emergency taxes as well as an emergency
Budget being imposed on our public sector workers,
destabilising our economy? Is that what the Conservative
party promises? We will take that message to the country.
Which of our public sector workers—our health, education,
social services and local government workers—will lose
their jobs? If there were to be a Conservative Government
and an emergency Budget, those people should be
told—and we will tell the nation.

Stewart Hosie (Dundee, East) (SNP): Will we not
also be able to tell the nation, quite clearly, that the
Chancellor was explicit about the £57 billion reduction
in the economy that would take place in 2013, one third
or so through tax rises and two thirds—about £40
billion—through cuts? Will we not be able to confirm to
the same public sector workers that the Labour party is
intent on making the same cuts? The hon. Gentleman’s
arguments simply do not add up.

Sir Stuart Bell: I can tell the hon. Gentleman that
there is not the slightest prospect of a Labour Government
in the future adopting the policies proposed by the
Conservative party. We believe that a deficit reduction
over a period will give this nation state a financial soft
landing. What the Conservatives promise us—they do
not offer it—is a hard landing for the economy and for
those in work.

Conservative Members can take their campaign to
the country. We too will take it to the country. The
Conservatives will send to the country—those who are
in the Chamber are nodding—an emergency Budget
and emergency cuts, and we shall see unemployment
rise. I shall come later to the point made by my right
hon. Friend the Member for West Dunbartonshire (John
McFall), but that is what is being offered in this Budget
debate.

Greg Mulholland (Leeds, North-West) (LD): I do not
think I am the only Member present who is a little
confused by the hon. Gentleman’s argument. Surely the
point is that we need honesty in this election as never
before. All the parties must say how they will reduce the
deficit. The Liberal Democrats have clearly set out their
plan for the next five years, and we must be honest
about the fact that it will involve cuts. The question is
where the cuts will be made, not if or when they will
come.

Sir Stuart Bell: I will follow the argument of the right
hon. Member for Hitchin and Harpenden. The economy
requires growth, it requires reductions in public expenditure,
and it may require taxes. It is a question of balance. It is
not a question of an emergency Budget which says,
“We’re now going to cut public expenditure, and we’re
going to make people in the public sector unemployed.
That is our recipe, and you’ll take the medicine.”

Mr. Michael Jack (Fylde) (Con): Is the hon. Gentleman
aware that the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs has already taken some £320 million out
of its operating budget, and is now employing some
1,500 fewer people? Yet DEFRA would claim that its
outputs have been sustained. This is called “improved
productivity”. Does the hon. Gentleman accept that
fact?

Sir Stuart Bell: What I accept as a fact is the statement
made by the Chancellor of the Exchequer that we shall
be looking for efficiency savings. That is what the Chancellor
said in his Budget speech, and that is what we accept.

The right hon. Gentleman reflects Conservative party
policy, and I salute him for that. Conservative party
policy is to cut. It is to go back to 1979 and Lady
Thatcher, who said as Prime Minister, “I will cut,” and
that is what she did. I shall be happy—and I am sure
that the country will be happy, and that my Labour
party will be happy—if we spend a great deal of time
establishing what the Conservative cuts will be, and I
would be grateful to Conservative Members if we could
establish that. I would like to move on, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, but I shall be quite happy to go on answering
their questions.

Mr. Mark Hoban (Fareham) (Con): I wonder whether
the hon. Gentleman has read the Government’s Red
Book.

Sir Stuart Bell: No.

Mr. Hoban: Paragraph 2.57 states that the Government
will reduce spending by £38 billion. Will all that come
from efficiency savings?

Sir Stuart Bell: If I may say so, it is a bit offensive for
the hon. Gentleman, in this House of Commons, to
read from a Red Book—which I assume is the Red
Book containing this Budget—and expect me to have
read it, given that I have been sitting here since 11 am
and the document has only just been made public.

Let us return to the point. Yes, there will be a reduction
in public expenditure. The Chancellor has said it, and
the Prime Minister has said it, but we have used the
phrase “efficiency savings”. We are not going to cut in
the way that the Conservative party promises—not
offers—to cut, and that is the message that we will take
to the country. I will ask every public sector worker in
my constituency, “Do you think your job is safe under a
Conservative Government?” You will find, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, a battleground there, and I will wager that you
will be surprised by the result.

Stewart Hosie: I agree with the hon. Gentleman that
it is unfair to expect him to have read the Red Book. He
will, of course, be aware of what was said by a junior
Treasury Minister—the Exchequer Secretary to the
Treasury, the hon. Member for Portsmouth, North
(Sarah McCarthy-Fry)—on 5 January, which is some
time ago. She said:

“The Government have made it clear that reducing spending
accounts for two thirds of the action the Government are taking
to reduce the deficit following the crisis-measures that will reduce
the deficit by £57 billion in 2013-14.”—[Official Report, 5 January
2010; Vol. 503, c. 126.]

Is it not time for the hon. Gentleman to come clean and
concede that there will be £40 billion of cuts in a single
year in 2013-14, and the Labour party is at it?

Sir Stuart Bell: I do not think it is necessary to refer
to a speech made by a junior Treasury Minister on
5 January, because the Chancellor of the Exchequer
said exactly the same today. He said that in 2012-13
there would be £57 billion less in the economy than
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there is now. The point is—it is difficult for me to labour
it sufficiently—that that position will be reached by
means of a variety of measures. It could be reached
through the efficiency savings that have already been
mentioned, and, as the right hon. Member for Hitchin
and Harpenden said, it could even be reached through
taxation. What we do not promise is what the Conservatives
promise: cuts which will affect public services.

I should like now—with your leave, Mr. Deputy
Speaker—to return to the subject of the Budget. At the
beginning of his statement, the Chancellor of the Exchequer
pointed out—this has not been quoted by the Conservatives,
or, I believe, by the Liberal Democrats—that we have
lived through a global recession. We have lived through
a repeat of the 1930s. We did not do the same as we did
in the 1930s, however. We did not let 12,000 banks go to
the wall. We saved them, and put money into them. We
introduced quantitative easing, which saved the banks.
We did not go from a recession to a depression; we
avoided that. We did not even reach the 3 million
unemployment figure that was forecast—with some joy,
I have to say. We have steadied the economy, as other
nation states have done. Of course we need banking
reform, but it must take place on an international basis.
It is not possible for one country to introduce it without
taking the rest of the group of 20 with it.

Incidentally, while we are throwing figures around
the Chamber, why do we not cite what the Chancellor
said about the £8 billion that came back to the Bank of
England? Why do we not talk about the great success of
the car scrappage deal? Last year, we were arguing
about it. I have a copy of the speech that I made last
year, and I will say very clearly what I said last year.

“In one car dealership in Middlesbrough alone—Jennings of
Middlesbrough—there are 470 people who work there, and throughout
the north-east. It invests in the latest equipment and it services
and maintains our cars and vans. This helps to make our small
and medium-sized enterprises viable. Anything that helps such
businesses to continue, including the scrappage deal, is welcome. I
predict”

—we can be prophets with honour in our own country—
“that while it is available, it will have the same impact as the
similar schemes in France and Germany, and that the 30 per cent.
loss of sales by car dealers will be rectified. We should not
overlook the fact that our car dealerships play their part in the
local community. They are, for example, investors in local charities.
This will be a welcome proposal for them.”—[Official Report,
22 April 2009; Vol. 491, c. 290.]

The Chancellor of the Exchequer confirmed today that
car sales had increased by 30 per cent.

Barry Gardiner: Does my hon. Friend agree that it
would have been better for the car scrappage scheme to
focus on making the money available only to those who
bought more fuel-efficient cars, rather than enabling
them to trade up and buy bigger engines with greater
cubic centimetre capacity which polluted more?

Sir Stuart Bell: That concept might well have produced
a better scheme, but the fact remains that the scrappage
scheme saved our car dealers and our car industry. Sales
increased by 30 per cent. There are all sorts of fuel
efficiency measures in London. I have to congratulate
the Mayor of London on his biodiesel scheme, which
enables people to avoid the congestion charge. But, of
course, everything can be refined and improved.

I would have loved to spend much more time dealing
with the speeches of the Leader of the Opposition and
the leader of the Liberal Democrats. They both reminded
me of a business man who wishes to take over a football
club. He is very successful in his business. That business
man goes into the football club. He leaves his acumen at
the gates, and he enters a world of total unreality:
everything is unreal and bizarre. The team end up being
relegated, however, and that unreality is replaced by a
fast-moving reality.

The Leader of the Opposition’s speech was totally
nonsensical: it had no meaning, and it made no sense,
because it was written before the event. It was meant to
please those sat behind him, and to get a cheer and a
wave, but it had no significance to the national economy.
I must add that the leader of the Liberal party’s speech
was no better, and I draw that comparison because both
of them get carried away by the media. They think that
catching the headlines for the 10 o’clock or 9 o’clock
news makes a policy, but that is not the case. We will
make sure that we fight the coming general election on
principles and policies, not personalities and press
statements, and I was therefore disappointed by both
party leaders’ statements.

Although my right hon. Friend the Member for West
Dunbartonshire is not in his place, I want to congratulate
him: he has toiled for many years in his role as Chairman
of the Treasury Committee, and he has rendered
contributions of great significance to our economic
debates and made some very fine remarks on the subject.
I suppose, however, that after nine or so years in that
post it is understandable if he has become a little
conventional in his thinking, and whereas he said that
we have to satisfy the markets, in fact we do that quite
ably. Our last Treasury bond issue was oversubscribed.
The markets have full confidence in our economy, and
our ratings have not been downgraded. We are not
Greece. When addressing a youthful audience, the Leader
of the Opposition made the following aside: “We are
now on the same level as Greece.” That is not the case,
however. Such false arguments are made because it is
easy to catch the headlines with them, but that is not a
policy. The ratings agencies support our economy and
the Government’s measures, and they have, in fact,
maintained the ratings that we as a sovereign state have
had for many years.

Mr. Andrew Tyrie (Chichester) (Con): Is the hon.
Gentleman aware that the sum total of this year’s bond
issue almost exactly matches the amount that has been
bought in quantitative easing by the Bank of England?
Does he not therefore understand that this huge increase
in the deficit has so far been absorbed, because on one
day the bonds are sold in Eastcheap and on the following
day they are picked up by the Bank of England in
Threadneedle street?

Sir Stuart Bell: And the economy moves ever onwards.
The economy moves: people buy; people sell; people
borrow. So what is the hon. Gentleman complaining
about?

Mr. Tyrie: I hope that the hon. Gentleman understands
that this is the world of funny money and this programme
of buying back our own debt cannot last, and that
although it was necessary at the time when it was
initially implemented, as soon as the economy stabilises,
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which it is doing now, the programme will have to be
stopped or even reversed and that would be hugely
costly for a generation to come.

Sir Stuart Bell: That is another wild and woolly
forecast far removed from reality from the Conservative
Benches. We are talking about a nation state. The
Chancellor made the point that we are the fourth largest
economy in the world. We are not a tin-pot economy,
therefore. The hon. Gentleman talks of funny money.
His party colleague, the right hon. Member for Hitchin
and Harpenden, mentioned quantitative easing. They
should get together and try to work out what they are
talking about. With a general election coming up, it is
important that the Conservatives get their act together
but, unfortunately, that is not happening.

My right hon. Friend the Member for West
Dunbartonshire mentioned the private and public sectors,
and he correctly said that if the policy is not right, it
leads to unemployment. That was the great scourge of
the ’30s, and we have sought to avoid it. That is why
unemployment is coming down. That is also why, unlike
the French economy, we do not have a 10 per cent.
unemployment rate. The French have had such a rate
for years, and it has caused many severe ructions in
their economy.

My right hon. Friend also mentioned youth
unemployment. We have done all we can over the years;
we even introduced the national minimum wage for
employed youth in order to get people into work. I am
making an important point, but Conservative Members
do not seem to get it. They have completely lost touch
with reality, and they do not understand that destabilising
the economy leads to unemployment, and that is not a
price worth paying in this time.

May I now return to the speech that I wished to make
in the interests of my constituents, on the basis of what
the Chancellor has said? A long time has passed since
the good news was brought from Ghent to Aix, as
Robert Browning said in his great poem. Browning did
not say what the good news was, and I leave that to
historians.

Mr. Lilley: It was a new Conservative Government.

Sir Stuart Bell: I thought it was the battle of Blenheim.
Regardless of what Browning’s good news was, however,
there most assuredly is good news on the Teesside scene,
and also the national scene and economy.

On the national scene—I am glad the hon. Member
for Dundee, East (Stewart Hosie) is in his place because
as a Scottish Member of Parliament this will be of great
interest to him—Total SA has announced a £2.5 billion
development investment in the North sea west of the
Shetlands. This will be a strategic development of two
new gas fields—Laggan and Tormor—lying in 600 metres
of water in the harshest environment in the United
Kingdom, and the fields will be developed using the
latest technology. The fields contain more than 1 trillion
cubic feet of gas, plus some condensates, equating to
about 230 million barrels of oil equivalent. This will
create 117 jobs a year in the Shetlands over the lifetime
of the project, and some 2,200 jobs in Scotland. The
fields will be able to provide the nation with 20 per cent.

of its gas when they come on stream, and the fields
themselves represent some 17 per cent. of the nation’s
gas reserves. As the Prime Minister said in today’s
Question Time, the investment has been helped by the
Chancellor’s decision to provide up to £160 million-worth
of tax relief for each gas field that qualifies for the
support. As the Chancellor of the Exchequer has said,
the Government recognise the importance of the United
Kingdom oil and gas industry to our economy and the
dependable foundation it provides for the nation’s energy
security.

The goods news, however, has gone further than from
Ghent to Aix. Yesterday, Total announced that it has
passed to Corus a letter of award for the gas pipelines
that will link the gas fields with the mainland. The
contract will be worth nearly £200 million. It will involve
building 350 km of pipelines, safeguard 250 jobs at the
Corus Hartlepool mill and add a further 100 jobs for up
to a year. The order was won against strong global
competition, but it shall be the Corus world-class, large
diameter Hartlepool pipe facility that will manufacture
the pipes, thus securing jobs, and creating new ones, on
Teesside. Also, £200 million of orders shall be added,
and there is the £60 million Tees valley industrial
programme, put together by the Government in recognition
of the need to accelerate industrial transition and seize
new opportunities in low-carbon and advanced
manufacturing in the area.

It is estimated that the two-year Tees valley industrial
programme will create 3,000 new jobs in the short to
medium term and sustain over 10,000 jobs in the long
term. The Tees valley industrial programme builds on
One North East’s existing £130 million investment in
business, support and skills in the Tees valley to run
from 2009 to 2012. In the last 10 days, One North East
and its partners have unveiled the first of a number of
investments via the £60 million programme to support
engineering apprenticeships in the Tees valley, help
workers with business start-up opportunities and help
businesses in the Tees valley to be more energy-efficient.
These investments alone amount to about £10 million.

The mothballing of the Teesside cast products blast
furnace is a sad blow to Teesside, an industrial cradle
that has seen over many years the obliteration of its
shipbuilding and module yards, and the destruction of
the coal industry in neighbouring Durham—and now a
further diminution in steel production. However, as
Corus Steel Tubes in Hartlepool testifies, the industry is
not entirely extinct. The more the steel market returns,
with the help of the £200 million contract from Total,
the more likely it is that the blast furnace will be
de-mothballed.

I am always averse to waving documents in the Chamber,
but I yield to an American habit that has developed
over the years. I would like to show hon. Members a
magazine—[Interruption.] You shake your head,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, so my little moment of glory is—

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Sir Michael Lord): Order. I do
not know about yielding to American habits in this
House, but visual aids are certainly discouraged.

Sir Stuart Bell: I am grateful to you, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, although I managed to get my little flash in
before you rose to your feet.
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I would like to draw the House’s attention to “Vision”,
a supplement of the Middlesbrough Evening Gazette,
which describes
“how Teesside’s iron fist could forge a new beginning.”

“Vision” is also published with The Journal in Newcastle,
and it gives the same message of optimism for two
industrial areas that have lost nothing in their vibrancy,
their determination or their work ethic, notwithstanding
the global recession. Earlier I mentioned low-carbon
and advanced manufacturing. Teesside fully intends to
take advantage of the low-carbon sector, because the
Tees valley is well placed to do so. It has its port lands,
both at Teesport and Victoria harbour in Hartlepool—lands
attached to the Corus plant. There are also offshore
wind farms and biofuels, while in the Tees valley there
are already facilities to capture carbon dioxide and
store it under the North sea, with possible links to
assisting the oil and gas sector.

However, in addition to developing a low-carbon
economy, the Tees valley, and Middlesbrough in particular,
is leading in other sectors that will hopefully assist the
long-term future of the economy, and specifically in the
digital-creative sector. Middlesbrough council, in
partnership with Teesside university, has developed Digital
City, building on the university’s burgeoning reputation
in computer sciences, to retain graduates in the town
and create policies and graduate businesses in the sector.
In short, the mothballing of the blast furnace at Redcar
might cast a deep and long shadow, but if one combines
the £60 million investment programme with the original
£130 million investment from One North East for 2009
to 2012, along with the £200 million pipeline contract,
we can see £390 million of investment flowing into
Teesside. I agree with my Evening Gazette that Teesside’s
iron fist could forge a new beginning.

Lest it be thought that the private sector was excluded—I
welcome the Chancellor’s statements today about small
and medium-sized businesses, as well as the various
measures that he is taking—I should say that local
entrepreneurs have a considerable track record on Teesside,
having created the Wynyard business park, which has
attracted 58 new businesses and £250 million of private
investment, creating 1,200 jobs in the past few years.
The Secretary of State for Health recently confirmed
the creation of a new £464 million state-of-the-art hospital
on the site to service the communities of Stockton and
Hartlepool.

What we need, and what we are getting on Teesside, is
a new start—a fresh start, for the people and for industry,
for our future. It is good to go down memory lane—even
I can tickle the fancy of the Conservatives by going
back to 1979 and the noble Lady Thatcher cutting
public expenditure—as long as one does not stay there.
It is good to look at the past, with its heritage, but it is
more important to look to the future, with its hope, and
to do so with a determination and focus built on skills, a
work ethic and fraternity within society. We have seen
many things on Teesside, but it builds itself again and
renews itself again, and it will continue to do so. It is
incumbent on us all in the area to show leadership,
work together, unite among ourselves and unite our
community so that all will gain individually, and society
will also gain.

Let me end on the Budget, which is most important
to Teesside and the people who live and work there. It is,
of course, the final Budget of this Government—there

will be a general election before another Budget—but it
is also a parameter-setting Budget. It will give the
community, who study the Budget carefully, hope in
their future—hope under a Labour Government. Given
the response of the Conservatives, the Budget will also
let the community see through the shallowness of
Conservative policy and, on many occasions, the idiocy
of Conservative policies. When it comes to the vote,
those on the Opposition Benches will find, probably to
their dismay, that they will still be there after the next
election.

3.5 pm

Mr. John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): I remind the
House that I have declared in the Register of Members’
Financial Interests that I provide business advice to an
industrial group and an investment management company.

This was the go nowhere Budget—it was almost the
do nothing Budget. It was also the dither and fiddle
Budget. I sometimes think that Ministers have still not
understood how big an economy they are seeking to
influence and how much money and resources they
command, now that about half the entire national
income goes through the public accounts under their
mismanagement. It is, for their information, a £1.4 trillion
economy. This Budget provides, on their scoring, a
stimulus of £1.4 billion for the first year and a small
reduction in the amount of resource available from the
public sector in the following two years. Even at the
peak of the Chancellor’s proposed intervention this
year, therefore, he is playing with 0.1 per cent. of the
national income, so we can immediately see that this
Budget is not serious. It is not trying to change anything
real in this nearly moribund economy, nor is it trying to
do anything big to stimulate growth or recovery.

Stewart Hosie: Have the Government’s horizons not
shrunk even further, if one considers that the total
managed expenditure for 2010-11 is £2.7 billion off
what they forecast even in the pre-Budget report late
last year?

Mr. Redwood: The hon. Gentleman is quite right.
I also agree with the hon. Member for Middlesbrough

(Sir Stuart Bell) when he rather kindly said that he saw
the Leader of the Opposition as a new manager coming
in to take over an ailing football club. He was absolutely
right that the UK Government football club, under its
current management, has slipped down several divisions
and is facing further relegation. He is absolutely right
that there are no star players who can win matches. He
is also absolutely right that the wage bill is bloated and
gross, and that the club is facing bankruptcy. Indeed,
the club has all the conditions, which the hon. Gentleman
perhaps did not have in mind, for better and new
management.

Sir Stuart Bell: And what will the right hon. Gentleman
say when the club is relegated?

Mr. Redwood: What we need is new management to
stop further relegation. The hon. Gentleman should
understand how far this country has already been relegated,
as my right hon. Friend the Leader of the Opposition
said in his passionate and eloquent speech today, when
he pointed out that a country that was fourth in the
world for competitiveness—which means more jobs,
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more exports and more ability to make a decent living—has
managed to sink to 84th in the world under this
Government, with their too many taxes and their too
many regulations.

To understand why our economy has suffered so
badly and is not growing rapidly, we have to understand
the nature of the national and public finances created
by the disastrous mismanagement of this Government.
It is now easiest to understand the national finances as
being two rather large banks, under Government control
and with substantial Government shareholdings, with a
medium-sized Government attached. That is because
the two banks that the Government partly or wholly
nationalised are considerably bigger than the national
income—or they were when they took them over—and
we need to understand what is happening in those
banks in order to understand the background to the
Budget, what is happening in the national finances and
why the recovery is so sluggish. Unbelievably, the
Government proclaim that they have created sustainable
and stabilised banking, in the Chancellor’s words, but in
fact they have done exactly the opposite, by their blundering
into owning so many bank shares and their inability to
manage those banks properly.

Over the past year, to December 2009, the Royal
Bank of Scotland slimmed its balance sheet by £700 billion.
When it was taken over by the state, RBS started with a
balance sheet of £2.2 trillion, or one and a half times
the national income. However, at the end of last year
that had fallen to £1.5 trillion only, just a little over the
national income. When I asked the Prime Minister
about that recently in Prime Minister’s questions, he
seemed to be completely unaware of that fact. One
would have thought that it was the dominant economic
fact that might concern him and his colleagues. At a
time when they say they want growth and expansion,
their bank—the bank they took over and they say they
have stabilised—has shrunk its balance sheet by £700 billion,
or by the same amount as total public spending in the
year.

Of course, the bank shrunk assets and liabilities and
was reducing risk. Of course, some of that had to take
place. Some of it involved withdrawing loans in overseas
economies and not in the British economy, because
RBS is a global bank. I put it to the Chancellor and to
his representative, the Financial Secretary to the Treasury,
who is left to hear the debate, that they will not have a
vigorous and strong recovery if the biggest bank in the
country, under regulatory and ministerial instructions,
is all the time slimming its balance sheet that rapidly.
Although a lot of that slimming took place through
instruments other than loans and although some of
it was not in the UK, all of it is withdrawing liquidity,
risk management and financial instruments primarily
from the business sector, which is bound to have an
impact.

To reinforce that process, Lloyds bank was doing
something similar on a more modest scale. Lloyds was a
£1.1 trillion bank and by the end of last year it had
fallen to a £1 trillion bank—it had taken £100 billion
out. Between the two banks that the Government
owned, £800 billion was withdrawn. We know from the
corporate plan and from the remarks of the chief executive
of RBS—approved by the Government, who are the

principal owners—that another £300 billion will be
taken out of the balance sheet of RBS over the current
year. Again, I put it to the Government that if that is
the plan, although it might make business sense—I
presume that the aim is to turn the thing round into a
profit-making bank by getting rid of risk—it is not
good news for the British corporate sector trying to use
RBS as well as Lloyds. It will make it almost impossible
to meet these ministerial exhortations and targets to
increase lending.

The Lloyds reduction of £100 billion was more damaging
in a way, because Lloyds does rather more lending and
has rather more assets in the UK relative to the size of
its balance sheets, and £50 billion of the £100 billion
Lloyds slimming was a reduction in loans. It does not
tell us in the figures that I saw how many of those were
outside the UK, but clearly quite a bit of it was UK
lending. At the very time when the Government told us
they had nationalised the bank to stabilise it and to
allow it to lend money, it was doing the opposite and
going through a severe restructuring that entailed
lending less.

That is the fundamental reason why this economy is
not going anywhere: the banks have been broken and
they are being nursed back to health in a way that
contracts rather than expands activity. I do not know
why the Government cannot see that, although I can
understand why they never want to talk about it. They
pretend that they are not responsible for this £2.5 trillion
of assets at risk and that it is somehow nothing to do
with them, yet come the Budget they say, “We stabilised
the banks. Job done—no problem. All is well.”

Mr. Mark Todd (South Derbyshire) (Lab): I am intrigued
by the right hon. Gentleman’s analysis. I share some of
his thoughts, but by extension I assume that he is
suggesting that we should have a much more directive
role in running RBS and Lloyds, and should perhaps
seek to foster an underpricing of credit to the business
sector. Is that what he is really thinking?

Mr. Redwood: I would be very happy to make a
positive recommendation because I would like my country
to recover quicker and for there to be more jobs and
prosperity. I suggest that instead of mouthing the words
“countercyclical regulation” but doing the opposite, the
Government should try some countercyclical regulation.
I and a few others were telling them in 2006-07 that
everything was overheating and that they should have
tightened the regulation of the banks. They did not;
they made a big mistake. What we are now saying—those
of us who have got the cycle right—is the opposite.
They are now tightening too much at the bottom of the
cycle. We must be somewhere near the bottom of
the cycle—I hope that we are through the bottom of the
cycle and have just begun to turn up. This is the point at
which they should be relaxing the regulatory controls
on cash and capital, particularly for the two nationalised
banks, which nobody is going to worry about because
they know they will just print whatever it takes to meet
the obligations of those banks.

The regulator should be told to think countercyclically.
The cash and capital controls should be relaxed at this
stage of the cycle and tightened in a couple of years’
time when the recovery is under way.
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Mr. Todd: Perhaps the right hon. Gentleman could
develop this point a little further and set out his view of
our obligations to the shareholders who are not the
taxpayer in the two institutions he is suggesting a direction
for.

Mr. Redwood: I think our prime requirement in this
House is to look after the interests of the taxpayers who
have funded these banks and who are principal shareholders
in them. Of course, in company law there are responsibilities
to minority shareholders not to oppress them. What I
have suggested is to change regulation of all banks so
that it does not favour or target nationalised banks in
particular. That would help the banks and would be in
the interests of the minority shareholders, as well as the
majority shareholders, because it would be permissive
and would allow the banks to have bigger balance
sheets for a bit, which would allow them to make more
money. This contractionary impact on the balance sheet
must be bad news for the shareholders. Of course, the
banks need to be more prudent than they were in
2007-08, when the Government helped force them into
difficulties, but making them super-prudent now is not
serving the interests of recovery or the national economy.

We were told by the Chancellor in the Budget statement
that we were not going to be losing any money on these
banks and that they had been a very wise investment.
That is not what the Red Book says. It points out, quite
accurately, that there have been £60 billion of losses so
far and that when it was written—presumably very
recently—we were sitting on a £12 billion loss on the
shares in RBS and Lloyds. That is double the loss on the
early gold sales and confirms the Prime Minister’s record
as a rather bad investment manager, because he seems
to sell at the wrong price and to buy at the wrong price.

Let us hope that we can work our way out of it, but
there is no immediate sign of the Lloyds and RBS share
prices getting to the point where they are not only above
the taxpayers’ purchase price, but sufficiently above it
and sufficiently robust to accept dumping all those
shares back on to the market to find willing buyers. If
we look at these banks’ profit and loss record, that is
not at all surprising. Of course, since they have been
under Government influence, we have had losses of
£8 billion in 2008 and £2 billion in 2009 in RBS, and of
£6.7 billion in 2008 and £6.3 billion in 2009 in Lloyds.

Again, we are not told this in any public statement by
Ministers; we are not even told it properly in the Red
Book. When we are the majority shareholder in RBS,
those RBS losses are our losses. When we are the most
important minority shareholder in Lloyds, a big chunk
of those losses are our losses. Ministers should do
rather better than just coming to the House and saying,
“We have got these lovely bank shares and we are going
to sell them one day at a profit.” Lots of investment
managers would like to be able to claim that about their
worst investments, but what we need is proper analysis
of what has gone wrong with those bank shares so far,
how the Government think they will start making decent
returns on capital, and how that might provide a
background for getting some of the taxpayer’s money
back.

It was very fortunate for the Government that Lloyds
decided to give an unusual interim update on its trading
position very recently, before the Budget, and I believe
it is giving another briefing today, at the very point at
which we are debating the Budget. It would have been a

courtesy to the House if Ministers had shared those
very important statements with the House—both the
one updating on profits, which was positive, and the one
today, which I do not know about because I have been
in the House listening to this debate. Given that we have
such a huge financial interest on behalf of taxpayers in
these banks, surely the Government should report to us
in a detailed way on what is happening. It is a matter of
great public interest. We are invited to debate £1.4 billion
of petty cash, but we are not allowed to debate the
changes worth hundreds of billions of pounds in the
balance sheets of these very large banks.

The economy is not recovering at anything like the
pace that any of us would want. Most private-sector
forecasts say that the recovery will be very slow and
drawn out. As my right hon. Friend the Member for
Hitchin and Harpenden (Mr. Lilley) noted, Governments
of both parties trying to get out of recession have cut
public spending pretty early on, and that has fuelled
and helped extra growth. That is what happened in the
1970s: a Government of the Labour disposition were
reluctantly forced into cuts by international bodies, and
that allowed growth to take place.

The same thing happened, winningly, in 1981 and
1992, when Conservative Governments realised that
controlling the public-sector deficit was an important
part of freeing resources, keeping interest rates down
and creating more money in the private sector. It was
literally from the day when the Government announced
public expenditure controls that the economies at those
dates took off. They grew far more positively on those
three occasions than has been the case with the fitful
recovery that started in the final quarter of last year.

The Government need to understand that they have a
very serious problem that all their remedies are making
worse. Taxing more undermines confidence: taxing rich
and successful people more means that they go abroad,
and taxing businesses more means that they work less
hard, or that they close down in this country and take
their activity elsewhere.

Ministers must know that this is happening. It is not
a scare invented for the sake of the debate by someone
who believes in free enterprise; it is what is actually
happening in the £1.4 trillion economy that they are
trying to influence. Ministers should get out more and
understand what the threat to this country is.

The Government have racked up these enormous
debts, and we have got into the incredible position
where £1 of every £4 spent in the public sector is now
borrowed, or borrowed and printed. As my hon. Friend
the Member for Chichester (Mr. Tyrie) remarked, the
printing has to stop some time. It may have stopped
already; the Bank of England has certainly put it on
pause.

When the markets believe that there will be no more
printing, reality will come home and the impact will be
very negative. The Government intend to borrow
£150 billion or £200 billion, but the Red Book shows
that this year’s gross gilt issue amounted to £227 billion.
That is because the Government have to refinance expiring
debt as well as finance the extra debt being built up.
When the markets realise that the Bank of England is
no longer around to buy £200 billion or £227 billion of
debt to help things on their way, people will want a
lower price at a higher interest rate for lending money to
the British Government.
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That is why we are so worried. If we allow that
process to happen—as Greece, Ireland and Iceland
did—the interest burden can spin out of control very
quickly and become extremely expensive. The Red Book
shows that interest on debt, at £43 billion in the current
year, is already a more expensive programme than the
defence budget, which is put at £40 billion. However,
the cost of the debt interest will shoot way above
that—first, because the debt is increasing too rapidly,
and every extra bit of debt comes with an interest
burden; and secondly, because the interest rate will rise
if the Government do not do anything.

The hon. Member for Middlesbrough rightly said
that we have not yet been through the embarrassment
of a credit rating downgrade, and I hope that we do not
go through that. Credit rating agencies know how difficult
politics is, from their experiences through the crisis, and
it would be very surprising if they decided to downgrade
an important sovereign nation like Britain just ahead of
a general election. That would clearly be a very political
statement, and seen as such. However, the hon. Gentleman
should not be too calm in thinking that everything is
well, as the markets are downgrading British sovereign
debt all the time. He must understand that we are
paying 1 per cent., or 100 basis points, more than
Germany to borrow money for the same length of time.

Why are we having to pay 1 per cent. more, and is it
important? Yes, of course it is important, because 1 per
cent. extra on 3 per cent. is a 33 per cent. extra charge
on the cost of borrowing money. When one wants to
borrow £150 billion—or £200 billion, £500 billion or
£700 billion; whatever the total will be when it is all
added up—the sums involved are absolutely colossal. In
four years time, the defence budget will not be the one
main budget smaller than the interest burden: much
bigger budgets than that will be smaller than the interest
burden, because compound arithmetic will catch up.

All previous recessions have ended when Governments
have got a grip on the public finances. The Labour
party is of course right to say that no one comes into
politics to sack teachers and nurses and make hospitals
worse. None of us on this side of the House has ever
wanted that, and it is quite unfair to suggest that we do.
However, the state employs 6 million people, and front-line
teachers, nurses and doctors are only a very small
minority. That means that we have to look at the whole
panoply of the state’s administration and bureaucracy,
and that we have to discover ways to do more for less, as
we are running out of money.

Sir Stuart Bell: I am listening to the right hon.
Gentleman with great interest. He speaks with great
fluency and knowledge, but when he talks about nurses,
doctors and all those in the public-sector professions,
he reminds me of the words of Oliver Cromwell when
looking at the corpse of King Charles I. Cromwell said
that what had happened had been a “cruel necessity”: is
that what the Conservatives are offering public-sector
workers?

Mr. Redwood: I do wish the hon. Gentleman would
try to follow the debate a little—he can do better than
that. I had just made it clear that Conservative Members,
like Labour Members, are proud of local hospitals and
schools: they wish for them to be properly financed and

do not wish to see a single nurse, teacher or doctor
sacked for reasons of economy. That has always been
true, and we never sacked teachers, nurses or doctors,
whatever the hon. Gentleman may think.

Mr. Graham Stuart (Beverley and Holderness) (Con):
My right hon. Friend is coming to the nub of the point
on the debt. Our point about the debt is not just about
fiscal or other balances, but the fact that if the finances
of this country are undermined, future public services
and the jobs of teachers, nurses and doctors are put at
risk. It is precisely to ensure that we can deliver sustainable
public services, particularly for an ageing population,
that Conservatives are so obsessed with ensuring that
we behave responsibly on finances. This is not because
of our fascination with finance, but because of our
commitment to public services. We know that
irresponsibility such as the Government’s leads to the
very cuts that the hon. Member for Middlesbrough and
we do not wish to see.

Mr. Redwood: I agree: a stitch in time saves nine. The
policy of the hon. Member for Middlesbrough would
take us in the direction that Greece followed. Instead of
immediately making sensible adjustments to public spending
that did not damage front-line services, that country
ended up in a panic and a crisis. In the full glare of a
market collapse, it had to put through hasty and perhaps
ill-judged public spending reductions, probably on a
bigger scale, because it was not prepared to take sensible
action in advance.

The hon. Gentleman and the Government now believe
that there are efficiency savings to be had, and that they
can do more for less. I am glad that we have got to that
point. For many years under this Government, the
House was told that there were no efficiency gains to be
had and that they were all will-o’-the-wisp proposals
dreamt up by Conservatives; but now—at last—that is
common ground. The good news is that incoming Ministers
will find, in business terminology, lots of low-hanging
fruit. There are many easy things to do to get more for
less, because the public sector has not been through the
kind of procedures and tests that the manufacturing
sector in particular has been through in the past decade.
Every year, manufacturing companies have to ask, “How
can I get prices down and quality up? How can I serve
my customers better and charge them less?” That is not
impossible, but one must ask those questions to survive
and have a successful and flourishing business in such a
competitive business world.

It is now common ground that such things are achievable,
but the public will judge who has their hearts in it more
to deliver, and who is more likely to have the skills to do
so. Not unreasonably, the public will ask, “Why have
the Government been in office for 13 years and scattered
all this money, often very wastefully, and not thought
until now about treating efficiency and improvement
seriously?”

Lynne Jones (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): If there
are so many easy ways in which to save money, would
the right hon. Gentleman like to tell us a few that he has
in mind? Will the Conservatives be spelling out all the
cuts that they intend to make, and if so, when?

Mr. Redwood: There are so many of them to suggest,
but I do not want to take up the whole afternoon. I
would certainly start with identity cards and regional
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government, and the panoply of controls and restrictions
placed on local councils, which create a bureaucracy in
Whitehall and in each council. Many of the strategies,
partnerships and those kinds of things are all bureaucracy
and words. The Conservatives want to spend that money
on the teachers in the schools and the nurses in the
hospitals; we do not need such a vast army of people to
deal with regional government and with instructions,
monitoring and audit from one level of government to
another. If the hon. Lady wishes to see more detail, she
can find it in the economic policy review that I published
for the Conservative party some time ago. She will find
pages and pages of quangos to cull or slim, and areas of
Government work that we do not need to do.

Things have simply got out of control. The Government
have put 1 million extra public employees on the payroll,
most of whom are not front-line workers. We welcome
the ones who mean we get better schools and hospitals,
but most are not in that category, and we need to look
again at that. What do the Government need to do? If
they were serious about value for money, they would
have a comprehensive freeze on new recruits today,
instead of advertising all those non-jobs in The Guardian
every week. If they were serious about controlling public
spending, they would understand that they have done
the job of catch-up on public sector wages—indeed,
those wages, on average, far surpass private sector wages—
and so would impose the pay freeze today. Surely it is
better to share the work around than to get into a
position later where one has to sack people because one
cannot afford the wage bill. If one takes on a football
club where the wages are too high, it is better to keep
some of the players on while one is looking around, but
to pay them realistically because that wage bill is the
reason why the thing is nearly bankrupt.

I fear that this is not a Budget that will be taken
seriously. Most people who are looking at it know that
it is a nowhere Budget from a dying Government, and
they know that it contains no serious measures that are
up to the task of pulling round this extremely damaged
economy. More importantly, this Budget contains no
measures to tackle the problem of damaged and difficult
banks. If the Government really wanted an economic
recovery, they would understand that the current imbalance
between the public and private sectors—between the
finance supplied to the public sector and the lack of
finance supplied to the private sector—is their main
problem. If they were serious about recovery, they
would issue new instructions to the banks that they
own. If they were serious about recovery, they would
change the instructions through the banking regulator,
because that is the main reason why we have gone from
boom to bust.

This Government’s epitaph will be that they were the
Government of boom and bust. Their boom was created
by incompetent banking regulation and their bust was
created by even more incompetent banking regulation.
They like to say that it is people like me favouring a
more deregulated world in the 1980s that has caused
their problems, but they should grow up and own up.
They changed the entire financial regulation system in
1997 when they came into office. They heaped far more
regulatory detail on to the banks and other financial
companies over their 13 years in office. The problem
was that it was all bureaucracy, bumf and box-ticking,
and they missed exercising control of the main thing,
which Conservative Governments had always controlled

extremely well; we never had banks blowing up and
going bust on our watch, because we had one very
important set of strong regulations that controlled the
banks’ cash and capital at prudent levels.

The Government thought that they knew best with
their regulators. They allowed them to expand the bank
balance sheets massively in a way that some of us
warned against and which was clearly imprudent.
Unbelievably, having done that, the Government did
exactly the opposite at the wrong point. They brought
on the banking collapse and they brought on the recession
because they switched from allowing the banks to have
far too little cash and capital to demanding that the
banks had far too much cash and capital for the
circumstances of the time. Even worse—this is the biggest
sin of all for a regulator in such a sensitive area—was
that all this was done through the media, in public, so
that the banks had no opportunity to sort themselves
out over any reasonable time period because they were
under the pressure that comes from the Government of
the day telling the media and the public that the banks
were nearly bust. There could not be a more perfect way
of creating a violent cycle than that. We are now into
punk-monetarism, money printing and an attempt to
keep the public sector afloat with cheap money by
creating it for the public sector’s own uses. The other
side of that coin has to be, I suppose, starving the
private sector of money because that is not where the
Government see their political interests lying.

If the public want to know why we have an extremely
feeble recovery and a lot of worry about our economy, I
can tell them that it is because the Government have
completely mismanaged the banking cycle. If the public
want to know the really big numbers that have mattered
over the past year, they should look at what the Government
have been doing to RBS and Lloyds—the Government’s
policies have been very contractionary. If the public
want to know what we need for recovery, I can tell
them—they will understand this—that it is sorting out
the public sector to give us value while protecting what
matters and it is providing more incentive to the private
sector through less tax and less regulation, so that we
can attract and retain businesses in this country in order
to grow again.

We have got to earn our way out of this mess. We
have got to work our way out of this mess. This Budget
does not do enough for people of enterprise and people
in business. It will fall to the lot of a Conservative
Government to understand that, after this big a mess. a
lot of stimulus and incentive will need to go into the
private sector, because the private sector needs to earn a
lot more to pay this Government’s bills.

3.34 pm

Colin Burgon (Elmet) (Lab): May I preface my remarks
by paying tribute to my right hon. Friend the Member
for West Dunbartonshire (John McFall) and echoing
his comments about the staff ? Like him, I am standing
down at the next election, and I should like to thank all
the staff of the House of Commons, especially the
ladies in the Tea Room. I hope that that will get me a
few more chips the next time I go in.

I shall attempt to put the Budget into a wider political
and economic context. The Chancellor made the point
that we are not alone in our situation. The world is

297 29824 MARCH 2010Budget Resolutions and Economic
Situation

Budget Resolutions and Economic
Situation



[Colin Burgon]

suffering the deepest recession since 1929-31, and tens
of millions of lives are being affected all around the
world. No country is immune to the shock waves that
the capitalist system has generated. It is important to
get our heads around the figures. In the UK, we have
witnessed six quarters of economic decline, which is the
longest period since records began, and the economy
has contracted by more than 6 per cent. About
800,000 people are unemployed and—this is an important
point—many more are being forced to take on part-time
work or to take lower pay while working longer hours.
At the end of last year, we saw what many hope will be
the beginning of a recovery, with growth of 0.3 per cent.
in the last quarter. That was a small step forward, but a
step forward nevertheless. The Budget is important
because the economic policies flagged up today and in
the coming weeks could determine the scale and pace of
the economic recovery—or, indeed, if there is to be a
substantial recovery at all.

There are some key questions swimming around in
the atmosphere. Will we now return to the path of
sustained growth and see the past 18 months or so as
just a blip—that is the business-as-usual school of
thought—or will we enter a long period of anaemic
growth, taking years to recover to pre-crisis levels of
national income? That is roughly where the Japanese
economy is. Worse still, could we face a double-dip
recession with the economy plunging back into crisis?

The very real threat of undermining the fragile recovery
that I have mentioned brings me to the policies that
have been discussed in the House today. Time spent
poring through the columns produced by all the talking
heads who tell us about the economy shows that there
are two ways of dealing with the downturn—broadly
speaking, they are cuts versus investment. We have
heard from the Leader of the Opposition about the
need to make cuts to get the economy back on track.
That, in short, is roughly where they are with their
broad economic strategy. They are totally clear about
the scale of cuts they want. The shadow Secretary of
State for Business, Innovation and Skills has said that
the Conservatives would be much tougher on public
spending than “Margaret Thatcher ever was”, but those
policies would be devastating to the economy and to
families across the country.

In my home city of Leeds, the public sector plays a
significant role. I recently worked out the figures for a
debate on my great city, so I know that there are more
than 110,000 jobs in public services in the Leeds region.
The Conservative plans for cuts in the public sector
would hit those employees and their families hard, as
people would lose their jobs. That is what we have to
understand. We can talk high economics here, but I am
really interested in the impact that those policies would
have on ordinary people. Indeed, the potential for job
losses goes further. A recent study showed that 64p of
every £1 that public sector workers earn is spent in the
local economy, so those cuts would hit areas of the
wider Leeds economy that depend on spending by
public sector employees. The idea that we can separate
the public from the private is ridiculous. On top of all
that, there would be the cost of paying benefits to those
who were unemployed as a result of the cuts. A recent
study showed that those costs would be about £16,000 per

redundancy, so that policy would not be not easy or
pain-free. I argue, as would millions of others, that it is
unfair and perverse that the price for a crisis caused by
bankers and the financial system should be paid by
millions of ordinary people—nurses, teachers, pensioners
or whatever—through public sector slash-and-burn policies.

Perhaps the Conservative party’s desire to go down
that road has something to do with the fact recently
noted by my union, the GMB, that 63 of those selected
by that party to stand at the forthcoming general election
are drawn from the banking and finance industries. I
am reminded of something said by President Roosevelt
during his sixth fireside chat in 1934:

“Those, fortunately few in number, who are frightened by
boldness and cowed by the necessity for making decisions, complain
that all we have done is unnecessary and subject to great risks.
Now that these people are coming out of their storm cellars, they
forget that there ever was a storm.”

I would add that those people have forgotten not only
that there was a storm, but who actually caused it.

I take the view, which is common outside the Chamber,
that it is unfair that ordinary people should pay for a
crisis that they did not create. However, as well as being
morally and politically wrong, a cuts agenda advocated
by any party—even my own; I have a tendency to go off
message—would be economically illiterate. That is not
just my argument, because calls for immediate cuts in
the economy have been met with a growing chorus of
criticism by some of the world’s leading economists.
Those esteemed people warn that the cuts policy risks
sending the economy back into recession, so they have
called for the very opposite and stated that the fragile
nature of the economy means that it is necessary to
continue the fiscal stimulus.

A letter to the Financial Times on 18 February that
was signed by Professor Stiglitz, the former World Bank
chief economist and a winner of the Nobel prize for
economics, along with another 60 economists, said that
those who call for immediate cuts
“seek to frighten us with the present level of the deficit”.

The letter went on to ask what would happen
“if implementing fierce spending cuts tips the economy back into
recession”.

Mr. Jack: I am listening to the hon. Gentleman’s
argument with care, but will he help me on one point? Is
it not the case that in the early days of the Prime
Minister’s chancellorship, the expansion of employment
in the public sector happened on the back of rising tax
receipts, many of which came from the expanding financial
sector and because of the success of the private economy?
The public sector was therefore happy to accept the
fruits of growth, and the hon. Gentleman’s attempts to
dissociate himself from the consequences of profligacy
seem to fly in the face of reality.

Colin Burgon: I am not sure that I have always bought
into that analysis, but I will try to deal with the state
and structure of the British economy during my speech
because it is central to the debate.

Another letter to the Financial Times on 18 February
from a further group of respected economists said:

“History is littered with examples of premature withdrawal of
the government stimulus, from the US in 1937 to Japan in 1997”.
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The Conservative party tries to justify its cuts agenda
by talking about fear in the financial markets about the
level of national debt but, interestingly, the letter continued:

“Britain’s level of government debt is not out of control. The
net debt relative to GDP is lower than the Group of Seven
average, and on present government plans it will peak at 78 per
cent. of annual GDP in 2014-15, and then fall. Even at its peak,
the debt ratio will be lower than in the majority of peacetime
years since 1815.”

As well as the views of such economists, we have
real-life examples from other countries that show how
the cuts policy would damage our economy, why our
Government were right to stimulate the economy last
year to offset some of the worst effects of the recession,
and why that should continue. Ireland gives us such an
example because, interestingly, it has taken the route
with which the cuts club is so enamoured by cutting
back to restore confidence to the markets.

Even more interestingly, Opposition politicians have
urged us to look and learn from across the Irish sea.
What do we learn from the experiences of the Irish
economy? As I argued in the House just before Christmas,
the Fianna Fail-led Government in Ireland have been
unique among the industrialised countries. In 2009,
while virtually the whole world was busy implementing
a variety of packages to stimulate the economy, Ireland
was alone in implementing a series of deep cuts in
Government spending. The lessons from that are clear:
the savage cuts agenda has deepened the Irish recession,
and Government finances have worsened as economic
activity has slumped.

So the first priority should be to restore robust growth,
which will not be achieved by cuts. What is the way
forward? The key common factor in the economies that
have suffered badly in this recession is that there has
been a huge collapse in investment. In the UK, the fall
in investment accounts for nearly £6 out of every £10 by
which the economy has shrunk. This is because investment
is mainly done by the private sector, and in the recession
the private sector is not investing. Business investment
was 24 per cent. lower at the end of 2009 than at
the start, the worst annual decline since records began
in 1967.

Without investment to generate demand and rebuild
the economy, we will fall back into recession or be left
with years of low growth. The way forward is clear.
When the private sector will not invest, the Government
must step in. We need to invest our way out of recession.
For those who argue that this is not affordable, there is
some good news. When the Government invest, that has
a much wider impact on the economy, an impact much
greater than the initial outlay. That, in economic jargon,
is called the multiplier. What is more, the Government
get taxes back on this wider economic growth, and the
Treasury’s own figures show that, if done properly, such
investment pays for itself through higher tax takes.

Mr. Phil Willis (Harrogate and Knaresborough) (LD):
The hon. Gentleman and I were fellow teachers in
Leeds, so I have much sympathy with many of the
points that he makes about Leeds. Will he take into
account the fact that—as documented by the Royal
Society in its response to the Government’s proposed
cuts in investment in science, and as I am sure the right
hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood), who is
no longer in his place, would agree—from 1980 onwards,
wherever there is an investment by the Government,

particularly in research and development, there is a
correlation between that and the spend that comes from
the private sector? In other words, provided the
Government’s investment is targeted and strategic, the
private sector matches it. Is there not a danger that if we
start to cut that investment, expecting the private sector
to take over and accelerate, exactly the opposite will
occur, resulting in a double whammy?

Colin Burgon: I share the hon. Gentleman’s analysis.
Indeed, we share a common analysis of the problems at
Leeds United, but we had better not go there. It is
interesting to see that we share that economic analysis
as well.

As Joseph Stiglitz explained last month—this picks
up perfectly on the hon. Gentleman’s intervention—we
need
“investments in technology, education and infrastructure . . . In
short, more such spending will stimulate the economy and create
jobs in the short run and promote growth and debt reduction in
the long run.”

So the most prestigious economist in the world argues
against cuts and advises us instead to invest in modernising
the economy as the best thing that we can do for growth
and to pay off the deficit.

Making those investments would give us a chance to
build a new economy, and in turn a new Britain, which
the economic crisis has underlined is necessary. It would
allow us to move away from the dangerous financialisation
of our deeply unbalanced economy and away from the
neo-liberal economics that have left such deep social
scars over the past 30 years—the scars of greater inequality,
a sense of vulnerability, and in the workplace a race to
the bottom in terms of conditions and wages. Instead,
Government investment to modernise the economy,
especially in housing and transport, where investment
has fallen most, and with a focus on developing a
low-carbon economy and on providing the education
that is needed for a high-skilled economy, would boost
the economy in the short term, as well as improving
long-term growth and prosperity.

That brings me to today’s proposals by the Chancellor
and how we should judge the Budget. On first hearing, I
would say that there has been some recognition of the
need to increase investment and of the role of Government
to ensure that. I did not join in the applause of many of
my hon. Friends when my right hon. Friend said that
we would be selling the banks back at a profit. I think
that we should retain some of these banks under
Government control, so that they become national
investment banks.

I especially welcome the green investment bank, and
I hope that it is given sufficient funds to invest directly
in creating the modern, green economy that we need. A
recent report by the Green New Deal group explained
how a £10 billion green investment would re-skill 1.5 million
people, bringing 120,000 people back into the work
force and increasing, very importantly, the earnings of
those on low incomes by a total of more than £15 billion.
It explains that such investment would save the Government
billions of pounds in reduced benefits and increased
taxes alone.

On the wider Budget, there are some questions to
consider. Is the level of investment announced in the
Budget enough? Is it being implemented in the correct
way? Is it going to the right sectors to create the kind of
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high-skilled, highly paid jobs that Britain needs? I would
argue that judgments cannot be formed in the immediate
aftermath of a Budget, and echo the response of the
Chinese premier, Zhou Enlai, who, in the 1960s, was
asked by the French ambassador what he thought was
the impact of the French revolution of 1790. Zhou
Enlai thought for a while and said, “It’s too early
to say.”

When the dust settles over the next few weeks, today’s
Budget will be judged on whether it will provide the
Government investment needed to get the economy
back on track. However, one thing is already clear. The
plans of the Opposition for cuts not investment—for
slash-and-burn economics—certainly offer no way forward.
Like many in this House, I remember the devastation
caused by such policies in the 1980s. They would hit
ordinary people, hit our services, and drag the economy
backwards. We must ensure that we do not return to
that failed economic model. If this Budget is the beginning
of a break with new Labour’s love affair with neo-liberalism,
I welcome it, but there is a long, hard road before us.

3.52 pm

Mr. Michael Jack (Fylde) (Con): That was an interesting
trip down memory lane, organised, I think, by the hon.
Member for Middlesbrough (Sir Stuart Bell). I congratulate
the hon. Member for Elmet (Colin Burgon) on reliving,
just for a brief moment, his party’s romance with clause
IV, when he said, “I’d like to keep these banks as state
assets.” There are many on the Labour Benches who
long for that bit of yesteryear but for whom, sadly,
reality has told a different story.

Mr. Todd rose—

Mr. Jack: Before I get started, of course I give way to
the hon. Gentleman.

Mr. Todd: Did not the right hon. Gentleman find
surprising the comments of the right hon. Member for
Wokingham (Mr. Redwood), who appeared to share the
view of my hon. Friend the Member for Elmet (Colin
Burgon) that we should keep those banks for a considerable
time longer, and be active in their direct management?

Mr. Jack: I smile at what the hon. Gentleman has
said, because I really could not see my right hon. Friend
lining up with those who wish to relive clause IV. I think
that he was saying that there was a time and a place for
rebuilding their value, but also a time and a place
for their ultimate disposal, whereas the hon. Member
for Elmet may have been thinking on a more long-term
basis—well, perhaps for ever—as regards retaining those
assets in state ownership.

It is obvious from the brief messages that I have
managed to garner about how the Budget is seen outwith
this House that bodies such as the CBI and the Institute
for Fiscal Studies are raising questions over its assumptions
about growth and reductions in public expenditure. The
Budget may have painted part of the picture, but it is a
bit like painting pictures by numbers when some of the
numbers are missing. We do not know precisely what
the colours will be, or what the final form of the
economy will look like in years to come, because the
Chancellor neatly skated over that point of detail.

It was interesting to hear the Chancellor’s analysis
when he was talking about the efficiency savings that
had been made and the reductions in public expenditure
that would result. As soon as he got past where we are
now, there was no detail about the future. It was interesting
to see the rate of the pound against the euro, for
example, within minutes of his sitting down; there had
effectively been no change. As far as I can see, there has
been no outbreak of improved confidence in the current
Government’s management of the economy. If we are
realistic, we have to say that until we have had our
general election and the mist of political battle has
cleared from the field, when whoever wins can say with
certainty what their policies for the future will be, the
markets, which have a fundamental role to play in
enabling us to fund ourselves out of recession, will still
say that the jury is out, and there will still be large
question marks against the value of the economy.

Like the Financial Secretary to the Treasury, I have
sat on the Government Benches through a few Budgets,
and I believe that the first thing any Treasury Minister
asks himself is, “How did it go down?” I thought it was
interesting that there was a subdued response from the
Labour Benches. Sometimes in the past that has been
said to be a good sign, because when there is too much
cheering the Government can find that they have bitten
off too much, only to discover that like a large meal, the
cheering rapidly dissipates at the end of the debate.

However, just at the end, the Chancellor announced
that he had got three effective double taxation and
income tax information agreements, one of which was
with Belize. There was stunning cheering, and I wonder
how that is going to play on the doorstep. The elector
will look at the hapless Labour canvasser and ask,
“Why did you cheer so loudly about Belize, when I am
worried about the factories down the road, jobs for my
young people and the tax bill I am going to have to pay?
Should you not have been talking about those issues,
instead of cheering the fact that Belize will be able to
exchange information once inquiries about individuals
are put in train?” It may be of some interest, but it is an
absolute irrelevance to the needs of this country’s economy.
Yet that was what Labour Members cheered when the
Chancellor came to the conclusion of his Budget.

There were no economic rabbits to be pulled out of
the hat. In fact, I felt that the Chancellor had been
involved in either some kind of fantasy economic activity,
or the economics of the ostrich. Not looking to the
future and telling us what was in the forthcoming
attractions column was a damaging way to present a
Budget.

It was interesting that there was a lot of discussion in
the Budget about help for businesses. I do not believe
anybody in the House would disagree with the concept
of helping small and medium-sized enterprises in particular
that have suffered, especially in their ability to raise
money. Yet while the Chancellor stood at the Dispatch
Box with what he said was a positive message, we have
learned that the budget of the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills is going to be cut by in excess of
£400 million. That makes one wonder where the funding
will come from for some of the schemes to help business
that the Chancellor outlined. I will be interested to see
that matter digested in the newspapers tomorrow, and
to see whether they have found out how that trick will
be pulled.
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There is sometimes a danger—I suppose that I am
going to fall into this trap—that we talk about what we
have heard in the Chamber and provide our own analysis
without remembering that the messages about the economy
affect everybody in this country. Judging by the interviews
that I have seen on television and listened to on the
radio, I believe that the public are further down the
road than we sometimes wish to admit to ourselves.
They recognise the severity of the economic situation
that the country faces, and I should think every household
in the country has had its own conversation around the
breakfast table about what the unemployment situation
in its part of the world will be and when the tax axe
will fall.

People realise that, whatever anybody says, there is a
bill to be paid, and it is quite clear from what the IFS
has said about the Budget that, however much we might
get upset about “cuts”, the economic squeeze on public
spending is coming. The Chancellor has said that it is
coming; there are only two things that public spending
goes on—capital and people. I am afraid that, hard as it
is, both will be affected by any reduction in the public
sector.

I shall pick up on the point that the hon. Member for
Elmet made. Public sector employment has been growing,
and recent figures confirm that it has even grown in the
past few months, but if, as a result of improving the
operating efficiency of the economy, the job-creating
ability of the private sector improves, there will be a
transfer of people into private sector jobs, which may
be secure and well paid, as the economy restructures. To
suggest that “squeezing”, “cutting” or—whatever word
one chooses to use—reducing public expenditure means
that someone will be without work for ever and a day is
to create a false impression. We all want a vibrant
economy, but reallocating resources from public to private
is a good idea, because the private sector may well
create better jobs for individuals in the long term.
Indeed, the economy will have to face such restructuring
if we are to make progress.

It is always correct for a Member to declare their
interests at the beginning of their contribution, so I
apologise to the House for the slight delay. I am a
non-executive director of a retail company called Topps
Tiles. We are Britain’s largest seller of tiles and wood
flooring. [Interruption.] With declarations, people
sometimes look quizzically and ask, “What is actually
being declared?” However, it has been very interesting
to sit on the board of a retail company and watch not
only what happened during the recession, but where we
are going now. I talk generally, not specifically about
my company, but in the run-up to Christmas people
could see that VAT would rise in January and there were
some really good bargains to be had. They were going
to make certain that what money they had to spend was
spent as wisely as possible. So expenditure was therefore
pulled forward from 2010 to 2009, and for the Chancellor
to stand at the Dispatch Box and signal the increase in
revenues that resulted from that pulling forward of
consumer expenditure as the dawn of some great new
era just flies in the face of hard reality.

One has only to read the statement that Carpetright,
which is at the front end of economic spending on the
home, issued the day before yesterday to see how difficult
the marketplace has become. Until the uncertainty of
the general election is out of the way and more certainty
is created about the future, consumers will be in very

strong precautionary mode. People protect their summer
holidays and Christmas, and they will think very hard
indeed about spending. If consumption is level-pegging
throughout the year, as I believe it will be, consumption-led
growth will be difficult to achieve.

That is why I query the Chancellor’s growth figures—
justified, he said, by the Bank of England. He is right to
revise down his growth forecasts for the next financial
year, but he says that, effectively, the economy could
grow at 1 per cent. above trend. Consumption, however,
is under considerable pressure; investment in the private
sector, as the hon. Member for Elmet pointed out, has
been under enormous pressure—and as the Opposition
have said so many times, there have been difficulties
with raising capital from the banks for that investment.
That problem has still not gone away, so it is not
immediately evident to me where that growth will come
from.

Mr. Tyrie: Has my right hon. Friend noticed that
according to page 173 of the Red Book, although the
Government are forecasting growth of 3 to 3.5 per
cent., the average figure used by independent forecasters
for the same period is 2.1 per cent?

Mr. Jack: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for that
comment, because it raises a wider issue about economic
management. I know, having served in the Treasury,
that the whole of the Government’s economic forecast
is, effectively,0 based on their own estimates. They convince
themselves that the numbers they want to work with are
correct, they look around for some justification, and
then, when they have a growth figure, everything else
falls into place from that.

I must let out a secret: I remember sitting in the
Treasury during my last Budget there, when we were
down to arguing about the last quarter point on growth.
Given the political consequences of not having it—the
lower revenues and the knock-on effect on public
expenditure—a quarter point between friends is not
that much. We could add a little bit on and tweak the
numbers. Obviously, however, a quarter point on growth
either way can have a significant effect on the level of
public expenditure, tax revenues and so on that come
out at the other end of the pipeline.

We have to stop this illusion that there is a source of
economic knowledge that is absolutely correct. It is
forecasting, and forecasting is exactly what it says:
people try to use the best data to say what they think
will happen, respecting the fact that they will probably
get some of it wrong. My hon. Friend the Member for
Chichester (Mr. Tyrie) pointed out that there is about a
1 percentage point difference between the sum total of
what the best of the private sector economists are
saying and what the best of the public sector economists
are saying. Given that we have handed over monetary
policy to the Bank of England, a strong case can be
made for saying that before the Chancellor goes nap on
only his forecasts, there should be a mechanism to take
into account what the best of the rest are saying. A
1 percentage point difference has such a profound effect
on the future of the economy.

If I could make one wish for those who follow me in
Parliament, although not in the Treasury—I have had
my time there—it would be that there ought to be a tacit
understanding that before a growth number is seized
on, we need to reconcile public and private forecasts.
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Mr. Todd: Presumably the right hon. Gentleman dissents
from the rather angst-ridden part of the Leader of the
Opposition’s speech in which he drew attention to a
variance between the forecasts in the Chancellor’s speech
and those in another document. These are forecasts
containing huge ranges of assumptions and possible
outcomes. If we could get them precisely right, many of
us would not be sitting here; we would be earning rather
more than those taxi-rank figures quoted by other
Members.

Mr. Jack: I am most grateful to the hon. Gentleman,
because he has made my point for me, although I did
not think that my right hon. Friend was angst-ridden;
he was merely pointing out, in perhaps more graphic
language than I used, one of the implications of growth
forecasting and what it means to this afternoon’s Budget
debate and the forecasts that have been made: we have
to be realistic.

The hon. Member for South Derbyshire (Mr. Todd)
and I do not disagree about the need to reconcile the
best of the public and private forecasts—for that is what
they are—and I accept that there are ranges. However,
the Chancellor spoke from the Dispatch Box with absolute
certainty, and that could bring dangers, because he has
only to be half a percentage point out and we will have
serious problems with future deficits, borrowings and
tax revenues—because everything else is based on that
forecast.

The Budget was pitched in the context of the world
economy, but when the Chancellor talked about
international co-operation, and the work of the IMF
and other bodies, sadly he did not develop the point
about one of the most fundamental problems that has
not helped this recession—the imbalances in the world
economy. When countries such as China, India and
those in the middle east with sovereign wealth funds
have such profound imbalances on the positive side,
there has to be somewhere that is negative. The United
Kingdom and the United States are two prime examples
of western economies whose deficits have fuelled those
positive balances.

There is very little that one Chancellor of the Exchequer
can do to address that problem, but unless the world as
a whole finds a mechanism to introduce more flexibility
into the way in which the world’s balances are handled,
we will find ourselves collectively facing difficulties. For
example, in this global world—we all use that term—unless
the Chinese can find a face-saving way of effectively
revaluing the renminbi, we shall encounter difficulties.
Failure to achieve such flexibility will slow down the
pace of global recovery.

I think that this will be my last speech to the House of
Commons—it is certainly my last speech on a Budget—and
my second leaving present is to say that a priority for
the next Chancellor must be to push hard to get agreement
on balances in the world. In fairness to the previous
Chancellor—now the Prime Minister—he demonstrated
what could be done on a global basis to deal with world
debt. If we can reach agreement on debt repayment in
that way, we should be able to reach agreement on the
balances in the world. There is only so much money in
the world to go round, and one person’s positive balance
today will be someone else’s misery tomorrow. What
goes round comes round. In this global world, the
sooner we realise that, the better. I hope that that issue
will be addressed.

From the point of view of first-time buyers, I welcome
the Chancellor’s late conversion to Conservative policy
on stamp duty on properties of up to £250,000. I am
also delighted that ISAs will continue to be favoured.
We need to do something about savings in this country;
we still have not done enough.

The central issue of this Budget, however, is the
deficit. I listened carefully to the Chancellor as he
painted the picture of the four years and the almost
£80 billion that he has yet to take out of the economy.
Let us be under no illusion: if the Chancellor’s commitment
to halving the deficit by 2013-14 is to come to fruition,
we must have some detail about where the £80 billion
will come from. Efficiency savings are already the order
of the day in Government. I gave the hon. Member for
Middlesbrough the information about what was happening
in DEFRA in good faith, and what is happening in
DEFRA is happening in many other Departments as
well. Finding efficiency savings without a dilution of
public service is extremely difficult, and there is no way
round the fact that, at some stage, we shall have to
reduce the sum total of public expenditure.

I believe that the Chancellor deserves a black mark
for not being prepared to start a fundamental review of
public expenditure. He is relying on carrying on until
2011 on the basis of efficiency, and saying that everything
will somehow be all right on the night thereafter. At the
next election, people on the doorstep will ask those who
seek to represent the governing party what they will
actually do and how they will save the money that every
expert says has to be saved. There might be arguments
about the amounts involved, but the fact remains that
we have to reduce the level of public spending. We are
no wiser about that now, at 4.14 pm, than we were when
we started the day listening to the leaks on the radio
about what would be in the Budget.

I was personally pleased that the Chancellor announced
that there would at least be no changes to his inheritance
tax regime. The third little wish I would like to leave
behind is this: a recognition that inheritance tax has
become unbelievably complicated. If people have money,
they can afford to spend money on finding ways round
inheritance tax. Those who are not well off but live in a
big house that has appreciated in capital may not be
able to afford professional advice. They could face a big
inheritance tax bill, while those who are clever will find
all kinds of ways to circumnavigate the tax. That is why
about 95 per cent. of estates do not pay inheritance tax.
There is, however, a fear about it, and a desperate worry
among many old people who would like to leave something
to their heirs and graces. We should recognise that in
humanitarian terms. I would like to see not an artificial
exercise to raise or change the levels, but a clear change
to the structure of the tax, so that we can have a low
marginal rate but remove—apart from the personal
allowance—all the ways in which exceptions can be
found.

I did an exercise in the Library a couple of years ago,
and I found that we could get down to a marginal rate
of about 10 per cent. or even less. That would be the
right thing to do. The world has moved on. Inheritance
tax came in when there were not such vast taxes on
income and on consumption: it was a way of gettinghold
of people’s wealth when a capital transaction occurred.
We have many more taxes available, and inheritance tax
in its current form is one that has passed its sell-by date.
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I mentioned Government spending a few moments
ago. I noted that the Chancellor’s speech was long on
the rhetoric of protecting manufacturing industry and
industry in general. Fylde is the home of the air systems
division of BAE Systems; it is the home of military
aircraft production. Being a world leader in that field
requires us to be at the margins of advanced technology
for developing ideas in systems engineering and
manufacturing.

That leads me to my fourth request. It is recognised
on both sides of the House that turning the tap on and
off for defence expenditure is not exactly the best way
to sustain the development of the technologies or to
maintain skilled teams of engineers at the forefront of
their field. That will not happen if there is a battle going
on every five minutes as to whether this or that project is
to be cut or funded. We have to find a way to sustain
our investment in those technologies and to plan for the
future.

I would ask both Front-Bench teams to recognise the
fact that, in respect of unmanned and autonomous air
vehicles, this country is developing a lead in lean
manufacturing low-cost systems with high operational
performance. We should make certain that the investment
goes into the people and the programmes that will
sustain that. Without it, no golden egg will be harvested
in that or any other advanced technology industries in
this country.

It is also time that we looked at the position of the
UK in comparison with other countries with respect to
the level of corporation tax. The Chancellor almost
hinted that that was where he was going, but he drew
back. It is important that we remain a tax-competitive
country for those companies that wish to invest in
the UK.

To round off my remarks on the Budget, I should
like to comment on one or two further matters that
require attention. The Bank of England still has a
fundamental role in translating into reality through its
stewardship of monetary policy the now reconfirmed
inflation target of 2 per cent. We are very lucky in this
country to have had interest rates at 0.5 per cent., but I
fear that we have still not taken out of our economy
some of the structural problems that leave our productivity
behind others in the world, thus leaving us vulnerable to
increases in inflation as soon as the economy starts
moving.

I do not want this country to return to having to
control inflation by running interest rates that are higher
than those of many of our industrialised competitors. I
suggest that we need to look again at the Bank of
England Act 1998, and at the Bank’s remit. We need to
ensure that it is able to engage in rather wider
economic management. We need to take careful
account of some of the structural matters that affect
the country’s potential to hang on to a low-inflation
economy, because if we return to high inflation, all our
proud and fine words about good economic management
will be worthless.

I had the privilege of seeing on to the statute book
the work that the Treasury has been conducting for the
last decade on the tax law rewrite, and I want to record
my appreciation for the Government’s support for the
project throughout that time. The project does a remarkable
job in illustrating that, in a complex tax world, tax law
can be expressed in a way that ordinary people can

understand. Those who want to know about capital
allowances, for example, can sit and read the Capital
Allowances Act 2001 like a book, from one end to
the other, and then understand capital allowances.
What a transformation! I remind those who seek the
nirvana of simplicity in the world of tax that we live in
a very complicated tax world, and that tax law is
bound to be complex. However, I urge the Treasury to
maintain the lessons from the tax law rewrite exercise,
and at least to make the law understandable to those
who follow us.

One of the things that mystify me about the problems
that we have faced in the economy is how we got
ourselves into this mess, but I have learnt from it—and I
send the message on—that when the economy is growing,
we should not do what the former Chancellor did and
continue to increase public expenditure. That is not the
right way in which to run an economy. A Chancellor
should build in headroom, because, as sure as eggs is
eggs, economic cycles will deliver downturns in the
future. The idea that it is possible to get rid of boom
and bust is bananas. It is silly. The world runs on cycles,
and every so often those cycles deliver unpalatable
news. The present cycle has been accelerated by bad
decision making in bank boardrooms, with the result
that we are all now picking up the tab for a limited
number of people’s bad decision making.

Michael Fabricant (Lichfield) (Con): Does my right
hon. Friend agree that it always seemed very strange
when the previous Chancellor of the Exchequer, the
present Prime Minister, talked of balancing the books
in the course of a cycle—thus recognising that there was
indeed a cycle—while, often in the same sentence, saying
that he had done away with boom and bust?

Mr. Jack: I pay tribute to my hon. Friend, who is my
former Parliamentary Private Secretary and oft-time
adviser on what I should and should not do. He has
made a sage point, as he so often does. When a Chancellor
who had made a virtue out of prudence then abandoned
her with a divorce two thirds of the way through his
chancellorship, I did rather feel that he was throwing
away his own legacy. I believe that most people thought
that he had done quite a good job at the beginning, but
he threw it away with profligate expenditure, as a result
of which today’s economy does not have the headroom
for borrowing that it should have. That was a fundamental
failure.

Mr. Ian Taylor: Of course the former Chancellor, the
present Prime Minister, did very well when he first took
office in 1997, because he committed himself to at least
the first three years of the outgoing Government’s
expenditure plans.

Mr. Jack: My hon. Friend has made a telling point.

The Treasury advises the Chancellor to do certain
things. Perhaps, just as a direction is given to a permanent
secretary if someone wants to go beyond the departmental
remit, the Chancellor of the day should be required at
least to put on public record why he disagrees with
advice which would seem to be profound commonsense:
the advice that when the economy is expanding and
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there is no need to increase public expenditure, we
should pay down debt. We always know that the rainy
day will come, and that we will need the money then.

We will continue, in the debate on the Budget and on
the doorsteps in the campaign to come, to focus on
taxes. Nobody ever likes to talk about tax increases. In
fact, people do not like to talk about taxes at all unless
they are decreasing taxes. Unsurprisingly therefore, one
thing that has been missing in this country is a fundamental
debate on tax—on what we should tax, and how we
should tax it. My philosophy is that we should always
have a tax system that is broadly based and that works
on low marginal rates, and that we should be careful
about defining areas that should never be taxed. Chancellors
tend to think that they can get away with increasing
taxes in areas that are not politically sensitive, such as
stamp duty and air passenger duty, and as a result those
whipping boys of the tax system get whipped very hard,
whereas other areas are left alone. This is not the time
or place to have a detailed debate on tax, but a debate
on tax we should surely have, because we are now in the
21st century and the world, including how we conduct
our financial affairs, has changed since we last took a
proper look at tax, which was back in the early 20th century
with the development of income and consumption taxes.
I hope that whoever sits on the Treasury Bench in the
future will address such matters.

My time is up. Some may cheer and say, “He’s talked
for too long,” but as this is the final opportunity I shall
have to address the House—certainly on a Budget, and
also, I think, on any other subject—I would like to
conclude, with the indulgence of Members, by saying a
few final words. First, it has been a great honour and
privilege to represent the many interests of my Fylde
constituents in this House over the past 23 years. Also,
to have sat on the Benches on both sides of the House
was a remarkable privilege, and an experience that very
few Members have. We probably only appreciate how
special our experiences have been when we leave this
place. It has also been a privilege and honour, and a
pleasure, to have chaired one of the House’s Select
Committee for the past two Parliaments; I shall never
forget that. I would also like to place on record my
appreciation to everybody in the House of Commons
who makes this place work, including the army of
officials behind the scenes on Select Committees and in
Government. None of us can exist without all that
assistance.

I thank, too, my family, and in particular my wife; I
could not have done this job without her backing.
Above all, I thank the many friends and colleagues that
I have had on both sides of the House. If there is one
thing I am going to miss, it is the camaraderie of
colleagues. To those who are coming back after the
election, I send my very best wishes for the future. To
those, like me, who are retiring, I send my best wishes
for their retirement.

4.27 pm

Mr. Mark Todd (South Derbyshire) (Lab): It is a
great pleasure to follow the right hon. Member for
Fylde (Mr. Jack), but let me say, kindly and self-critically,
that we have an unfortunate situation this afternoon.
We have both no time limits on speeches and, from

observation, a large number of Members who are retiring
from the House. There is therefore a significant opportunity
for self-indulgence. I will attempt to restrain myself a
little, however. I do not think this will be my final
speech in the House. For those who can bear it, I intend
to make one further contribution, so I shall not conclude
today with similar valedictions to those we have just
heard.

I last spoke at length on Treasury matters when we
debated the autumn statement—or perhaps it was the
last Budget—but the basic messages have remained the
same. This is not the occasion for a serious discussion of
how our public finances are to be brought back into
kilter. I have set on record my personal views. It is
regrettable that we are not able to have an adult debate
in front of our constituents, to inform them better on
how they might make their choices. I do not think that
the Government, the official Opposition or the Liberal
Democrats have set out with any great clarity what lies
ahead in the next five years for the electorate. That is
regrettable. Constituents of mine have said, “We would
like to know what each party is intending in rather
greater detail than the vague brushstrokes that have
been applied so far.” I regret that, but I am a realist, and
I understand that few will volunteer hostages to fortune
in that way immediately before an election. I will therefore
not devote this speech to a discussion of that issue, on
which I have said my piece.

Instead, I want to speak about a much broader issue:
the methodology of the governance of our economic
policy. I was prompted to reflect on that issue by an
article in the weekend’s newspapers, although obviously
not one that a lot of other people read. It was a piece in
The Sunday Times about the donations to the Conservative
party in various constituencies, including mine. I am
standing down, so I have no personal interest, but I was
prompted to look carefully at what had been said by
Mr. James Tyler, the individual who had donated some
£250,000 to a number of constituency parties in my
area and in London. When I heard about his donations
previously, I had wondered who he was and what his
motivation might be. The article gave some insights and
some steers into speeches that he had made, which left
me with a little more information.

The article also left me dusting down my knowledge
of unfashionable economic theory. Why? Well, it turns
out that Mr. Tyler is a new admirer of the Austrian
school. I did A-level economics, and I can vaguely
remember references to the Austrian school from then.
Much the best known exponent of that group of beliefs
was Friedrich von Hayek—I say that in a positive sense,
because I am going to say some positive things first—whose
name is identified with some of the valuable insights of
that school. He rightly set out the necessary inefficiencies
and irrationalities of a planned economy. He and others
were also sceptics of the mathematical modelling of
human behaviour, which has been an obsession of modern
economics, and has also provided one of the bases,
albeit a small one, of our current crisis. Applying confidence
to complex models, with huge uncertainties and multiple
assumptions, is entirely wrong. That was the point of
my intervention on the right hon. Member for Fylde.
Econometrics provides useful spreads of possible outcomes.
As I said, I thought that the Leader of the Opposition’s
contribution, which highlighted a small relatively variance
in possible outcomes between Bank of England and
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Government forecasts, indicated a certain immaturity
on the subject. His speech also indicated how his view
differs from mine on the value of predictions of economic
activity, which are no more than that—useful indicators
of possible future outcomes that may steer our policy.

Those who have followed my contributions on the
Treasury Committee will know that there have been
many occasions on which I have commented on the
difficulties of using short-term economic reporting of
outcomes to drive future policy. The Monetary Policy
Committee relies on information provided by the Office
for National Statistics, but those data are regularly
revised, and sometimes relatively materially. However,
in a useful discussion, the Governor of the Bank of
England took the same view as me: yes, there are
variances, but they are not so profound as utterly to
alter the truth of the economic situation that we face.
Such data are useful in helping us to steer our policy
making, but it is wrong to be obsessed about detail.

The Austrian school took that message and almost
banished mathematics from economic thinking, which
is perhaps rather too extreme a position to take, albeit
one that was welcome to me when I studied economics,
because maths was not my strongpoint. Nevertheless, I
have some admiration for that approach. Not all the
thinking from that school attracts criticism, therefore,
yet modern adherents are regarded by most people as
outliers in economic thinking. Why? This question is a
pointer on my slight concern about such a major donor
to the Conservative party adhering to that set of beliefs.
Mr. Tyler gives some clues in the speech he gave to the
Adam Smith Institute in October of last year. I admire
him for putting on the record what his views are—that
is helpful. He sets out some of the fundamentalist
thinking that has understandably relegated this school
of thought to a backwater.

Essentially, the school espouses the most severe form
of monetarism. Every economic crisis, and certainly the
current one, as he says, is attributed to credit growth
and the solution lies in a return, essentially, to a gold
standard. Interestingly, one of his key villains of recent
past economic history is Alan Greenspan and his response
to the 1987 crash. Presumably, Nigel Lawson features in
his rogues’ gallery, but is not mentioned in his speech.

Alan Greenspan has a long history. In an earlier stage
of his career, he was a strong advocate of using gold as
an anchor to currency in circulation. Let me quote a
remark he made in 1966, to show how rapidly people
change their views on economic policy:

“In the absence of the gold standard, there is no way to protect
savings from confiscation through inflation. There is no safe store
of value. If there were, the government would have to make its
holding illegal, as was done in the case of gold. If everyone
decided, for example, to convert all his bank deposits to silver or
copper or any other good, and thereafter declined to accept
checks as payment for goods, bank deposits would lose their
purchasing power and government-created bank credit would be
worthless as a claim on goods. The financial policy of the welfare
state requires that there be no way for the owners of wealth to
protect themselves. This is the shabby secret of the welfare statists’
tirades against gold.”

I have to say that that is from a gentleman who has been
an adviser to our current Prime Minister, so it is an
intriguing view of where he stood in the past. He went
on:

“Deficit spending is simply a scheme for the confiscation of
wealth. Gold stands in the way of this insidious process. It stands

as a protector of property rights. If one grasps this, one has no
difficulty in understanding the statists’ antagonism toward the
gold standard.”

Of course, the gold standard was a strong feature of
debate in the 1920s and the economic crises of that
decade. The rigidity imposed made it impossible for an
economy to adjust the realities of a changing competitive
environment other than by sharp reductions in costs,
prompting mass unemployment and deflation. The social
consequences of that aspect of this school of thought
are dramatic.

The school also welcomes—as does Mr. Tyler, explicitly,
in his speech—deflation. The theory is that prices fall to
the point at which people are willing to make purchases.
However, economists have pointed out that the real
history of periods of deflation shows not merely the
inevitable consequences of lost capacity, but the deferral
of spending decisions that most purchasers make when
prices fall, for the perfectly obvious reason that when
one sees prices falling it is difficult to time the point at
which one makes one’s purchase, because one anticipates
future price falls beyond that. The data show that that is
exactly the behaviour of most people in a deflationary
period.

Milton Friedman, who is quoted as one of Mr. Tyler’s
former gurus, has demonstrated that the Austrian school’s
explanation of business cycles is false. The school rejects
the main functions of central banks, and I must admit
that I was intrigued by Mr. Tyler’s adherence to the
Conservative party, which, of course, wishes to enhance
the role of our central bank in a variety of ways—certainly
by reactivating it as a regulator of key parts of our
financial systems. There is certainly some variance, at
least in public policy terms, from one of their major
donors. He rejects, in particular, the role in permitting
credit to rise and would certainly dissent from the
measures the Bank of England has taken in facing this
crisis: both setting low interest rates and providing
monetary easing, through which it has sought to staunch
the shortfall of money supply caused by this recession.
The school also strongly favours the small state, yet the
evidence shows that countries with well developed welfare
states and strong investment in education perform better
than countries with low levels of outlay. In the modern
world, it is hard to conceive that any competitive advantage
is granted to a country that invests little in its infrastructure
or its people’s skills.

Mr. Tyler ends his speech with a resounding call. He
states:

“Austrian economics predicted this crisis and has solutions.
Austrian economics can prevent this from happening in the
future. Find out about it and understand it.”

As I have demonstrated, I was certainly prompted to
look a little harder at this perhaps neglected area of
economic thinking, and it was an interesting but concerning
experience—concerning, because this gentleman is a
major donor to Her Majesty’s Opposition, second only
to Lord Ashcroft in personal contributions. As far as I
know, he is a UK taxpayer, and that is excellent. It is
also fair to say that the business he established flourished
under a Labour Government. He was a financial trader
in the early part of this decade, and presumably did very
well under many of the policies that this Government
have adopted. It is a puzzle to me as to how he reached
the judgment he did concerning the prospects of a
Conservative Government.
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In his speech, Mr. Tyler highlights some of the failures
of past Conservative policy. He draws attention to the
response to the 1987 crisis, for example, and he certainly
damns the response to what he describes as the “ERM
crisis”. I would hazard a guess that he puts with that the
tracking of the Deutschmark and other behaviours of
the Conservative Government of the time. He does not
expand on his criticism but the Leader of the Opposition
was, of course, an adviser to the Chancellor during that
exchange rate mechanism crisis, yet he appears to enjoy
the confidence of this major donor.

One has to presume that Mr. Tyler has not offered
£250,000 in the expectation of a continued adherence to
policies that he clearly disdained in the past. Presumably,
he wishes to have at least a friendly ear for his thoughts.
If his ideas are adopted in any substantial part by Her
Majesty’s Opposition, and if they are fortunate enough
to be elected at the forthcoming election, we face the
prospect of a sharply smaller economy and long-term
mass unemployment.

I can well understand the strengths of Mr. Tyler’s
economic principles. People who hold monetary as
opposed to asset wealth might welcome them, as they
protect and could enhance the value of savings. Everyone
else, however, including those who hold wealth in companies,
would face a gloomy future. One can only hope that this
man is donating money in some fantastic hope, and not
any great expectation, of a serious ear in Her Majesty’s
Opposition’s leading counsel.

4.43 pm

Mr. Ian Taylor (Esher and Walton) (Con): Because
any business activity is inevitably impacted, for good or
ill, by a Budget, may I begin by drawing attention to the
Register of Members’ Interests?

Like several other speakers this afternoon, this is my
valedictory. The hon. Member for South Derbyshire
(Mr. Todd) and my right hon. Friend the Member for
Fylde (Mr. Jack)—and, I hope, myself—are going when
our constituents are sighing woefully, as opposed to
with tears of joy. In a sense, I am going when there is
still some energy left in this body, after 23 years of
service in this House.

I am also leaving with some sadness, as this has been
a fascinating period. When I first entered the House, I
served on seven successive Finance Bills, which might
be considered slightly beyond the call of duty. Because
of the magnificent economic management of the
Conservative Government, that did not mean seven
successive years—in at least two years there were two
Finance Bills.

I look back with some degree of pride that I got a
reputation for boring for Britain in favour of employee
share-ownership schemes at a time when they were not
fashionable. I am delighted that the current leader of
the Conservative party has, in revitalising the party,
revitalised that idea, particularly in the social field. I
welcome that enormously. When I came up with that
idea in the late 1980s, I thought its time had come, and I
even wrote a pamphlet for—remarkably—the Adam
Smith Institute. Given my other views, that was an offer
I could not refuse. That idea is now mainstream. I was
also—I think—the first person in the Conservative party

to write a pamphlet on corporate social responsibility.
Again, that was slightly out of time, because only now
is it mainstream Conservative policy. In a sense, I am
going just when the party has caught up with me. I
suspect, therefore, that my party is rather pleased that I
am going.

The Budget is strange—it is a fag-end-of-a-Parliament
Budget. We do not know what the election result will be,
but I obviously hope that my right hon. Friend the
Leader of the Opposition becomes Prime Minister. He
has revitalised the Conservative party and I hope that
he will revitalise the country. We might not know what
will happen in the election, but we do know that the
Budget does not give much guidance on what must
happen the moment the election is over, when we must
begin to take things seriously.

Of course, there are some nuggets in it. I was rather
delighted that there might be some relaxation regarding
automatic retirement at age 65. I am retiring from the
House just before I am 65, but I hope to do other things
outside. I was thrilled with the potholes money—I
believe it was £100 million. Surrey county council could
probably make use of the whole of that fund judging by
the size of the potholes in my county. I hope that the
Treasury looks kindly on the much underfunded and
neglected county of Surrey, part of which I have served
for all of those 23 years.

Otherwise, the Budget rather misses the big challenges.
One thing I did not see was any concept of our international
position. We have a relatively weak currency at the
moment, which is normally regarded as a good thing—
people say, “Terrific. We can get manufacturing and
other exports rising.” However, that requires markets
into which we can sell, and many other countries are
undergoing great difficulties at the moment.

I have been known, from time to time, as being rather
positive about the European Union, from which I do
not resile. However, I wish my friends in the German
Government would wake up to the reality that they
cannot continue to have the surplus they have and a
stable monetary zone within the European Union. By
the way, Portugal has had its fixed rating reduced today,
so it is being fingered as country with a higher risk than
is appropriate within the eurozone. We already know
about the Greeks and I suspect that Spain is sweating
on its credit rating, but the German Government must
get their act together. Germany is the motor of the
European Union and, regardless of whether or not we
are in the euro, one of the motors of our exports, so it is
vital that it understands that there is an obligation,
which is ultimately in its interest. It is not just about
China, as my right hon. Friend the Member for Fylde
said.

I mentioned China because its reserves, given the
level of the renminbi, could be tremendously destabilising.
The Americans are getting a little belligerent and asking
whether they should impose import duties on Chinese
goods, but they should remember that if it was not for
the Chinese buying dollars, the dollar would be in a
state of genuine crisis, which would have big knock-on
effects on domestic interest rates. We do live in this
global economy and although I certainly do not share
the Prime Minister’s view that he saved the world during
the middle of the debt crisis, I give him credit for
understanding that, regardless of the problems in UK,
this was solvable only by looking around the world and
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trying to get agreement. That will have a considerable
impact on the way in which we begin to structure the
recovery.

Inevitably, there will have to be what is called a “fiscal
contraction”, which can be either an increase in tax or a
reduction in expenditure. We have had a sterile debate
at times this afternoon. No party is advocating no cuts,
because that would be unsustainable. I note two things
in this regard. Page 11 of the Red Book shows that debt
interest is now £43 billion a year which, as my right hon.
Friend the Member for Wokingham (Mr. Redwood)
said, is greater than the defence budget and twice the
budget of industry, agriculture and employment. If one
looks down the page at the figures on receipts, one sees
that debt interest takes up the whole of the receipts
from corporation tax. That is just an unsustainable
situation, and it is occurring when rates of interest are
artificially low. I am not saying that they should not be
at their current levels, but if interest rates were to start
to rise, debt interest would become dramatically higher
and would begin to swamp excise duties, which raise
only £46 billion. The relationship between these sums is
important. A better way of trying to explain to the
British people that we have a problem might be to tell
them that we are fighting a war in Afghanistan—my
son is a soldier, and he is now safely back from Afghanistan,
having served his second tour—yet the British Government
are spending less on defence than they are paying in
debt interest on their borrowings. The public understand
that that is unsustainable.

We want to reduce services without affecting the
front-line services and while looking after the people
who work in those services, who are wonderful. Any
Member of Parliament who visits their local schools
and hospitals has a very high regard for the people
working in the public sector. The cuts will be painful.
The difference in the language used by the Government
Front-Bench team and our Front-Bench team is not
about whether or not we should have cuts; it is about
the fact that the longer one leaves making those cuts,
the more dangerous they are likely to be because the
deeper they will have to be to convince the markets. The
markets are important because of the debt interest that
we are already paying, as I have already mentioned. I
hope that during the election campaign we will be able
to get away from the sterility of the argument, “You are
going to cut sooner than we are going to cut” and get on
to consider what sort of economy we want to have after
we have cut what we will have to cut. That is what I want
to focus on.

During my many years in the House, I have taken a
particular interest in higher education, science and space.
I was lucky enough to be a Minister with responsibility
for science and technology in the mid-1990s—that was
up until the 1997 election. That was a fantastic portfolio,
and being space Minister was quite interesting. Most of
my colleagues rather wanted to send me to outer space,
nevertheless the role was a stimulating experience. Within
the context of public expenditure constraints, we must
preserve expenditure as much as possible in education,
science and space and, in some cases, invest, in
contradistinction to the cuts that we will need to make
in other sectors. We need to do that because what will
really determine whether this country will be successful,
whether it will punch its weight in the world, whether it
will not be increasingly ignored by the G2 of America
and China and whether it will have its voice heard not

only within the European Union, of which I profoundly
hope we are an influential member, but within the
G20—it is actually the G28 because some countries
want to hang on in there, despite not being part of the
G20—is whether we are extremely careful not to destroy
the added-value industries and skills that this country
will depend upon for growth.

Our economy is not going to grow again on the back
of North sea oil. We have been lucky enough for that to
happen in the past decade or two, but North sea oil is
disappearing. There are some interesting opportunities
for the further recovery of oil in fields that have been
part-extinguished, and for deeper-sea drilling, but they
will not give our economy the kind of boost that it has
previously had. Indeed, it is likely that we will be
importing more than 60 per cent. of our gas and oil
requirements shortly—perhaps by the end of the decade—
from unstable countries such as Russia.

We will not see a recovery at the same level as before
in the financial services industry. I hope that we do not
destroy that industry; I do not want to get into the issue
of taxes on banks, but we want the banking, financial
services and insurance sectors to do well, as they are
great drivers of wealth and innovation in the economy,
not just for the bankers. The reality, however, is that we
will have to stimulate other parts of the economy such
as the service sector and the creative industries if we are
to survive, to export and to generate wealth. That
means doing something to ensure that we do not just
cut higher education out of convenience.

I welcome the comments in the Budget about funding
for extra students in science, technology, engineering
and mathematics. That is a positive move, although it is
not enough. I juxtapose, as the Royal Society did in its
recent report, “The Scientific Century”, the fact that
France has just announced an extra ¤35 billion in
funding for research and development in science, and
the fact that we are slicing £600 million from our higher
education sector. Some strange concepts about this
issue concern me deeply. We need to encourage universities
to teach scientific subjects and we must recognise that
those subjects are more expensive to teach, pro rata,
than arts subjects. In turn, we need to encourage more
people to take those scientific subjects, which means
offering better teaching in the schools that are the
feedstock of our higher education institutions.

I also want to discuss science and engineering, which
are not valued in the public debate as much as they need
to be if we are to recover as a knowledge economy. The
importance of applied science in particular is not fully
appreciated. We have a high regard for our basic scientists
and a very high regard for those who get citations
published—we punch above our weight as a nation in
that regard—but we are not so good at pulling across
into reality the innovations that are necessary to enhance
our knowledge economy. Again, I noted that there was
further funding in the Budget for spin-outs from universities,
but I think that we need to look at proof-of-concept-stage
financing and to give more encouragement to industry
and universities to work together on research projects,
because not all ideas come out of universities—quite a
lot of them come out industrial research establishments.
We are aware of that, but we are fiddling at the edges.

The Labour Government have rightly taken credit for
increasing the amount of money that goes to the research
councils; they have more than doubled it since I was the
responsible Minister, when I was unable to persuade the
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then Chancellor of the Exchequer that he should do the
same thing. I therefore give credit to Lord Sainsbury for
changing attitudes to the research councils. However, it
is interesting that both his retirement report, “The Race
to the Top”, and this month’s report from the Royal
Society draw attention to the fact that, in terms of
expenditure as a percentage of research and development,
the expenditure on public R and D is the same now as in
1997, when I left office as the Minister for Science and
Technology, at about 0.7 per cent. of gross domestic
product. So, despite the increase in the research councils’
budgets, there has been a diminution in public investment
in science across the board in other Government
Departments. We need to be careful about that and to
watch it.

My view is that scientific expenditure stimulates growth
in other sectors of the economy, although not always
predictably. President Obama has put in place massive
science and technology stimulus projects that will have
a big effect progressively on the way in which the United
States recovers, because it will have a lot of value-added
industry and skills in universities. Some of the money
going into American universities will attract talent from
throughout the world, so there will be an influx of top
academics and research institutes, perhaps including
those from the United Kingdom. We need to be careful,
so I hope not only that science expenditure will be
ring-fenced, but that the importance of science will be
underlined and understood in Government Departments,
so that each Department’s chief scientific adviser, and
perhaps their engineering advisers, will ensure that every
Minister understands the importance of projects that
lead progressively to more scientific expenditure and
the application of science in Government decision making.

As I said, I shall make a comment about space, and I
make the specific disclosure that I am a non-executive
director of a company involved in satellite broadband. I
welcomed this week’s Government announcement on
the space agency; Lord Mandelson and Lord Drayson
were right to make the decision. This country needs a
stronger position on space activity. It is one of the most
innovative industries and contributes about £7 billion a
year to the UK economy. It involves cutting-edge
technology, a lot of which reads across to the non-space
sector. The sector is therefore important, so I hope that
my Conservative Front-Bench colleagues will not only
endorse the space agency, as I think that they will, but
understand that it will need Government funding along
the lines that have been announced if it is to bring in the
proposed industrial funding, which I know about from
the industry and Government policy group report that
preceded the space agency announcement.

Let me focus on a final point that the Government
need to take on board and on which I hope my party
will focus more explicitly. The Budget included a mention
of small and medium-sized companies tendering for
Government contracts—I call that smarter procurement.
It is vital that that happens, although it is not easy to
achieve. The Government spend more than £160 billion
on all procurement. For 30 years or more, America has
put in place a set-aside of about 20 per cent. of such
expenditure for small and medium-sized companies,
which leads to a tremendous pull-through. The best
form of capital for a smaller company is revenue, so if a

company wins an order, it will be much more likely that
outside investors will back it. The difficulty in this
crucial area arises due to the costs of tendering. The
Budget envisages such expenditure representing 15 per
cent. of the total, which would mean that upwards of
£20 billion a year would go into smaller companies.
Obviously, that would have a tremendous impact, and it
would be a much greater amount than the budget for
the science research base. If we can get this right, as I
hope that we will, the results could be dramatic.

Britain deserves to be a leading-edge, innovative economy.
I commend a recent report to Conservative Front Benchers
by Sir James Dyson, which covers much of the same
ground as, and makes similar recommendations to, a
report that I gave to the shadow Cabinet in 2007. The
time for such ideas has come, but I felt that the Budget
was tired in the sense that it contained a lot of little
initiatives, but no real vision of how we can drive this
country back into a situation in which we can afford,
through the growth of high-technology industries, the
very services on which we know that the public depend.
That is a real gap. I hope that during the election and
beyond it, we will recover our self-confidence and
determination not to be dependent on what goes on
elsewhere in the world for our livelihood, and show the
rest of the world that British industry can compete and
that we can have the skills base that will enable us to
hold our head up high.

Those are my final words in the Chamber. I have
enjoyed 23 years here, and it has been a privilege. The
Esher constituency between 1987 and 1997, which became
Esher and Walton from 1997 to the present, has been a
wonderful constituency to represent. I have been greatly
supported by my wife, whose father was a Member of
the House from 1950 to 1961, when he went Upstairs,
so we have a long association with the Commons. It has
been a great honour for me to serve here.

I hope that debates in the next Chamber flourish and
that Members speak without notes, preferably, because
it is a debating Chamber. It would be even more stimulating
if people were to think things through and understand
what they want to get across to the British nation in the
Chamber, rather than waiting to put out a press release.
I have enjoyed my time here, and I am very grateful to
everybody in the House for allowing me to do so.

5.6 pm

Lynne Jones (Birmingham, Selly Oak) (Lab): This
may well be my last speech to the House, although there
are a few days left of this Parliament. During my 18
years here I have spoken in a few Budget debates, and
without exception the issue that I have always raised has
been my concern about the lack of investment in our
infrastructure in this country, including the research
and development infrastructure. I echo the sentiments
expressed by the hon. Member for Esher and Walton
(Mr. Taylor), whom I count as an hon. Friend in the
House. We served for a while on the Science and Technology
Committee.

Looking in the Red Book, I note that between the
current financial year and the next, there is to be a
£10 billion cut in the capital budget, followed by a
further £11 billion cut the following year. I have grave
doubts about whether that is the right way to go. I
accept that there will be pain in the future, but cutting
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down on investment in assets that will be the engine of
our future growth and prosperity is short-sighted. One
element of our infrastructure is transport. I cannot see
any figures for that, but we recently heard the welcome
announcement about high speed rail. I do not know
how that is to be financed, and I cannot see in the Red
Book what is happening to capital investment in transport.

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton, South-West) (Lab): Would
my hon. Friend, like me, welcome an early and positive
decision on a major expansion of the tram system in the
west midlands?

Lynne Jones: Indeed. The lack of investment in our
transport infrastructure puts us to shame, compared
with similar economies in Europe. I have been trying to
reduce my air travel and have travelled a number of
times, both on holiday and on Select Committee visits,
by train in France, Germany and Spain. I have also
visited continental countries where public transport is
superb and where there is substantial investment in
cycling. I must put a marker down for that. Although
the Chancellor announced today £100 million for mending
potholes, which will help cyclists to some extent, and
£250 million for our motorways, a very small amount of
money could do marvels for our cycling infrastructure.
That is all part of the investment that we need for a
modern economy.

Another aspect of investment that concerns me is
housing. Of course, the announcement that first-time
buyers are going to be helped on to the housing ladder
is very welcome. In my view, however, we have been too
reliant on owner-occupation. There is nothing in the
Red Book about investment in our social housing, as
regards not only new provision but investment in reducing
energy use, improving energy efficiency insulation, and
so on. Instead, there have been cuts in the Department
for Communities and Local Government capital budget.

In science, we have already started to see some cuts.
The Government have a target of achieving expenditure
of 2.5 per cent. of gross domestic product on investment
in research and development. Not all of that will be
public investment. Nevertheless, we are way off target.
Public investment in science has grown substantially. It
is one of the great success stories of this Government
that they have invested in the science budget. I well
remember having a conversation with the hon. Member
for Esher and Walton in which he expressed regret that
when he was a science Minister he was not able to
announce such large increases in investment in our
research councils and universities, for example.

However, in terms of actual GDP, investment has
remained reasonably static at about 1.8 per cent. That
means that if we are to achieve the 2.5 per cent. target,
let alone the 3 per cent. for R and D that was part of the
growth and stability pact in Europe, we should be
increasing our science spending year by year. As the
hon. Member for Harrogate and Knaresborough
(Mr. Willis) has pointed out, public sector investment in
science and R and D stimulates development in the
private sector. I agree with the hon. Member for Esher
and Walton that the science budget should be ring-fenced.
Moreover, the Government should think twice about
capital expenditure. Spending for investment was part
of the golden rule. The Chancellor seems to have abandoned
the argument that spending for investment should be

protected because in the end it more than pays for itself,
and helps to bring in tax revenues. One of the major
reasons for the huge deficit, apart from having to bail
out the banks and the over-reliance on the financial
services sector, has been the loss of tax revenues.

I agreed with the right hon. Member for Fylde
(Mr. Jack)—the Chair of the Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs Committee, on which I have served for the
past five years—when he said that we need more growth
in jobs in the private sector; of course we do. However, I
did not agree with him when he argued, in response to
the speech by my hon. Friend the Member for Elmet
(Colin Burgon), that those of us who see an important
role for the public sector in these areas are harking back
to times past, and some imaginary golden age that
never existed. The fact is that we need both the public
sector and the private sector. Surely now, of all times,
we should recognise the important role that the state
plays in stabilising our economy and in creating an
environment in which the private sector can prosper.

Although I have never advocated the nationalisation
of the commanding heights of the economy and all the
banks, I do not mind one or two financial institutions
being owned by the public, or perhaps a return to a
larger mutual sector. It is a great pity that we have lost
the range of financial institutions that we used to have. I
am sorry that the Chancellor did not mention the
launch of a people’s bank, as the press suggested he
would. I welcomed the nationalisation of Northern
Rock; it was the right thing to do, and was opposed by
the Opposition. It should be used as way to relaunch
the mutual sector in financial services, and I should like
a people’s bank to be developed in the Post Office.

I certainly do not advocate the idea that all our banks
and financial institutions should be nationalised, but
we need a balance and a recognition of the interdependence
of the state and the private sector. Ever since the
Thatcherite era, there has been an idea that the market
is God, that it will prevail and that it cannot be bucked.
Since 1997, my party’s Government have gone along
with that philosophy. Indeed, the Prime Minister, in his
last speech as Chancellor, at the Mansion House in
2007, talked about the success of the City of London
and said that it hailed a new golden era that would be
seen as even more important than the industrial revolution.
Now we have learned not to put our trust in the unfettered
market, and that we need a balance between the market
and the state.

We can take as an example the over-reliance on the
housing market to provide housing. People have been
pushed into home ownership who should not have
been, and there has been an idea that housing is an
investment rather than a place for people to live and
build a home in. The role of social housing, particularly
council housing, has been denigrated. People who rely
on the council housing sector—I was brought up in a
council tenancy and my mother is still a council tenant—
have been regarded as somehow not aspirational enough,
and as lesser beings than those who own their home.

There is nothing great about having an irrational
housing market. Again, it is our duty to have a balance
and recognise that there is a role for renting, and
particularly for the social rented sector. That is a far
more efficient way of providing houses, because it is
investment in bricks and mortar that is not subject to
ever-increasing prices as properties change hands. Such
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housing stays in one ownership, and the only investment
needed is in maintaining and improving properties. The
worship of owner-occupation has been a big mistake in
the past 20 or 30 years, and the loss of so much of our
council housing has had terrible consequences. There
has been a huge increase in waiting lists for social
housing, yet there was no mention of the matter in the
Budget.

I am concerned also about the growth in inequality
that has occurred since the 1980s, which has also been a
consequence of the Thatcherite ideology. We have seen
a huge growth in inequality; in a recent article in The
Guardian the Prime Minister could only claim that the
Government had been successful in limiting its growth.
We have a huge disparity, as the recent report by the
National Equality Panel showed, with the richest 10 per
cent. in our society being 100 times more wealthy than
the poorest 10 per cent. Parliamentarians—even those
of us on the basic parliamentary salary—are among
that highest-earning 10 per cent., and compared with
other members of our society we are by no means rich,
just very comfortably off. However, we enjoy riches
beyond the dreams of many of our constituents, and
that is why the expenses scandal caused so much outrage.

There is not enough in the Government’s tax and
spend policy to deal with that inequality. A recent
publication by Richard Wilkinson and Kate Pickett—I
cannot remember the title of their book—demonstrated
that in societies where there are greater inequalities, all
the bads of advanced societies, including higher crime
rates, poorer mental health, higher child mortality rates
and poorer health all round, exist in much greater
abundance. That correlates with inequality in a society,
and the issue is not just real incomes or wealth, but the
comparison between members of that society.

Social inequality is a predictor of many of those
bads, which have been described as aspects of the
“broken society”, and that inequality has led to problems
within our communities. The Government have done a
great deal to address those problems and slow down the
growth in inequality, and there has been financial help
for families and children. Indeed, many children have
been taken out of poverty, but the glaring inequalities
in our society remain.

The Government have moved—in a tokenistic way—to
address some of those issues. I was highly delighted, for
example, when they started to look at restricting pensions
tax relief. It is absolutely outrageous that £18 billion—I
think—is spent on tax relief for pensions savings and
30 per cent. of that goes to the wealthiest 1.5 per cent.
of people. Some 75 per cent. of the population share
about 25 per cent. of that largesse. The Government
have just started to restrict that relief, but I have long
argued, and I cannot see why they do not accept, that
tax relief on pensions should be limited to the basic rate
of tax. There is no evidence that that subsidy, particularly
of high earners, increases their savings; it just means
that savings are made in different ways.

Several hon. Members have said that this is not the
time to go into the tax system, but I want to mention it,
because we do not have a fair and progressive system.
Fairness was the subject of the first question at Prime
Minister’s questions earlier today, and the Prime Minister
talked about the important policies that the Government
have introduced, such as tax credits, to improve fairness.

However, while people earning less than half the median
income are paying tax, we cannot say that we have a fair
tax system; while low earners are paying a higher proportion
of their income in tax than high earners, we cannot say
that we have a fair tax system. I support the Liberal
Democrat policy of a huge increase in the threshold at
which people pay tax. That obviously could benefit
people higher up the tax scale, so there would need to be
a smoothing process to ensure that higher earners did
not benefit. However, that is the right way to go—it is a
simple way of helping the poorest people.

We also need to look at the balance in our tax system
between taxation on earnings, enterprise and investment
and taxation on bads and commodities such as land,
with which people can hugely increase their wealth by
doing nothing, often as a result of public sector investment
in the infrastructure to which I referred earlier. Such
investment can massively increase the value of land,
and enrich the landowner, despite their making no
effort, so it is time to take a proper look at a land tax.

Interestingly, an Opposition Member recently raised
that issue in an article in The House Magazine. I can
remember his name, but after 18 years in the House I
still cannot remember the names of constituencies, so
he has avoided the embarrassment of being named. At
some time or other, however, Members on both sides of
the House have raised the possibility of a land tax. A
small percentage increase in land values only would be
needed. The hon. Member for Twickenham (Dr. Cable)
has moved slightly in that direction by advocating the
mansion tax, which I also think is a good policy.

Council tax is not progressive enough, although I
disagree with the Liberal Democrats wanting to abolish
it, because I think that property taxes are a good form
of taxation. They are easy to collect and difficult to
evade. However, the current council tax system is unfair,
and that unfairness has been locked in by the failure to
revalue it over the past 20 years. It should have been
revalued at least every five years, but the Government
have not faced up to that challenge.

We could also look to increase taxation revenues by
taxing pollution and through green taxes. A Library
report produced in December stated that 7.8 per cent.
of taxation could be classified as green taxation, which
was the lowest level in 15 years. I am disappointed,
therefore, that next year the Government are to increase
national insurance but not increase taxes on property,
pollution and carbon emissions, and that they are not
doing more to create a fairer and more sensible tax
system, in respect of what is taxed and why.

Having said that, there will be an election on 6 May.
The Government can claim a great deal of credit for
having steered us through the recession and for taking
the lead internationally in ensuring that the world did
not fall into a deep depression. When people vote on
6 May, they will need to look at that record. I am
probably more critical of the Government than most
Members of this House—I am often more critical than
members of the Opposition parties—but I certainly do
not want to see a Conservative Government after 6 May.

The Chancellor has shown that, although he is cautious,
he is a safe pair of hands. He has spurned the idea of
any kind of giveaway, and he has not played to the
gallery in managing this Budget. People can respect him
as a man who will continue to handle the economy
effectively—even if it is not in as bold or as fair a way as
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I would like—and they will need to contrast that with
the alternative. The Conservatives have always argued
against the very measures that have seen us through this
difficult time.

The Conservatives are now calling for faster spending
cuts, but we can already see a huge drop in public
spending equal to 1.6 per cent. of GDP between now
and the next financial year, because of the end of the
fiscal stimulus. That is a huge amount for one year, and
not enough has been said about that. We are the only
G20 country besides Argentina to have withdrawn the
fiscal stimulus so rapidly, and perhaps we need to look
at that. We need to reduce our spending, but I would
also like to see some of the infrastructure projects that
we sorely need coming to fruition after the election. I
also want to see our spending on research and development
reinstated. Those decisions would not counter the recovery
or our ability to reduce our structural deficit; I believe
that they would assist in that aim.

It has been a great pleasure to be a Member of this
House over the past 18 years. Like other Members who
are retiring, I thank my constituents for giving me the
opportunity to represent them here and to experience
things in which I would never have had the chance to
participate had I not been a Member of Parliament. I
have met people from all walks of life, both humble and
highly elevated, and that has been a great honour.

The House and parliamentarians are held in quite
low esteem at the moment, to put it mildly. There is a
common view out there that we are all the same, but I
emphatically challenge that. We are not all the same;
there are differences between the parties and within
them. I hope that more people will take the opportunity
to vote in this election than have done so in the recent
past, and that when they come to put their cross against
a name, they will not only consider which party they
want to lead us into the future—or whether to vote
tactically, if they want a hung Parliament—but look at
the individual candidates.

If people want to know what their MP has been up
to, they can now visit an excellent website called
theyworkforyou.com. I can claim some credit for setting
up that website, although I am not sure whether Members
will thank me for it. The people behind the website
became aware of some important parliamentary questions
I had asked about a man called Jose Bustani, the
general secretary of an organisation for the prevention
of chemical weapons, who was sacked—

Madam Deputy Speaker (Sylvia Heal): Order. I hesitate
to interrupt the hon. Lady, but I know that she is well
aware that this afternoon’s debate is about the Budget.

Lynne Jones: Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker. I
am going somewhat off the subject.

John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley) (LD): I have
been one of the hon. Lady’s constituents since 1982
when she defeated me in Kings Norton ward on
Birmingham city council. Although I have never voted
for her, I want to put it on record that she has been an
excellent constituency Member of Parliament.

Lynne Jones: I know of at least one other parliamentary
colleague who is my constituent. It is a wonderfully
diverse constituency as currently composed.

To finish my contribution, the website I mentioned is
important because it allows our constituents to see what
we are doing generally and what we are talking about
today as we debate the Budget. It was set up because
much of what we say here is not reported and is not
easily accessible; on the website it is, and every constituent
can see what we have been up to while we have been in
Parliament and judge us on our performance. They will
see that MPs are very different in what they say and
what they do, as well as in how much they say and how
much they do. I hope that people will take into account
the quality of the individual candidate as well as the
party they want to see elected.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Order. I have allowed the
hon. Lady some latitude, but I know that a number of
other Members are waiting to contribute to the debate.
I hope that she will therefore continue, if she wishes to,
and address her comments to the Budget.

Lynne Jones: Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker. I
was drawing my remarks to a close. I look forward to
hearing a response from the Treasury Bench on my
concerns about capital investment and inequality.

5.37 pm
Mr. David Heath (Somerton and Frome) (LD): This

afternoon’s debate has had a somewhat timeless quality
about it—inevitably, given that respected Members of
all parties are probably addressing the House for the
last time. I wish them all well in their future careers or in
retirement.

The hon. Member for Birmingham, Selly Oak (Lynne
Jones) said that the Chancellor of the Exchequer had
not played to the Gallery today; well, she can say that
again. This Budget was a disappointment, but a very
predictable one. I waited throughout for the rabbit to be
pulled out of the hat. Normally, there is a rabbit; I
predicted that this time it would be a rather scrawny,
emaciated or half-skinned rabbit, but I thought there
would be one. In fact, there was none. This was a
holding statement of a Budget to get to the other side of
the election.

What worries me about this Budget is that the British
public expected and hoped for three things from it. The
first, as touched on by other Members, is honesty about
the dire position the country is in and how we are going
to put it right by providing the deficit reduction that we
all know has to be undertaken. It is absolute nonsense
for the parties to pretend that one is committed to cuts
while the other is committed to investment. We are
going to have to make reductions in public expenditure;
the question is how we do that without affecting front-line
services or our constituents in ways that are deleterious
either to the economy or to their personal prospects. If
we simply deny the fact that that has to be done and
that the national debt is increasing by £450 million each
day, we will not ring true to our constituents. They
know the problems and they know that the country has
to face up to them.

The tragedy is that we have not heard from the
Government the details of what they would do if they
were in government after the election. Nor have we
heard from the Conservatives what they would do if
they were in a position to do it after the election. We
know that serious reductions in expenditure will have to
be made, which will mean difficult choices, and we need
to have that grown-up debate.

325 32624 MARCH 2010Budget Resolutions and Economic
Situation

Budget Resolutions and Economic
Situation



[Mr. David Heath]

The second thing I believe people wanted from the
Budget was a sense of fairness—the fairness referred to
by the hon. Member for Birmingham, Selly Oak. I
wanted to see a move towards a fairer taxation system,
but I did not see one. I find it almost impossible to
believe that after 13 years of a Labour Government, we
have increased the inequality to which the hon. Lady
referred—that we have a system that taxes the lowest
paid proportionately more than the most well-off in our
society. Increasing the threshold would have been the
right way of dealing with that in the short term, but we
heard nothing at all. There is stasis in the allowances,
which means an even more regressive taxation system
next year than the one we have had this year.

I wanted to see fairness in public-sector pay, but we
heard that there was to be a flat-rate 1 per cent. cap on
it. That is not fair. It is not fair to the people at the
bottom of the heap, for whom 1 per cent. is a pittance,
although I am sure it is very fair to the chief executives
on their £200,000-a-year salaries. They will be very
happy with a 1 per cent. increase, because it will buy
them many more things than it will buy the home help
who receives the same 1 per cent. A flat-rate cash
increase across the public sector would have been much
fairer than a percentage increase.

I wanted to hear about fairness in public services, and
a reduction of the inequalities in those services. I still
cannot explain to my constituents why a child in a
school in Somerset receives, on average, £700 a year less
for his or her education than the average child in
England, and thousands of pounds less than a child in a
leafy London suburb. That cannot be right. It is simply
unfair, and it is time that it changed.

Barry Gardiner: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Heath: I will, very briefly. I do not want to speak
for as long as some other Members have.

Barry Gardiner: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman.
Let me offer him an explanation. In the schools in my
constituency, 130 different languages are spoken by the
children. In one class in one of my schools a couple of
years ago, 29 reception-class children had 21 first languages.
The learning support needs of classes such as that
require those children to receive more per capita than
the children in the hon. Gentleman’s constituency.

Mr. Heath: I am sure that there are also middle-class,
articulate children in those schools who are receiving
the same premium. That is the problem. If the premium
followed the individual child so that those with needs
received the extra money, there would be fairness across
the system, but that is not what happens at present. We
currently have a crude formula that rewards some parts
of the country at the expense of others.

The issue of fairness applies to housing as well. It is
simply not fair that some people can never afford to be
housed in the area in which they grew up because there
is no rented sector left and no affordable houses for
them to buy, and they are priced out of the market.
There will not be fairness in the system until we have
fairness in housing.

Stewart Hosie rose—

Mr. Heath: I can tell that the more I speak, the more
interventions I shall take and the longer other speakers
will be excluded. However, I will give way briefly.

Stewart Hosie: The Chancellor has removed stamp
duty from homes costing less than £250,000 for first-time
buyers. Does the hon. Gentleman know of any first-time
buyers in his constituency who could possibly raise the
£25,000 to £50,000 deposit that a first-time buyer would
need to buy a house at that price?

Mr. Heath: That is precisely the point. In my area,
although perhaps not in the hon. Gentleman’s, the ratio
in respect of average earnings and average house prices
is the highest in the country. People are trying to buy
into a market that is determined by people from other
parts of the country with far more money than they
have, which is simply not fair.

The third element of the Budget that I would have
liked to see is a real emphasis on reconstruction:
reconstruction of industry, reconstruction of green
investment—to be fair, the Chancellor did indicate that
he was moving towards that, but I should like to see it
actually happen—and reconstruction of the financial
sector. Why are we so timid about dealing with the
problems of the banks? Why are we so timid about
recognising the value of the mutual sector and revitalising
it? Why are we so timid about recognising that we
cannot expect a retail bank and a casino bank to
co-exist in the same organisation and work effectively
together? It worries me that we have banks that are too
big to fail. “Too big to fail” is anathema to me, because
it means they are holding this country to ransom. They
assume that the taxpayer will prop them up, and they
will continue to assume that until they are cut down to
size, which is what we need to do.

Let us look at the Chancellor’s boasts. He says that he
has got more income than he expected from the tax on
bankers’ bonuses; he has attracted £2 billion, which is
twice as much as he had thought. The reason for that is
that the banks have been paying out £4 billion in
bonuses because there is a 50 per cent. tax rate. What a
failure of policy! A policy that was supposed to restrict
the high rollers from paying out these extraordinary
bonuses has actually resulted in their being doubled in
order to pay the tax bill. It is not a successful strategy,
therefore.

We have seen the effect of the recession on businesses.
I hope we are coming out of the recession, but I see the
scars left behind: the shop closures in the high streets of
the small towns and villages in my constituency. Some
of those retail premises—in particular those in villages—will
never reopen. The 6 per cent. shrinkage in the economy
has had a dramatic effect on a lot of small businesses,
and we now need the processes of local investment.
Although we need the banks to be lending money, of
course, we also need to find ways of localising, rather
than nationalising, investment and providing opportunities.
I would like there to be local stock exchanges, for
instance, as they would provide investment income at a
regional level. I would also like us to do something
effective and long term about the business rates, which
still cripple a lot of businesses.
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Turning to matters affecting individuals, I have already
touched on tax allowances, but the council tax continues
to increase. The hon. Member for Birmingham, Selly
Oak says she is supportive of council tax, but I say that
it is an unfair tax because it is not related to the ability
to pay, and because it increases every year, causing real
problems for people on low or fixed incomes, including
pensioners. Even the way it is administered is unfair.

Lynne Jones: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Heath: Not at the moment.
On council tax, let me quickly mention a case involving

a constituent of mine, as I find the way he has been
treated by Mendip district council extraordinary. This
chap is being pursued for a council tax debt that was
occasioned not by him, but by a former flatmate whom
he had no reason to suppose had not paid and to whom
he was not related. They defaulted and cannot now be
found, and as a consequence my constituent has an
attachment of earnings against his very limited income:
£3.30 a week for a chap who is on £40 a week, for a debt
he did not incur and for which he should have no
responsibility, from a council that can afford to waive it.
That is outrageous and immoral, and I hope we can
change the way such cases are handled.

Council tax impacts on pensioners in particular, and
I am worried that we still have not got the earnings link
for the basic state pension. After all these years of
promising, it is still something for tomorrow—although
at present I do not want it to come tomorrow, because I
want it to be introduced when earnings are rising
significantly so that pensions also rise significantly. It is
time that we restored that link, however. It is also
disgraceful that the state earnings-related pension scheme—
SERPS—and additional pensions have been frozen this
year. We should be doing much more to provide fairness
for pensioners.

It also worries me that one of the effects of this
recession is to produce a cohort of young people who
leave school and university with very limited prospects
of finding employment. They will be overtaken by their
successors unless we are prepared to do something
about that. I applaud what the Chancellor had to say
about extending the guarantee scheme, but I wish he
would reduce the time requirement for trying to find
training and employment from six to three months, as
some of us have advocated, because six months is a long
time in a young person’s life.

I hear what is said about extra university places, but I
look at the figures and they do not seem to add up.
According to my back-of-the-envelope calculations, the
figures seem to account for only about half the cost of
those university places, so I do not know how they will
be afforded. However, I do not honestly think that
university places are necessarily where the investment
should be made anyway. Further education is where we
are seeing a starvation of funds and a lack of the right
sort of skills training, which will be essential in producing
the tradesmen and artisans of the future—the people
we desperately need to run the economy.

I want to touch on two or three issues that affect my
constituency directly. The first is the hike in fuel duty. It
has been staged, but it is still there. We will still have a
1p rise, then another, and then another again, with an
extra 3p on fuel duty by the end of the year. For people

living in rural areas—we cannot say this often enough,
can we?—having personal transport, in the form or a
car, is not a luxury; it is a necessity, because they cannot
go to work, go to the shops or live their lives without
one. I always mention the fact that my village has one
bus a week. How could anyone live their life in that
village if they did not have access to private transport?
Yet every time the petrol bill goes up, those who rely on
their cars become one penny poorer. We need to address
the issue and find alternative ways of raising revenue
without continually using fuel duty.

Lembit Öpik (Montgomeryshire) (LD): I applaud my
hon. Friend for his erudite and insightful observations.
Does he agree that the injustice is compounded by the
fact that fuel is cheaper in cities than in rural areas?
That means that the people who need private transport
the most pay the most for it.

Mr. Heath: That is absolutely the case. [Interruption.]
I hear the hon. Member for Wolverhampton, South-West
(Rob Marris)—sotto voce and from a sedentary position—
saying, “Very green.”However, there are green alternatives,
such as a road pricing solution, which would dissuade
people from using private cars where there were proper
public transport alternatives, but not penalise people
who rely on their cars because they have no alternative.
That is the sort of scheme I would like to see.

While I am on the subject of fuel, I have an awful lot
of hauliers in my constituency whose businesses are
facing straitened circumstances. They are constantly
under attack, in competitive terms, from hauliers from
continental Europe, who pay a great deal less for their
fuel. There is an easy solution to that, one I advocate
and would have liked to hear today: to restrict the
amount of fuel that can be brought into this country in
a lorry, which, incidentally, would also have a safety
bonus. Doing that would mean that hauliers from
continental Europe working in this country would have
to pay our price for diesel, not a continental price. At
the moment they nip over with a full tank, do their
business in Britain, undercutting our hauliers, and then
go back and fill up on the other side of the channel.
That cannot be a proper competitive practice.

Barry Gardiner rose—

Mr. Heath: This will be the very last intervention.

Barry Gardiner: I only mean to assist the hon. Gentleman.
Does he agree that one thing that would go a long way
to resolving the situation would be for the UK to
introduce a vignette for hauliers from the continent?

Mr. Heath: There is a lot to be said for that, but we
are not there yet. I am suggesting a cheap and easy
solution that could be instituted immediately, and I
would love to see that happen.

My second, brief point is that I notice in the detail of
the Budget papers that aggregate tax has gone up by
10p again. Aggregate tax was theoretically intended to
be an environmental tax, but it has never acted as one.
It has never prevented the use of primary aggregates; all
it has done is increase their cost. Part of the justification
was that the money would be recycled into quarrying
areas such as the east Mendips, where it could mitigate
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some of the environmental effects of quarrying, but
that money has now been taken away. Now, this money
is spread out in an amorphous way across any body that
thinks it might have a useful purpose for it. We are not
even getting the direct benefit of the aggregates levy,
and it is time the policy was revisited.

My main bone of contention—[HON. MEMBERS: “Cider!”]
I make no apologies for being a clichéd Somerset
Member—I am going to stand up for the cider makers
and apple growers of my constituency, because if I do
not, who will? To increase cider duty by 10 per cent., as
has been suggested, and for the leader of the Conservative
party to stand up and boast that it was his idea, which
the Government had filched, are things I find very
difficult to take.

I do not know what the Chancellor of the Exchequer
means by saying that there is anomaly when it comes to
cider. The anomaly can be found in the fact that people
have work, jobs and livelihoods in my part of the
country, where this is a significant industry, and that
the direct result of this change today will be to reverse
the expansion of the industry over the past few years, to
put people out of work, to close down cider makers and
to grub up orchards. That is a disastrous consequence
of an ill thought through policy.

If the Government’s intention was to deal with the
sort of high-strength industrial alcohol that has barely
seen an apple in its lifetime—that has only seen a little
bit of concentrate—they should have done that. Let
them deal with the stuff that is sold in the supermarkets
too cheaply. However, what they have done instead will
affect the artisan traditional cider maker. It will put
them out of business. It could have been avoided if
there had been a quota or a volume limit, so that the tax
did not apply if production was below a certain volume.
They decided not to do that; they did not listen. They
do not understand that cider orchards take a long time
to plant and to bring into production, and that the
return and yield on the capital takes time to mature. All
of that has been put at risk by what the Government
have decided today.

I have precedence on my side. In my constituency,
near Curry Rivel, there is a monument called the Burton
Pynsent monument. It was erected by William Pitt in
thanks to Sir William Pynsent, who had given over the
estate to William Pitt as a thank you for opposing cider
tax back in the 18th century—

Rob Marris: Is that what you’re up to?

Mr. Heath: I am not saying that I want another
monument—what I want is equity and fairness for the
cider makers and apple growers in my constituency. If I
succeed and they want to put up another monument in
Curry Rivel, I shall be delighted.

This is a retrogressive step that I bitterly oppose, and
I know that it will be enormously resented by people in
the west country. They will simply say that this is
vindictive, that the Labour Government do not understand
the west country and that they think, “Cider? Who
cares about cider? We will have a go at them.” For the
Government to have colluded with the leader of the
Conservative party in doing this is a disgrace. I, for one,

will remain a revolting peasant and stand up for the
people in my constituency who will be affected by this
and who will lose their jobs. I shall say no.

5.58 pm

Barry Gardiner (Brent, North) (Lab): It is a pleasure
to follow the hon. Member for Somerton and Frome
(Mr. Heath). I cannot say that I wish to see a monument
erected to him as a result of his speech, but I understand
that he is championing the cause of his constituents.

The debate on the Budget is always exceedingly good
on the first day, because people arrive and they have to
respond to what has gone on. I have learned a great deal
from many of the hon. Members who have spoken in
the Chamber today. I particularly wanted to highlight
the remarks made by the hon. Member for Esher and
Walton (Mr. Taylor), who is retiring from this House.
He spoke with his customary balance and internationalism
and the House is certainly losing a considerable Member.

I also learned a great deal from the right hon. Member
for Fylde (Mr. Jack), who is also leaving the House. I
thought that his remarks were particularly perceptive. I
must say that for the first time ever I agreed with some
of the things that the right hon. Member for Hitchin
and Harpenden (Mr. Lilley) said, too. I shall try to get
to that in my remarks, which I shall keep brief as I
appreciate that many other Members want to speak.

I believe that the important thing is that the Budget
should be about confidence. Ultimately, there are key
elements in the Budget, and key problems facing the
country, that need to be tackled. I shall highlight five
things, and speak to one or two in particular.

My first two points link confidence and bond yields.
The key issue that has hung over the debate right from
the beginning has been the level of Government debt.
There was an exchange earlier in our proceedings about
Government bonds, bond yields, and the effect of
Government debt on confidence and therefore on those
bonds and yields. Ultimately, all that has an effect on
interest rates and inflation, and subsequently on debt
again. However, I believe that there is more to be said
about that circle, which is very much at the heart of the
balancing act that the Chancellor had to engage in this
afternoon. Right at the centre of that circle is this issue
of confidence.

There are three other issues that I think are critical,
and this is where I want to pick up on the remarks made
by the right hon. Member for Hitchin and Harpenden.
He was one the few Members to speak about productivity
this afternoon, and I believe that he was absolutely right
to highlight that.

I believe that, essentially, the issue of productivity is a
problem of management, in both the public and private
sectors. The management culture in our country is not
adequate, and it is not capable of producing the levels
of productivity that we need if we are to compete with
our competitor countries.

Earlier this month, I tabled a written question to each
Government Department. It asked the Secretary of
State in each
“how many (a) disciplinary and (b) capability procedures have
been initiated how many (a) disciplinary and (b) capability procedures
have been (i) initiated and (ii) completed in his Department in
each of the last five years; how much time on average was taken to
complete each type of procedure in each such year; how many
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and what proportion of his Department’s staff were subject to
each type of procedure in each such year; and how many and
what proportion of each type of procedure resulted in the dismissal
of the member of staff.”—[Official Report, 17 March 2010;
Vol. 507, c. 860W.]

I have not yet got a full set of responses, but I do have
a very thick pile of them. What is astonishing to me is
that it is clear that one’s chance of being deemed in need
of a capability procedure is less than 1:100; in fact, the
odds are less than 1:1,000 that action will be taken on
such a procedure and result in a dismissal.

I do not claim to be a great statistician, but I know
that there is something called a bell curve. I also know
that many Departments returned a nil figure for those
subject to capability procedures. I believe that there is a
profound failure of management in the public sector,
the civil service and Government Departments, and
that it extends to industry as well. That failure is partly
responsible for the failure of productivity in industry
and in Government.

Let me say that I believe that that failure is compounded
by the fact that we do something that we—and Labour
Members in particular—are quite proud of. We say that
in any situation where cuts are being made we should
seek voluntary redundancies first, with compulsory
redundancies only as a last resort. I understand why
that seems like a good thing and the drive to achieve it.
However, one must appreciate that it means that people
who work in a Department or industry who know that
they can go elsewhere and walk into a job do so. They
take the redundancy package and pocket several thousands
pounds, which is very nice, say, “Thank you very much,”
and then walk into a job elsewhere. That means that the
people who know that they cannot walk into a job
elsewhere stay in the Department, which means that the
Department becomes progressively less competent and
productive.

That problem plagues not only the public sector, to
which I am referring, but industry and the private
sector, but I believe that it is compounded in Government
Departments by the stress that is constantly put on
outputs and activity. The focus is always on saying,
“We’ve spent this much money, launched these initiatives
and done these good things,” and not on outcomes and
achievements. They do not ask, “How have we advanced
our key performance indicators? How many people
have not died as a result of our intervention? How
many gains have we made in the areas where we need to
make them?” The civil service is always keen to push
outputs and activity rather than be held to account in
terms of outcomes and achievement. Unless we grapple
with those management issues in the public sector, we
will not achieve the advances in productivity that we
need. Frankly, if cuts in public spending simply mean
more voluntary redundancies, they may actually result
in less efficient Departments that achieve less for the
Government, albeit spending less at the same time.

There is a challenge for the Government and the
public sector, but those points also apply to the private
sector. Unless the management bodies in this country,
including the CBI and the Institute of Directors, begin
to take good management seriously, and unless we
rigorously enforce that throughout the public sector, we
are not going to achieve the gains for the public purse
that I believe we would all wish to see.

I do not want to detain the House for long this
afternoon, because other Members, some of whom will

leave the House soon, want to speak. However, the third
issue I wanted to raise is the green and high-tech stimulus.
Although I welcome the £1 billion high-tech start-up
investment fund that was set up—an excellent initiative—I
want to point out our record regarding our stimulus
and growth package directly to those on the Treasury
Bench. According to the UN or the HSBC, between
6 and 16 per cent. of our package is green stimulus; but
the same sources record South Korea’s stimulus and
growth package as between 69 and 80 per cent. green
stimulus.

Let us have our £1 billion growth fund and our
investment in high-tech and green technologies—that
absolutely represents the way and the jobs of the future—but
let us not kid ourselves that we have been doing that
effectively when the levels of green investment in our
stimulus and growth package are so pathetic. The Treasury
absolutely has to sort that out. That is important because
we need young people to get training, skills and
qualifications in those sectors, where the jobs of the
future will be.

That brings me to the final issue on which I want to
focus—the importance of youth skills. The hon. Member
for Somerton and Frome touched on this issue, and I
absolutely agree with him. I welcome the extension of
the youth guarantee, which is important and is one
feature of the Budget that should be welcomed across
the House. It is important to look at the differential
support that is being given to higher and further education.
The sector that is really suffering is further education,
but much of the noise in the media has been captured
by those very articulate chancellors and vice-chancellors
of universities who are able to make a big noise. If one
is honest about it, much of that has been about laying
down markers for the future.

It is absolutely essential that we reconsider the package
of measures that we have to provide young people with
skills and training in certain industries. It is important
to create avenues through which they can take
apprenticeships, be encouraged to set up starter businesses
out of universities, so that growth units come out of
universities, and to develop the new technologies that
will create the jobs of the future and gradually bring
our economy through the recession.

In drawing my remarks to a close, let me say simply
that the Government need to look much more carefully
at the incentives they offer to the private sector to
encourage productivity, because they have not been
developed. We have heard about the roll-over of the
capital allowances scheme for a further year to encourage
investment in businesses—something else that should
be welcomed by both sides of the House. However, I
want much more innovative thinking on giving rewards
through the tax structure for productivity in the private
sector. We should be incentivising and rewarding companies
for increasing their per capita output, for example, and
it is a failure of this House and the Treasury that we
have not been able to do so.

6.13 pm

Stewart Hosie (Dundee, East) (SNP): It has been a
pleasure to hear some of today’s valedictory speeches. It
has also been a pleasure to follow the hon. Member for
Brent, North (Barry Gardiner), who mentioned the
fiscal stimulus. The hon. Member for Birmingham,
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[Stewart Hosie]

Selly Oak (Lynne Jones) also mentioned the fiscal stimulus.
Indeed, one of the few times that she praised the
Government was when she said that they had taken a
lead in some of their work to tackle the difficulties of
the recession, but the UK’s fiscal stimulus package,
which relates directly to the Budget, came after the first
stimulus package in the United States. It also came after
the packages introduced by the French, with their 100,000
subsidised work contracts, by the Spanish and by the
Japanese, who provided $20 billion simply to help
households with mortgages. That is almost as much as
the total UK fiscal stimulus package. Our package even
came after Germany’s first $50 billion stimulus—so
although I agree with many of the things that have been
done, the idea that the UK took the lead is false.

The hon. Lady was correct, however, when she quoted
the International Monetary Fund later in her speech in
relation to the suggestion that the UK is the only G7
economy, and one of only two in the G20, fully to
withdraw its fiscal stimulus package in 2010. She was
also right to be critical about investment, and this
relates directly to growth. If we look at investment in
productive assets for the future—in gross fixed capital
formation— since the Government came to power, we
find that on the OECD 12 list, the UK beat Russia for
the first three years after 1997, and Turkey for the next
two, but was beaten by everyone else, and has been
bottom of the pile every year since then. Even on the
wider G20 scoring for the last full year, the UK’s
investment was larger than only Argentina’s and Brazil’s,
and of course our investment in gross fixed capital
formation has been below the EU average in every year
since the Government came to power.

Today’s Budget speech was a pretty miserable epitaph
after 13 years, coming at a time when unemployment is
higher than it was under the Tories when Labour came
to power in 1997. The speech confirmed that the deficit,
even at £167 billion, will still be some 12 per cent. of
GDP. It confirmed a national debt of £1 trillion, and
£1.1 trillion next year, and that that will rise on the
Treasury calculation to just shy of 90 per cent. of GDP
in a few years.

Of course, the Budget also confirmed the cut to the
Scottish budget in the coming year. The budget was
forecast in the 2008 pre-Budget report at £30 billion—
£3.5 billion of capital and £26.5 billion of revenue—but
today’s figures for 2010-11 are £3.2 billion and £26.2 billion,
or a total of £29.4 billion, which represents a cut in the
anticipated budget of at least £500 million.

The Chancellor also confirmed that no matter what
the Government say, their approach to tackling the
problems, and especially the deficit, remains one of
deep and savage cuts. It is still expected that £57 billion
will be taken out of consumption—taken out of the
economy—in 2013-14. That is made up of nearly £20 billion
in tax rises and nearly £40 billion in cuts, and I ask the
Government how they can conclude that taking the
equivalent of 3 per cent. of GDP in consumption out of
the economy in a single year will do anything other than
tip the economy back into recession, especially when
the GDP forecasts are based on growth rates of 3.25 per
cent. in four of the next five years. We have already
heard that that would be at least a point above trend
growth, and we are coming from a difficult situation in

which a great deal of capacity and output has been lost.
I suspect that few believe those growth rates, but if we
do not have growth of 3.25 per cent. in four of the next
five years, and the Government stick to the plan in the
Fiscal Responsibility Bill, the cuts will need to be even
deeper. We will then run the risk that if we hit a
downturn, we will not have the flexibility to use even the
automatic stabilisers, let alone a fiscal stimulus, if we
thought that that was required.

The Chancellor suggested that he wanted a Budget
for growth, but he instead delivered a recipe for disaster,
not least because although he restructured the fuel duty
increase—we are now getting three 1p increases over the
next year—that will add to the three increases in December
2008, April 2009 and September 2009. Those six fuel
duty increases in the space of barely two years will
represent something close to a 16 per cent. rise in fuel
duty, which is massively above inflation, and that will
put more pressure on hauliers and families, as well as
being an inflationary measure in its own right.

I am indebted to Alliance Trust for its most recent
inflation report, which tells us that real inflation for
people between the ages of 50 and 64 is 4.5 per cent.—some
50 per cent. higher than the official rate. That means
that with national insurance going up, which was barely
mentioned today, and tax allowances frozen, which was
possibly not mentioned at all today, plus the rises in fuel
duty, we are seeing a very real cut in the living standards
of ordinary people. The bankers still got their bonuses,
and the banks, not the bankers, paid the tax—but again
under this Government it is ordinary people who will
pay the price.

What the Budget failed to do, and the Chancellor
ought to have done, is to recognise that recovery remains
fragile and deliver a continued fiscal stimulus to ensure
sustainable recovery. Instead, as I said, he confirmed, in
effect, that the UK is the only G7 economy fully to
withdraw its fiscal stimulus package this year. The fact
that total managed expenditure is down £2.7 billion on
the forecast given in the PBR late last year tells its own
story.

If we were serious about rebalancing the economy to
make up for the 1 million manufacturing jobs lost
before the recession and the many lost during it, we
would have had far more information about the various
incentives for growth. I genuinely hope that the equity
and venture capital fund for growth works. I hope that
RBS and Lloyds will lend money, and that that was not
simply an assertion—although when we hear about the
actuality that followed the rhetoric of the past year, I
am not so sure.

I hope the Government are telling the truth when
they say that they will introduce a system for the video
games industry similar to that used for the film industry;
that is dreadfully important in Dundee. Yet the Red
Book tells us that in terms of assistance for video
games, there will be no cost to the Exchequer in 2010-11.
That means no action in 2010-11. Another industry
sector will have to wait down the line while its competitors
in Canada and other countries are racing ahead with
incentives and looking to take the work and the contracts
away from the UK.

I was pleased that the Chancellor spoke about the
green investment bank, but if we are serious about
protecting the environment and growing the economy,
serious about carbon capture and storage, serious about
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a biomass non-nuclear base load, serious about offshore
wind, wave and tidal, and serious about growing a
biomass supply chain, what he could have done today,
and what the Treasury should have done, is to change its
rules at least to free up the £200 million of fossil fuel
levy sitting in a bank account, which can be used by the
Scottish Government only to pump-prime such projects,
and to change the ridiculous rules that would have seen
the same amount of money cut from the block, putting
further pressure on other jobs and services.

It has been said before that with household consumption
down 1.9 per cent. last year, business investment down
24 per cent., and gross fixed capital formation down
14 per cent., it was only Government investment that
propped the economy up. I cannot for the life of me
understand why we are seeing cuts now, before we have
sustained recovery. If the Government understood that,
why would they have pressed on with national insurance
increases that will take £10 billion in tax from employers
and employees over the next three years?

The Chancellor spoke a little about the banks and
about the success of the bank bonus levy, but that tax is
paid not by the bankers but by the banks. He seemed
delighted to get an extra £2 billion, but that is £2 billion
less to lend to real families and real businesses in the
real economy. The tragedy, as I said at the beginning, is
that the Budget amounts to a pretence that Labour is
investing, when the plans are to cut public expenditure
and investment.

At least Lord Mandelson was right last year when he
spoke about 10 years of austerity under Labour, but it is
not austerity that Scotland needs and it is certainly not
austerity that the UK economy needs. What Scotland
and the UK need is help to get moving, but the Budget
today, I fear, does not deliver. It is not a plan for
economic renewal, but a political dividing line. It is
designed not to deliver growth in the economy for years
or decades ahead, but to hide the nature of the Labour
cuts to get the Government through to the election in
six weeks’ time.

6.24 pm

Mr. Andrew Tyrie (Chichester) (Con): I agree with
quite a bit of the analysis by the hon. Member for
Dundee, East (Stewart Hosie), but not with the proposed
policy response, which was, in sum, from my own
English perspective, rather a good case for creating
fiscal independence for the Scots. However, I will not
develop that theme because I want to make some points
about the Budget.

This Budget, like all Budgets, should be about
accomplishing at least three things. First, a Budget
should ensure that the public finances are in reasonable
shape and that overall financial policy is on a sound
footing. Secondly, it should try to contribute to a credible
framework for long-term growth. That requires clarity
about the role and limits of government, and a consistency
of approach, particularly on taxation, so that the private
sector can take decisions in a relatively stable framework.
Thirdly, it requires an underlying long-term strategy
that the country can understand and accept. Without
that public confidence in the policy, any Government
action, even when it is right, is unlikely to succeed.

I shall say a few words on each aspect, mainly the
first—financial policy. More or less from the moment
he arrived, this Chancellor has been forced to choose

between loyalty to the Prime Minister and his party on
the one hand, and the best interests of the economy and
the country on the other. This Budget is the product of
that conflict of loyalty—a phrase that will be familiar to
a number of Conservatives in respect of the relationship
between Foreign Secretaries and Prime Ministers, as
well as Chancellors. The struggle between what the
economy needs and what we have, as between the
Chancellor’s view and the demands that his Prime Minister
has been making, were on display today. Everybody in
the House—there are not many of us, mind you—knows
that Labour’s huge structural deficit has to be closed. If
it is not closed, then, frankly, financial ruin awaits
Britain—a Greek experience. Everybody knows that
that can only be done by cutting public spending,
among other things. That, in turn, requires a spending
review, with announcements of where the cuts will be
made and how the most vulnerable in our society will be
protected from them.

However, this Budget has persisted with the opposite
strategy. The spending review remains postponed, and
little extra work has been done to plug the gaping hole
in the credibility gap of Labour’s financial strategy.
This has all happened despite the fact that, even over
the past six months, the Chancellor could at least have
conducted an internal review and given us some idea of
where he is going, which a number of Labour Ministers
privately think would have been a preferable strategy.
He could have bolstered economic confidence by at
least beginning the process of rebuilding the Government’s
shattered reputation for fiscal management. However,
that would have meant going to the electorate with
many unpalatable spending cuts out in the open, while
confirming an unpalatable truth: that much of the
spending binge that we have experienced over the past
decade, which took public expenditure from 36 or 37 per
cent. of GDP to 48 per cent.—a colossal rise—was a
profound mistake. To spell out a reversal of policy, even
one which everybody knows that the country needs,
would have meant confirming that the Prime Minister’s
record of economic management was also a ghastly
mistake.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): Will my hon. Friend
give way?

Mr. Tyrie: I will just this once, although I know that
another Member is waiting to speak.

Mr. Cash: My hon. Friend has enormous experience
of these economic matters, and I wonder whether he
has a view about the extent of the true debt, because I
have just had a letter from Sir Michael Scholar, the
chairman of UK National Statistics, confirming that
the ONS figure, including financial sector interventions,
would be as much as £3.2 trillion.

Mr. Tyrie: I am familiar with these arguments and
with the £3.2 trillion figure. I think that there is probably
an understatement of the total stock of Government
debt and that the true figure lies somewhere between
that figure and the Government’s figure. When we get
into government—in a few weeks’ time, I hope—the
office for budget responsibility will need to establish
what figure the Government should use as the basis for
their economic policy and strategy, which is not necessarily
the figure that a statistician would think is the right one
for the purpose of Government statistics, but one that
an economist would consider appropriate for setting
policy.
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[Mr. Tyrie]

As I was saying a moment ago, setting out in detail
what is required to deal with the fiscal mess that we are
in would have also meant confirming the Prime Minister’s
personal responsibility for the boom and bust that we
have just experienced. It was not just many of the
spending increases that were wrong-headed—damaging
enough though they have been, generating a deficit of
about 12 per cent. of GDP—but the rhetoric that
accompanied them. Millions of individuals and companies
up and down the land are living right now with the
consequences of having believed the Prime Minister’s
mantra when he was Chancellor that he had put an end
to boom and bust. They went out and borrowed more
than they otherwise would have done because they
trusted his mantra.

Andrew Stunell (Hazel Grove) (LD): Will the hon.
Gentleman give way?

Mr. Tyrie: I will not, if the hon. Gentleman will
forgive me.

The Prime Minister is not just responsible for the
massive public debt; he also bears a considerable burden
of responsibility for the unsustainable increase in personal
and corporate debt over the past decade. He encouraged
the actions of those who were misled into borrowing
more than they should.

Given all that, I can well understand why the Chancellor
backed off giving us a Jenkins-style Budget. In 1970,
Roy Jenkins did tell the truth and tightened policy, but
he lost the election. In his case, of course, at least he was
doing that at a time when he did not simultaneously
have to confirm that his Prime Minister was a broken
reed.

Of course, the boom and bust rhetoric has been
abandoned. So, incidentally, has the word “stability”. It
was mentioned on average 11 times in every Budget
speech that the Prime Minister made when he was
Chancellor. In the past two Budget speeches—I listened
carefully to this one—I did not hear the word mentioned
once. Stability is out. Perhaps it was in there somewhere,
but if so it passed me by.

I have already said a few words about the Prime
Minister’s first two contributions to Britain’s current
dire economic predicament, the spending binge and the
rhetoric of boom and bust. The Chancellor, who is a
hapless man in some ways, has found his Department
responsible for covering the Prime Minister’s tracks for
a third blunder that he made when he was Chancellor—the
tearing up of the system of banking supervision that
was in place in 1997 and its replacement with a new
system, the tripartite arrangement, which failed its first
test. Worse still, only a few weeks ago the Chancellor
found himself having to try to justify the Prime Minister’s
imposition of another piece of rhetorical nonsense
legislation, the so-called Fiscal Responsibility Act. In
fact, it is worse than nonsense, as it would require the
fiscal stabilisers to be set aside in the event of a double-dip
recession.

Tucked away in the fine print of the Red Book—I
have been sitting here all afternoon, so I have had a
chance to glance at it—is an attempt to reconstruct
what looks like the code for fiscal stability, the same
code that lies in a heap of rubble alongside the golden

rule and the sustainable investment rule. Interestingly
enough, it is relegated to a footnote on page 31, whereas
in the old days there used to be a glossy publication
accompanying the Red Book. That is a measure of the
Government’s loss of confidence in their own ability to
make the case for stability.

The second great task for any Budget to accomplish
is to contribute to a programme for long-term prosperity—a
growth agenda. I never believed that new Labour’s
economic strategy for growth was coherent, even when I
used to hear it when Labour was in opposition. It has
often seemed to consist of a long list of micro-measures,
frequently altered and usually requiring higher spending
and tax. Many have brought with them a higher regulatory
burden, as the Institute of Directors has pointed out,
and many have led to complex tax changes that are
more distortive than they have been effective.

The Chancellor added to that today when he announced
£2.5 billion of so-called investment for industry. The
extra money comes out of a slight improvement, which
the Chancellor also announced today, in overall public
finances since the pre-Budget report, but whatever the
merits of the measures it seems highly irresponsible to
use that small amount of extra room to start spending
more. Surely the logical thing must have been—should
have been—to use it to start reducing the deficit. Each
individual spending measure could have some merit,
but it looks as if this Budget, in any case, has just given
us more of the same: meddling in the economy with
taxpayers’ money.

The counterpart to the accumulation of all those tax
rises in recent years, huge as they have been, is the
increase in public spending, along with borrowing. The
dramatic rises in spending have almost certainly reshaped
the British economy—in my view, for the worse. Some
measures may have been right, but cumulatively, when
the dust has settled, it will be clear that they have
reduced, not increased, the UK’s long-run growth rate.

Perniciously, much of that spending has been described
as investment—an abuse of language. I very much hope
that in the next few weeks, when we have, I hope, a new
Government, we will get back to calling the salaries of
teachers and doctors, for example, expenditure rather
than investment. Honest language is a necessary counterpart
to honest finance from the Treasury, as are honest
statistics and forecasts, which I hope will come with the
creation of an office for budget responsibility.

I can well understand that setting out how to dismantle
the Prime Minister’s public expenditure empire has
been too much for the Chancellor, and it has for another
reason. Much of the spending has created its own
interest groups. One has only to look, for example, at
the growth of the quango state. Quangos are everywhere,
and many have become state-funded lobby groups. They
pervade British life and are powerful pressure groups,
impeding any reductions in spending. They may be a
way of buying votes and maintaining political support,
but such spending does not amount to a strategy for
public expenditure or growth in the long run.

“New Labour was a strategy for winning power…not for
dealing with Britain’s fundamental problems, such as our inability
to pay our way in the world, the pools of poverty and deprivation,
and the widening social gaps… these were Labour’s lucky years,
with steady growth, a balance of payments cushioned by oil, the
City pouring out money, the majority kept happy by rising house
prices and living standards improved by accumulating debt. This
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fool’s paradise conned New Labour into thinking that its
policies…were working, when in fact all was bubble-blowing.”

Those are not my words but those of the hon. Member
for Great Grimsby (Mr. Mitchell), and you will find
them, Mr. Deputy Speaker, on page 41 of The House
Magazine.

Nor has Labour delivered a strategy for success in its
own terms—helping the poor and vulnerable in society.
That should always be, and has always been, a central
task for any responsible Government, and to be frank
the record is very mixed. The right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Mr. Field) said that there has been a

“steady increase in the numbers dependent on meanstested
assistance… an increase in the number of families pushed onto
meanstested assistance... and… more and more people are eligible
for one form or another of meanstested relief.

He said:

“The tax burden of families”—

has risen—

“faster than for other groups,”

and he concluded:

“These failures cannot be explained away entirely by the collapse
of the…Labour Government’s economic strategy.”

The interesting thing about those remarks is that the
right hon. Gentleman did not write them a few weeks
ago; he wrote those words in 1979 in a book entitled,
“What Went Wrong”, after Labour’s last disastrous
spell in office.

History, of course, does not exactly repeat itself. Not
all the poverty figures have deteriorated exactly as they
did last time, and nor, as a matter of fact, are the
industrial action on our streets today and Labour’s
vulnerability to the power of the unions owing to the
extent to which it is dependent on them for funding, as
serious as that was a quarter of a century ago.

The similarities, however, are at least as strong as the
contrasts. A misunderstanding about what creates and
sustains growth, and complacency about growth and
how to maintain it, have always been hallmarks of
Labour Governments, including this one. Today, the
Chancellor announced his forecast for growth, above
trend—3 to 3.5 per cent. for 2011. It might happen, but
it is well above the average of independent forecasts. I
hope that it happens, but I cannot help feeling uneasy
about relying on it, as he has. I cannot help sensing that
those optimistic numbers have more to do with showing
a plausible forecast for the reduction in the deficit than
with confidence in the economy’s resilience.

Seven years ago, in a major publication on economic
policy published by the Treasury, the Prime Minister
wrote:

“in 1997, as in 1944”—

he does not do things by half measures, does our Prime
Minister—

“a new paradigm”

was required with

“far more effective mechanisms for crisis prevention”

and

“far greater attention to financial stability”.

The introduction of the same book reads:
“No doubt in the years to come, as the UK economy experiences

various shocks, it will be possible to assess the strengths and
weaknesses of the new system”—

the one that he had just announced and was putting in
place.

Those years have come and gone. The weaknesses of
Labour economic strategy have been brutally exposed
and much damage has been done. We now need another
Government, and a fresh team, to repair the damage.

6.42 pm

Rob Marris (Wolverhampton, South-West) (Lab): It
is a pleasure to follow the hon. Member for Chichester
(Mr. Tyrie). I often disagree with most of what he says,
as I do today, but he is always thoughtful and well
worth listening to. That is in the nature of parliamentary
debate.

I want to start my remarks on the Budget, somewhat
prosaically, on the question of excise duty on beer,
which is no less than the Economic Secretary to the
Treasury, my hon. Friend the Member for Dudley,
South (Ian Pearson) would expect, because he, like me,
is a west midlands man. The three main pub chains in
the United Kingdom are based in the west midlands—
Enterprise Inns, Punch Taverns and, of course, Marston’s,
as it now is, but Banks’s, as my hon. Friend and I have
known it for 40 or more years. I am proud to say that
Banks’s brewery, as it was—Marston’s now—is
headquartered in my constituency. Not only is it in
charge of the third largest pub chain in the UK; it is a
major brewery in its own right.

I am dismayed that the Government, yet again, have
put up excise duty on beer to the tune of 2p a pint—2 per
cent. above inflation. We have a problem with alcohol in
our society, but generally it does not emanate from pubs
or people drinking Somerset cider, which was referred
to earlier by the hon. Member for Somerton and Frome
(Mr. Heath); it comes from cheap off-licence alcohol,
and often from what one might refer to as chemical
cider—if it has been near an apple, it is because it
passed a vegetable or fruit wagon on the road going the
other way.

Of course, putting up duty on cider to a swingeing
level might have an effect on chemical cider, and on
drinking in a way that contributes too often to antisocial
behaviour, but it will also hurt pubs. That is true not
only of cider but particularly beer, which is a major
drink in our society. Cider, of course, is a great drink,
but less widely drunk in the UK. This is a case of the
Government looking at a problem but coming up with
the wrong solution. So I make my annual plea to the
Government—it has not been successful so far, but it is
worth continuing to make it—to rethink the increase in
excise on beer and to focus their efforts on the minimum
price proposals. Indeed, those are being discussed in
Scotland, although I do not know if they have been
enacted there. That would do more to tackle the antisocial
behaviour about which many people are concerned.

Turning from that somewhat local issue—the excellent
Marston’s is in my constituency—with national
ramifications, I want to look at the bigger picture of the
national debt. Public finances are under considerable
pressure in the United Kingdom at the moment; that is
no secret. We are all aware of that, and so are just about
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all our constituents. I was, however, somewhat heartened
by the Chancellor’s predictions today. Of course, they
might prove over-optimistic, although that has not often
been the case for Treasury forecasts in the past.

Table 2.3 on page 25 of the Red Book repeats some of
the statistics the Chancellor mentioned in his Budget
speech. It states that the accumulated public sector net
debt will rise from 43.8 per cent. of GDP in the financial
year 2008-09 to 74.9 per cent. in 2014-15, which is as far
as the table goes. That is a considerable rise. That would
lead to the United Kingdom having an accumulated
national debt lower than or broadly equivalent to that
of major competitors such as France, Germany and the
United States. Canada is the exception, in that its
accumulated net debt is considerably lower, although it
is increasing somewhat during the recession.

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

Rob Marris: I am afraid I do not have time.
Table 2.3 also states that public sector net borrowing

would peak at 11.8 per cent. in the year that we are just
finishing, and fall to 4 per cent. by 2014-15. Four per
cent. is still a big deficit to be running after five years,
but it is not nearly as big as I feared it might be, because
of the steps taken by this Government to secure the
recovery. We need to strike a balance on the economic
level—I will come to the human level in a minute—between
making cuts, because we cannot carry on running such
a deficit and because of the need to reassure the
international capital markets, and cutting too soon, as
the Conservatives are proposing, which would jeopardise
the economic recovery. In those circumstances, growth—
anaemic as it has been in the past quarter—might stall
completely, placing even greater pressure on public
finances.

Disappointingly, the Leader of the Opposition hardly
put forward a single proposal today that had any meat
on its bones regarding what this country should do,
given the state of our public finances. He intimated
that, in his view, the Chancellor was not cutting enough
and not cutting quickly enough—an honourable and
coherent position, but one with which I profoundly
disagree—but there was no meat on those bones. I
understand that there is an Opposition policy on bank
bonuses, which is now broadly shared by the Government.
That is to be welcomed. There is also a proposal for a
Tobin tax—sometimes called the Robin Hood tax. The
Government’s position is that such a tax should have
multilateral agreement, which is sensible. The Conservative
position is to introduce it unilaterally, which is surprising.
The Lord Mayor of London has described that plan as
“bonkers”. The Conservatives might know more than I
do, but it does seem strange to go unilateral on that,
however desirable the effect of the tax might be.

The right hon. Member for Witney (Mr. Cameron)
also mentioned a council tax freeze. Attractive as that
might sound, such a proposal flies in the face of what is
often said on both sides of the House about local
control and decentralisation. It is all very well to go for
local control, decentralisation and all those nice clichés
about empowering the people, but when central
Government want to freeze council tax or prevent the
closure of a hospital—which is Conservative policy—we

get back to centralisation. Getting that balance right is
a constant problem for politicians on both sides of
the House.

Another subject that the Leader of the Opposition
did not mention today—although it was brought up
indirectly in the Budget in relation to the freeze on
inheritance tax allowances for at least the next year—was
the Conservative proposal for an inheritance tax windfall
for 3,000 of the wealthiest families in the country. I do
not think that that is a good way to proceed. It is
intellectually coherent, but I just happen to disagree
with it. It goes against my prejudices and I think that it
is wrong.

The Leader of the Opposition in attacking the Budget
was right to say—quite accurately, as far as I am aware—
that the UK entered this recession sooner than many
other countries and will come out of it later than many
other countries. What that critique singularly overlooks,
however, is that the recession in the UK has been
markedly shallower than that in many of our competitor
countries, which has had a real effect on employment.
Unemployment in Spain is at 19.3 per cent.; here, it is
8.2 per cent. That affects an awful lot of people’s lives. It
is not just a question of the length of the recession in
this country; its shallowness, importantly, has had a
positive effect on people’s lives. Many people are in
work who might well not have been if the Government
had not taken the steps they did to lessen the effects of
the recession.

Mr. Tyrie: The hon. Gentleman has the figures in
front of him, but I have not. However, I think he will
find that, peak to trough, the fall was faster and deeper
here than in any other major industrialised country. If it
was not actually the deepest, it was very near to it. The
Minister disagrees, but he can read the figures in a few
days’ time and tell me exactly where we are in the
pecking order. In any case, employment in the labour
market has been more resilient, but that is due to
reforms the Conservatives put through in the 1980s and
’90s, which, luckily, Labour did not dismantle.

Rob Marris: My understanding is that the recession
has been deeper in Germany and Japan, for example. In
fact, Germany may now be going back into recession.
Of course the recession has been big in this country; I
believe our GDP shrunk by about 6.2 per cent. last year.
It is big, but when it comes to unemployment, although
the recession has had an awful effect in this country, it is
not nearly as bad as it is in some of our competitor
countries—I think I am right in saying in every other
G7 country, including Canada, which on just about
every other statistic has been much better placed than
the UK.

Let us look at the broad approach of what a Government
should be doing. Again, the Leader of the Opposition is
very honest. He says, “If you want to see what we would
do if the Conservative party were in government, look
at what councils are doing”. His approach to the economy
and the Budget was openly enunciated in his speech to
the Conservative party conference last autumn when he
berated “big government”. There is a big ideological
divide there: I think there is a lot to be said for a
Government protecting people, which my Government—I
am proud to say—have tried to do with some success
during the recession.
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If we look at the economic policies of Wolverhampton
city council, we see that the Opposition approach to the
economy is to use the state of public finances as a cover
for shrinking the state. That is what they wish to do. I
do not wish, as a Labour MP, to shrink the state. There
is a big ideological divide. [Interruption.] The hon.
Member for Stone (Mr. Cash) shouts out “Shame”
from a sedentary position. He is open and honest as
ever—we are both west midlands MPs—as he thinks,
broadly, that less government, not necessarily minimal
government, is a good way to go. I disagree.

The ideological approach can be seen in Wolverhampton
city council, controlled by a joint administration of
Conservatives and Liberal Democrats, which is making
cuts. My hon. Friend the Economic Secretary is a west
midlands MP, too—our constituencies share a local
newspaper—so he will know all about the big cuts
going on. Five community centres have closed and the
price of meals on wheels has almost doubled. Sheltered
accommodation in my constituency has been closed to
save money. A care home was closed in the Wolverhampton,
North-East constituency to save money and a 106-year-old
woman was evicted in the snow. The Minister might
have seen the picture in the newspaper, while other
Members might be aware of it because it was on national
television. It would be understandable if it were part of
a necessary cuts programme, but it is not; it is totally
ideologically driven. I do not have a problem with that
as long as people are honest about it.

Why do I say this is ideologically driven? The
Conservative-Liberal Democrat administration has
controlled Wolverhampton city council for nearly two
years, so what have we seen over that time in respect of
moneys from central Government, which make up three
quarters of funding for any council in England? There
has been an above-inflation increase from central
Government in their subvention to Wolverhampton
city council, yet it still goes on saying—frankly, I think
it is a lie—“We have to cut £40 million from the council
budget”. Well, it does not; it chooses to make that
cut—which is fine, but let us have an open, honest
debate about it.

Lynne Jones: I have a leaflet here from the Conservative
candidate for Birmingham, Hall Green. On one side it
says “Only the Conservatives are promising cuts before
the election”, which is risky but honest. On the other
side, however, it condemns cuts in the constituency
budget. Although the budget is controlled by the Liberal
Democrats, it comes from a council that is run by the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats.

Rob Marris: Sadly, ‘twas ever thus, was it not, with
certain Janus-faced politicians in certain local authorities
in the west midlands, and, I believe, elsewhere?

Let me end by thanking the Government for acceding
to a campaign that I, and others, have been running for
some time on the question of capital allowances, which
are vital to areas such as the west midlands that depend
heavily on manufacturing. Let us be clear about the
facts. Although there has been a huge decline in the
number of people in the United Kingdom who are
employed in manufacturing—it is awful for those who
lose their jobs, across the west midlands and elsewhere,
when factories close—there has been no decline in
manufacturing output.

This is partly to do with what my hon. Friend the
Member for Brent, North (Barry Gardiner) said about
productivity. Productivity in UK manufacturing across
the piece, not necessarily in every sector or every workshop
but in terms of the broad figures, has increased a great
deal. There are very similar levels of manufacturing
output—in fact, they have slightly increased under the
present Government—along with markedly lower levels
of employment. That is what we get if we increase
output per person hour.

Manufacturing remains vital to the UK economy
and its future, both in the context of the way in which
the economy runs and as a motor to help us emerge
from the recession. It still accounts for roughly 50 per
cent. by value of our exports, and I am pleased to say
that we are still the sixth biggest manufacturer in the
world. I read nonsense in newspapers like The Daily
Telegraph about the death of manufacturing and the
fact that we do not make things here any more. It is
complete balderdash. I want more manufacturing—
especially in the west midlands, obviously—and I want
more manufacturing employment in an expanding sector
that is helping to take us out of the recession.

Leaving aside what the Government have done for
research and development and so on in the Budget and
the pre-Budget report, I can tell the House that in the
Budget capital allowances have been increased markedly,
which will have a particularly beneficial effect on smaller
businesses. We need those capital allowances to encourage
the investment that will enable us to drive forward for
the future, and the Government were absolutely right to
increase them.

I must, with some sadness, contrast that with the
position of the Conservative party. Some of its members
may not know this, but the Conservative party has a
clearly enunciated policy of cutting capital allowances.
It seems absolutely potty to me to take billions of
pounds away from manufacturing by cutting capital
allowances just when there is a consensus in our economy
and our society that we need to nurture manufacturing,
and that we must enable it to expand so that it can help
to pull us out of the recession.

I am proud that the Government are increasing capital
allowances to help manufacturing. I contrast them with
a Conservative party which seems to have learnt very
little, if anything, about manufacturing, and wants to
cut capital allowances. How sad can you get?

Ordered, That the debate be now adjourned.—(Kerry
McCarthy.)

Debate to be resumed tomorrow.

PETITIONS
Soundproof Fencing (A50 Staffordshire)

6.59 pm
Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): It is my honour to

present the following petition, which I strongly support.
The petition states:
The Petition of residents in Staffordshire regarding the failure

of the Highways Agency to have provided the promised and
effective soundproof fencing along the A50 running next to their
properties,

Declares that the petitioners recognise the Highways Agency
promised effective soundproof fencing along the A50, that the
Agency’s plans for fencing was either not erected or where it was
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erected made little or no difference, that this has left a constant
noise so that it is no longer possible to sit out in their gardens, or
sleep in bedrooms closest to the A50, and which has left many
with a poor quality of life.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Secretary of State for Transport to do all in his power to
ensure that the Highways Agency deliver the promised soundproof
fencing which runs along the Blythe Bridge area of the A50.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000775]

Newborough Pharmacy (Peterborough)

7.1 pm

Mr. Stewart Jackson (Peterborough) (Con): I rise to
present the following petition.

The petition states:
The Humble Petition of Sharmeen Datoo of 1317 Lincoln

Road, Peterborough, PE4 6LW,
Sheweth, that Newborough Pharmacy in Newborough,

Peterborough be supported and kept open. This pharmacy provides
a valuable and much needed service. It will be a great loss to the
community if the pharmacy is to close on account of lack of your
support.

Wherefore your Petitioners pray that your Honourable House
asks the Secretary of State for Health that he does all in his power
to ensure that the Pharmacy in Newborough, Peterborough remains
open. Furthermore that he asks the Peterborough Primary Care
Trust to review its decision to grant dispensing permissions to
another Practice in the City to dispense in Newborough.

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

[P000776]

Kurds (Human Rights)

7.2 pm

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): I have
10 petitions to present tonight, out of 27 petitions that
have come to the House, and which have been signed by
many thousands of Croydon residents. As a courtesy, I
shall only read the prayers relating to the petitions.

This petition states:
The Petition of the people of Croydon and its environs,
Declares that ethnic Kurds in Kurdistan do not receive the

human rights that they are entitled to expect.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to take steps to liaise with its international
partners in the European Union and farther a field to lobby for
improved human rights for Kurds in Turkey, Syria, Iraq and Iran.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000777]

Freedom Pass (Croydon)

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that the Freedom Pass is essential to the quality of

life of many Croydon residents, and that the change in funding of
the Freedom Pass may compromise the scheme.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Government to take such steps as are necessary to
ensure the scheme continues.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000778]

Shirley Hills Viewpoint (Croydon)

7.3 pm

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that the Shirley Hills viewpoint is in sad disrepair.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to encourage the London Borough of
Croydon local council to return the Shirley Hills viewpoint to its
former glory.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000779]

East Croydon Station

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that the slopes at East Croydon station can be an

especial challenge for the frail and unwell.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to encourage Network Rail to work to
improve accessibility at East Croydon station.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000780]

Rail Capacity (Croydon)

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that the service provided between Croydon and London

stations is insufficient to meet demand, with unacceptable levels
of overcrowding for hard working commuters and late night
travellers.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Government to increase rail capacity to Croydon.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000781]

EU Referendum

7.4 pm

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that there should be a referendum on European

Union membership.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to call a referendum on EU membership at
the same time as the next General Election.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000782]

Human Trafficking

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that human trafficking continues to blight our town.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to use its influence to maintain a dedicated
anti-trafficking unit in the Metropolitan Police.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000783]
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Traffic Accidents (Addiscombe, Croydon)

7.5 pm

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Addiscombe,
Declares that they are concerned about road traffic accidents

in the Lower Addiscombe Road on and near the zebra crossing at
the old Addiscombe railway site.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Government to encourage the authorities to introduce a
pedestrian activated traffic light controlled crossing to replace the
zebra crossing on the Lower Addiscombe Road at the old Addiscombe
railway site.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000784]

Traffic Accidents (Coombe Lane, Croydon)

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): The
petition states:

The Petition of the people of Croydon,
Declares that they are concerned about serious road traffic

accidents on Coombe Lane, Croydon.
The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons

urges the Government to encourage the authorities to introduce
improved road safety measures on Coombe Lane, Croydon.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000785]

Anti-Social Behaviour (Croydon)

Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): I am
most grateful for your tolerance of such a large number
of petitions, Mr. Deputy Speaker. The final petition
states:

The Petition of the people of New Addington and Fieldway
wards,

Declares that they are concerned that numerous cars have been
broken into and damaged, while bins have been repeatedly set on
fire around Oak Bank.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of Commons
urges the Government to encourage the authorities to introduce
improved lighting and an increased police presence in Oak Bank.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.

[P000786]

British High Commission in South Africa
Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House

do now adjourn.—(Kerry McCarthy.)

7.6 pm

Miss Ann Widdecombe (Maidstone and The Weald)
(Con): I am very grateful indeed to have the opportunity
this evening to raise the case of my constituent Mr. David
Acott, his wife Belinda Acott, and their children Keegan
and Kaylee. I am sad to have to say that they have
received very short shrift, both from the high commission
in Pretoria and from Lunar house.

I am delighted to see the Minister for Borders and
Immigration—a Home Office Minister—in his place. I
am sure that shortly he will tell me that he will ensure
that my comments are duly relayed to his colleagues in
the Foreign Office, but I want considerably more than
just for those comments to be relayed. I would like a
definitive response from the Foreign Office on how
aware it is of day-to-day operations in Pretoria at the
high commission and on what measures it will put in
place to improve the levels of courtesy and helpfulness—
and, for that matter, the levels of sheer, plain accessibility
to British citizens.

David Acott, who now resides in my constituency, is
a British citizen—he has a United Kingdom passport—but
his wife, Belinda Acott, and their children are not. They
travel on South African passports. Mr. and Mrs. Acott
have been married for 11 years, and their children are
aged nine and four. Throughout their marriage, both
the husband and wife have been employed full time, and
they are by no means lazy or without resourcefulness.
They had lived their whole lives in Zimbabwe, until
2001, when they were given 24 hours to leave their farm,
as the war veterans were taking it over. I wonder how
the Minister or I would feel if we were given 24 hours to
leave our homes, without the slightest notion of what
we were going to do next.

What should have happened at that point is this.
Because Mr. Acott is a British citizen, the family should
have come back here, and his wife and children should
have claimed asylum, which most Zimbabweans who
were turned out of their farms have been successful in
obtaining. However, they did not do that. They are
self-sufficient individuals. They were afraid for the safety
of their elder child, who at that stage was not even two.
So, they left Zimbabwe and crossed the border into
South Africa with just three suitcases. At that stage,
they thought that South Africa was a viable option
because they have relatives there and because it is much
closer to Zimbabwe than the UK.

They could not take any money out of Zimbabwe,
because the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe could not
exchange it into the South African rand as no foreign
currency was available. They left with three suitcases
and no money, so it is not very surprising that they
should choose the neighbouring South Africa rather
than the rather more far-flung UK. They moved in with
the brother and sister-in-law of Mrs. Acott and that
family supported them until they were able to become
South African citizens. Mrs. Acott’s mother and father
were born in South Africa so, with little ado and very
swiftly, they were able to become South African citizens.
They started again from scratch in South Africa, opened
their own company, which lasted until September 2009—
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eight years after they were turned out of Zimbabwe—when
the recession hit South Africa and they had to close
their business as it was running at a massive loss.

They immediately started looking for employment
but fell foul of new rules that had been brought in in
South Africa, of which the Minister is almost certainly
aware. They were sent away from all the interviews and
all the job positions for which they applied because they
were not black African people, as the law in South
Africa stated that under black empowerment to redress
the inequalities of apartheid priority had to be given to
previously disadvantaged groups. Naturally enough, with
no money, no job and no business, they asked what they
should do and they were advised to return to England.
It was at that point that everything started to go wrong.

Mr. Acott was a British citizen—naturally, he had a
British passport. Three of his sisters are already residing
in the UK. Mrs. Acott’s great-grandfather was British
and they decided therefore that the obvious and best
option would be to start a new life in the UK. So, they
did what I would have expected any British citizen—which
Mr. Acott is—in that position to do. They went to the
British high commission. They asked what was required
of them and how they could start the process of immigrating
to the UK. Not only was there unhelpfulness and a
failure to get any information at all, but, worse than
that, they could not even get past the security guard—I
hope that the Minister is listening at this point, and I
stress that they could not even get past the security
guard—for an interview or a meeting with a consultant.

I might be terribly naive, but I always assumed that
when a “Brit cit” was in trouble abroad, they could go
to their country’s embassy or high commission and that
they would at least receive advice and certainly would
not be turned away by a security guard. They did not
give up—they tried several times, but to no avail. Eventually,
they were told that they should go and see a UK visa
agent. When they asked the agent what he required, he
said that he would require at least 50,000 South African
rand, from people who had already been refugees once
and now, for the second time, found themselves without
any resources. That was what was required just to start
the procedure and then, when he had that 50,000 rand,
he would try to help them. They did not have that
amount of money—they had already been unemployed
for four months—and decided to come to the UK, with
the three non-Brit cits coming in on visitors’ visas, and
to try to start the procedure here.

I think it is an appalling business that a British citizen
in distress, who obviously had taken every possible step
to help himself, should be turned away by a security
guard from the high commission in Pretoria.

However, the scene shifts: they leave South Africa
and manage to come over here. When they came here,
they believed that they would face a fairly simple procedure
to get accepted. They arrived here on 19 January 2010,
and stayed with one of Mr. Acott’s sisters. They have
made no claim whatever on the state.

The day after they arrived, the husband immediately
obtained a national insurance number. The family registered
with a GP, opened a bank account, and took steps to
change a Zimbabwean driver’s licence to a British one.
Mr. Acott also received from the Home Office Identity
and Passport Service the forms to apply for his identity card.

Within a matter of weeks, Mr. Acott was working for
Everest Ltd. as a sales consultant. He obtained a distinction
in his certificate of achievement at the sales academy on
18 February, following a week’s training course. He had
interviews with British Gas, and waited for the required
training programme.

In other words, these people have been self-motivated
self-starters throughout. They joined the local libraries,
and enrolled their children in local schools. Then, Mrs. Acott
went to the Home Office in Croydon to ask for the
required forms to produce necessary documentation.
She was told by the officer at the inquiries counter that
he could not help, and that she should have applied for
her spouse visa in South Africa. She said that she had
tried to apply in South Africa, to which the official at
Lunar house replied, “Well, you should have forced
your way.”

Now I say to the Minister that, if that is how his
officials respond to people in distress—as these constituents
of mine are—they need further training. Indeed, I hope
that that official will be tracked down and disciplined.

Mrs. Acott then asked what she and her husband
could do. The official told them rudely to get back on
an aeroplane and fly to South Africa. She says that they
told him that they had sold their motor vehicles, furniture
and worldly belongings and still only just managed to
purchase their air tickets, with a bit of cash left over to
move to the UK. The family had nothing left, nor
anybody in South Africa to return to, but the official
said, “That’s the only thing you can do. We cannot help
you.” She asked, “Who can we see and who can we talk
to?” He said, “Please leave. There’s nothing we can do,
or anyone for you to see.”

In tears, they have now tried several UK visa agents
and been told the same thing. Interestingly, however,
when they contacted the Visa Bureau, they were given
advice that they had not been given by any official.
Mrs. Acott was told, “If your husband David is the
biological father of your children”—which he is—“and
you were married at the time your children were born”—
which they were—“you should already be British citizens.”
That meant that they should be able to make an application
here in the UK for British passports.

Mrs. Acott was also told, “If David is the biological
father of your children, and you were not married at the
time of their birth, your children would still be able to
make applications to register as British citizens here in
the UK and thereafter apply for British passports.” I do
not know whether that information is correct, and nor
does Mrs. Acott. However, if it is correct and stands as
good advice, why did she have to get it from an outside
organisation and not from either Lunar house or Pretoria?

We have a situation in which two young children—one
is nine, the other four—and their mother are being told
that they must go back to South Africa to apply for a
spouse visa to enter this country when their visitors’
visas expire. As a matter of detail, the visas expire
during the school term time and when the World cup is
on. I imagine that travelling to South Africa at such a
time would be a trifle expensive, and certainly very
disruptive to the older child’s education.

But that is a matter of detail. Those three people are
being told that they have to go back to South Africa—where
they have already tried to obtain the necessary documents.
What guarantee is there that they will not be turned
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away by another security guard if they go back to South
Africa, or that they will be able to make the applications
that they wanted in the first place to make?

This is a very sorry tale. It is a sorry tale of how the
British look after their citizens abroad and of how our
officials respond to people in distress in this country. It
is a grossly sorry tale if there is one iota of truth in the
advice that was given to Mr. and Mrs. Acott, because
that advice was not given by any official British body. If
they are to go back to South Africa, what reassurance
can the Minister give me that they will be dealt with
properly and officially? If they are not to go back, will
he advise them on what they are to do, because their
visitors’ visas will expire in June?

They have a subsisting marriage—it has lasted 11 years—
and they have done their level best at every twist and
turn of their fate to look after themselves, sometimes
with the help of family. They are not lazy, they do not
want to be charity cases, and they are not scroungers,
yet they are utterly abandoned.

7.21 pm
The Minister for Borders and Immigration (Mr. Phil

Woolas): May I first offer the traditional congratulations
to the right hon. Member for Maidstone and The
Weald (Miss Widdecombe) on securing this adjournment
debate? May I also use this occasion to record my
admiration for her? I do not know whether this is her
last such debate—that probably has more to do with
you, Mr. Deputy Speaker, and Mr. Speaker, than with
me—but she presents her case with characteristic
forthrightness, giving the Minister at the Dispatch Box
the usual bout of nerves and fear.

Miss Widdecombe: I doubt that.

Mr. Woolas: The right hon. Lady should not
underestimate herself.

I do not want to go into the specifics of the case in
too much detail, and I hope the right hon. Lady also
appreciates that that would be difficult for me to do. I
have read the correspondence that she kindly sent to
me, including the letter from the family to her constituency
office and her subsequent representations. Some of the
points in that letter do not square with the Home
Office’s understanding of what could have happened
and what did happen—and, of course, the events took
place within the general context of the rules. However, I
will come back to her with the detail after this debate,
so that she can pass that on to her constituent. That is
the duty of the Minister, and I hope she accepts that I
take my duties in this Chamber very seriously indeed,
even if I sometimes disagree with her on policy points,
although not as many as I sometimes think I should.

The British high commission in South Africa is one
of our most important postings. Following the changes
that have taken place and the improvement of the
managed migration policy, the visa operation now falls
under the UK Border Agency, not the Foreign Office.
There are arguments for and against that—I obviously
think that it is beneficial—but people following the
debate might have wondered why a Home Office Minister
is responding to a debate on a high commission function.
The reason is that the Government thought that in that
way the right hon. Lady was more likely to get the
answers she was seeking, because the case involves
visas, not the general operation.

Suffice it to say that relationships with South Africa
are very important to us. The high commission in
Pretoria has 216 staff to provide political, consular and
visa services. The visa section employs 82 of those
staff—some UK people, and some locally employed.
There is also a consulate general in Cape Town. We did
the global visa waiver test in 2008, and in March 2009
we introduced the visa requirement for travel from
South Africa. The problem that we previously faced
was the Zimbabwean problem that the right hon. Lady
has highlighted. There was significant evidence of abuse,
with Zimbabweans presenting South African documents
in the UK. That was a major challenge and required the
implementation of a visa regime in relation to South
Africa. That was not peculiar to South Africa, as we did
the same thing with a number of countries.

For the past few years, all visa applicants have been
required to enrol their biometrics, and the way in which
that is done may be at the root of this issue. We have
agents—organisations and companies to which we
franchise—to take the initial visa applications, but that
is not done initially at the high commission. So although
anyone who has a British passport has an absolute
entitlement to service at the high commission, the initial
stages of visa applications are done through agents. We
have invested £4 million in extending the facilities in
Pretoria to provide that service. The commercial partner
that provides that front-of-house service—I hate that
phrase, but I think the right hon. Lady knows what I
mean—in South Africa is a company called VFS Global.

We have implemented what we call a hub-and-spoke
arrangement, whereby visa applications can be made in
one city or posting and then decided and processed in
the continental hub. Pretoria is the African hub, so its
operation is particularly important to us. I shall not list
the benefits of that arrangement now, because I suspect
that the right hon. Lady would fall asleep. She can read
them elsewhere, and I am quite prepared to discuss
those issues if necessary.

Let me give the House an idea of scale. In 2009 the
British high commission in Pretoria processed 122,609
visa applications, of which 101,200 were from South
African nationals. Since the introduction of the new
visa requirement for South African visitors, the British
high commission has offered exceptional levels of customer
service. In 2009 more than 95 per cent. of all visit visa
applications were resolved within five days, two thirds
of all settlement applications were resolved within 10 days,
and 97 per cent. of all South African visa applications
were issued. Of the 101,200 visa applications from
South African nationals, 88,098 were in the visitor
category. In the settlement category, 86 per cent. of the
applications from South African nationals were issued.
In other words, there is an exceptionally high volume of
applications and, I would argue, a very good service
within the commitments that we make.

The entry clearance officer or the in-country official
will consider the application carefully to ensure that the
correct decision is made. However, the onus rests on the
applicant to demonstrate that they meet the requirements
of the immigration rules.

Miss Widdecombe: I am sure that this lady would
have been hugely grateful to have got anywhere near an
entry clearance officer. The family was habitually turned
away, and only on the production of 50,000 rand would
they have made any progress at all.
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Mr. Woolas: As the right hon. Lady has intervened,
let me turn to the specifics of the case. We do not
recognise the 50,000 rand figure. We assume that it has
come from an agent independent of either the high
commission or the agent that we employ. There is no
correlation between that figure and the visa fee, given
the number of people in the family involved. I must also
make the point that a visitor visa was issued, and the
application process for such a visa involves producing
evidence of return arrangements, so I assume that they
were in place, although I will have to get back to the
right hon. Lady about that. That must have been done
through the agent, with the application processed through
the hub arrangement in the high commission, so the
situation is puzzling. While I do not recognise the
50,000 rand figure for a visa fee, which I understand
translates to about £4,500, the visitor visa will have
been issued on the assumption that the relevant family
members would return to South Africa, but given the
evidence that she has provided, I assume that that was
not the intention, which raises difficulties for my officers
in this case.

Although I have no doubt whatsoever about the
family’s intention or integrity, the rules—and indeed the
law—state that one cannot apply in country. Indeed, I
cannot envisage any Government allowing such an
in-country application for settlement or citizenship, and
the advice that the right hon. Lady reports that the
family was given is consistent with that position.

Miss Widdecombe: I absolutely agree that there is a
clear rule that if someone wants to enter the country on
the basis of marriage, they must apply from outwith the
country. The Minister will know that I have upheld that
rule consistently, and that I have advised constituents to
go back. However, the point that I keep making is that
the family tried that, and Mrs. Acott simply says, “What
happens if I go back? I will be exactly where I was when
I was trying to leave.”

Mr. Woolas: I understand the point that the right
hon. Lady makes, which was also made in the letter to
her office and the written representations that I received.
That is the point about which we are puzzled, because a
visitor visa was processed, and it is odd that the option
of applying for a spousal visa was not available, yet an
application for a visitor visa was processed. I think that
we will have to come back to that point.

I know that the right hon. Lady appreciates that I
have to uphold the rules. I have no intention of hindering
the family—I understand that the father is a British
citizen—and obviously they have made a choice about
their future lives, but I have to apply the rules.

On the subject of courtesy, the right hon. Lady
referred to several stages involving the high commission,
and perhaps the visa application office and a private
agent, and she also mentioned Lunar house. Information
with which I will provide her after the debate will feed
into our understanding of the situation. Although I am
not saying that I do not believe the account that has
been given, some of it is puzzling. Individual circumstances
vary, however, and misunderstandings occasionally arise
while processing visa applications. The basic rules on
applications are, as she acknowledges, that an application
for a spousal visa must be made outside the country and
that an in-country transfer is not usually allowed, although
there are exceptional circumstances in which that may
happen. A visitor visa was issued in this family’s case
and, as I said, it is logical that that must have involved
an appointment, an application and the processing of
documents. I am therefore puzzled as to why the application
for spousal and family visas was not made at that stage.

The assumption throughout this debate is that the
lady in question—the wife—is the primary applicant.
There are children involved as well, who would be
entitled to apply for British citizenship by virtue of their
father’s British citizenship. [Interruption.] The right
hon. Lady says from a sedentary position, “From here?”
The issue that we would have been dealing with is the
wife’s application. The right hon. Lady raised the issue
of the children this evening. Of course I will come back
to her. Some aspects are puzzling, and I hope the
illumination that I will be able to shed on the case will
satisfy her.

The right hon. Lady refers to the good intent of the
family. My experience is that all applicants claim, or
have, good intent. Unfortunately, the rules are the rules,
and I must apply them. She does not need me to tell her
that; I think she did this job at one stage in her rather
formidable career, as I knew already—but learned even
more about from my research. If I may, I shall write to
her with the details that I can give her, to reassure her
and her constituents that I take this matter seriously.

7.36 pm
House adjourned without Question put (Standing Order

No. 9(7)).
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Westminster Hall

Wednesday 24 March 2010

[SIR NICHOLAS WINTERTON in the Chair]

Presbyterian Mutual Society
Motion made, and Question proposed, That the sitting

be now adjourned.—(Helen Jones.)

9.30 am

Sir Nicholas Winterton (in the Chair): This is the last
time that I shall chair a Westminster Hall sitting in my
House of Commons career. I say to the hon. Gentlemen
and hon. Lady from Northern Ireland that it is not
inappropriate that I should be chairing a debate relating
to the province of Ulster and Northern Ireland. I call
Rev. Dr. William McCrea to address the Chamber.

Dr. William McCrea (South Antrim) (DUP):
Sir Nicholas, I count it an honour to sit under your
chairmanship today. I thank you for the courtesy you
have shown to my hon. Friends over the years. I wish
you well in your retirement and thank you for your
superb chairmanship and leadership. Thank you for
calling me to open what I trust will be a profitable
debate on a subject that touches the hearts of many of
my constituents.

I welcome the opportunity to open this timely debate
on an issue that needs to be resolved to the satisfaction
of all of the people involved. I ought to start by
painting a backcloth to what is an injurious situation
that affects the lives of many ordinary people and their
families. The Presbyterian mutual society is an industrial
and provident society with about 10,000 members. Its
aims are
“to promote thrift among its members by the accumulation of
their savings; to use and manage such savings for the mutual
benefit of members; to create a source of credit for the benefit of
its members at a fair and reasonable rate of interest; to procure or
provide legal, accountancy, consultancy or secretarial services
and advice to members towards assisting them in the establishment,
improvement or expansion of their business or financial affairs
and generally to undertake all or anything expedient for the
accomplishing or incident or conducive to or consequential upon
the attainment of all or any of the objects including the acquisition
of property and any rights or interest therein.”

Membership of the society was obtained by the purchase
of shares. The maximum shareholding was £20,000.
Members who wanted to place more money with the
society could do so by making loans to it. A dividend
was paid on shares and those who made loans received
interest. The society grew rapidly, with its assets rising
by more than 12 times from £24 million in 2002 to £309
million in 2008. It made significant advances for buy-to-let
properties, and development and agricultural land.

It is clear from the rules of the PMS that it was
intended to be a thrift institution, as it aimed
“to promote thrift among its members by the accumulation of
their savings”.

That the PMS was accepted for registration with that
rule indicates that it was acknowledged by the authorities
to be a thrift institution. PMS savers who put in their
money as shares had every reason to believe that they

were in the same position as those in credit unions, who
likewise deposit their money in the form of shares and
are none the less recognised by Government as savers.

PMS members are certainly not shareholders in the
ordinary sense of the term. The shares did not derive
their value from being traded and were withdrawable at
any time at their original value. The value of the
shareholding did not determine the voting power of the
member; all were equal. As the recent court case indicated,
shareholders could turn themselves into creditors at the
stroke of a pen by applying to withdraw their shares. As
the Treasury Committee report of February put it,
“it is understandable that PMS members considered them as
analogous to deposits in a building society”.

In the light of that, I cannot understand how the
Treasury can justify regarding the members as akin to
equity-style shareholders.

Like so many things in life, all went well until
circumstances outside the control of the PMS took
centre stage. As a result of the collapse of the Icelandic
banks, the Government effectively guaranteed all deposits
in conventional banks. Although that had a stabilising
effect on the wider financial system, it prompted many
PMS members to move their money from the society. In
the first three weeks of October 2008, the PMS responded
to many members’ requests for withdrawals, which reduced
the balance of the PMS current account from £25 million
to just £4 million.

On 25 October 2008, the board met and decided that
no further payments should be made to members until
it had been professionally advised on the liquidity of
the society. By the time of a subsequent meeting on
6 November, a further £50 million worth of requests
had been made and three members had announced
their intention to commence legal proceedings for the
recovery of their investments. Faced with that problem,
the priority of the board became asset protection and it
was resolved to place the society into administration to
achieve that.

Legislation was passed quickly in Northern Ireland
by my colleague Arlene Foster, the Minister of Enterprise,
Trade and Investment in Northern Ireland. That news
was welcomed at the time because it protected the assets
of the society and prevented a fire sale that would have
resulted in many small savers not getting back any of
their invested money.

Bob Spink (Castle Point) (Ind): On the Iceland situation,
does the hon. Gentleman agree that, whatever the technical
legal position, which we will hear from the Government
Front Bench, it is ironic that Government action to help
savers in Icelandic banks helped to precipitate the problems
in the PMS and caused its members to suffer? Although
the Government may make a technical argument for
not treating PMS members and Icelandic savers equally,
they are real people who depend on their savings. Does
he agree that whoever forms the next Government
should treat those Irish savers and savers in the Icelandic
banks equally?

Dr. McCrea: I agree wholeheartedly with the hon.
Gentleman’s sentiments. It is correct that, whatever
technical point the Minister may come up with to get
out of doing what should be done, it will not rest easy
with people in Northern Ireland. Should there be a
Government of a different complexion after the election,
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I hope that they will consider the matter seriously and
prove themselves faithful to the people of Northern
Ireland.

Mr. Nigel Dodds (Belfast, North) (DUP): I congratulate
my hon. Friend on securing this important debate. He
mentioned that the Presbyterian mutual society was
allowed to go into administration as a result of action
taken by Arlene Foster, the Minister of Enterprise,
Trade and Investment in Northern Ireland. As the then
Minister of Finance, I was part of a meeting between
devolved Ministers and the PMS. Is not the swiftness
with which action was taken in the Northern Ireland
Assembly an illustration of the benefits of devolution
to Northern Ireland, which allows local politicians to
respond with flexibility, imagination and rapidity to
crises that arise in the affairs of the people of Northern
Ireland?

Dr. McCrea: I agree wholeheartedly with my hon.
Friend. I will touch on some of his points as my speech
develops.

There is little merit in apportioning blame for the
PMS’s difficulties. Last month, on 18 February, the
Treasury Committee, chaired by the right hon. Member
for West Dunbartonshire (John McFall), published a
report entitled, “The failure of the Presbyterian Mutual
Society”. Although I welcome the fact that the report
highlighted that many people are still suffering, I feel
that it entered the territory of who was to blame for the
crisis, without finding any solutions. The questions
posed when the Chair spoke at Stormont might have
added to the debate and, indeed, such finger pointing
might have momentarily given a grain of comfort to
those who are hurting most. However, the report was
disappointing, because it contributed nothing in terms
of the real positive solutions that are necessary. That is
exactly what I want this debate to touch on today: the
positive solutions.

During this morning’s debate, I will not be distracted
by a blame-game attitude. I will strain every muscle to
focus every effort on seeking a quick and genuine resolution
to the issue. We must all vigorously pursue such a
resolution, so that we can alleviate the distress and
hardship that are genuinely being experienced by these
savers, many of whom have been caught in the valley of
despair. Many ordinary PMS savers are asking how we
have got into this situation, and it can be rightly
acknowledged that many factors were at play, including
the downturn in the property market and the instability
of the UK’s established financial institutions.

Again, I stress that we need to find a solution for
those people who have been affected by the difficulties,
rather than simply blaming those at fault. I have no
doubt whatsoever that the matter of who is to blame
will be a challenge for another day, but it is not something
to be considered now. We must recognise the impact
that the crisis is having on thousands of savers who
lodged money in the PMS. We, as politicians in Northern
Ireland, have received hundreds of letters from distressed
savers who cannot afford to pay the fees of old peoples’
homes, their children’s university tuition fees or the tax
bills incurred by selling off property and lodging money
in the society until they purchased their new home.

Lady Hermon (North Down) (UUP): It is, of course,
delightful and regrettable that this will be the last time I
will serve under your chairmanship, Sir Nicholas. The
hon. Gentleman will be well aware that in North Down
I, too, have many Presbyterian savers with the PMS. I
am a Presbyterian, but I am not a saver with the PMS.
My constituents, like his constituents, were looking
forward to a positive outcome from the Prime Minister’s
working group that was set up on 17 July 2009. A
Treasury report states that the group was set up with the
expectation that it would
“report back to the Prime Minister in the autumn.”

To my knowledge, no such report has appeared. My
constituents and the savers in Presbyterian churches not
just up and down North Down but throughout Northern
Ireland are greatly disappointed with the attitude of the
Prime Minister and the Government, who I am sure the
hon. Gentleman would agree have a moral obligation to
support PMS savers. Will he perhaps enlighten hon.
Members as to why no report was forthcoming last
autumn?

Dr. McCrea: I thank the hon. Lady for her intervention.
We will have to wait for the later part of the debate to
find out why the report has not been forthcoming.
However, I want to develop that matter a little further
and I will touch on it again in my remarks.

Many of the people I have been speaking about put
their life savings into the PMS because they were assured
that the society was safe and honest. They were also
assured that it would help the furtherance of God’s
work and, of course, that they would get a return on
their money. Comforting expressions of concern and
sympathy will not suffice in dealing with this crisis; we
must actively engage with the Government to reach a
solution that will allow pensioners, families and ordinary
citizens to have access to their hard-earned money. The
crisis is impacting not only on families, but on many
Presbyterian Church congregations throughout Northern
Ireland, who had money saved to build new church
halls and so on. The Presbyterian Church plays a vital
role in civic society by organising after-school clubs, old
age pensioner groups, youth groups and so on. Many of
those groups must now endure financial hardship.

Only yesterday, the administrator of the PMS announced
that people who have more than £20,000 in the society
will get a payout of 12p for every pound they had in the
PMS. That is the first payout since the PMS went into
administration in November 2008, and although it will
provide a crumb of comfort for those who have more
than £20,000 in the society, it will do absolutely nothing
to comfort those who have less than £20,000. Many of
those people are hurting most.

Mr. Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP): I
congratulate my hon. Friend on obtaining the debate.
He is touching on a critical point. Although all the
savers are obviously hurting because of what has happened
over the past 17 months, many senior citizens had up to
£20,000 in the PMS. They are totally dependent on that
money for the remainder of their lives and many were
going to use the relatively small sums of money that
they had for their funeral costs. We need to try to assist
those people as well as the others.

Dr. McCrea: I wholeheartedly agree and thank my
hon. Friend for his intervention. I have major concerns
that yesterday’s announcement will only put many of
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the smaller savers into deeper despair. Unfortunately, in
February this year, the High Court in Belfast made a
ruling that investors with less than £20,000 could not be
considered creditors of the PMS and therefore could
not share the £20 million of income that the society has
generated since it went into administration. We need
Government action to resolve the issue, so that all who
placed money in the PMS—both small and large savers—
can get their money back.

I am not suggesting that nothing has been happening
to take the issue forward. I know that the First and
Deputy First Ministers have had meetings with the
Prime Minister and Treasury officials on several occasions.
In addition, my hon. Friend the Member for East
Antrim (Sammy Wilson), the Minister for Finance and
Personnel in the devolved Administration, and Mrs. Arlene
Foster, the Minister of Enterprise, Trade and Investment,
have been actively engaged in these negotiations. I pay
special tribute to them for that. However, the bottom
line is that my constituents are still without their much
needed money—indeed, the point made by my hon.
Friend the Member for East Londonderry (Mr. Campbell)
showed how much that money is needed and how
people are hurting.

Some people have been credited with talking a good
talk on the issue, and have gleefully pointed the finger at
others while stating that others have all the responsibility
to resolve the matter. However, we all carry a responsibility
to use our best efforts to bring about a solution. The
Moderator—and, indeed, the past Moderator—of the
Presbyterian Church in Northern Ireland can confirm
that I, as the Chief Whip of the Democratic Unionist
party, have hosted with my right hon. and hon. Friends
a number of meetings to discuss the in-depth issues that
are pressing their congregational members. Indeed, I
have made a further request with the Prime Minister’s
office for a meeting with the moderator.

In June 2009, the Government set up a ministerial
working group to deal with the issue. The group was
comprised of the Chief Secretary to the Treasury, the
Economic Secretary to the Treasury, the Secretary of
State for Northern Ireland, the Northern Ireland Minister
for Finance and Personnel, the Northern Ireland Minister
of Enterprise, Trade and Investment and the First and
Deputy First Ministers of Northern Ireland. Much
work has been done and continues to be done behind
the scenes to find a satisfactory resolution to the matter
for those who have lost money through the PMS. However,
it is vital—indeed, imperative—that the Government
here in Westminster, together with the local Administration
in Northern Ireland, redouble those efforts and work to
find a resolution to the problem.

Savers with the PMS have waited too long; they need
assistance from the Government on the matter. We have
already seen our Government help to protect the interests
of those who have money saved in the Icelandic banks.
Is it too much to ask for the Government to help savers
who have money saved in Northern Ireland? The PMS
is not simply a Northern Ireland issue any more than
Dunfermline was simply a Scottish issue. Only a UK
solution is fair and equitable.

One might well ask what the rationale was for what is
believed to be the Treasury view that the Northern
Ireland Executive and the Presbyterian Church should
contribute to a hardship fund. That is only necessary
because the Government have failed to treat PMS members

like other savers in other failed financial institutions.
Why were the Scottish Executive not required to contribute
to the rescue of the failed institutions within their
jurisdiction? I am sure that the Treasury is aware that
the only resources available to the Presbyterian Church
are those contributed every Sunday by the people in the
pews. Is it not wholly unfair that the community that
has been directly hit by the failures of the PMS should
be required to pay in part for the rescue?

The PMS was a completely autonomous institution
over which the Church had no control, and its failure
was a local manifestation of a general failure of the UK
financial sector. Do the Government realise the huge
sense of injustice and unfairness that the handling of
the PMS issue has generated? We are talking about
thrifty, decent and hard-working people who had every
reason to believe that they were ordinary savers. They
believe that they have been singled out for discriminatory
treatment by the Government, who have shown little
regard for the dire consequences of what they have
failed to do. My constituents genuinely feel that the
Government have not seriously addressed the arguments
put forward in support of their case by the PMS lobby
group.

The reality of the situation is that for eight months
after the PMS collapsed, London displayed a lack of
interest. Although I appreciate that the ministerial working
group and supporting officials have been working closely
with the administrator to seek a commercial resolution
to the winding-up of the PMS and are considering
other alternatives to assist PMS savers before reporting
to the Prime Minister when they conclude their
deliberations, the savers are the only ones in the UK
who have been denied access to their savings during the
most severe period of the recession.

In the Minister’s opinion, is the idea of facilitating a
commercial solution still a viable and practical option
that is being followed seriously? I have been asked
whether a commercial solution for the PMS would be
facilitated if, as was done in some other cases, the
riskiest assets were removed for separate, bad bank-style
treatment. Did the Treasury consider such a move and
feature it in any discussion with the financial sector? If
not, is that not another example of the lack of innovative
thinking in tackling the matter, compared to the
resourcefulness and urgency shown in the rescue of
other failed financial institutions?

It is also fair to say that as recently as 3 March the
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland told the Northern
Ireland Affairs Committee that a commercial solution
was the best solution. What role has the Treasury, which
is the lead Department for the financial sector, played in
seeking to interest a bank in absorbing the PMS assets
and liabilities? How many meetings did the Treasury
have with the financial sector on the PMS and what
kind of support did it offer? Perhaps the answers to
those questions would give concrete evidence of the
significant action taken by the Treasury and the Westminster
Government.

Perhaps I should also touch on the question of culpability.
Reference is sometimes made to the culpability of the
PMS for the misfortune of its members, but the same
could be said of other failed institutions and the culpability
of their boards, managements, advisors and auditors.
The crucial point that I want to make in response is that
none of the savers in any of those institutions was
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allowed to suffer as a result. The Government’s declared
aim throughout was to protect the innocent victims of
the economic and financial crisis. Surely their treatment
of the PMS savers must stand out in sharp contrast as
the exception. Indeed, the Government go even further
and find the PMS savers themselves culpable for not
appreciating, as the Government continue to assert,
that they were not savers at all, but investors. I resolutely
challenge that contention.

I appreciate that many other Members want to speak
in this important debate, but before concluding I will
ask the Economic Secretary a further question. Does he
subscribe to the view expressed by a Treasury official to
a visiting delegation that a major reason for the PMS
not being treated in the same way as other failed financial
institutions was that, unlike them, it posed no systemic
risk to the economy? In other words, the others were
too big to be allowed to fail, whereas 10,000 savers in
Northern Ireland are expendable. Does he not agree
that that is a shameful and deeply offensive comment
that fully justifies the suspicion that the Government
never intended to include PMS savers within their boast that

“no saver has lost money as a result of the economic and financial
crisis”?

We all believe that we must do something, but time is
running out. Possibilities seem to be getting limited, but
one possibility that is not acceptable to my constituents
and, I believe, those of my right hon. and hon. Friends,
is for those honourable people to be left stranded.
Reams have been written on the subject and column
inches thick with suggestions have been recorded by the
wise and the good, but a resolution is still not a reality. I
hope that in the debate we will get cross-party support
on the matter. I urge Members to encourage the
Government to redouble their efforts to find a solution
to that urgent and important matter. I tell the Minister
to be innovative and bold, to take the lead and to make
his name for the good people of Northern Ireland.

9.55 am

Mark Durkan (Foyle) (SDLP): It is always a pleasure
and an honour to serve under your chairmanship, Sir
Nicholas, but today is touched with sadness. This is the
last occasion on which you will preside, with your keen
interest and intense sympathy, over our deliberations on
matters affecting people in Northern Ireland. I congratulate
the hon. Member for East Antrim—[Interruption.] That
was a map-reading error. I congratulate the hon. Member
for South Antrim (Dr. McCrea) on securing this timely
debate on a hugely important matter.

The hon. Gentleman said that people do not want
blame games in relation to this matter, and the Presbyterian
mutual society savers I have talked with—both constituents
and others—do not want claim games either. People are
concerned that there is some partisan tripping going on
in relation to things that emphasise the role of Ministers
of particular parties in certain ways. I remind him and
other right hon. and hon. Members that when the crisis
happened, the Minister rightly and alertly moved to
legislate. That was supported by all parties and by the
Committee for Enterprise, Trade and Investment in the
Assembly, which I happened to chair at the time.

The Committee took a keen and active interest and
engaged with officials and the administrator in ways
that did not cut across what the Minister and her
colleagues were doing and did not distract in any way or
compromise the role of Ministers in their engagements
with the Treasury and others. That must be remembered
as an important matter of context.

Reference was made to the Treasury Committee report
published last month, which was a welcome intervention
in the matter. I hope that we Northern Ireland Members
will not waste time today, in front of the Economic
Secretary, disagreeing with and quibbling about aspects
of that report. The report tried to inject urgency into
the situation and show a real and keen sympathy. It was
particularly helpful in cutting through the fog of obfuscation
coming from the Treasury and others in London on the
status and circumstances of the PMS savers.

In particular, the report effectively refuted the nonsense
that the savers should be treated as investors rather than
bona fide savers and as shareholders with regard to the
equity, as though commercial and tradable shares had
been involved; they were simply withdrawable shares
that the savers thought were the form of their savings
engagement, on a mutual basis. That is what they
always understood them to be, no matter how others
have sought to characterise them.

The Treasury Committee had to look at the background
of what had happened, with regard to the performance
and conduct of the society and the regulatory environment
in which it all took place.Were there issues and lessons
there?

One reason why the Treasury Committee had to look
into the background was that it has done exactly that in
respect of every other banking or financial institution
failure. If we are going to say that the Treasury and
others should not treat the PMS any differently from
any of the other institutions that have collapsed or got
into difficulty, we cannot ask the Treasury Committee
to treat the PMS and its circumstances any differently
from how it has treated any other institution. For other
institutions, it has drawn attention to mistakes,
misjudgments and misdeeds on the part of the institutions.
It has also drawn attention to some of the regulatory
failures, assumptions, oversights and gaps—the kind of
twilight zones that have given rise to the difficulties that
were caused, which people are still locked into. It was
right and proper that the Treasury Committee should
do that.

I regret the fact that people in the Department of
Enterprise, Trade and Investment were perhaps a bit
oversensitive to some of the observations. Indeed, I
could have taken issue with aspects of the Treasury
Committee’s report, which rightly and understandably
questioned why no one in the Assembly knew that this
problem was about to come up. Why did the Enterprise,
Trade and Investment Committee, which I chaired, not
realise or anticipate that there might be a problem? I
could say, “That is misplaced. It is undue criticism, and
an unfair question to ask of us. How could we know, in
the circumstances?”, but the issue here is not civil
servants, Northern Ireland politicians or Ministers of
whatever party in Northern Ireland. The issue is the
need and plight of the PMS savers, and we have to roll
with the punches when questions are asked about the
political and regulatory systems.
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The hon. Member for South Antrim rightly highlighted
the circumstances of PMS savers, and when we consider
logic, circumstances and emotions, we can see that two
statements made this morning—in response to the
announcement of 12p in the pound being given to
people who had more than £20,000 committed to the
PMS—are true: one, there is at last some welcome
comfort for some savers; and, two, it is too little, too late.

We need to ensure that things move forward from
here. The ministerial working group was established last
year on the back of an intervention during Northern
Ireland Question Time by the Chair of the Treasury
Committee, who called on the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland to convene a meeting of Treasury
Ministers, devolved Ministers and Northern Ireland
Office Ministers. That initiative then became the ministerial
working group. Savers are waiting for outcomes and
results. They feel that what they have had from all of us
who are involved in this has been a lot of finger-pointing
and hand-wringing. They want answers—not insults to
their intelligence and motives, or mischaracterisations
of them as speculative investors.

I have constituents who are members of the PMS;
some of them had their life savings or life-start funds
for their families committed to the society. Not all of
them are actually Presbyterian, even though it is a
condition of membership. One constituent is a woman
who received significant but hard-won compensation
for serious brain injuries resulting from a road traffic
accident. Her solicitor, who helped her for many years
in that fight, said, “I know a good place for that
money.” So, as well as £20,000 in withdrawable shares,
more than £900,000 awarded by the court to look after
her for life was committed to the PMS in trust through
the solicitor. She is in a dire situation, as are many
others. She has cause to resent the insinuations made by
some people that those who have more than £20,000
invested are fat cats who do not really deserve sympathy
as smaller savers with less than £20,000 do. She does
deserve sympathy.

I have another constituent who has significant money
involved—well over £600,000—in a charitable trust in
his family’s name. The trust does good work in my
constituency and the constituencies of other hon. Members,
including the hon. Member for East Londonderry
(Mr. Campbell), and in Africa. There are many good
causes and worthy circumstances that need to be borne
in mind and considered, and the Treasury needs to
show more sympathy and urgency in that regard.

We need from the Treasury a firm indication that it
gets what is wrong. It is no good its pretending that we
can afford to allow the PMS savers to linger in their
plight because they are not systemically significant. It is
no good its saying, “There are serious questions for the
PMS itself; some of what it was doing was illegal.” If
some of what it was doing was illegal, it was not down
only to the DETI in Northern Ireland to spot that. The
illegalities were in the areas of interest and oversight
that were the business of the Financial Services Authority.
What was that institution doing during that period
about sectors in which it should have had an interest?

As the hon. Member for South Antrim said, we need
to look at everyone else who has faced difficulties
because of pressures on their institutions. It needs to be
borne in mind that in those cases there were institutional
mistakes and misjudgments, and regulatory oversights

and failures, but in none of them did the savers themselves
end up having to pay the price or carry the can. PMS
savers in Northern Ireland are uniquely put in that
position, and the indifference that has been shown by
the Treasury borders on injustice.

10.6 am

Mr. Peter Robinson (Belfast, East) (DUP): It is an
honour today, as it always has been, to serve under your
chairmanship, Sir Nicholas. We have always appreciated
the extensive interest that you have taken in the affairs
of Northern Ireland, and you will be greatly missed by
this House, not least for the authority and command
that you have exercised. The House is to lose one of its
star performers. We very much appreciate the role that
you have played and your interest in the affairs of our
Province.

I have no direct interest to declare, as I am neither a
Presbyterian nor a saver, anywhere, but I should at least
declare my membership of the Prime Minister’s ministerial
working group. The working group was not set up as
the result of any call made in the House of Commons. I
was present at the meeting when the group was put
together; I was present when its terms were agreed; and
I was present when the statement was agreed on its
being set up in direct response to a request made by the
Deputy First Minister and myself. The Prime Minister
readily made that response because he accepted that
there was a “moral obligation”—that was the term that
he used—on the Government to assist the savers of the
Presbyterian mutual society. He did not use the term
“savers”—that has always been my term. He prefers
“investors”, but we have already heard the challenges to
the use of that term.

Like others, I do not want to involve myself in a
blame game, nor do I want to make claims about how
we might move forward. It is clear to me that the
problems faced by the PMS arise directly from the fact
that the Treasury restricted the guarantees if offered to
financial institutions to those that were authorised by
the Financial Services Authority. There is a special set
of circumstances in relation to the PMS which I believe
should have been taken into account. The society should
have been covered by that umbrella, but it was not,
which led to a run on the liquid assets of the PMS as
soon as it was discovered that guarantees were available
in other banks. People started to move money across
and pressure came on the PMS, with the consequences
about which we are all aware.

I have constituents who are facing real hardship as a
result of their circumstances, just as my hon. Friend the
Member for South Antrim (Dr. McCrea) and the hon.
Member for Foyle (Mark Durkan) outlined. I have a
constituent who is in precisely the circumstances outlined
by the hon. Member for Foyle: they were seriously
injured in a car accident and received a compensation
payment, which was placed in the PMS, but they cannot
get access to the funds for their care and are having to
rely on family members to provide them with help,
enabling them to mark time until the moment when the
problem is resolved.

There are four ways forward. One of them, which in
my view should not be entertained, would be to allow
events to take their course and allow someone to go to
the courts and force the administrator to have the fire
sale that my hon. Friend the Member for South Antrim
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spoke of. That would be the worst set of circumstances.
I suspect that that course of action would lead to most,
if not all, of those who have lent money receiving their
funds back, but all those who have less than £20,000
probably not getting anything back. That would lead to
considerable hardship on the part of those who need
the funds most of all.

The next option is to set up a hardship fund, which
would allow the previous option play out, but ensure
that help was available to those in the greatest difficulty.
That would have limited appeal. It might take away
some of the pain, but it would take a very long time for
the administrator to work through his end of the problem,
it would probably be several years before the fire sale
took place, and it would take considerable time for the
hardship fund to be put in place.

The next option is for assistance to be given for an
orderly run-down of the affairs of the mutual society.
All of us recognise that the administrator has indicated
that we are not dealing with a society that is holding on
to toxic assets. The fact that it was said that, recently,
lenders were given 12 pence in the pound because funds
of more than £20 million were available to the administrator
to disburse indicates that funds are coming in to the
mutual society. Its assets are solid and strong. It is the
problem with the property market that gives the greatest
difficulty to the administrator. Given time for the property
market to recover, I believe, on the basis of what the
administrator has indicated, that it will be possible for
the administrator to be able to recover the funds not
only of the lenders, but of those who would be described
as shareholders—those with less than £20,000 saved.

That option should be seriously considered, but only
if there is no commercial option available—that is, no
banking option. That is much the best option open to
the society. All of us recognise that, the longer we go
without someone stepping forward and indicating that
they are prepared to take over responsibility for the
society, the more likely it is that we will have to consider
other alternatives. I understand that a commercial interest
is still looking at the society’s affairs and carrying out
due diligence, so there is a strong possibility that something
may come from that.

The Deputy First Minister and I have been considering
this matter for a long time with our colleagues, including
the Finance Minister and the DETI Minister. I say to
the hon. Member for Foyle that those people happen to
be members of my party, but their portfolios and their
ministerial responsibilities bring them together with the
Deputy First Minister, who, in spite of the fact that he
can, like myself, say that he is neither a Presbyterian nor
a saver in the PMS, has shown an interest and has
attempted at all times to be helpful in this matter. We
are agreed on a proposition that we have put to the
Treasury. It would be a fall-back position—an option to
be picked up if it is not possible to move ahead with a
commercial proposition. It would require the support
of the Executive and the Assembly, and changes to
Assembly legislation would be required to bring it about.

The real problem is timing. The more I speak to
savers with the PMS, the more I realise that this affair
cannot go on until the next Government are in place. It
has to be brought to a head and dealt with now. This
Administration have the detailed knowledge of the

issues involved. On behalf of all those who have been
involved with the ministerial working group, I want to
put on the record our appreciation of the work done by
the Economic Secretary to the Treasury, who has at all
times been helpful and has been prepared to extend
himself to see if a solution can be found. I trust that,
working closely with the Northern Ireland Executive,
we can within days, and certainly within a few weeks,
allow some hope to be expressed tangibly to those who
have funds locked in the PMS.

All of us know about the difficulties being experienced
by people in our constituencies, including those whose
money is in the PMS for the purposes of funeral expenses.
I cannot overstate the extent to which the thought that
their funds will not be available in such circumstances
causes anxiety and concern to elderly people who are
without other means. Businesses have funds locked in
the PMS, as do churches, whose building programmes
have ground to a standstill because funds cannot be
realised as a result of the present difficulties.

I urge the Minister to look favourably on the solutions
and to assist in whatever way he can any commercial
interest that is still sitting there, so that this matter can
quickly be resolved.

Dr. McCrea: Can my right hon. Friend assure me
that, whatever proposal is being made, takes into
consideration not only those with more than £20,000,
but those with less than £20,000, who are also suffering
greatly?

Mr. Robinson: To me, it is not a solution if it does not
resolve that issue as well. Those of us in the ministerial
working group are of the view that the lenders could
probably have their funds returned to them through a
fire sale, but those with less than £20,000 saved with the
PMS would be harmed and left outside. It is a solution
that helps to resolve the matter, or at least removes the
greatest element of pain for people in that category. I
urge the Minister to use all his influence and ability to
try to get a commercial outcome; but, in the absence of
that, to give the Treasury support that would be necessary
for the Administration’s option, should that be required.

10.19 am

David Simpson (Upper Bann) (DUP): As well as
congratulating the hon. Member for South Antrim (Dr.
McCrea) on securing this debate, I join others in
congratulating you, Sir Nicholas, on your esteemed
career in this House, not only as a friend of Northern
Ireland, but—dare I say it?—as a loyal friend to Northern
Ireland. You were a great help to me when I was a
young—[Interruption.] I thought that that would raise
a reaction—first-time MP. I thank you for your help
and guidance over the past five years, and I wish you
and your wife well for the future.

The Presbyterian mutual society is an issue that has
hung like a dark cloud over our Province for far too
long. My constituency has been steeped in Presbyterianism
for many hundreds of years. Indeed, the current moderator,
who is with us for this debate, lives there. I pay tribute to
him for his tireless efforts in trying to resolve the problem
for his congregations. I also pay tribute to his predecessor.

The prolonged crisis of the Presbyterian mutual society
has many complex and technical aspects, but above all
we must never forget the severe impact on ordinary,
decent people. Suddenly, in October 2008, as a result of
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a dramatic run on its resources, caused by the Government’s
decision to guarantee deposits in conventional banks,
the PMS collapsed and savers were plunged into a
nightmare. Not surprisingly, they were consumed by
panic and despair. If words could solve the problem, it
would have been sorted a long time ago. We have had
numerous debates and questions in the Northern Ireland
Assembly, and the matter was debated again as recently
as Tuesday last week, but words are not enough; we
need action. My party has worked tirelessly to try to
achieve a satisfactory outcome.

When the news broke, we took immediate action to
try to create some stability, and to allow room for a
solution to be found. Following an approach by the
directors of the PMS, my party colleague, Arlene Foster,
the Minister of Enterprise, Trade and Investment, made
an order under insolvency legislation to give the society
the option of going into administration. That prevented
an immediate sale of the assets belonging to the society
and provided an opportunity for an administrator to
manage its affairs with a view to safeguarding its assets
and funds, and preserving the interests of its members.

The Minister of Enterprise, Trade and Investment
has worked tirelessly, as have the First Minister, who is
with us today, and the Minister of Finance, to bring the
crisis to a satisfactory conclusion. The PMS working
group was set up as a result of pressure from my party
and it continues to work for a resolution. With my hon.
Friend the Member for East Londonderry (Mr. Campbell),
I sit on the Assembly’s Select Committee on Enterprise,
Trade and Investment, and the matter is regularly raised.
I also sit on the Select Committee on Northern Ireland
Affairs at Westminster, with the hon. Member for North
Down (Lady Hermon), and again the matter is raised
regularly, because we know the difficulties that many
savers are going through. We continue to lobby hard on
behalf of investors.

I was disappointed by the recent court ruling, which
indicated that savers who had deposited £20,000 or less
could not be classed as creditors and therefore would
not be entitled to a share of any of the £20 million
income generated by the PMS since it went into
administration. I, for one, certainly see considerable
merit in the idea of a bank-based rescue plan, and I
look forward to hearing what the Minister says about
that commercial route.

Last month’s report from the House of Commons
Select Committee on the Treasury has not helped. Instead
of suggesting a solution, it seemed more concerned to
pass the buck by blaming Stormont, particularly the
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment. We
want a resolution.

Lady Hermon: Will the hon. Gentleman take this
opportunity to clarify a point? When his party—I am
pleased to say—reached agreement at Hillsborough on
5 February, there was speculation and unfair criticism
that a side deal had been negotiated by his party. I am
sure that the hon. Gentleman would like to take this
opportunity to clarify that that was not the case.

David Simpson: I have a lot of respect for the hon.
Lady, but that is a separate issue. The issue that was
dealt with at the Hillsborough talks was policing and
justice. The PMS was a totally separate issue, but I

understand the hon. Lady’s concern, because her
constituency, like mine, is steeped in Presbyterianism.
We all want a resolution.

Dr. McCrea: Will my hon. Friend acknowledge that
whenever we have had the ear of the Prime Minister, we
have used the occasion effectively, and will continue to
do so, to try to achieve a resolution? We will never
apologise to anyone for that.

David Simpson: I agree with my hon. Friend that we
should never apologise for that. Every opportunity
should be used to try to achieve a resolution.

We must all play a full part in the search for a
resolution, but the ultimate responsibility to help rests
with Her Majesty’s Government. I cannot state more
strongly that the people who invested in the PMS need
help, and they need it now.

10.28 am

Mr. Jeffrey M. Donaldson (Lagan Valley) (DUP): I
declare an interest as a member of the Presbyterian
Church in Ireland and the Banbridge Road Presbyterian
church congregation, but I am not a saver in the PMS.
Right hon. and hon. Members have shared the problems
encountered by their constituents, and their hardships.
Recently, the Minister for Social Development in Northern
Ireland indicated that PMS savers who do not have
access to their savings and apply for social security
benefits, including tax and pension credits, would not
have their savings taken into account when determining
their entitlement to such benefits or tax credits until
such time as the PMS matter is resolved.

When the Minister responds, will he be cognisant of
the difficulties that some PMS savers face in relation to
tax liabilities? I have a constituent who owes tax—capital
gains tax I believe—which was to be paid from the
savings that they hold with the Presbyterian mutual
society. They have not had access to their savings for
over a year, and I am aware of other people who owe
income tax, capital gains tax and, in some cases, inheritance
tax, who were planning to use their savings to pay off
those liabilities. I ask the Minister and the Treasury to
make Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs aware of the
difficulties faced by PMS savers, and to ask for special
arrangements to be put in place in circumstances where
savers are unable to access their savings. In advance of a
solution being found, leniency should be shown and
flexibility demonstrated to allow those savers more time
to pay their tax liabilities, without facing significant
penalties that would only add to their distress and
financial difficulties at a difficult time. I ask the Minister
to take account of that issue.

Sir Nicholas Winterton (in the Chair): I thank hon.
Members from Northern Ireland for being so succinct
and helpful in this debate. We will now start the winding-up
speeches.

10.31 am

Dr. John Pugh (Southport) (LD): Thank you,
Sir Nicholas. It is always a privilege to serve under your
chairmanship, and it is always a pleasure as well. I want
to pay tribute to the humanity and kindness that you
have shown to many hon. Members, and to your constant
good humour. I have never known you to have a bad
day or look remotely miserable; perhaps the hon. Member
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for Congleton (Ann Winterton) could advise me differently,
but I have certainly not experienced it in the House. I
also congratulate the hon. Member for South Antrim
(Dr. McCrea), who introduced this important debate.
Hon. Members have spoken from their personal and
local experience, and I do not want to trespass on that,
other than to make a few brief and general remarks.

This is a sorry state of affairs. The 10,000 members of
the Presbyterian mutual society have become victims of
that society. Obviously, one contributing factor to that
was poor lending behaviour and unauthorised activities,
which was all part of the age of profligacy, and we must
acknowledge the poor decision making by executives of
the PMS. However, many people who have suffered
from such decision making have been bailed out, including
bankers themselves. Members of the PMS are particularly
unfortunate because the PMS is not a bank. It is not
covered by the Financial Services Authority and therefore
there has been no bail-out. There is not yet any satisfactory
regulatory structure for mutual societies, although an
excellent private Member’s Bill, which I played some
part in, is going through the Commons and will deal
with that problem to some extent, although only in a
retrospective way.

As with Equitable Life, there is an issue of regulatory
failure. As the Treasury Committee stated, no reasonable
person, and none of the members of the society, could
have supposed that such errant behaviour would have
been allowed. There is a feeling, which seems to be
manifest in what hon. Members have said, that all the
organisations that ought to have worked on behalf of
members of the PMS have to some extent let them
down or washed their hands of the issue. The FSA does
not think that it was its responsibility to have done
otherwise, and the Treasury Committee points the finger
at the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment
in Northern Ireland. It does, however, recognise that
although that Department might have had the knowledge
to act, it had no legal power. Furthermore, even the
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment could
not have anticipated the effect that Government guarantees
to other banks would have had on the PMS, and that
view has been stated by the directors of the PMS.

To members of the PMS—the sufferers in this case—it
can seem that blame is a pass-the-parcel kind of affair.
The PMS is faced with £20 million of assets, when the
original assets were £300 million, and the organisation
is in administration. Members of the PMS seem sadly
caught by the semantics of the situation. They are
unprotected because they are classified as investors
rather than savers, and they stand at the back of the
queue because, according to the courts, they are lenders
and not creditors. I am sure that that is no comfort to
them whatsoever as their situation is pretty grim. There
are no interim payments in prospect, and they are not
first in the queue for claims. There is no date for when
administration must finish, and no clear idea of how it
will finish—it could go on for years.

Those people are a sad casualty, but normally that
would be mitigated a little by the fact that in all investment
there is a hazard and a fair risk. However, the Treasury
Committee made clear its view that there was no rational
reason why members of the PMS should have suspected
that the organisation would get into such a plight, and

there was no obvious in way in which they could have
found out about it. There was a general presumption
that, since the society was backed by the Presbyterian
Church, the most prudential ethics would have applied.

To cut to the quick, the hon. Member for South
Antrim talked about this being the time for real positive
solutions. There seem to be four possible solutions. One
is to rely on existing procedures such as administration
and the courts in order to work a way out. However, on
objective examination, it seems that the levers are simply
not there to resolve the situation in a timely and effective
way. Another solution that has been alluded to would
be to wait for another company to step in, or for
something to turn up—a kind of Mr. Micawber solution.
The retrospective solution is obviously to ensure that
such things never happen again, and I think that we will
do that, although that is retrospective. The fourth solution,
which appears to be the burden of the debate, is to call
on the Government to be “innovative”—that was the
word used by the hon. Gentleman—and to take some
ad hoc Executive action to ameliorate the situation of
the principal sufferers in these sad events.

10.36 am

Mr. Mark Hoban (Fareham) (Con): I join right hon.
and hon. Members in saying what a pleasure it is to
serve under your chairmanship in the last debate in
Westminster Hall over which you will preside, Sir Nicholas.
The hon. Member for Southport (Dr. Pugh) suggested
that you have an almost permanently sunny disposition,
but I remember an occasion—the final sitting of the
Finance Bill 2008 Committee—when that was tested to
the extreme—[Laughter.] Your laughter now is a good
sign that we did not push you too far on that occasion.
It is an honour to take part in the debate today.

I congratulate the hon. Member for South Antrim
(Dr. McCrea) on securing the debate. This is an important
matter and it is not only hon. Members from Northern
Ireland who have received correspondence about it. In
my role as part of the Conservative Treasury team I
have received a number of letters from people in Northern
Ireland who are savers with the Presbyterian mutual
society. They have expressed concerns about their financial
plight and are looking for a solution.

One of the points that came across strongly in all
contributions made this morning is that we cannot
forget the personal circumstances of those who have
put money into the Presbyterian mutual society and are
suffering as a consequence. Although there are legal
distinctions between those who put in less than £20,000 and
those who put in more, everyone is suffering hardship as
a consequence of what has happened. The hon. Member
for Foyle (Mark Durkan) gave an example, and the
right hon. Member for Belfast, East (Mr. Robinson)
made a similar point about people who have locked up
significant sums of money for their long-term needs
and are suffering as a consequence.

The distinction about whether someone is a shareholder,
a saver or a creditor reminds us of the importance of
ensuring that people are aware of their rights in the
event of a financial problem. We saw that in the financial
crisis more generally, and we must ensure that people
are aware of the limits and guarantees of the Financial
Services Compensation Scheme. When people invest or
save with organisations, they should be aware of their
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rights. It is the duty of those who run such organisations
to ensure that their customers, members and shareholders
know what their rights are in the event of a financial
crisis and can take decisions about the appropriate
amount of exposure to a particular entity.

As the hon. Member for Foyle said, the Treasury
Committee has published its report on the Presbyterian
mutual society. It raises important issues about the
regulatory structure and the need to make progress in
resolving the crisis facing members of the Presbyterian
mutual society. It is helpful that we have present two
members of the ministerial working group: the right
hon. Member for Belfast, East and, of course, the
Economic Secretary to the Treasury. I had hoped that
we might get more of an insight into the workings of
that group. The right hon. Gentleman set out four
options for resolution. I hope that the Minister will go
further and set out more clearly the Government’s
position.

The right hon. Gentleman was right to stress the
urgency of resolving the issue. It is important to resolve
it before the general election. People have been waiting
quite some time for a proper outcome. I hope that the
Minister will make some positive remarks on what the
solution might be, because in the absence of that, there
will be a hiatus before a new Government are formed
and are able to consider the matter. However, I am sure
that if the present Government do not resolve it, the
Government formed after the election will deal with it
as a matter of urgency to bring about some resolution.

Lady Hermon: I am most grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for taking an intervention. Picking up on his last comment,
let us suppose that, unfortunately, resolution is not
achieved this side of the general election. I hope that it
is resolved, and the right hon. Member for Belfast, East
(Mr. Robinson) has given us some hope this morning
that it will be, but in the event that it is not, will the hon.
Gentleman explain how often he has discussed the PMS
with the Leader of the Opposition and what exactly the
Conservative party would do if it was returned after the
general election as the Government? What would it give
the PMS savers in Northern Ireland? What is its express
commitment to them?

Mr. Hoban: Our commitment on the PMS is the same
as our commitment on Equitable Life: if the problem is
not resolved by the time of the next election, we would
want to resolve it quickly. That is our obligation to the
people who save with the PMS. I think that we all want
to see a quick resolution to the problem. It has been
hanging around too long. I hope that people will not
have to wait until a new Government are formed.

Dr. McCrea: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?

Mr. Hoban: Very briefly. I want to give the Minister
long enough to respond to the debate.

Dr. McCrea: Will the hon. Gentleman go further and
give us a clear assurance? The Prime Minister says that
there is a moral obligation to find a solution, but can we
have a clear expectation that the resolution will guard
the rights of those savers with savings of less than
£20,000 as well as those with more than £20,000?

Mr. Hoban: The hon. Gentleman makes an important
point. I said earlier that I am very conscious that those
people with savings of less than £20,000 are suffering
hardship as a consequence of the problem. A solution
needs to involve very careful thought given to how the
rights of the two groups are balanced. The pay-out that
has been made already—12p in the pound—benefits
those with greater savings but, as the hon. Member for
Foyle pointed out, we cannot just think that those with
greater savings are fat cats. A balance needs to be struck
in any deal.

One concern that people rightly have is the time that
it has taken to get to the present point. Last July, the
Treasury announced that there would be a working
group of Ministers involving the Northern Ireland
Executive, the Treasury and the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland. At the time of the statement, on
17 July 2009, the working group was scheduled to
report back to the Prime Minister in the autumn, but no
report was published. When I checked yesterday whether
anything had been published, I found that, still, nothing
had been published. Here we are, eight months since the
announcement, still waiting for a resolution to the
problem.

The Treasury Committee was right to point out that
problem. A logjam has been created. The administrator
has apparently been waiting for the group to report, but
the Minister of Finance and Personnel in the Northern
Ireland Executive, the hon. Member for East Antrim
(Sammy Wilson), said that while the administrator was
“seeking that resolution with other financial institutions, the
report cannot be completed”.

There appears to be a logjam, with the administrator
waiting for the ministerial working group to report, and
the ministerial working group waiting for the administrator
to sort out what is happening. That has created a
significant delay. We need to make progress.

The Treasury Committee was quite robust in its criticism.
Knowing the work of the Committee well, I thought
that the language it used was a mark of its unhappiness
with the slow progress. In paragraph 62 of its report, it
stated:

“We consider it unacceptable and farcical that both the UK
Government and the Northern Ireland Executive appear to have
suggested some responsibility for solutions but have failed to
act.”

It pointed out that the people losing from that were the
members of the Presbyterian mutual society.

That is the point on which I shall conclude: people
are waiting for a response. It is right for the Government
to take responsibility for resolving the issue and to
doing so before the general election, but let me reiterate
what I said earlier. I am sure that, if the present Government
do not solve the problem but leave it for their successors
to deal with, their successors, whoever they are, will
deal with the problem with greater urgency and expedition.

10.45 am

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Ian Pearson):
It has always been a pleasure to serve under your
chairmanship, Sir Nicholas, and it is a particular honour
to be present for your valedictory performance as Chair
of our proceedings.

I congratulate the hon. Member for South Antrim
(Dr. McCrea) on securing this important debate and I
am very grateful for the contributions made by right
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hon. and hon. Members on both sides of the Chamber.
It is clear that we all share a deep concern about the
very difficult circumstances in which many members of
the Presbyterian mutual society still find themselves. I
reiterate that the Government remain greatly sympathetic
about the serious financial difficulties faced by many
PMS members. Personally, I want to do all that I can in
my remaining time in the House of Commons to ensure
that we bring matters to an acceptable conclusion.

As many hon. Members have said, it is right that we
should not get into the blame game; instead, we should
focus on solutions. However, it is worth taking a few
moments to remind hon. Members of the factual
background to the situation of the PMS, as it sheds
light on some of the difficulties encountered by both
the Northern Ireland Executive and ourselves in charting
a way forward, and it explains some of the delay and
frustration that many people who have put money into
the PMS have experienced. Again, I assure PMS members
that we are doing all we can to work with the Northern
Ireland Executive to come up with an agreed way forward.

The PMS is an industrial and provident society, set
up in 1982 to operate for the benefit of its members and
the Presbyterian Church in Ireland, and registered under
the Industrial and Provident Societies (Northern Ireland)
Act 1969. The legislative framework for Northern Ireland
industrial and provident societies is a devolved matter,
falling to the Department of Enterprise, Trade and
Investment of the Northern Ireland Executive. The
PMS is therefore registered with DETI, although DETI’s
role does not include or require any regulatory oversight.

The PMS, like other industrial and provident societies
in Northern Ireland, is not a deposit-taking institution.
IPSs are not normally regulated by the Financial Services
Authority or covered by the Financial Services
Compensation Scheme. The legal situation is that
investments in the PMS were in the form of withdrawable
share capital—that is, those investments of up to £20,000,
which I recognise are a particular concern of the hon.
Member for South Antrim—and interest-bearing loans
to the society. That relates to those investments of more
than £20,000. The legislation imposes a £20,000 limit
on the withdrawable share capital that an IPS may issue
to any member, and an IPS with withdrawable share
capital may not carry on banking business.

The PMS holds the same status as other IPSs in
Northern Ireland and the majority of IPSs in Great
Britain—they are not authorised to conduct financial
services business. IPSs in Great Britain and Northern
Ireland are required to apply to the Financial Services
Authority for authorisation should they wish to carry
out regulated activity. IPSs issuing withdrawable share
capital up to the £20,000 statutory limit are exempt
from the authorisation requirement for deposit-taking
under the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000.
IPSs that engage in mortgage lending, as the PMS did,
require FSA authorisation.

As hon. Members will be aware, an FSA investigation
into how the society was run concluded that the PMS
“was conducting regulated activities without the necessary
authorisation or exemption.”
Reports by the administrator of the PMS to DETI
make it clear that the manner in which the society was
run, and the actions of certain directors, were highly
questionable. FSA guidelines are very clear—that it is

for a society to establish whether its activities are such
that the law requires it to be regulated, and for a society
to notify the FSA if it does need to be regulated.
Responsibility clearly lay with the PMS to seek the
appropriate authorisation.

The circumstances of PMS members are different
from those of depositors in other collapsed financial
institutions in at least two respects. First, it is important
to remember that the PMS was acting illegally. Secondly,
financial institutions supported by the Government,
such as the Dunfermline building society, were appropriately
regulated and authorised by the FSA and paid a levy to
the Financial Services Compensation Scheme. Government
support to depositors in institutions such as Dunfermline
and Icesave was clearly about banks and other deposit-
taking institutions that were regulated by the FSA or
European economic area equivalents and which contributed
to the Financial Services Compensation Scheme or
European national deposit guarantee schemes.

Several hon. Members suggested that Government
action to support banks and building societies that got
into difficulties created the problems with the run on
the PMS, but I do not find that argument compelling.
Other IPSs in Northern Ireland and elsewhere in the
United Kingdom did not find particular difficulties;
rather, the PMS’s business model and members’ ensuing
lack of confidence in it led to the collapse. That is not to
say, however, that this is not a serious situation, and we
need to do something about it.

As the recent Treasury Committee report observed,
PMS members should have been informed that the
society was unregulated, that they were ineligible to
access the Financial Services Compensation Scheme
and that risks were associated with investments in
commercial property. Many PMS members feel that
they were savers, rather than investors, and that issue
has been explored in the debate. I repeat that I want to
see an acceptable solution achieved during this Parliament,
and I will do what I can to bring that about.

As has been mentioned, the Prime Minister set up the
PMS ministerial working group, which demonstrates
the Government’s commitment to addressing the issue
and to working with the Northern Ireland Executive to
identify what might be done to assist investors in the
PMS. I do not need to go into the working group’s
terms of reference in detail, but I do want to address
some of the issues that have been raised.

First, I recognise that it has taken longer than expected
for the group to produce a report on a solution to give
to the Prime Minister, but the matter has proved particularly
complex. Notwithstanding the best endeavours of the
Northern Ireland Executive and Treasury officials, efforts
to find a solution have taken some time to come to
fruition, and I will say more about that in a moment.

Mr. Hoban: Will the Minister tell us when the ministerial
working group last met and how many times it has met
since its inception?

Ian Pearson: I do not think that the number of
meetings should be seen as a reflection of progress. I
have met the moderator and representatives of the PMS
and I have had discussions with officials. As the hon.
Gentleman will be aware, the working group is chaired
by the Chief Secretary to the Treasury. I sit on the
group, and other members include the Secretary of
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State for Northern Ireland, the Northern Ireland Minister
of Finance and Personnel, the Northern Ireland Minister
of Enterprise, Trade and Investment and the right hon.
Member for Belfast, East (Mr. Robinson).

As the First Minister said in his helpful contribution
to the debate, and as he has said on other occasions, a
range of options is under consideration. One is a
commercial solution, which would see another financial
institution involved in the PMS’s portfolio of assets and
liabilities. While I recognise that that is the preferred
solution for people in Northern Ireland, the fact that a
commercial organisation has not so far come forward
leads me to conclude that this option is starting to look
more unlikely, although it is still being discussed. Clearly,
as hon. Members will understand, discussions with
commercial institutions must remain confidential.

The Northern Ireland Executive have taken the lead
in exploring the possible options, commercial and otherwise,
and it is right for them to do so, because the legislation
governing IPSs in Northern Ireland is a devolved matter.
We need properly to take into account all the issues
when working with the Northern Ireland Executive, to
see whether we can come up with a solution.

The right hon. Member for Belfast, East mentioned
the other options that need to be considered, and there
have been discussions about a Northern Ireland solution.
A hardship fund for the hardest hit is also being actively
looked at. We have reached a stage where, within a short
period, the working group can, I hope, produce a report
to go to the Prime Minister. There is a basis on which a
solution can be found.

Mark Durkan: On a commercial solution, and going
back to the circumstances of the collapse, does the
Minister recognise that there is evidence of predatory
moves by some of the banks in Northern Ireland, which

told people, “Move your money out of the PMS because
it’s not covered by guarantee and give it to us”? People
are rightly questioning why some of those banks cannot
come forward now, not least when some of them have
been covered by intervention by the British or Irish
Governments.

Ian Pearson: I do not want to get into the detail in
responding to that point. We have had a helpful debate
and we have said that, rather than getting involved in a
blame game, we want to find a solution that works for
those who put money into the PMS, particularly those
savers—whether they are savers or investors is a point
that we can debate—who put in less than £20,000. We
need to continue to focus on what that solution may be.

The right hon. Member for Lagan Valley
(Mr. Donaldson) mentioned people with tax liabilities
who may have most of their money in the PMS, where
they cannot access it. As in the case of any taxpayer in
temporary financial difficulties, I would expect HMRC
to be sympathetic, and it will be up to individuals to
contact the tax authorities to explain their difficulties.
As I say, HMRC should treat such cases sympathetically.

To conclude, there is a basis for a solution that we
and the Northern Ireland Executive can take forward. I
hope to be able to play my part as a member of the
working group by ensuring that we bring matters to a
satisfactory conclusion, and I can assure hon. Members
that I want to do so with all possible urgency.

Sir Nicholas Winterton (in the Chair): I am sure that
everyone in the House will be grateful to the Minister
for that sensitive and factual response, and, if I may say
so, for the expectation of hope that the matter can be
resolved. I congratulate all the hon. Members who took
part. The next debate concerns the splendid constituency
of Tunbridge Wells.
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Rail Services (West Kent)

11 am

Greg Clark (Tunbridge Wells) (Con): I am delighted,
Sir Nicholas, that you share my love of my constituency.

I should declare an interest, in that I am a regular and
frequent user of the Hastings line, between Tunbridge
Wells and London, and I want to bring the attention of
the House to its performance. I am grateful to Mr. Speaker
for granting the debate, because it gives me the chance
to ask the Minister the question that is on the lips of
many travellers from my constituency: what on earth
has gone wrong with the performance of Southeastern
trains in recent months? A service and company that
were in the past reliable and well run have in recent
months undergone such a collapse in performance as to
add to the stress of my constituents and subject them to
daily delays and uncertainty. I want to get to the bottom
of that.

My constituents have gone through three phases with
Southeastern in recent months, which could be called
the good, the ugly and the bad. To start positively, with
the good, six months ago we were looking forward to
what we hoped would be a new era for travel from
Tunbridge Wells and High Brooms to London. Through
the construction of a new turnback facility over the
summer at Tunbridge Wells, we had the prospect of a
new timetable, which would allow trains at quarter-hourly
intervals throughout the day, and five new peak-time
services. That came on the back of a 10 per cent.
increase in rail fares the previous January, so we thought
that it was overdue. Nevertheless, it would be a significant
improvement in services.

It would be fair to mention that we have had some
improvements to the facilities in the stations. As a result
of a debate that I obtained a year ago, the Minister’s
predecessor kindly put pressure on Southeastern to
reverse—which it did—a cut in the capacity of the
trains. It had reduced the capacity from 10 carriages to
eight, but thanks to that intervention it reverted to the
full 10. We have had improvements to the condition of
the stations—an overhaul of all the stations in my
constituency—including the installation of a long overdue
new passenger lift in Tunbridge Wells and a much better
look and feel to the station. Even the station clock,
which was out of action for many years, is now restored
and in full working order.

The Minister will understand that we looked forward
to the new timetable in December with a degree of hope
and confidence. However, the ugly phase began. The
first warning signs were when the new timetable was
introduced and much of the new rolling stock turned
out to be inferior. It was inner-suburban stock, which
was much more crowded and less comfortable than the
higher-quality rolling stock that was previously available.
In a crowded journey of an hour and more for stations
to the south of my constituency, that is a material
change in the comfort of the journey.

The big collapse in service, however, came with the
bad weather in December. Of course, everyone accepts
that severe weather will have consequences for the rail
network generally and the service operators in particular.
However, it exposed some real failings in the management
of Southeastern’s response to the events, however severe.
First, information was affected. When the snow hit,
High Brooms and Tunbridge Wells were, from the point

of view of Southeastern, cut off. The information conveyed
to my constituents was completely inadequate. People
turned up at the station and were told over the public
address system to go home and inspect the website for
information about when the next trains might be available.
They went home and found no more useful information
on the website than was available in the station; their
journeys were wasted.

A service was continuing from Tonbridge, further up
the line, and the natural response would therefore be to
put on a bus service to connect Tunbridge Wells and
High Brooms with it. However, that service was much
delayed in starting, and was then completely inadequate.
I pay tribute to the bus drivers of Arriva, the local bus
company. However, despite the fact that the regular
buses were able to operate, the number of buses put on
by Southeastern was completely inadequate to my
constituents’ needs.

I remember turning the corner to approach the station,
to try to come to the House at the time in question, and
finding a queue snaking out of the station, over the
bridge, round the corner and up a road called Mount
Pleasant. A vastly greater number of people than could
be accommodated were waiting to board those very
infrequent buses. Surely it should have been possible to
mount a response that would have provided enough
capacity?

When, eventually, some trains were got moving again
on the line, we had a limited skeleton service—a shuttle
service—between Tunbridge Wells, High Brooms and
Tonbridge. However, it went once an hour. I said earlier
that we are now used to four trains an hour at peak
times, and in fact throughout the day, from Tunbridge
Wells and High Brooms to Tonbridge; the consequences
of attempting to pack the passengers of four trains into
a single train can be imagined.

The result was chaos, confusion and misery. I understand
from conversations that the reason for what happened is
that the Hastings line south of Tonbridge was considered
to be a branch line and was not given the same priority
as the line to Tonbridge. However, the Minister will
know, having done his research, as I am sure he has, that
there are probably just as many commuters in Tunbridge
Wells as in Tonbridge, and the line should not be
classified in that way. I hope that that will not happen
again.

To move on from what can be seen as a very ugly
phase of transport in my constituency, we at least
hoped that when the weather improved services would
improve with it. Instead, although we may have come
through the worst, we are still in what everyone would
consider a bad phase, with continuing problems. I can
do no better than to quote some of the e-mails that I
have received from my constituents. I have received
them in recent days, during the improved weather, not
at the height of the bad winter weather. A constituent
wrote at the end of February to describe the effect on
his wife, who commutes to London, saying that
“the delays and breakdowns continue even during ‘normal’ winter
weather and she rarely receives any explanation…The season
ticket from Tunbridge Wells is in excess of £3,000 and every year
it costs more; for this she receives a poorer and poorer service and
yet has more and more additional stress”.

He continues:
“Sir, I see my wife come home from work in tears some nights

due to frustration at the treatment she receives on this so called
service. We barely enjoy our evenings together because she has to
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get earlier and earlier trains in the morning when she needs to be
assured to arrive for meetings on time in London because the
timetable cannot be trusted.”

Another constituent writes that he needs to
“take the 8.18 service from Tunbridge Wells”

adding
“This is the earliest possible train that I can take as I have to

take my children to nursery in the morning which only opens at 8
am. The 8.18 train is consistently late arriving at Cannon Street;
in fact by my estimation…I believe that it has arrived on time at
Cannon Street…twice this year…Clearly this is a huge issue as it
means that I am late for work nearly everyday.”

I could mention some of the knock-on effects of the
recent chaos. Another constituent wrote just this week
to say that
“people have started to use Southern’s”—

the neighbouring franchise’s—
“service from Eridge to London Bridge which costs £2,268 per
annum compared to Southeastern’s £3,352 from Tunbridge Wells.
It’s more reliable, there are more seats and it is much less stressful.”

That constituent and his partner
“have considered moving to Crowborough as a result.”

I might add, Sir Nicholas, that from your earlier remarks
it seems that you are aware that the station at Eridge is 5
miles further from London than Tunbridge Wells. The
situation is ridiculous.

Sir John Stanley (Tonbridge and Malling) (Con): I
am grateful to my hon. Friend for giving way. Is he
aware that my constituents in west Kent have been
sending me similar communications? Is he also aware
that those of my constituents who use the Maidstone
East line have in addition suffered the axing, from last
December, of all services to crucial London stations,
particularly Cannon Street, Charing Cross and London
Bridge? Is he further aware that, as a consequence,
several of my constituents have been forced to move
home, incurring enormous costs as a result? Does he
not agree that that is a reflection of the profound
stupidity and social irresponsibility of the Government
entering into the integrated Kent franchise agreement,
which enabled Southeastern to axe those services?

Greg Clark: My right hon. Friend is right to describe
the strength of feeling of his constituents about those
services. His constituents know how assiduous he is in
holding those responsible to account. I am delighted
that he has come to support us today.

When I asked Southeastern about the performance of
the Hastings line after the recent cold weather, I was
surprised to be told:

“We do not make this data public, as our obligations for
performance are across mainline and metro services rather than
on individual lines.”

That strikes me as a worrying argument. The concern of
those of my constituents who use the Hastings line is
the Hastings line. It matters not that the service of the
new High Speed 1 line might be performing well, as
they do not use it. They are galled enough at having to
pay for the service, let alone to realise that the possibility
of compensation for poor performance is excluded because
of an averaging out across the whole region. People use
a particular service. It is almost as if someone bought a
TV that broke down, but when they asked for a refund
from the store they were told that one was not available
because the washing machines were working. It is a
ridiculous way of proceeding.

I am fortunate in my constituency in having an excellent
local rail travellers group. It has investigated the performance
of the Hastings line. It estimates that in the first three
weeks of February at least eight trains were cancelled,
33 trains were delayed due to asset failure and 115 trains
were disrupted because of absent train crews and other
operational reasons. There is plenty of evidence to
suggest that there is a particular problem on that line.

Many of my constituents are well aware of some of
the causes. One constituent e-mailed me, saying:

“Main recurring problem (on the evening service I catch it
happens at least 3 days every week) is that conductor gets stuck
on a late incoming train and as a result the train which he is next
supposed to be the conductor on is delayed waiting for him to
come in—essentially the problem is that there is virtually no
‘turnaround’ time for conductors on some services; the train crew
know that and tell passengers that they are trying to get Southeastern
management to do something about it—so far with no joy.”

The diagnosis—knowing what contributes to the
problems—is well understood and should be addressed.

We have little time for this debate. I would like to say
more about some of the other concerns that affect my
constituents and those of my right hon. Friend. I could
speak of the calamitous withdrawal of the service from
Tonbridge and Tunbridge Wells to Gatwick airport. At
a time when we want to take cars off the roads, reducing
a direct connection from one of the counties that supplies
most passengers to Gatwick seems to fly in the face of
environmental and transport logic. I could talk about
the great anxiety of passengers who use stations south
of Tunbridge Wells about proposed changes to the
route into Cannon Street. I could mention this year’s
10 per cent. increase in parking charges; at a time when
inflation has been negative, it seems to be a way of
exacting more and more money for less and less of a
service.

With your permission, Sir Nicholas, I wish to make
three requests of the Minister. I am grateful for his
attendance here today. I hope that he will respond to
these requests towards the beginning of his speech, so
that we have the chance to button them down. The first
is on data. During the short period before Parliament
rises, will the Minister ensure that I am given the
performance data to date for the Hastings line between
Tunbridge Wells, High Brooms, Tonbridge and London?
Those data exist. We know that Southeastern has the
data, but I believe that they should be made public so
that everyone knows about that line’s performance.

The second request is this. If the data show that the
performance of the line has been below the threshold
where discounts on season tickets are usually triggered,
will the Minister consider requiring, as an exceptional
measure, the relevant compensation to be paid to passengers
on that line for the disruption that they have suffered,
recognising that they have suffered it on that line and
that other lines are not relevant?

Thirdly, I understand that there are negotiations with
Network Rail for Southeastern to be compensated for
some of the winter’s disruption. It seems to be a matter
of natural justice that some of that compensation should
go to the passengers who bore the brunt of the disruption.
Will the Minister assure the House that he will put
pressure on those companies to ensure that my constituents
are compensated from whatever Southeastern receives?

I make a final plea to the Minister. Will he summon
Southeastern’s senior management, and ask them to
explain why my constituents, and those of my right
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hon. Friend the Member for Tonbridge and Malling
(Sir John Stanley) and of colleagues to the south of our
constituencies, have had to endure such appalling service
from a company that we were used to thinking of as one
of the better and more progressive train operating
companies? I can put it no better than a constituent of
mine, who sent me a copy of his letter to Southeastern.
He wrote:

“We currently have to use you to get to work. Wouldn’t it be
nice if we wanted to use you to get to work?”

11.17 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Transport
(Chris Mole): May I say what a pleasure it is, Sir
Nicholas, to serve under your chairmanship? I congratulate
the hon. Member for Tunbridge Wells (Greg Clark) on
securing this debate on rail services in west Kent.

The timetable change in December 2009 was the
biggest change for 50 years in Kent. Indeed, no train
stayed in its existing slot. For west Kent, it included the
additional five peak trains mentioned by the hon.
Gentleman, one of which is the fast train from High
Brooms to London. West Kent also saw the implementation
of an enhanced service between Tunbridge Wells and
London, which gives the hon. Gentleman’s constituents
four trains an hour, operating at a 15-minute frequency
all day. The changes also included the extension of the
Medway Valley line from Paddock Wood, which will
improve connectivity and create new journey opportunities.

I am pleased to be able to draw attention to these
facts, because some people were not convinced that the
new integrated Kent franchise would give passengers
any benefit. Clearly, that is not the case, and the hon.
Gentleman’s constituents are some of those who are
benefiting from those changes.

Southeastern has also invested in automatic ticket
gates at Tunbridge Wells. That has improved access and
security at the station, and ensures that everyone who
travels pays their fair share. I cannot say that I am
immediately aware of the rolling stock changes referred
to by the hon. Gentleman, but I shall investigate and
write to him about those concerns.

I realise that since December, performance has
deteriorated to below the standard that Southeastern
customers now expect. The two main reasons behind
that are unreliable infrastructure and adverse weather.
However, before I say more on the performance problems
since last December, it is important to put Southeastern
performance in context.

The Southeastern franchise is committed to run more
than 20,000 more trains a year on time by the end of the
franchise. Indeed, since the start of the franchise,
performance has improved. Immediately before the start
of the December timetable, 4.2 per cent. more trains
arrived at their destination within five minutes of the
advertised time, having called at all stations en route.
That is more than 10 per cent. better than in the days of
the Connex franchise, which indicates that some progress
is being made.

It may appear unusual to start a debate on the
performance of rail services in Kent by talking about
the history of such services. I am not saying that there
have not been problems with performance, but the
evidence does not suggest that they are systemic. What

is clear is that since December, performance has
fallen below the standards that are expected from
Southeastern. None the less, actions are in hand to
recover the situation.

The lines in west Kent are electrified by the third rail
system. It has been established that the third rail system
struggles to cope with heavy snowfall and prolonged
periods of sub-zero temperatures. During the recent
bad weather—the most extreme for some 30 years—we
had both and, as a result, performance suffered, but
west Kent was not unusual in that regard. The lines in
west Kent were particularly badly affected as the weight
of the snowfall was, at times, very localised. The
geographical lay-out is very challenging for the rail
industry, as it is built in deep cuttings and the line has
some very steep gradients. That meant that on many
occasions during the adverse weather problems it was
not possible to deliver a train service.

I heard what the hon. Gentleman said about the
accuracy of customer information during times of
disruption, and I can advise him that there is a rail
industry review of customer information, focusing, in
particular, on the consistency of the service during
the winter period. It will look at ways in which
customers can have better and more consistent information
available to them through all the channels—whether
that be the individual giving advice on the station
platform, the web channels or the information displays
on the platforms.

As the hon. Gentleman will no doubt remember, rail
services in Kent suffered from adverse weather in February
2009. Following that, Southeastern advised my Department
that it was reviewing its response and that it was going
to work with Network Rail to see what improvements
could be delivered.

One improvement was to implement the key route
strategy, which explains some of the shuttle services
that the hon. Gentleman described. Network Rail gives
priority to the most important routes and every effort is
made to keep those routes open. Southeastern also aims
to operate services in such a way that as many people as
possible, given the prevalent weather conditions, are
able to travel. More people were actually moved during
the last period of adverse weather in 2010 than in
February 2009, despite the fact that the weather was
worse. Although lessons were learned following the
weather in February 2009, the challenges this time
round were more severe.

As I have said, the geography of much of the railway
in west Kent meant that it was not always possible to
offer a service, and when services did run they were
often heavily delayed. However, Southeastern has advised
me that, together with Network Rail, it is now considering
what improvements can be delivered to ensure that
more services run during adverse weather.

Greg Clark: Before the House rises for Easter, will the
Minister agree to give me the figures for the performance
of the Hastings line during that period of
underperformance?

Chris Mole: I have to look at what data are available
from Southeastern that can be put into the public
domain.

Greg Clark rose—
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Chris Mole: I was going to come to the general
question of monitoring performance by train operating
companies and the way in which we consider the aggregate
performance, but the hon. Gentleman wants to intervene
again.

Greg Clark: The Minister obviously does not necessarily
know the answer to this, but I can assure him that the
data exist. Given that that is the case, will he require the
figures to be given to me?

Chris Mole: Although I am aware that the data exist
and that I might be able to have sight of them, I am not
sure whether the train operating company is prepared
to put such information in the public domain. Let me
take away the matter for consideration.

Greg Clark rose—

Chris Mole: Let me try to address the generic point at
this time.

Greg Clark: Will the Minister give way?

Chris Mole: No, not at this point. I am quite sympathetic
to the hon. Gentleman’s objectives, but let me draw his
attention to the fact that the hon. Member for Chipping
Barnet (Mrs. Villiers) frequently tells the Government
not to interfere and micro-manage train operating company
regulation so much. I therefore fear that his Front-Bench
colleagues would take a different view from me, but I
am sympathetic to his objectives.

Greg Clark: I am grateful for the Minister’s sympathy,
and I hope that he will translate it into action. Can he
think of any reason why members of the public should
not be given the right to see the data on the performance
of their train line that we all accept exist?

Chris Mole: I do not know whether there are commercial
sensitivities around the data, but I will try to action my
sympathies into something concrete for the hon. Gentleman
to look at.

As I was saying, Network Rail, Southeastern and
South West Trains are considering how to improve the
robustness of the third rail electrification system during
adverse weather conditions. That could include solutions
such as third rail heating. On both reviews, it is too early
to know what noticeable improvements will be delivered,
but we anticipate significant improvements in robustness.
The industry is tackling the challenge head on and
seeking to ensure that the services that are offered to
rail users in the hon. Gentleman’s constituency are
improved.

The railways are complex, and affordable solutions
will come about only following proper consideration.
Our performance monitoring shows that in the autumn,
traditionally a time of poor performance, there was a
step change in improvement in the delays caused by
leaves on the line. This year, delays were 18,000 minutes
less than in the corresponding period last year. That
should give us some confidence that the rail industry
can and will deliver improvements in performance during
periods of adverse weather.

It is regrettable that since December, the infrastructure
has not been performing as reliably as it had been.
Southeastern has advised me that it has reviewed the
causes with Network Rail, as one would expect following
a period of poor performance. A series of unanticipated
infrastructure failures has surprised all the partners, but
through a series of action plans, each particular mode
of failure is being addressed.

The infrastructure lay-out poses a number of challenges
to delivering high levels of performance. First, the
trains from west Kent travel via London Bridge. As
demand for rail services to and from Kent has grown,
the number of trains that travel through this area is
much greater than was ever envisaged when the lay-out
was designed in the 1970s. It is expected that the £5.5 billion
Thameslink programme will improve the lay-out in the
London area and provide solutions for many of these
issues.

Secondly, the Tonbridge to Hastings line has four
single line sections, which means that delays escalate
much quicker than on sections of line where there are
two or more tracks, and that can spread across the
whole network. When the line was electrified in 1986,
work was carried out to a lower specification as an
economy measure, which has led to several operational
constraints and complexities. Although there may be
technological solutions to some of those issues, the
business case is not readily identified.

There is no evidence to support the argument that
performance has deteriorated solely because of the
implementation of the new timetable. As I said earlier,
the main causes have been poor weather conditions and
unreliable infrastructure. However, since December,
200 more trains are operating on the network. Although
that is welcome in normal operating conditions, it can
mean that when incidents occur on the network, delays
spread quicker than before.

The rail industry has to ensure that incidents that
cause delay are kept to an absolute minimum. Over the
years, it has established robust procedures to manage
the delivery of performance. I am confident that such
structures will ensure that the high levels of performance
planned for this franchise will be delivered. From Monday
7 March to Friday 19 March, the provisional public
performance measure for Southeastern was 91.6 per
cent. I appreciate that that is for the franchise as a whole
and not for the particular route with which the hon.
Gentleman is concerned. None the less, I suggest that
such a measure provides signs that performance is
recovering.

Greg Clark: Does the Minister have the figures for
the Hastings line for that period?

Chris Mole: Not today, no, but we have discussed that
already.

In conclusion, although I regret the performance that
passengers in west Kent have experienced over the
winter months, problems have been identified and solutions
developed. I believe that we can look forward to
performance improvements being delivered from now
until the end of the franchise.

11.29 am
Sitting suspended.
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Zimbabwe

[MRS. JANET DEAN in the Chair]

2.30 pm
Hugh Bayley (City of York) (Lab): Today’s debate

gives us an opportunity to discuss the Africa all-party
group’s latest report, “Land in Zimbabwe: Past Mistakes,
Future Prospects”. I begin by declaring an interest: the
Royal African Society seconds a member of its staff,
Alex O’Donoghue, to work three days a week for the
all-party group, and I sponsor her parliamentary pass.

I thank colleagues from all parties and from both
Houses of Parliament who have contributed to the
report. I also thank Alex O’Donoghue for her work in
collecting the evidence and setting up our oral evidence
sessions. Finally, I thank the Secretary of State for
International Development for considering our report
and its conclusions, and for responding, on behalf of
his Department and the Foreign Office, to those conclusions.

Our all-party group chose to investigate this subject
because it is a pivotal and emotive issue in Zimbabwe.
The violence from farm invasions has destroyed the
livelihoods of 200,000 farm workers and halved the
commercial agricultural output of Zimbabwe. Zimbabwe’s
current land reform policy is a barrier to both the
county’s economic recovery and its longer term
development.

We also decided to address this subject because of
our concern that UK policy is misunderstood in Africa.
Many Africans, particularly those from southern Africa,
believe that the UK promised to fund land reform in
Zimbabwe as part of the deal made 30 years ago at
the Lancaster house talks, which brought to an end the
illegal unilateral declaration of independence by the
white settler regime in Zimbabwe. Furthermore, many
in Africa believe that we oppose farm invasions in
Zimbabwe principally because it is white farmers whose
land is being expropriated, and many believe that we
support the European Union’s restrictive measures—often
referred to as sanctions—because we have political
differences with the President of Zimbabwe.

I do not believe that any of those views are right or
true. For example, the EU’s restrictive measures ban
arm sales to Zimbabwe because of the human rights
violations that the armed forces in that country have
committed against civilians. Those measures also freeze
the assets of 203 individual members of ZANU-PF,
which until recently was the sole ruling party in Zimbabwe,
and of 40 parastatal companies. Those assets abroad
have been frozen because of the real fear that Government
or state property from Zimbabwe was being taken out
of the country and used for personal benefit, rather
than for the benefit of Zimbabwe’s people.

I must say, however, that sometimes the comments
made by Members of this House about land invasions
in Zimbabwe reinforce the belief that our concern is
based principally on kith and kin. I do not believe that
that is the case. Addressing that concern was one of the
reasons why the all-party group decided to write our
report.

Sir Nicholas Winterton (Macclesfield) (Con): The
hon. Gentleman has quite rightly outlined the facts and
gave the statistics about land invasions, saying that
something like 220,000 farm workers have been robbed

of their jobs, their accommodation and a good quality
of life. Does that statistic indicate that those of us who
have stood up and opposed the farm invasions are
seeking merely to support our kith and kin? We are
concerned about Zimbabweans and the prosperity and
future of their country. Is that not the position of the
overwhelming majority of Members of this House who
have taken an interest in Zimbabwe and land reform
there?

Hugh Bayley: I believe that that is the case and I am
glad to hear the hon. Gentleman, who has been vocal
on this issue for as long as I have been a Member of
Parliament, stating that as clearly and as forcefully as he
just has.

The all-party group wanted to do two things in our
report: to set the record straight and to look forwards,
not backwards—to try to develop ideas about the types
of policies that would provide the basis for a new and
better relationship between our country and Zimbabwe.
The report set out three broad objectives: first, to
establish what was actually agreed at Lancaster house;
secondly, to document what development assistance has
been provided by the UK to Zimbabwe, for land reform
specifically and more generally; and thirdly, to examine
what future land reform policies would re-establish a
productive agriculture sector in Zimbabwe, which would
support rural livelihoods and offer job opportunities
once again for the many farm workers who have lost
their jobs through the farm invasions.

We sought and obtained evidence from the widest
possible range of people. They included representatives
of the UK Government, and we are grateful to the
Secretary of State for International Development for
providing a detailed draft of written evidence. Through
the Zimbabwean ambassador in London, we received
evidence from ZANU-PF. We also received evidence
from various participants at the Lancaster house talks,
including members of the ZANU and ZAPU teams
who were legal advisers to their respective party presidents,
Robert Mugabe and Joshua Nkomo. Furthermore, we
received evidence from Lord Carrington, who gave oral
evidence in a very sharp way. He remembered a huge
amount of detail and it was important to capture that
detail to understand what actually happened in those
discussions at Lancaster house. In addition, we sought
and obtained evidence from academics, both in the UK
and Zimbabwe; from Chester Crocker, the US Assistant
Secretary of State who had special responsibility for
Africa at the time of the Lancaster house talks, and
from others.

In all the evidence that we obtained, we found no
evidence that Britain had betrayed promises on land
reform made at Lancaster house. In fact, the most
interesting evidence of all came from ZANU-PF. The
Zimbabwean embassy in London did not claim that
there was a secret deal that the UK would provide funds
to pay for land reform. It is true that both Robert
Mugabe and Joshua Nkomo sought commitments on
land reform at Lancaster house—land reform was a
very important issue for those who had been involved in
the liberation struggle—but the UK had to broker a
deal between Ian Smith and his regime’s military on the
one hand and the liberation movements on the other
hand, and there was no agreement on land.

At one stage in the talks, Robert Mugabe and Joshua
Nkomo threatened to walk out of Lancaster house, but
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a great deal of pressure was put on them by the Presidents
of the front-line states, particularly Zambia and
Mozambique, which were used by the Zimbabwean
liberation movement fighters for their training camps
and supply lines. Pressure from those neighbouring
countries was put on the Zimbabwean liberation movements
to agree a deal so that the war might end. The leaders of
those movements were urged to compromise, and they
did.

There is nothing in the Lancaster house agreement
promising to pay for land reform, and nothing in our
conversations with the principal western Ministers involved
at the time—Lord Carrington and Chester Crocker—
suggested that there was any secret deal to do so.
Nevertheless, Britain made aid available for land reform
on a “willing seller, willing buyer” basis, and by 1986,
71,000 families had been resettled on land formerly
owned by commercial farmers. The Economist described
it at the time as
“one of the most successful aid schemes in Africa”.

However, by 1985, the scheme had slowed down, and in
the 1990s it stopped altogether.

In 1997, Robert Mugabe was losing support within
his party, ZANU-PF, and came under pressure from
war veterans for pensions. He capitulated to those demands,
seeking support from a constituency within his party,
but his capitulation did not end the demands. The
veterans came back with more demands, including demands
for land, and in 2000 Robert Mugabe instituted a fast-track
land reform process. From that time onwards, Zimbabwe’s
relationship with the UK, the European Union and the
United States deteriorated.

As a result of fast-track land reform, Zimbabwe’s
agricultural output has fallen by 60 per cent. and the
economy more generally has gone into freefall, with
mounting inflation. I came back from Zimbabwe recently
with a note for either 50 million or 50 billion Zimbabwean
dollars—I cannot remember which. I should have looked
at it again this weekend. At the end of the inflation
spiral, prices were doubling every 24 hours.

Sir Robert Smith (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine)
(LD): I should declare an interest, as my nephew is a
Zimbabwean who has been evicted from farmland.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned the change in process
that led to the collapse in productive capacity. One of
the biggest underlying problems it is that, because the
process does not give legal title to the new owners and
the transfer has no proper legal underpinning, the new
owners have no means of investing in the farms. We
therefore need to bring back legal stability and a proper
legal process to land ownership in countries such as
Zimbabwe, to enable investment for the future so that
productive capacity can be restored.

Hugh Bayley: The only thing with which I disagree is
the use of “we”. It is not for us but for the Government
of Zimbabwe to bring that back. However, I know the
hon. Gentleman well, and I am sure that that was a slip
of the tongue.

One matter that we examined in some detail in our
report was Zimbabwe’s dual land ownership law. Roughly
70 per cent. of land was originally commercially farmed,
with a system of title, which brought with it the sort of
benefit that the hon. Gentleman describes. Owners can

use the equity in the land title to borrow for the purchase
of inputs such as seeds and fertilisers and to pay for
irrigation; when good legal title is lost, such benefits
disappear. However, on the remaining 30 per cent. of
the land—the so-called communal lands used largely by
African farmers—an individual farmer does not have
legal title and is therefore unable to gain the credit
necessary to raise farm productivity. I would like a
system of title to be established for land across Zimbabwe
as a whole, but that of course is a matter for the
Zimbabweans, not us.

Mr. William Cash (Stone) (Con): I was an official
observer in the Rhodesian elections back in 1982 and I
remember meeting members of the then Government.
Among the matters that came up that the hon. Gentleman
has not yet mentioned was the question whether the
money that came from land, if compensation were
payable under reform, could be taken out of the country.
Of course, a different regime altogether applied to
mines. Did he discuss with Lord Carrington article 5 of
the constitution—if I recall it correctly; it was a long
time ago? That was a hot issue at the time. It locked
people in and it has in many ways been a contributory
factor in the conflict, violence and hatred that Robert
Mugabe has tended to generate.

Hugh Bayley: We did not discuss with Lord Carrington
the situation after the Lancaster house talks, other than
in the most general terms. However, one pillar on which
the agreement rested was the principle that the political
arrangements—the constitution as agreed at Lancaster
House—would remain in force for either 10 or 20 years.
Somebody will correct me—[HON. MEMBERS: “Ten years.”]
Yes, of course, because it was 10 years later that the
constitution was changed to create a different political
arrangement. One plank of the Lancaster house agreement
was that until or unless the constitution was changed,
land title would change only on the basis that a willing
seller sold to a willing buyer. In fairness to Robert
Mugabe, after a bloody war against an illegal settler
regime, he honoured that agreement to the letter. The
problems arose later.

Mr. Cash: “Willing seller, willing buyer” is one thing,
but the fact that the seller could not repatriate the
money to the United Kingdom or wherever else they
wanted to send it created a lot of pressure on the
practicalities of the reform system. As I recall, in the
mining sector, Lonrho negotiated a deal enabling it to
take mining money out of the country. The whole thing
was a complete mess, which is what generated a lot of
the pressure.

Hugh Bayley: We did not consider capital flows in
detail in the report, but that is an important issue.
Perhaps if the hon. Gentleman catches your eye, Mrs. Dean,
he will be able to expand on it. It is crucial to the future
as well as the past.

On finance and money, although the Lancaster house
agreement did not require the UK to set up a land
reform fund, the UK put up money for that purpose.
The UK has always been one of the biggest aid donors
to Zimbabwe: since 1998, it has been among the top
three countries in the world giving aid to Zimbabwe,
and for five of those 11 years, we have been the largest
single bilateral donor to Zimbabwe. Since 2000, when
political relations between the UK and Zimbabwe became
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strained, far from penalising Zimbabwe for farm invasions,
the UK has recognised the country’s growing humanitarian
needs and has increased aid from $20 million in 2000 to
$89 million in 2008, according to independent figures
from the OECD’s development assistance committee. I
totted up the figures last night: since independence, the
UK has provided Zimbabwe with $1.128 billion in
aid—a considerable sum.

In the early years, $50 million was set aside for land
reform, which paid for the resettlement of 71,000
smallholders. That was the scheme described by The
Economist as particularly successful. In fact, not quite
all the $50 million was used; $2 million or so was not.
The only reason why the scheme did not continue is that
the rule of law broke down and land was redistributed
not to the rural landless poor, but to rich and powerful
members of the ruling elite. I regard it as perfectly
proper that British aid is used to provide livelihoods for
poor African peasant farmers, but it should not be used
to provide large capital assets to members of a country’s
elite.

Mr. Gregory Campbell (East Londonderry) (DUP):
The hon. Gentleman is coming on to something that
afflicts Zimbabwe and much of Africa: corruption.
Does the all-party group’s report examine in detail the
part played by corruption, particularly in the past five
or six years?

Hugh Bayley: This report does not, but I remind the
hon. Gentleman that the group’s last report entitled
“The Other Side of the Coin” was on exactly that issue.
It focused on corruption in Africa, and in particular on
the corrupt relationships between people in this country
and in Africa. The hon. Member for Stone (Mr. Cash)
has taken a close interest in the matter and brought a
Bill before the House. Similarly, I brought forward an
International Bribery and Corruption Bill 12 years ago.
We are both happy that the Government have brought
forward the Bribery Bill, which is before the House and
will hopefully be on the statute book before the election.

Sir Nicholas Winterton: The hon. Gentleman is right.
I had the honour of chairing the Bribery Public Bill
Committee, and the Committee stage was completed
this week. I also hope that the Bill makes rapid progress,
as it has all-party support in the House.

Hugh Bayley: With the hon. Gentleman’s support, I
am damned sure that the Bill will go through. I believe it
will make a real difference.

In 2001, the law on bribery in the UK was changed to
make explicit for the first time that transnational bribes
made by British citizens or companies were contrary to
law. That meant that the UK complied with the
requirements of the OECD convention on bribery. However,
it was not an effective law in terms of bringing cases
before the courts. A few cases have been brought recently
by the Serious Fraud Office, with convictions being
secured through the courts or civil penalties being paid
by companies in breach of the law. If the Bribery Bill
becomes law, it will significantly strengthen the powers
of the Government and help to prevent bad apples from
the UK fuelling corruption abroad.

Mr. Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (Cotswold) (Con): I am
interested to find out what the situation in Zimbabwe is
today and what the hon. Gentleman thinks about it.
Does he agree with the provisions in the global political
agreement that say that there should be a thorough land
audit of the current situation in Zimbabwe, or does he
think that that would enshrine the current situation?
Does he think that those provisions would help in the
production of a proper land title system that would
allow farmers to borrow against the resulting collateral?

Hugh Bayley: I should make progress or I will be
delivering my speech in bits. I agree strongly with the
provisions. I am glad that the Government have been
instrumental in persuading the World Bank to set up a
multi-donor trust fund to pay for such an audit to be
carried out. That will be an important basis on which to
build a viable land policy for Zimbabwe. I am grateful
to the hon. Gentleman for mentioning the matter.

The International Development Committee, whose
Chair, the right hon. Member for Gordon (Malcolm
Bruce), is here, has just completed an inquiry into
Zimbabwe that is due to be published on Friday. Because
of the rules of parliamentary privilege, I cannot reveal
what it says, but I can refer to evidence submitted to the
Committee; that is in the public domain. The Department
for International Development evidence said that in
2009-10, British aid to Zimbabwe will, for the first time,
exceed $100 million.

I know that British aid is making a real difference,
not only from reading DFID papers, but because I
visited Zimbabwe a few weeks ago as a member of the
International Development Committee. The aid is being
used to distribute seeds and fertiliser to 375,000 smallholder
households in Zimbabwe, to compensate those who
have lost land and create new livelihoods for them. A
great deal of British money goes towards fighting HIV/
AIDS, for example through the distribution of tens of
millions of male and female condoms. The UK is
leading the multi-donor expanded support programme
on HIV/AIDS, which is making antiretroviral drugs
available to 58,000 people in Zimbabwe who would
otherwise suffer from AIDS and die.

The UK is helping the World Food Programme to
deliver food aid to 1.6 million people. We are supporting
UNICEF to reduce the impact of cholera; in 2008,
about 1,500 people died in a cholera epidemic. British
money is being used to improve access to clean water
and sanitation for 2 million people in Zimbabwe. We
have a commitment to provide textbooks to 5,300 primary
schools in Zimbabwe. We are providing technical assistance
to the office of the Prime Minister and the office of the
Finance Minister. British money is being well spent and
is channelled largely through multilateral agencies to
ensure that it is not misused through corrupt practices
within the Zimbabwe Government.

Malcolm Bruce (Gordon) (LD): I am grateful to the
hon. Gentleman for alluding to the work of the
International Development Committee. Our report will
come out on Friday. Does he agree that we learned from
our visit to Zimbabwe that there is a huge capacity for
recovery if only all parties come together, and that,
contrary to what one might think from the propaganda,
the UK Government are playing a pivotal role in
co-ordinating aid and development and facilitating further
investment in Zimbabwe, should the political process
allow it?
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Hugh Bayley: I agree absolutely. I must tread cautiously
so that I do not reveal what is in the report. However, I
feel able to repeat what I said before we received evidence:
I think that the global political agreement opens a new
opportunity for the UK to advance the cause of
development in Zimbabwe and build better relationships
with the Zimbabwe Government. I believe that now is
the time to engage, not to hold back.

Sir Nicholas Winterton: The hon. Gentleman has not
yet mentioned the number of farms that Mr. Mugabe
has handed over to members of the army, members of
his family, members of ZANU-PF and individuals and
companies involved with ZANU-PF. Will he highlight
the problem that the country is not able to produce the
food that its people need and is therefore reliant on
overseas aid and food from other countries, even though
it could be and has been the bread basket of central
Africa?

Hugh Bayley: This is the central tragedy: a country
that used not only to be self-sufficient, but to export
food to Zambia, Malawi and other countries in the
region now has a food deficit that cannot be made good
through commercial trade. In years past, Zimbabwe
had a larger commercial sector in its economy than
most countries in central and southern Africa. The gap
has to be filled by donors from abroad through food
aid.

It is to the credit of the UK that we have never
flinched from that task, despite our very strong differences
with the Government of Zimbabwe. If it is a question of
whether people live or starve, the only thing a rich
country such as ours can do is provide the food. If we
are not welcome in person in the country, we need to
find an agency such as the World Food Programme to
deliver the aid on our behalf. We have done that, and it
is the right thing to do.

When the Committee was in Zimbabwe a couple of
weeks ago, we met the Prime Minister, Morgan Tsvangirai.
He urged the UK to think about what he called
humanitarian aid-plus. He did not suggest that
circumstances are yet appropriate for large-scale aid to
be channelled through the Government, but he did say
that we ought to be looking at longer-term development,
not just immediate humanitarian relief. To a considerable
extent, that is what DFID is doing. It is looking at the
issues of sewerage and water supplies and the provision
of a basic formulary of drugs, rather than just responding
to the health problems caused by food shortages. I
would like us to do everything we can to move the aid
relationship between this country and Zimbabwe on
from one of humanitarian relief to one that builds
economic and political capacity within the country.

The inclusive Government who grew out of the global
political agreement incorporate members of the Movement
for Democratic Change as well as of ZANU-PF, the
long-term ruling party, but that Government are clearly
fragile and under pressure. There have been some real
achievements—most notably, of course, the stabilisation
of the economy and the Finance Minister’s decision to
dollarise the economy. That led to two immediate
advantages: first, it stopped inflation in its tracks, and
secondly it stopped the Zimbabwean central bank from
printing money to give to the party in power or senior
people in the ruling regime; that was what had destroyed

the value of the Zimbabwean dollar. The inclusive
Government are rebuilding the capacity of the civil
service to deliver basic services to the people, but they
have a long way to go.

The Minister of State, Department for International
Development (Mr. Gareth Thomas): My hon. Friend
referred to the stabilisation of the economy. Would he
at this point join me in noting the serious incident that
took place yesterday? Last night, the Finance Minister,
Tendai Biti, was involved in a serious car crash on a
road just outside Harare. We understand that he is
currently under observation in hospital, that his condition
is stable and that he is expected to make a full recovery.
Will my hon. Friend take this opportunity to join me
and I am sure other hon. Members in wishing him well
for a speedy recovery, given how important he has been
in helping to stabilise Zimbabwe’s economy?

Hugh Bayley: Yes, I will. I know that every hon.
Member in this Chamber would also wish to join the
Minister in sending those greetings. I hope that it is not
just a rhetorical flourish; I hope that our ambassador in
Harare will convey the greetings of this House and send
our best wishes to Tendai Biti. He is an absolutely
pivotal figure and is extremely bright. He is, of course,
the architect of the finance reforms that stopped the
runaway inflation, and he will play a vital—pivotal—part
in Zimbabwe’s economic recovery. His good health and
speedy return to office is extremely important not only
to the politics of Zimbabwe, but to the people of
Zimbabwe. I worry when I hear about car crashes in
Zimbabwe, because the Prime Minister there lost his
wife in a car crash. Although we know that the roads
are much more dangerous in Africa, that incident shows
how fragile the inclusive Government are.

I shall briefly refer to the four recommendations in
the report and say a word or two about the global
political agreement. We came to four principal conclusions.
First, when we in the UK consider land reform, we
must recognise that it is a highly charged political issue.
At the time of independence, the settler farmers made
up 1 per cent. of the population, but they owned 70 per
cent. of the land. Most of the farmers in the 1980s had
bought their land from earlier generations of white
settlers, but the land title that the first settlers obtained
at the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century
was disputable to say the least.

When the Committee was in Zimbabwe, I talked to a
white archivist who had just retired from the civil service.
He was a fourth generation Rhodesian, as he called
himself, and his family were farmers. He said that when
his family arrived at the turn of the 19th century and
staked out their claim to land, they told the local people
that they had a choice: work for them or get off the
land. One has to understand why there is an African
sense of grievance. That is not to say that the process of
land invasions is a wise, sensible or justifiable response
to that grievance, but to ignore the fact that there is a
very real grievance is to put off finding a solution to the
problem.

Our second recommendation was that the UK needs
to combat more actively the “promises betrayed” myth
in Africa and that we need to assert that we are one of
Africa’s best development partners. Over the past decade,
the United Kingdom has doubled—possibly even trebled—
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our aid to Africa. We have done more than that in
Zimbabwe; we have increased it fivefold. We must continue
to support Zimbabwe’s development both politically
and economically.

Thirdly, we made comments about the dual land
tenure system. I was pleased to note in the Government’s
response that they share our view that real land title
needs to be provided to all Zimbabweans who are
farming. However, the Government point out rightly
that the Zimbabwean people and their Parliament must
make that decision—it is not a decision that we can
make here.

Fourthly, we recommend that the UK should re-engage
on the issue of land reform—including on making a
financial commitment to land reform—once the quality
of governance is such that we are assured that the
money spent will go to provide land to the landless
poor, not to elite groups. We make the point that the
UK cannot do that alone, partly because of a poisoned
post-colonial relationship and partly because it is a
responsibility for the wider donor community. That
matter ought to be dealt with on a multilateral basis
and is possibly something that could flow from the
“Domesday Book” work on defining land title, which is
being carried out—funded—by the World Bank’s multi-
donor trust fund.

Finally, I want briefly to read some extracts from the
global political agreement, which was made between
ZANU-PF, the largest party in Government since
independence, and the major Opposition parties—the
two factions of the MDC. Article V of the global
political agreement recognises
“that colonial racist, land ownership patterns, established during
the colonial conquest of Zimbabwe…were not only unsustainable,
but against the national interest, equity and justice”

and accepts the desirability of comprehensive land reform
in Zimbabwe.

The agreement states that there was a difference of
opinion between the MDC and ZANU-PF. It says:

“While differing on the methodology of acquisition and
redistribution…under a land reform programme under taken
since 2000”,

the parties accept
“the irreversibility of the said land acquisitions and redistribution.”

The parties agree on a number of other issues, but I
want to set out just four of the points that they agreed.
First, they agreed to
“conduct a comprehensive, transparent and non-partisan land
audit”.

As I said, that is under way and it is being funded by
donors, including this country. Secondly, they agreed to
“work together to secure international support and finance for
the land reform programme”.

When the political conditions allow, I would want our
Government to support that and to take a lead in
constructing a multi-donor fund. Thirdly, they agreed
to
“work together for the restoration of full productivity on all
agricultural land”.

DFID is already working on that, and I mentioned the
seed and fertiliser distribution programmes.

However, the parties to the global political agreement,
which included the MDC, also
“call upon the United Kingdom government to accept the primary
responsibility to pay compensation for land acquired from former
land owners for resettlement”,
and I do not accept that. That statement was made in a
political agreement between Zimbabweans. It is not for
the UK to compensate those whose land was taken by
force; the responsibility to pay compensation must lie
with those who forcibly took the land. After all, it is
45 years since Britain ruled what is now Zimbabwe, in
which time we have seen 15 years of an illegal settler
regime, which was in revolt against the British Crown,
followed by 30 years of independence. It is those who
have broken the law in Zimbabwe in recent years who
have a responsibility.

The all-party group and I strongly make the case that
the UK should be a generous aid donor and, in particular,
that it should set up a fund to help pay for land reform.
However, we should do that because we are good
development partners, not because of an historical debt,
particularly when actions have taken place decades
after the colonial period. We should work with the
Government of Zimbabwe not just to distribute seeds
and fertiliser, but to put together a range of policies on
land title and other matters to help Zimbabwe recover
the agricultural productivity that it once had and to
become the bread basket of Africa once again.

Several hon. Members rose—

Mrs. Janet Dean (in the Chair): Order. I advise Members
that I intend to begin calling the Front-Bench spokesmen
at 3.30 pm.

3.12 pm
Kate Hoey (Vauxhall) (Lab): I congratulate my hon.

Friend the Member for City of York (Hugh Bayley) on
his debate. Today, I have spoken to members of Tendai
Biti’s family, both here and in Zimbabwe, and he is
recovering. He has met many of the Members here,
including the members of the all-party group on Zimbabwe,
and he will be very grateful and pleased that we are
sending him our best wishes.

Land is an emotive issue in Zimbabwe; having travelled
hundreds of miles through Zimbabwe over the past
10 years, and coming as I do from a farming background,
I feel pretty emotional about it myself. My emotion
arises, first, from seeing thousands and thousands of
acres of good agricultural land revert to scrubland. It
also arises from seeing thousands and thousands of
skilled agricultural workers consigned to enforced idleness,
joblessness and the prospect of having no future. It is
outrageous that that should be happening in a world
short of food and on a continent where hunger is never
far away.

What makes me very angry indeed, however, is the
thought that my constituents just down the road in
Lambeth, Vauxhall and Brixton are paying their taxes
so that food can be shipped halfway around the world
to feed people in a country that, until very recently,
exported food. Indeed, it could still be exporting food
but for the disastrous actions of Mugabe and his ruling
clique, which has sacrificed the prosperity and well-being
of an entire nation to their greed for power and plunder.

It is really important to set the discussion of land in
Zimbabwe in that context, because there is a tendency
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among many people and many of the relief agencies to
tiptoe around the real issues. Some people still often
blame the food shortages on bad harvests and bad
weather, when the truth is that the chaotic fast-track
land reform process has resulted in whole swathes of
land being taken out of production. Earlier this month,
the Red Cross announced that more than 2 million
Zimbabweans are urgently in need of food assistance,
before going on to blame the shortages on drought in
some areas and excessive rain in others.

That statement shows a real drought of honesty over
the real reasons why Zimbabweans are hungry. While
ZANU Ministers and the people at the top of the
armed forces sit in the farm houses that they have
grabbed, the land lies uncultivated and unproductive,
and those who should be working it are displaced and
destitute. That is shocking and scandalous. Whatever
the weasel words from Mugabe and his apologists about
righting the supposed wrongs of colonialism, the people
of Zimbabwe are now far worse off than they were in
the 1980s.

It would be helpful if the Minister could assure us
that DFID and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
will do all they can to make sure that NGOs delivering
programmes funded by British taxpayers become in no
way complicit in promoting the politicised misrepresentation
of facts favoured by ZANU-PF. I realise that it is
sometimes difficult and that organisations do not want
to jeopardise their operations in the country by becoming
overtly political, but if we are providing their funding, it
is important they should not, for the sake of a quiet life,
play along with sometimes distorted versions of events
that denigrate the UK and gloss over the appalling
record of Mugabe’s Government.

Recently, the general secretary of the General Agricultural
and Plantation Workers Union of Zimbabwe, Gertrude
Hambira, came to speak to the all-party group on
Zimbabwe about a report and a film produced by the
union, which show the human rights violations suffered
by farm workers as a result of the land reform process.
She was in hiding until very recently because armed
men forced their way into her home to abduct her. Only
last month, the Central Intelligence Organisation—
Zimbabwe’s secret police, who are still operating in
Zimbabwe despite the global political agreement—raided
the union’s offices looking for Gertrude, and she had to
flee to South Africa for safety. Such things are still
happening day in, day out to trade union leaders who
tell the truth about land reform in Zimbabwe and who
try to defend the rights of workers.

Sir Nicholas Winterton: The hon. Lady mentions an
important trade union leader who has fled to South
Africa, but what about the hundreds of thousands—nay,
millions—of Zimbabwe citizens, including those who
have been driven off the land by the so-called war
veterans, who were not even born when the war took
place, who are causing unrest and social disorder in
parts of South Africa, among other countries?

Kate Hoey: Of course. It is refreshing to see President
Zuma engage much more with the issue. Indeed, shortly
after he left this country—I am sure that his visit had
something to do with this—he was literally followed by
Zimbabweans wherever he went, and he has recently
been in Zimbabwe. South Africa is suffering, too, because
of the overspill from what is happening in Zimbabwe.

For 20 years, as we know, Mugabe was not interested
in land reform, which was not a priority. When he did
move it to the top of his agenda, it was not because he
suddenly wanted to right an historical wrong; his real
aim was to cripple the trade union movement because
of the looming political threat. The Zimbabwe Congress
of Trade Unions broke its alliance with ZANU-PF, and
Morgan Tsvangirai, who was then the ZCTU general
secretary, went on to found the MDC. Farm workers
were an obvious target for retribution because they
made up the largest sector of unionised labour. What is
even worse—this is often overlooked—is that there is a
nasty whiff of xenophobia about taking things out on
farm workers, many of whom are descended from Malawian
migrants. That is a whole new issue, which needs to be
looked at.

Some Members participating in the debate will have
seen the moving film “Mugabe and the White African”,
which was released recently. The all-party group had a
screening of the film, which members of the International
Development Committee saw before their visit to Zimbabwe.
The film follows the proceedings of the Southern African
Development Community tribunal, leading up to its
ruling in 2008 that the seizure of commercial farms was
illegal. The tribunal decided that the amendment to the
Zimbabwe constitution allowing the Government to
seize white-owned farms without compensation violated
international law.

It is particularly significant that the ruling should
have been made by a tribunal set up by the SADC, the
regional grouping of African nations. Needless to say,
Mugabe promptly announced that he did not recognise
the authority of the tribunal, even though his own
Government had ratified the protocol establishing it. In
February in South Africa the North Gauteng High
Court ruled that the SADC decision could be enforced
in South Africa and that certain assets of the Government
of Zimbabwe could be seized, to provide compensation
to dispossessed farmers.

The UK provides substantial support across the SADC
region and DFID has helped with the strengthening of
SADC institutions. It is futile to provide support for
those much vaunted regional bodies if they can be
disregarded as soon as they become inconvenient. Perhaps
the Minister can tell us what discussions he has had
with Governments in the region about making sure that
ZANU-PF Ministers honour their international obligations,
particularly those made to the country’s SADC partners.
That has a bearing on the cavalier way in which Mugabe
still treats the global political agreement. He signed up
to the agreement and was really only allowed to stay on
in government because of it. The pressure came from
South Africa. Yet SADC has seemed pretty impotent
when it comes to exercising the guarantee that it gave to
the MDC when it signed up—reluctantly, but in the
interest of the country—that ZANU-PF would not be
able to wriggle out of its obligations to observe the
spirit and letter of the agreement.

If only Mugabe would reread what he said 30 years
ago, in January 1980, when he arrived back from exile in
Mozambique:

“We will not seize land from anyone who has a use for it.
Farmers who are able to be productive and prove useful to society
will find us co-operative.”

He has actually seized farms from black farmers and
white farmers who bought their land legally long after
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colonialism finished. We must not allow the colonial
issue to override everything, because, as my hon. Friend
the Member for City of York said, it is a long time since
this country was directly running Zimbabwe in any way.

Land is the key; it should be productive and should
be used to grow crops to feed the people and to export.
It should be used to provide employment and to generate
the wealth needed to pay for local schools and community
hospitals. Now at long last there are encouraging signs
that Zimbabwe might be moving towards proper democracy.
As those signs materialise into reality, I hope that we
can enter into productive partnerships with forward-looking
MDC Ministers in the Government of Zimbabwe, such
as Elton Mangoma. There are really good people around,
who know what needs to be done to get Zimbabwe
moving.

I hope that the Minister will tell us more about DFID
plans to encourage investment in enterprises related to
agriculture. What can be done that will help to re-establish
enterprises that will generate employment and foreign
earnings? One of the realities is that many of the
methods of modern agribusiness are not labour-intensive.
There is a need to find ways in which value can be added
to agricultural produce before it leaves Zimbabwe. That
will not only boost employment; it will boost Zimbabwe’s
export earnings. It will help land to become again what
it was for so long: the mainstay of the Zimbabwean
economy and the foundation of vibrant local communities.
None of that can happen until Zimbabwe has genuinely
free and fair elections, a new Government and a new
President, elected on the basis of support for the rule of
law and real democracy. That is what the House should
work towards.

3.23 pm

Mr. Richard Benyon (Newbury) (Con): It is always a
pleasure to hear the hon. Member for Vauxhall (Kate
Hoey) speak about Zimbabwe. Her courage on the issue
is known to many of us in the all-party group on
Zimbabwe. The anger that she feels at what has happened
to that wonderful country burns in her rhetoric, and it is
a privilege to follow her.

This is a poignant moment for me to speak on the
issue, because I have today been given information
about two constituents, Adele and Bruce Moffatt, who
escaped after what happened to them on their farm and
came to live with their children in my constituency.
They went back to Zimbabwe and in the past day or so
have had a really horrendous experience. They were
subjected to continuous beating for more than 90 minutes
and were marched into the bush, where they were
certain they were going to be murdered. They managed
to talk their way out of it and escape. They are still
trying to find out what has happened to others close to
them, and it is a worrying time for many families in this
country, and of course in Zimbabwe.

I pay tribute to the all-party group on Africa for the
report. It was a very good piece of work. I played a very
small part in it, because I attended one hearing, when
Lord Carrington gave evidence. If I have half the marbles
that he has at his age I shall be a very happy old man.
He is a remarkable person and his recall of what must at
times have been very confusing negotiations at Lancaster
house was remarkable.

I have seen land reform from close to in Zimbabwe. I
visited a farm where all the tractors were covered in
signs saying “A gift from the people of the European
Economic Community”. The farm, near Karoi, was
configured like an east European collective, and its
productivity was plunging compared with some of the
commercial farms, owned by all races, round about,
which were very well farmed. I worried when I saw how
aid from the EEC, as it was then, was being used. I have
also visited farms that were invaded by so-called war
veterans. To be a war veteran someone must be more or
less my age, in their late 40s, but there were people there
considerably younger than that. It was not possible that
they fought in the war, unless they were soldiers while
they were toddlers.

The most important point that I want to make in the
few minutes left to me is to respond to recommendations
2 and 4 in the report. What worries me and, I know,
other Members of both Houses who meet from time to
time, concerns what I should call the next generation of
African leaders. Many are very impressive people, and
many have been involved in business. They are involved
in politics in an entirely laudable way and they present
themselves as a new hope for a continent that has
suffered too long from poor governance. However, in
many cases, it is apparent that they still have a hang-up
about Lancaster house, saying that there was a betrayal
there and that we are in part to blame for what happened
in Zimbabwe.

The report has done much to debunk some of the
wrong perceptions about that. It is now up to some of
the very clever people we meet in high commissions and
the Foreign Office and other organisations to get out
there to show those people that we stuck to our word;
the problem started in Zimbabwe and can be solved in
Zimbabwe. Until we do that an apologia will hang over
the debate on land reform in the whole region. We
desperately need the Minister to say that our high
commissions will be charged with the job of selling that
point, to lay to rest a perception that has been allowed
to continue for too long.

Recommendation 4 is an excellent one—along with
the rest of the report. The British Government, whatever
form they take in the coming years, need to re-engage
with governance issues in Zimbabwe, not in a colonial
sense but in a supportive sense. Anything of that nature
that one says at the moment is misconstrued in the
Government-friendly Zimbabwe press, and we have to
be careful about the language we use. All of us in this
House have to do that. The problem is Zimbabwe’s. We
must stand by as friends of the people of Zimbabwe to
support them at the right time.

As for the taxpayers in our constituencies, and the
giving of aid, I barely hold a surgery now at which a
Zimbabwean does not come to see me. It might be
about a visa issue, or a welfare issue. Too often it is
about poverty, because people are living in straitened
circumstances in this country. Many of them are intelligent,
good people who want to go back to Zimbabwe and
take it to its recovery. We can get a massive bang for our
buck in aid, because not only can we re-energise that
potentially fantastically productive country, but—if we
want to be thoroughly selfish about it—we can save our
Exchequer the burden of supporting so many people
who have escaped the regime. In pure cash terms, for
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regeneration, we can contribute sums of money that
will have an enormous, over-arching effect, in the good
that they can do.

We need to look forward in this debate. I noticed that
Denis Norman, who was the Farm Minister, suggested
a process of some form of land nationalisation. Perhaps
there should be some form of sale and lease-back—some
form of leasing arrangement. The Commercial Farmers
Union is suggesting a truth and reconciliation committee.
Those are all good suggestions and I hope that they get
a good hearing, but ultimately they are nothing to do
with us. It is a question of a solution for Zimbabwe that
we can support.

On page 31 of the report, there is a map showing just
how fertile the country is and how what was once the
bread basket of Africa has become a basket case. However,
it can revert to being that again—if I had the same
rainfall over the same soil on my farm I would be a very
happy farmer indeed. We must find every way we can to
support the economy.

We have covered the question of tenure, and I have
run out of time. I will finish by saying that we must take
a mature approach to the future, recognising that for
some people certain perceptions will remain realities,
whatever efforts are made. If we tackle the wrongly-held
beliefs in an open and clear way and assist civil society
and the stabilising forces in Zimbabwe as they re-establish
themselves in the years to come, we can make a huge
difference to the future of that country. We must support
the agriculture and food production infrastructure, if
our aid funds allow, and work hard to make Governments
in the region aware that unless they stabilise Zimbabwe
they risk destabilising further the whole region.

3.31 pm

Mr. Edward Davey (Kingston and Surbiton) (LD): I
congratulate the hon. Member for City of York (Hugh
Bayley) on securing the debate and he and his colleagues
in the all-party group on Africa on their excellent
report, the recommendations of which seem extremely
sensible. I will show them to my parents-in-law, because
they were both born in Bulawayo and came to this
country rather depressed after the unilateral declaration
of independence. They have relatives who have been
farmers. Indeed, my wife’s uncle was a farmer in Zimbabwe
until he eventually decided to give up the ghost and go
and farm in South Africa. Before he did so he had a
crocodile farm, because he found that that helped the
war veterans decide not to come and take the land.

I have learnt some of the background to the situation
from my wife’s uncle and, in particular, from my father-
in-law, who stood in the elections against Ian Smith.
My father-in-law was part of the Liberal white party
there and selected his constituency in that election
because he worked out that, if he were elected, the party
would win the election and defeat Ian Smith. He was
depressed by the political situation at the time because
he predicted the war and how bad things would get. He
could not bear to watch that happen to his beloved
country and so decided, having been rejected by the
white population, to find work elsewhere. He ended up
as the head of the Law Commission in this country.
While he was a lawyer in Zimbabwe he defended some
of the black tribes against seizures of their land by
whites, so as a lawyer he was very much involved in that
in the 1960s and has some interesting tales to tell.

Many of those tales relate to one of the report’s main
points, which is that we must get over the narrative from
history that so bedevils the debate even among black
politicians, who in many other respects are extremely
progressive and have an encouraging outlook, as the
hon. Member for Newbury (Mr. Benyon) said, and that
is quite correct. My father-in-law explained to me that if
one looks back far enough in the history of land
ownership and land disputes in Zimbabwe one will see
that there were disputes between the Shona and the
Matabele. That is not to say that Britain’s record is good
in that regard, because it is not at all, and he is critical of
some of the things white settlers did, but his major
point is that if we keep going back to history we will get
nowhere.

We must take the view that it is the job of all the
people of Zimbabwe to look after the land and ensure
that they can grow the food that they all need. As other
Members have said, if the people can work together
there is no reason why Zimbabwe should not be able to
feed its own population and children and even export
food. That point is well made in the all-party group’s
report.

The question is how land reform happens. Other
Members have rightly said that that is ultimately a
matter for the Zimbabweans. The fate of the unity
Government, particularly the involvement of the MDC,
is unfortunately still in question, and everyone is right
to try to support them as much as possible. The news
about Tendai Biti is shocking, and like others we send
him our best wishes. The most frustrating thing is that
the policies that could be pursued would be in everyone’s
interests and could turn things around relatively quickly.
The report recommends, for example, that communal
land ownership must have title and that sorting out the
title of the land that has been seized would mean that
people could borrow for the seeds, tools and implements
they need. There are ways forward if there is the good
governance that is so critical to such policies.

I am sure that our Government will play their part,
although I think that recommendation 4 of the report is
well put, stressing the need for British support to be on
an increasingly multilateral basis so that we can get over
some of the historical baggage that is so bizarre and
unhelpful.

One matter that is not covered in the report, and
which I would be interested to learn more about after
the debate, is the role of China in Zimbabwe, particularly
with regard to land. One reads reports of Chinese state
corporations buying up land, which is adding a new and
complicating factor. I am certainly not an expert on
that, but I wonder how it is being factored into the
recommendations and thoughts, not least because there
is a danger that the deals that one hears are being made
between some of those corporations and, no doubt,
members of the ZANU-PF elite could create even more
problems in due course.

I do not pretend to have expert knowledge, save for
what I have heard from my father-in-law, but I think
that Britain has much to contribute in the situation. We
can help by dispelling the myths. I believe that the
politicians in Zimbabwe need to know that we have a lot
of cross-party support on the matter in the House.
There is a great deal of unity, but above all there is
much good will towards the people of Zimbabwe.
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My final point, which was also made by the hon.
Member for Newbury, and which backs up the point on
good will, is about assisting Zimbabweans in this country.
In many respects, that would be the quickest way of
showing that good will and giving support, and it would
mean that we would not necessarily have to get involved
in the difficult and sensitive politics of Zimbabwe
immediately.

Like the hon. Gentleman, I have many Zimbabweans,
both black and white, who come to my surgery seeking
support with visas and Home Office problems. It pains
me to see some of them who are in an extremely
difficult position, either because they are still waiting
for their asylum case to be heard or because their case
has failed, although, rightly, they are not being sent
back. The fact that they are not allowed to work and are
given no support in training seems to me to be one of
the biggest missed opportunities in development. I urge
the Minister, as I have urged the Foreign Secretary and
Ministers in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, to
talk again to the Home Office on that, because there
must be a way around it. We have an opportunity to
instil the skills, expertise, work experience and contacts
in a whole generation of Zimbabweans who could then
help to rebuild their country.

There is a broader point on the asylum seekers and
refugees who come to our shores and whom we do not
treat properly. We do not give them the opportunity to
return to their countries with added value and extra
skills. I think that there is a case for some kind of
temporary development visa that tells those people that
they can stay, get work and get trained because we want
to put in their hands and minds the skills that would
allow them to go back and rebuild their countries.
Would not that be Britain showing leadership in
development? Would that not be one of the easiest ways
to show that development money is better spent on the
people who will ultimately deliver better futures for
countries such as Zimbabwe?

3.39 pm

Mr. Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (Cotswold) (Con): I pay
tribute to the hon. Member for City of York (Hugh
Bayley) for obtaining this debate. It is very timely,
coming in the wake of the excellent report from his
all-party Africa group and in the light of the fact that
the International Development Committee is about to
publish its report.

I agree with my hon. Friend the Member for Newbury
(Mr. Benyon). Many of our constituents have an instinctive
empathy with the plight of the people of Zimbabwe.
Like him, I have had tragic cases of people who fled
from Zimbabwe, having lost close relatives in brutal
circumstances. They have been well looked after by
others in my constituency, and there are strong support
groups in this country that are giving a great deal of
help to the people of Zimbabwe.

I shall start where the hon. Member for Vauxhall
(Kate Hoey) ended. We and the British Government
need to do everything we can to make the global
political agreement work and to ensure that there is
a finite date for the next election, because the only
sustainable way forward is for Zimbabwe to move from

a transitional Government to a Government who are
properly elected through free and fair elections, if that
were ever possible.

In the short run, However, IHS Global Insight shares
the International Monetary Fund’s concerns over the
sustainability of Zimbabwe’s recovery. It says that for
that country, which is starting from an extremely low
base, rising output in the agricultural and mining sectors
is the quickest way to growth. It is clear that this debate
on land is extremely important, and that how land
reform moves forward is also important.

An aspect of the conditions in Zimbabwe that has
not been raised in this debate, although the hon. Member
for Kingston and Surbiton (Mr. Davey) got very close
to it just now, is that an estimated 3 million to 4 million
people have fled Zimbabwe and are refugees and asylum
seekers, many of them—probably 2 million to 3 million—in
South Africa. That leaves an estimated residual population
in Zimbabwe of about 8 million, of which about 6 million
were in need of food aid in 2008. According to the
World Food Programme, perhaps 2.7 million are still in
need of food and subsistence aid. The situation in
Zimbabwe is dire.

My hon. Friend the Member for Newbury is a great
expert on farming, and I farm as well. There is no doubt
about it: Zimbabwe used to be the bread basket of
Africa. Not only could it feed its own people, but it was
one of the major food exporters to the whole of the rest
of Africa. It is sad that the land reforms instituted by
President Mugabe from 2000 onwards have resulted in a
situation in which an estimated 4,000 farmers have been
displaced from their land, and, just as important, as my
hon. Friend the Member for Macclesfield (Sir Nicholas
Winterton) said, almost 300,000 agricultural workers
have been displaced from the farms where they worked—
many were brutally killed—and their skills have disappeared.
As my hon. Friend knows, what is important is not only
the ownership of a farm, but the skills of the people
who work on it and produce the crops.

The global political agreement that provides the
mechanism for a land audit is a good way forward.
Once we have established who owns the farms—whether
they are the right people to own them is a different
question—it will be possible develop some form of land
registration system, and then people will be able to
borrow against the collateral of the land and reinvest in
some of the infrastructure that has been so run down.
That is why farms are lying idle: infrastructure for grain
storage, irrigation and so on has in many cases gone to
rack and ruin because it has not been maintained
properly.

There is a need not only for capital infrastructure for
the farms, but for working capital to buy machinery to
harvest and plant crops and for the sort of assistance
that the Department for International Development is
giving by supplying farmers with seeds to plant and
fertilisers. Production can be cranked up, but many
things needed for that are desperately lacking.

Mr. Cash: I am sorry, Mrs. Dean, that I had to nip
out for a European Scrutiny Committee sitting.

Does my hon. Friend agree that the action of the
South African court in giving a right to seize Zimbabwean
Government property in South Africa in pursuit of
compensation claims by white farmers is a tremendous
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step forward in establishing their rights? What does he
think about the attitude of the President of South
Africa in that context? We have the sense that the South
African Government are reluctant to take the right
action against Mugabe.

Mr. Clifton-Brown: As he so often does, my hon.
Friend reads my mind; I was coming on to that point.
We need to make the global political agreement work.
We need to make the judgments of the panel enforceable
under the judicial system of Zimbabwe. My hon. Friend
is a great constitutional lawyer, so he will know that
unless one can obtain enforcement of a judgment, there
is not much point—I will not say that there is not much
point in getting the judgment, but the judgment itself is
not the critical thing. Enforcement is critical, and that is
why Zimbabwe needs a proper judicial system.

My hon. Friend the Member for Sutton Coldfield
(Mr. Mitchell) stated in a report on his recent visit to
Zimbabwe:

“A land audit that establishes exactly who is in possession of
what, as a first step towards a conclusive settlement on this most
sensitive of issues, is crucial yet shows no sign of getting off the
ground. Nor has Mugabe released all political prisoners, or
honoured his commitments to open up the media space. And all
the while Zanu PF thugs and militia lurk in the background.”

There is real fear in the back of Zimbabwean people’s
mind that the law and order situation is still highly
unpredictable and unsatisfactory. That is why the country
needs a general election and a properly, constitutionally
and democratically elected Government.

As a farmer, I would like to probe some of DFID’s
policies—that is the information that I hope the Minister
will be able to provide today. The hon. Member for City
of York said two important things. First, he said that,
having examined the matter in forensic detail, he does
not think that this country has any further obligations
under the Lancaster house agreement, and that,
furthermore, the situation is entirely the fault of the
ruling political party, which brought about contraventions
of the law of that country through the land reforms
conducted since 2000. Secondly—on the opposite end
of the scale—he said that this country has contributed
almost $1 billion to Zimbabwe since independence.
That is an important point that we need to keep stressing
to the world. Far from abandoning Zimbabwe, we have
been a huge supporter and a huge help to that country
through its difficult times.

I want to probe the Minister about the almost
£100 million-worth of aid that we will give Zimbabwe
this year. A great deal of it—I have the programmes
written down here—will go to shore up Government
infrastructure. How effective does he think direct aid to
the Zimbabwean Government has been? Is it bringing
about a real improvement in the structure of government?
Would we do better by channelling more of the aid
through non-governmental organisations, which are able
to reach the kind of areas that the Zimbabwean
Government, let alone the British Government, are not
able to reach?

Only two programmes are to do with food assistance
and farming reform, and I wonder whether more cannot
be done to encourage the kind of things that I have been
outlining—planting crops but doing it better—at least
on community and community co-operative lands. The
Minister will talk about the conservation farming system,

and that is great, but we need to go beyond that and
teach farmers how to plant crops properly and how to
grow them, and how to get farms recapitalised so that
food production starts to increase. Marketing pathways
need to be re-established so that farmers can get their
food to market and, above all, people must have the
wherewithal to be able to buy it. Although the economic
situation in Zimbabwe is improving, most people in
most situations are still unable to pay for ordinary food.
They simply do not have the ability to pay for the food
that is now in the shops. I would like to hear from the
Minister how he envisages the situation developing,
how effective our aid to Zimbabwe is, whether we are
right to give aid directly to the Zimbabwean Government
and how he envisages the global political agreement
panning out.

Does the Minister think that we are able to put any
pressure on President Zuma of South Africa? As the
hon. Member for Kingston and Surbiton and others
have said, President Zuma was pressurised hard during
his recent visit. Were there any diplomatic signs that
that pressure on the South African President had an
effect? He is able to bring more pressure to bear on
Zimbabwe than anybody else in the world.

What the Minister and everybody else will be able to
glean from this debate is that the British people care
deeply about what happens in Zimbabwe. We want to
see an alleviation of the situation in which the former
bread basket of Africa is not able even to feed itself and
more than 2 million people are today dependent on
food aid.

3.50 pm

The Minister of State, Department for International
Development (Mr. Gareth Thomas): I join others in
congratulating my hon. Friend the Member for City of
York (Hugh Bayley) on securing today’s debate. As
chair of the all-party group on Africa and through his
membership of the International Development Committee,
he has demonstrated a long-standing interest in development
in general and in the future of Zimbabwe in particular.
The insightful report on land in Zimbabwe by the
all-party group is a powerful testament to his interest.

I also acknowledge the many other thoughtful
contributions made by Members on both sides of the
House, including interventions by the hon. Members
for Stone (Mr. Cash), for Macclesfield (Sir Nicholas
Winterton) and for East Londonderry (Mr. Campbell),
the right hon. Member for Gordon (Malcolm Bruce),
who chairs the International Development Committee,
and the hon. Member for West Aberdeenshire and
Kincardine (Sir Robert Smith). I shall come in due
course to the substantive speeches made by my hon.
Friend the Member for City of York, my hon. Friend
the Member for Vauxhall (Kate Hoey) and the hon.
Member for Newbury (Mr. Benyon), along with the
Opposition spokespeople’s comments.

A number of Members have referred to the reputation
that Zimbabwe’s land has earned that country as the
bread basket of southern Africa, and how rebuilding
the productive capability of Zimbabwe’s land for
commercial and smallholder farmers is critical to the
country’s future. My hon. Friend the Member for Vauxhall
and the hon. Member for Newbury in particular drew
our attention to the continuing violence in Zimbabwe.
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My hon. Friend highlighted the case of Gertrude Hambira,
secretary-general of the General Agricultural and Plantation
Workers Union of Zimbabwe, who had to go into
hiding following harassment and intimidation. My hon.
Friend is absolutely right to continue to highlight the
harassment and arrests of human rights defenders and
political activists, and the way in which farm invasions
have continued and, in some respects, escalated. We
continue to urge all sides of the Government to fully
observe the spirit as well as the letter of the global
political agreement. The hon. Member for Newbury
mentioned two of his constituents, Adele and Bruce
Moffatt. The experience that they have just endured is
another powerful illustration of the problems that continue
to scar Zimbabwe, not only in the experiences of those
who work on and own farms, but in the human rights
situation in the country more generally.

Some of today’s speakers are members of the
International Development Committee. When the Select
Committee recently visited Zimbabwe, it was able to
witness some of the Department’s work, and I look
forward to receiving that Committee’s report shortly.

As others have said, today’s discussion about land
reform has to be set in the context of the challenging
political situation in Zimbabwe. I believe that the inclusive
Government remain the best opportunity for achieving
the economic and political reform that Zimbabwe so
desperately needs. The establishment of an inclusive
Government has led to progress: for example, the
stabilisation of the economy has meant that goods are
available in shops, inflation has been tamed and there is
now a reasonable basis for discussion with institutions
such as the International Monetary Fund. Huge
improvements are still necessary, but there has been
progress.

The humanitarian situation has also improved. My
hon. Friend the Member for Vauxhall in particular, will
remember that, at this time last year, more than 100,000
people had been affected by the worst cholera outbreak
in Zimbabwe’s history and 7 million people were
receiving aid. This year, fewer than 250 people have
been affected by cholera and about 2 million are likely
to need food aid.

Mr. Cash: Are the Government ensuring that the aid
we give goes to sanitation measures?

Mr. Thomas: We are giving support for sanitation
measures. The hon. Gentleman gives me the opportunity
to point out, in response to one of the questions asked
by the hon. Member for Cotswold (Mr. Clifton-Brown),
that almost all our aid goes through the United Nations
or international NGOs. A very small proportion is
spent as technical assistance to Ministries that are
committed to reform. Our aid goes through organisations
in the UN or through INGOs with whom we have

long-standing working arrangements, and there is an
extensive programme of audits and evaluations of the
aid’s effectiveness.

That leads me to highlight the continuing challenge
of delivering basic health and education services, which
Members who have visited Zimbabwe and those who
follow events there closely will recognise. I welcome the
efforts by President Zuma and his team to address the
blockages that impede implementation of the global
political agreement. We have consistently called, and I
do so again today, on all sides of the Government of
Zimbabwe to push forward reform and do all they can
to meet the needs of their people. We had a useful
discussion with President Zuma when he came to London.
He joined the Prime Minister in calling on the inclusive
Government of Zimbabwe to complete as soon as possible
the implementation of the global political agreement.
Both countries called for an immediate end to harassment,
the repeal of repressive legislation and the establishment
of the principles of free speech and free association.
They also made it clear that the inclusive Government
have to put in place the conditions for free and fair
elections.

Many Members know that President Zuma recently
visited Harare. I understand that the visit resulted in
real progress and agreement in principle on a range of
the outstanding issues that impede progress in Zimbabwe.
President Zuma said that the package agreed during his
visit would take the process forward substantially. Given
the sensitivity of the discussions, he has obviously not
disclosed the details of the agreements that were reached,
but we are hopeful that the details will become public.
The Zimbabwe negotiating teams from all three political
parties and the three South African facilitators will
meet from 26 to 29 March to discuss the issues further
and develop implementation plans. They intend to report
back to President Zuma by 31 March.

Mr. Clifton-Brown: Is the Minister able to enlighten
us on any discussions that the Government have had
with President Zuma about how he, or the Southern
African Development Community, as the guarantor of
the global political agreement, will take the agenda
forward? It is all very well reporting and reporting, but
how will it be taken forward?

Mr. Thomas: As I have said, one the key ways for
SADC and South Africa to take forward the process is
to meet with the players in the inclusive Government.
President Zuma’s recent visit to Harare is an important
sign of his commitment to take forward the global
political agreement and to try to broker further progress.
We welcome the President’s visit, and the fact that his
negotiating teams are following up on it.

As the all-party group reports, donors have to approach
the complex issue of land reform with great sensitivity. I
welcome the fact that the report clearly states that the
UK did not make promises at Lancaster house that
were subsequently betrayed—

Mrs. Janet Dean (in the Chair): Order. We must now
move on to the next debate.
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Manchester Bus Travel

4 pm

Graham Stringer (Manchester, Blackley) (Lab): The
Manchester cross-city bus scheme illustrates some general
points about bus travel in urban areas, and it is obviously
specific to Manchester. Its purpose is to improve public
transport between East Didsbury, Manchester city centre,
Middleton and Salford, and it runs through much of
the inner city. My hon. Friend the Member for Manchester,
Central (Tony Lloyd) would also like to make a few
points about the impact on his constituents.

The scheme consists of bus priority measures, such as
excluding cars from part of the route, road widening,
increasing capacity at different junctions and adjusting
traffic light sequencing electronically—not between red,
amber and green, but when they go on and off and what
priority they give to buses. Everyone would agree with
the scheme’s objectives, which are to improve bus services,
to integrate public transport, to improve reliability, to
decrease journey times, to provide environmental benefits
and to reduce accidents. Unfortunately, when examining
the scheme in detail, it becomes clear that it is most
unlikely that those objectives will be achieved.

The majority of my points are about the Manchester
scheme—why it is fundamentally flawed, and why it will
disadvantage my constituents—but general conclusions
may be drawn about the difficulty of improving public
transport, particularly bus transport, in urban areas
where the bus system is deregulated and a free-for-all.

Experience of bus priority measures on radial routes
shows that, although there may be an increase in the
number of buses travelling along major radial routes
and an increase in the number of passengers on those
routes, the bus companies—First Group has almost a
monopoly in north Manchester and Stagecoach has
almost a monopoly in south Manchester—achieve that
and increase their profitability by withdrawing services
from other parts of the network and putting them on
those radial routes. There are improvements on radial
routes at peak times, but a worse service elsewhere. If
the integrated transport authority wants to replace the
withdrawn services as part of the network, there is a
direct raid on the public purse. That applies anywhere,
but it applies particularly in Manchester.

The first objective is improved bus services, and services
on those routes are quite good, although they could be
better throughout the city. It is difficult to improve them
by much, but there is likely to be a worsening of services
in the network as a whole. We must remember that,
although authority is available in the Local Transport
Act 2008 to start quality contracts and to take control
of fares, service levels and networks, the proposals are
based on partnership, so there will be no control of
fares, networks and schedules. Bus companies will be
able to do what they do so well and have a business
model that directly targets the public purse, rather than
producing the best bus services for passengers.

I shall illustrate what is happening in Greater Manchester,
and why we need quality contracts and not the cross-city
scheme. People in Broughton and Kersal in Salford use
the 95 and 93 routes. One is subsidised and the other is
provided by First Group as part of the deregulated
system. They are unreliable, and greater public subsidy
has been put into one of those routes, but passengers

have a poor service. What those passengers require is a
service to Hope hospital, but there is no direct connection
because First Group does not find it profitable to run
that service. People also need services to new centres of
employment, such as the new BBC site in Salford Quays,
but there is no direct route. That is a case for having a
planned and regulated network, and I hope that it
illustrates, in particular and in general, why we are
unlikely to see an overall improvement in public transport.

The second objective is better transport integration,
but that simply cannot be guaranteed in a deregulated
system because the bus companies will put on and take
off services, so that they make the most profit and
receive more subsidy from the integrated transport authority.

The third objective is reliability. The 95 and 93 routes
are unreliable not because of congestion—in the early
evening when there is little congestion the buses often
do not turn up—but because First Group is unreliable. I
asked the Department for Transport a parliamentary
question about the causes of unreliability generally in
the bus system. At least one third of them were due to
poor maintenance and buses simply not turning up. It
had nothing to do with congestion. That objective is
unlikely to be achieved.

There may be an improvement in journey times,
particularly for journeys across the city, if the scheme
goes ahead. But for the vast majority of my constituents
who go into the city centre, the improvement in journey
time would be limited.

I simply cannot understand what environmental benefits
there would be for my constituents. There would be
more buses, so more particulate matter—PM10s and
PM2.5s—and more congestion. There would probably
be an increase in rat-running and noise pollution, so my
constituents would suffer twofold or threefold. It is also
claimed that there would be a reduction in accidents.
There is a comparator on the Cheetham Hill road and
Bury Old road, where a bus priority scheme has been
put in place. When travelling from Manchester city
centre, a big sign before the bus priority section shows
how many accidents there have been in the previous
12 months. The evidence is that the scheme, which is
hazardous for pedestrians, is not good for car users or
shopkeepers and has not helped to reduce accidents—quite
the reverse.

On economic benefits, it is vital to the economy to
increase capacity, so that more people will go into
Manchester city centre to enjoy the benefits of a thriving
economy. In the analysis that we have seen, there is no
assessment of whether the scheme would mean more
people getting into the city centre, or fewer.

A consultation process on the scheme started in
October and continued until December. I asked for it to
be extended, and the integrated transport authority and
the passenger transport executive were good enough to
extend their acceptance of submissions for another four
weeks. However, they did nothing extra to improve
communication with my constituents who were involved,
and I found that the consultation was deeply flawed and
very poor.

Tony Lloyd (Manchester, Central) (Lab): Will my
hon. Friend remind the House that as part of that
“wide public consultation”, the group of people who
missed out were Members of Parliament?
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Graham Stringer: My hon. Friend makes an objective
comment and I agree with him. Such a major scheme
should have had not only consultation but pre-consultation
and discussion. That did not happen. There was an
exhibition in the sixth-form college where I have my
offices, but it attracted only 50 people. Within my
constituency, and just outside it, probably between
15,000 and 20,000 people are affected by the scheme, so
there is a suspicion of bias. Two hundred people have
written to me supporting the extension of the consultation
and asking for traffic impact assessments. That has not
been done. The engineers have looked and said, “There
is sufficient capacity on the major routes and those
routes near them, so it is all right.” That provides an
incentive for rat running, rather than looking at the
impact of the scheme on my constituents.

One of the surprising things was the number of
people who wrote to me—perhaps it is not that surprising.
Some mentioned the potential impact of rat running,
which has to be envisaged and does not happen at the
present time. However, people who live on the main
road, Rochdale road, are more strongly opposed to the
scheme because their businesses and ability to access
their homes will be badly affected. The final nail in the
coffin of the suggestion that the consultation was effective
and successful is that almost nobody to whom I spoke
or who wrote to me, including some well-informed
residents groups such as the Trinity group, or the Collyhurst
village group, knew about the scheme until I talked to
them. The consultation has been defective, to say the least.

I want to ask my right hon. Friend the Minister a
number of questions. Some of my points refer to the
integrated transport scheme. I know that the Government
supported the Local Transport Act 2008, and they have
put money into helping integrated transport authorities
move towards quality contracts. Can the Minister do
anything else to help the Greater Manchester integrated
transport authority move towards a quality contract
that would deal with some of the problems in a way that
the cross-city bus scheme does not? Has he got a breakdown
of Exchequer expenditure and local expenditure and
how it would be used in the scheme? Will he tell us
whether the bus service operator grant could be transferred
to the integrated transport authority? Although integrated
transport authorities have little control over buses, if
the bus service operator grant were transferred to them
it would give them a real handle on how to deal with
those bus companies that exploit my constituents. Does
he agree that Greater Manchester is not making the
progress that it should towards an integrated transport
authority because it is led by a Liberal Democrat and
supported by Conservatives? Both west Yorkshire and
south Yorkshire are making more progress.

My final point is that there is clearly no benefit for
my constituents. They will get the pollution, the rat
running and the noise, but very little improvement in
the time it takes to get into the city centre. All the
benefits, if there are any, will go elsewhere and people
are likely to get a worse bus service. Some of the
junctions on roads where people live will have increased
capacity. The junction of Moston lane and Rochdale
road is dangerous at the moment, and together with
local councillors, I fought hard to get improved pedestrian
crossings on that road. If the junction capacity is increased,
it will become more dangerous. I look forward to the
Minister’s reply to the general and detailed points about
this scheme.

4.15 pm

Tony Lloyd (Manchester, Central) (Lab): Let me begin
by congratulating my hon. Friend the Member for
Manchester, Blackley (Graham Stringer) on securing
this timely debate. When I reminded him that the integrated
transport authority had not bothered to consult Members
of Parliament in its wider consultation, that was not a
matter of vindictiveness on my part. Together with
some of my local councillors, I will go to see the chair of
that body on Friday, so the debate is timely in that sense
and it is helpful to concentrate people’s minds on the
exchange that will take place later this week.

I share my hon. Friend’s unease. We all agree that in
Manchester in particular, and for bus transport in general,
the idea of a modal shift and getting people out of their
cars and on to buses is right and proper. Improving the
quality of the bus travelling experience is important as
part of that process, and where possible, part of that
means taking buses out of congested zones and helping
them to move more quickly. That makes a lot of sense.

In Manchester the concept of the bus corridor attempts
to tick a box. For virtually all my life and that of my
hon. Friend, Manchester has been a city with its north
and south broken apart. Integrating transport systems
to give proper through transit is a good idea, and I
concede that that concept has merit. However, the specifics
of this scheme are difficult in two ways. First, it is not
certain that it will make the difference that we are told it
is intended to make. Secondly, if the scheme makes a
difference, under the law of unintended consequences,
improving the lot of some will have a potentially serious
and deleterious impact on the lives of others. Those
who will experience the downside of the scheme are
more likely to live in my constituency and that of my
hon. Friend, because our constituencies are at the centre
of the conurbation. Of course, if we see the affluent
suburbs of Greater Manchester shifted into bus
transportation that will be a good thing, but not if the
cost is borne by our inner-city constituents.

My hon. Friend concentrated his remarks on the
north of the city, but I want to mention the route
through the Wilmslow Road and Oxford Road corridor
that comes in from the south of the city. It is probably
one of the most bussed routes in this country; there
might be parts of London that can out-bus it, but there
is nothing in the north of England. It is the student
corridor, and a huge number of buses go up and down
that route.

The present proposal is for everything to be de facto
pedestrianised, except the public transport systems. The
Oxford Road corridor goes through the university area
of the city, which is a heavily congested part of the road
system in the morning, so the concept makes a degree of
sense. The problem is what happens to the traffic that is
displaced from that corridor. The planners told me that
in their view, traffic will simply disappear long before it
hits the central part of the city, and people will find
other ways into the city leading to a reduction in car
transport. However, the models are frankly bizarre and
perverse. I was shown what was described as the industry
model. I do not say this boastfully, but many years ago I
used to be a statistician so I probably know a little
about mathematical modelling. I know that the old
concept in life, “Garbage in, garbage out,” applies to
mathematical and road transport models just as it applies
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to everything else. If we do not provide the proper
parameters on the way in, we do not get the results
coming out.

One bizarre thing that the model showed me was how
traffic coming in from the south of the city in the
morning—this will mean something to local people; I
do not expect my right hon. Friend the Minister to
follow it in detail—would turn right past Manchester
Royal infirmary and then turn right again as it passed
the infirmary, which would take it back out south of the
city. No one going into the city in the morning chooses
to joyride and hit the congestion zone simply to go out
of the city again at that point, or at least if they do, they
are crazy, and there cannot be too many people in
Greater Manchester who are crazy enough to want to
do that. Therefore the model, of itself, did not fill me
with confidence that the modellers knew what they were
doing.

I am concerned that there will be a displacement
factor and that the displacement will move the traffic
that currently uses the Wilmslow Road and Oxford
Road corridor on to, in particular, the Lloyd Street
corridor in Moss Side. That road has a number of
secondary and primary schools. It is a residential part
of the city. When the planners said to me that they
wanted a reduction in the accident rate because some
students are injured in accidents on the Oxford Road
corridor, which is a serious point, I said that we do not
advantage things if we reduce accident rates for students
and simply move the problem on to younger people and
young children on a road a little way away as we move
the traffic past those schools.

The point that I want to establish for the Minister is
that the modelling has not been convincing. When I
challenged those putting the case, they were not convincing
in their response. That is the first point. The second
point is that in a system such as the one that we are
discussing, there may be a benefit, but we must ensure
that there are not disbenefits that are sufficiently large
or sufficiently concentrated to outweigh it, at least for
those local communities.

There is another part of my constituency where there
will be other traffic flows. I am referring to Upper
Brook street and the fact that there is already the
disadvantage that some of my constituents are cut off
from the university area. I want to see that situation
made better, not worse.

My final point is that significant public moneys will
be put into the scheme. We need to know that it has
been robustly tested so that the costs are acceptable to
those who will bear them, that the benefits are real and
that the cost-benefit in total is worth having, but that
case has not yet been made.

4.22 pm

The Minister of State, Department for Transport
(Mr. Sadiq Khan): It is a pleasure to speak under your
chairmanship, Mrs. Dean; I think that this is the first
time that I have done so. I place on the record my
thanks to my hon. Friend the Member for Manchester,
Blackley (Graham Stringer) for securing this debate on
cross-city bus travel. I am grateful for his contribution
and for that of my hon. Friend the Member for Manchester,
Central (Tony Lloyd). They managed to articulate, in a
short time, their passion for ensuring that we get good

value for taxpayers’ money and reminded me and the
Government as a whole of some of the unintended
consequences of good intentions that can arise when
people try to improve public transport and the knock-on
problems that that can cause to other parts of the
public transport family.

Let me say at the outset that I will be considering
shortly whether to grant initial funding approval for the
cross-city bus corridor and I have been persuaded to
take into account the points raised by both my hon.
Friends this afternoon before I decide what I shall do
with the scheme. As I said, it will come before me
shortly. I will not go through the 15 pages of my speech,
which I had envisaged doing. What I will do is write to
both my hon. Friends with specific points that I cannot
address during my speech. I want to deal with the
specific points that they raised.

My hon. Friends will be aware that the Greater
Manchester passenger transport executive is the promoter
of the scheme, but the ITA is the governing body to
which the PTE reports. I have no brief to defend them
or to speak on their behalf, but I am sure that it will be
appreciated that it is far better that decisions on public
transport are taken locally rather than by me, sitting in
Whitehall and not appreciating what happens locally.

Over the last period, we have spent record amounts
on public transport, including buses. This year, we are
spending £2.9 billion, and more journeys are being
made on our buses this year than at any time since
deregulation in the mid-1980s. Some 4.5 billion journeys
are made a year, and millions of journeys are made in
Manchester. However, my hon. Friends reminded me
that if we are to encourage more people to use buses,
simply putting more buses on the road is not enough.
We need to ensure that bus passengers have punctual
and reliable services on clean and efficient vehicles.
PTEs have a huge role in ensuring that that is the case.

Greater Manchester PTE has been working in
partnership with Manchester, Rochdale and Salford
councils to identify how to improve local transport
connections. Their proposals include introducing highway,
bus priority and congestion management measures, together
with significant improvements for pedestrians and cyclists.
The scheme that we are discussing forms part of the
package to be funded through the Greater Manchester
transport fund, which relates to a proposed investment
programme of £1.5 billion for prioritised transport
schemes designed to deliver the maximum economic
benefit to Greater Manchester. That is why I am so
pleased that my hon. Friends have reminded me, on the
day when my right hon. Friend the Chancellor of the
Exchequer gave an outstanding Budget statement, of
the importance of securing value for money for every
single penny that is spent.

The PTE expects the cross-city bus package scheme
to enhance the existing Greater Manchester quality bus
corridor network and to help to address the unique
problems of the Oxford Road corridor, which has the
highest demand for bus travel in Greater Manchester
but the poorest results in terms of performance, which
causes me huge concern.

My hon. Friends have demonstrated that they know
the area much better than I do. I have been told that the
Oxford Road corridor is the location of Manchester
Royal infirmary and the higher education precinct,
which comprises the sites of two universities. It is also a
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significant economic centre and includes about 4 per
cent. of the city’s business stock. The PTE has predicted
that the employment potential of Oxford road will
increase from 36,000 jobs in 2008 to more than 55,000
by 2020. The proposed scheme is designed to enhance
public transport links between areas of deprivation to
the north and west of Manchester.

I am aware—my hon. Friends raised these points
very well—of the concerns that they have about the
public consultation on the proposed measures, which I
understand took place last October, November and
December. I understand that there will be a further
opportunity to provide feedback as part of the traffic
regulation order process, which the local highway authorities
are promoting on the PTE’s behalf. In addition, I have
been reminded that my hon. Friend the Member for
Manchester, Central will meet representatives of the
ITA this Friday to discuss, in particular, his concerns
about displacement of traffic on to residential routes in
Moss Side. I have taken on board the points that my
hon. Friends raised on consultation.

It is worth reminding my hon. Friends of what my
role is. Since receipt of the business case, the Department
has been working closely with the PTE, but we are not
yet in a position to approve the proposed scheme for
entry to the programme of local major transport schemes.
We had concerns about some of the issues relating to
the application given to us, which we have worked
through with the scheme’s promoters. Our assessment
of the bid for the scheme has focused on the traffic
appraisal, which has highlighted a number of issues on
which the PTE and its consultants have had to undertake
further work. I hope that that is another reassurance
that we, too, spotted some problems with the scheme

and we have asked for further work to be undertaken.
We have now received the results of the additional
work. One concern related to the modelling. My hon.
Friend the Member for Manchester, Central remembers
his days as a statistician. He will be reassured that my
officials, too, thought that there were issues, which led
us to ask for further work to be undertaken.

I am aware of the concerns that my hon. Friends have
raised about the scheme in today’s debate. I note the
concerns about the impact on their constituents of the
proposed implementation of the measures both along
the Rochdale Road corridor and in Moss Side. I take on
board the concerns raised about quality contracts. We
have done all that we can to encourage local authorities
to use that important tool to improve services. My hon.
Friends will be aware that the Conservative party has
made a commitment to abolish it from the toolkit of
local authorities. We are also considering how we can
revamp the way in which we subsidise bus-operating
companies in order to ensure that we get maximum
value for money. My hon. Friend the Member for
Manchester, Blackley raised concerns about some of
the challenges of governance, particularly in relation to
leaders from different political parties.

Let me reassure my hon. Friends that I will take on
board what they have said. I will read Hansard tomorrow
morning to ensure that I take on board the points that
they have raised before I make a decision. If there are
specific points that I have not been able to answer due
to the shortage of time, I apologise. I will write to both
of them this week to give them the answers that they
need so that they are armed with the necessary tools,
including for the meeting on Friday with the ITA, to
ensure that they get the best possible service for their
constituents, who deserve nothing less.
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Queen’s Diamond Jubilee

4.30 pm
Mr. Andrew Pelling (Croydon, Central) (Ind): It is a

great pleasure, Mrs. Dean, to serve under your
chairmanship. I thank the Minister for taking time out
of his busy diary to respond to this debate. I am pleased
to see the hon. Member for Romford (Andrew Rosindell)
here, as he has done so much on this matter with his
private Member’s Bill.

It is very much within the context of the Government’s
planning for Her Majesty’s diamond jubilee that I believe
we should have a festival of Britain, and I am keen to
push the idea to the Minister. Indeed, I have raised the
subject before in the main Chamber, and I was most
grateful for his response; the idea of that happening in
conjunction with Her Majesty’s diamond jubilee was
something that he welcomed as having an excellent
socialist genus.

I believe that we have the opportunity to hold a
year-long festival of Britain, with the Olympic games
being a dramatic crescendo. I would like particularly to
thank Mr. Malcolm Felberg, who took the effort to
lobby me on the idea; he is a constituent of the right
hon. Member for Croydon, North (Malcolm Wicks). It
would give us the opportunity, in line with the Government’s
approach, to have activities taking place in villages,
towns and cities across the country, perhaps avoiding
some of the pitfalls of the grands projets that sometimes
come with such occasions.

It has been the style and approach of the Government
to give good notice of the jubilee week. It is testament
to the way in which the Government are listening to
proposals that nothing is cast in stone at this stage.
However, a good deal of planning would be necessary. I
believe that it would be right to have some activity on
the south bank, and I am grateful for the local and
regional media’s interest today in the idea of having a
1951-style festival. It would be most apposite, given the
First Secretary of State’s antecedents and his grandfather’s
involvement in the 1951 festival.

It would be good to have some activity on the original
south bank site; that would cheer the nation and promote
British technology. Indeed, although there might be a
danger of there being some Wilsonian white-heat-of-
technology ideas, it would nevertheless be useful to celebrate
manufacturing excellence, given that the Government
are trying to manage the economy in such a way as to
reduce slightly our dependence on financial services.

Most importantly, however, it will give us the chance
to celebrate these glorious Elizabethan years. It will also
give us a chance to capture the attention of visitors to
the United Kingdom during the Olympic year and, in
line with the Labour Government’s slogan of 1946, to
show that “Britain can make it”. These are challenging
times—times of austerity, perhaps—and to be able to
say that we have excellence in manufacturing and that
Britain can thrive and recover would be a good theme
between now and 2012, as the economy recovers.

The year 2012 should be a festival of Britain that
celebrates British talent in art, culture and sport as well
as in industry. However, there is clearly an important
royal process for it. Only Queen Victoria has celebrated
a diamond jubilee. That was pushed for by Colonial
Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, who really wanted to
celebrate the British empire.

Now is our chance, with such a celebration, to reflect
positively on our Commonwealth ties, and to consider
the changing nature of British society in the context of
our imperial history. It is regrettable that our children
do not learn as much about our imperial past as they
could, particularly as its history has made our country
what it is today. Such teaching would go a long way
towards redefining the nature of migration in the minds
of the young. I hope that I do not offend too many
colleagues in the Chamber by saying this, but it would
also provide many salutary examples of how foolhardy
military engagements in far-off places can be a great
trap for our nation.

Beyond schools, I believe that a 2012 festival of
Britain would bring the chance for scholarships and
apprenticeships to assist the disadvantaged, to show
that their talents are most applicable as Britain rebuilds
her economy and as we move away from services—
particularly financial services—to manufacturing,
technology, innovation and science. Perhaps we could
have diamond jubilee scholarships, open to students
from Commonwealth countries, that could foster British
values overseas.

It is right that we should have a physical presence. I
am aware of the danger of being accused of saying that
significant public sector finances should be made available
for such an initiative, but we would clearly want to catch
the spirit of the silver jubilee. I remember attending
street parties in 1977—I am sure that other Members
remember it too—and I believe that that is the community
approach that the Government would like to adopt.

It might be appropriate, with many people going to
the Olympic site, for them also to have the opportunity
to go to a site here in the centre of London, behind the
London Eye. It might be apt to have a new Skylon. I
know that Winston Churchill took the original down
very snappily after he was re-elected. That emblem of
the original festival of Britain was the subject of teasing;
it was said that, like the economy, it had no visible
means of support. Perhaps that approach could be
pursued now.

I am attracted by the idea of a permanent legacy for
the festival of Britain jubilee year. In some ways, that is
a criticism of what is going on with the Olympics. Some
of the legacy prospects for the Olympics are less ambitious
than they were at the start, and some of the ambitions
for a cultural Olympiad have unfortunately had to be
put to one side. Perhaps that is something that could be
dealt with as part of a diamond jubilee for Her Majesty.
After all, when we look around our country, we see in
many towns and villages that a great many of our
commemorations of Queen Victoria are the result of
her diamond jubilee.

Hardly ever does a debate go by without my mentioning
Croydon; I have mentioned Croydon 42 times during
this Session of Parliament. A permanent legacy could
be found in the neighbourhood of the London borough
of Croydon in a rebuilt crystal palace. Another Minister
described me as living on another planet for suggesting
the idea, but there would be some value to it. Situated in
the demographically dynamic south of London, a new
palace could embody all the elements of art, culture,
sport and industry that the festival would promote.

A crowning glory in jubilee year would be for a
British museum extension to be built in south London—a
testimony to south London and to Britain’s global
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reach. After all, it was after the 1851 exhibition that the
original palace was exported to Crystal Palace. In many
ways, one can see a continuity in the prospects for any
general exhibitions that we might have. The 1851 exhibition
was clearly industrial and technological, and the
1951 exhibition was about post-war reconstruction.

A 2012 jubilee commemoration and exhibition could
be based on green jobs and technology, perhaps emphasising
LED technology. In Croydon, a green energy technology
exhibition could rejuvenate the failed Skyline project,
which I am sad to report to the House went into
administration this week. It would also brighten up our
lives in this time of economic downturn, perhaps with a
project to light up London. That would be a very bright
way in which to celebrate.

I feel that Her Majesty commands our respect and
allegiance as our monarch, but she has earned our love
by the manner of her reign. As in previous jubilee years,
we can look to our sovereign lady as a symbol of unity
in difficult times.

Moreover, there is much to celebrate from the original
festival of Britain. I am pleased to have a facsimile of
the official festival of Britain book, which was produced
by HMSO and written by Mr. Ian Cox. Many of the
themes mentioned are similar to those of today. Tolerance,
for example, was one such theme, although ethnicity
was somewhat different. The book said that the British
nation was one of the most mixed people in the world,
and it emphasised the importance of tolerance. Moreover,
it tried to define—this was one of the difficult challenges—
what it is to be British.

When I was on the Education and Skills Committee,
we asked our witnesses, “How do you treat Britishness?”
They had the temerity to reply, “How do we define
that?” It is a very difficult thing to do. The HMSO book
defined Britishness as a mixture of the lion and the
unicorn, the lion being about realism and strength and
the unicorn about fantasy, independence—something
that I very much appreciate—and imagination.

Colleagues will be most amused to hear that reference
is also made to a new initiative in west London—the
new London airport sited 15 miles west of London. The
HMSO book said that the terminal would be grouped
on a 50 acre site in the centre of nine main runways, and
that the facilities would enable the airport to handle
“4,000 passengers”. That shows how modest the ambitions
were, and how easy it is for a project to grow and
grow—no talk there of third runways.

I feel that the jubilee festival of 2012 provides us with
an excellent opportunity to celebrate our cultural diversity
and helps us to crystallise a sense of national identity.

Andrew Rosindell (Romford) (Con): I congratulate
the hon. Gentleman on proposing this debate. He has
extensively referred to the Commonwealth and the
importance of involving countries with strong historical
ties to Britain. Does he agree that this is also an opportunity
to involve those countries and territories that still remain
part of the United Kingdom? We have 16 British overseas
territories and five Crown dependencies. Does he feel
that they should be included in this great celebration of
Britain? May I also say that the idea of a festival of
Britain is something that I wholeheartedly endorse?

Mr. Pelling: I feel especially honoured that the hon.
Gentleman has spared the time to attend this debate,
particularly bearing in mind his prominent role in
emphasising the importance of our nation’s continuing
to celebrate its links with the overseas territories. It was
very notable how the original festival of Britain emphasised
our link with overseas nations, the Commonwealth and
the remaining empire. It strikes me that it would be
entirely within that tradition to do so again. It is a great
loss that we should no longer celebrate either those
links or our sense of responsibility to those nations. We
all pay credit to the hon. Member for Romford for the
way in which he has so successfully flown those 16 flags
over the duration of this Parliament.

In any exhibition, it should be possible to promote the
advances in aerospace, pharmaceuticals,
telecommunications and green technology. Perhaps there
could be a Science museum exhibition to highlight
recent British inventions and discoveries. We could extend
the London Open House and Open Garden Squares
weekend programmes to the rest of the country, as well
as promote paintings by British artists at metropolitan
and provincial galleries. Moreover, we could have festivals
of film and theatre, featuring British writers, actors,
producers and directors. After all, one of the best ways
in which to promote the success and diversity of the
British economy is through the media.

How wonderful it would be if such an enterprise
culminated in Andy Murray’s winning Wimbledon,
England’s winning the European football championship
and the British team’s winning an unprecedented number
of medals at the Olympics, which would be opened by
the Queen in her diamond jubilee year.

4.45 pm

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills (Ian Lucas): It is a pleasure to
appear before you, Mrs. Dean, and to hear the hon.
Member for Croydon, Central (Mr. Pelling) talk about
his vision of sunlit uplands in 2012, which I, too, very
much wish to see. Let us hope though that 2012 will be
the third time that Andy Murray wins Wimbledon.

I am delighted that the hon. Gentleman has raised
this very important subject for debate, and I am also
delighted to welcome the hon. Member for Romford
(Andrew Rosindell), who has a long and proud record
of support in this area. We have heard a number of
interesting ideas and contributions. I look forward to
seeing the facsimile record waved by the hon. Member
for Croydon, Central during the debate. For more detail,
I shall have to read about the festival of Britain during
the summer, when I have a bit more time.

I am aware that the subject is a matter of interest not
just to the hon. Gentlemen but to many people across
the United Kingdom and Commonwealth. My noble
Friend the First Secretary of State and I have received
many letters on the matter. The way in which the
Commonwealth and the dependent territories are referred
to in the debate is extremely important, and I certainly
wish to see them fully involved in the celebrations that
happen in 2012.

Let me bring the hon. Gentleman up to date. On
5 January, I made a statement to the House announcing
a special diamond jubilee weekend. The late May bank
holiday will be moved to Monday 4 June and an extra
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bank holiday will be added on Tuesday 5 June. A
diamond jubilee medal will be issued and there will be a
competition for city status. Although it is still early
days, I am now pleased to be able to report that the
First Minister of Scotland has confirmed that there will
also be a four-day weekend in Scotland, which means
that people from across the United Kingdom and the
Commonwealth will be able to celebrate the jubilee
together.

The hon. Gentleman referred to the possibility of
staging a year-long festival of Britain. He knows already
of my great interest in that event and the context in
which it took place in 1951. It is a very attractive idea,
especially given the success of the 1951 festival, which
so lifted the spirits of the nation after such a difficult
time of rationing. Although the crisis then was of a
slightly different nature and scale to the one we are
encountering now, it is still important that we have a
positive picture of Britain—not just for the outside
world but for Britain itself.

Although it is still early days, as I said, we are already
planning certain events. Given that the jubilee is only
two years away, it may be too late to develop a completely
new year-long festival. Moreover, 2012 may already be
rather full of major events. We have the diamond jubilee
and the Olympic and Paralympic games, which open in
London less than two months after the diamond jubilee
celebrations. However, the hon. Gentleman will be delighted
to know that we already have plans for the cultural
Olympiad to reach an exciting climax in 2012. Festival
2012 will mark the finale of the cultural Olympiad and
it will run from 21 June to 9 September 2012. It will be
preceded by a series of “festival trailblazers” at the start
of 2012. At the heart of the festival will be a programme
of new commissions by the best artists and creative
talent in the world. The festival will be a wide-ranging
series of events covering pop, film, fashion, theatre,
opera and digital innovation. By the end of 2010, the
main elements of the 2012 programme should be in
place. In addition, I can also report that Buckingham
palace itself is currently developing some exciting plans
for the jubilee weekend.

The Victoria and Albert Museum is planning a wonderful
Cecil Beaton photography exhibition that will celebrate
the Queen’s reign. That exhibition is likely to open in
Scotland before coming to London early in 2012. It is
anticipated that the exhibition will then travel to other
museums and venues throughout the United Kingdom
and other countries.

The hon. Gentleman mentioned a number of cultural
events in connection with the festival of Britain idea
that he has proposed. We perhaps need to think more
carefully about how to co-ordinate events during the
celebrations in 2012. Although we need to recognise
that all these events will be happening and that the
diamond jubilee will occur very near to the Olympics, it
is important that we celebrate the diamond jubilee
separately from the Olympics, because a diamond jubilee
is such a momentous occasion.

It will be only the second time in our history that a
monarch has celebrated a diamond jubilee. The respect
in which Her Majesty is held within our nation and
across the world is so profound that the jubilee will be
an opportunity to ensure that that respect is conveyed,
so I would hate to think that the diamond jubilee would
be overshadowed in any respect, even by an event as

massive as the Olympic games. We have therefore to
think quite carefully about how we approach the various
events occurring in what will be an extremely exciting
year.

The Big Lottery Fund is considering how it might
support community-led activities to mark the Queen’s
diamond jubilee. The hon. Gentleman mentioned the
street parties in 1977, which I am sure we all remember,
and I am certain that such parties will happen in 2012.
It does not matter what I say or what anyone else says; I
think that people will organise such parties off their
own bat. As the hon. Members for Croydon, Central
and for Romford may be aware, the Awards for All
programme, which was funded by the lottery, made a
significant contribution to the success of the golden
jubilee celebrations in 2002.

We are receiving lots of ideas and suggestions all the
time; there is no shortage of ideas coming through, not
least from the hon. Member for Croydon, Central.
There is a proposal for a diamond jubilee horse race,
which is very appropriate given the Queen’s long-standing
interest in horse racing, and that idea is currently being
developed by the horse racing industry. The Government
also hope that communities will come together and find
their own ways to look back and remember the past
60 years, as well as to celebrate the Queen’s many
interests and achievements.

I was very taken by the hon. Gentleman’s reference to
monuments across the country. He is absolutely right to
say that many of the monuments to Queen Victoria in
our communities emanated from her diamond jubilee in
1897. It would be good for communities to think now
about organising themselves in that regard, because it is
sometimes quite difficult to realise that the next two
years will pass very quickly.

Many of these ideas to celebrate the Queen’s diamond
jubilee will be completely independent of Government
and, of course, that is how it should be. The diamond
jubilee is not in any way a political event. We want to
create the right environment for the jubilee celebrations
to take place, and I am sure that we will proceed on a
cross-party basis.

As the hon. Members know, there will be a diamond
jubilee medal and a competition for a new city. I am not
yet in a position to give more details about the criteria
and eligibility for the medal or about the competition
for city status. However, I can reassure the hon. Members
that work is under way on both projects, drawing on the
precedent set by the golden jubilee in 2002 and the
lessons that we learned then. I am well aware of the
strength of feeling about eligibility for the medals, and
we will bear that in mind when we reach our decisions.

The diamond jubilee will be an ideal opportunity to
celebrate science and innovation in the United Kingdom
and I am sure that will be reflected in the events that
take place in 2012. Recently, I attended an excellent
exhibition in Manchester called “The Big Bang”, which
aimed to encourage an interest in engineering and science
among schoolchildren and young people. I was privileged
to meet schoolchildren and young people, of ages ranging
up to 18, who had completed fantastic science and
innovation projects.

I do not think that such projects come to the attention
of the general public enough. The type of interest that
the diamond jubilee celebrations in 2012 will foster will
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provide a platform for us to celebrate all that is great
about the United Kingdom, our culture, our science
and our innovation. The diamond jubilee should certainly
be an opportunity both to reflect on the past 60 years
and to think about the future. I am sure that Her
Majesty would wish to see it celebrated in that way. It
will be a huge opportunity for us to present the United
Kingdom in a way that will be to the long-term benefit
of the country.

Andrew Rosindell: I am delighted that the Minister
has said that the Olympics should not drown out the
diamond jubilee. It is very important that we ensure
that the two events are separate. I think that the historic
significance of Her Majesty’s 60th jubilee means that it
should be the most prominent event of the year, although
we will also celebrate the Olympics.

May I also commend the Minister for what he has
just said about schools? Can he assure the House that
schools will have a vital role to play in celebrating the
diamond jubilee and in teaching young people about
the importance of the monarchy and the role that the
Queen has played in creating stability and unity within
our nation?

Ian Lucas: The hon. Gentleman is very aware that we
share an interest in constitutional history and in the
genius of the British constitution. Of course, the monarch
plays a massive part in the success of the British constitution.
It is very important that we communicate, especially to
young people, what a special governmental set-up we
have within the United Kingdom.

One of the reasons for Her Majesty’s success is the
way that she has been able to maintain respect for the

monarchy in a time of massive change. The hon. Member
for Croydon, Central referred to a description of Heathrow
airport from 1951, which showed that the changes in the
past 60 years have been enormous. There are ideas
around now that could not have been contemplated
when Her Majesty came to the throne, yet the respect
that she is held in now has been maintained throughout
that period of change. It is crucial that we stress her
importance in that regard.

Mr. Pelling: The Minister is quite right to conclude
this debate by returning to Her Majesty herself. The
past 60 years have been a time of great change, including
in social attitudes. The Queen has been the focus of
attention in times of national celebration, but she has
also been a source of counsel in times of crisis for the
nation.

Ian Lucas: Indeed. The Queen fulfils an extraordinary
and demanding role, but the respect that she is held in
shows how well she has performed that singular role in
the past 60 years. The diamond jubilee will be a tremendous
opportunity to say thank you to her for the service that
she has given.

I know that the hon. Members who have spoken in
this debate will continue to contribute their ideas as we
approach 2012. I greatly welcome their continuing interest.
We will take on board what they have to say, discuss it
further with them and see how the matter is resolved as
we come to 2012.

5 pm

Sitting adjourned without Question put (Standing Order
No.10(11)).

135WH 136WH24 MARCH 2010Queen’s Diamond Jubilee Queen’s Diamond Jubilee



Written Ministerial

Statements

Wednesday 24 March 2010

TREASURY

Debt and Reserves Management Report (2010-11)

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Sarah
McCarthy-Fry): The “Debt and Reserves Management
Report 2010-11” is being published today. Copies have
been deposited in the Libraries of both Houses.

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Parliamentary Answer (Correction)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families (Ms Diana R. Johnson): An error
has been identified in the answer to parliamentary
question 280449 from 19 June 2009, Official Report,
column 527W. The answer should have been:

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has provided
the information in the following tables. The tables record
figures for Great Britain.

Injuries to pupils/students 1 aged 1 to 18 years, reported to all enforcing
authorities 2, 2003-04 to 2007-08 3

Fatal injuries

Month Year Total

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

April - - - - - -

May - - - - - -

June 1 - - - - 1

July - 1 - - - 1

August - - - - - -

September - - - 1 - 1

October - - - - - -

November - - 1 - - 1

December 1 - 2 - - 3

January - - - - - -

February - 1 - - - 1

March - - - 1 - 1

Total 2 2 3 2 - 9

Non-fatal injuries

Month Year Total

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

April 134 150 203 294 353 1,134

May 171 257 297 544 554 1,823

June 297 225 295 605 522 1,944

July 179 168 185 345 333 1,210

August 25 37 29 40 50 181

September 226 290 301 758 714 2,289

October 247 245 304 722 828 2,346

November 259 327 671 848 1,005 3,110

Non-fatal injuries

Month Year Total

December 167 158 406 453 504 1,688

January 236 264 626 719 800 2,645

February 220 211 521 549 664 2,165

March 372 242 827 829 708 2,978

Total 2,533 2,574 4,665 6,706 7,035 23,513
1 Identified by Standard Occupational Classification (SOC2000) code 0002
’Student’.
2 Injuries are reported and defined under the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases
and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) 1995. These include
injuries to employees, self-employed people and members of the public (including
students). The information available under RIDDOR 95 includes two categories
of severity for members of the public: fatal injuries and non-fatal injuries that
cause a person to be taken from the site of the accident to hospital.
3 The annual basis is the planning year 1 April to 31 March.

The original answer was incorrect because of an
administrative error. Instead of information on children
aged from one to 18 being reported, information on
children aged one or 18 was supplied, thereby omitting
information on those aged between two and 17.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Local Government

The Minister for Regional Economic Development and
Co-ordination (Ms Rosie Winterton): On Monday 22 March
the House approved by 169 to 110 an amendment,
moved by Baroness Butler-Sloss, to the motion to approve
the draft Norwich and Norfolk (Structural Changes)
Order 2010 (“the Norwich order”) which inserted at the
end of the motion
“but this House regrets that Her Majesty’s Government have laid
before Parliament the draft order, which does not comply with the
Government’s published criteria with respect to affordability of
the future structure, without providing more evidence on whether
the course proposed is likely to achieve its declared policy objective;
and calls on Her Majesty’s Government not to proceed with the
draft order before conducting further consultation with the residents
of Norwich and Norfolk”.

The amended motion approving the draft order was
agreed by the House. A similarly amended motion
approving the draft Exeter and Devon (Structural Changes)
Order 2010 (“the Exeter order”) was also agreed by the
House.

The Government welcome the approval by the House
of the draft orders, and note that the House disagreed
by 54 to 118 in the case of the Norwich order, and by
53 to 110 in the case of the Exeter order, with amendments,
moved by Lord Tope, that would have resulted in the
orders not being approved. However, the Government
are disappointed that the House regrets the draft orders
were laid before Parliament and, in the light of the very
full debate on Monday, have carefully considered the
request of the House not to proceed with the draft
orders before conducting further consultation with the
residents of the areas involved.

The Government take very seriously the concerns
and requests of the House but, for the reasons set out
below, have decided that it is right now to proceed and
to make the orders that the House has approved.

We remain of the view, as I set out in Monday’s
debate, that stakeholders and the public in the areas
concerned have been consulted more than adequately.

37WS 38WS24 MARCH 2010Written Ministerial Statements Written Ministerial Statements



Any case for further consultation can be justified only if
some who might have expected to have been consulted
have not been, or those consulted have not been given
sufficient information to comment on the proposals.
The Government are clear that neither of these
circumstances arises.

Some 50,000 responses were received by the Government
in response to our consultation period March to July 2007
on 16 unitary proposals. The Boundary Committee
received a further 20,000 responses during their
consideration of the issue in Devon, Norfolk and Suffolk.
The Government subsequently received 2,800
representations during the six weeks ending 19 January
2010, all from a mix of local people, the councils elected
to represent them, other public sector organisations,
businesses and third sectors. This was in addition to
numerous meetings with councils in the affected areas.
Moreover, during Monday’s debate we heard noble
Lords relay the views of various organisations and of
course of local people.

It is not the case, as Baroness Shephard of Northwold
suggested, that the Government have legislated to ensure
the public could not be consulted. The legislation provides
for consultation with the councils affected and with
such other persons as the Secretary of State considers
appropriate. While the Secretary of State specifically
sought views from the councils and those organisations
well placed to comment on the proposals, we made
clear that responses were welcome from anyone, and as
I told the House, specifically asked the local councils to
bring these matters to the attention of their communities.

The range of comments received demonstrates that
consultees had more than sufficient information to comment
fully on the proposals. Many focused their comments
on the merits of the two-tier status quo arrangements,
without necessarily referring to the criteria or to how
particular unitary proposals matched up against those
criteria. Others commented, again without necessarily
referring to all or any of the criteria, about how any
change to unitary structures was unnecessary as the
two-tier system as modernised was delivering the same
benefits as could be expected from unitary local government.
Many referred to the impact of the current economic
climate, some seeing this as reasons for not implementing
unitary proposals, others seeing this as a reason for
so doing.

Moreover, the longer-term outcomes specified by the
strategic leadership and value for money services criteria
are closely interconnected with questions about how the
unitary structures would impact on the local economy
and how the new Total Place approach could affect the
delivery of local public services. Some when commenting
referred to economic questions and collaborative
partnership working characterised by the Total Place
approach.

In short, the Government are clear that the case is
not made out for further consultation, whether it is
further consultation with residents or consultation with
particular bodies.

As I put to noble Lords during Monday’s debate,
it is important to remember that the essential issue is
whether the cities of Exeter and Norwich should have
unitary councils with all the benefits that brings. Evidence
of such benefits was outlined by noble Lords during
the debate.

My noble Friend, the Baroness Hollis of Heigham
highlighted how, as a unitary borough council prior to
1974, Norwich was able to attract business investment,
built an airport, the city college and established what is
now the university of East Anglia. But since it became a
city council, its ability to act decisively in the interests of
its residents has been fettered. My noble Friend, Baroness
Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde, gave examples of how the
needs of Exeter as a city are not being met. For example,
Exeter city council wanted to set up a trust foundation
for education that was supported by the university,
Exeter college and everyone in Exeter; it was stopped by
the education department in the county council. She
likewise referred to a new waste-to-energy building being
developed in Exeter without any consultation with
councillors in Exeter. My noble Friend the Lord Whitty
referred to an article written by the chair of the Exeter
chamber of commerce indicating all the frustrations
which businesses in Exeter have with the two-tier system.

My noble Friend Lord Howarth of Newport cited
the European Institute for Urban Affairs which had
concluded that
“where cities have been given more freedom and resources, there
is evidence they have responded by being more proactive,
entrepreneurial and successful”.

He reminded the House that you cannot produce evidence
for something that has not yet happened. But as he said
evidence from the past is that Norwich has been poorly
served by Norfolk as Lady Hollis described; evidence
from the present is that Norwich has been shortlisted
for selection as the UK city of culture in 2013. The
Baroness Murphy explained that what is good for the
regional development of East Anglia and Norfolk as
a whole, is what is crucial for Norwich—a centre of
power to drive the local economy. The noble Lord
Elystan-Morgan concluded that the communities in
Exeter and Norwich “are giants with immense potential,
but are shackled by the present system. It is right and
proper that they should be given the opportunity to
develop that potential”.

In short, while as I recognised in Monday’s debate the
question whether to have unitary councils is one that is
hotly debated, there is clear evidence of the benefits
that unitary city councils can bring, evidence which the
Government believe is sufficient for there to be confidence
that the course we are proposing will achieve its declared
policy objective, namely to promote the economic, social,
and environmental success of the cities and surrounding
county areas.

The affordability criterion provides that a change to
unitary structures should have a payback period of no
more than five years and that all costs incurred as a
result of reorganisation are met locally without increasing
council tax. The Government accept that the proposals
for a unitary Exeter and a unitary Norwich do not meet
this criterion to a limited degree, having payback periods
a little longer than five years. There is no evidence to
support the suggestion of Lord Burnett that a unitary
Exeter will cost the average band D council tax payer in
Devon approximately £200 a year extra. The Government
also accept that the Norwich proposal, before the new
Total Place approach to service delivery is taken into
account, does not meet the value for money on services
criterion. But, considered on their merits, the Government
are clear that the risks of a slightly longer payback
period are outweighed by the benefits for the local
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economy that unitary councils would bring, benefits the
likelihood of which is supported not least by the evidence
heard in Monday’s debate, and that with the new Total
Place approach, Norwich will be able to shape and
jointly deliver high-quality services across the whole
area, with the economies that brings, but which also
meet the diverse needs of urban and rural communities.

Moreover, as I explained to the House, if we proceed
now the new unitary councils can be implemented in
April 2011, already over four years after the original
unitary proposals were made by the elected city councils
for Exeter and Norwich. Any further delay now would
make that date impossible, with implementation at its
earliest being in April 2012.

Accordingly, for all the reasons above, the Government
have concluded that it is now right to proceed. The
other place has now approved the draft orders, by
251 to 163 in the case of Exeter, and by 249 to 171 in the
case of Norwich. In all the circumstances, therefore, the
Government now intend to make the Exeter and Norwich
orders as soon as practicable.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

The Wreck of HMS Victory

The Minister of State, Department for Culture, Media
and Sport (Margaret Hodge): The wreck of “Balchin’s
Victory”, lost in 1744, was discovered in the English
channel in 2009. In view of the unique importance of
this find for naval heritage and the intrinsic value of the
wreck as a cultural artefact, the Ministry of Defence
and the Department for Culture, Media and Sport are
issuing a public consultation paper on the future
management approach for the wreck site. The consultation
paper will be available through the websites of both
Departments, and can be found at: http://www.mod.uk/
DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/Corporate Publications/
ConsultationsandCommunications/Public Consultations/

Hard copies of the paper are also available on request.

ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Renewables Obligation Order Debate (Correction)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change (Mr. David Kidney): My noble
Friend the Minister for Energy and Climate Change
today made the following statement.

In reply to a question from my noble Friend Lord Woolmer,
my noble Friend Lord Faulkner said that Ofgem were against
removing the co-firing cap. As my noble Friend is aware this is not
the case. In their response to the renewables obligation consultation
in October last year they said:

“No we don’t agree with the proposal to retain the cap on
co-firing. We would like to see the cap removed going forward.
The cap potentially disadvantages independent co-firing generators
if vertically integrated suppliers self-supply a considerable proportion
of their demand for co-firing ROCs. This would mean that the
market for independent generators may be smaller than that
implied by the cap. We also are concerned that the cap constrains
the contribution to our renewable energy targets from a relatively
low-cost renewable technology. This might be the case if independent
generators constrain output below the level at which they perceive
there is a risk that a supplier with demand for ROCs could
negotiate ROC price discounts. We also think the concerns about

the potential volatility of co-firing volumes could have on ROC
prices are overstated. This is because of the reduction in the
number of ROC given to co-firing (down to 0.5 ROC/MWh) and
the headroom will effectively set the size of the obligation from
2010-11”.

I would like to clarify also that Ofgem’s response is available on
their website at http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/Sustainability/Environment
/Policy/Documents1/RFI%20response.pdf and summaries of the
733 responses received to the RFI consultation are available on
our website at http://decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/
elec_financial/elec_financial.aspx.
The actual responses—less some confidential material—are available at
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/elec_ financial/
elec_financial.aspx .

Nuclear Decommissioning Agency (Springfields Site)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change (Mr. David Kidney): My noble
Friend the Minister for Energy and Climate Change
today made the following statement.

I would like to inform the House that the Nuclear Decommissioning
Agency (NDA) has successfully reached agreement with Westinghouse
Electric Company LLC (WEC) on new commercial arrangements
for the Springfields site and fuel manufacturing. The agreement
will see the commercial operations and staff transfer fully to
WEC, which is the current site management contractor, and the
NDA land leased to WEC on a long-term basis. In addition to
providing an income stream for the NDA, the new arrangements
and plans for the site are expected to reduce significantly NDA’s
decommissioning liabilities, representing excellent value for the
UK taxpayer.

We welcome and fully support the agreement, which is expected
to protect and enhance the site’s long-term commercial sustainability
through investment and expansion of existing fuel operations.
The agreement demonstrates further that major energy companies
are gearing up for significant investment in the low-carbon energy
sector in the UK.

In this context, a direction modifying the Energy Act designating
directions for the Springfields site has been laid before Parliament.
Specifically, the designating directions have been amended to add
additional functions, allowing the site to undertake new fuel
manufacturing activities.

Any new developments on the site will be subject to regulatory
and other consenting processes.

JUSTICE

Courts and Tribunals

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor
(Mr. Jack Straw): The Chancellor of the Exchequer
announced in the Budget today that the Ministry of
Justice will be moving to bring together Her Majesty’s
Courts Service and the Tribunals Service into a new
single organisation.

Her Majesty’s Courts Service and the Tribunals Service
between them provide the administration for the courts
in England and Wales and most of the non-devolved
tribunals in the United Kingdom. They share the common
purpose of providing access to justice, whether in the
criminal, civil or administrative justice fields. We aim
to bring these broadly similar functions together into a
new single organisation for the efficient delivery of
access to justice.
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Creating a unified service holds out the prospect of
significant benefits to the users of courts and tribunals,
to the taxpayer and to the administration of justice
generally. There is the potential for improved service
provision for users through joint administration and
shared hearing venues. The new arrangements will also
facilitate the building of a unified judicial family in
England and Wales.

The new structure will preserve the unique and distinctive
features of both systems while taking advantage of the
benefits to users, judges and staff from closer working.
We will ensure that the statutory responsibilities of
both the Lord Chief Justice for the courts and the
Senior President of Tribunals for the tribunals are respected
and preserved. There are also a number of important
differences between the two organisations which will
need to be given careful consideration in planning for
the new organisation. These include the different territorial
coverage of HMCS and the Tribunals Service, their
different governance arrangements and judicial structures
and the different regional and jurisdictional structures
currently in place.

In addition, and following a recent public consultation
on the future of the Parole Board, we will consider the
opportunities that this new organisation offers to secure
the board’s position in the justice system, so that it is
best placed to deliver timely, rigorous and fair decisions.

A considerable amount of detailed planning will
need to take place before the new organisation can be
formed and we will be working together closely in the
coming months to design arrangements that will work
effectively and deliver the desired results. There will be
full consultation on the developed proposals with those
representing users of the courts and tribunals, the judiciary,
trades unions and all of those affected in the Scottish
and Northern Irish legal systems and wider public
before implementation.

PRIME MINISTER

Public Sector Senior Remuneration

The Prime Minister (Mr. Gordon Brown): The Review
Body on Senior Salaries’ “Initial Report on Public
Sector Senior Remuneration 2010” (Cm 7848) is being
published today. I commissioned this report in December
alongside the publication of “Putting the Frontline
First: Smarter Government” (Cm 7753). The report
includes a set of principles for senior pay embedded in a

code of practice on top-level reward. It is recommended
that this code is adopted across the public sector after a
period of consultation.

Copies of the report have been laid in the Vote Office
and the Library of the House. I am grateful to the
chairman and those involved in the review for their
work.

The Government welcome the initial report, which
builds on the other measures which I have announced
to ensure value for money from senior pay in the public
sector, including:

the decision not to increase base pay for the senior civil service,
the judiciary, the senior military, very senior NHS managers,
hospital consultants, independent contractor general medical
and dental practitioners and Government Ministers in 2010-11,
10 March 2010, Official Report, columns 16WS;

the new arrangements for scrutiny, transparency and accountability
set out in the 2009 pre-Budget report (Cm 7747), in particular
the requirement for approval by the Chief Secretary to the
Treasury or public justification of salaries in excess of £150,000
and bonuses greater than £50,000, and publication of the
names of those earning more than £150,000 and the numbers
of those earning more than £50,000; and

tough decisions to deliver savings of £100 million annually
within three years from reducing unnecessary civil service
bureaucracy and the cost of the senior civil service, and to seek
a 1 per cent. cap on basic pay uplifts across the public sector
for 2011-12 and 2012-13, generating savings of £3.4 billion a
year by 2012-13.

The Government agree with the report’s findings that
a clearer framework is needed for those that make
decisions on senior pay. Pay decisions in all public
sector organisations should wherever possible be determined
by independent remuneration committees and there
should be clear escalation mechanism in each sector for
any proposals to pay above agreed norms.

In line with the terms of reference of the review, I will
now commission the review body to develop sector-specific
benchmark ranges for senior pay. I will ask the review
body to begin with local authority chief executives and
senior managers in the health sector, reporting by the
end of 2010. They will then consider the position in
further and higher education by March 2011.

The Government will work with the review body to
determine how the code should be implemented in each
sector, and to determine what legislative and non-statutory
means are most appropriate to enforce compliance. The
Government believe that the key organisations and
representative bodies in each sector should be involved
in the process of implementation, and that all public
sector organisations should set out publicly how they
intend to comply with the code by the end of year.
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Petitions

Wednesday 24 March 2010

PRESENTED PETITIONS
Petition presented to the House on Tuesday 23 March
2010 but not read on the Floor

Business Rates

The Petition of persons concerned by the increase in
business rates,

Declares that with small businesses and entrepreneurs
already struggling to survive in the current economic
climate, a rise in business rates will have a severe impact.
Notes that business rates set for April 2010 have been
subject to a revaluation process based upon inflated
rental values in 2008 and further notes that Northern
Ireland has deferred business rate changes this year.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons calls upon the Government to stop these
damaging business rate increases.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by
Mr. David Burrowes.]

[P000772]

OBSERVATIONS

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Mobile Telephone Mast (West Midlands)

The Petition of the constituents of Amblecote, Stourbridge
and others,

Declares that they object to the proposed erection of
an O2 mobile phone mast at Hillfields Road, Brierley
Hill, Stourbridge, Dudley, West Midlands because of
the possible negative environmental impact this could
have on the area; the distraction the proposed mast
would be to motorists who pass it; the uncertain health
risks of locating a communications mast near homes,
schools and play areas; the lack of consideration given
to sharing communications masts with other telecoms
providers; and the apparent lack of consideration by
O2 as to the concerns of local people of the dangers of
placing a mast near a school.

The Petitioners therefore request that the House of
Commons urges the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government to do all in his power to object
to the proposed mast as detailed in this petition.

And the Petitioners remain, etc.—[Presented by Lynda
Waltho, Official Report, 17 March 2010; Vol. 507, c. 927.]

[P000770]

Observations from the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government:

All telecommunications development falls within the
scope of the development control system. Some minor
development does not require a planning application
because it has planning permission granted under the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995 (GPDO). But certain permitted
development, including masts up to 15 metres high,
requires a developer to submit a prior approval application
to the local planning authority. Such an application
allows an authority to consider the siting and appearance
of the proposed development.

Under Town and Country Planning legislation,
Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council is responsible
for determining applications for telecommunications
development, including those for prior approval, within
its area. The council is required to have regard to the
local development plan, and any other material planning
considerations, and to take account of views expressed
by third parties. Guidance on the handling of planning
and prior approval applications including the relevant
issues that should be considered is set out in Planning
Policy Guidance Note 8 (PPG8): Telecommunications.

The Secretary of State cannot object to or comment
on an application being considered by Dudley council
nor on any views expressed about the application, because
that would interfere with the jurisdiction of the council,
and would prejudice his own position should he have to
formally determine any appeal against a refusal of
permission.

The Secretary of State is aware that an application
was submitted in January 2010 to Dudley council for a
12.5 metre high mobile phone mast at Hillfields Road in
Brierley Hill. The application was for prior approval
under the GPDO to the siting and design of the mast. It
attracted nearly 200 objections.

The Secretary of State understands that the council
refused consent for the mast on 2 March 2010 because it
would have an adverse impact on the visual amenity
and character of the area and in particular an adjacent
area of public open space. The applicant has the right
of appeal to the Secretary of State against the decision
under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 within six months of the date of the decision
notice. At this stage the Secretary of State is not aware
that any appeal has been submitted.
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Written Answers to

Questions

Wednesday 24 March 2010

ELECTORAL COMMISSION COMMITTEE

Labour Party: Donors

Robert Neill: To ask the hon. Member for South-West
Devon, representing the Speaker’s Committee on the
Electoral Commission with reference to the Electoral
Commission’s press release of 7 May 2009, on the
Crown Prosecution Service decision on Labour Party
donations, whether the Electoral Commission made an
assessment of the merits of initiating its own investigation
into the donations after the Crown Prosecution Service
decision. [323704]

Mr. Streeter: The Electoral Commission informs me
that following the Crown Prosecution Service decision
in May 2009, the Commission considered what, if any,
further action might be appropriate. The Commission
concluded that in view of the investigation conducted
by the police and the CPS decision, further investigation
into the same matters would not be in the public interest.

Political Parties: Finance

Robert Neill: To ask the hon. Member for South-West
Devon, representing the Speaker’s Committee on the
Electoral Commission with reference to the answer to
the hon. Member for Brentwood and Ongar of 26 October
2009, Official Report, column 6W, on political parties:
finance, from which (a) legal firms, (b) Queen’s counsel
and (c) other sources the Electoral Commission sought
advice in connection with its investigation into Mr. Michael
Brown and Fifth Avenue Partners; how much was paid
for such advice in each case; and what the total cost was
to the Electoral Commission of the investigation.

[323601]

Mr. Streeter: The Electoral Commission informs me
that, in addition to legal advice from its in-house legal
counsel, it also obtained legal advice from Queen’s
counsel, Michael Beloff QC; and from junior barristers,
Jane Collier, Tom Hickman and Michael Nield. Payments
to Queen’s counsel amounted to £33,625 and payments
to junior counsel amounted to £26,650.

The Electoral Commission further informs me that it
does not record the precise direct and indirect costs
associated with any particular case but, now that the
investigation is closed, can estimate that the staff and
incidental costs incurred, including the above legal costs,
amounted to approximately £170,000.

HOUSE OF COMMONS COMMISSION
Charlie Whelan

Mr. Hurd: To ask the hon. Member for North Devon,
representing the House of Commons Commission whether
Mr. Charlie Whelan holds a House of Commons security
pass. [324210]

Nick Harvey: Mr. Charles Whelan holds a parliamentary
photo-identity pass.

Members: Allowances

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the hon. Member for
North Devon, representing the House of Commons
Commission pursuant to the answer to the hon. Member
for Hammersmith and Fulham of 2 March 2010, Official
Report, column 1006W, on Members: expenses, how
much the (a) budget and (b) approved purchase order
is for the use of Detica to undertake investigations in
2009-10; and what it was in 2008-09. [323956]

Nick Harvey: An invoice for £15,640, inclusive of
VAT, has now been received in line with the original
budgetary provision. This was for a piece of work in
support of the internal inquiry into the unauthorised
disclosure of information about Members’ allowances.
No payment for such work was made in 2008-09.

Nurseries

Mr. Chope: To ask the hon. Member for North
Devon, representing the House of Commons Commission
pursuant to the oral answer of 11 March 2010, Official
Report, column 428, on the day nursery, what items of
expenditure referred to as having being spent on Bellamy’s
Bar will be reused in the new scheme; and what estimate
has been made of the monetary value of those items.

[323949]

Nick Harvey: Of the £480,000 spent on the refurbishment
of Bellamy’s Bar, Bellamy’s Club Room, and the Astor
Suite (including fees and furnishings) it is estimated that
approximately £168,000 of the work would be of continuing
benefit in the new child care facility. Items include
carpets, carpentry and joinery, plasterwork, decorations,
mechanical and electrical engineering. In addition, efforts
will be made to reuse the furniture elsewhere on the
parliamentary estate, which was provided at a cost of
£66,000.

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
Mid-Worcestershire of 11 March 2010, Official Report,
column 423, on the day nursery, when consultation with
experts and providers began; when he expects that
consultation to finish; and what consultation is being
undertaken with those who will be relocated from
1 Parliament street. [323951]

Nick Harvey: Consultation with child care experts
has been continuous since November 2009, and is expected
to continue throughout the duration of the project.
Consultation with providers took place to help inform
the options paper presented to the Commission in
December, but is now in abeyance until completion of
the procurement process. Management are consulting
with Trade Unions and regularly briefing those staff
who are to be relocated from 1 Parliament street.
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WALES

Departmental Buildings

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Wales how many smoking shelters have been built
for his Department’s staff in the last five years; and at
what cost. [324345]

Mr. Hain: Nil.

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Wales how much his Department has spent on
rooms for staff leisure in each of the last five years.

[324429]

Mr. Hain: My Department has not incurred any
expenditure of this nature.

Departmental Surveys

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for Wales if
he will place in the Library a copy of the benchmark
results of the Civil Service People Survey for his
Department. [322575]

Mr. Hain: I will arrange for the results from the Civil
Service People Survey for the Wales Office to be placed
in the Library of each House.

SCOTLAND

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Scotland 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. [323872]

Ann McKechin: The Scotland Office has not received
any such questions.

DEFENCE

Afghanistan: Peacekeeping Operations

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
how many service personnel of each sex were injured in
Afghanistan (a) between the deployment of special
forces in 2001 and the deployment of the armed forces
and (b) since the deployment of the armed forces in
that country. [323352]

Mr. Bob Ainsworth [holding 22 March answer 2010]:
Between October 2001 and February 2010, 1,116 service
personnel were injured in action in Afghanistan, of
which six were female.

This figure does not include personnel treated by
coalition medical facilities before the establishment of

the Afghan Field Hospital in March 2006. It is not
possible to distinguish on the basis of gender between
personnel injured between April and October 2006.

Between April 2006 and February 2010, 2,217 service
personnel with non-battle injuries or diseases were admitted
to a field hospital in Afghanistan, of which 116 were
female.

Animal Experiments

Norman Baker: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what steps he takes to ensure the welfare of
animals used in scientific procedures as a result of a
decision by his Department. [323215]

Mr. Quentin Davies: The Ministry of Defence has
always taken the issue of animal health and welfare
seriously and Defence Science and Technology Laboratory
(Dstl) complies fully with all of the UK legislative
requirements.

All Dstl staff who wish to work with animals are
required to attend internal Dstl courses prior to their
application for a personal licence. Following the successful
completion of the required internal and legislative training,
staff continue to undertake on the job training; individual
training records are maintained to ensure required
competence for procedures.

In order to maintain high welfare standards and
share best practice Dstl staff are encouraged to visit
other facilities and attend appropriate conferences e.g.
meetings of the Institute of Animal Technologists, the
Laboratory Animal Science Association and the Laboratory
Animal Veterinary Association.

Information gathered is then shared within Dstl via
dedicated internal forums.

Armed Forces: Equipment

Mr. Dai Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what his policy is on funding standard operational
requirements for kit and equipment for the armed forces.

[323002]

Mr. Quentin Davies: The core Equipment Programme,
funded from the Defence budget, delivers the capabilities
our armed forces need now and in the future against a
range of contingencies and threats. Priorities are reviewed
regularly as part of the Ministry of Defence’s annual
planning round. In addition, Urgent Operational
Requirements respond to urgent requirements specific
to particular operational theatres and are funded by the
Treasury Reserve.

Armed Forces: Officers

Mr. Drew: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
how many officers at each rank at or above the rank of
colonel there were in the British Army, including the
Territorial Army and Reserve, in (a) 1990, (b) 1997,
(c) 2005 and (d) the latest year for which figures are
available; and if he will make a statement. [323708]

Mr. Bob Ainsworth [holding answer 23 March 2010]:
The information requested is provided in the following
table:
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As at April
each year General

Lieutenant
General

Major
General Brigadier Colonel Total

Regular officers

1990 10 9 65 236 657 977

1997 16 10 43 172 478 709

2005 7 11 46 179 584 827

2009 5 17 43 190 597 852

Territorial
Army (TA)
officers

1997 — — — 2 70 72

2005 — — — 4 87 91
1 Includes one Field Marshal
Notes:
1. “—” denotes zero.
2. April 2009 figures for Regular Officers are provisional because of Joint
Personnel Administration (JPA) system data validation issues.

In addition, in April 2005 there were three full-time
Reserve service colonels, and in April 2009 there were
four full-time Reserve service colonels and one brigadier.
The 2009 figure is also provisional.

Data on the Territorial Army are not held before
January 1993. After April 2007 Territorial Army officer
and soldier breakdowns are not included due to JPA
data validation issues.

The changes of Army officers numbers is in line with
the Army’s operational commitments over this period,
therefore since 1997 there has been a significant increase
in the number of senior officers being deployed on
operations. Modern conflict has seen UK Armed Forces
deploying an increased number of senior officers in
support of NATO and other coalitions far more than in
the recent past; moreover, there has also been the
requirement for senior officer support for host nations
in a variety of advisory roles. Appropriate military
representation is required at many levels to command
operations, provide staff support in coalition headquarters,
and effect coordination. Our operational commitments
have demanded increased number of officers at the
rank of colonel and above to deploy, and hence numbers
have increased in these higher ranks.

Armed Forces: Pensions

Malcolm Bruce: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence whether his Department has sought legal advice
on the status of the Minute of Separation under Scottish
Law as the equivalent of the Decree for Judicial Separation
in applying the Armed Forces Pension Scheme 1975.

[323555]

Mr. Kevan Jones: Yes. Departmental legal advisers
referred questions regarding the status of a Minute of
Separation under Scottish Law to a Scottish firm of
solicitors in April 2006. The advice given by the Scottish
firm of solicitors was subsequently applied by the Armed
Forces Pension Scheme 1975 (“the AFPS 1975”) scheme
administrators in deciding an individual’s entitlement
to restoration of widow’s pension under the AFPS 1975
rules.

Malcolm Bruce: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what differences there are between the Armed
Forces Pension Scheme 1975 and the Armed Forces
Pension Scheme 2005 in respect of pension payments
following the subsequent remarriage or co-habitation
of widows. [323556]

Mr. Kevan Jones: Where a widow has been granted a
non attributable pension under the Armed Forces Pension
Scheme 1975 (“AFPS 1975”), i.e.: in circumstances where
the death of her husband was not attributable to service,
and that widow subsequently marries or co-habits with
another person, then the pension is no longer payable.

In cases where a widow has been granted an attributable
pension under AFPS 75 where her husband’s death on
or after 31 October 2000 was attributable to service, and
that widow subsequently marries or co-habits with another
person, her pension will remain in payment.

Under the Armed Forces Pension Scheme 2005 (“AF’PS
2005”), where a widow in receipt of a pension remarries
or co-habits with another person, the pension payable
under AFPS 2005 is unaffected.

Departmental Location

Nick Harvey: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
at what locations his Department’s officials are based
together with (a) Army, (b) Navy and (c) Royal Air
Force staff. [322847]

Mr. Kevan Jones: The site level location data for
service and civilian personnel is not held in a format
that allows cross comparison. This information could
be provided only at disproportionate cost.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
whether the dates of publication of any regular statistics
or reports by his Department have been affected by
planning for the forthcoming general election. [323560]

Mr. Kevan Jones: 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.

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE

Burma: Asylum

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what reports he
has received on the number of displaced people who
have fled from Burma to Thailand since January 2010;
whether he has had discussions with the government of
Thailand on the safety and welfare of those people;
and if he will make a statement. [323617]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We received reports of people fleeing
from Burma to Thailand since January 2010 but the
numbers are unconfirmed. Following news that Thailand
was intending to force 3,000 refugees to return to Burma,
our ambassador to Thailand raised this matter with the
Thai authorities stressing the importance of adherence
to international standards and to Thailand’s international
obligations. We understand that the Royal Thai Government
decided not to deport the 30 families it had initially
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identified for removal. We continue to closely monitor
the situation are coordinating closely with UN High
Commission for Refugees, US and EU partners and
will continue to raise the issue with Thai authorities.

Burma: United Nations

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs how often he
receives reports from the EU Special Envoy on Burma
on his activities; and if he will make a statement.

[323621]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The EU Special Envoy for Burma,
Piero Fassino, regularly reports to EU member states
including on his 20 November 2009 meeting with the
Minister for Agriculture and Irrigation of Burma and
his engagement with regional parliamentarians and officials
in Thailand, the Philippines and Vietnam also in November
2009. More recently, Mr. Fassino reported on the EU
Troika meeting with the Burmese Foreign Minister in
December 2009 and on his meetings with Assistant
Secretary of State, Kurt Campbell and other partners,
at the United Nations at the end of January 2010.

There are currently no plans to make a statement but
the UK welcomes Mr. Fassino’s continued efforts to
communicate the EU’s position to the Burmese authorities,
countries in the region and international partners, to try
and bring positive change to Burma.

Israel: Foreign Relations

Sir Gerald Kaufman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs if he will discuss
with the Israeli ambassador the matter of adherence to
diplomatic protocol in commenting on proceedings in
Parliament and internal British political activities.

[322131]

David Miliband: I have no plans to discuss these
matters with the Israeli ambassador. He, like everyone
else, is entitled to his views on proceedings in Parliament.

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development: Israel

Dr. Starkey: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what assessment he has
made of the consideration by the Organisation of
Economic Co-operation and Development of Israel’s
application for membership. [322896]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: The UK supports Israel’s bid for
accession to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development. However, there remain a small number
of issues, such as the scope of statistical data, which are
being resolved in the course of the accession process.

Sudan: Politics and Government

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether he has
made a recent assessment of the security situation in
the Nuba mountain region of Sudan; and if he will
make a statement. [323618]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: We remain concerned by the ongoing
instability and humanitarian suffering in the Nuba
mountains region of Southern Kordofan. We continue
to monitor the situation closely, including through visits
to the area. The forthcoming elections period will be
crucial: we note that the voting for Governor and the
State Assembly in Southern Kordofan has been delayed
until a new census can be carried out.

The Comprehensive Peace Agreement provides for
popular consultations to be held in Southern Kordofan
and Blue Nile. These will be essential to ensuring a
lasting peace in Southern Kordofan and across Sudan
as a whole. The dates and format of these consultations,
and the referendum in Abyei (the third of the Three
Areas) are yet to be finalised by the parties. It is essential
that this process is inclusive and takes account of the
legitimate concerns of the regions’ populations.

The UK continues to support projects to mitigate
conflict and foster peace in the Three Areas and has
committed £30 million over the next three years to
provide basic services to households.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Agriculture: Subsidies

Mr. Heald: To ask the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs when his Department will make
the Single Payment Scheme payment to Mrs Mary
Wilkinson of Little Hadham, Hertfordshire for 2007;
and if he will make a statement. [321616]

Jim Fitzpatrick: Mrs. Wilkinson has received her
payment.

Mr. Harper: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what the average
cost was of processing a single payment in the latest
period for which figures are available; and how many
payments of less than that amount were made in that
period. [322338]

Jim Fitzpatrick: The National Audit Office calculated
the average cost for administering a Single Payment
Scheme claim for the 2008 scheme year (England only)
as £1,743.

29,897 claims under the Single Payment Scheme for
2008 scheme year (England only) had values equal to or
less than £1,743. The values of claims could be adjusted
however following the application of penalties or for
over claims.

Carbon Emissions: Waste Disposal

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs with reference to
the answer to the hon. Member for Brentwood and
Ongar of 9 February 2009, Official Report, column
1578W, on carbon emissions: waste disposal, what the
reference number is of the research project; which body
undertook the research; and if he will place in the
Library a copy of the research report on estimating
carbon dioxide emissions from domestic burning.

[323085]
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Dan Norris: Research project ED431843 was undertaken
by AEA Technology, and provides estimates of dioxin
emissions from domestic burning. A copy of the research
report has been placed in the House Library.

Departmental Correspondence

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs when he
plans to reply to correspondence from Richard D. Hall
dated (a) 4 December 2009, (b) 6 December 2009, (c)
15 December 2009 and (d) 2 March 2010 on animal
mutilation. [323907]

Jim Fitzpatrick: Neither DEFRA nor its agency,
Animal Health, hold a record of having received
correspondence of the dates referred to by the hon.
Member for Blaydon.

Departmental Disciplinary Proceedings

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many (a)
disciplinary and (b) capability procedures have been
(i) initiated and (ii) completed in his Department in
each of the last five years; how much time on average
was taken to complete each type of procedure in each
such year; how many and what proportion of his
Department’s staff were subject to each type of procedure
in each such year; and how many and what proportion
of each type of procedure resulted in the dismissal of
the member of staff. [320632]

Dan Norris: The following tables show the number of
disciplinary and capability procedures initiated and
completed in each of the last five years. In this instance
we are referring to capability as performance. They also
show the number of staff dismissed in each of the years
and percentage of staff subject to procedures who were
dismissed for each of the procedures.

The following information is provided for DEFRA
and its agencies:

Disciplinary

Initiated Completed1
Proportion

of staff2 Dismissed
Percentage

dismissed

2009-10 69 55 0.7 6 9

2008-09 58 51 0.5 5 9

2007-08 43 43 0.4 12 30

2006-07 50 50 0.4 20 40

2005-06 34 34 0.3 11 32
1 Completed disciplinary cases short of dismissal would have concluded that the
offences were either minor or serious misconduct and an appropriate warning
or penalty would have been applied under DEFRA’s disciplinary procedures.
Alternatively the Decision Officer would have determined that the evidence did
not support, or the offence did not warrant, a formal disciplinary warning.
2 The proportion of total DEFRA staff where disciplinary cases have been
initiated.

Capability

Initiated Completed
Proportion

of staff1 Dismissed
Percentage

dismissed

2009-10 33 27 0.3 5 15

2008-09 35 28 0.3 5 23

2007-08 38 38 0.3 9 24

2006-07 30 30 0.2 10 34

2005-06 22 22 0.2 9 41
1 The proportion of total DEFRA staff where capability cases have been
initiated.

Average time
Information for this element of the questions is not

available in all cases, we are therefore unable to provide
the information requested.

Departmental Internet

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many people
his Department employs to maintain its social media
and social networking sites; and at what cost in the
latest period for which figures are available. [322615]

Dan Norris: DEFRA does not employ anyone to
maintain social media or social networking sites.

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much his
Department has spent on maintaining its (a) Flickr
channel, (b) YouTube channel and (c) Twitter feed in
the latest period for which figures are available.

[322618]

Dan Norris: The annual licence fee for DEFRA’s
Flickr channel is $24.95 (US dollars). There is no licence
fee for DEFRA’s You Tube channel. There are no other
costs and both channels are maintained by in-house
staff. DEFRA does not have a Twitter feed.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs whether the dates
of publication of any regular statistics or reports by his
Department have been affected by planning for the
forthcoming general election. [323461]

Dan Norris: 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 Surveys

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 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.

[322567]

Dan Norris: The 2009 People Survey results for the
Department and its agencies are now available in the
Library. The results for core DEFRA and the Veterinary
Medicines Directorate are also available on their respective
websites, as follows:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/about/work/staffsurvey/
index.htm

http://www.vmd.gov.uk/About/StaffSurvey.htm
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Departmental Theft

Mr. Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many thefts
from his Department have been recorded in the last two
years. [318987]

Dan Norris: The following tables show items of official
property reported as lost or stolen in 2008-09 and
2009-10 (to 24 February 2010 only).

Item 2008-09 2009-10

BlackBerrys 13 6
Cameras 6 1
CD/DVD writers 1 —
Docking stations 2 —
Hard Drives 5 —
Laptops 66 33
Mobile telephones 2 3
Projectors 8 3
Spider phone 6 —
Wacom Bamboo A5
Pen and tablet

1 —

Keyboard — 2
Monitors — 7
Tom Tom Device — 2
Desktop PC — 4
Binoculars — 2

DEFRA takes the loss of equipment very seriously
and advice and guidance is issued regularly about security
in an effort to minimise losses.

Departmental Travel

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much
(a) Ministers and (b) staff of each grade in (i) his
Department and (ii) its agencies spent on first class
travel in the last 12 months. [320401]

Dan Norris: The following tables show the expenditure
for first class air and rail travel for (a) Ministers and
(b) staff of each grade, for core DEFRA and the
agencies that use the Corporate Travel Framework contract,
for the 12-month period of February 2009 to January
2010.

To identify spend by those agencies that do not use
the Corporate Travel Framework or where it has been
incurred outside these arrangements can be provided
only at disproportionate cost.

(a) Ministers travel—February 2009 to January 2010
Expenditure (£)

Core DEFRA 14,850.64

(b) Staff travel—February 2009 to January 2010

Grade
Expenditure

(£)

Animal Health Agency 5 535.14
6 2,162.26

7 3,474.50

AO 9,019.78

EO 1,261.14

(b) Staff travel—February 2009 to January 2010

Grade
Expenditure

(£)

HEO 803.22

SCS 2,096.14

SEO 1,188.11

Animal Health Agency total 20,540.29

Core DEFRA 5 36,832.46
6 88,169.88

7 257,929.78

AA 885.00

AO 6,375.38

EO 13,683.44

HEO 132,837.21

SCS 130,380.13

SEO 105,905.87

Core DEFRA total 757,281.32

Rural Payments Agency 5 4,281.12
6 73,242.89

7 123,106.59

AO 17,508.27

CX 79.00

EO 17,993.47

G6 3,343.88

G7 15,884.63

GR7 515.32

GRA ¦ 4,310.98

HEO 70,184.61

HMI 92.52

SCS 30,490.98

SEN 106.35

SEO 133,752.07

SHM 2,143.08

TEA 1,020.64

Rural Payments Agency total 498,056.40

Government Decontamination
Service

5 38.82

6 801.10

7 1,439.68

AO 61.00

HEO 155.14

SEO 53.52

Government Decontamination
Service total

2,365.76

Marine and Fisheries Agency 5 378.00

6 3,045.10

7 4,428.54

AO 854.64

EO 65.32

HEO 2,070.80

SCS 1,412.47

SEO 2,996.07
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(b) Staff travel—February 2009 to January 2010

Grade
Expenditure

(£)

Marine and Fisheries Agency
total

15,250.94

Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Studies

7 1,363.65

Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Studies total

1,363.65

Domestic Waste: Waste Disposal

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will take
steps to remove the regulatory provisions which restrict
councils collecting recyclable and residual waste from
nearby household and business premises at the same
time. [323152]

Dan Norris: There are no regulatory provisions that
prohibit local authorities collecting waste from household
and business premises at the same time. However, we
are aware that the Landfill Allowances Trading Scheme
(LATS) has been cited as a barrier to the collection of
waste from business premises by local authorities.

The consultation ‘Meeting EU Landfill Diversion
Targets’ published on 18 March asks for views on the
effectiveness of existing policies, including LATS. Responses
from this consultation and further work by DEFRA
will inform a second consultation later in the year on
the most effective combination of policies to ensure
that England meets its landfill diversion targets. We
anticipate that the impact of LATS on council provision
of waste services for businesses will be a consideration
in this wider assessment of the policies needed to ensure
England meets its landfill diversion targets.

Meanwhile, DEFRA is looking at ways to encourage
greater recycling of waste from business premises, especially
small and medium-sized enterprises. In particular, we
are funding the Waste and Resources Action Programme
(WRAP) to test a number of trade waste ‘Bring Banks’
and trade waste collection schemes to establish how
some of the barriers to higher recycling can be most
effectively overcome.

Foxes

Mr. Swire: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what assessment
his Department has made of the extent to which urban
foxes cause (a) hygiene and (b) litter problems.

[323135]

Huw Irranca-Davies: DEFRA has made no assessment
of the hygiene and litter problems caused by urban
foxes.

National Fly-Tipping Prevention Group

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 minutes of each meeting of
the National Fly-Tipping Prevention Group in the last
24 months. [323151]

Dan Norris: The National Fly-tipping Prevention
Group consists of the representatives of landowner
organisations, enforcement bodies and Government. It
meets on a quarterly basis to advise and influence
Government and to share best practice on the prevention
of fly-tipping on public and private land.

The group recently created a website which provides
information to anybody who wishes to prevent or deal
with fly-tipping:

http://www.tacklingflytipping.com/

The most recent available sets of minutes have been
placed in the House Library.

Recycling

Dr. Desmond Turner: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what assessment
he has made of the extent to which the recycling industry
can contribute towards meeting Courtauld II recycling
targets in local authority areas; and if he will make a
statement. [323701]

Dan Norris: Phase II of the Courtauld Commitment
includes a new target for a 10 per cent. reduction in the
carbon impact of grocery packaging: an estimated
1.1 million tonne CO2 equivalent emissions reduction
through reducing the weight, increasing the recycling
rates, and increasing the recycled content of grocery
packaging.

This new target is a key contribution to our aim of
optimising packaging reductions, wider eco-design and
increasing recycling, as set out in the Packaging Strategy.
It will encourage companies to take up recycled contents
in their packaging—another objective of the Packaging
Strategy.

Separate from the Courtauld Commitment, DEFRA
and the devolved Administrations have recently published
a consultation document proposing higher producer
responsibility targets for packaging, covering 2011-20.
The consultation seeks views on the extent to which the
recycling industry (among others) can help achieve
local recycling targets. The consultation can be found at

www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/packaging-regs/
index.htm

Dr. Desmond Turner: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs which local
authorities did not meet their targets for recycling
waste in the most recent year for which figures are
available; and what percentage of waste was recycled in
each such area in that period. [323703]

Dan Norris: During the 2008-09 period, 21 local
authorities did not meet their target for recycling household
waste in line with National Indicator 192. The targets
and percentages of waste actually recycled in each of
these authorities are shown in the following table:

Percentage
Local authority Target Actual

Bradford City
MDC

29 26.31

Bristol City Council 37.3 35.52
Bury MBC 28 26.87
Croydon LB 28 27.71
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Percentage
Local authority Target Actual

Greenwich LB 43.4 42.09
Hammersmith and
Fulham LB

28 27.84

Haringey LB 28 22.13
Hillingdon LB 35.5 35.32
Hounslow LB 25 23.6
Manchester City
Council MBC

24 20.28

Newham LB 20 15.4
Plymouth City
Council

31 30.04

Slough 26 25.68
South
Gloucestershire
Council

43 39.84

South Tyneside
MBC

28.5 27.62

St. Helens MBC 30 28.78
Stoke-on-Trent City
Council

28.7 26.84

Sunderland City
Council MBC

28 25.59

Tameside MBC 30 28.78
Waltham Forest LB 34 27.84
Westminster City
Council LB

25 23.04

Reptiles: Smuggling

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many
reptiles were seized by HM Revenue and Customs
under the Convention of International Trade in
Endangered Species in each year 2000; and how many
were seized in each seizure. [322454]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The numbers of live reptiles
seized by officers of HM Revenue and Customs under
the convention of international trade in endangered
species (CITES) for the financial years 2005-06 to 2008-09
are given in the following table.

Information on all CITES seizures made by the former
HM Customs and Excise prior to 2005 is available on
the DEFRA website at:

www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife/trade-crime/cites/
action-uk.htm#enforcement

Seizures
Number of
specimens Seizures include

2005-06 27 1,336 501 Leopard
tortoises
220 Caiman
crocodiles
149 Royal
pythons
170 Terrapins

2006-07 38 1,313 325 Terrapins
294 Spiny tailed
lizards
138 Leopard
tortoises

Seizures
Number of
specimens Seizures include

2007-08 21 347 200 Tortoises

2008-09 32 1,044 356 Turtles
111 Leopard
tortoises
100 Hingeback
tortoises
98 Spiny tailed
lizards

Rodents

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs when he expects
the most recent survey on rodents derived from data
from the English House Condition Survey to be published.

[323150]

Huw Irranca-Davies: The next report covering the
period up to 2007 will be available soon. Final revisions
are under way and we aim for it to be available by the
end of May 2010.

Trade Unions

Mr. Syms: To ask the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs how many days staff of his
Department and its agencies spent on trade union activity
in the latest year for which figures are available; and
what recent estimate he has made of the annual cost to
the public purse of such activity. [320612]

Dan Norris: We have interpreted ‘Trade Union Activity’
as the facility time DEFRA and our agencies provide to
our trade union representatives.

DEFRA and our agencies currently provide trade
union representatives with approximately 6,805 days
facility time annually.

For the year 2009-10 the cost to the Department has
been estimated as £1,200,000.

Waste Disposal: Fees and Charges

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs if he will place in
the Library a copy of each response to his Department’s
consultation on household waste incentive scheme (a)
application and designation guidance, (b) technical
issues guidance, (c) finance guidance, (d) coverage and
disadvantaged groups guidance and (e) unauthorised
deposit or disposal guidance. [323053]

Dan Norris: Copies of responses received to the
Department’s June 2008 informal consultation on draft
guidance for waste reduction schemes will be made
available in the Library in due course.

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs who the respondents
were to his Department’s consultation on (a) incentives
for recycling by households of May 2007, (b) draft
guidance on household waste incentive schemes of June
2008 and (c) statutory good recycling service guidance
of September 2008. [323054]
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Dan Norris: The list of respondents for the Consultation
on the Incentives for Recycling by Households, May
2007, can be found in the summary of responses which
is available on DEFRA’s website:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/strategy/
incentives/documents/incentives-responses-summary2007.pdf

The respondents to the informal consultation on
draft guidance, June 2008, are as listed. Some respondents
submitted more than one response.

Absorbent Hygiene Products Manufacturers Association
Association of Charity Shops
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
Birmingham City Council
Bromsgrove District Council (did not comment on consultation
documents)
Cambridgeshire County Council
Campaign for Real Recycling
Chartered Institution of Wastes Management
County Surveyors Society
Coventry City Council
ESRC BRASS Centre, Cardiff University
GMB Union
Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority
Hampshire County Council
Local Authority Recycling Advisory Committee
London Borough of Sutton
Norfolk County Council
Paediatric Continence Forum
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
Responses from private individuals
South Gloucestershire Council (did not comment on consultation
documents)
Waste Watch

The list of respondents to the formal consultation on
statutory Good Recycling Service guidance, September
2008, can be found in the summary of responses which
is available on DEFRA’a website:

www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/strategy/incentives/
documents/summary-consultation-responses.pdf

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to
the answer of 10 March 2010, Official Report, column
322W, on waste disposal: fees and charges, if he will
place in the Library a copy of each response received to
the informal consultation on draft guidance except the
responses received from private individuals. [323532]

Dan Norris: Copies of responses received to the
Department’s June 2008 informal consultation on draft
guidance for waste reduction schemes will be made
available in the House Library in due course.

Waste Disposal: Public Opinion

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what research
has been commissioned by (a) his Department, (b) the
Environment Agency and (c) the Waste and Resources
Action Programme on public attitudes to (i) waste
collection and (ii) waste disposal in the last three years;
and what the (A) title and (B) completion date of each
such research project was. [323180]

Dan Norris: DEFRA commissioned the following
projects on public attitudes to waste collection and
waste disposal in the last three years:

Building Greater Understanding of the Techniques and Processes
Required to Promote Sustainable Waste Management through
Behaviour Change Programme—completed June 2008.
The Organic Waste Use Collection—completed October 2007.
Enhancing Participation in Kitchen Waste Collection—completed
March 2010.
Attitudes to the Use of Organic Resources on Land—completed
February 2009.
Tracker Survey of Public Attitudes and Behaviour Towards
the Environment—completed September 2009.
Testing Innovative Approaches for Achieving Sustainable
Behaviours - Maiden Lane Gardens Food-Loop project—ongoing.

The Environment Agency has not carried out any
research in this area.

The Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP)
undertook the following projects:

Consumer Attitudes to Waste and Recycling Services. The
conclusions from this research were used to inform the development
of the Waste Collection Commitment—completed in September
2009.

Barriers to Recycling at Home—completed in August 2008.

TRANSPORT

Departmental Buildings

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport how much his Department
and its agencies have spent on rooms for staff leisure in
each of the last five years. [324427]

Chris Mole: The information requested can be provided
only at disproportionate cost.

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport 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. [323072]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport conducts
its procurement in accordance with UK Government’s
value for money policies and principles, utilising
collaborative arrangements where these are available
and in accordance with the legal and regulatory framework.

The Department and its agencies generally provide
staff catering and vending services via either an estates
private finance initiative or facilities management contracts.
These provisions are typically provided on a commercial
basis and are not directly subsidised, and they operate
in a competitive environment.

For example, the Department’s HQ facilities management
contract requires the contractor to comply with Government
guidance on sustainable food and farming in the delivery
of the contract. The contract requires the contractor to
take account of the various Government food initiatives,
and directs them to the Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs websites, where the contractor
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is encouraged to consider higher level schemes such as
The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Freedom Foods standards.

Another example is the Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency’s estates private finance initiative contract, which
requires the service provider to comply with the sustainable
food procurement initiative and other Government guidance
on food and farming in delivery of the service.

As and when each of the Department’s catering
contracts needs to be renewed, consideration will be
given to emerging higher level welfare standards when
specifying replacement contracts.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport whether the dates of publication of any
regular statistics or reports by his Department have
been affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323455]

Chris Mole: 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 Minister of State, Department
for Transport what steps his Department is taking to
deter theft from within the Department. [322655]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport has in
place access control measures in accordance with Cabinet
Office guidance, issues staff awareness guidance on its
Intranet and provides lockable pedestals and personal
lockers. It operates a clear desk policy, ensuring that all
personal or sensitive material is locked away at the end
of each working day. Reminders on security awareness
are disseminated to employees via security liaison officers
within the Department teams and 24/7 security staff are
employed at principal sites within the Department.

Electronic Warfare

Mr. Jenkin: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what assessment he has made of the
effects of an electromagnetic pulse strike caused (a)
deliberately and (b) through solar activity on the critical
infrastructure of his Department. [321758]

Chris Mole: The Government’s Cyber Security Strategy
of the United Kingdom, published alongside and reflected
in the National Security Strategy update of June 2009,
considers a number of methods of cyber attack, including
those that generate high levels of radio frequency power
that can damage or disrupt unprotected electronics.

In addition, the Communications Electronic Security
Group (CESG) provides Government Departments with
advice and guidance on how to protect against, detect
and mitigate various types of cyber attack.

It is not in the interests of the UK’s national security
for this Department to confirm whether it holds information

about assessments of the effects of an electromagnetic
pulse. Such disclosure could undermine the integrity
and security of the UK’s critical national infrastructure
and thereby expose it to potential threats, which is not
in the public interest.

High Speed Two

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what recent representations he has received
on the route for the High Speed Two rail link; and if he
will make a statement. [323478]

Chris Mole: My right hon. Friend, the Secretary of
State for Transport, has spoken to a number of stakeholders,
including representatives of the Chilterns Conservation
Board and the National Trust, as well as Members of
this House whose constituencies lie on the recommended
route. The Department for Transport also receives general
correspondence covering many policy areas, including
high speed rail and the conurbations it may serve, from
a number of individuals, organisations and companies.

In identifying its recommended route for a high speed
rail line from London to the west midlands, HS2 Ltd.
held confidential discussions with relevant county and
local planning authorities regarding specific options. A
summary list and the full text of various detailed
submissions which stakeholders submitted during the
engagement process undertaken by HS2 Ltd. was published
alongside the Command Paper.

Mr. Boswell: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what costs his Department has incurred
in the preparation of High Speed Two proposals for a
new rail line linking London with the West Midlands.

[323699]

Chris Mole: HS2 Ltd.’s budget for the period between
14 January 2009 and the end of the 2009-10 financial
year is £8.6 million.

In addition, existing staff and budget resources within
the Department for Transport were deployed in the
preparation of the Command Paper, ‘High Speed Rail’.

High Speed Two: Job Creation

Mrs. Gillan: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what estimate he has made of the likely
number of construction jobs that will be created by
High Speed Two. [323712]

Chris Mole: HS2 Ltd.’s report, published by the
Government on 11 March 2010, estimates that around
10,000 jobs could be created during construction, with
a further 2,000 permanent jobs through operation of
High Speed Two.

Should High Speed Two be taken forward, Government
will work with industry to draw up a High Speed Rail
Industrial Strategy, including the establishment of a
high level supply chain forum. Further details can be
found in chapter 12 of the High Speed Rail Command
Paper (CM 7827), copies of which have been placed in
the Libraries of the House.
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Network Rail: Industrial Accidents

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many (a) employees and (b)
contractors of Network Rail have been (i) killed and
(ii) injured at work in each year since its inception; and
what cause was attributed to each incident. [323728]

Chris Mole: Accidents and incidents on the railways
are reported to the independent Office of Rail Regulation
under the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous
Occurrences Regulations 1995 (RIDDOR 95).

Table 1 lists the number of Network Rail employees
and its contractors fatally injured while undertaking
railway operations reported to the independent Office
of Rail Regulation. These data exclude such employees
fatally injured in road traffic accidents and fatalities
arising out of a railway under construction, the latter
being reported to the Health and Safety Executive.

The data also excludes other railway employees (e.g.
train crew) that have been fatally injured on Network
Rail infrastructure. Table 2 lists all reportable railway
employee fatalities that have occurred on Network Rail
infrastructure, since Network Rail was formed in October
2002 to the end of 2008.

Injury data for Network Rail employees and contractors,
and information on the cause of each incident could be
provided only at disproportionate cost.
Table 1: Fatalities to Network Rail employees and contractors October

2002-08
Network Rail

employee
Network Rail

contractor Total

2002 (October
to December)

0 0 0

2003 0 4 4
2004 0 8 8
2005 0 3 3
2006 0 1 1
2007 2 0 2
2008 0 2 2

Table 2: Fatalities to railway employees on Network Rail
infrastructure October 2002-08

Number

2002 (October to December) 0
2003 4
2004 10
2005 5
2006 3
2007 2
2008 2

Network Rail: Manpower

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many staff were employed at
Network Rail in each year since its inception. [323722]

Chris Mole: This is an operational matter for Network
Rail as the owner and operator of the national rail
network. The hon. Member should contact Network
Rail’s chief executive at the following address for a
response to his question:

Iain Coucher
Chief Executive

Network Rail
Kings Place
90 York Way
London, N1 9AG.

Railway Signals

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many signals passed at danger
incidents have occurred in each of the last five years.

[323718]

Chris Mole: The number of signals passed at danger
incidents that have occurred in each of the last five
years are shown in the following table.

Number of signals passed at
danger

2005 338
2006 349
2007 325
2008 330
2009 261

Since the introduction of the Train Protection and
Warning System, there has been a significant and sustained
reduction in the risk from signals passed at danger.

Railway Signals: Accidents

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many signals passed at danger
incidents were attributable to (a) driver error, (b)
defective signals, (c) obscured signals or (d) another
cause in each of the last five years. [323730]

Chris Mole: There have been no fatalities or injuries
caused by signals passed at danger on Britain’s railways
in the last five years, and the numbers of signals passed
at danger are decreasing year on year. Information on
specific causes of these incidents could be provided only
at disproportionate cost.

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many (a) fatalities, (b) injuries and
(c) incidents of damage to property have been caused
by signals passed at danger incidents in each of the last
five years. [323731]

Chris Mole: There have been no fatalities or injuries
caused by signals passed at danger on Britain’s railways
in the last five years.

Data for incidents of damage to property caused by
signals passed at danger is not held.

Railways: Accidents

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many (a) drivers, (b) conductors or
other train staff and (c) passengers have been (i) killed
and (ii) injured in railway accidents that did not occur
within railway stations in each of the last 10 years; and
what cause was attributed to each incident. [323727]

Chris Mole: Accidents and incidents on the railways
are reported to the independent Office of Rail Regulation
(ORR) under the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and
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Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 1995 (RIDDOR
95). Under these regulations, the geographical location
of the accident/ incident is recorded. There is no further
breakdown of location into a sub-category, e.g. station,
signal box, on the line. Therefore, the breakdown of the
data for accidents that have not occurred at stations and
the cause of each accident could be provided only at
disproportionate cost.

However, the number of fatal injuries and non fatal
injuries for the period 1999 to 2008 for all railway
employees, including contractors, and passengers that
have occurred on railway infrastructure can be provided
and is shown in Tables 1 and 2. The data for railway
employees have been broken down into train drivers,
conductors and other train crew and other railway
employees.

Table 1: Fatal injuries, passengers and railway employees 1999 to
2008, all railways

Passengers
Train

drivers

Conductors
and other
train crew

Other
railway

employees Total

1999 54 2 0 3 59

2000 15 0 0 4 19

2001 17 2 2 5 26

2002 23 0 0 4 27

2003 13 1 0 4 18

2004 13 1 0 9 23

2005 10 2 0 2 16

2006 8 2 1 1 12

2007 6 0 0 2 8

2008 5 0 0 4 9

Table 2: Non-fatal injuries, passengers and railway employees 1999 to
2008, all railways

Passengers
Train

drivers

Conductors
and other
train crew

Other
railway

employees Total

1999 2,737 426 182 1,875 5,220
2000 2,697 401 164 1,958 5,220
2001 2,564 409 141 1,884 4,998
2002 2,485 380 151 1,953 4,969
2003 2,550 372 167 1,809 4,898
2004 2,627 327 280 1,693 4,927
2005 2,800 326 258 1,695 5,079
2006 2,539 291 241 1,215 4,286
2007 2,801 209 263 959 4,232
2008 2,489 247 225 836 3,797

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many (a) fatalities, (b) injuries and
(c) incidents of damage to property on the railways
have been recorded in each of the last five years; and
what cause was attributed to each incident. [323729]

Chris Mole: The number of fatalities and injuries on
the railways for the period 2004-08 is shown in Tables 1
and 2. The information is based on accidents notified to
the independent Office of Rail Regulation under the
Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences
Regulations 1995 (RIDDOR 95).

Table 1: Fatal injuries, 2004-08
Number

Category 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Passengers 13 10 8 6 5
Railway
employees1

10 6 4 2 4

Other
members of
the public

12 17 11 14 19

Trespassers
and suicides

253 281 320 287 291

Total 288 314 343 309 319
1 Includes contractors.

Table 2: Non-fatal injuries, 2004-08
Number

Category 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Passengers 2,627 2,800 2,539 2,801 2,489
Railway
employees1

2,300 2,279 1,747 1,431 1,308

Other
members of
the public

69 60 73 51 58

Trespassers
and suicides

132 127 140 122 156

Total 5,128 5,266 4,499 4,405 4,011
1 Includes contractors.

The number of incidents of damage to property is
neither reported or held by the independent Office of
Rail Regulation.

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what the last 100 railway incidents reported
to the Office of Rail Regulation, Her Majesty’s Railway
Inspectorate and the Health and Safety Executive were
in each constituent part of the UK. [323733]

Chris Mole: In line with the Code of Practice for
Official Statistics, the independent Office of Rail Regulation
(ORR) is unable to provide information on the last 100
incidents reported to them.

Statements of how ORR is following the code can be
found on its website at:

http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/server/show/nav.1862

Mr. Hands: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many (a) individuals, (b) firms, (c)
companies and (d) other organisations have been
prosecuted for breaches of (i) health and safety and (ii)
other legislation in respect of railway incidents in each
year since its inception. [323734]

Chris Mole: Since its inception as the independent
safety and economic regulator for Britain’s railways on
1 April 2006, the independent Office of Rail Regulation
has brought 20 successful prosecutions for breaches of
health and safety legislation in respect of railway incidents.
Details of these prosecutions can be found on the
independent Office of Rail Regulation’s website at:

http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk

The independent Office of Rail Regulation has not
brought any prosecutions for breaches of other legislation.
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Details of prosecutions taken by the Health and
Safety Executive prior to 2006 can be found in the
Health and Safety Executive annual reports on railway
safety, copies of which are available from the Libraries
of the House.

Railways: Fares

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what recent progress has been made on
the provision of through tickets; and if he will make a
statement. [323600]

Chris Mole: Each train operator’s passenger licence
requires them to be a party to, and comply with,
arrangements for through tickets approved by the Secretary
of State.

The arrangements are contained in an inter-operator
agreement called the Ticketing and Settlement Agreement
and ensure that through tickets are available to all other
rail destinations in Great Britain. There are also
arrangements for through tickets to other networks
including, for example, the London Underground.

Road Traffic: Severn Bridge

Jessica Morden: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport when his Department last assessed the
traffic flows across the Severn crossings. [323583]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency reviews traffic
flow data on a monthly basis which is collected by
Severn River Crossing plc, the operator for the crossings.

Jessica Morden: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what information his Department holds
on the volume of traffic moving across the Severn
crossings at different times of the day. [323584]

Chris Mole: The Highways Agency holds traffic data
broken down into hourly, daily and monthly flows for
westbound traffic on the Severn crossings.

Jessica Morden: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what estimate he has made of the average
number of vehicles using the Severn crossings at each
time of day; and if he will make a statement. [323585]

Chris Mole: Vehicle numbers are counted in the
westbound direction as part of the toll collection, which
is in that direction only. The average numbers of westbound
vehicles using the Severn crossings during 2009 for each
hour of the day are given in the following table:

Severn crossings: Average hourly vehicle flow during 2009
(westbound)

Time Vehicle flows

00:00-01:00 344
01:00-02:00 240
02:00-03:00 200
03:00-04:00 180
04:00-05:00 214
05:00-06:00 365
06:00-07:00 841

Severn crossings: Average hourly vehicle flow during 2009
(westbound)

Time Vehicle flows

07:00-08:00 1,663
08:00-09:00 1,891
09:00-10:00 1,864
10:00-11:00 1,958
11:00-12:00 2,140
12:00-13:00 2,269
13:00-14:00 2,356
14:00-15:00 2,478
15:00-16:00 2,776
16:00-17:00 3,384
17:00-18:00 3,555
18:00-19:00 2,867
19:00-20:00 1,821
20:00-21:00 1,345
21:00-22:00 1,004
22:00-23:00 757
23:00-24:00 530
Total 37,042

Jessica Morden: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport how many vehicles in each charging category
travel across the Severn crossings on average each day at
each time of day. [323586]

Chris Mole: Vehicle numbers are counted in the
westbound direction as part of the toll collection, which
is in that direction only. The average hourly flows of
vehicles in each charging category travelling westbound
during 2009 across the Severn crossings are detailed in
the following table.

Severn crossings: average hourly flows during 2009 (westbound)

Time
Class1

(£5.50)
Class2

(£10.90)
Class3

(£16.40) Exempt

00:00-01:00 242 20 80 3
01:00-02:00 136 18 83 3
02:00-03:00 93 17 88 2
03:00-04:00 70 19 89 1
04:00-05:00 78 23 110 2
05:00-06:00 133 51 177 4
06:00-07:00 421 156 257 7
07:00-08:00 1,101 285 260 16
08:00-09:00 1,401 238 237 15
09:00-10:00 1,416 201 233 14
10:00-11:00 1,519 189 232 18
11:00-12:00 1,694 193 236 19
12:00-13:00 1,795 206 246 22
13:00-14:00 1,857 227 249 23
14:00-15:00 1,952 254 247 26
15:00-16:00 2,221 295 228 31
16:00-17:00 2,807 329 202 47
17:00-18:00 3,087 250 167 52
18:00-19:00 2,525 164 142 36
19:00-20:00 1,573 106 122 20
20:00-21:00 1,147 77 109 12
21:00-22:00 836 54 104 10
22:00-23:00 618 39 93 7
23:00-24:00 415 27 84 3
Total 29,137 3,438 4,075 393
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Roads: Tolls

Mr. Scott: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what funding his Department has
received for (a) the road pricing demonstration
projects and (b) other funds associated with national
road pricing in each of the last five years; and how
much he expects to receive for such projects in each of
the last five years. [319660]

Mr. Khan: The Department for Transport has received
no funding in connection with the Demonstrations
Project or with any other work it has done on road
pricing.

Speed Limits

Mr. Leech: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what progress his Department has made
on the development of a digital road map containing
speed limit data; and when he expects such a map to be
available to the public. [323934]

Paul Clark: The Department for Transport has completed
development of a draft technical document that gives
traffic authorities guidance on how to collect and manage
digital speed limit data in a nationally consistent way.
This draft is being tested through pilots, first in Lancashire
as part of a Road Safety Partnership Grant-funded
project looking at an advisory form of Intelligent Speed
Adaptation, and more recently through a second pilot
with Greater Manchester, building on work they have
started as part of their review of A and B road speed
limits. The technical document will be made available to
authorities to use following any necessary post-pilot
revisions.

Transport Innovation Fund: Reading Berkshire

John Howell: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Transport what correspondence his Department has
had with Reading borough council on its bid for funds
from the Transport Innovation Fund in each month of
2010. [324024]

Mr. Khan: The Department for Transport exchanged
correspondence with Reading borough council in January
2010 about economic appraisal issues relating to their
proposal for a Low Emission Zone, which formed part
of the council’s bid to the Transport Innovation Fund
(TIF) submitted at the end of January 2010.

The Department also received in January 2010 a
request from the council for additional pump-priming
funding for work on modelling and the economic and
environmental appraisal of options relating to development
of their TIF proposals. The Department replied in
February 2010 confirming the award of funding for this
work.

The Department wrote to Reading borough council
about their TIF bid in March 2010 following the
announcement that a new Urban Challenge Fund will
replace TIF. A copy of the letter sent to the council is
available on the Department’s website under the heading
‘Transport Innovation Fund’ at:

www.dft.gov.uk/foi/responses/2010.

Unite

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Transport what (a) facilities and (b)
staff time (i) his Department and (ii) its agencies
provide to trade union staff representatives of Unite;
and at what annual cost to his Department. [323960]

Chris Mole: The Department for Transport has staff
represented by Unite at the Vehicle and Operator Services
Agency (VOSA) and the Government Car and Despatch
Agency (GCDA).

In relation to VOSA:
(a) Unite staff have access to and use of the same standard

office facilities as other staff
(b) 129 days (equal to 0.59 full-time equivalent) were allocated

in year 2009-10
The estimated salary costs were £15,400 for 2009-10

GCDA allow official trade union representatives paid
time off to carry out union duties relating to GCDA
and relevant training to carry out official duties. GCDA
can provide further information relating to annual costs
only at disproportionate cost.

WORK AND PENSIONS

Departmental Recruitment

Mrs. May: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how much her Department has spent
under each budget heading on the recruitment of additional
staff in response to the recession in each of the last two
years. [322176]

Jonathan Shaw: The amount spent on recruitment by
the Department in response to the recession in the last
two years cannot be provided, as recruitment costs are
not recorded separately within our financial systems.

Departmental Telephone Services

Mr. Oaten: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions with reference to the answer of 3 November
2009, Official Report, column 816W, on departmental
telephone services, whether her Department awarded
contracts for the provision of services relating to its
main customer contact number. [324117]

Jonathan Shaw: All telephony services are provided
to the Department under a contract with BT; this
contract covers all customer contact numbers.

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions what methodology her Department
used to determine whether answers to Questions in the
formulation if she will set out with statistical information
related as directly as possible to the tabling hon. Member’s
constituency the effects on that constituency of her
Department’s policies since 1997 could be provided
without incurring disproportionate cost; and if she will
make a statement. [323876]
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Jonathan Shaw: When deciding whether a response to
a parliamentary question is likely to incur disproportionate
cost, DWP staff follow the guidance set by the Cabinet
Office which is as follows:
Disproportionate cost

7.26 There is an advisory cost limit known as the disproportionate
cost threshold (DCT) which is the level above which Departments
can refuse to answer a PQ. The current disproportionate cost
threshold for written questions (the limit does not apply to oral
questions) is £800 (from 20 January 2010)6.

7.27 Since 1991 the disproportionate cost threshold (DCT) has
been set by HM Treasury at eight times the average marginal cost
of answering Written Parliamentary Questions. Marginal cost is
judged as the direct cost of civil servants’ time. Average marginal
cost is based on a one-month sample of all Written parliamentary
Questions answered by those departments with the highest volume
of questions. Such samples are taken on a quinquennial basis. In
years between quinquennial samples, the Treasury applies indexation
to the DCT, but only increases it in £50 steps to avoid the need for
frequent small changes. HM Treasury has established the average
cost of answering of a written PQ as £154.00 and an oral question
as £425.00.

7.28 Where officials are recommending that a question is not
answered due to disproportionate cost, a note setting out the
reasons, justifications and the full costs should be provided to the
responsible Minister. The cost estimate should be based on a
calculation of the cost of civil servants of the relevant grade
working for the required length of time to assemble the information.
Cabinet Office guidance for officials drafting answers to PQs
refers to the fact that ‘where information is being refused on the
grounds of disproportionate cost, there should be a presumption
that any of the requested information which is readily available
should be provided.’ A Minister may still decide to answer a
question, even if providing the answer results in costs above the
DCT, for example, on public interest grounds.

7.29 It is practice in some departments to agree to provide a
Member information initially refused (on disproportionate cost
grounds) by paying the balance over the disproportionate cost
threshold. However, this option may not be available if the
relevant officials would not in practice be available to do the
work.

7.30 It should be noted that the ‘disproportionate cost’ answer
is intended to be used where the information is held in an
accessible form but is expensive to identify. It is not for cases
where the information is not held at all (in the latter case the
answer would say ‘the information is not held’ or similar).

7.31 The suggested wording for a disproportionate cost answer
is:

“The information is not readily available/held centrally and
could only be obtained at disproportionate cost.”

Newspaper Licensing Agency

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and
Pensions what payment from (a) her Department and
(b) each of its agencies to the Newspaper Licensing
Agency was made in each of the last 10 years. [315587]

Jonathan Shaw: The Department for Work and Pensions
was created in June 2001. The payments made to the
Newspaper Licensing Agency (excluding VAT) in each
full year since then are set out in the following table.
The press cuttings to which they refer cover the whole
range of the Department’s businesses including the
Pension, Disability and Carers Service, and Jobcentre
Plus.

The volume of cuttings has increased considerably
throughout the recession as mentions of the work of
Jobcentre Plus have increased. Since December 2008

this has also included coverage from regional titles. A
review of the Department’s licensing arrangements for
press cuttings is currently under way.

£

2002-03 33,959
2003-04 63,471
2004-05 70,578
2005-06 93,781
2006-07 90,141
2007-08 94,631
2008-09 153,189
2009-10 208,027

Pensions

Mrs. May: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions (1) how many and what proportion of
those employed in the (a) public and (b) private sector
were contributing to a pension plan in each of the last
10 years; [321491]

(2) how many and what proportion of (a) public
and (b) private sector employees had no pension
provision in each of the last 10 years. [321492]

Angela Eagle: The available information is set out in
the following tables. These estimates relate to employee
pension participation in employer-sponsored pension
schemes and the data are presented at the employee jobs
level rather than an individual level, as an individual
may have more than one job and the pension provision
may vary between jobs. In the circumstances, there may
be some double counting both within and between
sectors for those employees with more than one job.

(a) Number of public sector employee jobs by pension provision

Total with
pension

provision1

(thousand) Percentage

Total
without
pension

provision
(thousand) Percentage

1997 4,855 79 1,259 21
1998 4,954 79 1,306 21
1999 5,158 81 1,234 19
2000 5,230 82 1,179 18
2001 5,170 82 1,156 18
2002 5,216 81 1,220 19
2003 5,427 82 1,162 18
2004 5,257 84 970 16
2005 5,543 84 1,085 16
2006 5,556 84 1,040 16
2007 5,703 84 1,055 16
2008 5,755 84 1,063 16
2009 5,930 84 1,116 16
1 All employees including those whose pay was affected by absence.
Notes:
1. 1997 is the first year for which ASHE pension membership data are
available.
2. Public sector includes central Government, local authorities, public
corporations and nationalised industries.
3. Figures will include some employees who are members of a pension
scheme but not making an employee contribution, for example through
a salary sacrifice scheme.
4. Figures for number of jobs are for indicative purposes only and
should not be considered an accurate estimate of employee job
counts.
Source:
Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), United Kingdom.
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(b) Number of private sector employee jobs by pension provision

Total with
pension

provision1

(thousand) Percentage

Total
without
pension

provision
(thousand) Percentage

1997 7,854 46 9,128 54
1998 8,034 46 9,427 54
1999 8,220 46 9,592 54
2000 8,363 46 9,763 54
2001 8,530 46 9,911 54
2002 8,872 48 9,537 52
2003 8,637 47 9,734 53
2004 8,007 44 10,007 56
2005 7,861 42 10,694 58
2006 7,942 43 10,722 57
2007 7,845 41 11,291 59
2008 7,576 39 11,764 61
2009, 6,957 37 11,655 63
1 All employees including those whose pay was affected by absence.
Notes:
1. 1997 is the first year for which ASHE pension membership data are
available.
2. Private sector includes employees from private companies, sole
proprietors, partnerships, and non-profit institutions serving households.
3. Figures will include some employees who are members of a pension
scheme but not making an employee contribution, for example through
a salary sacrifice scheme.
4. Figures for number of jobs are for indicative purposes only and
should not be considered an accurate estimate of employee job
counts.
Source:
Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), United Kingdom.

Unemployment Benefits

Mrs. May: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many new claims there were for (a)
incapacity benefit and (b) employment and support
allowance in each year since 1997. [317648]

Jonathan Shaw: We are currently looking closely at
the process of migrating incapacity benefits customers
to employment and support allowance, to develop a
detailed strategy.

We are using the work capability assessment in
employment and support allowance to fairly and accurately
assess an individual’s functional capability and therefore
their entitlement to benefit. The assessment will correctly
identify those people who have limited capability for
work because of a physical or mental health condition,
and will ensure that people who are able to undertake
work related activity receive the support they need to
help them prepare to get into work.

The available information is in the tables.
Number of incapacity benefit/severe disablement allowance

commencements—Great Britain and abroad since 1997
Number of commencements

1997 981,100
1998 849,700
1999 815,400
2000 791,900
2001 762,600
2002 726,300
2003 707,500
2004 673,700
2005 626,100

Number of incapacity benefit/severe disablement allowance
commencements—Great Britain and abroad since 1997

Number of commencements

2006 603,900
2007 619,000
2008 560,700
Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest hundred.
2. Years are based on the sum of four quarters ending February, May,
August and November.
3. Employment and support allowance replaced incapacity benefit
and income support paid on the grounds of incapacity for new claims
from 27 October 2008.
4. Data will include those claimants who make another claim to
incapacity benefit/severe disablement allowance within 90 days of
their previous claim terminating.
Source:
Department for Work and Pensions, Information Directorate, 5 per
cent. sample.

Number of employment and support allowance commencements—
Great Britain and abroad

Number of commencements

2008 54,150
Total 2009 (year to date)1 466,970
1 Provisional
Source: Department for Work and Pensions Information Directorate
100 per cent. Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey
Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest ten.
2. Data published at
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/tabtool.asp
3. Employment and support allowance replaced incapacity benefit
and income support paid on the grounds of incapacity for new claims
from 27 October 2008.
4. Data are only available for the first three quarters of 2009, so the
2009 total is the total in the year to date.
5. The figures relating to employment support allowance have been
thoroughly quality assured to National Statistics standard. However
it should be noted that this is a new benefit using a new data source
which may not have reached steady state in terms of operational
processing and retrospection. Hence most recent data shown are
provisional.

Vocational Training

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions what representations she has
received on the introduction of a local student, local
provider approach to residential training centres; and
what recent assessment she has made of the likely effect
of the introduction of this approach on (a) the
employment prospects of participants with a disability
and (b) the level of funding provided for residential
training centres. [323003]

Jonathan Shaw: Residential training college providers
were first informed in January 2009 that their current
contracts are due to finish in 2011, and that future
contracts will be awarded following an open competition.

Department officials have engaged with existing and
potential providers on numerous occasions to discuss
the future provision. We are also actively considering
how best to engage customers (service users) as we
progress this work.

We know from evaluation undertaken in 2006 that
residential courses tend to exclude some customers,
including those who have caring responsibilities. The
new contracting arrangements seek to ensure that
appropriate support will be available locally to a broader
range of customers including women, ethnic minority
groups and those who are unable to travel long distances.
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Currently coverage is uneven; there is no provision in
Scotland, Wales and the North West of England. The
new contracts offer an important opportunity to provide
a better geographical coverage, which will be an important
aim of the open competition. It will also help ensure
that potential customers of this expensive provision are
not disadvantaged because of where they live. We want
to use this opportunity to increase the focus on employment,
seeing more people helped into work, as well as obtaining
better value for money.

Following open competition and a broadening of the
supplier base, we anticipate that more customers will be
able to access this provision locally, which in turn will
enable a significant reduction in the unit cost.

The Department is responsible for ensuring it achieves
the best value for money for any provision it contracts
for. This is done through its Commissioning Strategy
and by using open competition to procure any new
provision. We recognise that the existing residential
training providers funding may be affected by the open
competition but, in the same way as other potential
providers, they will be able to submit a bid to deliver the
provision if they wish to do so. We have given current
residential training providers over two years notice so
that they can plan ahead.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development 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. [323868]

Mr. Thomas: No such parliamentary questions have
been tabled to the Secretary of State for International
Development.

Developing Countries: Tuberculosis

Dr. Naysmith: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what steps his Department
is taking to seek to ensure adequate levels of funding
for research and development of new drugs, diagnostics
and vaccines to reduce the number of cases of MDR
and XDR tuberculosis in developing countries. [323670]

Mr. Thomas: The Department for International
Development (DFID) is providing £24.5 million, from
2006 to 2013, to the Global Alliance for Tuberculosis
Drug Development (TBA). The TBA is a not-for-profit
public private partnership developing new tuberculosis
drugs that will shorten treatment, be effective against
susceptible and resistant strains of tuberculosis and be
compatible with antiretroviral therapies for those patients
who are co-infected with HIV and tuberculosis.

DFID is also providing £12 million to the Tropical
Disease Research special programme at WHO, from
2008 to 2013. The work of this programme has includes
accelerating the development of new diagnostics, including
tuberculosis, and gaining evidence about how best to
combine therapy for HIV and tuberculosis co-infection.

Iraq: Depleted Uranium

Dr. Julian Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development (1) if he will place in the
Library (a) a copy of the letter from the Minister of
State of 3 September 2009 on depleted uranium and
(b) other material held by his Department relevant to a
possible connection between the use of depleted
uranium and alleged increases in the incidence of (i)
birth defects and (ii) cancer in Fallujah; [323357]

(2) what assessment he has made of claims that the
incidence of (a) birth defects and (b) cancer has
increased amongst residents of Fallujah as a result of
the use of depleted uranium; and if he will make a
statement. [323358]

Mr. Douglas Alexander: I will place in the Library a
copy of the letter by the hon. Member for Harrow, West
(Mr. Thomas) of 3 September 2009.

The Department for International Development (DFID)
has consulted a number of international and Iraqi
organisations with expertise in the health sector in
Fallujah about alleged increases in birth defects in
Fallujah. These organisations have confirmed to DFID
that they are not aware of any reliable data that show
such an increase in birth defects. DFID is not aware of
any reliable data that demonstrates an increase in cases
of cancer in Fallujah and has not carried out an assessment.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

Departmental Buildings

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport how many smoking
shelters have been built for his Department’s staff in
the last five years; and at what cost. [324362]

Mr. Sutcliffe: None.

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport 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. [323860]

Mr. Sutcliffe: The Department seeks to answer all
parliamentary questions that do not incur disproportionate
cost. Disproportionate cost is determined via a
disproportionate cost threshold (DCT). The current
DCT is £800, announced in Parliament by the Treasury
on 20 January 2010.

A standard template was devised for use in response
to all such questions. This standard template drew on a
pre-existing central repository of departmental information,
with contributions from NDPBs where appropriate.
Using a standard template, which could be modified
depending on the constituency, ensured that relevant
information could be provided but in a format and
content that did not incur disproportionate cost.
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ENERGY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change 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. [323069]

Joan Ruddock: 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. BaxterStorey, our contracted catering supplier
for DECC, 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 by provided by BaxterStorey to DECC
are British and free range, and 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.

Fossil Fuels

Graham Stringer: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what recent estimate he
has made of the levies on fossil fuels necessary to fund
the Renewable Heat Incentive in each of the next five
years. [321461]

Mr. Kidney [holding answer 10 March 2010]:
Government are looking at options of how best to fund
the Renewable Heat Incentive and we will make a
further announcement at Budget 2010. At this stage we
cannot say for sure what the impact upon fossil fuels
will be.

Based on the current proposals for the Renewable
Heat Incentive, our estimates of the costs of the RHI
financial support for the next five years are:

£56 million in 2011;
£136 million in 2012;
£263 million in 2013;
£456 million in 2014;
£717 million in 2015.

Note:
2009 prices: undiscounted

Gas and Electricity Markets Authority: Finsbury

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change pursuant to the answer of
14 December 2009, Official Report, column 929W, on
the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority: public relations,
what documents Finsbury has produced for Ofgem as
part of its contract in the last 12 months. [324305]

Mr. Kidney: None. Ofgem has made no payment to
Finsbury for communications related activities since
2004-05.

Radioactive Waste: Waste Management

Mr. Dai Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what quantity of high
activity radioactive waste has been returned to each
port in each country of origin in 2010; and whether all
of the radioactive waste in each consignment arose
directly from the reprocessing of imported spent nuclear
fuel. [323346]

Mr. Kidney: Two shipments each consisting of 28 high
level waste (HLW) canisters in one transport flask, with
each canister (vitrified waste and stainless steel) weighing
up to 550 kg, have been returned to date in 2010. One
shipment was made to Mutsu Ogawara in Japan the
other to Vlissingen in the Netherlands.

The HLW being returned is a blend of the HLW
arising from the reprocessing of overseas and UK spent
nuclear fuel. The amount being returned to each country,
in an overall programme expected to last some 10 years,
is commensurate with the relevant amount of spent fuel
sent to Sellafield for reprocessing.

In accordance with the UK’s policy of waste substitution,
overseas intermediate and low level waste will remain in
the UK and an additional radiologically equivalent
amount of HLW will be substituted and returned in its
place.

In the case of the shipment to the Netherlands, as
this was the only shipment of HLW due to be returned
there, it included this additional amount of substituted
HLW.

Over the programme to return HLW to Japan, the
return of substituted HLW will take place.

The details of the status of individual customers’
HLW returns is a commercial matter between the parties
involved.

Wind Power

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change how many wind farms
there are in each county in England. [321369]

Mr. Kidney: There are a total of 128 wind farms in
England spread over the following counties.

County Wind farms

Buckinghamshire 1
Cambridgeshire 10
City of Bristol 1
Cornwall and Isles of Scilly 13
Cumbria 15
Derbyshire 1
Devon 3
Durham 14
Essex 1
Gloucestershire 2
Greater London 1
Kent 1
Lancashire 5
Lincolnshire 13
London 1
Merseyside 3
Norfolk 5
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County Wind farms

Northamptonshire 1
Northumberland 3
Nottinghamshire 2
Oxfordshire 1
Berkshire 1
Shropshire 1
Somerset 2
Staffordshire 1
Suffolk 2
Tyne and Wear 3
Wiltshire 1
Worcestershire 2
Yorkshire 18

JUSTICE

Alcoholic Drinks: Young People

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
how many retailers have been prosecuted for selling (a)
alcohol and (b) cigarettes to minors in England in each
year since 2005; and if he will make a statement.

[323633]

Mr. Alan Campbell: I have been asked to reply.
The number of defendants proceeded against at

magistrates courts in England for ’sale of, or allowing
the sale of, alcohol to a person aged under 18’ and ’sale
of tobacco to underage persons’ in England from 2005
to 2008 (latest available) can be viewed in Tables 1 and 2.

Court proceedings data for 2009 will be available in
the autumn of 2010.

Table 1: Number of defendants proceeded against at magistrates
courts for sale, or allowing the sale, of alcohol to a person under 181,

England, 2005-082, 3

Number

2005 997
2006 1,084
2007 630
2008 412
1 Data include the following offence descriptions and corresponding
statutes: Selling etc. intoxicating liquor to person under 18 for consumption
on the premises—Licensing Act 1964 S. 169 A and B as added by
Licensing (Young Persons) Act 2000 S. 1 Licensing (Occasional
Permissions) Act 1983 S.3 (Sch. Para. 4(1)). Sale of alcohol to person
under 18—Licensing Act 2003 S. 146. Allowing sale of alcohol to
person under 18—Licensing Act 2003 S. 147. Wholesaler selling
intoxicating liquor to a person under 18—Licensing Act 1964 S.
181A(1) as added by Licensing Act 1988 S. 17. Persistently selling
alcohol to children—Licensing Act 2003 S. 147A as added by Violent
Crime reduction Act 2006.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate
and complete. However, it is important to note that these data have
been extracted from large administrative data systems generated by
the police forces and courts. As a consequence, care should be taken
to ensure data collection processes and their inevitable limitations are
taken into account when those data are used.
3 The statistics relate to persons for whom these offences were the
principal offences for which they were dealt with. When a defendant
has been found guilty of two or more offences the principal offence is
the offence for which the heaviest penalty is imposed. Where the same
disposal is imposed for two or more offences, the offence selected is
the offence for which the statutory maximum penalty is the most
severe.
Source:
Justice Statistics Analytical Services—Ministry of Justice.

Table 2: Number of defendants proceeded against at magistrates
courts for selling tobacco to underage persons, England, 2005-081, 2, 3

Offence
description Statute 2005 2006 20073 2008

Sale of
tobacco etc.
to persons
under 16
years

Children and
Young Persons
Act 1933, section
7, as amended by
Children and
Young Persons
(Protection from
Tobacco) Act
1991

77 69 67 117

1 The statistics relate to persons for whom these offences were the
principal offences for which they were dealt with. When a defendant
has been found guilty of two or more offences the principal offence
is the offence for which the heaviest penalty is imposed. Where the
same disposal is imposed for two or more offences, the offence
selected is the offence for which the statutory maximum penalty is
the most severe.
2 Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are
accurate and complete. However, it is important to note that these
data have been extracted from large administrative data systems
generated by police forces and the courts. As a consequence, care
should be taken to ensure data collection processes and their
inevitable limitations are taken into account when those data are
used.
3 The Children and Young Persons (Sale of Tobacco etc.) Order 2007
raised the age of sale from 16 to 18 on 1 October 2007. These figures
are included in the table. Source: Justice Statistics Analytical
Services—Ministry of Justice.

Children in Care: Child Trust Fund

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
pursuant to the answer to the right hon. Member for
Bolton West of 17 March 2010, Official Report, column
853W, on children in care: Child Trust Fund, from
which provider child trust funds managed by the Official
Solicitor or Accountant of Court on behalf of looked-after
children have been re-allocated. [323710]

Mr. Straw: The poorest performers were the Scottish
Friendly Managed Growth UK and Engage Investment
Growth Fund. In addition funds held in Druids Sheffield
Fund were also recommended for switching as limited
information regarding performance was available.

Prison Sentences

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice how many and what proportion of prisoners
in England and Wales are serving sentences following
conviction for offences related to (a) fraud, (b) other
financial sector crime and (c) other white collar crime.

[323238]

Claire Ward: At the end of June 2009, the latest date
for which figures are available, there were 1,875, or 3 per
cent. out of a total of 68,375 prisoners serving sentences
for fraud and forgery in all prison establishments in
England and Wales.

While statistics are held on the numbers prisoners
serving sentences for fraud and forgery, they cannot be
broken down further to show which of these convictions
specifically related to the commission of financial sector
or “other white collar” crime.

These figures have been drawn from administrative
IT systems which, as with any large scale recording
system, are subject to possible errors with data entry
and processing.
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Training: Finance

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
whether employees of the National Offender Management
Service are remunerated through his Department’s Pay
and Pensions Service. [323807]

Mr. Straw: Employees of the National Offender
Management Services (NOMS) are remunerated through
the Home Office Pay and Pensions Service. This
arrangement came about because the Prison Service,
which is a part of NOMS, was previously part of the
Home Office. There are no plans to alter these arrangements.

TREASURY

Departmental Written Questions

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer 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. [323874]

Sarah McCarthy-Fry: HM Treasury seeks to answer
all parliamentary questions that do not incur
disproportionate cost. Disproportionate cost is determined
via a disproportionate cost threshold (DCT). The current
DCT is £800, announced in Parliament by ministerial
statement on the 20 January 2010.

The calculation of DCT is based on eight times the
average marginal cost of answering written PQs. Marginal
cost excludes the fixed costs of parliamentary branches
and departmental overheads.

Government Departments: Bank Cards

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many Government procurement cards
are in circulation; and how much was spent on such
cards in the most recent 12 month period for which
figures are available. [323515]

Ian Pearson: During the period January to December
2009 there were 141,693 Government procurement cards
in circulation.

For the same period £995,872,758 was spent on these
cards.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many cases of (a) unauthorised and
(b) fraudulent transactions using Government procurement
cards there have been to date; and who is responsible for
assessing the risks of fraud within the scheme. [323517]

Ian Pearson: In the period January-December 2009
no incidents of card misuse were reported by card
issuers on the Government procurement card (GPC)
framework agreement. Each Department or organisation
using GPC is responsible for controlling and monitoring
its own card programme and is not required to report
incidents centrally.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many Government procurement card
transactions there were in the last year for which
figures are available. [323518]

Ian Pearson: During the period January to December
2009 there were a total of 6,565,825 transactions made
on Government procurement cards.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many of his Departments’ officials
have a Government procurement card; and what the
approval mechanisms to authorise expenditure on such
cards are. [323519]

Ian Pearson: The current numbers of officials within
the HM Treasury family using a Government procurement
card are as follows:

HM Treasury: 620

Treasury Solicitors: 46

OGC: 367

Buying Solutions: 340

Debt Management Office: 0

Each organisation has its own rigorous approval
mechanism to authorise expenditure on such cards.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what recent estimate he has made of the
average cost of processing a transaction on a Government
procurement card. [323520]

Ian Pearson: This information is not available and in
any event would vary by Department or organisation
dependant on their internal processes.

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer which public bodies participate in the
Government procurement card scheme. [323521]

Ian Pearson: There are currently 1,649 UK public
sector organisations utilising the Government procurement
card service. A full list has been deposited in the Library
of the House.

Revenue and Customs: Debt Collection

Mr. Duncan Smith: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer if he will discuss with the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions the alignment of the (a) criteria
and (b) guidance used to determine hardship when
considering the recovery of monies owed. [323203]

Mr. Timms: Debt recovery decisions are made on the
basis of the specific facts of each case and the statutory
framework within which HM Revenue and Customs
(HMRC) and the Department for Work and Pensions
(DWP) respectively operates.

In my statement to the House on 14 September 2009,
Official Report, column 141WS, I set out details of the
collaboration between HMRC and DWP on debt recovery.
This collaboration has not yet identified alignment on
hardship as a priority area for supporting the Departments’
debt recovery objectives.
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Tax Allowances: Part-time Employment

Jim Cousins: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
if he will bring forward proposals for a pilot scheme to
implement an earnings disregard of £50 a week to
assist people who are on benefits to take jobs of 16 or
fewer hours a week. [322239]

Helen Goodman: I have been asked to reply.
Within the benefits system, some groups can already

earn £50 per week or more without any loss of benefit.
These include people on employment and support allowance
and incapacity benefit who have access to a permitted
work rule which allows them to earn up to £93.

The progression to work pathfinders will operate in
four Jobcentre Plus districts. They will come into effect
from the date of claim for people claiming after 25 October
2010 and from April 2011 for people already on benefit
at that date.

The pathfinders will build on the existing regime for
lone parents of regular work-focused interviews and
action planning and require customers to undertake
work-related activities which will aim to move them
closer to the labour market and, ultimately, into work,
when they become ready to do so. A £50 financial
incentive/disregard was announced during the passage
of the Welfare Reform Bill.

The Government believe that we should improve
work incentives for lone parents and intend to include
an enhanced earnings disregard for them in the pathfinders.
We are currently considering the level and structure of
this disregard with a view to providing the most effective
incentive for lone parents to try out work.

HOME DEPARTMENT

Animal (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department what plans the Government has
to reduce the frequency of inspections carried out
under the Animal (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986.

[322470]

Meg Hillier: There are no plans to reduce the frequency
of inspections carried out under the Animals (Scientific
Procedures) Act 1986. In line with the Government’s
principles for Better Regulation, inspections are performed
with a frequency based upon a risk assessment of each
designated establishment. The risks are regularly reviewed
by the local inspector in the light of fresh information
such that the frequency of inspections to each establishment
may be altered at any time to match the perceived risk.
Overall, it is not expected that this will result in a
significant change in the total number of inspections
carried out by an inspector over the course of a year.

Animal Welfare: EC Action

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department when he expects his Department’s
response to its consultation on EU proposals for a new
Directive on the protection of animals used for scientific
purposes to be published. [322469]

Meg Hillier: We expect the response to the consultation
on the proposals for the revision of EC Directive 86/609
to be published by early April 2010.

Asylum: Housing

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department pursuant to the answer to the hon.
Member for Meriden of 25 January 2010, Official
Report, column 630W, on asylum: housing, how many
asylum seekers are housed in dwellings that were
formerly vacant social housing. [323198]

Mr. Woolas: The UK Border Agency contracts with a
number of local authorities for the provision of
accommodation for eligible asylum seekers. The agency’s
contracts with local authorities do not stipulate what
type of housing they use to fulfil their contractual
requirements.

British Nationality

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many applications for
British nationality through naturalisation were made in
each of the last three years. [322988]

Mr. Woolas: The following table provides the number
of naturalisation applications that were made in the last
three years.

Applications for naturalisation as a British citizen received, 2007-09
Case type Number of persons

2007 Naturalisation 113,595
2008 Naturalisation 115,890
2009 Naturalisation 1142,615
1 Provisional figures. Note: Figures are rounded to the nearest 5.

The information has been provided from local
management information and is not a National Statistic.
As such, it should be treated as provisional and therefore
subject to change.

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department which British nationality
application forms may be requested over the telephone.

[322989]

Mr. Woolas: Of the 16 application forms used for
British nationality only forms AN and MN1 may currently
be requested by telephone. The others are available by
downloading from the UK Border Agency website.

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many applications by
children for British nationality were made in each of
the last three years. [322990]

Mr. Woolas: The following table provides the current
number of children applying for British nationality
made in the last three years.
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Minor applications for British citizenship received 2007-09
Case type Number of persons

2007 Minor children 38,340
2008 Minor children 36,565
20091 Minor children 47,385
1 Provisional figures.
Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest five.
2. Minor children are all children under 18 years old.

The information has been provided from local
management information and is not a National Statistic.
As such, it should be treated as provisional and therefore
subject to change.

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many people requested
nationality application forms by telephone in each of
the last three years. [322991]

Mr. Woolas: There are no records of the number of
people requesting nationality application forms by
telephone. The number of calls answered in response to
requests for application forms were:

Number

April 2007-March 2008 114,198
April 2008-March 2009 108,447
April 2009-to date 95,281

The information has been provided from local
management information and is not National Statistic.
As such, it should be treated as provisional and therefore
subject to change.

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department when the decision was taken
not to supply hard copies of British nationality
application forms AN and MN1 and related guidance
notes to people requesting them on the telephone; and
what the reasons were for the decision. [322993]

Mr. Woolas: The decision not to continue to supply
hard copies of nationality forms AN and MN1 was
taken on 12 February 2010. Most nationality forms are
already available only by downloading from the UK
Border Agency website and work is underway towards
online application. Most applications are already made
on forms accessed from the website. Discontinuing the
supply of hardcopy forms AN and MN1 will save the
agency in excess of £500,000 per annum.

Departmental Buildings

Mr. Maude: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department with reference to the answer of
20 July 2009, Official Report, column 895W, on empty
property, what (a) residential and (b) business
properties his Department (i) owns and (ii) rents
overseas; in which locations; and what the cost of those
properties was to his Department in the latest period
for which figures are available. [320904]

Mr. Woolas: My Department including its executive
agencies does not own any overseas property. The UK
Border Agency rents residential and business properties
on the continent for use by officials who operate from
ports, terminals and office sites. Landlord and other
costs of these properties from available information for
2008-09 was £3.6 million.

The UK Border Agency also operates from Foreign
and Commonwealth Office embassies and high
commissions around the world for which my Department
paid the FCO £16.2 million in 2008-09 for property and
related services, excluding non-cash cost of capital and
depreciation.

Departmental Disciplinary Proceedings

Barry Gardiner: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many (a) disciplinary and (b)
capability procedures have been (i) initiated and (ii)
completed in his Department in each of the last five
years; how much time on average was taken to
complete each type of procedure in each such year;
how many and what proportion of his Department’s
staff were subject to each type of procedure in each
such year; and how many and what proportion of each
type of procedure resulted in the dismissal of the
member of staff. [320620]

Mr. Woolas: The Home Office has clear policies and
procedures in place for managing unsatisfactory
performance and for investigating misconduct under a
revised disciplinary policy introduced on 6 April 2009.
These may result in dismissal of an individual. These
policies are compliant with employment legislation and
any dismissal will follow the published procedures which
are available to all staff.

The following table sets out information held in relation
to formal disciplinary procedures that have been recorded
centrally in the Home Office (excluding its agencies) in
each of the last five years.

Table 1: Formal disciplinary procedures within Home Office HQ

Number of
procedures

Number of staff
subject to formal

disciplinary
procedure

Percentage of HQ
staff subject to

formal procedures

Number of staff where
procedure resulted in

dismissal

Percentage of staff dismissed
as a proportion of those

subject to disciplinary
procedures that were proven

2005-06 6 6 2— 4— 4—

2006-07 9 9 2— 5 55.6

2007-08 12 12 0.4 6 50.0

2008-09 7 7 0.2 4— 4—

2009-101 9 9 3— 4— 4—
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1 Figures to 28 February 2010.
2 In 2005-06 and 2006-07 total staffing figures for the Home Office were combined to include Home Office HQ and the now UK Border Agency
so a percentage cannot be provided.
3 The ONS Annual Civil Service Employment Survey (ACSES) for 2010 is due for completion by June 2010 so a percentage cannot be provided.
4 Where less than five members of staff were dismissed further information is withheld on confidentiality grounds.
Notes:
1. Civil service staffing statistics are collated by the Office of National Statistics (ONS) from Annual Civil Service Employment Surveys
(ACSES). To calculate the percentage figures of HQ staff subject to formal procedures, we have used the ACSES return for 2008 and the latest
ACSES report available for 2009.
2. Where a member of staff was subject to disciplinary procedures that covered two financial years we have included them in the year the final
disciplinary penalty was administered.
3. The table excludes cases where procedures have been initiated but not yet concluded and cases where the case was withdrawn or not proven, or
there was no case to answer.
4. Where a member of staff has been involved in several stages of the formal disciplinary procedures we have counted this as one procedure.

The Information relating to formal disciplinary
procedures contained in this answer is drawn from
centrally held records within Home Office HR which
are populated with information provided by Line Managers
and Human Resource Advisers. While every effort is
made to ensure that the information provided by the
business is input in a timely manner, some records are
added retrospectively.

We are unable to provide details of when each procedure
was (i) initiated and (ii) completed or how much time on
average was taken to complete each procedure as full
details of this information is not held centrally and
could be provided only at a disproportionate cost.

We are unable to provide information in relation to
capability procedures (which we have interpreted as
formal unsatisfactory performance procedures) as there
were fewer than five procedures in each year. Further
information is therefore withheld on grounds of
confidentiality.

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department 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. [323064]

Mr. Woolas: The Home Department including its
NDPBs follows guidance issued by DEFRA’s Public
Sector Food Procurement initiative on procuring meat
and dairy products. The guidance shows how the
Department can specify higher animal welfare standards,
including farm assurance schemes and higher level schemes
such as the RSPCA’s Freedom Foods Standard.

The Department’s regional facilities management
contracts provide for a range of services including
catering and the contracts specify that the Contractor
complies with Government guidance on sustainable
food and farming in delivering the contract.

Departmental ICT

Anne Main: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department with which external IT contractors
his Department has contracts with a monetary value of
over £1 million. [320883]

Mr. Woolas: The Home Department manages its
supplier base in line with public and private sector best
practice, including maintaining up to date records on
spend by supplier. The Home Office and UKBA have

current IT contracts in place with 10 IT contractors
with a monetary value of over £1 million. The list of
contractors is as follows:
Home Office and UKBA IT suppliers

Atos Origin

CSC

Fujitsu

Hewlett Packard

IBM

Morse

Raytheon

Savvis

Serco

Specialist Computer Centres

Departmental Languages

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for the Home Department 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. [320544]

Mr. Woolas: The information requested is as follows:
(a) No Home Office Ministers have attended coaching in a

foreign language in the last 12 months.

(b) There is no central mechanism for recording coaching in a
foreign language for Home Office staff; to gather this information
would incur a disproportionate cost. Where there is a business
need, particularly for staff involved in EU and international
business, language training is available and paid for out of local
training budgets.

Departmental Location

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department 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.

[321427]

Mr. Woolas: For the period for which information is
available (July 2007 onwards), no staff from the Home
Department (excluding its agencies) have been located
in (a) Essex or (b) Castle Point constituency. As a
consequence, the Department has not incurred any
expenditure on the relocation of staff posts from these
locations.
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Departmental Ministerial Policy Advisers

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for the Home Department with reference to the answer
to the right hon. Member for Horsham of 12 November
2009, Official Report, column 625W, on ministerial
policy advisers, what activities the special envoy on
youth violence and knife crime has undertaken to date.

[323648]

Mr. Alan Campbell: I can confirm the following activities
undertaken by Richard Taylor, the special envoy on
youth violence and knife crime.

Date Activity

18 May 2009 School visit to Bexleyheath School
19 May 2009 Meeting at Charlton Football ground re Youth

Violence
21 May 2009 Attendance at Ark Theatre to see Boy X production
1 June 2009 Series of Radio Interviews regarding the judicial

system and perpetrators of gun and knife crime
5 June 2009 Attendance at South London Press
6 June 2009 Attendance at four Women two Women Conference
8 June 2009 School visit to La Retraite School
9 June 2009 School visit to Robert Browning School
10 June 2009 Meeting with News of the World
18-19 June
2009

Attendance at Violence and Gang Culture
Conference in Leeds

30 June-2
July 2009

LGA Annual Group Conference

3 July 2009 Interview with ITV Exploring Knife Crime
7 July 2009 Attendance at Knife Crime Conference in Leeds
8 July 2009 School visit to St Michaels School
21 July 2009 Meeting with the Prime Minister, Home Secretary,

Families United and other victim’s families affected
by serious youth violence

22
September
2009

Silence The Violence coalition meeting with the
Home Secretary

20 October
2009

Private screening of the film ‘One Day’

28 October
2009

Home Office Roundtable on Guns, Gangs and
Knives

9 December
2009

Meeting with Jaee Samant, Home Office

8 January
2010

Attendance at the Youth Justice Board Serious
Youth Violence Forum

8 January
2010

Interview with Radio France International for piece
on Knife Crime and Gangs in London

14 January
2010

Meeting with Louise Casey, Home Office

27 January
2010

Launch of the National Victims Service at the
Royal Society of Arts by Jack Straw, Justice
Secretary

28 January
2010

Meeting with Jack Straw, Justice Secretary with
other members of Families United

10 February
2010

Meeting with Jack Straw, Justice Secretary to
discuss prisoners access to Facebook

11 February
2010

Meeting with Spirit of London Young Advisors to
discuss serious youth violence

12 February
2010

Meeting with Ron Belgrave, London Community
Safety Lead, Greater London Authority

13 February
2010

Attendance at Millwall Football Club anti-knife
crime ‘It Doesn’t Have To Happen’ event

15 February
2010

Attendance at Home Office Community Fund
Event, London

Date Activity

15 February
2010

Roundtable meeting with Vernon Coaker, Minister
of State for Schools and Learners in the
Department of Children, Schools and Families and
other members of Families United

23 February
2010

Attendance at Mothers Against Murder and
Aggression Annual Conference, London

26 February
2010

Attendance at Home Office Community Fund
Event, Leeds

1 March
2010

Attendance at private screening of ‘Fear Factory’
film, Leicester Square

4 March
2010

Attendance at Silence the Violence Coalition
meeting, London

11 March
2010

Attendance at the Department for Children Schools
and Families Youth Taskforce Conference, London

15 March
2010

Attendance at the Department for Children Schools
and Families, Families United and the Home Office
‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime launch event, Lillian
Baylis School, London

15 March
2010

Attendance at Gladesmore School, London as part
of the Department for Children Schools and
Families, Families United and the Home Office
‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime campaign

16 March
2010

Attendance at Manchester Creative Academy,
Manchester as part of the Department for Children
Schools and Families, Families United and the
Home Office ‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime
campaign

16 March
2010

Attendance at Burnage Media Arts College,
Manchester as part of the Department for Children
Schools and Families, Families United and the
Home Office ‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime
campaign

17 March
2010

Attendance at Holte visual and performing arts
college, Birmingham as part of the Department for
Children Schools and Families, Families United and
the Home Office ‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime
campaign

17 March
2010

Attendance at Washwood Heath, Birmingham
Technology College as part of the Department for
Children Schools and Families, Families United and
the Home Office ‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime
campaign

18 March
2010

Attendance at Alsop High School, Liverpool as
part of the Department for Children Schools and
Families, Families United and the Home Office
‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime campaign

18 March
2010

Attendance at Calderstones, Liverpool as part of
the Department for Children Schools and Families,
Families United and the Home Office ‘Count Me
In’ anti-knife crime campaign

19 March
2010

Attendance at West Bridgford Comprehensive
School, Nottingham as part of the Department for
Children Schools and Families, Families United and
the Home Office ‘Count Me In’ anti-knife crime
campaign

19 March
2010

Attendance at Bulwell, Nottingham as part of the
Department for Children Schools and Families,
Families United and the Home Office ‘Count Me
In’ anti-knife crime campaign

Departmental Surveys

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department 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. [322566]

Mr. Woolas: The 2009 Home Office People Survey
results are now available in the Library. These results
are also available on the websites for Home Office and
its agencies.
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Detention Centres

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what the longest period is for which
(a) a child and (b) an adult has been detained by the
UK Border Agency at an immigration removal centre
in the last five years; and at which location in each case.

[322669]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 16 March 2010]: The
longest period for which a child has been detained by
the UK Border Agency at an immigration removal
centre in the last five years is 190 days. The child was
detained at Yarl’s Wood.

I should stress this particular case relates to a family
held in 2005 and was in part due to several failed
removal attempts following the family’s disruptive behaviour
at the point of removal. Since then the UK Border
Agency has radicalised the way in which case working
of families with children is managed. We now only ever
detain families where they have refused to leave the UK
voluntarily and their departure has to be enforced, all
legal barriers have been concluded, they have a valid
travel document and a flight has been booked in a few
days. It is therefore our intention that children are only
ever in detention for no more than a few days.

The longest period for which an adult has been
detained by the UK Border Agency at an immigration
removal centre in the last five years is not available.
Information on children has been made available through
the examination of individual cases, which would only
be possible for adult detainees at disproportionate cost.

National Statistics on persons (including children)
held in detention solely under Immigration Act powers
on a snapshot basis are published quarterly. This
information is published in tables 9-13 of the Control of
Immigration: Quarterly Statistical Summary, United
Kingdom bulletins which are available from the Library
of the House and from the Home Office’s Research,
Development and Statistics website at:

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/immigration-asylum-
stats.html

DNA: Databases

Mr. Llwyd: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department (1) how many people with profiles
on the National DNA Database who had no further
action taken in their case have been found guilty of a
separate offence (a) since their profile was added to the
database and (b) primarily as a result of their profile
being added to the database; [315673]

(2) how many people with a profile on the National
DNA Database who were found not guilty in court
have since been convicted in respect of a separate
offence primarily as a result of their profile being on
the Database. [315674]

Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 4 February 2010]:
The National DNA Database (NDNAD) holds information
to allow DNA found at crime scenes to be matched with
profiles taken from known individuals, and to pass
reports of matches to the police for further investigation.
The NDNAD does not hold information on the arrest
history of profiled individuals, subsequent charges or
details of convictions. The specific information sought
is therefore not available centrally.

Drugs: Colombia

Lindsay Roy: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps he is taking to monitor
the level of drug trafficking in Colombia. [323349]

Mr. Alan Campbell [holding answer 22 March 2010]:
We work very closely with the Colombian authorities in
tackling the cocaine trade. Our work involves intelligence
sharing and promoting best practice amongst law
enforcement partners. With our support, our Colombian
partners continue to have significant success in arresting
high profile traffickers, dismantling organised crime
networks, and in seizing cocaine destined for the UK.

Electronic Warfare

Mr. Swire: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what recent assessment he has made
of the likely level of resilience of critical infrastructure
to the effects of an electromagnetic pulse. [324043]

Mr. Hanson: The Government’s Cyber Security Strategy
of the United Kingdom, published alongside and reflected
in the National Security Strategy update of June 2009,
considers a number of methods of cyber attack, including
those that generate high levels of radio frequency power
that can damage or disrupt unprotected electronics. It
also outlines the new governance structures and
workstreams which are now building on existing work
to take forward the Government’s plan for reducing the
impact on and vulnerability of the UK’s interests from
cyber attacks.

The Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure
(CPNI) provides advice on electronic or cyber protective
security measures to the businesses and organisations
that comprise the UK’s critical national infrastructure,
including public utilities, companies and banks. CPNI
also runs a CERT (Computer Emergency Response
Team) service which responds to reported attacks on
private sector networks. In addition, CESG provides
Government Departments with advice and guidance on
how to protect against, detect and mitigate various
types of cyber attack.

Businesses and organisations in the critical national
infrastructure are encouraged to implement appropriate
protective measures and develop contingency plans to
help ensure business continuity.

It would not be in the interests of national security
to publish information about specific vulnerabilities,
assessments or protective measures relating to
electromagnetic pulse attack.

Mr. Swire: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department what recent assessment he has made of the
likelihood of an (a) natural and (b) deliberately initiated
electromagnetic pulse affecting critical infrastructure;
and what systems are in place to mitigate the effects of
such an event. [324045]

Mr. Hanson: The Government’s Cyber Security Strategy
of the United Kingdom, published alongside and reflected
in the National Security Strategy update of June 2009,
considers a number of methods of cyber attack, including
those that generate high levels of radio frequency power
that can damage or disrupt unprotected electronics. It
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also outlines the new governance structures and
workstreams which are now building on existing work
to take forward the Government’s plan for reducing the
impact on and vulnerability of the UK’s interests from
cyber attacks.

The Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure
(CPNI) provides advice on electronic or cyber protective
security measures to the businesses and organisations
that comprise the UK’s critical national infrastructure,
including public utilities, companies and banks. CPNI
also runs a CERT (Computer Emergency Response
Team) service which responds to reported attacks on
private sector networks. In addition, CESG provides
Government Departments with advice and guidance on
how to protect against, detect and mitigate various
types of cyber attack.

It would not be in the interests of national security
to publish information about specific vulnerabilities,
assessments or protective measures relating to
electromagnetic pulse attack.

Entry Clearances: Biometrics

Chris Grayling: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many biometric enrolment
centres are in operation; where they are located; how
many applications they are expected to process in the
next 12 months; and how many people they could each
process and provide with identity cards each year if
working at maximum capacity. [318707]

Alan Johnson: The Home Office has opened a total of
34 biometric enrolment offices across the UK. These
are operational in the following places:
Enrolment offices

Aberdeen
Battersea
Beckenham
Beeston
Belfast
Blackburn
Bracknell
Brighton
Cambridge
Camden
Cardiff
Central Manchester
Croydon
Derby
Durham
Earls Court
Elephant and Castle
Glasgow
Kingstanding—Birmingham
Liverpool (2)

London

London City Airport

Middleton—Manchester

Manchester City Airport

Old Street—London EC1

Oxford

Queensway—Birmingham

Redditch
Romsey
Sheffield
Solihull
South Shields
Stamford

Anticipated capacity for enrolment for identity cards
is 650,000 to 700,000 per annum.

Entry Clearances: Pakistan

Graham Stringer: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many visa applications
were turned away from the Islamabad high commission
under the pre-sift process before the formal application
had been considered in each of the last five years.

[323014]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 22 March 2010]: We
ceased to operate a “pre-sift” procedure at our Visa
Sections overseas by 2001-02. Hitherto, an entry clearance
officer would carry out an initial assessment of a visa
application before it was formally lodged and advise the
applicant if it was unlikely to be successful. The applicant
would then decide whether or not to proceed.

Identity Cards

Jenny Willott: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many people had (a) applied
for and (b) been issued with identity cards by the
Identity and Passport Service on the latest date for
which figures are available; and if he will make a statement.

[323935]

Meg Hillier: Up to and including 21 March 2010,
over 8,900 people have applied for an identity card.

For the same period, IPS has issued over 8,000 identity
cards.

Illegal Immigrants: Car Washes

Christopher Fraser: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many civil penalties were
issued by the UK Border Agency to hand car wash
operators for employing illegal workers in 2009. [323973]

Mr. Woolas: A total of 126 notices of liability for a
civil penalty were issued by the UK Border Agency to
hand car wash operators for employing illegal workers
during the period from 1 January 2009 to 31 December
2009.

These data are derived from local management
information and are not quality assured under National
Statistics protocols. They should therefore be treated as
provisional and subject to change.

Immigrants: Detainees

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department on how many occasions children
detained at immigration removal centres have been
held separately from their parents for a period of more
than (a) 12 and (b) 24 hours in the latest period for
which figures are available. [322797]
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Mr. Woolas [holding answer 18 March 2010]: There
has been one occasion when a child was held separately
from its parent for more than 12 hours. This was when a
single parent needed to attend hospital for treatment.
During this time, the child was looked after by social
services professionals.

There have been no occasions when a child was held
separately from its parent for more than 24 hours.

These data are taken from local management information
for the period October 2009 to the present date. They
have not been quality assured under National Statistics
protocols and are therefore subject to change and should
be treated as provisional.

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what independent checks there are
on the welfare of children detained at immigration
removal centres. [322798]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 18 March 2010]: The
UK Border Agency takes the health and emotional
wellbeing of those in its care very seriously; this is
particularly true of children who are regrettably detained—
with their parents—pending their removal after they
refuse to leave the UK voluntarily. We introduced a new
duty in November 2009 contained in the Borders,
Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009, which requires
the agency to protect and promote the welfare of children.
The Office of the Children’s Champion, which includes
professional advisers, is responsible for challenging the
agency to ensure it meets its obligations, and they
provide constant advice and support to those responsible
for detention and escorting matters.

Children can only be held in three immigration removal
centres. Tinsley house currently holds families for 24 hours
and Dungavel house for up to three days.

Those families who will be held for longer periods are
taken to Yarl’s Wood, as are those families in Scotland
whose flights are departing from London.

Prior to detention, the agency conducts a formal
assessment of each child to identify any particular
medical; safeguarding or welfare needs in order to make
the necessary arrangements to support them while in
detention. On site independent social workers contribute
to this initial assessment.

Once in detention the social workers continue to
make regular weekly welfare checks on each individual
child throughout the entire period of detention. In
addition to these regular welfare checks, the independent
social workers carry out a formal welfare needs assessment
between 14-21 days of detention for any child whose
detention extends beyond 28 days. A copy of the completed
assessment is submitted to the head of Bedford Children’s
Services; thereby ensuring independent oversight is
maintained for the welfare assessments of children held
in detention.

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what assistance is available for
individuals detained at UK Border Agency immigration
removal centres who are suspected to be at risk of
suicide. [322799]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 18 March 2010]: A
comprehensive self harm reduction strategy is in place
at Immigration Removal Centres to support detainees
who are deemed to be at risk of suicide or self-harm.

Our procedures, called Assessment Care in Detention
and Teamwork (ACDT), provide a holistic approach to
suicide and self harm prevention within the broader
context of decency, safety, and the concept of a healthy
centre. It also brings existing policy in line with similar
changes implemented by the Ministry of Justice.

The ACDT process starts as soon as an individual
has been identified as being at risk. It involves an initial
risk assessment and assessment interview conducted by
specially trained individuals. A specific care map tailored
to the issues faced by the individual is produced to
ensure provision of multi-disciplinary support, including
input from both health care professionals and staff at
the centre. The ACDT document is reviewed at regular
intervals to ensure the correct support is provided while
the individual is thought to be at-risk.

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what arrangements are made in
respect of the (a) personal possessions, (b) vehicles
and (c) bank accounts of detainees following (i)
detention at an immigration removal centre and (ii)
deportation. [322800]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 18 March 2010]: All
immigration removal centres offer welfare services which
are delivered by a mixture of dedicated teams and
individual members of staff.

Staff help detainees to make preparations for their
departure from the United Kingdom, including providing
advice about how to tie up their affairs before their
departure. They cannot, however, make such arrangements
such as shipping property home.

Detainees are required to limit their property in
Immigration Removal Centres to 20 kilograms as this is
the restriction placed upon them by airlines.

National Bullying Helpline

Fiona Mactaggart: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department what contact his Department
has had with the National Bullying Helpline since
2004; and whether his Department has made any
payments to (a) the National Bullying Helpline and
(b) HR and Diversity Management Ltd. in that
period. [320133]

Mr. Woolas: The Home Office (excluding its agencies)
has had no contact with the National Bullying Helpline;
and has not made any payments (a) the National
Bullying Helpline and (b) HR and Diversity Management
Ltd. since 2004.

Powers of Entry

Mr. Grieve: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department which powers of entry have been
subject to a liberty test since October 2007. [323806]

Mr. Hanson [holding answer 23 March 2010]: I refer
the hon. Member to the answer I gave to the hon.
Member for Peterborough (Mr. Jackson) on 28 January
2010, Official Report, columns 1046-48W.
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Raja Petra Kamarudin

Mr. Keith Simpson: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department what reports his Department
has received on allegations that Mr. Raja Petra
Kamarudin may be in exile in the UK; and if he will
make a statement. [323620]

Mr. Ivan Lewis: I have been asked to reply.
Our high commission in Kuala Lumpur has reported

on speculation in Malaysia that Raja Petra Kamarudin
may be in the United Kingdom. We are not in a position
to comment on or to confirm such speculation.

Smuggling: Birds

Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many birds in how many
seizures were seized by HM Revenue and Customs
under the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species in each year since 2000. [322551]

Mr. Woolas: The following table provides data, taken
from HM Revenue and Customs central records, relating
to birds seized during financial years 2005-06, 2006-07,
2007-08 and 2008-09.

Birds

Number seized Number of seizures

2005-06 310 6

2006-07 3 3

2007-08 0 0

2008-09 9 2

These seizures were made using customs enforcement
powers, in relation to live animals listed as endangered
species under Council Regulation (EC) No. 338/97, on
the protection of species of wild fauna and flora. This
regulation implements the Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), within the EU.
The UK Border Agency now has responsibility for
enforcement of illegal imports and exports under this
regulation.

Information on all CITES seizures made by the former
HM Customs and Excise prior to 2005, is available on
the DEFRA website, at the following link:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife/trade-crime/
cites/action-uk.htm#enforcement

UK Border Agency

Anne Main: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how much the UK Border Agency
received in fees for applications in each of the last five
years. [322335]

Mr. Woolas: The United Kingdom Border Agency
and its predecessor bodies received the following sums
in fees for applications in each of the last five fiscal
years:

£000

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Immigration group
in-country application
income

115,310 204,875 212,781 299,738 320,953

£000

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

International group out-
country visa application
income1

130,648 167,362 190,499 273,577 295,464

1 Visa applications income 2004-09 is shown for information only: it was not
part of UKBA until the 1 April 2009.

UK Border Agency: Correspondence

Mr. Lidington: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department when the UK Border Agency expects
to reply to the email from the hon. Member for Aylesbury
dated 4 February 2010 on medical students applying for
visas at the Midlands Centre for Spinal Injuries.

[323268]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 22 March 2010]: The
United Kingdom Border Agency responded to the hon.
Member for Aylesbury on 18 March 2010.

UK Border Agency: Stress

Mr. MacNeil: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what percentage of working days
lost by UK Border Agency staff was attributed to
stress-related conditions in the most recent year for
which figures are available. [322380]

Mr. Woolas [holding answer 15 March 2010]: 8.8 per
cent. of days lost to sickness absence were due to
stress-related conditions for the period 1 March 2009 to
28 February 2010.

UK Border Agency: Travel

Mr. Mullin: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many officials of each grade at
the UK Border Agency are entitled to first-class travel;
and if he will make a statement. [320802]

Mr. Woolas: Because the UK Border Agency’s work
is national and international in scope, it is necessary in
some cases for staff to travel in order to facilitate that
work. This is only undertaken when other forms of
business interaction such as video or voice conferencing
have been considered first. All travel is undertaken in
accordance with the civil service management and
ministerial codes and is approved in advance by a line
manager. Over 90 per cent. of the work force of the UK
Border Agency have no contractual entitlement to travel
first class.

Senior executive officer grades (and equivalent) and
above are entitled to travel first class where there is an
operational need for them to travel on business.

I refer my hon. Friend to the answer I gave on
14 December 2009, Official Report, column 730W, which
shows that 2,223 staff were employed in those grades as
at October 2009.

Entitlement is not an indication as to the actual
numbers who travelled. Information provided by the
company which supplied UKBA with travel services for
the period shows that, of the individuals who would
have been contractually entitled to travel first class in

349W 350W24 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



2009, less than 40 per cent. made use of any first class
travel in 2009. The agency encourages officials to incur
the lowest practicable cost.

The UK Border Agency is focused on driving down
the cost of travel expenditure. In addition the Home
Office has a travel contract that enables significant
savings to be achieved compared with the standard
price of UK rail travel.

UK Border Agency’s War Crimes Unit

Mr. Crabb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many people the UK Border
Agency’s War Crimes Unit has referred to the police in
each year since 2004. [322689]

Mr. Woolas: According to internal management
information the UKBA War Crimes Unit has referred
51 cases to the Metropolitan police since 2005. The
breakdown is as follows:

Number

2005 3
2006 11
2007 5
2008 6
2009 18
2010 (to end of February) 8

This figure is based on local management information
and is not provided under National Statistics protocols.

Mr. Crabb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many people the UK Border
Agency’s War Crimes Unit has recommended for
immigration action in each year since 2004. [322690]

Mr. Woolas: According to internal management
information, as of February 2010, the UKBA War
Crimes Unit has recommended refusal/exclusion in 513
cases. This could be in relation to refusal of citizenship,
of leave to enter/remain, or exclusion from the Refugee
Convention. The breakdown is as follows:

Number

2004 and 2005 47
2006 54
2007 105
2008 144
2009 143
2010 (as of February) 20

This figure is based on local management information
and is not provided under National Statistics protocols.

Mr. Crabb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many people have been
screened by the UK Border Agency’s War Crimes Unit
in each year since 2004. [322691]

Mr. Woolas: As of February 2010 the UKBA War
Crimes Unit has completed 3,490 case files. The total
breaks down as follows:

Number

2004 and 2005 448
2006 326
2007 600
2008 797
2009 1,152
2010 (to end of February) 167

The total will include some cases that have been
referred more than once. This figure is based on local
management information and is not provided under
National Statistics protocols.

Vetting

Mr. Laurence Robertson: To ask the Secretary of
State for the Home Department what recent estimate
he has made of the average time taken to complete
Criminal Records Bureau checks; what steps he is
taking to reduce the time taken; and if he will make a
statement. [321944]

Meg Hillier: The performance of the CRB is measured
against a number of Published Service Standards (PSS)
which include to issue 95 per cent. of Standard CRB
checks within 10 days and 90 per cent. of Enhanced
CRB checks within 28 days.

In the last period for which figures are available,
January 2010, the number of days the CRB took on
average to complete an Enhanced check is 29.9 days.
This figure includes the data for all Enhanced applications
handled by the CRB; some applications are returned to
the Registered Bodies or the applicant as data is missing
and this figure includes the time on average these
applications are out with the customer.

In recent months demand has significantly exceeded
forecasts and as a result, some Enhanced checks have
taken longer to process as a result.

The CRB have been working with their delivery
partners, including the police forces, to address the
problems associated with delays. The CRB have set up
an improvement plan with those forces that have been
having problems meeting the demand for certificates.
This is aimed at maintaining a steady output of applications
on the system while also reducing the number of aged
cases; those which have taken longer than 25 days to
process.

Work Permits: Africa

Hilary Armstrong: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many work permits were
issued for senior carers from each country in Africa in
each of the last 15 years. [322002]

Mr. Woolas: The work permit arrangements closed
for new applications on 26 November 2008 and were
replaced by the points based system.

The number of work permits approved for countries
in Africa between 1 January 2000 to 31 December 2009
are shown in the table. We do not hold accurate information
on any work permit applications made prior to the year
2000.
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Nationality 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total

Cameroon 1— 1— 2— 15 75 45 30 30 10 2— 210

Ethiopia 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

Gambia 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 5

Ghana 2— 2— 5 60 65 50 50 25 20 5 280

Kenya 1— 1— 2— 5 10 15 5 5 10 1— 55

Lesotho 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

Libya 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

Malawi 1— 1— 2— 2— 5 2— 2— 1— 2— 5 15

Mauritius 1— 2— 5 5 5 5 10 2— 2— 1— 30

Morocco 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

Namibia 1— 1— 1— 5 5 5 5 1— 2— 1— 15

Nigeria 1— 1— 5 10 20 15 5 2— 2— 1— 55

Seychelles 1— 1— 1— 2— 2— 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 5

Sierra Leone 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

Somalia 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 1— 2—

South Africa 1— 35 290 320 235 145 95 50 40 10 1,220

Uganda 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 1— 2— 1— 1— 2—

Zambia 1— 1— 35 75 195 105 145 15 35 1— 605

Zimbabwe 1— 2— 10 40 20 10 10 2— 2— 1— 95

Total 2— 40 355 540 630 390 365 135 120 20 2,595
1 Indicates zero
2 Indicates one or two
Note:
Figures are rounded to nearest five

The figures quoted are not provided under National
Statistics protocols and have been derived from local
management information and are therefore provisional
and subject to change. The data provided are for
applications where the job title includes ‘Senior Care’,
‘Senior Healthcare’ or ‘Senior Health Care’. They do
not include applications made under the new points-based
immigration system.

Young Offenders: Greater London

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department pursuant to the answer of 12 October
2010, Official Report, columns 170-1W, on young offenders:
sentencing, how many (a) 12, (b) 13, (c) 14, (d) 15,
(e) 16, (f) 17, (g) 18 and (h) 19 year olds who had
previously been resident in a London borough and who
had been convicted for non-violent crimes were given
community sentences in (i) 2008 and (ii) 2009. [323893]

Claire Ward: I have been asked to reply.
The available information is provided in the table.

Data for 2009 will be available when Sentencing Statistics
2009 is published later this year.

Figures for those previously resident in a London
borough are not available, as places of residence are not
recorded on the court proceedings database. The table
shows those sentenced in the London criminal justice
areas.

The definition of non-violent offences are all those
indictable offences not included in the offence type,
‘Violence Against the Person’. Summary offences have
not been included as they are not categorised into
violent or non-violent offences.
Number of persons sentenced to community sentences for non-violent indictable

offences1 by age in London criminal justice area, 2007-08

Age 2007 2008

12 126 78

13 345 311

14 780 717

15 1,181 1,037

Number of persons sentenced to community sentences for non-violent indictable
offences1 by age in London criminal justice area, 2007-08

Age 2007 2008

16 1,437 1,311

17 1,391 1,423

18 578 498

19 468 445
1 This includes all indictable offences not included in the Violence against the
person offence type. Summary offences have not been included as they are not
categorised into violent or non-violent offences.
Notes:
1. 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.
2. This data has been taken from the Ministry of Justice Court Proceedings
database. This data is presented on the principal offence basis. Where an
offender has been sentenced for more than one offence the principal offence is
the one for which the heaviest sentence was imposed. Where the same sentence
has been imposed for two or more offences the principal offence is the one for
which the statutory maximum is most severe.
3. Sentences at the Crown Court are categorised according to the police force
that prosecuted the offence including those sentences that may be given at a
court outside the prosecuting police force’s area. The statistics are presented by
criminal justice area. Police force areas correspond to criminal justice areas
except for the Metropolitan and City of London Police, which are combined to
form the London criminal justice area. Prosecutions brought by agencies other
than the police are categorised according to the criminal justice area of the
sentencing court. In the case of sentences at magistrates courts, a change was
made to the categorisation by area as part of the rollout of the Libra case
management system in magistrates courts during 2008. Sentences given at
courts using the Libra system are categorised according to the criminal justice
area of the court while sentences given at courts not yet using the Libra system
are categorised in the same way as at the Crown Court. By the end of 2006, all
magistrates courts were using Libra. This change will have almost no impact on
the categorisation by area; only around 0.01 per cent. of sentences at magistrates
courts could have been affected in 2007 and 2008. Police forces do not prosecute
minor offences (those that are sentenced at magistrates courts) in courts outside
their areas.
Source:
Justice Statistics—Analytical Services. Ministry of Justice

CHILDREN, SCHOOLS AND FAMILIES

Adoption

Charles Hendry: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how many children
under the age of 16 years were (a) put up for compulsory
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adoption, (b) put in the care of foster parents and (c)
taken into local authority care in each local authority
area in each of the last three years. [319792]

Dawn Primarolo [holding answer 3 March 2010]:
Information has been placed in the House Libraries.

The figure for the number of children placed for
adoption with a placement order will include some
children whose parents have given consent for them to
be placed for adoption.

Apprentices

Mrs. Curtis-Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families how many young
people of each sex have participated in apprenticeships
of each type since 2000. [322635]

Kevin Brennan: Table 1 shows Apprenticeship starts
by gender and level, for learners aged under 19 at the
start of their programme. Figures are given for 2003/04
onwards, the earliest year for which comparable data
are available.

Table 1: Apprenticeship programme starts by gender and level for under 19-year-olds, 2003/04 to 2008/09
Female Male Total

Apprenticeship
(Level 2)

Advanced
Apprenticeship

(Level 3)
Total

female
Apprenticeship

(Level 2)

Advanced
Apprenticeship

(Level 3)
Total
male

Apprenticeship
(Level 2)

Advanced
Apprenticeship

(Level 3)
Grand

total

2003/04 41,400 6,600 48,000 41,600 18,600 60,200 83,000 25,200 108,300
2004/05 41,700 7,000 48,600 46,000 18,900 64,900 87,600 25,900 113,500
2005/06 37,200 6,600 43,800 39,900 15,800 55,700 77,100 22,400 99,500
2006/07 37,500 7,500 45,000 43,300 17,400 60,600 80,800 24,800 105,600
2007/08 36,700 7,500 44,200 45,300 18,100 63,400 82,000 25,500 107,600
2008/09 35,400 7,800 43,200 38,800 17,400 56,200 74,200 25,200 99,400
Notes:
1. Figures are rounded to the nearest hundred.
2. Figures are based on age at start of programme. Figures include learners aged 16-18 years old and a small number of under 16s.
3. Figures for Advanced Apprenticeships include a small number of Higher Level Apprenticeships.
Source:
Individualised Learner Record

Information on the number of Apprenticeship starts
is published in a quarterly statistical first release (SFR).
The latest SFR was published on 17 December:

http://www.thedataservice.org.uk/statistics/sfrdec09

Building Schools for the Future Programme

Michael Gove: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families pursuant to the answer
of 11 March 2010, Official Report, column 454W, on
the Building Schools for the Future programme, how
much (a) his Department, (b) the local authority and
(c) the school contributed to the cost of each project;
and what the (i) capital, (ii) administration, (iii)
consultancy, (iv) procurement, (v) ICT, (vi) design and
(vii) operational cost was of each project. [322792]

Mr. Coaker [holding answer 18 March 2010]: This
information can be provided only at disproportionate
cost.

Children: Day Care

Bob Spink: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how many childcare
places have been created in (a) Essex and (b) Castle
Point since 1997. [318092]

Dawn Primarolo: Information on the number of childcare
places available in Essex local authority from 1997 to
2009 is shown in the following table. The information
requested is not available by parliamentary constituency.

Table 1: Number1 of childcare places2 for children under eight years of
age position at 31 March each year, 1997-2009

Essex

1997 34,900
1998 34,200
1999 27,200
2000 27,900
2001 28,800
2002 3—
2003 32,500
2004 33,800

2005 34,900

2006 36,600

2007 36,800

2008 36,100

20094 32,400
1 Figures have been rounded to the nearest 100.
2 1997-2001—Data Source: Children’s Daycare Facilities survey—total
includes day nurseries, playgroups and pre-schools, childminders, out
of school clubs, and holiday schemes. 2003-08—Data Source: Ofsted—total
includes full daycare, sessional daycare, childminders, out of school
clubs, and creche daycare. 2009—Data Source: Ofsted—total includes
childminders, childcare on non-domestic premises, childcare on domestic
premises and home child carer.
3 Data were not collected for 2002 during the transfer of responsibility
to Ofsted.
4 Figures included are revised figures published by Ofsted in September
2009. Data not collected due to transfer of responsibility from LAs to
Ofsted. Local authorities were responsible for the registration and
inspection of children’s day care facilities from 1997 to 2001. Responsibility
transferred to Ofsted from 2003 and correspondingly, the categories
of childcare changed from day nurseries, playgroups and pre-schools,
childminders, out of school clubs and holiday schemes to full and
sessional daycare, childminders, out of school clubs, and creche
daycare. Therefore, data from 2003 are not directly comparable with
data prior to 2002.

Due to changes in legislation Ofsted have changed
the way they publish statistics on registered childcare

355W 356W24 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



providers and places. From 1 September 2008, Ofsted
started to record providers in line with new legal
requirements using the categories of childminders, childcare
on domestic premises, and childcare on non-domestic
premises. This change means that the total numbers of
providers and places (excluding childminding) shown in
its returns up to and including August 2008 and from
December 2008 onwards (the last under the old system,
and the first under the new system) are not directly
comparable.

Children: Diabetes

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families what guidance his Department
issues to schools on the care requirements of children
with diabetes; and if he will make a statement. [323121]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: We encourage schools to support
children with long-term medical conditions such as
diabetes. The DCSF and DH have issued joint guidance:
‘Managing Medicines in Schools and Early Years Settings’
to support schools in this regard.

This Department is committed to revising this guidance
as announced in the Child Health Strategy. We are
currently updating the guidance so that it reflects the
very latest advances in medical support and promotes
best practice. Key stakeholders, including Diabetes UK,
have provided material for the revised version.

Class Sizes: Primary Education

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what the average staff
to pupil ratio in primary schools in England was in the
latest period for which figures are available; and if he
will make a statement. [322048]

Mr. Coaker: The information requested is published
in table 17 of the Statistical First Release (SFR), ’School
Workforce in England (including local authority level
figures) January 2009 (Revised)’, published on 29 September
2009. The SFR is available at the following web link:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/rsgateway/DB/SFR/s000874/
Tables1to18v2.xls

Departmental Food

Mr. Sanders: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families 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. [323066]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The Department’s catering
contract was developed to incorporate the principles of
the Public Sector Food Procurement Initiative and the
Department’s contractor, Autograph, have a policy of
supporting Fairtrade, Marine Stewardship, RSPCA
Freedom Food and Red Tractor in addition to sourcing
food locally wherever possible and where traceability
allows.

As a company, Autograph procure meat, fruit and
vegetables nationally at just over 50 per cent. of the
total available domestically allocated spend and all dairy
produce is of domestic provenance.

Autograph is committed to supporting and promoting
the use of British agriculture, when in season and
quality/value permit. They have recently been awarded
Red Tractor Assured Food Standards accreditation for
the four DCSF head office sites.

I am unable to provide detail for each of the non-
departmental public bodies.

Departmental Publicity

Mr. Laws: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families what his Department’s budget for
publicity and advertising was in the latest year for
which figures are available; and if he will make a
statement. [316570]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The Department’s spend on
advertising in 2008/09 was £13,891,106, as outlined in
the following table. The figures include media spend but
do not include production and fees.

Campaign title Spend (£)

Diplomas 2,432,819
STEM 1,745,192
Who Do We Think We Are 2,433
National Year of Reading 259,682
Teenage Pregnancy 1,527,527
MFL 1,719,247
STEM—Sugar Magazine
Advertorial

8,358

Summer Holidays Affordable
Childcare

202,543

Guardian Education
Advertorial

11,040

DCSF—Early Years
Foundation

23,542

DCSF Media Only Campaigns 349,768
14-19 Reform Campaign 941,597
Diploma Employer Engagement 602,300
Alcohol and Young People
Campaign

1,160,103

Diplomas March Campaign 1,885,861
ParentLine March Campaign 41,535
Frank 2008/09 977,559
Total 13,891,106

Departmental Recruitment

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families how much his Department and
its agencies spent on external recruitment consultants
in the last 12 months. [315287]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: Over the 12-month period
from 1 January 2009 to 31 December 2009, DCSF spent
£115,000 (including VAT) on external recruitment
consultants for appointments into the Department.

DCSF only uses recruitment consultants when it
provides value for money and for senior appointments
operating under the rules of the Civil Service
Commissioners.

The recruitment consultants employed for these purposes
were all drawn from the Cabinet Office and Buying
Solutions Framework agreements.

The Department has no agencies.
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Faith Schools: Islam

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families what his most
recent estimate is of the number of children who are
being educated at Muslim schools. [321279]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: There are currently 11 maintained
Muslim schools (six primary schools and five secondary
schools), all of which have opened since 1997, out of a
total of 20,099 maintained schools. We are not currently
aware of any proposals for new maintained Muslim
schools which have been approved to open.

According to the January 2009 school census, there
are 4,230 pupils being educated at the 11 maintained
Muslim schools (1,933 at primary and 2,297 at secondary)
and 16,543 pupils being educated at the 117 independent
Muslim schools.

Free School Meals: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families pursuant to the answer
of 2 March 2010, Official Report, column 1173W, on
free school meals: Leeds, how many of the 1,180 students
eligible for free school meals as at January 2009 in
Leeds North West constituency regularly received school
meals during that period. [322813]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: Information on how regularly
pupils take school meals is not available. The available
information on the numbers of children taking free
school meals on the day of the census is shown in the
table, together with the numbers of children known to
be eligible for free school meals.
Maintained nursery, primary1 and state-funded secondary1, 2 schools:
School meal arrangements, as at January 2009, Leeds, North-West

constituency

Number
of

pupils3

Number
of pupils

eligible
for free
school

meals3, 4

Percentage
of pupils

eligible
for free
school
meals

Number
of pupils

taking
free

school
meals5

Percentage
taking

free
school
meals

Nursery
and
primary
schools1

4,620 520 11.3 440 9.5

State
funded
secondary
schools1,

2

5,200 660 12.7 440 8.5

1 Includes middle schools as deemed.
2 Includes city technology colleges and academies.
3 Includes sole and dual (main) registrations. Also includes post-16
pupils.
4 Those eligible may choose not to take up their offer of a free school
meal for various reasons e.g. through preference or through non-attendance
on the day. Pupils are counted as eligible only if they meet the
eligibility criteria and make a claim.
5 Number of pupils taking school meals on the day of the census.
Note: Pupil numbers have been rounded to the nearest 10.
Source: School Census.

GCSE

Mr. Graham Stuart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families what percentage of
pupils from National Challenge schools who achieved

at least five grades A* to C at GCSE achieved one or
more such grade in business studies, music technology,
child development, hairdressing, construction, health
and social care, sociology, media, travel and tourism,
performing arts and hospitality and catering in each of
the last five years. [319685]

Mr. Coaker: To answer this would go over the
disproportionate cost threshold.

Government Car and Despatch Agency

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Children, Schools and Families how much his Department
paid to the Government Car and Despatch Agency in
each of the last five years; 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. [316424]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The Department for Children,
Schools and Families (DCSF) was created as a result of
the machinery of government changes in June 2007.
Prior to June 2007, it was Department for Education
and Skills (DfES). A service level agreement between
DSCF and Government Car and Despatch Agency
(GCDA) started in May 2006 and the spend figures
from that date are shown in the following table:

Financial year Spend (£)

April 2009 to January 2010 158,936
2008-09 74,104
2007-08 146,092
2006-07 51,563

The spend figure for 2007-08 shows a larger spend
because this included payments made by DCSF on
behalf of DCSF; Jobcentre Plus and DWP. The spend
figure for the current financial year includes an additional
service made for a mail service. Payments from 2006 to
May 2009 relate solely to the Government Car Service
(GCS). From June 2009, 48 per cent. of the spend
relates to GCS.

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 Libraries of the
House.

Learning Disability

Mr. Harper: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families what assessment has been made
of the level of support and resources specialist institutions
will require for administering the provision of learning
for learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities
in (a) 2009-10 and (b) 2010-11; and if he will make a
statement. [323271]

Mr. Iain Wright [holding answer 22 March 2010]:
The budget for placements including support and resources
secured for learners with learning difficulties and/or
disabilities at independent specialist providers was £237
million in 2009-10 and this has increased by 12.7 per
cent. in 2010 -11 to £267 million.

359W 360W24 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



Local authorities will work closely with the specialist
institutions and the Young People’s Learning Agency to
ensure that learners receive the provision and support
needed to meet individual need and that this represents
value for money.

Primary Education: Standards

Mr. Gordon Prentice: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families how many primary
schools were found not to have been registered with
Ofsted in each of the last three years. [323343]

Ms Diana R. Johnson [holding answer 22 March
2010]: Ofsted does not register schools other than
Early Years settings. Independent schools must register
with this Department. While the Department is sometimes
notified of independent schools operating without
registration and also holds information about registration
applications currently being processed, our records do
not contain age ranges. The Department does not hold
historic information about unregistered schools in a
single place, and extracting this information from paper
files could be done only at disproportionate cost.

Pupils: Clothing

Mr. Evans: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families (1) whether he has made a recent
estimate of the number of schoolchildren who regularly
wear the kirpan on school premises; [317004]

(2) what recent representations he has received on
the wearing of the kirpan by schoolchildren. [317005]

Ms Diana R. Johnson [holding answer 22 February
2010]: The Department has made no estimate of the
number of children who regularly wear the kirpan on
school premises; this information is not collected by
schools. We have received representations concerning a
case involving a Barnet school last year; it is for individual
governing bodies to make their own policies on the
carrying of the kirpan, taking account of pupil safety
and religious practice. Because of concerns arising from
this case, we are currently discussing issues around the
wearing of the kirpan with other interested Government
Departments, the Equality and Human Rights Commission
and the Sikh community, with a view to issuing guidance
in due course.

School Catchment Areas

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Children, Schools and Families what recent
guidance (a) his Department and (b) the Schools
Adjudicator has issued to local education authorities
on the use of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers
Act 2000 to make checks that parents live in their
declared school catchment areas; and if he will make a
statement. [323974]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: Neither the Department nor
the Schools Adjudicator have issued any guidance on
the use of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act
2000. The use of these powers is the responsibility of
local authorities and we expect them to be used
proportionately.

Schools: Bexley

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families how many (a) primary and (b)
secondary schools there were in the London Borough
of Bexley in (i) 1997 and (ii) 2009. [321057]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: The information requested is
shown in the following table.
Number of maintained primary1 and state funded secondary schools1,2,

1997 and 2009—Coverage: Bexley
1997 2009

Primary 64 58
Secondary 16 16
1 Includes middle schools as deemed.
2 Includes city technology colleges and academies.
Source:
School Census

Teachers’ TV: Finance

Mr. Laws: To ask the Secretary of State for Children,
Schools and Families what the budget of Teachers’ TV
was in the latest year for which figures are available.

[321203]

Ms Diana R. Johnson: In the 10-month period from
1 June 2008 to 31 March 2009 the Department allocated
a budget to the Teachers TV contract of £10,194,616.

In the coming financial year Teachers TV will stop
broadcasting as a TV channel and become an on-demand
only service. This will release savings to the Department
of £1,000,000 a year.

NORTHERN IRELAND

Queen’s Diamond Jubilee

10. Mr. Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland what discussions he has had with the
Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills
on proposals to celebrate the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee
in Northern Ireland in 2012. [322983]

Paul Goggins: Planning for the Diamond Jubilee is
still at an early stage. I expect my right hon. Friend to
have discussions with my noble Friend, the Secretary of
State for Business, Innovation and Skills in due course.

Saville Inquiry

11. Angela Watkinson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Northern Ireland when he expects the final report
from the Saville inquiry to be published; and if he will
make a statement. [322984]

Mr. Woodward: I refer the hon. Lady to the answer I
gave earlier to the hon. Member for Blaby (Mr. Robathan).

Security Situation

12. Mr. Bellingham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland what his most recent assessment is of
the security situation in Northern Ireland; and if he
will make a statement. [322985]
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Mr. Woodward: I refer the hon. Gentleman to the
answer I gave earlier to the hon. Members for Macclesfield
(Sir Nicholas Winterton), Congleton (Ann Winterton)
and the right hon. Member for Bracknell (Mr. Mackay).

Press and Communications Officers

13. Mr. Pelling: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland how much was spent on employing
press and communications officers in his Department
in the financial year 2008-09. [322986]

Paul Goggins: The Department spent £579,343 on
press officers during 2008-09.

Dissident Paramilitaries

14. Dr. McCrea: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland what steps his Department is taking
to counter the threat from dissident paramilitaries in
Northern Ireland. [322987]

Mr. Woodward: The threat from dissident paramilitaries
in Northern Ireland is of significant concern. Law
enforcement agencies on both sides of the border are
committed to combating dissident activity. We have
ensured that the Chief Constable has access to additional
resources both in this and the next financial year to
meet the dissident threat.

Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland whether the dates of publication of
any regular statistics or reports by his Department have
been affected by planning for the forthcoming general
election. [323457]

Paul Goggins: No. Regular statistical releases and
reports will continue to be issued and published during
the election period on dates which have been pre-announced.

Departmental Travel

Mr. Philip Hammond: To ask the Secretary of State
for Northern Ireland how much (a) Ministers and (b)
staff of each grade in (i) his Department and (ii) its
agencies spent on first class travel in the last 12 months.

[320403]

Paul Goggins: In the financial year 2008-09, the
Department (including the Compensation Agency) spent
£62,898 on first class travel by Ministers and £19,449 on
first class travel by staff.

Information relating to the grades of staff travelling
first class is not recorded centrally and can be obtained
only at disproportionate cost.

All ministerial travel is undertaken in accordance
with the Ministerial Code. All travel by civil servants in
the Department and its agencies is undertaken in accordance
with departmental policy.

In 2008-09, the Youth Justice Agency spent £65 on
first class travel by staff at Grade A; the Northern
Ireland Prison Service spent £134 on first class travel by
staff in the SCS, and £517 by staff at Grade B1.
Forensic Science Northern Ireland did not spend any
money on first class travel.

These figures do not include the cost of first class
travel paid for by individual members of staff and then
reclaimed from the Department. This additional
information is not held centrally and could be provided
only at disproportionate cost.

Prison Sentences

Lady Hermon: To ask the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland how many people in Northern Ireland
have received an indeterminate sentence for public protection
in each month since the introduction of such sentences.

[322369]

Paul Goggins: Indeterminate custodial sentences are
available for serious sexual or violent offences committed
on or after 15 May 2008, where the court determines
that the offender is dangerous and that an extended
custodial sentence would not be adequate to protect the
public from serious harm.

No indeterminate custodial sentences have been imposed
so far.

Weapons

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Northern
Ireland what recent representations he has received on
Loyalist decommissioning; and if he will make a statement.

[322982]

Paul Goggins: I have received no recent representations
about Loyalist decommissioning, but welcome the
confirmation from the Independent International
Commission on Decommissioning in its September and
February reports that it has overseen the decommissioning
of all arms under the control of the Ulster Volunteer
Force and Red Hand Commando, the Ulster Defence
Association, the South East Antrim UDA and the
Shoukri paramilitary element.

I pay tribute to the tireless work of the IICD over the
last 12 years in securing this progress.

OLYMPICS

Olympic Games 2012: Construction

Charlotte Atkins: To ask the Minister for the Olympics
how much freight has been transported by water to the
main Olympic site to date. [323338]

Tessa Jowell: The Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
is committed to transporting 50 per cent. of materials
to the Park, by weight, using sustainable methods, i.e.
rail or water. The ODA is currently exceeding this target
with almost 64 per cent. of material transported to the
Park by sustainable methods.

Examples of deliveries to site include pile cages to the
Aquatics Centre and pipes to the Olympic Stadium.
Since October 2009, there has been one barge leaving
the site each week removing waste and it is anticipated
that this will increase to three barge movements per
week as fit-out work on the venues increases.

The ODA continues to actively encourage its contractors
to explore the use of the waterways to transport materials
to the Park.
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CABINET OFFICE

10 Downing Street: Repairs and Maintenance

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
with reference to the answer to the right hon. Member
for Horsham of 9 September 2009, Official Report,
column 1951W, on Government departments: buildings,
what refurbishment works were undertaken across
70 Whitehall, Downing street and the Cabinet Office
complex in the last 24 months. [322919]

Angela E. Smith: In relation to refurbishment works
at Downing street I refer the hon. Member to the
answer given to the right hon. Member for Horsham
(Mr. Maude) on 25 February 2010, Official Report,
column 695W.

Refurbishment work at 70 Whitehall over the past 24
months has focused primarily on accessibility, sustainability
and infrastructure improvements (including installing
modernised IT and telecommunications infrastructure).
The work has also involved upgrading the building
fabric (including installation of additional insulation to
external walls and roofs). In addition, cellular office
space in the less historically sensitive parts of 70 Whitehall
has been replaced as part of the refurbishment work to
provide modernised open plan space, contributing to
increasing capacity and efficiency.

Census

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer of 8 February 2010, Official
Report, column 792W, on the Census, (1) after what
time on Census night a guest will be deemed to be an
overnight visitor; [322880]

(2) what imputation will be made in relation to
overnight visitor data; and whether she has made an
estimate of non-compliance with requirements relating
to overnight visitors. [322909]

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 8 February 2010, Official Report,
column 792W, on the Census, after what time on Census night a
guest will be deemed to be an overnight visitor. (322880); and
pursuant to the Answer of 8 February 2010, Official Report,
column 792W, on the Census, what imputation will be made in
relation to overnight visitor data; and whether she has made an
estimate of non-compliance with requirements relating to overnight
visitors. (322909)

The Census (England and Wales) Order 2009 sets out the legal
responsibilities for who must be included in a census return.
Guidance printed on the questionnaires directs householders to
include anyone who is not a usual resident and who is staying over
night to be recorded as a visitor, it is left up to respondents to
interpret what staying over night means in relation to their home,
as this is a well recognised concept.

Recording information from visitors who are staying overnight
at an address where they do not usually live will help to provide
an accurate population count. Together with the new questions
on second addresses this will avoid us undercounting or overcounting
people, and help us to produce the most accurate figure of the
population living in local areas.

ONS is only planning to impute data relating to over night
visitors where a visitor has been recorded on a census questionnaire,
but where there are missing data items. No estimate has been
made of non-compliance with the requirement relating to overnight
visitors.

Civil Servants: Pay

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer to the right hon. Member for
Horsham of 25 February 2010, Official Report, column
698W, on civil servants: pay, what the (a) job title, (b)
department and (c) salary range was of each of the
43 jobs; and which of those jobs was advertised on the
public part of the website. [322890]

Angela E. Smith: Tables detailing job titles, Departments
and salary ranges will be placed in the Libraries of the
House. The Cabinet Office is responsible for setting the
referral point for each pay band in the senior civil
service. For pay band 2 posts this is £120,000 and for
pay band 3, £140,000. Departments wanting to pay
beyond these referral points must first obtain approval
from the Cabinet Office. Where Departments wish to
pay more than £150,000 they must obtain approval
from the Chief Secretary to the Treasury.

Civil Servants: Recruitment

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
pursuant to the answer to the right hon. Member for
Horsham of 25 February 2010, Official Report,
column 697W, on civil servants: pay, for what reasons
the 32 jobs were advertised only on the internal part of
the site. [322875]

Angela E. Smith: Departments and Executive agencies
have delegated responsibility for recruitment, including
the advertising of vacancies for all posts below director
general level (top 200). The decision to advertise posts
on the internal or external part of the civil service jobs
site is determined by the recruiting Department or
agency.

The Senior Leadership Committee advises the Cabinet
Secretary on the mode of recruitment for top 200 posts.

Departmental Location

Mr. Maude: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office pursuant to the answer of 27 January 2010,
Official Report, column 966W, on civil servants: location,
what her Department’s policy is on the outsourcing of
work and jobs (a) overseas and (b) outside the European
Economic Area. [318323]

Angela E. Smith: Within the Cabinet Office, none of
our work is currently delivered through outsourced
contracts to firms overseas, including those outside the
European economic area.

Government Departments: Aviation

Mr. Hurd: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet Office
which company was awarded the VIP air support
contract for the Cabinet Office and Foreign and
Commonwealth Office with Prior Information Notice
2008/S 200-265590; on what date that contract notice
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was dispatched; what estimate she has made of the
monetary value of that contract; and for what period
that contract has been let. [322885]

Angela E. Smith: The company awarded the contract
is listed in the journal of the European Union, under
reference (09/S 242-345855/EN). The award notice was
issued on 14 December 2009, and is for a period of two
years.

The costs for travel are listed in the annual report
and accounts for the respective Departments.

HEALTH

Accident and Emergency Departments: Children

Keith Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what the target waiting time is for children up to the
age of 16 to be seen within when attending accident
and emergency departments (a) on average in England
and (b) at Northwick Park Hospital. [323470]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The Department has set a national
standard that all patients should not wait more than
four hours in accident and emergency (A and E)
departments from arrival to admission, transfer or discharge.
A 98 per cent, minimum operating figure allows for the
minority of patients who clinically need more than four
hours in A and E. Trusts are able to set a more challenging
waiting time target should they wish to do so.

Keith Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what the average waiting time is for children aged up to
the age of 16 years to be seen when they arrive at an
accident and emergency department (a) in Leicester,
(b) in the East Midlands, (c) in England and (d) at
Northwick Park hospital. [323471]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Information is not collected separately
for Northwick Park hospital. However, information is
available for North West London NHS Trust, which is
the main health region containing Northwick Park
hospital.

The following table sets out the mean time spent
between arrival and departure in all types of accident

and emergency (A and E) departments for England,
Leicester City primary care trust, East Midlands strategic
health authority and North West London NHS Trust in
2008-09, for patients aged 16 years or under.

Average duration to departure from A and E in minutes, for patients
aged 16 or under, 2008-09

Average duration to departure

Leicester City PCT 120.8
North West London NHS Trust 119.7
East Midland SHA 100.5
England 110.6
Source:
Experimental A and E Hospital Episode Statistics (HES), The NHS
Information Centre for health and social care.

Arthritis

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what steps he (a) is taking and (b) plans to take to
provide nurses in primary care settings with training to
(i) identify, (ii) diagnose and (iii) assess the care
requirements of patients with rheumatoid arthritis;
what recent representations he has received on those
matters; and if he will make a statement. [323124]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Training for nurses in primary
care is quite rightly the responsibility of employers. It is
they who are best placed to understand local services
and the training needs of their staff.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many finished episodes of care there were for
patients with rheumatoid arthritis of each (a) sex and
(b) age group resident in Southend in each year since
1997. [323125]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The following tables show the
number of finished consultant episodes with a mention
of rheumatoid arthritis, by sex, age group and primary
care trust (PCT)of residence.

The NHS Information Centre (IC) are unable to
provide data for 2008-09 due to data quality issues with
the data submitted whereby it cannot be determined
which patients were resident in this area during this
period.

Count of finished consultant episodes with mention of rheumatoid arthritis by sex, age group and South East Essex PCT of residence, 2006-07 to
2007-08

Activity in English NHS hospitals and English NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector

Male Female Total

0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ 0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ —

2007-08 48 170 114 160 112 241 240 343 1,428

2006-07 38 124 111 95 91 206 177 281 1,123

Count of finished consultant episodes with a mention of rheumatoid arthritis by sex, age group and Southend-on-Sea PCT of residence, 1997-98 to
2005-06

Activity in English NHS hospitals and English NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector
Male Female Total

0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ 0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ —

2005-06 24 51 53 46 27 78 70 163 512
2004-05 6 30 39 34 28 84 82 156 459
2003-04 * 38 * 25 24 98j 48 90 345
2002-03 * 15 9 0 * 22 10 11 76
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Count of finished consultant episodes with a mention of rheumatoid arthritis by sex, age group and Southend-on-Sea PCT of residence, 1997-98 to
2005-06

Activity in English NHS hospitals and English NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector
Male Female Total

0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ 0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ —

2001-02 * * 8 * * 9 7 9 47
2000-01 * 7 10 * * 9 6 8 49
1999-2000 * 8 * 6 * 12 6 7 53
1998-99 * 16 21 11 * 24 28 48 157
1997-98 * 22 25 25 * 54 68 65 275

Count of finished consultant episodes with a mention of rheumatoid arthritis by sex, age group and Castle Point and Rochford PCT of residence,
1997-98 to 2005-06

Activity in English NHS hospitals and English NHS commissioned activity in the independent sector
Male Female Total

0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ 0 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75+ —

2005-06 16 50 69 78 23 103 73 144 556
2004-05 16 54 39 43 20 107 99j 119 497
2003-04 20 49 36 62 32 93 74 105 471
2002-03 10 15 10 * * 18 7 7 69
2001-02 12 13 19 0 6 27 12 8 97
2000-01 * 17 15 10 * 25 6 7 87
1999-2000 * 7 * * * 26 11 * 59
1998-99 * 16 15 * * 31 22 15 110
1997-98 8 24 23 15 15 52 60 39 236
Notes:
1. A finished consultant episode (FCE) is a continuous period of admitted patient care under one consultant within one health care provider.
FCEs are counted against the year in which they end. Figures do not represent the number of different patients, as the same person may have
been admitted on more than one occasion.
2. The number of episodes where this diagnosis was recorded in any of the 20 (14 from 2002-03 and seven prior to 2002-03) primary and
secondary diagnosis fields in a Hospital Episode Statistics (HES) record. Each episode is only counted once, even if the diagnosis is recorded in
more than one diagnosis field of the record.
3. Data provided are for Southend-on-Sea PCT of residence (the PCT containing the patient’s normal home address). This identifies patients
who resided within Southend-on-Sea and were in hospital with a primary and/or secondary diagnosis of rheumatoid arthritis. These patients
may not have been treated in Southend-on-Sea.
4. From 1 October 2006, Southend-on-Sea PCT merged with Castle Point and Rochford PCT to create South East Essex PCT.
5. HES figures are available from 1989-90 onwards. Changes to the figures over time need to be interpreted in the context of improvements in
data quality and coverage (particularly in earlier years), improvements in coverage of independent sector activity (particularly from 2006-07) and
changes in NHS practice. For example, apparent reductions in activity may be due to a number of procedures which may now be undertaken in
out-patient settings and so are no longer included in admitted patient HES data.
6. To protect patient confidentiality, figures between one and five have been replaced with ″*″ (an asterisk). Where it was still possible to identify
numbers from the total an additional number (the next smallest) has been replaced.
Source:
Hospital Episode Statistics (HES), the NHS Information Centre for health and social care.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will make it his policy to collect information on
the number of newly diagnosed cases of rheumatoid
arthritis; what recent representations he has received on
the number of people with rheumatoid arthritis; and if
he will make a statement. [323126]

Ann Keen: The Department currently has no plans to
collect information on the number of newly diagnosed
cases of rheumatoid arthritis.

There are various estimates of the incidence and
prevalence of rheumatoid arthritis. These estimates suggest
prevalence ranging between 400,000 and 580,000, and
incidence between 12,000 and 26,000. 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.

Mrs. Dean: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will make it his policy to ensure that GPs receive
(a) pre-registration training and (b) continuing
professional development training in the diagnosis of
rheumatoid arthritis; and if he will take steps to
encourage the Royal College of General Practitioners
to offer additional support to GPs on the diagnosis of
rheumatoid arthritis. [323221]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: We recognise the importance of
training in rheumatoid arthritis. The Government do
not specify the content of the general practitioners
(GPs) training curriculum. This is developed by the
Royal College of General Practitioners. Responsibility
for approval of the curriculum reset with the Postgraduate
Medical Education and Training Board (PMETB), which
is the competent authority for postgraduate medical
training in the United Kingdom. PMETB is an independent
professional body.

From 1 April 2010, the content of postgraduate
medical training will be the responsibility of the General
Medical Council following a merge of the two organisations.

Post-registration training needs of GPs are determined
by regulatory requirements and local national health

369W 370W24 MARCH 2010Written Answers Written Answers



service priorities, through appraisal processes and training
needs analyses informed by local delivery plans and the
needs of the service.

Mrs. Dean: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
with reference to the oral evidence given to the Public
Accounts Committee by the Chief Executive of the
NHS on 23 November 2009, what progress his
Department is making in establishing whether there is a
correlation between the amount spent per head of
population on rheumatoid arthritis services and the
quality of the provision of such services. [323317]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The Department is considering
the findings and recommendations made by the Public
Accounts Committee in its report “Services for people
with rheumatoid arthritis”. The Department will respond
formally to the recommendations made by the Committee
in the form of a Treasury minute in due course.

Mrs. Dean: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much was spent by each primary care trust on
rheumatoid arthritis services per head of population in
each of the last two years. [323318]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information requested is not
available. Estimated expenditure data on musculoskeletal
system problems, which includes rheumatoid arthritis,
is available and has been placed in the Library.

Cancer: Drugs

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health pursuant to the answer of 16 March 2010,
Official Report, column 765WA, on cancer drugs,
which of the patient access schemes considered by the
National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence
(a) were and (b) were not implemented. [323833]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Where a patient access scheme is
proposed by a manufacturer, and approved by the
Department, in the context of a National Institute of
Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE) appraisal, it
must be available for local implementation when NICE
recommends, or partially recommends, the use of the
drug in question.

Chronic Fatigue Syndrome

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what recent steps his Department has taken to assist
specialist services for (a) myalgic encephalomyelitis
and encephalopathy and (b) chronic fatigue syndrome;
and if he will make a statement. [323128]

Gillian Merron: The Government made available £8.5
million funding for two years in 2004-05 and 2005-06 to
set establish specialist centres and local multi-disciplinary
teams to support the development of specialist chronic
fatigue syndrome/myalgic encephalomyelitis (CFS/ME)
services and improve clinical care. Funding has now
been added to primary care trust baseline allocations.

It is the responsibility of local health bodies, which
have a comprehensive knowledge of their local populations,
to commission services for people with CFS/ME, taking
into account the resources they have available, the needs
of their wider population, and available guidance on
best practice.

Community Care: Mentally Ill

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what steps his Department is taking to monitor
the effectiveness of care in the community for mentally
ill patients in (a) Leeds and (b) West Yorkshire.

[323829]

Phil Hope: From April the Care Quality Commission
(CQC) will begin to operate a new registration system
for providers of health and adult social care services,
including mental health trusts and primary care trusts
which provide community mental health services. In
order to be registered, organisations will be required to
meet essential levels of safety and quality. It will be
illegal to provide a regulated activity without being
registered by the Commission.

The CQC has also just published a positioning statement
and action plan for mental heath care, outlining what it
will do between 2010 and 2015 to ensure that mental
health services reach not only basic standards of quality
and safety, but also that they improve. The CQC has
committed to ensuring that its mental health action
plan is in line with the Government’s New Horizons
vision, and also takes account of other key national
policy, guidance and findings.

Dementia

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what budget his Department has set for the
Living Well campaign for dementia; and how much it
has spent on (a) television, (b) radio, (c) print and
(d) online advertising in respect of the campaign to
date. [323901]

Phil Hope: The overall advertising budget set for the
dementia awareness campaign in 2009-10 was £1,587,106.

The information requested is provided in the following
table:

Advertising type £

Television 866,025
Radio 242,812
Print 393,247
Online 85,022
Source:
Central Office of Information

Departmental Mass Media

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what keywords his Department is monitoring
in the media; when each of those keywords began to be
monitored; and what keywords have (a) been monitored
and (b) ceased to be monitored since June 2009.

[323914]

Phil Hope: The Department’s Media Centre has
employed Precise Media (previously known as EDS
Media) to provide daily cuttings from the national press
since July 2007. The keywords that are used to compile
the cuttings are revised on a regular basis to reflect
changes in departmental policy and in the ministerial
team.

The list of keywords has been placed in the Library.
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Departmental Publications

David Davis: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
whether the dates of publication of any regular statistics
or reports by his Department have been affected by
planning for the forthcoming general election. [323459]

Phil Hope: 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 Responsibilities

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health what steps his Department is taking to share
services, functions and back offices with local
authorities as part of the Total Place initiative. [323959]

Phil Hope: The Government’s report on Total Place
will be published alongside Budget 2010.

Diabetes

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what estimate he has made of the number of children
in each age group who were diagnosed with diabetes in
(a) Southend, (b) each borough in Essex, (c) each
borough in Kent, (d) the Metropolitan police area of
London and (e) England in each of the last five years.

[323117]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The data requested are not collected
in the requested format. However, ‘Growing Up with
Diabetes: Children and Young People with Diabetes in
England’ reported that in February 2009 there were
22,947 people aged 0 to 17 years in England with
diabetes and 2,052 people aged between 0 to 17 years in
the East of England Strategic Health Authority (SHA)
with diabetes.

The following table shows all types of diabetes by age
in the East of England Strategic Health Authority (SHA).

Total types of diabetes

Age (years)

SHA 0-4 5-9 10-14 15 16 17 Total 0-17 population

East of England 81 383 866 250 238 234 2,052 1,226,621

London 151 497 1039 266 266 233 2,452 1,627,757

South East Coast 97 446 1103 267 353 233 2,499 924,546

The survey did not collect data on people aged 18 and
over and data are only available by SHA.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many (a) males and (b) females in each age group
were diagnosed with diabetes in (i) Southend, (ii) each
borough in Essex, (iii) each borough in Kent, (iv) the
Metropolitan police area of London and (v) England
in each of the last five years. [323118]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Data are not collected in the
format requested. Data from the Quality and Outcome
Framework (QOF) about the number of people recorded
on diabetes registers are available for NHS organisations.
However, it is not possible to separate the data by
gender or by age.

Table 1—presents data for Southend PCT for the
years 2004-05 and 2005-06 but in October 2006 this
PCT was abolished and became part of South East
Essex.

Table 1—Southend PCT

Number

2004-05 5,193

2005-06 5,786

Table 2—presents data for the current PCTs in Essex
with figures for years in which there was a different
structure summed to the current structure.

Table 2—PCTs in Essex

Mid Essex North East Essex South East Essex1 South West Essex West Essex Total

2004-05 11,007 10,542 10,439 12,390 8,729 53,107

2005-06 11,932 11,537 11,549 13,797 9,295 58,110

2006-07 12,405 12,433 12,499 14,298 9,713 61,348

2007-08 12,926 13,117 13,678 15,543 10,284 65,548

2008-09 14,041 13,948 14,574 16,530 11,051 70,144
1 PCT figures includes figures for Southend PCT from previous table.

Table 3—shows data for the current PCTs in Kent
with figures for years in which there was a different
structure summed to the current structure.

Table 3—PCTs in Kent

Medway
Eastern and

Coastal Kent West Kent Total

2004-05 8,919 26,133 21,040 56,092

2005-06 9,667 27,821 22,139 59,627

Table 3—PCTs in Kent

Medway
Eastern and

Coastal Kent West Kent Total

2006-07 10,377 28,913 23,082 62,372

2007-08 11,562 31,182 24,666 67,410

2008-09 12,583 33,374 26,145 72,102
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Table 4—provides data for the London strategic health
authority with figures for previous structures summed
to the current area.

Table 4—London
Number

2004-05 278,527
2005-06 295,877
2006-07 300,567
2007-08 320,577
2008-09 337,561

Table 5—provides data for England.
Table 5—England

Number

2004-05 1,766,391
2005-06 1,890,663
2006-07 1,961,976
2007-08 2,088,335
2008-09 2,213,138

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
whether he has made an estimate of the number of
people with diabetes who were hospitalised as a result
of (a) eating and (b) drinking products labelled sugar-free
which included sucrose or other sugar products in the
last 12 months; whether he has had recent discussions
with food manufacturers on the accuracy of information
on the sugar content of foods; and if he will make a
statement. [323119]

Gillian Merron: Data are not available from either
Hospital Episode Statistics or the National Diabetes
Audit to identify people hospitalised as a result of
eating or drinking products labelled sugar-free which
included sucrose or other sugar products.

Officials at the Food Standards Agency have advised
that they have not had recent discussions with food
manufacturers about the accuracy of the sugar content
of foods.

Under the European Union Regulation EC/1924/2006;
a claim that a food is sugar-free may only be made
where the product contains no more than 0.5 g of
sugars per 100 g or 100 ml. It is the responsibility of
local authorities to enforce the EU regulations.

Health Services

Mr. David Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what his policy is on (a) designating in-house
bodies as preferred providers for the management of
community services and (b) permitting care trusts to
manage community services directly; and if he will
make a statement. [323237]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The Department’s guidance on
the assurance and approvals process for primary care
trust (PCT)-provided community services (published
5 February 2010) sets out the policy on direct provision.
It said that PCTs should principally be commissioning
organisations. Circumstances may make it appropriate
for some PCTs to continue the direct provision of
services, but this will not be the norm. Continued direct
provision should not detract from the PCT’s core role
of commissioning, which should be of the highest standard.

The guidance also makes clear that in relation to care
trusts, the continued management of community services
is permissible where it meets the national tests as set out
in the guidance.

The assurance and approvals process for PCT-provided
community services has already been placed in the
Library and is available on the Department’s website at:

www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/index.htm

Health Services: Training

Anne Milton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health when the first higher education courses in
healthcare science will begin; and what guidance his
Department has provided to universities on the content
of such courses. [323110]

Gillian Merron: These commenced last year with a
masters in clinical science (genetics) at the university of
Nottingham.

Further courses will commence in September 2010 in
some institutions and these have been given indicative
curricula.

Home Care Services

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health with reference to the comments of the Care
Services Minister of 28 March 2010 in The Times
newspaper, what representations he received from care
charities in support of the Personal Care at Home Bill.

[323834]

Phil Hope: I was referring, in my comments of 18 March
2010, to an open letter in support of the Personal Care
at Home Bill, sent on 16 March to the media and to
hon. Members and noble Lords and signed by the
heads of seven charities. These included Carers UK,
Counsel and Care, Help the Aged/Age Concern, RADAR,
the WRVS, Contact a Family and Grandparents Plus.

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health pursuant to the answer of 16 March 2010,
Official Report, column 773W, on home care services:
finances, how many people in England receive (a) free
and (b) partially funded home care; and how much
was spent on providing that care in the latest period for
which figures are available. [323835]

Phil Hope: The NHS Information Centre for health
and social care collects information from councils with
adult social services responsibilities (CASSRs) on numbers
receiving and expenditure on social care services via the
Referrals, Assessments and Packages of Care (RAP)
and the Personal Social Services Expenditure (PSS Ex1)
returns.

However, RAP and PSS Ex1 data do not differentiate
between service users whose care is fully funded by
CASSRs and those whose care is partially funded.

During the period 1 April 2007 to 31 March 2008—the
latest available data—577,000 adults aged 18 and over
in England received home care, funded either partly or
wholly by their CASSR, following a community care
assessment. £2.7 billion was spent by CASSRs in 2007-08
on providing home care.
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Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority:
Consultants

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health how much the Human Fertilisation and
Embryology Authority has paid to (a) Media Strategy
and (b) Hanover Communications in the last two
years. [323968]

Gillian Merron: The Human Fertilisation and
Embryology Authority has advised that it paid Hanover
Communications (formerly Media Strategy) £29,322.13
between March and May 2008. No further payments
were made after May 2008.

Incontinence: Medical Equipment

Rosie Cooper: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
when he expects his Department to publish guidance to
primary care trusts on the use of local tenders and
product formularies for products and services covered
by Part IX of the Drug Tariff. [323855]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The Department is currently seeking
legal advice on this issue. Subject to receiving these
instructions, guidance will be prepared and published
later this year.

Rosie Cooper: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
whom his Department has consulted in its recent discussions
on the use of tenders and formularies for products and
services covered by Part IX of the Drug Tariff. [323923]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Officials in the Department met
representatives of the British Healthcare Trades Association
(BHTA) on 11 February 2010. The meeting took place
following a series of concerns raised directly with the
Department by the BHTA about the activities of primary
care trusts and Collaborative Procurement Hubs seeking
to tender in Part IX areas. In particular, the BHTA had

raised concerns over the legality of such activity under
the terms of Part IX of the drug tariff.

Rosie Cooper: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
when he plans to publish the Part IX Guidance and
Assurance Framework for the Drug Tariff arrangements
to enter into force on 1 April 2010. [323924]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The Part IX Guidance and Assurance
Framework for the arrangements coming into force on
1 April 2010 are currently being finalised with the aim
of publishing them in the next few weeks. Contractors
have a transition of nine months before they have to
comply with the new regulations.

Infectious Diseases

Justine Greening: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health how many cases there were of (a) mumps, (b)
scarlet fever, (c) tuberculosis, (d) typhoid, (e) measles
and (f) rubella in (i) England and (ii) each London
borough in each year from 2000 to 2009. [323778]

Gillian Merron: The following data have been provided
by the Health Protection Agency (HPA).

Laboratory confirmed cases of mumps: England and HPA London
regions: 2000-09

England London

2000 730 22
2001 784 66
2002 500 19
2003 1,541 64
2004 8,129 292
2005 43,378 3,650
2006 4,420 659
2007 1,476 125
2008 2,403 446
2009 (provisional
data)

7,628 895

Data are not available for individual London boroughs.

Scarlet fever notifications by London local authority (LA) and England: 2000-09

LA 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20091

Barking and
Dagenham

1 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 2 23

Barnet 12 6 6 8 5 3 9 4 20 59

Bexley 11 7 17 8 13 6 4 6 7 14

Brent 9 10 4 8 9 2 1 2 3 6

Bromley 25 15 16 19 18 9 44 12 14 47

Camden 6 2 3 15 15 0 4 6 10 30

City of London 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Croydon 15 13 24 18 38 20 33 18 20 20

Ealing 22 13 25 12 18 4 15 11 6 16

Enfield 3 6 4 10 6 1 7 6 68 43

Greenwich 1 4 4 3 5 4 5 6 7 16

Hackney 6 20 2 4 8 12 13 5 31 49

Hammersmith and
Fulham

3 3 1 6 9 0 5 12 6 12

Haringey 4 2 3 3 1 0 4 5 23 51

Harrow 6 6 3 6 9 8 5 6 4 21

Havering 8j 5 3 9 4 9 10 9 17 38

Hillingdon 1 1 5 3 0 3 2 5 5 6

Hounslow 5 3 3 5 4 6 9 4 10 20
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Scarlet fever notifications by London local authority (LA) and England: 2000-09
LA 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20091

Islington 13 11 16 20 21 8 8 2 20 22

Kensington and
Chelsea

1 4 8 6 7 0 6 12 4 8

Kingston upon
Thames

1 1 4 3 7 0 3 12 7 9

Lambeth 8 11 23 12 12 7 8 13 22 37

Lewisham 13 14 21 10 15 9 13 15 17 67

Merton 4 15 13 11 21 4 16 16 13 23

Newham 4 3 7 5 2 5 4 5 23 37

Redbridge 6 3 6 11 6 5 5 5 20 56

Richmond upon
Thames

13 7 8 12 19 9 2 7 17 42

Southwark 7 5 18 11 25 12 17 9 39 49

Sutton 5 9 8 14 7 2 4 13 5 7

Tower Hamlets 11 21 24 18 15 14 19 9 20 42

Waltham Forest 9 7 6 9 9 8 7 6 9 22

Wandsworth 9 5 3 4 22 20 25 12 19 39

Westminster, City of 15 18 25 16 10 8 8 9 11 24

London total 257 250 313 299 361 198 318 263 499 955

England total 1,897 1,698 2,080 2,488 2,121 1,601 2,084 1,876 2,847 4,066
1 Provisional

Tuberculosis case reports by London local authority and England: 2000-09

LA 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20091
Total

2000-09

Barking and
Dagenham

38 29 35 42 43 59 50 62 70 75 503

Barnet 86 76 101 102 94 114 124 104 115 107 1,023
Bexley 13 15 21 25 29 22 19 28 22 19 213
Brent 220 229 206 217 232 283 241 274 304 303 2,509
Bromley 23 17 25 31 28 29 41 36 20 32 282
Camden 64 89 116 106 77 104 95 89 87 100 927
City of London <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 21
Croydon 96 96 108 113 119 113 103 115 111 124 1,098
Ealing 213 187 197 187 254 237 234 245 194 226 2,174
Enfield 80 93 80 97 95 103 99 73 101 117 938
Greenwich 49 68 72 72 88 87 98 105 138 124 901
Hackney 130 124 143 155 155 132 134 143 124 115 1,355
Hammersmith and
Fulham

84 67 81 64 69 89 81 69 69 73 746

Haringey 134 150 140 127 149 130 155 92 106 131 1,314
Harrow 92 96 114 115 99 131 125 122 127 137 1,158
Havering 29 16 19 13 12 29 23 16 20 30 207
Hillingdon 72 89 95 116 117 137 125 124 153 125 1,153
Hounslow 82 122 120 98 117 166 138 137 133 179 1,292
Islington 87 84 106 94 88 82 99 93 93 93 919
Kensington and
Chelsea

46 41 31 51 48 46 53 32 52 50 450

Kingston upon
Thames

11 16 18 19 22 27 26 28 29 31 227

Lambeth 107 130 158 155 126 142 137 105 131 118 1,309
Lewisham 62 71 91 79 77 98 84 101 82 77 822
Merton 43 32 54 40 62 61 66 58 64 62 542
Newham 244 208 214 245 241 258 265 275 283 316 2,549
Redbridge 89 89 92 110 110 118 144 138 161 150 1,201
Richmond upon
Thames

9 11 15 12 12 19 20 13 13 21 145

Southwark 84 98 106 100 131 139 128 109 116 97 1,108
Sutton 11 18 30 30 23 24 27 31 18 32 244
Tower Hamlets 88 64 122 147 117 128 137 154 131 144 1,232
Waltham Forest 91 68 104 99 99 115 122 91 129 98 1,016
Wandsworth 63 50 94 96 94 124 82 117 109 82 911
Westminster , City
of

89 78 75 89 85 97 85 86 70 82 836
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Tuberculosis case reports by London local authority and England: 2000-09

LA 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20091
Total

2000-09

Total London2 2,635 2,629 2,986 3,054 3,114 3,447 3,362 3,267 3,376 3,476 31,346
Total England 6,075 6,296 6,669 6,691 7,011 7,763 7,828 7,736 7,970 8,423 72,462
1 Provisional
2 Total includes cases of unknown local authority
Note:
Numbers of cases <5 are suppressed to avoid deductive disclosure.

Laboratory confirmed cases of Typhoidal Salmonella (Salmonella
Typhi and Salmonella Paratyphi): England and HPA London region:

2000-09
England London

2000 329 134
2001 422 146
2002 306 106
2003 403 163
2004 433 176
2005 466 175
2006 539 209
2007 518 207
2008 568 220
2009 (provisional
data)

475 192

Data are not available for individual London boroughs.
Laboratory confirmed cases of measles: England and HPA London

region: 2000-09
England London

2000 100 50
2001 70 25
2002 308 197
2003 438 169
2004 191 55-
2005 77 33
2006 740 274
2007 990 440
2008 1,370 664
2009 (provisional
data)

1,144 198

Data are not available for individual London boroughs.
Laboratory confirmed cases of rubella: England and HPA London

region: 2000 to 2009
England London

2000 60 11
2001 45 15
2002 64 21
2003 16 4
2004 14 6
2005 29 7
2006 34 19
2007 35 16
2008 27 9
2009 (provisional
data)

8 2

Data are not available for individual London boroughs.

Medical Records: Children

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health pursuant to the answer of 15 March 2010,
Official Report, column 641W, on medical records:

children, how many parents have obtained opt-outs
through their general practitioners in respect of their
children’s summary care records. [323906]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The information is not held centrally,
but at individual general practitioner practices. The
earlier reply was based on anonymised information
obtained by the Department from a small sample of
practices at the request of the independent, statutory
National Information Governance Board.

Midwives

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what steps he is (a) taking and (b) plans to take
during the next six months to recruit midwives to the
national health service; and if he will make a statement.

[323095]

Gillian Merron: Our plan is to have 4,000 more midwives
by 2012 (based on 2006 baseline), subject to the birth
rate continuing to rise. Each strategic health authority
has made recruitment, retention and return plans.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many training places were available for midwifery
in each year since 1997. [323096]

Gillian Merron: We do not hold data centrally on the
number of available midwifery training places.

The following table shows the number of midwifery
training commissions for the years requested.

Degree Diploma Other Total

1996-97 161 498 993 1,652
1997-98 224 572 908 1,704
1998-99 255 597 899 1,751
1999-2000 395 620 757 1,772
2000-01 494 604 789 1,887
2001-02 621 525 732 1,878
2002-03 709 724 677 2,110
2003-04 753 716 757 2,226
2004-05 895 744 735 2,374
2005-06 1,042 517 661 2,220
2006-07 983 540 467 1,990
2007-08 1,307 412 352 2,071
2008-09 1,944 0 328 2,272

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many midwives left the national health service in
each year since 1997. [323097]

Gillian Merron: This information is not collected
centrally.
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Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what the average salary of an NHS midwife is; and
what it was in each year since 1997. [323098]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The average salary of a national
health service midwife is £37,200 (2009) and was £36,100
in 2008. Prior to 2008, the average salary for a NHS
midwife was not collected separately but included with
qualified nurses (see following table).

Qualified nurse
Average salary (£)

1997-98 20,830
1998-99 21,042
1999-00 22,329
2000-01 23,427
2001-02 24,733
2002-03 25,702
2003-04 26,342
2004-05 27,697
2005-06 28,784
2006-07 29,861
2007-08 31,149
2008-09 32,339
Notes:
1. Average salaries are estimated from the Qualified Nurse Paybill
figures using NHS Accounts data together with the NHS pension
scheme rates, and national insurance rates and thresholds that apply
to NHS employers.
2. The Paybill data include all qualified nurses employed by NHS
trusts, primary care trusts, strategic health authorities and foundation
trusts in England. They exclude agency nurses.
3. Foundation trusts do not submit a breakdown of their Paybill by
staff group. Figures from 2004-05 onwards include estimates for the
breakdown of each foundation trust.
4. Average salaries have been expressed in real terms using the HM
Treasury gross domestic product deflator index.
Sources:
Department of Health Paybill Model 2008-09
Trust Financial Returns and Foundation Trust Annual Reports (Paybill
data)
Information Centre Workforce Census

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many people have enrolled on the midwifery
return to practice course in each of the last 10 years;
and if he will make a statement. [323133]

Ann Keen: This information is not collected centrally.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what estimate his Department has made of the number
of midwives retiring from the NHS in the next 10 years;
what recent discussions he has had with (a) maternity
service managers, (b) professional representative
bodies and (c) others on that matter; and if he will
make a statement. [323134]

Gillian Merron: It is for primary care trusts in partnership
with local authorities, strategic health authorities and
other local stakeholders to determine how best to use
their funds to meet national and local priorities for
improving health, and to commission services accordingly
taking into account the age profile of its work force.

Ministers meet regularly with professional representative
bodies and others and we discuss a range of work force
issues.

Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many full-time equivalent midwives were working
in (a) Southend and (b) Essex in each of the last five
years; and how many were working in each NHS
organisation in (i) Southend and (ii) Essex in each of
the last five years. [323245]

Ann Keen: Information is not available in the format
requested. The following table shows numbers of qualified
midwifery staff in national health service organisations
in Essex.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Southend Hospital
NHS Trust

100 96 91 97 100

Basildon and
Thurrock General
Hospital NHS Trust

111 108 113 114 116

Essex Rivers
Healthcare NHS
Trust

114 117 115 107 —

Colchester Hospital
University
Foundation Trust

— — — — 110

Mid Essex Hospital
Services NHS Trust

78 80 84 90 84

The Princess
Alexandra Hospital
NHS Trust

77 84 80 83 87

Notes:
1. Only those trusts that provide midwifery services are included in
the table.
2. Colchester Hospital University Foundation Trust gained
foundation trust status on 1 May 2008; it was formerly known as
Essex Rivers Healthcare NHS trust.
Source:
The NHS Information Centre for health and social care Non-
Medical Workforce Census.

NHS: Procurement

Anne Milton: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
if he will place in the Library a copy of each piece of
written advice he has received from the Co-operation
and Competition Panel on the preferred provider policy
for the NHS. [321546]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: We have engaged extensively with
the Cooperation and Competition Panel (CCP) in the
development of guidance setting out the implications of
the preferred provider policy. However, the Department
does not normally disclose advice on policy guidance
that is yet to be approved by Ministers. We will consider
publishing details of the CCP’s advice following publication
of any guidance.

Northwick Park Hospital: Accident and Emergency
Departments

Keith Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how many (a) children up to 16 years old, (b) elderly
and (c) other patients were seen per hour in the accident
and emergency department of Northwick Park Hospital
in the latest period for which figures are available.

[323473]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: Data are not available in the
format requested. Data are collected by trust and are
shown in the following table.
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Total number of attendances in 2008-09 accident and emergency (A
and E) HES, broken down by 24 hour of arrival and age groups, in

North West London NHS Trust
Activity in English national health service hospitals and English NHS

commissioned activity in the independent sector
Age group

24 hour
arrival

16 and
under 17-64 65+ Not known

Total 43,872 104,870 27,298 12
00:00 1,080 2,854 523 —
01:00 741 2,484 444 1
02:00 572 1,894 335 1
03:00 442 1,615 348 —
04:00 382 1,415 331 —
05:00 422 1,440 394 —
06:00 397 1,512 437 —
07:00 556 2,329 544 —
08:00 1,080 4,344 946 —
09:00 2,153 6,150 1,558 —
10:00 2,606 7,276 2,093 —
11:00 2,706 6,662 2,095 —
12:00 2,632 6,346 2,048 —
13:00 2,524 6,105 1,894 -
14:00 2,382 5,939 1,994 1
15:00 2,317 5,381 1,758 —
16:00 2,421 5,191 1,544 1
17:00 2,542 5,378 1,502 1
18:00 2,945 5,607 1,389 —
19:00 3,121 5,578 1,245 1
20:00 3,003 5,530 1,234 —
21:00 2,817 5,122 995 3
22:00 2,290 4,725 914 3
23:00 1,741 3,993 733 —
Notes:
1. Total attendance
An attendance is a record for every patient that attends an A and E
department, including a major A and E department, single specialty
A and E departments, walk-in centres and minor injuries units. Any
one patient can have multiple attendances, which may be in the same
or different time period, for the same or different condition. An
attendance can be split into whether the attendance was either a new
or a follow-up attendance, using the ‘Attendance Category’ data field.
2. A and E data quality
Hospital Episode Statistics (HES) are compiled from data sent by a
number of NHS providers across England. The NHS Information
centre for health and social care liaises closely with these organisations
to encourage submission of complete and valid data and seek to
minimise inaccuracies and the effect of missing and invalid data via
HES processes. While this brings about improvement over time, some
shortcomings remain. A and E HES data are available for the year
2007-08, which covers attendances reported between April 2007 and
March 2008. The A and E HES data for 2007-08 are the first record
level national A and E attendance data to be available within HES.
The current coverage and quality of A and E data in HES is poor and
for this reason the dataset has been labelled as ‘experimental’. Allowing
access to this data will also help stimulate discussion and encourage
trusts to improve quality for subsequent releases. The 2007-08 A and
E HES publication addresses some of the key data quality and
coverage issues. This report is available on HESonline:
www.hesonline.nhs.uk
Source:
Hospital Episode Statistics (HES), The NHS Information Centre for
health and social care

Respite Care: Staffordshire

Mr. Cash: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much funding has been allocated by (a) North
Staffordshire, (b) South Staffordshire and (c) Stoke-
on-Trent primary care trusts for carer’s respite in (i)
2009-10, (ii) 2010-11 and (iii) 2011-12. [323057]

Phil Hope: The information is not held centrally.
The Department does not break down primary care

trust (PCT) revenue allocations by policies at either
national or local level and there is no weighted capitation
formula specific to carers that would allow needs to be
accurately identified at the local level. It is therefore for
PCTs to decide their priorities for investment locally,
taking into account their local circumstances and priorities
set out in the NHS Operating Framework.

Social Services: Complaints

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health whether he has taken steps to put in place a
complaints system for (a) self-funding users of residential
social care, (b) partly self-funding users of residential
social care and (c) residents of privately-run care homes.

[323918]

Phil Hope: Section 35 and schedule 5 of the Health
Act 2009 contain provisions for a new complaints scheme
for adult social care self-funders, to be operated by the
local government ombudsman. This scheme is due to be
implemented on 1 October 2010.

People whose care is provided or arranged by local
authorities, including those who are residents in privately-
run care homes, already have access to the existing
statutory local authority adult social services complaints
procedure.

Treatment Centres: Finance

Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much has been paid to each wave 1 independent
sector treatment centre (ISTC) under its contract; and
how much would have been paid to each ISTC for its
work if it had been paid at the national tariff. [323043]

Mr. Mike O’Brien: The total cost of payments made
to Wave One Independent Sector Treatment Centre
(ISTC) providers, up to 31 January 2010, is summarised
by treatment centre in the following table:

Treatment centre name Provider name
Total payment to
date (£ million)

Eccleshill NHS Treatment
Centre

Nations
Healthcare

40.9

Midlands NHS Treatment
Centre

Nations
Healthcare

57.3

Barlborough NHS
Treatment Centre

PHG 95

Shepton Mallet NHS
Treatment Centre

UKSH 101.3

Greater Manchester
Surgical Centre

Netcare
Healthcare

80.9

Peninsula NHS Treatment
Centre

PHG 56.4

Bodmin NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 24.4

Boston NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 9

Clifton Park NHS
Treatment Centre

Ramsay 43.7

The Cobalt NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 10.4

Gainsborough NHS
Treatment Centre

Ramsay 6.1
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Treatment centre name Provider name
Total payment to
date (£ million)

New Hall NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 40.4

Horton NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 50

Blakelands NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 12.8

Reading NHS Treatment
Centre

Ramsay 14.3

Nottingham NHS
Treatment Centre at QMC

Nations
Healthcare

54.1

Cheshire and Merseyside
NHS Treatment Centre

Interhealth 80.2

Kidderminster NHS
Treatment Centre

Interhealth 27.2

Mid Kent NHS Treatment
Centre

PHG 22.8

North East London NHS
Treatment Centre

PHG 65.8

Sussex Orthopaedic NHS
Treatment Centre

Care UK 75.3

Havant NHS Diagnostic
Centre

Care UK 4.4

Will Adams NHS Treatment
Centre

Care UK 23.5

St. Mary’s NHS Treatment
Centre

Care UK 55.8

Mid and South
Buckinghamshire NHS
Diagnostic Centre

Care UK 11

Total — 1,062.6

The Department does not hold comparable information
about what the total cost of payments to Wave One
ISTC providers would have been under the tariff set for
comparable NHS procedures.

Tuberculosis: Offenders

Julie Morgan: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what steps his Department is taking to ensure
that medical treatment of prisoners with tuberculosis
continues on leaving custody. [323421]

Phil Hope: The Department acknowledges that prisoners
leaving prison with a diagnosed medical condition such
as tuberculosis require ongoing care from primary and
specialist care services in the community.

This is a challenge given the often complex social and
personal circumstances of prison-leavers. Issues around
homelessness are a particular concern as it can lead to
loss of contact with locality based care services. Recognising
the need for cross-organisation working, the Department
has committed itself to improving care pathways for
offenders in prison and in the community in the cross
government Health and Criminal Justice Delivery Plan
“Improving Health, Supporting Justice”(November 2009,
Department of Health). A copy has already been placed
in the Library.

In the interim, Through-care and After-care programmes
in prisons endeavour to ensure that ongoing care
requirements are met and planning for discharge occurs
so that prison-leavers are referred to services in their
home community. Our partners recognise this challenge
too and are actively engaged in working through the
issues with us.

Tuberculosis: Screening

Dr. Naysmith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what recent assessment his Department has
made of the effectiveness of the NHS in diagnosing
those with tuberculosis; and what steps he is taking to
improve the methods used by the NHS to diagnose
people with that disease. [323668]

Gillian Merron: The Department has made no specific
assessment of the effectiveness of the national health
service in diagnosing tuberculosis. The Care Quality
Commission, as part of its Annual Health Check of
NHS organisations, monitors the implementation of
National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence
(NICE) guidelines and assesses how the NHS implements
delivery of services, including TB services. The organisation
and running of local services are matters for local NHS
management. Primary care trusts are responsible for
procuring TB services to fit their local demography and
incidence of TB in their area, and ensuring that those
standards are monitored, met and reviewed as part of
the commissioning process.

The Department published a toolkit in June 2007 for
the NHS recommending that the NICE clinical guidelines
(published 2006) on the diagnosis and management of
tuberculosis should be followed by all NHS service
providers.

The diagnosis of TB is made from a combination of
context, symptoms, clinical signs and investigation. NICE
recommends that clinical investigation for pulmonary
TB (the only infectious form) comprise a chest X-ray,
followed by multiple sputum samples for TB microscopy
and culture. These represent the current ’gold standard’
diagnostic tools, and NICE advises that if the clinical
signs and symptoms are consistent with pulmonary TB
then treatment should be started without waiting for
further tests.

NICE identified areas for future research, one of
which concerned Interferon Gamma Release Assay (IGRA)
tests, to assess whether interferon-gamma tests are
acceptable to patients and more effective than tuberculin
skin tests for predicting subsequent development of
active TB, or diagnosing or ruling out current active
TB. Research proposals have been set in motion for
these, but results of these studies are likely to be some
years away.

Vaccination: Children

Mr. Stephen O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State
for Health (1) whether he has made an estimate of the
number of children eligible for vaccines resident in
areas in which the Child Health Interim Application is
in use in the last three years; [323915]

(2) whether he has made an estimate of the effect on
the number of children receiving immunisations of
errors in the Child Health Interim Application.

[323916]

Gillian Merron: The Health Protection Agency (HPA)
monitors and publishes quarterly COVER (Cover of
Vaccine Evaluated Rapidly) uptake data, which includes
that from London Strategic Health Authority. This is
published on the HPA website:

www.hpa.org.uk/HPA/Topics/InfectiousDiseases/
InfectionsAZ/1204031507699/
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In order to ensure that children within primary care
trusts (PCTs) using the Interim Child Health Interim
Application (CHIA), received their immunisations at
the right time, both regular and additional audit activities
were carried out by PCTs, general practitioner practices,
BT (the Local Service Provider for the London Cluster)
and the Health Protection Agency. These activities have
been used to validate the immunisation returns and to
ensure that any children overdue an immunisation are
invited to have one at the appropriate time. PCT chief
executives and the Director of Public Health for London
were fully engaged in and supportive of these activities.

COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Affordable Housing

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what estimate he
has made for the purposes of the allocation of regional
funding by the Homes and Communities Agency of the
likely number of HomeBuy Direct completions in each
region in 2010-11. [324149]

John Healey: HomeBuy Direct is a demand-led product
so regional funding is adjusted to match take up by
first-time buyers.

Agriculture: Planning Permission

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer to Lord Taylor of Holbeach of 23 February
2010, Official Report, House of Lords, column 290WA,
on planning, what the timetable for the review of
effectiveness of planning policy guidance on the protection
of the best and most versatile farmland is. [323089]

Huw Irranca-Davies: I have been asked to reply.
Planning policy on agricultural land requires local

planning authorities to take account of the presence of
best and most versatile agricultural land, alongside
other sustainability considerations, when determining
planning applications. As outlined in the Soil Strategy,
“Safeguarding our Soils1”, DEFRA and the Department
for Communities and Local Government are committed
to reviewing the weight that should be given to protecting
this land from development. It is planned that the
findings from this review will be delivered in 2010.
1 Soil Strategy, Safeguarding our Soils:

www.defra.gov.uk/environment/quality/land/soil/documents/
soil-strategy.pdf

Council Housing: Immigrants

Robert Neill: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what assessment
he has made of the effects of the European Court of
Justice ruling in Cases C-310/08 and C-480/08, London
borough of Harrow v. Nimco Hassan Ibrahim and
Maria Teixeira v. London borough of Lambeth, on the
requirements of local authorities to provide council
housing to migrant workers. [323157]

Mr. Ian Austin: We are considering the implications
of judgment of the European Court of Justice for the
allocation of social housing.

However, because of the very specific circumstances
of the two cases, we do not expect that the judgment
will have a significant impact on the amount of council
housing provided to migrant workers.

Demolition

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 1144W, on housing:
regeneration, how much was spent on demolitions in
each pathfinder area in each year since 2003-04. [323997]

Mr. Ian Austin: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
I gave her on 6 January 2010, Official Report, column
364W.

Disabled Facilities Grants: Hyndburn

Mr. Pope: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government when he intends to announce
the Disabled Facilities Grants allocation for Hyndburn
borough council for the year 2010-11. [322812]

Mr. Ian Austin: An announcement on the Disabled
Facilities Grant allocations for the year 2010-11, including
Hyndburn borough council’s allocation, will be made
shortly.

Details of the amount awarded to each local authority
will be available on the Communities and Local
Government website at:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/
supportandadaptations/housingadaptations/
localauthoritydfgallocations/

and will also be made available in the Libraries of both
Houses.

Eco-Towns

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what requirements
apply to homes in eco-towns to be constructed at (a)
Level 5 and (b) Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable
Homes. [323300]

John Healey: The Planning Policy Statement: eco-towns
(PPS), that we published last July, sets out the standards
that eco-towns must achieve. The primary focus is to set
targets for innovation across the development as a
whole, rather than an individual building approach, but
it does include minimum performance levels for individual
dwellings, including that they should meet at least level
4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.

On energy efficiency and carbon, the PPS will require
dwellings in eco-towns to demonstrate high levels of
energy efficiency in the fabric of the building, having
regard to proposals for standards to be incorporated
into changes to the Building Regulations between now
and 2016, and to meet at least 70 per cent. carbon
reduction on site relative to Part L 2006 of the building
regulations. This level of onsite carbon reduction is
more demanding than Code level 4, is consistent with
the zero carbon homes standard announced last year
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and will take effect significantly earlier than the general
zero carbon homes requirement. In addition, over a
year, the net carbon dioxide emissions from all energy
use within the buildings on the eco-town development
as a whole must be zero or below. This too is consistent
with (and, depending on policy decisions to be made on
allowable solutions for zero carbon homes, may be
more demanding than) the definition of Zero Carbon
Homes which the Government have adopted for
introduction in 2016.

The Eco-towns PPS includes a range of ambitious
standards on other aspects of sustainability including
high Code levels, for example in relation to water
consumption, which taken together are the toughest
standards ever required for new development. Copies of
the PPS are available in the House Library.

Eco-Towns: Construction

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government how many
homes he expects to be built in each proposed
eco-town; and over what period. [323530]

John Healey: As we set out in Planning Policy Statement:
eco-towns, each location must be able to make provision
for at least 5,000 homes. We expect 10,000 homes to be
built by 2016, of which at least 30 per cent. will be
affordable, and up to 10 eco-towns under development
by 2020.

Energy Performance Certificates

Mrs. Spelman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with reference to
his Department’s publication, Warm homes, greener
homes: a strategy for household energy management,
whether a privacy impact assessment will be prepared in
respect of plans to increase the number of public bodies
with access to the Energy Performance Certificate Register.

[324010]

John Healey: The Department of Energy and Climate
Change has recently published ‘Warm Homes, Greener
Homes’, the Government’s strategy for Household Energy
Management. This Department has recently published
a consultation, ‘Making better use of Energy Performance
Certificates and Data’. This consultation sets out our
proposals for increased access to the data collected
through energy performance certificates and display
energy certificates.

A small-scale privacy impact statement has been
completed by this Department in relation to the proposals
contained in the consultation.

Gardens

Mrs. Spelman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether he has
made an estimate of the proportion of (a) private
rented, (b) social rented and (c) owner-occupied
households with access to a garden in each year since
1997. [324034]

Mr. Ian Austin: Estimates of the proportion of
households in each tenure with access to a garden for
each year from 1997-98 to 2006-07 are provided in the

following table. These estimates are based on data from
the Survey of English Housing and include those with
access to a yard/patio. The question was not asked in
2007-08.

Households with access to a garden1, England
Percentage of households in tenure

Private renters Social renters Owner occupiers

1997-98 77 71 96
1998-99 78 74 96
1999-
2000

76 73 96

2000-01 80 74 96
2001-02 74 73 96
2002-03 77 75 97
2003-04 76 75 97
2004-05 73 72 96
2005-06 75 75 97
2006-07 77 77 97
1 Includes those with a yard/patio, typically around 5 per cent. of
owner occupiers and social renters and 15 per cent. of private renters.
Source:
Survey of English Housing

Green Belt

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government what change
there has been to the extent of green belt land in (a)
England and (b) Coventry since 1997. [310679]

Mr. Ian Austin: The extent of green belt land in
England increased between 1997 and 2009 by around
34,000 hectares if one disregards the re-designation of
47,300 hectares as part of the New Forest National
Park in 2005. Since development control in National
Parks is very strict, that re-designation need not be seen
as a loss of green belt countryside.

The area of green belt in Coventry has been maintained
at around 3,020 hectares between 1997 and 2009.

Homelessness

Mr. Evans: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government what recent estimate he has
made of the number of homeless people in (a) Ribble
Valley constituency, (b) Lancashire and (c) England.

[323178]

Mr. Ian Austin: Information on the number of
households accepted by local housing authorities as
owed a main homelessness duty is published in the first
supplementary table of the Department’s quarterly
statistical release on statutory homelessness. This is
available in both the Library of the House and via the
CLG website:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/
statistics/homelessnessq42009

The information is collected and published at local
authority level. Lancashire comprises the following local
housing authorities: Burnley, Chorley, Fylde, Hyndburn,
Lancaster, Pendle, Preston, Ribble Valley, Rossendale,
South Ribble, West Lancashire and Wyre. The information
is not collected at constituency level.

Information is also collected and reported on the
number of people who sleep rough—that is, those who
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are literally roofless on a single night. Local authority
data and count guidance can be found on the CLG
website:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/
statistics/roughsleeping2009

Homelessness: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government how much
funding his Department has allocated under the hostels
improvement programme to (a) Leeds City Council
and (b) voluntary sector organisations in Leeds in the
last 12 months. [323827]

Mr. Ian Austin: Leeds city council has received £100,000
funding for hostel capital improvement under what is
now called the Places of Change Programme for The
Crypt Project run by St. George’s Crypt. This is in
addition to the £988,568 that was provided to the scheme
in March 2008. In May 2009, £15,000 was allocated to
the voluntary sector organisation Create CiC Ltd. in
order to set up a social enterprise community interest
company (called Found by Create) which works with
homeless people in Leeds.

The Places of Change Programme will provide £80
million to 90 projects in 62 local authority areas in
England to make hostels and other homelessness facilities
for homeless people more dynamic places with an emphasis
on helping move to independent living and paid
employment.

Homelessness: Young People

Mr. Evans: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government what estimate he has made of
the number of young people who have left their family
home without having in place arrangements to live
independently in the last 12 months. [323177]

Mr. Ian Austin: Information on young people who
have left their family home without having in place
arrangements to live independently is not held centrally.
Information is collected on the number of households
accepted by local housing authorities as owed a main
homelessness duty by primary priority need category.
In 2009 being a young person (aged 16 or 17) was the
primary reason for priority need for 2,490 households
accepted, 6 per cent. of all acceptances.

Housing

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the ratio of
median quintile house prices to lowest quintile earnings
was in 2009. [315664]

Mr. Ian Austin: The information requested can be
found on Land Registry and ONS websites.

Housing: Databases

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 371W, on housing:
databases, if he will place in the Library a copy of the
cross-reference table produced by Ordnance Survey;
and which bodies produce unique address identifiers
that are included in the cross-reference look-up table.

[323197]

Mr. Ian Austin: The bodies which produce the unique
address identifiers included in the cross-reference look-up
table are Royal Mail, Ordnance Survey and the Valuation
Office Agency. A copy of the cross-reference table is
available free of charge from Ordnance Survey at:

www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk

or by telephone on 08456 05 05 05.

Local Authorities: Expenditure

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government (1) how much
local authorities spent on (a) children and families
services and (b) other adult care in (i) cash and (ii) real
terms in 2009 figures according to revenue account
budget estimates data held by his Department in each
year since 1997; [323227]

(2) how much local authorities spent on public
conveniences in (a) cash and (b) real terms in 2009
figures, according to revenue account budget estimates
data held by his Department in each year since 1997;

[323310]

(3) how much local authorities spent on waste
collection in (a) cash and (b) real terms in 2009
figures, according to revenue account budget estimates
data held by his Department in each year since 1997;

[323311]

(4) how much local authorities spent on street
cleaning in (a) cash and (b) 2009 real terms figures, in
each year since 1997 according to revenue account
budget estimates data held by his Department; [323312]

(5) how much local authorities spent on culture and
heritage in (a) cash and (b) 2009 real terms figures in
each year since 1997 according to revenue account
budget estimates data held by his Department. [323313]

Barbara Follett: The information requested, as reported
by local authorities in England, is tabled as follows.

Net current expenditure: England—Cash

£ million

Asylum seekers1 Strategy1

Children and
families
services

Other adult
care Children Adult Total Children Adult Total

1997-98 2,218.3 6,121.4 — — — — — 90.9

1998-99 2,415.2 6,319.1 — — 192.7 — — 105.4

1999-2000 2,762.2 6,839.8 — — 305.5 — — 110.0
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Net current expenditure: England—Cash
£ million

Asylum seekers1 Strategy1

Children and
families
services

Other adult
care Children Adult Total Children Adult Total

2000-01 2,835.0 7,196.1 — — 551.2 — — 121.0
2001-02 3,118.7 7,683.3 — — 552.7 — — 102.0
2002-03 3,469.8 8,797.8 — — 520.9 — — 142.2

2003-044 3,991.7 10,256.2 — — 469.2 — — 84.0
2004-05 4,487.9 11,351.8 — — 336.6 — — 75.1
2005-06 4,757.2 12,186.8 — — 259.1 — — 71.5
2006-07 5,039.9 12,706.0 176.1 54.9 231.0 26.7 50.8 77.5
2007-08 5,219.0 12,988.9 141.2 45.1 186.3 86.6 51.4 138.0
2008-09 5,531.8 13,637.1 147.8 45.5 193.3 127.4 63.8 191.2

Real terms (at 2008-09 prices)
£ million

Asylum seekers1 Strategy1

Children and
families
services

Other adult
care Children Adult Total Children Adult Total

1997-98 2,887.0 7,966.7 — — — — — 118.3
1998-99 3,078.4 8,054.3 — — 245.7 — — 134.3
1999-2000 3452.7 8,549.5 — — 381.9 — — 137.5
2000-01 3,497.8 8,878.2 — — 680.0 — — 149.2
2001-02 3,763.7 9,272.3 — — 667.1 — — 123.1
2002-03 4,056.6 10,285.5 — — 609.0 — — 166.2

2003-044 4,538.8 11,661.8 — — 533.5 — — 95.5
2004-05 4,964.9 12,558.4 — — 372.4 — — 83.1
2005-06 5,166.4 13,235.2 — — 281.4 — — 77.7
2006-07 5,316.2 13,402.6 185.8 57.9 243.6 28.1 53.6 81.7
2007-08 5,350.6 13,316.6 144.8 46.3 191.0 88.8 52.7 141.5
2008-09 5,531.8 13,637.1 147.8 45.5 193.3 127.4 63.8 191.2

Net current expenditure: England—Cash

£ million

Public
conveniences2

Waste
collection

Street
cleansing

(not
chargeable

to
highways)

Culture and
heritage3

1997-98 96.4 522.0 337.9 n/a

1998-99 93.8 551.2 361.3 346.3

1999-
2000

91.8 581.7 390.4 318.7

2000-01 84.0 637.0 412.8 378.5

2001-02 83.1 676.1 434.4 405.4

2002-03 83.7 752.1 476.6 427.8

2003-
044

83.5 865.1 538.3 437.1

2004-05 83.3 965.1 594.6 441.7

2005-06 86.0 1,040.7 627.0 490.6

2006-07 86.6 1,116.0 661.3 535.7

2007-08 87.4 1,186.9 696.8 557.0

2008-09 88.6 1,237.2 741.1 593.6

Real terms (at 2008-09 prices)

£ million

Public
conveniences2

Waste
collection

Street
cleansing

(not
chargeable

to
highways)

Culture and
heritage3

1997-98 125.4 679.4 439.7 n/a

1998-99 119.5 702.6 460.5 441.4

1999-
2000

114.7 727.1 488.0 398.4

2000-01 103.6 785.9 509.3 467.0

2001-02 100.3 815.9 524.2 489.3

2002-03 97.9 879.3 557.2 500.2

2003-
044

95.0 983.7 612.1 497.0

2004-05 92.2 1,067.7 657.8 488.6

2005-06 93.4 1,130.2 681.0 532.8

2006-07 91.3 1,177.2 697.5 565.0

2007-08 89.6 1,216.8 714.4 571.1
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Real terms (at 2008-09 prices)
£ million

Public
conveniences2

Waste
collection

Street
cleansing

(not
chargeable

to
highways)

Culture and
heritage3

2008-09 88.6 1,237.2 741.1 593.6
1 A breakdown of children and adult figures prior to 2006-07 is not
available.
2 Figures prior to 2001-02 include contributions to rural sewage
schemes and cesspool emptying.
3 1997-98 figure is not available.
4 Figures from 2003-04 onwards are collected on a Financial Reporting
Standard (FRS) 17 basis
Source:
Communities and Local Government revenue outturn (RO) returns.

The current expenditure defined here is the cost of
running local authority services within the financial
year. This includes the costs of staffing, heating, lighting
and cleaning, together with expenditure on goods and
services consumed within the year. This expenditure is
offset by income from sales, fees and charges and other
(non-grant) income, to give net current expenditure.

Figures from 2003-04 onwards are collected on a
Financial Reporting Standard (FRS) 17 basis.

The real terms figures are calculated using the latest
H M Treasury GDP deflator.

Local Government: East of England

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government with reference
to the letter to leaders of principal local authorities in
Norfolk of 9 March 2010 from the Minister for Local
Government, who will act as a champion in Whitehall
for the Norfolk councils; and for what reasons other
areas have not been given such a champion. [323527]

Ms Rosie Winterton: I look forward to a positive
response from the local authorities in Norfolk to my
letter of 9 March 2010. Should they seek a Whitehall
champion, the details will be agreed following discussion
with those councils.

Other areas in England have been offered similar
“champions”during the local area agreement negotiations
and the recent Total Place pilots.

Local Government: Fraud

Mrs. Spelman: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government whether he has
made an estimate of the monetary value of the
potential frauds identified by the Audit Commission in
its National Fraud Initiative since the inception of that
initiative. [324014]

Barbara Follett: The Audit Commission requires all
participants in the National Fraud Initiative (NFI) to
report the levels of fraudulent and erroneous payments
prevented and detected as a result of following up the
data matches provided to them. The totals of fraudulent
and erroneous payments are given in the national reports
published at the end of each exercise. From its launch in
1996 to the end of the 2006/07 exercise, the cumulative
reported outcomes from the NFI totalled some £450
million.

The report on the most recent completed exercise,
NFI 2008-09, is scheduled for publication in May 2010,
and the Audit Commission is confident that this figure
will have increased significantly.

Mortgages: Government Assistance

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) how much
funding his Department allocated under the Mortgage
Rescue scheme in each region for the spending period
2008-11; [324144]

(2) how much funding his Department allocated
under the Mortgage Rescue scheme in each region in
(a) 2008-09 and (b) 2009-10; and how much such
funding has been allocated for (i) 2010-11 and (ii)
2011-12; [324146]

(3) how much funding the Homes and Communities
Agency allocated for the Mortgage Rescue Scheme in
the spending period 2008-11; [324150]

(4) what estimate he has made for the purposes of
the allocation of regional funding by the Homes and
Communities Agency of the number of households
likely to accept offers on their homes under the
Mortgage Rescue scheme in (a) 2010-11 and (b) the
spending period 2008-11; [324154]

(5) what proportion of the Mortgage Rescue Scheme
budget has been (a) allocated and (b) spent to date.

[324156]

John Healey: The Mortgage Rescue Scheme is demand-
led and targeted at the most vulnerable households. The
scheme’s financial framework allows for flexibility to
direct the available resources to those areas with the
greatest demand. This is kept under review based on
scheme data published each quarter. The Homes and
Communities Agency will report spend through the
scheme in the normal way in their annual report for
2009-10.

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what the average
cost to a household of accepting an offer under the
Mortgage Rescue Scheme has been since the scheme’s
inception; and if he will make a statement. [324155]

John Healey: The Homes and Communities Agency
will report spend through the Mortgage Rescue Scheme
in the normal way in their annual report for 2009-10.

Non-Domestic Rates: Appeals

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 estimate his
Department has made of the (a) number of appeals
against rateable values, (b) number of such appeals
which resulted in a reduction in rateable value and (c)
resulting change in total rateable value in each region
in each year from 2009-10 to 2014-15. [323655]

Barbara Follett: No assumptions were made about
the number of appeals or the number which resulted in
a reduction in rateable value (RV). However, for the
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purpose of modelling the 2010 transitional relief scheme,
this 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 entitled ‘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

Parish Councils: Cost Effectiveness

Dr. Julian Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what assessment
he has made of the recent changes to criteria for value
for money audits of town and parish councils; and
whether such changes were introduced on the initiative
of (a) his Department and (b) the Audit Commission.

[323359]

Ms Rosie Winterton: We have made no assessment of
these changes, which have been introduced by the Audit
Commission, and which will apply only to those town
and parish councils with an annual spend exceeding
£1 million.

Parking: Fees and Charges

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what information
his Department holds on the amount collected in parking
fines in (a) Montgomeryshire and (b) England in each
year since 2005; and if he will make a statement.

[323933]

Barbara Follett: The requested information for
Montgomeryshire is a matter for Welsh Assembly
Government.

For England information, I refer the hon. Member to
the answer I gave to the hon. Member for Meriden
(Mrs. Spelman) on 5 January 2010, Official Report,
column 240W.

Social Rented Housing: Rents

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 1160W, on social rented
housing: rents, whether an impact assessment has been
prepared for his Department’s policy on the convergence
of social rents. [323998]

John Healey: Government policy on rent restructuring,
established in 2001, was subject to wide-ranging consultation
over the summer of 2001. A further public consultation
on the treatment of service charges under rent restructuring
followed in 2002.

A three-year review of the policy was undertaken in
2004. This was subject to formal consultation including
a specific race equality impact assessment. At that time
there was no requirement for any other formal impact
assessment.

Special Protection Areas: Pets

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government pursuant to
the answer of 9 February 2010, Official Report, column
831W, on special protection areas: cats, whether (a) his
Department, (b) the Planning Inspectorate and (c) the
Homes and Communities Agency has provided
guidance to local authorities on the imposition of
planning conditions in respect of areas with special
protection area status to prohibit the keeping of cats
and dogs in new housing developments; and if he will
direct local authorities to cease the practice of
prohibiting the keeping of domestic pets through the
imposition of planning conditions. [319183]

Mr. Ian Austin: No. Neither the present model conditions
in DoE Circular 11/95 “The Use of Conditions in
Planning Permissions”, nor those recommended by the
Planning Inspectorate, include any conditions on the
keeping of animals.

Temporary Accommodation

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) what estimate
he has made of the number of pregnant women living
in temporary accommodation in each year since 1997;

[316032]

(2) how many babies were born into households in
temporary accommodation in each year since 1997;

[316094]

(3) how many (a) children and (b) babies under
12 months old were living in temporary accommodation
in each year since 1997. [316095]

Mr. Ian Austin: Information on the number of
households in temporary accommodation with dependent
children and/or a pregnant woman with no other
dependents is available from the end of March 2002 and
information on the total number of children (or expected
children) in temporary accommodation is available from
the end of December 2007; this information is published
in Table 6 of the Department’s quarterly Statistical
Release on Statutory Homelessness, available both in
the Library and via the CLG website.

Information on the number of babies born in households
in temporary accommodation and information on the
ages of children living in temporary accommodation is
not held centrally.

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, whether redacted
copies of the contracts between tenancy deposit scheme
providers and his Department have been released under
the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act
2000. [323886]

Mr. Ian Austin: Yes, redacted copies of the contracts
have been made available in response to requests under
the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
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Written Questions: Government Responses

Grant Shapps: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government (1) when he plans
to answer question 316095, on children in temporary
accommodation, tabled on 2 February 2010; [320250]

(2) when he plans to answer question 316094, on
households in temporary accommodation, tabled on
2 February 2010; [320251]

(3) when he plans to answer question 316032, on
pregnant women in temporary accommodation, tabled
on 2 February 2010. [320254]

Mr. Ian Austin: I have replied to the hon. Member’s
questions.

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS

Apprentices

Mr. Hayes: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how many
apprenticeships were (a) started and (b) completed by
residents of each (i) local authority area and (ii)
constituency in each quarter of the last three years.

[321696]

Kevin Brennan: Tables 1 to 4 showing the number of
apprenticeship starts and framework achievements by
local authority and parliamentary constituency for 2005/06
to 2008/09 will be placed in the Library.

Information on the number of Apprenticeship starts
and achievements in each academic year is published in
a quarterly statistical first release (SFR). The latest
SFR was published on 17 December:

http://www.thedataservice.org.uk/statistics/sfrdec09

Business: Government Assistance

Mr. Amess: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how many officials
at each grade have been employed on work relating to
the Enterprise Finance Guarantee scheme since its
creation; how much has been allocated by his
Department for staff costs for the scheme; and if he
will make a statement. [321888]

Ms Rosie Winterton: The Enterprise Finance Guarantee
has been developed by the Department’s Enterprise
Directorate SME Finance Team, which has policy
responsibility for start up and growth for small and
medium sized enterprises. The team’s resources are
deployed on a project basis whereby resources follow
priority work. Within this team it is estimated three
full-time equivalents across the grades (senior civil service
to higher executive officer), at a total employment cost
of £199,000 per annum, are employed on work relating
to the Enterprise Finance Guarantee scheme.

Further Education: Procurement

Dr. Pugh: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills whether the
£75 million potential savings identified by the National
Audit Office in its report on Improving procurement in
further education colleges in England, HC 1632,
Session 2005-06, have been realised. [322221]

Kevin Brennan: As part of Spending Review 2004, a
£75 million efficiency target was set for the further
education sector to be realised through improved
procurement practices within colleges. A procurement
efficiency programme was established at the Learning
and Skills Council, and since its inception, has successfully
raised the status of procurement in the sector.

The NAO report ‘Improving procurement in further
education colleges in England’ was published in October
2006, and confirmed the potential within the sector to
realise significant procurement efficiencies.

The programme has successfully facilitated and supported
a culture which encourages colleges to make good
procurement decisions. This has included introduction
of procurement solutions where none had previously
existed, the removal and/or mitigation of barriers to
good procurement behaviour and the establishment of
supporting systems and structures.

In the spending period 2005-06 to 2007-08, the
programme realised savings of £72.7 million.

Future Large Aircraft

Dr. Naysmith: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what assessment he
has made of the likely effects of the agreement finalised
on 5 March 2010 between the Government and other
European customer nations and EADS/Airbus Military
in relation to the A400M military air transporter
programme on the (a) number of jobs in, (b) level of
skills in and (c) supply chain of the British aerospace
sector; whether he has made an assessment of the likely
effects of that agreement on other aspects of that sector;
and if he will make a statement. [323671]

Ian Lucas: The Department’s assessment is that A400M
has directly created or secured work for 8,000 people in
UK, principally through Airbus, GKN, Messier Dowty
and Rolls-Royce; many of which are high-skilled jobs.
There is also a primary supply chain to Airbus of
around 30 UK based companies. There are 900 people
employed directly on A400M at Filton.

On 5 March 2010, agreement in principle on the
future of the A400M programme was reached by all
parties. We believe that this agreement is positive for
employment and skills within the UK.

Higher Education: Admissions

Justine Greening: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills how
many (a) places there were available at and (b) applications
there were to each higher education establishment in
London in each academic year from 2005-06 to 2009-10;
and what estimate he has made of the number of (i)
places available at and (ii) applications to each of those
establishments in 2010-11. [323783]

Mr. Lammy: A table detailing the number of accepted
applicants and applications to full-time undergraduate
courses at each higher education institution (HEI) in
Greater London via the Universities and Colleges
Admissions Service (UCAS) in each academic year
from 2005/06 to 2009/10 will be placed in the libraries of
the House.
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The number of places available at each institution is
not available centrally, so the number of applicants who
were successful in gaining a place has been given.
‘Applications’ in the tables refers to each application
that has been made to a course at one of these institutions;
applicants could make up to six applications on their
UCAS form up to 2007, and up to five from 2008.

The Department does not hold an estimate of the
number of places available at each establishment for
academic year 2010/11, or the final number of applications
or accepted applicants for institutions. The following
table, which was published by UCAS, contains the
number of applications which had been made by 22 January
2010 for 2010/11 year of entry.

Applications via UCAS to full-time undergraduate courses at higher
education institutions in London for 2010/11 year of entry (as at

22January 2010)
Institution Applications

Brunei University 18,118
Central School of Speech and Drama, University of
London

5,239

City University 20,170
Courtauld Institute of Art (University of London) 321
Goldsmiths (University of London) 10,740
Heythrop College (University of London) 524
Imperial College London 14,402
King’s College London (University of London) 33,925
Kingston University 36,133
London Metropolitan University 19,296
London School of Economics and Political Science
(University of London)

18,368

London South Bank University 16,027
Middlesex University 22,452
Queen Mary, University of London 23,329
Ravensbourne College of Design and Communication 2,881
Roehampton University 8,239
Rose Bruford College 3,057
Royal Veterinary College (University of London) 1,809
School of Oriental and African Studies (University of
London)

4,059

St George’s, University of London (formerly St George’s
Hospital Medical School)

5,402

St Mary’s University College, Twickenham 6,082
Thames Valley University 9,139
The School of Pharmacy (University of London) 1,260
University College London (University of London) 33,185
University of East London 15,149
University of Greenwich 23,953
University of London Institute in Paris 98
University of the Arts London 26,478
University of Westminster 19,748
Grand Total 399,583
Source:
UCAS Applications Digest

Illegal Immigrants

Mr. Syms: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills pursuant to the
answer to the hon. Member for Ruislip Northwood of
3 February 2010, Official Report, column 411W, on
illegal immigrants, how many staff his Department, its
predecessors and its agencies have appointed who were
later discovered to be illegal immigrants since 2005.

[320501]

Mr. McFadden: The Department has no record of
having employed an illegal immigrant in the last five
years.

I have approached the chief executives of the Insolvency
Service, Companies House, the National Measurement
Office and the Intellectual Property Office and they will
respond to the hon. Member directly.

Letter from Gareth Jones, dated 4 March 2010:
I am replying on behalf of Companies House to your Parliamentary

Question tabled 1 March 2010, UIN 320501 to the Minister of
State for Business, Innovation and Skills.

Companies House has not appointed any staff who have later
been discovered to be illegal immigrants since 2005.

Letter from Stephen Speed, dated 4 March 2010:
The Minister of State, for the Department of Business, Innovation

and Skills (BIS) has asked me to reply to your question regarding
the number of staff appointed in The Insolvency Service since
2005 who were later to be found illegal immigrants.

The Insolvency Service has not appointed any staff since 2005
who were later found to be illegal immigrants.

Letter from John Alty, dated 3 March 2010:
I am responding in respect of the Intellectual Property Office

to your Parliamentary Question tabled 01 March 2010, to the
Minister of State, Department for Business, Innovation and
Skills.

The Intellectual Property Office has not employed anyone who
has later been discovered to be an illegal immigrant.

Letter from Peter Mason, dated 23 March 2010:
I am responding in respect of the National Measurement

Office (NMO formerly National Weights and Measures Laboratory)
to your Parliamentary Question tabled on 1st March 2010 [reference
2009/1528] to the Minister of State, Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills, asking pursuant to the Answer to the hon.
Member for Ruislip Northwood of 3 February 2010, Official
Report, column 411Wt on illegal immigrants, how many staff his
Department, its predecessor Department and its agencies have
appointed who were later discovered to be illegal immigrants
since 2005.

NMO has not had any illegal immigrants working for the
Agency in the last five years.

Office of Fair Trading: Telephone Services

Tim Loughton: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills if he will request the
Office of Fair Trading to use freephone numbers for
their public call lines. [321256]

Kevin Brennan: This is an operational matter for the
Office of Fair Trading (OFT) which is an independent
non-departmental public body (NDPB).

Post Offices: Closures

Lembit Öpik: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how many post
offices have been closed in (a) Montgomeryshire and
(b) England in each year since 2005; and if he will
make a statement. [323743]

Mr. McFadden: I have asked the managing director of
Post Office Ltd to respond directly to the hon. Member
and a copy of his reply will be placed in the Libraries of
the House.
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Post Offices: National Lottery

Mr. Evans: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what procurement
process the Post Office followed in selecting Camelot as
its partner and agent for the provision of bill payment
services; and if he will make a statement. [322904]

Mr. McFadden [holding answer 18 March 2010]: Post
Office Ltd has no partnership or agency arrangements
with Camelot for the provision of bill payment services.

Sector Skills Development Agency: Public Relations

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
payments the Sector Skills Development Agency has
made to public affairs companies to date. [323969]

Kevin Brennan: The Sector Skills Development Agency
(SSDA) commenced operations on 1 April 2002 and
closed for business on 31 March 2008. During that
period the SSDA spent the following on publicity and
marketing. This information cannot be broken down
further to account for what was paid to public affairs
companies.

Publicity and marketing budget

£000

2002-03 1,769

2003-04 2,647

2004-05 5,469

2005-06 2,724

2006-07 2,578

2007-08 1,502

Students: Disabled

Mr. Evennett: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills how much funding
his Department and its predecessors have provided to
further education colleges to help students with learning
disabilities in each of the last three years. [319469]

Kevin Brennan: The Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills allocates funding to the Learning and Skills
Council (LSC) for the provision of further education
(FE) and training for adult learners aged 19 and over.
For 2008-09 financial year the total LSC adult participation
budget was £3.17 billion.

Investing in FE and skills training for learners with
learning difficulties and/or disabilities (LLDD) remains
a priority and we remain committed to maintaining the
opportunities for these learners. This means making
sure the right level of support is available so that FE
colleges and training organisations are able to meet the
needs of these learners to access mainstream provision
or employment.

There is no separate budget for the delivery of provision
for adult learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities
(LDD). They are supported through a range of provision
depending on the level of skills and support they need.

Additional Learning Support (ALS) funding is provided
to FE colleges and training organisations to support the
additional costs associated with learners with LDD to
undertake mainstream provision. It is not possible to
disaggregate this information between those who have a
learning difficulty or a disability. Investment in ALS for

post 19 learners in each of the last three academic years
for which information is available (2006/07 to 2008/09)
is approximately £160 million. This includes ALS claims
recorded on the Individual Learner Record. However,
the recording of claims below £5,500 is not a mandatory
requirement and some smaller ALS funding will therefore
not be included within the figure referred to above.

Students: Fees and Charges

Mr. MacShane: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills if he will bring
forward proposals to grant high-ranking universities
more flexibility in relation to the setting of the level of
university fees. [323646]

Mr. Lammy: The Independent Review of Higher
Education Funding and Student Finance, which is being
led by Lord Browne of Madingley, is currently looking
at the balance of contributions to the cost of higher
education between students, graduates, taxpayers and
employers. The review has recently launched a call for
proposals asking for suggestions for the future higher
education funding system, and is expected to report by
this autumn. It would be inappropriate for me to pre-empt
its recommendations.

Teesside Cast Products

Ms Dari Taylor: To ask the Minister of State, Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills what requests for
assistance his Department has received from Corus in
relation to Teesside Cast Products. [321881]

Mr. McFadden: The Government have created a fiscal
stimulus in areas of public spending that will directly
increase demand for steel and feed through the supply
chain. Along with its partners in local government and
the regions, the Government have brought forward
billions of pounds worth of infrastructure spending
across the UK.

We also committed £400 million to the car scrappage
scheme to underpin the vitally important automotive
sector, another very large user of steel. However these
measures were aimed at boosting domestic markets
more generally and therefore were not specifically targeted
at assisting Teesside Cast Products, whose output of
slab was sold almost entirely for export.

Corus requested the following assistance from the
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills in relation
to Teesside Cast Products:

Subsidies for short time working—this request was initially
made, through the CBI, on 27 November 2008 and was in relation
to all Corus UK sites and not just Teesside Cast Products. The
Government declined this request on the grounds that we have
extensively examined the economic case for UK wage subsidies
and concluded that this is not a feasible, cost effective or sustainable
option, nor would it guarantee that plants, like Teesside Cast
Products would stay open in the long term.

Export subsidies—Coras raised the issue for potential export
subsidies in July 2009 to help bridge the gap between cost of
producing slab at Teesside Cast Products and the price that could
be achieved for the product on the world market. The Government
refused this request as export subsidies would be illegal under the
EU state aid rules.

Unemployment: Leeds

Greg Mulholland: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
proportion of people in Leeds North West constituency
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aged (a) between 16 and 18 and (b) between 19 and
24 years have not been in education, employment or
training in each year since 1997. [319501]

Kevin Brennan: Estimates are available at local education
authority (LEA) level for 16 to 24-year-olds1 not in
education, employment or training (NEET), using the
Annual Population Survey (APS). These are given from
2000 to 2008 in table 1. Due to small sample sizes we are
unable to produce reliable estimates for geographies
smaller than LEA, or for small age groups from the
APS. Due to incomplete data, estimates are not available
prior to 2000.

Please note that the estimates in table 1 are subject to
large sampling variability and should therefore be treated
with caution and viewed in conjunction with their
confidence intervals2 (CIs), which indicate how accurate
an estimate is. For example, a CI of +/-3.0 percentage
points (pp) means that the true value is between 3.0 pp
above the estimate and 3.0 pp below the estimate.

We are able to provide estimates for 16 to 18-year-olds
NEET from records maintained by Connexions services.
Table 2 shows the number and percentage of 16 to
18-year-olds not in education, employment or training
in Leeds local authority from 2006 to 2008. These data
are not directly comparable with the figures given in
table 1 or the annual estimate of the proportion of 16 to
18-year-olds NEET in England published annually by
DCSF. Connexions data are not available at this level of
detail for years before 2006.

Reliable estimates cannot be provided at parliamentary
constituency level for any age grouping from either this
data or other sources. No data are available at local
authority level for 19 to 24-year-olds.
1 Age used is the respondents academic age, which is defined as
their age at the preceding 31 August.
2 Those given are 95 per cent. confidence intervals.

Table 1: People aged 16 to 24 not in education, employment or training
in Leeds LEA

NEET

Number Percentage Confidence intervals

2000 6,000 7.4 +/-3.0

2001 9,000 9.9 +/-3.3

2002 7,000 8.0 +/-3.0

2003 10,000 10.3 +/-3.3

2004 11,000 10.2 +/-3.3

2005 19,000 15.2 +/-3.8

2006 11,000 9.7 +/-3.3

2007 16,000 13.1 +/-3.6

2008 20,000 15.5 +/-3.7

Note:
Data for 2000 to 2003 is from the Annual Local Area Labour Force Survey, the
predecessor to the Annual Population Survey, and covers the period from
March of the given year to the following February.
Source:
Annual Population Survey

Table 2: People aged 16 to 18 not in education, employment or training
in Leeds LA

NEET

Number Percentage

2006 2,170 9.1

2007 2,380 10.0

2008 2,320 9.5

Notes:
1. Estimates are an average of the figures provided to Connexions at the end of
November, December and January. They include all young people known to
Connexions who were aged 16, 17 or 18 on these dates.
2. The number of 16 to 18-year-olds known to Connexions includes those
whose education establishment is located in the local authority area, regardless
of where the young person resides.
3. 16 to 18-year-olds known to be undertaking a gap year, or in custody, are not
recorded by Connexions as NEET.
4. The number and percentage of 16 to 18-year-olds NEET have been adjusted
to assume a proportion of those whose current activity is not known are NEET.
5. The figures above cannot be compared with DCSF’s headline measure of
proportion of young people NEET. The headline measure uses a range of data
from different sources to estimate the proportion of the population that is
NEET, and relate to the young person’s academic age.

Union Modernisation Fund

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills which
Minister approved the decision to classify the audit
reports of the Union Modernisation Fund as
commercially confidential. [323950]

Mr. McFadden: The audit reports are prepared using
the standard terms of engagement for independent
accountants involved in the verification of public sector
grant claims. These terms were agreed between the
Government and the Institute of Chartered Accountants
in England and Wales (ICAEW).

My hon. Friend the Member for Bradford, South
(Mr. Sutcliffe), the then Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State for Employment Relations, announced the
Government’s response to the public consultation on
how the Union Modernisation Fund should operate
and the intention to use the standard terms of engagement
agreed with the ICAEW for the administration of the
Union Modernisation Fund.

Unite

Mr. Stewart Jackson: To ask the Minister of State,
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills what
meetings Ministers in his Department have had with
representatives of the Unite trade union in the last
12 months. [323955]

Mr. McFadden: In the last 12 months my noble
Friend the Secretary of State has met Unite representatives
on four occasions, my noble Friend the Parliamentary
Under-Secretary of State for Postal Affairs and
Employment Relations has met them four times, my
right hon. Friend the Minister of State for Regional
Economic Development and Co-ordination twice, my
hon. Friend the Minister of State for Further Education,
Skills, Apprenticeships and Consumer Affairs four times,
my hon. Friend the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of
State for Business and Regulatory Reform four times,
my hon. Friend the Member for Dudley, South (Ian
Pearson), the then Economic and Business Minister
three times and I have met them four times.

Details of the meetings in the last quarter of 2009
can be found on the Department’s website at the following
link and this will be updated successively after each
quarter:

http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/corporate/docs/foi/foi-
ministerial-meetings-oct-dec-2009.pdf
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