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House of Commons

to see for himself how the lives of young people are
being transformed and their educational development
is being enhanced by this exciting Government initiative?

Monday 21 January 2013
The House met at half-past Two o’clock
PRAYERS

Michael Gove: It would be a pleasure to visit Kettering.
I am delighted at the progress that has been made in
Northamptonshire. A wide range of academy sponsors
have helped to ensure that children—not just in my hon.
Friend’s constituency but across the county—are at last
enjoying the education they deserve.

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

Oral Answers to Questions
EDUCATION
The Secretary of State was asked—
Academies
1. Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): What
proportion of secondary school pupils are taught in
academies in (a) the borough of Kettering, (b)
Northamptonshire and (c) England.
[137899]
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
On behalf of the whole House, may I take this opportunity
to congratulate you, Mr Speaker, on your 50th birthday
on Saturday? On behalf of the whole House, I hope that
it was a festive weekend in the Speaker’s household.
There are 2,619 academies in England. Over half of
state-funded secondary schools are now open as academies
or have applied for academy status. In Kettering, 85%
of secondary school-age pupils are taught in academies;
in Northamptonshire overall the figure is 75%; and in
England it is 52%.
Mr Hollobone: My constituents are delighted that five
of our six secondary schools have now become academies.
Will my right hon. Friend kindly agree to visit Kettering

Kate Green (Stretford and Urmston) (Lab): As the
Secretary of State knows, Trafford borough council has
a strong educational record and is giving good support
to schools to form academy trusts, including Elmridge
and Acre Hall schools in my constituency, about which
I have written to him. Does he agree that it is important
that every support is given to enable local solutions and
local sponsors to come forward in successful authorities
such as Trafford, rather than simply opening things up
through outside organisations that might have little
association with our children’s educational needs?
Michael Gove: I absolutely accept the hon. Lady’s
point that Conservative-controlled Trafford is a superb
local authority, and we can see the many schools that
have flourished under its care over the years. As a
strong local authority, not only has it welcomed the
growth and expansion of outstanding schools—such as
Urmston grammar, led by Mike Spinks, in her constituency
—but it recognises that schools sometimes have a
responsibility beyond their borders to help others to
improve. In Northamptonshire we would not have schools
improving had it not been for the actions of David Ross
and other outside sponsors. Similarly, I know that there
are schools in the north-west that wish to extend their
wings, not least Altrincham girls grammar in Trafford,
helping schools in deprived east Manchester.
[137919] Bob Blackman (Harrow East) (Con):
20.
Three of the schools in my constituency have become
academies, but there are still some laggards. What can
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my right hon. Friend do to encourage the rest of the
schools to offer the same opportunity enjoyed by the
young people in those academies?

has done much to ensure that business plays its part in
encouraging our young people to aspire to achieve
more.

Michael Gove: I think that the best thing I can do is
join my hon. Friend in visiting those schools in person,
so that we can have a charm offensive to persuade them
to become academies. He will provide the charm—and
I will complement him.

Ms Karen Buck (Westminster North) (Lab): This
morning, the Under-Secretary of State for Skills tweeted
his support for the Policy Exchange report on vocational
education, but that report and Tim Oates’s report for
Cambridge Assessment were both heavily critical of the
Government’s approach, including of their move away
from immersion in the workplace for young people.
Will the Secretary of State tell us how many schools
have now withdrawn provision for work experience for
14 to 16-year-olds, and whether he wants that provision
to be ended completely?

Vocational Education
2. Mr Gordon Marsden (Blackpool South) (Lab):
What assessment he has made of the effects of
removing statutory guidance on work experience at key
stage 4 on the promotion of vocational education to
[137901]
young people.
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
In her report on vocational education, Professor Alison
Wolf recommended the replacement of work-related
learning at key stage 4 with high-quality work experience
beyond the age of 16. Thanks to that report, funding
reforms and the introduction of new 16-to-19 study
programmes are supporting those changes, which were
announced last July and will take effect from September.
Mr Marsden: Apart from the fact that most of that
was fairly waffly, how would the Secretary of State
know what is going on in his Department, given that his
former children’s Minister told the Select Committee on
Education last week that it was more like a department
of Grace Brothers than a Department of State? What
will the Secretary of State do, therefore, to ensure that
people are being served? The Engineering Employers
Federation, the Forum of Private Business and others
have all said, “This isn’t working. Get your act together.”
Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman,
but as Minister responsible for vocational education I
do not know why he is so dismissive of department
stores. Retail provides many opportunities for young
people to learn the skills that they need to be successful
in the world of employment. Last week we had the
opportunity to discuss qualifications at 16 and the
importance of vocational education. I was delighted
then that those on the Opposition Front Bench endorsed
every recommendation in the Wolf report, and I am
delighted also that we have an opportunity now to carry
through those recommendations.

Michael Gove: It is for each school to decide what is
appropriate for its own students, but Alison Wolf’s
report, which was welcomed across the House, clearly
underlined the importance of high-quality work experience
after the age of 16. That position was supported by the
CBI and by the Labour party at the time, and our
reforms to the funding of post-16 education now facilitate
that provision.
Mr Jonathan Djanogly (Huntingdon) (Con): Will not
the removal of the statutory guidance assist schools and
further education colleges to work more closely together
to maximise vocational opportunities for all vocational
students in a particular area?
Michael Gove: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. We need better integration of schools and further
education colleges, and that is happening as a result of
the Wolf report. The barrier that prevented those who
are qualified to work in further education colleges from
working in schools has been removed, and children over
the age of 14 have the opportunity to be taught in FE
colleges, which they did not have before. Greater integration
of the two sectors is vital if we are to build on the
successes of both.
Adoption
3. John Glen (Salisbury) (Con): What steps he is
[137902]
taking to accelerate the adoption process.

Caroline Dinenage (Gosport) (Con): My local education
business partnership does fantastic work linking local
businesses with schools and giving pupils a bit more
understanding of the world of work and the workplace.
What are the Government doing to help to promote
such social enterprises?

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Mr Edward Timpson): I am determined to eradicate
underperformance in the adoption system. The Department
has already published two rounds of adoption scorecards
for local authorities as part of a tougher approach to
driving up the speed of the adoption process. Our most
pressing priority now is to increase the number of
approved adopters, and it is crucial that all parts of the
system focus on that goal. I hope to make an announcement
shortly.

Michael Gove: I am absolutely delighted that business,
not only in my hon. Friend’s constituency but elsewhere,
is playing an increasingly positive role in supporting
work experience in schools and promoting an understanding
of the world of work among the next generation. In
particular, I have been delighted to be able to work with
Business in the Community, an outstanding organisation
supported and established by the Prince of Wales, that

John Glen: I thank the Minister for that response. I
have been made aware of a case involving a couple
seeking to adopt, who have been piloting concurrent
care with their local authority. The judge initially ruled
that the placement order had to be completed within
26 weeks of the birth of the child, but it now looks
unlikely to be completed before 44 weeks, at best. Is the
Minister listening to the experiences of carers undertaking
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such pilots to ensure that he understands what they are
saying and is able to improve the process across the
country?

of this issue. Schools can ensure that pupils receive
appropriate information on this important topic through
personal, social, health and economic education.

Mr Timpson: It is disappointing to hear of the experience
of my hon. Friend’s constituents, who are trying to help
some of the most vulnerable children in our society. We
are keen to promote all ways of improving approaches
to concurrent planning, and to fostering for adoption,
that are child-focused and that will ensure that children
are placed as soon as possible. We are working with
Coram to develop practice guidance that is informed by
the experience of carers themselves, including—I hope—
those in my hon. Friend’s constituency, in order to
improve people’s and professionals’ understanding of
how those placements work. We will also be legislating
in the forthcoming children and families Bill to ensure
that care cases are completed as soon as possible within
the 26-week time limit.

Fiona Bruce: I thank the Minister for that reply. I
commend the work undertaken among girls at Sandbach
high school in my constituency, raising awareness that
trafficking is happening right here in many UK towns
and cities. What are the Government doing to make
sure that school pupils recognise grooming, are aware
of the dangers to which it can lead and know how to
avoid becoming victims?

Bill Esterson (Sefton Central) (Lab): Adoption is
successful for many children and families, as I can confirm
from personal experience, but as the Minister knows,
there is a shortage of adoptive parents coming forward.
Will he confirm that it is important that we improve care
standards in residential care and among foster carers,
and that we make an investment in those people as well
as, rightly, trying to speed up the adoption process?
Mr Timpson: I completely agree with the hon.
Gentleman, who has huge experience in this area. We
need to ensure that we have the right placement available
for the child at the right time. That could involve a
variety of potentially permanent placements, but we
need to ensure that the child has the opportunity to
thrive whatever the placement. We believe that there are
more children who could benefit from adoption, but we
need to ensure that the whole system is fit for purpose.
Mr Julian Brazier (Canterbury) (Con): May I
congratulate my hon. Friend on the progress that he is
making on adoption, an area in which he is particularly
well qualified, professionally and personally? What progress
is he making on driving out the political correctness
that makes it difficult for white parents to adopt children
from ethnic minorities even though there is a shortage
of adoptive parents?
Mr Timpson: We know that that is still a problem in
the adoption system. For example, it takes over a year
longer for a black child to be adopted than a white
child. There is also concern that there is still too much
emphasis on getting a perfect ethnic match in the adoption
system. That is why we will be legislating to ensure that
all factors that are relevant to the characteristics of the
child are taken into consideration, but that none, including
the child’s ethnicity, should be overriding.
Human Trafficking
4. Fiona Bruce (Congleton) (Con): What steps he is
taking to raise awareness in schools of the dangers of
[137903]
human trafficking in the UK.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Elizabeth Truss): Human trafficking is a heinous crime,
and I salute my hon. Friend’s work in raising awareness

Elizabeth Truss: I, too, commend the work done by
pupils and teachers at Sandbach high school, and I
thank my hon. Friend for bringing it to my attention. I
would be interested to hear more from her about how
that school carries out best practice. She rightly highlights
that PSHE plays a role in ensuring how pupils learn
about, recognise and spot the signs of abuse and grooming,
helping them to stay safe and to make informed choices.
Fiona Mactaggart (Slough) (Lab): Are not too many
teachers anxious about raising such subjects in the
classroom? We know of the real risks that young girls
face—most brutally revealed at the Old Bailey last week
by the cases of young children in Oxford? What can the
Minister do to help teachers in the classroom to have
the tools they need to protect these girls?
Elizabeth Truss: The hon. Lady is absolutely right
that we need teachers to be aware of, and well trained
in, these issues. I would like to learn from the case raised
by my hon. Friend the Member for Congleton (Fiona
Bruce) and to share it as best practice, so that we can
ensure that those important issues are taught in our
schools.
Keith Vaz (Leicester East) (Lab): One of the signs, of
course, is children who go missing from school on a
regular basis. In 2011, the Select Committee recommended
that the Secretary of State should write to schools
annually, reminding them of their responsibilities. Is
that now happening?
Elizabeth Truss: I am not sure, but I will certainly
undertake to get back to the right hon. Gentleman. He
raises a very important point, and schools should be
vigilant about it.
Children in Care
5. Andrew Selous (South West Bedfordshire) (Con):
How many children went missing from local authority
care in each of the last three years.
[137904]
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Mr Edward Timpson): The number of children reported
to the Department as missing from care for more than
24 hours was 800 in 2010, 920 in 2011 and 1,490 in 2012.
However, there are significant differences in data collected
by the police and local authorities, which need to be
addressed. The expert group on data has now made
recommendations, and we will announce our actions
shortly.
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Andrew Selous: Those are large and significant numbers.
Can we try to get to a situation in which at least child
victims of trafficking are treated no worse than adult
victims, as surely they deserve no less?
Mr Timpson: I completely agree with my hon. Friend’s
analysis and about the importance of ensuring that all
children, particularly those who have been trafficked
who are probably the most vulnerable of all, have
the protection they need within the care system. Our
forthcoming revised statutory guidance on children who
go missing from home or care will include specific
advice on how to safeguard trafficked children. We are
asking the Refugee Council together with the Children’s
Society to carry out a review of the practical care
arrangements for children in care who may have been
trafficked, to identify the gaps in the system and to make
sure that good practice is spread as widely as possible.
Ann Coffey (Stockport) (Lab): I thank the Minister
for the very constructive meeting we had before Christmas.
I am sure he is aware of concerns about the new police
definitions of “missing” and “absent” and their impact
on effective child protection. I am sure he would agree
that the key to protecting children from child sexual
exploitation is a sharing of all data about vulnerable
children, including absence figures at the local level?
Will he therefore ensure that any future guidance from
his Department about children missing from care reinforces
that?
Mr Timpson: I pay tribute to the hon. Lady not only
for her chairmanship of the all-party parliamentary
group for runaway and missing children and adults, but
for her vital contribution to the work of the groups in
the Department that have been looking into the issue. I
hope that we can continue that dialogue in future.
It is crucial for us to improve data on missing and
absent children at local level, in police forces and local
authorities and more widely in other agencies, and we
need to make that as effective as possible throughout
the whole system. I look forward to discussing with the
hon. Lady how we can do that better.
Mr Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): As the Minister
will readily acknowledge, the police think that far more
children are going missing than local authorities record.
What the Minister says about trafficked children is
absolutely right, but until local authorities are forced to
identify trafficked children, we cannot begin to deal
with the problem. Will he instruct authorities in future
to record the number of trafficked children whom they
are looking after?
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However, the Government have presided over dramatic
cuts in children’s services at a time when more children
are entering the care system, along with—according to
the former children’s Minister—a “downgrading” in the
Department of issues involving children. Given that
more than 50% of social workers are describing their
case loads as unmanageable and 88% say that children’s
lives may be put at risk by the cuts, can the Minister tell
me who will be able to spare those children the time,
love and attention that they need, keep them in the care
system and keep them safe?
Mr Timpson: We must ensure that the child protection
system that we have is as effective as possible. We are
implementing the Munro reforms, which the hon. Lady’s
party supports, both in relation to the statutory guidance
on safeguarding and working together and in relation
to better trained and higher quality social workers. We
want protection to be in place for every child who needs
it, but we must also provide the care that children
require once they are in the care system. I want what the
hon. Lady wants, which is the best possible care for all
those children, and I hope she will join me in supporting
Eileen Munro’s work so that we can ensure that it is
provided.
GCSEs
6. Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): What recent
representations he has received on his proposed
changes to GCSEs; and if he will make a statement.
[137905]

12. Karl Turner (Kingston upon Hull East) (Lab):
What recent representations he has received on his
proposed changes to GCSEs; and if he will make a
[137911]
statement.
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
We have received almost 5,500 written responses to our
consultation, and we are currently reviewing them, along
with all the views that we have heard in meetings with
interested organisations. We will report on the findings
from the consultation once we have had a chance to
consider them in full.
Toby Perkins: If the Secretary of State had succeeded
in uniting everyone—from the CBI to the teaching
unions, from Kenneth Baker to Sir Jonathan Ive—in
support of his proposals, we would be calling him a
genius. What word would he use to describe someone
who has achieved the exact opposite?

Mr Timpson: Part of the purpose of the working
group that we set up following the report from the
all-party parliamentary group and the accelerated report
from the deputy Children’s Commissioner was to consider
how we could better record the data on all children who
have some contact with the care system, and that includes
trafficked children. I will think carefully about what my
hon. Friend has said in conjunction with that work, and
I should be happy to discuss it with him further.

Michael Gove: I am always grateful for the thought
that the hon. Gentleman is toying with the question of
whether to call me a genius or a saint. I shall merely say
that what we have managed to do so far is put the case
for reform after the years when, sadly, the Labour party
was in power, and confidence in our examination system
received a shock from which the coalition Government
are at last rescuing it.

Lisa Nandy (Wigan) (Lab): It is said that one of the
main reasons children go missing from care is a lack of
time, love and attention from those who care for them.

Karl Turner: The Secretary of State may not see
anything wrong with a 19th-century education system
that places no value on practical, vocational or creative
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training, but employers are very concerned, and so is
the CBI. Why is the Secretary of State not as worried as
they are?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his question, because it gives me another opportunity
to remind the House of the changes that we have made
to, for example, the teaching of computer science. We
replaced an out-of-date information and communications
technology curriculum, which had not changed under
the last Government, with a fit-for-purpose computer
science curriculum that was endorsed by the industry.
The hon. Gentleman’s question also gives me an
opportunity to point out that, through both the Wolf
review of vocational qualifications and the Richard
review of apprenticeships, we have managed to unite all
those who take vocational education seriously in acclaiming
the reforming steps that we have taken.
Mr Nick Gibb (Bognor Regis and Littlehampton)
(Con): The school information regulations that came
into force last September require schools to publish on
their websites their GCSE results and the GCSE courses
that they offer, as well as details of the curriculum for
each academic subject in each year of school. Will my
right hon. Friend ensure that schools comply with those
regulations, so that parents have all the information
that they need when deciding on a school for their
children?
Michael Gove: My hon. Friend makes an excellent
point; one of the best ways in which we can ensure that
all schools offer the range of subjects that young people
need in order to succeed is to ensure that there is
transparency about the curriculum and clarity in the
minds of parents. The changes he mentions should
secure that, and it is important that schools observe
them.
Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that if this country’s
work force are to be able to compete in the global
marketplace, we must always endeavour to equip our
students better with the skills that they will need to
flourish in an increasingly competitive and globalised
world?
Michael Gove: My hon. Friend, once again, hits the
nail on the head; he is acquiring a reputation in these
Question Times for cutting straight to the heart of an
issue. He describes why the changes we have made to
ensure that all students who fail to secure adequate
GCSE passes in English and maths at 16 are now
required to take those critical subjects on beyond that
age are so important. That is also why we are absolutely
delighted that we are recruiting a better cohort of
teachers than ever before, to build on the achievements
of the past.
Kevin Brennan (Cardiff West) (Lab): A quote:
“The EBacc is very similar to the exam I sat in 1951…the
School Certificate. It’s exactly the same, exactly!”
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Michael Gove: I am happy to say that what was an
academic education limited to a narrow elite in the
1950s is now being extended to more and more children.
I am very sorry that the snobbish attitude that prevails
on the Labour Benches—[Interruption.] It is interesting
to see Labour Members uniting behind a view that
academic education should be available only to a minority,
and it is a unique historic trap into which they are
falling by endorsing the idea that English, maths, science
and modern foreign languages should somehow be denied
to young people. What a pity that the party that once
stood up for ragged-trousered philanthropists is now
standing up for closed-minded reaction.
Damian Hinds (East Hampshire) (Con): Despite the
concerns that have been expressed about arts and creative
subjects, is it not true that there is plenty of room in the
curriculum for young people who are interested in
studying those subjects, even while taking the full English
baccalaureate suite?
Michael Gove: Yes, and I find it curious that there are
those who say, for example, that English literature is not
a subject that encourages creativity. The assault on the
subjects in the English baccalaureate betrays the most
narrow of mindsets, whereby the only things that are
creative are those which fall within a particularly narrow
spectrum. I think that scientists are creative; I think that
those who study physics are capable of creativity; I
think that geographers are creative; I think that historians
are creative. To have Labour Members attacking those
subjects as somehow not being creative and not being
appropriate for the 21st century is as revealing as the
dog that did not bark in Sherlock Holmes’s story.
Early Intervention
7. Mike Gapes (Ilford South) (Lab/Co-op): What
plans he has for early intervention provision; and if he
will make a statement.
[137906]
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
Local authorities have a key role in securing early
intervention provision to meet the needs of their
communities. To support this, we are increasing the
overall funding for early intervention, from £2.2 billion
in 2011-12 to £2.5 billion in 2014-15. That funding will
enable local authorities to support early intervention
provision, as well as funding the early education for
two-year-olds from low-income families, which evidence
shows is one of the most important types of early
intervention.
Mike Gapes: I am interested in those figures, because
I do not think they are quite what they seem. If it is so
important to have early intervention, why is the Secretary
of State actually taking away more than £1 billion from
early intervention in England? Why is he taking 41% in
real terms—more than £4.4 million—from my local
authority, the London borough of Redbridge?

That was changed in 1951
“because it simply wasn’t broad enough for most children…I was
part of a privileged elite. And the EBacc is a throwback to that.”

Those were the words of former Conservative Education
Secretary, Lord Baker. Discuss.

Michael Gove: I am a great fan of the hon. Gentleman;
he does distinguished work in this House, so it is rare to
see him lapse. I would remind him of two things: we
inherited a blasted economic heath as a result of the
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depredations of the previous Government; and the figures
for the amount that we are spending on early intervention
rise for every year of this Parliament.
Dan Rogerson (North Cornwall) (LD): In view of the
success of the pupil premium in targeting money for
school-age children and on this important issue of early
intervention, has the Department given any consideration
to a form of nursery premium that would extend the
benefits of that to younger children?
Michael Gove: My hon. Friend is absolutely right: the
pupil premium has been hugely successful in incentivising
innovation and trying to ensure that children from
disadvantaged backgrounds do better. It has also ensured
that the balance of funding in education has moved
towards disadvantaged children and disadvantaged areas.
We are constantly looking at ways to ensure that the
innovation and progress that the pupil premium has
helped bring about are extended to more children at
more ages.
Stephen Twigg (Liverpool, West Derby) (Lab/Co-op):
The Secretary of State cites a figure of £2.2 billion for
2011-12, but by that point he had cut £600 million from
early intervention in the previous year. I asked him
about that in October; since then we have had the local
government settlement, which includes a further cut of
£49 million to early intervention. Is this not yet another
example of how, as the former children’s Minister told
the Select Committee last week, children and families
are a “declining priority” for this Secretary of State?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for his point. I remind him that he and his colleagues
would have more credibility in discussing public spending
if they were to acknowledge the terrible mistakes made
by the previous Labour Government that led to the
desperate economic situation in which we find ourselves.
The figures are—[Interruption.] Silence in class! Spending
on early intervention has gone up from £2.2 billion to
£2.36 billion to £2.39 billion to £2.51 billion. Even at a
time of tremendous economic pressure, spending is
increasing. I should have thought that that would be
good news in anyone’s language.
University Technical Colleges
8. Richard Harrington (Watford) (Con): How many
students are enrolled in university technical colleges;
and how many he expects to be enrolled by September
[137907]
2013.
The Minister for Schools (Mr David Laws): Five university
technical colleges are open that, once full, will educate
more than 2,600 young people. Twelve more UTCs are
preparing to open in September and interest in enrolling
is very high.
Richard Harrington: I congratulate the Government
on the progress in the expansion and implementation of
UTCs, and particularly the work of Lord Hill, the
former Minister. I am sure that we all wish him the best
in his new position. I must confess that I hope that there
will be a UTC in Watford before very long. Does the
Minister agree that the time must come very soon when
all students of the appropriate age group have access to
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UTCs? Does he also agree that UTCs are an excellent
weapon in reducing the long-term unemployment of
young people by providing the skills they need to get
jobs?
Mr Laws: I also pay tribute to the work of Lord Hill
in this area and I note my hon. Friend’s representations
on behalf of Watford. He is absolutely right that it is
essential we provide the opportunity for all young people
to access high-quality vocational education. He will be
interested to hear that we are already well on the way to
exceeding the Government’s target of 24 UTCs by 2014.
Mr Gerry Sutcliffe (Bradford South) (Lab): It is
important that areas such as Bradford in west Yorkshire
which have high levels of youth unemployment have
access to initiatives such as UTCs. How will the Minister
expand and promote the policy as quickly as possible
so that areas such as Bradford and west Yorkshire can
participate?
Mr Laws: I entirely agree with the hon. Gentleman,
who will be aware that a bidding round is being considered
and that announcements will be made in the spring.
Andrew Percy (Brigg and Goole) (Con): Despite
improvements in recent years, educational attainment
in North Lincolnshire is still not where we would like it
to be. May I urge the Minister to do everything he can
to ensure that the UTC application for Scunthorpe
progresses?
Mr Laws: We note carefully hon. Members’representations
about UTC applications in their areas. Obviously, I
cannot comment on individual applications under
consideration, but we note his support.
Special Educational Needs
9. Henry Smith (Crawley) (Con): What steps he is
taking to ensure that children with special educational
needs receive a co-ordinated service across agencies.
[137908]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Mr Edward Timpson): Our proposed reforms will ensure
that services work closely together to support children
and young people with special educational needs, including
a requirement for local authorities and the health service
to commission services jointly. We are testing approaches
to implementation across 20 pathfinders, including a
local offer that sets out services available for all children
and young people with SEN and a co-ordinated education,
health and care plan for those with more complex
needs.
Henry Smith: I am grateful to the Minister for that
reply. What is his Department doing to help provide
joined-up and co-ordinated services specifically for children
with special educational needs who are in care or being
fostered?
Mr Timpson: Around 70% of children in care have
some form of special educational needs so it is vital that
we better co-ordinate the support that they receive,
including in their foster placements. The pathfinders are
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looking specifically at improving working partnerships
between education, health and social care in respect of
looked-after children, as well as at the training needs of
foster carers to ensure that we get much more co-ordinated
support.
Nic Dakin (Scunthorpe) (Lab): Additional needs funding
will be routed through local authorities to all post-16
providers from September 2013. There is quite a lot of
evidence in the colleges sector that local authorities
have not got a grip on the number of our young people
in their area who have additional needs. What will the
Minister do to ensure that this does not get in the way
of a smooth transfer next autumn?
Mr Timpson: The Department and the Education
Funding Agency are working closely with local authorities
and colleges. I have had discussions with the Association
of Colleges, as well as a number of discussions with my
right hon. Friend the Minister for Schools, to make sure
that the transition is as smooth as possible and that the
adjustments that need to be made are made in good
time so that no child misses out as a consequence.
Caroline Nokes (Romsey and Southampton North)
(Con): Twenty thousand pupils in Hampshire are educated
in the independent sector, including children with special
educational needs, yet those schools do not benefit from
the same level of scrutiny by child protection boards as
those in the state sector. Given the appalling case of
sexual abuse and the recent tribunal ruling at a school in
my constituency which specialises in teaching children
with special educational needs, will my hon. Friend
agree to meet me as a matter of urgency to discuss what
measures can be taken to improve that situation?
Mr Timpson: I am happy to meet my hon. Friend to
discuss that issue in more detail. Every school must
have a child protection policy and the new Ofsted
multi-agency inspection that comes in later this year
will be a strong way of ensuring that there is a much
more co-ordinated response to safeguarding and child
protection, not just within schools but right across all
agencies.
Child Care
11. Barbara Keeley (Worsley and Eccles South) (Lab):
What plans he has for child care provision; and if he
[137910]
will make a statement.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Elizabeth Truss): Ensuring that children benefit from
high-quality early education and child care is a key
priority. This Government spend more than £5 billion
per year. As a proportion of GDP, that is higher than
Germany and as much as France, yet our parents pay
some of the highest costs and child care workers in
England receive lower salaries than those in comparable
countries. There is much scope to reform our system to
achieve higher quality and better value for money.
Barbara Keeley: As the Minister says, the UK has
some of the most expensive child care in the OECD.
The Resolution Foundation tells us that a woman second
earner working full-time on the minimum wage would
bring home only £4 extra from that second role in her
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family, after paying child care costs and losing tax
credits, and the Government hardly helped by cutting
the child care element of the working tax credit, which
hit 400,000 families. Is it not time that the Government
got on and did something to help parents with those
high child care costs?
Elizabeth Truss: As we announced in the mid-term
review, we will help hard-working families with the cost
of child care and we will announce measures on that in
due course. As a country we spend more than £5 billion
a year, more than countries such as Germany and the
same amount as France, and we are not yet getting
value for money. My other aim is to make sure that we
use the money in our system much better to ensure that
more money goes to the front line and that our hardworking child care workers in nurseries and our child
minders receive more of the money coming from parents
and the Government.
21. [137920] Mr David Burrowes (Enfield, Southgate)
(Con): In the Minister’s focus on the quality of child
care, will she not forget the value of parents and
relatives looking after young children at home?
Elizabeth Truss: My role is to make sure that the child
care provided in this country is of the highest quality
and provides value for the money that the Government
are putting in. My hon. Friend is right: many parents
choose to look after their own children at home. That is
important, too, but my role is very much to ensure that
child care is of the highest quality.
Mrs Sharon Hodgson (Washington and Sunderland
West) (Lab): Two expert advisers on child care, Professors
Helen Penn and Eva Lloyd, have warned the Government
about their child care plans. Does the Minister agree
with Professor Lloyd that changing ratios would not
reduce costs, but would result in “a reduction in quality”?
Will the Minister publish the expert report that her
Department commissioned nine months ago and take
the advice of these experts who said, in effect, that she
needs to go back to the drawing board?
Elizabeth Truss: I suggest that the hon. Lady speaks
to her boss, who has advocated Danish and Swedish
child care systems, both of which have higher ratios
than we currently have in England. They also have
higher salaries and higher levels of qualification.
We are looking at best practice in Germany, France,
Denmark and the Netherlands to make sure that we end
up with a system in which we pay child care workers
more than the £6.60 an hour that they are getting at the
moment. That is a legacy of the previous Government.
We are paying those who should be highly paid professionals
£6.60 an hour—barely more than the minimum wage.
Sixth-form Colleges
13. Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): What recent
assessment he has made of the success of sixth-form
[137912]
colleges; and if he will make a statement.
The Minister for Schools (Mr David Laws): Sixth-form
colleges make an important contribution to the education
of 16 to 19 year-olds. The latest data show that the
sector is performing well in both student attainment
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and a range of valued-added measures. Nearly fourth
fifths of sixth-form colleges are rated “good” or
“outstanding” by Ofsted.
Kelvin Hopkins: As the Minister has just said, sixth-form
colleges are our most successful educational institutions,
in terms of both quality of education and value for
money. I suggest that the Government would do well by
our young people and taxpayers if they sought to
establish many more sixth-form colleges and ensured
that those that we have are treated fairly and supported.
Mr Laws: We will certainly go on strongly supporting
sixth-form colleges. I believe that an all-party sixth-form
college group will be formed in the near future with the
hon. Gentleman as its chairman. I will be more than
happy to meet him in his capacity as chair of that
group.
Robert Halfon (Harlow) (Con): There is only one
school sixth form in my constituency of Harlow; the
rest of the sixth-form students go to Harlow college.
Will my right hon. Friend ensure that the poorest pupils
going to sixth-form and further education colleges have
access to free school meals, as school students have?
Mr Laws: As my hon. Friend will know, that is a
long-standing injustice in how legislation treats students
in colleges compared with those in schools. Obviously,
resolving it would involve a considerable financial
commitment, but I assure him that we are looking at it.
Sir Bob Russell (Colchester) (LD): Will the Minister
accept, however, that funding should be equal for sixth-form
students regardless of the status of the establishment
they go to? With that in mind, will he accept an invitation
from me to visit Colchester sixth-form college—arguably
the best in the country—to see how successful it is?
Mr Laws: I would be delighted to accept that invitation,
and I assure my hon. Friend that we are acting to make
sure that there is equal treatment of students regardless
of which institution they are in between the ages of 16
and 19.
Academies
14. Mr Henry Bellingham (North West Norfolk) (Con):
What plans he has to encourage the setting up of
[137913]
further academies.
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
The Department is working to ensure that as many
good and outstanding state schools as possible have the
opportunity to sponsor other schools. We have created
a sponsor capacity fund to ensure that just such a change
can take place.
Mr Bellingham: I refer my right hon. Friend to the
excellent progress being made by King’s Lynn academy.
Will he join me in paying tribute to the principal Craig
Morrison and his team, who have put in place a new
reinvigorated ethos and put real pride into the school?
Is it not an excellent example of why the academies
programme should be rolled out and will he join me in
visiting the school in the not-too-distant future?
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Michael Gove: It is always a pleasure to visit the
county of Norfolk, particularly in my hon. Friend’s
company, and I would be delighted to do so. In the past,
educational standards in Norfolk simply were not good
enough, but as a result of the transformational leadership
of academy principals, things are at last improving. I
commend, for example, the work undertaken by Rachel
de Souza at the Ormiston Victory academy and the
work that she is extending across the whole county,
particularly targeting children in the most disadvantaged
parts who need our reforms most.
Kerry McCarthy (Bristol East) (Lab): By April this
year, 40% of Bristol pupils will be taught in academies.
One of the consequences of that has been the creation
of rather fragmented services in school improvement,
educational welfare and so on; 75%, I think, of the
academies are buying those services in from the local
authority, but not all of them are. What assessment has
been made of the quality of both statutory and nonstatutory safeguarding provisions in academies as a
result of the change?
Michael Gove: There was fragmentation in education
in Bristol, with far too many children being educated
outside the city and far too many of their parents
feeling that they had to be educated privately. At last,
educational standards in Bristol are being turned around,
not least thanks to the inspirational leadership of academy
sponsors and academy leaders such as David Carter of
the Cabot Learning Federation. There is no evidence
that child safeguarding is taken any less seriously in
academies. All the evidence is that academies, in pastoral
and in educational terms, outperform other schools.
Mr Rob Wilson (Reading East) (Con): Academies
and free schools are making a real difference to educational
attainment in this country. May I make the Secretary of
State aware of an excellent bid for a new free school in
east Reading that is truly worthy of Government support?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
making that case. I find increasingly that Members in
all parts of the House are supporting free school bids.
Not so long ago, the shadow Education Secretary was
saying that free schools were freaky schools; now,
increasingly, free schools are the schools that every
Member of this House wants in their constituency.
Guidance and Advice Service
15. Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op):
What progress he has made on ensuring the provision
of a high-quality information, advice and guidance
[137914]
service in all secondary schools.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Elizabeth Truss): An excellent broad education grounded
in core subjects such as maths, languages and sciences is
an important foundation for a successful career. That is
why we have introduced the English baccalaureate to
encourage students not to close off their options too
early. We have also given schools a new duty to secure
independent careers guidance, which will help students
to make informed choices about the best study routes
for them.
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Mr Sheerman: The Minister must know that children
from more socially deprived backgrounds desperately
need high-quality careers advice. All the evidence is that
that careers advice is diminishing rapidly up and down
this country. What is she going to do about that to help
those young people?
Elizabeth Truss: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
question. As I have said, ensuring that more students
are taking core subjects means that they will have better
career opportunities later in life, and extending the
opportunity to study maths and English beyond GCSE
level for those who have not got a grade C means that
they will get those important points. We have developed
the National Careers Service, and the helpline has had
62,000 contacts with 13 to 18-year-olds, giving people
these opportunities. We also ask schools to offer face-to-face
advice. The key is that students get a good education;
that is what will help them to compete in the world.
Mr Graham Stuart (Beverley and Holderness) (Con):
Tens of billions of pounds are spent on post-14 education
alone, and the choices made by young people are crucial
to their future and to that of the nation. The Education
Committee’s report on careers advice and guidance will
come out on Wednesday. Does the Minister agree that
we must ensure that the right advice and guidance is in
place, not only to help those most disadvantaged in our
society but to ensure the most effective use of public
funds?
Elizabeth Truss: Of course I will be extremely interested
to see what the Select Committee report says on the
subject. We do need good careers guidance, but we also
need a system where students have an incentive to take
subjects that will prove of value to them later in life.
That is the whole point of the English baccalaureate.
Topical Questions
T1. [137923] Diana Johnson (Kingston upon Hull North)
(Lab): If he will make a statement on his departmental
responsibilities.
The Secretary of State for Education (Michael Gove):
More than 5,000 schools across the country are closed
today as a result of adverse weather conditions. Thanks
to changes that this Government have made, no school
that ensures that it is open will be penalised if individual
students cannot make it to school on that day. I hope
that as a result more and more schools will recognise
that while the decision on whether to remain open or
closed is a matter for the head teacher, everything can
and should be done to ensure that all children get access
to a good education.
Diana Johnson: After the revelations about Jimmy
Savile, Cyril Smith and other appalling cases, is it not
time for the Secretary of State to stop dragging his feet
over personal, social, health and economic education,
causing its teaching over the past two years to decline,
and instead to help equip our young people to better
resist the efforts of predatory paedophiles?
Michael Gove: The hon. Lady is absolutely right that
given their scale the recent revelations about the extent
of child abuse and child grooming are uniquely worrying.
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In a speech that I gave to the Institute for Public Policy
Research just before Christmas, I outlined a series of
steps that my Department has taken, and will take, in
order to deal with this.
T2. [137924] Neil Carmichael (Stroud) (Con): Given
the evolving role of school governors, especially in
performing accountability measures, and bearing in
mind how Ofsted is focusing on school governors and
their role in ensuring that higher standards are found in
schools that have thus far not managed to achieve them,
does the Secretary of State agree that we need to focus
on skills and, in particular, the role of the chair?
Michael Gove: I thank my hon. Friend for the work
that he has done on how to improve school governance.
It matters hugely and one of the successes of the
academies programme has been to raise the quality of
school governance. I agree that, while it is important
that the community feels that its voice is represented on
governing bodies, the single most important thing is the
skills and capabilities of the governing body.
Stephen Twigg (Liverpool, West Derby) (Lab/Co-op):
Last week, the former children’s Minister, the hon.
Member for East Worthing and Shoreham (Tim Loughton),
said that the children and families agenda is a “declining
priority” for this Government. The response from a
senior official in the Department was to describe the
hon. Gentleman as “lazy” and “incompetent”. The
code of conduct for special advisers and civil servants
precludes them from making such personal attacks.
Will the Education Secretary investigate to determine
whether a breach of the code has occurred and, if one
has, will he take all necessary disciplinary action?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for making that point. It gives me an opportunity to
affirm the importance of child protection and of ensuring
that this Government take all the steps needed to make
sure that no child is placed at risk and to—[HON.
MEMBERS: “Answer the question.”] I think the first part
of the question was about child protection and I regard
that as the most important part, which is why we have
taken steps to ensure that child protection is and remains
a top priority. It is, of course, the case that leaks are a
part of political life, and I tend to regard them all with
equanimity.
T3. [137925] Mr Douglas Carswell (Clacton) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that we need to give
head teachers and individual schools far greater
autonomy over teachers’ pay, to allow them to reward,
recruit and retain good teachers?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
making a very important point. Changes to the way in
which we pay and reward teachers will ensure that good
teachers are rewarded better and that those schools in
disadvantaged areas which, thanks to the pupil premium,
are receiving more money will have the chance to get the
high-quality teaching that their children deserve.
T4. [137926] Bridget Phillipson (Houghton and Sunderland
South) (Lab): Hetton school in my constituency was
due to be rebuilt under Labour’s Building Schools for
the Future programme. The school was then accepted
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on to this Government’s new scheme, but its head has
now been told that, due to financing issues, the rebuilding
will be delayed by another year. Will the Secretary of
State explain the reasons for that?

the right hon. Member for South Shields (David Miliband),
and Mr Danny Finkelstein of The Times will speak? I
hope that Ministers will implore their constituents and
colleagues to attend.

Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Lady for her
question and will investigate the specific case that she
mentions. Sadly, the Building Schools for the Future
programme had to be terminated, not least because of
the inefficiencies within the scheme. The priority schools
building programme will ensure that schools are repaired
at less cost to the taxpayer and in a more effective way.
If there has been any slippage in the particular case that
the hon. Lady has brought to my attention, I will look
at it and write to her.

Michael Gove: I look forward to listening to both the
right hon. Member for South Shields (David Miliband)
and Mr Finkelstein of The Times this evening. Let me
place on record my gratitude to the last Government for
instituting state support for the Holocaust Education
Trust, and particularly to my predecessor as Secretary
of State, the right hon. Member for Morley and Outwood
(Ed Balls), for the courage and commitment that he
showed to the fantastic work of the HET. I extend my
congratulations also to its chief executive, Karen Pollock,
who is an inspirational public figure and richly deserved
her recent recognition in the honours list.

[137928] Chris Skidmore (Kingswood) (Con):
T6.
Today, the all-party group on archives and history has
formally published its report, “History for all?” One of
its principal recommendations is to consider whether
there should be a British history qualification at 16 that
would teach the broad chronological span of British
history. Will the Secretary of State seriously consider
this report and meet a cross-party delegation of MPs to
discuss its findings?

Michael Gove: It is an excellent report and I would
love to meet a cross-party delegation of MPs to tease out
the implications of some of its brilliant recommendations.
T5. [137927] Tristram Hunt (Stoke-on-Trent Central)
(Lab): The Secretary of State has spoken eloquently of
the need for academic subjects to be taught in poorer
communities, so why is Keele university in north
Staffordshire seeing its allocation for secondary teacher
core training cut by 100% in history, 100% in geography
and 100% in English? Will he give me an assurance that
the new teaching regime will not distort teacher supply
geographically, so that areas such as Stoke-on-Trent are
not deprived of well trained, well motivated teachers?
Why this snobbery? Don’t Stoke kids deserve the best?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman
for raising this issue. I read his column in the Stoke
Sentinel on precisely this issue, with admiration both for
his passion and for the quality of his prose. I assure him
that we will absolutely ensure that, across the country,
teachers who are well trained will be placed in the
schools that need them most. That is why we have
reformed pay and conditions—there is still silence from
the Labour party on whether or not it supports our
changes—and why we have made changes to teacher
training through the school direct programme. Let me
offer the hon. Gentleman a meeting with the head of
the Teaching Agency, Charlie Taylor. After that meeting,
if he is not impressed by Charlie and his commitment to
helping the poorest children do well, I am afraid that
nothing will convince him.
T7. [137929] Richard Harrington (Watford) (Con): I
am sure that Ministers will be aware that Holocaust
memorial day will take place this week and that the
work of the Holocaust Education Trust has been
commended by this and previous Governments. Are
they also aware that the Lord Merlyn-Rees memorial
lecture will take place this evening here in Parliament—in
the Attlee suite—at which the former Foreign Secretary,

T8. [137930] Lyn Brown (West Ham) (Lab): I have just
come from an excellent event hosted by Newham
council called “Every child a musician”. It is a scheme
that was launched in 2010 to give all children from
whatever background access to a musical education. It
has been rigorously evaluated by the Institute of
Education, and Professor Graham Welch has stated
that evidence already exists of
“a link between progress in EcAM and progress in writing and
English.”

Can the Secretary of State explain, therefore, why arts
subjects will not count towards the English baccalaureate?
Michael Gove: I congratulate Newham council on its
leadership, and I congratulate all those involved in
music education, who have been supported in London
by the Mayor through the scheme that he has introduced
to ensure that more children have access to instrumental
tuition.
Darren Henley’s report on music education was greeted
as probably the best report on the subject that had been
written, and enacted by any Government, since the
dawn of time. I am grateful that there is such widespread
recognition of our commitment to school music.
[137931] Bob Blackman (Harrow East) (Con):
T9.
Some 18,000 young people and teachers have had the
opportunity to visit Auschwitz thanks to the wonderful
work of the Holocaust Education Trust. Does my right
hon. Friend agree that we should commend those who
are organising events across the country to commemorate
the awful evil of the holocaust, and that it is important
that all young people learn the lessons from the past so
that it is not repeated in the future?

Michael Gove: I absolutely agree, and at a time when
we are seeing the effects of prejudice and anti-Semitism
on the rise—all of us will have been watching news
programmes over the weekend horrified at the re-emergence
of murderous prejudice in north Africa and the middle
east—we will all affirm the vital importance of the work
that the Holocaust Education Trust continues to do.
Julie Hilling (Bolton West) (Lab): Youth services are
being wiped out up and down the country. Why will the
Secretary of State not collect the data from local authorities
and ensure that they meet their statutory duty to provide
a sufficient youth service?
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The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Mr Edward Timpson): The hon. Lady will know that
there are duties on local authorities to ensure that there
is adequate provision of the services that she mentions.
We work closely with many youth services, and I spoke
at the National Youth Agency only last week about the
innovative and creative practices that are now developing
in a lot of areas, which are delivering excellent services
for young people. That includes the £240 million capital
investment that we have recently put into myplace centres,
which are benefiting many of the poorest parts of our
country.
T10. [137932] Duncan Hames (Chippenham) (LD): In
recent years, more premature babies, who are being
born even earlier, are surviving in good health, albeit
that they start school with development that, when
measured from their birth date, is delayed. Will the
Minister consider fresh evidence, especially about
severely premature summer-born babies, and give their
parents the final say on when they start school?
The Minister for Schools (Mr David Laws): We are
certainly prepared to consider that further. My hon.
Friend will know that in the simpler code that was
introduced on 1 February 2012, we clarified some aspects
of the admissions situation and made parents’ rights on
deferral much clearer. The Department is also meeting
parents who are affected by such issues to consider any
further changes.
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small c conservative head teachers, I believe that the
overwhelming evidence of the benefits that academies
bring will ensure that we see more schools going down
that path.
Hazel Blears (Salford and Eccles) (Lab): I know that
the Secretary of State shares my determination to improve
social mobility. Will he therefore support my constituent,
Damien Shannon, who has been prevented from taking
an MSc place at St Hugh’s college Oxford simply because
he cannot lay his hands on £21,000 immediately? How
does that help social mobility?
Michael Gove: May I take this opportunity to pay
tribute to the right hon. Lady’s commitment to social
mobility and the work she has done in encouraging
internships in this House? I shall look as quickly as I
can into that case and discuss it with the Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills.
Alun Cairns (Vale of Glamorgan) (Con): I look forward
to the Minister’s proposals for improving outcomes for
children with special educational needs. However, for
those parents who are still forced to use the tribunal
process, the delay before they get to that tribunal is
considerable and can lead to additional pressure and for
too long leave children without the education they need.
Will he agree to discuss the matter with the Department,
and seek to improve those outcomes?

Meg Hillier (Hackney South and Shoreditch) (Lab/
Co-op): Earlier, the Under-Secretary of State, the hon.
Member for South West Norfolk (Elizabeth Truss),
hinted again about changes to child care. A week or so
ago there were major trails in the Sunday papers about
imminent announcements. Has she been thwarted in
her ambitions by members of the Government who do
not wish to see women back in the workplace and
contributing to the Government’s tax take?

Mr Timpson: I know my hon. Friend has a lot of
experience in his family of these issues, and we are
working hard to ensure that we move away from the
adversarial nature of our system which means that far
too many cases end up in a tribunal. We have looked
carefully at the report from the Education Committee
and will be responding shortly with—I hope—answers
that it will find helpful.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Education
(Elizabeth Truss): We will shortly announce proposals
on child care. As I mentioned earlier, we are not getting
value for money for the £5 billion that we spend. In the
mid-term review, we said that we would put forward a
new offer for working parents. At the moment, our
parents pay more than those in virtually any other
OECD country, after 13 years of Labour creating a
system that does not work. We are going to fix it.

Jenny Chapman (Darlington) (Lab): At Christmas,
officials from the Department for Education held a
party at which they were encouraged to wear silly hats
and not remove them until they had identified what
cuts they wanted to make. Another official blogged that
he would like a barge on which to sail between the
different offices outside London. The one he could not
reach was Darlington, which is under threat of moving
to Newcastle. Does the Secretary of State see how
insulting that is to 450 of my constituents who might be
losing their jobs?

Michael Fabricant (Lichfield) (Con): We heard earlier
about the success of Northamptonshire in introducing
academies. We have not been as successful in Staffordshire,
and one reason for that has been peer pressure by
headmasters on those headmasters who want to establish
academies. What steps can the Department take—if
any—to encourage headmasters to have a little bit more
courage to go ahead and take that step?
Michael Gove: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
that question. I fear we have reached a tipping point in
the number of schools that have become academies at
secondary level, with more than 52% of pupils now
educated in academies. As a result of that, even in local
authorities where there are perhaps one or two more

Michael Gove: The hon. Lady has made a good case
for the continuation of Department for Education provision
at Mowden hall in Darlington. It is important for us all
to recognise that the work of civil servants engaged in
the DfE review has been typical of the committed work
they do across the Department to ensure that we have
better services for less money. I am looking forward to
working with her to ensure that we examine the case for
either Darlington or another location in the north-east
providing an even better service for all children in the
future.
Mr Speaker: Last but not least, George Eustice.
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George Eustice (Camborne and Redruth) (Con): In
light of the report by the right hon. Member for Birkenhead
(Mr Field) earlier in this Parliament, will the Secretary
of State say what steps he is taking to improve the
parenting skills of parents who have children under
the age of three?
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Michael Gove: We are currently undertaking three pilots
to see how parenting classes can enhance the capacity of
parents from a variety of backgrounds to provide children
with the support they need. I am particularly open to
innovation in that field, and those three pilots should
help us to decide the best way to move on.
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Algeria
3.33 pm
The Prime Minister (Mr David Cameron): With
permission, Mr Speaker, I would like to update the
House on the despicable terrorist attack in Algeria and
the tragic events of the last few days. It is with great
sadness that I have to confirm that we now know three
British nationals have been killed, and that a further
three are believed to be dead, as is a Colombian national
who was resident in Britain. I am sure the whole House
will join me in sending our deepest condolences to the
families and friends of all those who have lost loved
ones.
First, let me update the House on developments over
the weekend and the steps we have taken to get survivors
home, and then I will begin to set out how I believe we
will work with our allies to overcome the terrorist
scourge in this region. The Algerian Prime Minister
told me on Saturday afternoon that the Algerian military
had completed its offensive and that the terrorist incident
was over. Since then, Algerian forces have undertaken a
further operation to clear the site of potential explosives
and booby traps. This is still being completed, and it
will allow our embassy-led team to access the site.
It is important to put on record the scale of what
happened. There is still some uncertainty about the
precise facts, but we believe that, in total, there were
some 800 employees working at the In Amenas site at
the time of the attack, about 135 of whom were foreign
nationals. Over 40 were taken hostage, and at least
12 were killed, with at least a further 20 unaccounted
for and feared dead. The Algerian Prime Minister has
said today that he believes 37 foreign hostages were
killed. The number of terrorists was over 30. Most were
killed during the incident but a small number are in
Algerian custody.
Our immediate priorities have been the safety of the
British nationals involved, the evacuation of the wounded
and freed hostages, and the repatriation of those who
have tragically been killed. Working closely with BP,
and side by side with our US, Japanese and Norwegian
partners, a swift international evacuation effort has
been completed. The last British flights out on Saturday
night brought not only the remaining freed Britons, but
also Germans, Americans, New Zealanders, Croats,
Romanians and Portuguese.
As of yesterday, all 22 British nationals caught up in
the attack, who either escaped or were freed, had been
safely returned to Britain, to be debriefed by the police
and of course reunited with their families. Now, our
most vital work is bringing home those who died. An
international team of British, American and Norwegian
experts is in close co-operation with the Algerian Ministry
of Justice undertaking the task of formally identifying
their bodies. We want this process to happen as swiftly
as possible, but it will involve some intensive forensic
and policing work, and so may take some time.
Throughout the last five days, the British ambassador
to Algeria and staff from across the Government and
beyond have been working around the clock to support
British citizens and their families, and I am sure the
House would like to join me in thanking them for their
efforts.
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We should also recognise all that the Algerians have
done to confront this dreadful attack. I am sure the
House will understand the challenges that Algeria faced
in dealing with over 30 terrorists bent on killing innocent
people in a large, extremely remote and dangerous
industrial complex. This would have been a most demanding
task for security forces anywhere in the world, and we
should acknowledge the resolve shown by the Algerians
in undertaking it. Above all, the responsibility for these
deaths lies squarely with the terrorists.
Many questions remain about this whole incident,
but one thing is clear: this attack underlines the threat
that terrorist groups pose to the countries and peoples
of that region, and to our citizens, our companies and
our interests. Four years ago, the principal threat from
Islamist extremism came from the Afghanistan and
Pakistan region. A huge amount has been done to
address and reduce the scale of that threat. Whereas at
one point three quarters of the most serious terrorist
plots against the UK had links to that region, today
that has reduced to less than half, but at the same time
al-Qaeda franchises have grown in Yemen, Somalia and
parts of north Africa.
The changing nature of the threat we face was highlighted
in our national security strategy in 2010 and shaped the
decisions we made. Although there were difficult decisions
to make, we increased our investment in our special
forces, cyber-security and key intelligence capabilities,
while also increasing our investment in fragile and
broken states.
In north Africa—as in Somalia—terrorist activity
has been fuelled by hostage ransoms and wider criminality.
To date, the threat it poses has been to these north
African states themselves and, of course, as I have said,
to western interests in those states, but as it escalates, it
is becoming a magnet for jihadists from other countries
who share this poisonous ideology. Indeed, there are
already reports of non-Algerian nationals involved in
this attack.
More than ever, the evolving threat demands an
international response. It must be one that is tough,
intelligent, patient and based on strong international
partnerships. First, we should be clear that this murderous
violence requires a strong security response. We must be
realistic and hard-headed about the threats we face. Our
role is to support the Governments of the region in
their resolve to combat this menace, as many are doing
at a high cost. We will therefore work closely with the
Algerian Government to learn the lessons of this attack,
and to deepen our security co-operation, and we will
contribute British intelligence and counter-terrorism
assets to an international effort to find and dismantle
the network that planned and ordered the brutal assault
at In Amenas.
We must work right across the region. In Nigeria, we
will continue our close security partnership with the
Government there as they confront Islamist-inspired
terrorism. In Libya, we will continue to support the new
Government on the urgent priority of building new and
effective security forces. In Mali, we will work with the
Malians themselves, with their neighbours and with our
international allies, to prevent a new terrorist haven
developing on Europe’s doorstep.
We support the French intervention that took place
at the request of the Malian Government, and we are
working to ensure that an African-led military force
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[The Prime Minister]
can—with the appropriate training and support—help
to ensure Mali’s long-term stability. That support will
include the EU training mission that was agreed by EU
Foreign Ministers in Brussels last week.
Secondly, our tough security response must be matched
by an intelligent political response. Al-Qaeda franchises
thrive where there are weak political institutions, political
instability and a failure to address long-standing political
grievances, so we need a political approach that addresses
these issues. We must support effective and accountable
government, back people in their search for a job and a
voice, and work with the UN and our international
partners to solve long-standing political conflicts and
grievances.
Thirdly, we must be patient and resolute. Together
with our partners in the region, we are in the midst of a
generational struggle against an ideology which is an
extreme distortion of the Islamic faith, and which holds
that mass murder and terror are not only acceptable but
necessary. We must tackle this poisonous thinking at
home and abroad, and resist the ideologues’ attempt to
divide the world into a clash of civilisations.
The underlying conflicts and grievances that are exploited
by terrorists are in many cases long standing and deep,
and, of course, the building blocks of democracy—the
rule of law and the independence of the judiciary, the
rights of minorities, free media and association, and a
proper place in society for the army—which are a big
part of the solution, all take a long time to put in place.
But this patient, intelligent but tough approach is the
best way to defeat terrorism and to ensure our own
security. We must pursue it with an iron resolve.
I will use our chairmanship of the G8 this year to
make sure this issue of terrorism, and how we respond
to it, is right at the top of the agenda, where it belongs.
In sum, we must frustrate the terrorists with our security,
we must beat them militarily, we must address the
poisonous narrative they feed on, we must close down
the ungoverned space in which they thrive, and we must
deal with the grievances that they use to garner support.
This is the work that our generation faces, and we must
demonstrate the same resolve and sense of purpose as
previous generations did with the challenges that they
faced in this House and in this country. I commend this
statement to the House.
3.42 pm
Edward Miliband (Doncaster North) (Lab): I join the
Prime Minister in expressing my deepest sympathy and
condolences to the families who lost loved ones in last
week’s terrorist attack. For them, and for all those
involved, the past six days have been an unimaginable
nightmare. The whole country has been shocked as the
horrific details of this unprovoked and violent act of
terror have emerged. This was pre-meditated, cold-blooded
murder of the most brutal kind, and behind each lost
life is a family of loved ones who are in our thoughts
today.
I echo the Prime Minister’s unequivocal condemnation
of those involved in planning and carrying out this
attack. It is they who bear full responsibility for the
dreadful loss of life, and every effort must now be made
to bring them to justice. We on this side of the House
will give the Government our full support as they seek
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to achieve that. We will also give them our support as
they consider how best to respond to the growing threat
that al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb and other violent
extremist groups pose.
In particular, the task is to understand the nature of
the new threat, which is more decentralised and fragmented
and takes advantage of the ungoverned spaces and
security vacuum in parts of north Africa. At the same
time, in its response the international community needs
to apply the lessons of the past about the combination
of diplomacy, politics and security required to help to
bring about stability in the region.
On the attack itself, people will agree with the Prime
Minister that the Algerian Government was faced with
some extremely difficult judgements about how and
when to act. I join him in paying tribute to all our
embassy staff for the work that they did. In the light of
the attack, can the Prime Minister say more about the
work that the British Government are doing with British
companies operating in the region? Can he tell us
whether, at this early stage, any lessons can be learned
about the security of those installations?
Turning to the broader context of what is happening
in the region, on Mali we support the Government’s
actions to date. Can the Prime Minister confirm that he
does not envisage a combat role for British troops? We
agree that the efforts of the French military must be
supplemented by the much more rapid deployment of
west African forces, as the Prime Minister said in his
statement. Can he tell us by what means, and in what
time scale, he expects that to be achieved?
After last year’s coup, the Mali Government face a
security and legitimacy crisis. Can the Prime Minister
tell us what further steps can be taken by the international
community and Governments to use diplomacy and
development to stabilise the situation in Mali and, in
particular, which international body will co-ordinate
that urgent work?
More broadly across the region, countering the emerging
threat of terrorism begins with understanding it and
talking about it in the right way. The work to deal with
that threat will be painstaking: diplomatic and political
as much as military; and collaborative and multilateral,
not unilateral. Does the Prime Minister agree that
we are talking about a number of distinct regional
organisations, some using the banner of al-Qaeda and
others not, rather than a single, centrally co-ordinated
or controlled group? Each of these threats needs to be
monitored and countered appropriately. Will he outline
what further steps might be taken—he talked about
some in his statement—to improve the flow of information
and intelligence from the region, and whether it needs
to be better shared with key allies?
As the Prime Minister said, we know that these
threats grow where governance is weak. What longer
term roles does he anticipate for the African Union and
the Economic Community of West African States in
securing greater stability in the region, and how does he
believe that the EU will support that effort? On the
question of ready access to arms, can the Prime Minister
set out how the international community can better
prevent the spread of weaponry throughout the region,
including weapons left over from the Libyan conflict?
Finally, does he agree with me that if we are to meet
the challenges we face, we need a much greater focus of
our diplomatic development and political resources on
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this region? We should remember the events of the Arab
spring, which demonstrated the desire of people across
north Africa to improve their lives through peaceful
means, not through violence and terror. We should
support their cause.
Today, above all, we mourn the victims of this terrorist
attack. We grieve with the families of those who died.
We stand united in seeking to bring the perpetrators to
justice, and to doing everything we can to protect British
citizens working and living around the world.
The Prime Minister: I thank the right hon. Gentleman
for his response. I think there is genuine cross-party
agreement, not just on our response to this dreadful
event but about the thinking that needs to be done on
how to tackle these problems in the future, and I welcome
what he has said. He is right to say this was premeditated
murder, and he is right to say we need to understand the
nature of the threat and learn the lessons of the past.
Turning to his individual questions, on the British
Government’s work with the companies involved, all
the major companies have been contacted across the
region. All of them have put in place procedures for
heightened security. Crucially, we have asked all of
them to update their consular information. When these
events happen, one of the first things that needs to be
done is to try and be absolutely clear about who is
employed, who is contracted, and who is in the country
and who is not.
I can assure the right hon. Gentleman that we are not
seeking a combat role in Mali. We believe that we
should be supporting the French, who have taken emergency
action to stop Mali being overtaken by what is effectively
an al-Qaeda-backed group of rebels. Our help for the
French will be discussed again at the National Security
Council tomorrow. We have lent them two C-17s. We
propose to continue with that, and will be looking at
other transport and surveillance assets that we can let
the French use to help them in what they are doing.
The right hon. Gentleman is right to say that the
answer on the security front is to train up African
soldiers, and that they should play the lead role. Some
African soldiers are already in Mali from west African
states, and others will be arriving soon. On who should
have the co-ordinating role, ECOWAS has been encouraged
to take the lead, and there is also the backing of a UN
resolution that was secured before Christmas.
The right hon. Gentleman is also correct to say that
what we are dealing with are distinct organisations in
different countries, some of them more connected to
al-Qaeda than others. I think that we need to make
sure that we deal with each one individually, while
recognising that there are some commonalities. We are
trying to break up these problems and deal with them
individually, rather than pose one global response to
the challenge. As I tried to say in my statement, we need
to show patience and intelligence as well as toughness
and resolution.
In terms of what the Government need to do to step
up our contacts with the region, the point was well
made. We have had National Security Council discussions
on the Sahel and I have appointed my hon. Friend the
Member for Eddisbury (Mr O’Brien) as my envoy to the
region. There is obviously a huge amount of French
influence on the region and we have been less well
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represented. I do not want us to try to track or double
up with other allies on this, but we should be working
together, and that is what we are focused on.
In terms of the African Union and ECOWAS, we
should be helping to build their capacity for the future.
The right hon. Gentleman was also right to raise the
point about Libyan weapons. The British Government
have stepped up our engagement with Libya at all levels
to help with the challenge of security and removing so
many weapons from their society. In terms of what he
said about stepping up our development, diplomatic
and other resources in the region, that is very much
something we need to consider.
Finally, I think that the right hon. Gentleman’s point
about the Arab spring being a long-term benefit for the
region, despite the difficulties that the move to democracy
can sometimes engender, is correct. I think it is wrong
to believe that vicious, dictatorial regimes such as Gaddafi’s
somehow made our world safer; they did not. That is
not just in terms of people living in Lockerbie, because
we still have the problems of Gaddafi-supplied Semtex
in Northern Ireland and all the terrorism that was
engendered by his regime.
Sir Malcolm Rifkind (Kensington) (Con): May I pay
tribute to the Prime Minister for the sober and realistic
way in which he has treated this crisis and for his
strategy for the future? I suggest that the strategy needs
two essential ingredients. First, we must work with the
natural leaders of north Africa and west Africa. Nigeria,
which he mentioned, and Algeria not only will be
decisive in this crisis, but share a common interest in
defeating international terrorism. Secondly, does he
agree that we need to work to isolate the jihadi terrorists
from the other insurgents in Mali and other countries
who have local grievances? That suggests the need for a
political strategy, not merely a military one.
The Prime Minister: My right hon. and learned Friend
sets out extremely well the twin aims of working with
African leaders and isolating the terrorists. If we look
at the case of Somalia, which is a badly broken and
fractured state that is trying to recover from years of
civil war, terrorism and other abuses, we will see that the
international community is demonstrating working with
African leaders and trying to disengage terrorists from
other organisations. That is the way forward to try
patiently to rebuild those countries.
Mrs Louise Ellman (Liverpool, Riverside) (Lab/Co-op):
Two dedicated Liverpool men, Paul Morgan and Garry
Barlow, have now died at the hands of terrorists in
Algeria. I would like to thank the Foreign Office for the
work it has done to assist the families. What immediate
steps can the Prime Minister take to try to deal with this
horrendous situation and to try to reduce the apprehension
felt by so many families, in Liverpool and across the
country, who have loved ones working away in vulnerable
areas?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Lady speaks for everyone
in raising the case of those two men from Liverpool
who lost their lives. They were working abroad, trying
to earn a good living for themselves and their families.
There are many British people who do that in difficult
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[The Prime Minister]
and dangerous parts of the world, and I believe that it is
part of the British Government’s job to work with foreign
Governments to make sure that we defend the interests
of people such as those she mentions. That is why we
are getting in contact with the large businesses and
thickening our contacts with all those Governments. I
think that it is vital that we do everything we can with
those Governments, who have to have the primary
responsibility, to keep our people safe.
Sir Menzies Campbell (North East Fife) (LD): My
right hon. Friend’s agenda lacks nothing in ambition,
but ambition needs to be supported by adequate resources.
Can we be satisfied, in this period of financial austerity,
that the intelligence services and the armed services will
have adequate financial resources to meet the substantial
elements that he has wished upon them?
The Prime Minister: My right hon. and learned Friend
makes a very good point. Of course, there are always
challenges over the level of resources, even in times
when money is plentiful—and it is not plentiful today. I
would say, though, that our defence budget, for instance,
is stable in cash terms at £33 billion. We have tried as a
Government—perhaps we need to look again and go
even further—to focus on those threats to our security
that we face today: an investment in key intelligence
capabilities and greater investment in special forces,
cyber-security and the things that will have the maximum
impact in keeping our people safe. We therefore have to
make changes in other parts of our armed services to
make possible this vital investment for the future.
Mr Peter Hain (Neath) (Lab): I welcome the priority
the Prime Minister has given this matter and the tone of
his statement, especially his focus on the political and
not simply the security. To add to the question that has
just been put to him, the truth is that our diplomatic
capacity in that region has been cut, not simply under
his Government but, sadly, under our Government too.
Will he look at that capacity? It is not simply about our
diplomatic capabilities, but about our related ones. Unless
we focus resources on the areas where the threats are—and
that means the Foreign Office’s budget not being
continuously chopped, as it has been in recent years—we
will not be able to deliver.
The Prime Minister: I will look very closely—it is
absolutely right to look closely—at what diplomatic
resources we have in that part of the world. I would
simply make two points. One is that the Foreign Office
actually got a reasonably generous settlement in terms
of public spending and has been opening embassies in
parts of the world where there are really important
economic priorities for Britain, particularly in south-east
Asia. The second point is that when we look at west
Africa, we should be very much thinking about how we
will work with our partners—I have already had this
conversation with President Hollande and President
Obama. We have particularly strong ties with countries
such as Nigeria; France has particularly strong ties with
countries such as Mali. It does not make sense for us all
to double up in the same places but, working together,
we need to ensure that our coverage is very good.
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Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) (Con): Al-Qaeda
represents both a mindset and a physical capability.
Does my right hon. Friend agree that, as well as an
uncompromising security response, there is a particular
responsibility on the leaders in the Islamic world, both
religious and political, to make it very clear that the sort
of barbaric acts we saw in Algeria are incompatible
with Islam, and that that message needs to be made
crystal clear abroad and in the United Kingdom?
The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend makes a
very important point. Just as we have to isolate and
defeat this sort of terrorism in a security and military
sense, we need to isolate and defeat the poisonous
ideology on which it feeds; and that requires, as he says,
Muslim leaders and faith leaders—and, indeed, leaders
of Muslim-majority countries—to condemn it in very
strong terms. I have been very struck over the last year
that the Prime Minister of Malaysia and the President
of Indonesia, along with a number of countries, have
made the strongest possible statements about how Islam
is completely incompatible with this sort of taking of
life, and we need to hear that a lot more in the future.
Mr Bob Ainsworth (Coventry North East) (Lab): The
Prime Minister is right to use this tragedy to make
people aware of the growing threat from the region. He
is also right to say that the best response is a regional-led
response, but do we have the capacity to have a proper
input across the range in this area? The Foreign Office’s
headline cuts were a lot bigger once the responsibilities
for the BBC had been transferred. We need a diplomatic,
political, security and developmental response to this
kind of situation if the threat is to be removed, which
can only happen over time.
The Prime Minister: The right hon. Gentleman asks a
central question. I would say yes, there is the capacity,
for two good reasons. First, I believe we are more
effectively co-ordinating what we have. The National
Security Council means that we have the Development
Secretary, the Home Secretary, the Foreign Secretary
and the Defence Secretary, with their budgets, sitting
round the table, which makes it more possible to use
that money—including through the conflict pool—to
come to terms with the challenges we face. Secondly, we
have taken some difficult decisions on defence, but as
a result we have reduced the amount of unfunded
commitments and our budget is now, as it were, in
balance for the future. We can afford the very important
capabilities that include heavy lift—vital for the sorts of
things we are doing with the French—air-to-air refuelling
and those sorts of capacities, which will be so important
for the future.
Mr Andrew Mitchell (Sutton Coldfield) (Con): Does
my right hon. Friend agree that the terrible events in
Algeria underline the critical importance for the
international community of tackling the root causes of
poverty, instability and conflict in west Africa? Britain
has been doing that in east Africa, not least in Somalia,
where some progress seems at last to have been made.
The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend is entirely
right to say that the work we do to address those root
causes will be vital not only for those countries but for
our long-term security. One of the excellent things that
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he did as Secretary of State for International Development
was to focus more of our money on conflict and on
broken states, because it is there that the investment can
make the biggest difference. No one would argue that
Somalia was somehow a model case, but it seems that
the work we are doing with international partners,
using our aid budget and working with the new Somali
Government, is helping patiently to mend that country
in a way that does not involve military intervention
by us.
Angus Robertson (Moray) (SNP): Stabilisation and
security in the region are set to be supported by a
European Union training mission, although that will
not be in place in Mali until mid-February. There are
plans for 250 trainers and 200 close protection personnel,
but it is already being suggested that those numbers are
insufficient. Does the Prime Minister believe them to be
sufficient? What contribution will the UK be making to
the training mission?
The Prime Minister: The point about an EU training
mission is that it would be part of the process of
training up the west African troops who want to play a
part in stabilising and securing Mali. The total size of
the mission would perhaps be around 500 personnel,
and if there were a British contribution to it, it would be
in the tens, not in the hundreds. It is a training mission,
not a combat mission. The lead on this will clearly be
taken by the French, who have the greatest interest in
rapidly training up west African forces to replace the
French forces that are currently in action in Mali.
Nicholas Soames (Mid Sussex) (Con): Given that the
instability in north Africa is going to last for a very long
time, does my right hon. Friend agree that the commitments
required from this country, our European partners and
others will be very considerable indeed? Given Britain’s
fine record on the training of defence forces, does he
also agree that our Army will have a major role to play
in training African troops, and that we will be able to be
of real help to them?
The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend makes an
important point. If we look at the capabilities that we
have that will make the biggest difference in that area,
we see that training is clearly one of them, alongside
counter-terrorism, ISTAR—intelligence, surveillance, target
acquisition and reconnaissance—and other assets that
we have. We also have training assets in this country. We
should be using our training academies not only to
train our own military but as a way of building relationships
with other militaries around the world, as that would
help us in circumstances such as those that we face
today.
Mr David Winnick (Walsall North) (Lab): Western
powers cannot stand aside, particularly when our own
nationals are so tragically involved, but does the Prime
Minister accept that the defeat of these terrorist and
murder gangs in north Africa and elsewhere will largely
depend on the attitude of the people involved, and
certainly not on military action from outside? We must
bear in mind that the Taliban will still be around in
Afghanistan after 11 years of western military action
there.
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The Prime Minister: I agree with the hon. Gentleman
that the key will be the peoples of those countries
rejecting Islamic extremism and violence and opting
instead for having a job and a voice in a secure country.
He is right about that, but, as we were discussing earlier,
one of the roles that we can play is in recognising that
we have to try to split the terrorist groups from the
other groups with which they can become affiliated. In
the case of Mali, for example, there is a combination of
terrorist groups and Tuareg tribes. We should be trying
to split up those alliances, rather than reinforcing them
through our actions. I do not accept that the right thing
to do is in any way to turn our back on the world.
Britain is an open, engaged country and our interests
are threatened in those countries. The idea that if we
did less or did nothing we would somehow be safer is
wrong.
Richard Ottaway (Croydon South) (Con): In the last
decade, the population of Mali has grown by 60%, and
it is forecast to grow by 400% by the year 2050. That
leaves millions of young men and women without any
reasonable expectation of employment—a sure prescription
for social violence, fuelling instability in the region.
Does the Prime Minister agree that if there were ever a
role for DFID funding, it would be to address the
economic wasteland that is the Sahel?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes a very
important point. Our aid is at work in Mali. UK aid is
currently helping 200,000 people in Mali through the
provision of food, emergency health and medicine, and
we are always one of the first to step forward and help,
and this is an example of that. I know our aid budget is
controversial, but if we are to put together these broken
and fragile states, I would say yes, there is a role for
security; yes, there is a role for diplomacy and politics;
but there is also a role for aid and economic assistance.
Mr George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab): May I join
the Prime Minister in expressing my condolences to the
families who lost loved ones in Algeria, and may I also
express a little relief that my own constituent who was
caught up in those events managed to get home safely? I
commend the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, the hon. Member for North
East Bedfordshire (Alistair Burt) for the personal efforts
he made to keep informed those MPs whose constituents
were caught up in this situation.
On the question of our own intelligence and security
agencies, does the Prime Minister agree that whatever
changes we make to our own priorities, it is important
to do more of what we are good at rather than trying to
do too much in operations in which we would probably
not be as effective?
The Prime Minister: First, I join the right hon. Gentleman
in thanking my hon. Friend the Under-Secretary, who
has been working extremely hard, almost around the
clock, trying to keep people in touch, whether it be the
Scottish Government, MPs, or the police liaison teams
that liaised with the families through what has been an
incredibly difficult—impossibly difficult—period for them.
I pay tribute to those teams that do such an important
job. I think the right hon. Gentleman is right in his
general point that we should do more of what we are
good at. All budgets are limited, and although £33 billion
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is a large defence budget, it has its limits, so we should
focus on areas where we can, with our partners, make
the greatest difference.
Bob Stewart (Beckenham) (Con): It is excellent that
my right hon. Friend chairs our new National Security
Council, but as it is a committee, may I ask if an official
close to the National Security Council could operate
with your authority and your confidence right across
the gamut of government to ensure that we have a
co-ordinated approach to dealing with international
terrorism? Could that official report to you through the
committee?
Mr Speaker: Certainly not to me, but to the Prime
Minister.
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend is absolutely
right. We do not want a National Security Council to be
a sort of talking shop. It has behind it the whole of the
national security apparatus of Whitehall, now all based
in the Cabinet Office and very ably headed by my
national security adviser, Sir Kim Darroch. He is able to
drive the will of the committee and the decisions it takes
right across Whitehall. That is the point of it. We are
still learning how best to operate the system, but I think
it has been a good innovation.
Keith Vaz (Leicester East) (Lab): The Prime Minister
is right to focus on north Africa, but he will know that
al-Qaeda has been operating in countries such as the
Yemen for years. As a result, Yemen has been destabilised,
and the Prime Minister knows that because he has put a
lot of face time into helping the Government of Yemen.
As he chairs the G8, will he consider inviting the leaders
of those countries that are affected by al-Qaeda to
attend the summit, as they did in Georgia in 2004, so
that we can have a co-ordinated approach that involves
them as well?
The Prime Minister: The right hon. Gentleman makes
an interesting suggestion. I will take it away and think
about it. He is absolutely right to say that Yemen has
been one of the countries most troubled by terrorism. If
we look at the scale of the threat to the UK directly, we
find that what has been happening in Yemen and al-Qaeda
in the Arabian peninsula have posed a great threat to
the UK—greater than from al-Qaeda in the Islamic
Maghreb. We should continue our focus on Yemen,
which very much fits what I have said. We help Yemen
militarily with counter-terrorism advice and support,
we have an aid programme and a big diplomatic programme
in Yemen, and we act with other allies to assist Yemen
in its fight with the terrorists. I think that the Yemeni
authorities have been making good progress on that
front.
Martin Horwood (Cheltenham) (LD): I strongly welcome
the Prime Minister’s statement, I am particularly pleased
that he drew attention to the planned European Union
military training mission in Mali, which will build on
the successful EU model in Somalia. Does he think that
he will have an opportunity to emphasise the value of
European security and defence policy at any other time
soon?
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The Prime Minister: I cannot imagine what the hon.
Gentleman is thinking of, but he may not be disappointed.
Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): For the last two decades,
the southern countries in the European Union have
been arguing that the whole EU needs to take security
issues in the Maghreb far more seriously. Do not the
events of the past week—as well as the arrival of many
mercenaries from Libya, the arrival of narco-traffickers
in the region, and the killing of 1,000 people by Boko
Haram—show that we need a united and sustained EU
approach to security to prevent us from facing the same
problems again?
The Prime Minister: I agree that it is very important
for the European Union to have a sensible programme
of engagement with north African countries, which it
has through its partnership. My criticisms of it in the
past have been that it has not been exacting enough of
those north African countries, and that there has been
much aid without sensible strings and political development
attached. I think that there is now a more realistic view
in the European Union about the sort of progress,
democracy and security response that we require throughout
north Africa.
Mr James Arbuthnot (North East Hampshire) (Con):
Let me echo what my right hon. Friend said about the
very effective work with constituency Members done
during the crisis by the Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, my hon. Friend
the. Member for North East Bedfordshire (Alistair Burt).
Will my right hon. Friend confirm that this appalling
attack had clearly been planned a long time before the
French took action in Mali, or before we supported it;
that Mali was no more than a hastily fabricated excuse;
and that it would therefore be entirely wrong for us to
step down from the region, as the terrorists clearly want
us to?
The Prime Minister: I think that my right hon. Friend
is right on both counts. It is clear from the scale of the
attack, and the number of terrorists involved, that it
was some time in the planning. However, I would advance
the wider argument that my right hon. Friend has
advanced. Do we really believe that we—British people,
British companies and British interests—would somehow
be safer if we, and others, stood back from Mali and
allowed it to become a country effectively governed by
an al-Qaeda franchise? Of course we would not be
safer. The whole premise behind such thinking is wrong.
Britain is a country that is engaged in the world and
open to the world, and we have people living all over the
world. We are safer if we act with others to deal with
problems as they occur, rather than turning our back on
the world and pretending that it is possible to take that
approach.
Mr Dennis Skinner (Bolsover) (Lab): Does the Prime
Minister agree that eliminating a religious and political
ideology is not an easy thing to do, as is evidenced by
both Iraq and Afghanistan? Can he guarantee that, if it
is not possible to get many west African troops, his
crusading zeal will not lead him to the use of British
troops in the future?
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The Prime Minister: I do not believe that the only
answer, or the right answer on its own, is security and
military action. As I said, and as I think the Leader of
the Opposition said, we need to use all the elements at
our disposal: a political response, a development response,
and working with partners. However, that does not
mean that a tough security approach is not part of what
is required.
Patrick Mercer (Newark) (Con): No one can have
forgotten that on 21 July 2005, a lethal attack—which
mercifully failed—was mounted against the London
tube by a mixture of north Africans, including Algerians.
The French, of course, have increased their domestic
security. What is the Prime Minister’s assessment of
how much more we are threatened at home as a result of
these incidents, and what are we going to do about it?
The Prime Minister: Let me say first that my hon.
Friend is absolutely right to raise the issue of extremists
from other parts of the world who are based in the
United Kingdom and who threaten our security. The
Government are doing everything that they can to
ensure that we are secure from those people. We also
need to address the issue of being able effectively to
deport people when they threaten our country.
On the specific question my hon. Friend asks about
the threat to the UK of al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb,
the principal threat it poses is, as I said, to those countries
in the region and to the people of those countries in
that region, and to our interests and our people in that
region. But there has been a history with the al-Qaeda
franchises whereby they become magnets for terrorists
from elsewhere, and pretty soon we find that their
ambitions and the risks that they pose go wider.
Mike Gapes (Ilford South) (Lab/Co-op): The Prime
Minister said that he was going to push the issue of
terrorism on the agenda for the G8. Will he also raise it
with the EU 27 and the NATO 28, and try to get better
co-ordination between the United States Africa Command
—AFRICOM—in Stuttgart and the European security
and defence policies?
The Prime Minister: I will certainly take the hon.
Gentleman’s advice, and he makes a good point. The
reason for specifically mentioning the G8 is that in that
slightly smaller forum it is possible to have an in-depth
conversation with American, French, Italian, Canadian
and other partners about what more we can do to thicken
our various defence, security, political and diplomatic
relations with countries in, for instance, north Africa,
making sure that we do not all fall over each other in
trying to do the same thing in the same country. We should
be recognising that in some cases there are very strong
British relationships that we should build on, but in
others the relationships may be French, Italian or American.
Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): May I
commend to the Prime Minister the concept of containment
when he is considering these long-term problems? It
served us well both for 70 years in the cold war and for
38 years in relation to Northern Ireland, and it would
help to avoid an oscillation of policy from over-involvement
on the ground, at one extreme, to too little involvement
and an over-emphasis on withdrawal, at the other.
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The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an extremely
intelligent point, and I will think about it carefully. Part
of my response would be to say that in a country such
as Somalia our aim should not be to contain the problems
of terrorism in Somalia; it should be to work with the
Somali Government to build up Somali security forces
and to work with the Somalis to have a better political
solution to political problems in that country, so that,
over time, politically, militarily and diplomatically, through
aid and everything else, we squeeze the terrorists out of
the space. That is not containing; it is trying, over time,
to overcome them completely. That is the ambition we
should have, but it does not mean, to answer the hon.
Member for Bolsover (Mr Skinner), that we have to
have some sort of “crusading zeal”; it means that we
have to have real resolve, but bring an intelligent mix of
answers to these very deep problems.
Mr Frank Roy (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab): Sadly,
the last few days have shown us that we must engage
more with ordinary people in north African countries.
Does the Prime Minister agree that we must do all we
can to increase resources for projects such as the Arab
Partnership, which brings together an understanding
between the United Kingdom and the Arab people?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Gentleman makes a
very good point; that partnership does have some
£110 million in it, it has been an important initiative
and we should continue to work on it.
Mr John Baron (Basildon and Billericay) (Con): Given
our experience in Afghanistan, where, as intelligence
services confirm, we achieved our original mission of
defeating al-Qaeda, or of driving it out of the country,
very early on but then got drawn into an expensive
nation-building exercise, does the Prime Minister agree
that if we are to defeat international terrorism, we need
a more nuanced, flexible policy on terrorism, which
takes into account local dynamics, including closer
liaison with those Governments threatened on the ground?
The Prime Minister: I do not disagree with the way in
which my hon. Friend has put his question. It was
absolutely right to go into Afghanistan to get rid of a
Government who were a host to al-Qaeda, but then of
course—this is what we are doing right now in
Afghanistan—we do need to have a strong political
track to get a political settlement that can enable that
country not only to have its own security forces, but to
have stability in its political system. That is the sort of
thinking we need to bring to all these problems in the
future.
Ms Gisela Stuart (Birmingham, Edgbaston) (Lab):
The Prime Minister referred several times to al-Qaeda
“franchises”, and he rightly did so. Is he satisfied that
what he would describe as such are not part of the
Syrian opposition, which we appear to be supporting at
the moment?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Lady makes an important
point. Many organisations in the Syrian opposition
want what most people in this House would want,
which is for the Syrian people to be free of the brutal
dictatorship and from the murder and mayhem they
face—60,000 are dead so far. Of course, elements of the
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Syrian opposition have extremist views and extremist
ways and we must be extremely concerned about that.
To characterise all or a majority of the Syrian opposition
in that way would not be right.
Mr Ben Wallace (Wyre and Preston North) (Con):
May I pay tribute to my right hon. Friend for not only
how he has dealt with the immediate situation but for
how, since the beginning of this Government, he has
tried to deal with the underlying causes of terrorism
abroad through the proper focus of international
development? One way that Britain can protect her
interests abroad by identifying threat is through a good
strong network of defence attachés across our embassies.
In the past decade, that network has weakened slightly.
Will my right hon. Friend reconsider it and see what he
can do?
The Prime Minister: I am very happy to reconsider
that issue. I have been struck on my travels by the fact
that the relationship between the defence attaché and
foreign Governments is often one of the strongest we
have. We will publish a paper about our defence engagement
strategy shortly and it will carefully consider that issue.
Paul Flynn (Newport West) (Lab): Even while
contemplating this frightening future of perpetual war,
will the Prime Minister contrast the successful results of
our involvement in Kosovo and Sierra Leone with the
results in Iraq and Afghanistan, where 620 British
soldiers have died? Is not the prime lesson of Iraq and
Afghanistan that we cannot win over hearts and minds
with drones and bullets?
The Prime Minister: I think the hon. Gentleman
draws a slightly unfair comparison about some of the
engagements that, after all, a Labour Government got
us into. In Kosovo and Sierra Leone, we were not
dealing with the massive ideological problem of a twisted
Islamic ideology that sees the murder of innocent people
as not just possible but necessary. That, I think, is one
of the differences with what we have been dealing with
in Afghanistan and that point bears making.
Mr Julian Brazier (Canterbury) (Con): I welcome my
right hon. Friend’s comprehensive approach through
the National Security Council to this threat and its
potential domestic extension. Does he agree that that
further underlines the importance of ensuring that we
can deport those people who are a threat to our country,
or imprison them if they cannot be deported, and that
our intelligence services can fight court cases without
giving away vital intelligence? That is why we need the
Justice and Security Bill.
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes some
very important points. There is no doubt that we have
had a problem in recent years with some foreign nationals
in this country who have extremist views and extremist
aims. It has been very difficult to deport them, even
when we have taken huge steps to get safeguards and
assurances from the countries to which they will be
sent—this applies to the previous Government, too. I
am personally convinced that we must crack the problem
and need to consider all possible avenues to do that. My
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hon. Friend is right, too, about the Justice and Security
Bill, as we owe that to our security services. The Bill
does not apply to criminal trials; it is for use when our
security services are, in effect, being sued through the
civil courts. It will allow more cases to come to court,
rather than fewer.
Mr Ronnie Campbell (Blyth Valley) (Lab): The Prime
Minister is right that there are small terrorist groups,
local terrorist groups and big ones, such as al-Qaeda.
Who finances these big ones? They feed the other ones,
so if we can get to the finance and cut the head off, the
body will die.
The Prime Minister: The hon. Gentleman makes an
extremely good point. One of the problems in north
Africa is that the al-Qaeda franchises have been fed by
money from hostage-taking and sometimes very large
ransom payments have been made. One thing we will
consider at the G8 is whether we can do more to cut off
that sort of finance. That is vital in Somalia and in
north Africa, too.
Simon Hughes (Bermondsey and Old Southwark)
(LD): Given that Algeria, like many countries in Africa,
has many neighbours—six, in this case—and long and
difficult to defend borders, which mean that people, not
just from Africa, can cross without being spotted or
detected, would not one option be not to offer troops
on the ground but to build up our capacity to offer
technical and surveillance support so that we can monitor
the activities of those who do and wish nobody any
good?
The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend makes an
important point. Clearly, border security is extremely
difficult in these countries, but there is more that we can
do to help them with technical abilities and also with
training. That is particularly the case with the Libyans.
Dan Jarvis (Barnsley Central) (Lab): In the light of
recent events in north Africa, does the Prime Minister
think the strategic defence and security review remains
relevant? If not, what is the mechanism whereby he
plans to re-assess the Government’s current policy?
The Prime Minister: We plan for strategic defence
and security reviews every five years, so this is a rolling
programme where we permanently look at whether,
given the threats that we face around the world, we have
the right defence and security assets to deal with them.
The decisions that we took in the last SDSR—in which
we were bringing the defence budget back into balance,
reducing the number of main battle tanks and looking
at smaller, more flexible armed forces, but were putting
money into ISTAR, drones and surveillance, into special
forces and into cyber-security, making sure that we
protected the key intelligence and security functions—were
the right decisions. If anything, if we had the review
over again, we would go more in that direction. All the
evidence shows that these are the emerging problems
that we are going to be dealing with more in the future.
Mark Pritchard (The Wrekin) (Con): May I commend
the Prime Minister on his leadership during this crisis
and on keeping the House updated? My right hon.
Friend mentioned an intelligent mix of assets. I wonder
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whether the 12,000 Algerians in the United Kingdom
and 4,000 Mali nationals might be part of that intelligent
approach, by deploying them in a positive way back to
their own country in a developmental role and in a role
that shows leadership within their country.
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point, which is that in drawing up our national security
strategy, we should be listening to the settled communities
here in the UK that have a huge amount of knowledge
and expertise about the countries that may be causing
us concern. That is very much the case with the Somali
community, and I am sure the points that he makes
about the Algerian community are right, too.
Rosie Cooper (West Lancashire) (Lab): Mindful of
the distress caused, will the Prime Minister ensure that
each family is told before names are released by the
Government, and undertake, where the families wish it,
to give them the fullest possible information about
when, where and how their loved ones died?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Lady makes an extremely
important point. We do a lot of thinking and a lot of
work to try to get this impossibly difficult decision
right. That is what the police liaison teams do, and the
Government should always be asking, “Can this be
handled even more sensitively in the future?”
Sir Edward Garnier (Harborough) (Con): I was reassured
by my right hon. Friend in his answers to the former
Secretary of State, the right hon. Member for Coventry
North East (Mr Ainsworth), about our diplomatic and
military resources, but will my right hon. Friend draw
any lessons from the request by the French to borrow
two transport aircraft? They are the third biggest military
force in Europe. Does that mean that they just do not
have the aeroplanes, or does it mean that their aeroplanes
were doing something else and they needed to borrow
some from us?
The Prime Minister: My hon. and learned Friend
makes an important point. My understanding is that
the French do not have C-17s. They have a different
laydown of forces. I would argue that one of the things
that we did in the SDSR, which the previous Government
were working on too, was making sure that we had
good mobility and strategic lift for our armed forces.
They are vital. The C-17s are based in my constituency,
at RAF Brize Norton, so perhaps I am biased, but as
far as I can see they are workhorses. They are vitally
important. We have eight of them, and lending two to
the French for this vital task is right. In future, we have
the A400M coming in and that is a highly capable plane
that will help with the transport and heavy-lift capabilities
as well.
Joan Walley (Stoke-on-Trent North) (Lab): Will the
Prime Minister assure us that when he says the UK
Government will be working across the region, this will
include increased diplomatic efforts to find a peaceful
solution to the conflict in Western Sahara?
The Prime Minister: Yes. The hon. Lady makes an
important point. As I tried to say in my statement, there
are many long-standing, deep, difficult political conflicts
that have to be resolved. Although there is never an excuse
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for the sort of terrorism that we saw over the weekend,
terrorist groups and others exploit these grievances. An
intelligent approach to trying to combat al-Qaeda right
across the piece is to break up the different parts of this
insurgency and deal with the individual problems, as
well as undertaking the tough security response that
I spoke about.
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (The Cotswolds) (Con): Does
my right hon. Friend agree that we should use the
extensive contact that we have had with the Algerians as
a result of the tragedy to encourage them to use their
considerable resources to combat the jihadists, whoever
they are, in north and west Africa?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. I have spoken to the Algerian Prime Minister six
times, I think, in the last three days, and the Under-Secretary
of State, my hon. Friend the Member for North East
Bedfordshire, has had a number of conversations, as
has the Foreign Secretary.
The Algerians have huge, long experience of fighting
against extremist Islamism and their country had a very
painful and difficult civil war. It is a country where we
will want to thicken and deepen our diplomatic, political
and even military and counter-terrorism contacts.
Chi Onwurah (Newcastle upon Tyne Central) (Lab):
Many of those so tragically caught up in the terrorist
attacks in Algeria are engineers, who, as I know from
my own engineering career, are often called on to work
abroad without appropriate security information,
particularly if they work for smaller companies or are
contractors. The Prime Minister said that he would be
in contact with larger oil companies. May I urge him
and the Foreign Secretary to work with the professional
bodies concerned, such as my own body, the Institution
of Engineering and Technology, to ensure that individuals
as well as companies can make informed choices for
themselves?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Lady makes an extremely
good point, and Foreign Office Ministers were listening
carefully. Some 250 to 300 British nationals are working
in oil and gas installations in Algeria. I encourage the
companies and, in the case of subcontractors, perhaps
the individuals as well, to make sure that they contact
the consular authorities, so that we know who is in the
country and what their roles are. It would help enormously
if they did.
Penny Mordaunt (Portsmouth North) (Con): Defence
planning has tended to focus on building the most
flexible capabilities to respond to future threats. I welcome
the shift under this Government, who are also investing
in preventing those threats from occurring in the first
place. Will the Prime Minister show the same leadership
as he did on Libya in getting other countries in Europe
and further afield to follow suit?
The Prime Minister: I am grateful for what my hon.
Friend says. Right across Europe, countries are having
strategic defence reviews or their equivalents, and we
should encourage them to do that. An enormous amount
of resource is locked up in European defence budgets
that is, frankly, wasted on a lot of capabilities that are
not so necessary. While it is always difficult to change
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the lay-down of forces and to scrap old equipment and
old ways of doing things, if we want to face the threats
of the future, it is essential that all countries do this.
Kevin Brennan (Cardiff West) (Lab): In his statement,
the Prime Minister told us that a small number of the
terrorists involved in the incident are in Algerian custody.
Can he elaborate on that at all and tell us anything
further about the potential for intelligence from those
prisoners?
The Prime Minister: I am afraid that it is very difficult
to do that. I do not have the final numbers on the
number of hostage takers who were captured by the
Algerian authorities; obviously, that will be a responsibility
for them. I also think that figures and facts will emerge
about the different make-up of the hostage takers, who
included a number of foreign nationals. We do not yet
have information that any are British nationals, but I
expect that figures will be released at some stage showing
that a number of nationals from other countries were
involved in the atrocity.
Mark Menzies (Fylde) (Con): I join others in
congratulating the Prime Minister on the level-headed
way in which he has handled this. Algeria is a proud
country that wants to strengthen its relations with the
United Kingdom. Can the Prime Minister assure me
that everything will be done to strengthen and deepen
that relationship at a time when Algeria needs us most?
The Prime Minister: I can certainly give my hon.
Friend that assurance. Relations are good—they were
already good—but this tragedy does give us the opportunity
to look again at what more we can do in co-operation
with the Algerians.
Jonathan Ashworth (Leicester South) (Lab): The Prime
Minister rightly said that terrorism will be at the top of
the agenda at the G8. Given that we are dealing with
al-Qaeda affiliates, or franchises, as he puts it, will he
give us more detail on the type of co-ordinated action
on which he hopes to get agreement at the G8? Will he
also say a word or two about his assessment of the
security situation in Nigeria? Can he reassure us that
increased and understandable emphasis on west Africa
will not mean less emphasis on Somalia?
The Prime Minister: There were a lot of questions
there. The first thing that the G8 can do is make sure
that we share a common analysis of the problem. I
believe that we do and that this mixture of tough but
intelligent response is what is required. There are some
specific things we can start to discuss about how countries
in the G8—France, Italy, Canada, America, the British—
can start thinking about how we partner up more with
countries, but make sure that we do not fall over each
other in doing so.
What the hon. Gentleman says about Somalia is key.
Last year’s London conference was successful in helping
to bring about the political transition that was necessary
in Somalia; it also helped in getting the United Nations
resolution that was needed and in the building up of
Somali security forces. I am committed to making sure
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that we continue that patient, painstaking work, which
is helping that country to put itself back together again.
I am determined that we should not slip back.
Several hon. Members rose—
Mr Speaker: Order. I did indeed listen intently to the
three questions from the hon. Member for Leicester
South (Jonathan Ashworth), but if we are to get to the
end in reasonable time, it would be helpful if Members
now confine themselves to one question each.
Mr Philip Hollobone (Kettering) (Con): It must be
right that, in addition to the appropriate security response,
there should be a refocusing of international development
assistance on failed or failing states in north Africa.
There are a lot of very rich Islamic nations in the world.
Might we see rather more money coming from them to
provide that international development assistance, rather
than its coming only from the west?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. We do have one of the largest budgets in the
world and I think we use it well, but we are focusing
much more on conflict and broken states; a lot more of
the money is going in that direction. The G8 traditionally
discusses development assistance, but the G20 is starting
to do that as well, and of course the G20 includes some
of the most populous and richest Islamic states on
Earth. We should certainly encourage their work.
Mark Lazarowicz (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab/
Co-op): The Prime Minister referred to the role that
could be played by the ECOWAS states—indeed, some
are already taking action—but he will know that ECOWAS
was not originally set up as a military or political
alignment, that its resources are limited, and that some
of its members are stretched elsewhere in terms of
military activity. Is there a danger in expecting too
much from ECOWAS, at least in the short term? What
role can be played by other international bodies such as
the African Union and, indeed, the United Nations,
which has not been mentioned today?
The Prime Minister: The hon. Gentleman makes an
important point. The key thing is that it is much better
if the military and security forces are provided by local
states, rather than by others. The French intervened
because it was an emergency, but their aim, as I understand
it, is to make sure that we train up and encourage west
African states to put their military into Mali as a way
of providing security. It is in our interest to build the
capacity of these countries and, frankly, it is in their
interest to make sure that that capacity is there, because
if we do not sort out problems such as Mali, the
knock-on effect on other west African states will be felt
very rapidly. However, the hon. Gentleman is right that
we should not overestimate what is available.
Craig Whittaker (Calder Valley) (Con): I thank my
right hon. Friend for his statement and for the way he
has handled the crisis over the past week. What level of
counselling and other support are BP and the British
Government offering to the British nationals who were
held hostage and their families?
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The Prime Minister: Obviously BP has a huge
responsibility because many of these people are their
employees, and I know that it takes that very seriously.
On the Government side, the main point of access is
the police liaison teams, who do a fantastic job in very
difficult circumstances. As others have said, one of the
key concerns and considerations is how to keep them up
to date with the news as it is coming in while not getting
ahead of what they are being told. That is never easy to
get right, and I will make sure that we always try to
learn the lessons if we have not done so.

The Prime Minister: I agree with the hon. Gentleman
that there is obviously huge concern in Scotland. Over
the centuries, Scots have been fantastic at working and
earning money overseas and travelling the world, and
we need to make sure that we protect their interests. Of
course I want to see Algeria work to defend its borders,
but, to be frank, if we do not deal with crises such as
that in Mali and the existence of ungoverned space in
other neighbouring countries, it is very difficult for any
country, no matter how good its border and security
forces, to maintain secure borders.

Thomas Docherty (Dunfermline and West Fife) (Lab):
I am sure that the whole House welcomes the Prime
Minister’s new focus on cyber-security and other defence
interests, but will he confirm whether these investments
will be met from existing budgets or he is proposing new
money for the Ministry of Defence?

James Duddridge (Rochford and Southend East) (Con):
Given that a number of the countries in north and west
Africa are French speaking, is it not fortuitous that the
Foreign Secretary took the decision last year to reopen
our embassy in Abidjan, Côte d’Ivoire? Not only was
Abidjan known as the Paris of Africa, a number of
other Francophone countries look toward Abidjan for
guidance?

The Prime Minister: I am afraid that there is not new
money available to the MOD. However, the decision we
made in the strategic defence and security review was
for hundreds of millions of pounds to be spent on
cyber-security, and that was new money—investment
that was not taking place previously. Also, the priority
given to things such as special forces and some key
intelligence assets was, in effect, new investment to
make sure that our forces and our national security are
correctly aligned with the threats that we face.
Sir Bob Russell (Colchester) (LD): The Prime Minister
gave a five-point summary of how to defeat terrorists,
the second of which was military action. Will he reflect
on whether it is prudent and in Britain’s interests to cut
the size of our armed forces?
The Prime Minister: All these decisions are difficult,
but the key for the future is not necessarily to look at
the overall number of regular soldiers, sailors or airmen
we have, but to look at the capabilities we have. We
should reflect on the decisions taken in the SDSR that
made sure that our forces are mobile, properly equipped
and accompanied by all the assets they need. If, for
example, we decided to maintain the number of soldiers
but not to invest in C-17 aircraft, we would not be able
to move those soldiers around the world. If we invested
simply in the number of soldiers but did not have
drones and other intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition
and reconnaissance—ISTAR—equipment, we would not
be able to fight modern warfare. Yes, those are difficult
decisions, but I have to say that I find it frustrating
when people just want to keep what we have and then
add to it. To govern is to make difficult choices about
priorities, but I am convinced that we made the right
choices in the SDSR.
Mr William Bain (Glasgow North East) (Lab): People
in Scotland have been horrified at the loss of life over
the weekend and at the growing threat we face from
terrorist groups operating across national boundaries in
north Africa. Does the Prime Minister agree with the
plan of the US and French Governments: that Algeria
should secure its borders with Mali to staunch the flow
of terrorist groups and the proceeds from drug trafficking,
which underpins much of their activity?

The Prime Minister: My right hon. Friend the Foreign
Secretary is endlessly far-sighted, because not only did
he reopen that embassy, but he reopened the language
school for the Foreign Office. He is always telling me
that a key part of this Government’s story about fighting
and succeeding in the global race is the fact that we are
investing in our diplomatic network and our network of
embassies around the world. Of course, as I said, we
will also have to look carefully at the lay-down in west
Africa.
David Rutley (Macclesfield) (Con): I join the Prime
Minister in thanking the Foreign Office and the police
for their heroic and exemplary efforts to support British
hostages and their families. Will my right hon. Friend
tell the House what steps are being taken, militarily and
from a security perspective, to encourage greater
co-operation between west African and north African
states in the fight against terrorists?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. What we should be doing is working out with
each of the countries the best and most appropriate
partnership. In the case of Nigeria, as I have said many
times, we have a very strong relationship and are very
involved in helping on counter-terrorism and policing.
With the French and others, we should be looking at all
of these countries, whether it is Niger, Mali or Algeria,
and working out what we can best do to help.
Christopher Pincher (Tamworth) (Con): Beyond Algeria,
my right hon. Friend will know that more than 4,000 BP
workers and their families live in the south Caucasus
and, in particular, Azerbaijan. Although Azerbaijan is
a stable and secular state, will my right hon. Friend
work with the Government in Baku to assess the risk
faced by Britons there and the facilities in which they
work, to ensure that they are protected to the utmost?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend is absolutely
right: the Government should do that—but of course it
is the primary responsibility of companies such as BP,
which have huge resources and, indeed, almost their
own diplomatic networks, to make sure that their people
are safe, to work with the Governments of the countries
in which they operate and to look at their security based
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on the present level of threat. I commend BP for the
work that it does on that, but it needs to redouble all its
efforts.
Rehman Chishti (Gillingham and Rainham) (Con):
I welcome the Prime Minister’s statement. He will
know that Saudi Arabia has set up a world-renowned
deradicalisation centre, which was visited by the previous
Prime Minister and is recognised by the United Nations.
What steps are being taken to get countries such as
Saudi Arabia to share their good practice with other
countries on how they can tackle radicalisation and
extremism?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. I think that Saudi Arabia realised what a problem
it had with Islamic extremism. It is now a leader in
deradicalisation programmes, and I strongly encourage
it to share its thinking and approach with other countries.
We need to build an alliance of Islamic countries to
make sure that we all back deradicalisation and condemn
utterly the perverse interpretation of Islam that says
that somehow it is right to carry out terrorist attacks
and murder innocent people.
Karen Lumley (Redditch) (Con): A few years ago, it
could have been me waiting for news from Algeria, as
my husband used to work in the oil industry out there
and in many other African countries. Following many
conversations that we have had over the weekend, will
the Prime Minister assure me that he and his colleagues
will talk to major oil companies to ensure that they
tighten up their security procedures?
The Prime Minister: I can certainly give my hon.
Friend that assurance. I have had several conversations
with Bob Dudley, the head of BP, in recent days and, as
I just said, it is very important that companies recognise
their responsibilities, look at all the modern levels of
threat and work out what they need to do for themselves
and with the countries in which they are located.
Dr Matthew Offord (Hendon) (Con): On 13 March
last year, I raised my concerns on the Floor of the
House about Libyan weaponry falling into the hands of
terrorists who were intent on kidnapping. In the light
of my question then, the recent incident is even more
regrettable, so may I urge the Prime Minister to put
pressure on the international community to end the
illicit circulation of small arms and light weapons and
ammunition for them in the region?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend raises a very
important point. Frankly, Libya had a problem with
excessive levels of firearms in civilian possession long
before the fall of Gaddafi, and the problem has worsened
in recent times. That is why we are working closely with
the Libyan Government to help them to build security
forces that can bring greater security to that country. I
do not accept the view of those who say that we would
somehow be better off if authoritarian dictators such as
Gaddafi were still in power, not only because of what I
said about his personal encouragement of terrorism
around the world, but because I think that such regimes
encouraged many young people to take up the path of

Algeria

48

jihadism, extremism and violence, perhaps not in Libya
but in other parts of the world. We are still dealing with
that today.
Neil Carmichael (Stroud) (Con): I welcome the Prime
Minister’s statement and his emphasis on the need for
Britain to remain fully involved internationally. In an
earlier answer, he noted the importance of strategic
defence reviews and the need to encourage member
states of the European Union to undertake them. Can
he see a way of encouraging member states to reflect in
those reviews their obvious and clear national interest
in having political security and stability in north and
west Africa?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point. We ourselves need to look at what we can do to
enhance our security, and we need to look at all the
issues that have been raised this afternoon, but the
principal response will need to be from the north and
west African countries that are on the front line of
fighting al-Qaeda franchises.
Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
Does my right hon. Friend agree that these events show
that it was right for the strategic defence review to focus
defence spending on the capabilities needed to counter
such new threats, including extra funding for special
forces? Is he as surprised and disappointed as I am that
the BBC has consistently described the perpetrators of
these heinous crimes as militants, rather than as the
terrorists they are?
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes a good
point. They are terrorists and they should be described
as such. This was a terrorist attack to take hostages and
kill innocent people, and it should be condemned utterly.
Gavin Barwell (Croydon Central) (Con): The Prime
Minister will be aware of research showing a worrying
level of Islamophobia in this country. With that in mind,
as an MP representing a constituency with a significant
Muslim community, may I warmly welcome his clear
statement that the generational conflict in which we are
engaged is not between the west and Islam, but between
people of all faiths who want to live in peace and those
who would resort to terror?
The Prime Minister: What my hon. Friend says is
absolutely right and should form part of every speech
and statement made about this issue. This is not a clash
of civilisations; it is all people against a very small
minority who are poisoned by that ideology. It is worth
making the point that the biggest number of victims of
al-Qaeda violence are Muslim men and women. That
remains the case, and we cannot make that point too
often.
Mr Robert Buckland (South Swindon) (Con): I warmly
welcome my right hon. Friend’s refocusing of attention
on the causes of instability in that troubled region;
some are recent, but some are of much longer standing.
Will he do all that he can to resolve the plight of
thousands of Sahrawi refugees who continue to languish
in the camps of Tindouf in Algeria, which may be a
source of instability in the region?
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The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes an important
point that echoes one made by an Opposition Member.
A number of long-standing political conflicts, grievances
and other issues in the region have to be addressed.
They are never an excuse for terrorism, but they can
provide some of the backdrop. The way I would put it is
that we have to drain the swamp of all those issues at
the same time as confronting, in a very tough manner,
the terrorism and the terrorists that we face.

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill
Considered in Committee

[MR NIGEL EVANS in the Chair]
4.50 pm
The First Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means
(Mr Nigel Evans): Before I call the first group of
amendments I must tell the Committee that the
amendments to the schedule have been marshalled in
error before the new clauses. The Committee will deal
with the new clauses before it considers the schedule. I
invite Members who wish to speak to clause 1 as a
whole to do so in this debate, as I do not anticipate that
there will be a separate debate on clause 1 stand part.

Clause 1
UP-RATING OF

CERTAIN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

FOR TAX YEARS

2014-15 AND 2015-16

Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab): I beg to move
amendment 12, page 1, line 4, leave out ‘by 1%’.
The First Deputy Chairman: With this it will be
convenient to discuss the following:
Amendment 7, page 1, line 4, leave out ‘1%’ and
insert
‘the Retail Prices Index measure of inflation.’.

Amendment 10, page 1, line 4, leave out ‘1%’ and
insert
‘the percentage by which the general level of earnings is greater at
the end of the period under review in that tax year under
section 150(1) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992
than it was at the beginning of that period’.

Amendment 20, page 1, line 22, leave out subsection (5).
Clause stand part.
Stephen Timms: In this Bill the Government are
punishing people who are already hard up for the
failure of their economic policy. We were promised that
the policy would lead to steady growth and falling
unemployment, but it has failed. We have had a double-dip
recession, and some predict that this week we will learn
we are in a triple dip. Unemployment is now officially
forecast to go up next year, so spending on unemployment
benefits will go up, and borrowing will go up too.
The Chancellor’s policy has failed and the Government
have decided to respond by forcing down the incomes
of those whose incomes are already the lowest of all.
Roughly speaking, the saving over the two years to
which the Bill refers will be about the same as the
increase in welfare spending resulting from the rise in
unemployment forecast just between the Budget last
year and the autumn statement.
The Government want to cut the incomes of the least
well-off in real terms, not just for the coming year but,
through this Bill, for the year after and the year after
that. At the same time, in April they will give a tax cut
to everybody earning more than £150,000 per year.
That combination of policies will force up poverty in
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every part of the country, and it is a disgrace that
Ministers are forcing this Committee stage into a single
day.
This Bill is a bitter blow to large numbers of families—in
work and out of work—who are on low incomes at the
moment and struggling to make ends meet. Three new
food banks open every week; last year a quarter of a
million people received help from a food bank because
they could not afford enough to eat, and this Bill will
make matters significantly worse. It means that for
three years, low-income families will get below-inflation
increases. The number of people visiting a food bank
will be higher this year and, because of this Bill, it will
be higher still next year and higher again the year after
that.
As Citizens Advice points out:
“The cumulative impact of capping the uprating of most
benefits to no more than 1%”,

for the next three years, will lead to an exponential
increase in net losses each year. Child Poverty Action
Group stated that
“the poorer you are, the greater your loss.”

Mr John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): Do the
Opposition want to make it more worth while to be in
work than out of work, and if so, how would they do it?
Stephen Timms: We certainly want it to be more
worth while for people to be in work, but forcing down
the incomes of those who are out of work is not the way
to do it.
Clause 1 affects mainly out-of-work benefits, but people
struggling to make ends meet in work are hit as well.
Schedule 1(b) means that the personal allowance used
in the calculation of housing benefit for people in work
will go up by only 1%, irrespective of what happens to
rent levels.
Charlie Elphicke (Dover) (Con): Is it therefore the
right hon. Gentleman’s and the Opposition’s policy that
uprating should be not by 1%, but by inflation? Is that a
commitment?
Stephen Timms: Uprating should indeed be in line
with inflation, as it always was in the past.
James Duddridge (Rochford and Southend East) (Con):
Will the right hon. Gentleman give way?
Stephen Timms: I will make a little more progress, and
then gladly give way again. As I was saying, schedule 1(b)
means that housing benefit for people in work will be
cut in real terms as well. We will return to that when we
speak to amendment 17.
The change in the personal tax allowance, which we
have heard a good deal about, will not do very much to
help people who are in work on low incomes. Citizens
Advice points out that
“any rise in net earnings leads to a reduction in housing benefit
and council tax benefit.”

In addition, of course, the change will do nothing at all
for people who are out of work.
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Neil Carmichael (Stroud) (Con): I listened carefully
to the right hon. Gentleman’s observation, but note that
about 3,800 people in my constituency who are in work
have been lifted out of tax altogether. Does he not
believe that that is a step in the right direction?
Stephen Timms: Those people will lose council tax
benefit, and if they are paying rent, they will lose
housing benefit. Citizens Advice is right that the effect
of the change in the threshold on people in low-income
work is very low indeed.
Helen Goodman (Bishop Auckland) (Lab): Thirteen
pence a week.
Stephen Timms: My hon. Friend says that the change
is 13p week, which is a derisory amount.
George Freeman (Mid Norfolk) (Con): Will the right
hon. Gentleman give way?
Stephen Timms: No—I will make progress before I
give way again.
The Bill was designed by the Chancellor to promote
his party’s narrow interest. Like a number of the
Chancellor’s efforts of that kind, it has not worked out
as he hoped, but let us be clear that the Government
have restricted uprating to 1% for the coming year
without a Bill and did not need a Bill to restrict uprating
for future years. The Chancellor thought he could boost
his party’s standing if he introduced a Bill, so we have
one. Coalition Ministers are here to help advance the
Chancellor’s cause.
In particular, it is ridiculous to announce now—before
we know anything about the future course of inflation—by
how much benefits will be uprated in more than two
years’ time, which is well after the general election. The
Opposition therefore reject the proposal to restrict the
uprating of social security benefits and tax credits to
1%. As I have said, in our view, uprating should be in
line with inflation and assessed, as it always has been, at
the end of the preceding year.
The Secretary of State claimed in his speech on
Second Reading that, as part of employment and support
allowance, the support group is protected, but it is not.
The Secretary of State said that people who are not in
the support group will find that they are affected. That
is true, but people in the support group will be hit as
well. Citizens Advice has worked out that a lone parent
with three children who is in the support group will lose
£600 in 2015-16 because of the exponential way in
which the Bill will grind down the incomes of people
who are already hard-up. We will come back to that.
Sandra Osborne (Ayr, Carrick and Cumnock) (Lab):
Is my right hon. Friend aware of the coalition of
60 Scottish charities that says that the Bill contradicts
the principle that everyone should have a reasonable
income in order to live a dignified life, and that many
people in Scotland will be adversely affected by the Bill?
Stephen Timms: My hon. Friend is absolutely right,
as are the organisations to which she refers. Indeed, as I
shall say, there has been a widespread call along those
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lines pointing out the damage that the Bill will do.
Disability Rights UK states:
“The Government has suggested that all disabled people are
protected from the lower 1% increase in benefits. This is not the
case.”

In fact, as the impact assessment tells us, disabled
households are more likely than others to be hit by the
changes in the Bill.
James Duddridge: The right hon. Gentleman has
twice from the Dispatch Box repeated the commitment
to uprate benefits by inflation? Is that the retail prices
index or the consumer prices index, or has that yet to be
decided?
Stephen Timms: That is a matter to be announced at
the appropriate time. At the end of this year, we will set
out how benefits should be uprated for the following
year, as it always has been done, and at the end of next
year for the year after that.
Several hon. Members rose—
5 pm
Stephen Timms: I will make a little more progress and
then I will gladly give way again.
In moving amendment 12, I wish to focus on the effect
of clause 1, as it stands, on child poverty. Previously—
reflecting the commitment in the coalition agreement to
eradicate child poverty by 2020—the Government have
published the effect of Budgets, spending reviews and
autumn statements on child poverty. We know from the
Institute for Fiscal Studies that, taking account of everything
that the Government announced before the autumn
statement, child poverty is set to go up by 400,000 by
2015 and 800,000 by 2020. In this autumn statement,
they did not mention child poverty at all. There was no
mention in the impact statement, where it should have
been. I tabled a question and the Minister told me that
he would reply as soon as possible: I am still waiting.
Despite the Government’s best efforts, the answer did
slip out in an answer from a different Minister. In that,
we read that the three years of uprating will increase
child poverty by an additional 200,000 on top of the
increase that is already due. That means that we are on
track for 1 million more children below the poverty line
by 2020. That is a devastating blow and will undo all the
progress of the last 15 years.
Caroline Lucas (Brighton, Pavilion) (Green): The
powerful figures that the right hon. Gentleman cites
show that this is a cruel and callous Bill. Given that that
is the case, does he not think that Labour supporters
might be disappointed that he will not commit now to
re-link the upratings with RPI? Nor has Labour said
that if it were to form a Government next time, they
would reverse the Bill. Is not there a danger that people
will think that it is all rhetoric and no action from the
Opposition?
Stephen Timms: The time to announce how benefits
would be uprated for next year is later this year in the
normal way. The time for the following year is the end
of next year. We reject the Bill, which is the Chancellor’s
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partisan and unprecedented device to set out the trajectory
for two years’ time, before we know anything about the
future course of inflation.
Ministers still say that they are committed to eradicating
child poverty. It says so in the coalition agreement. That
commitment is clearly now fictitious. The Bill is simply
incompatible with that commitment. Ministers should
stop pretending. They have given up on reducing child
poverty. They have not just given up on publishing the
numbers as they used to do: they have given up on
delivering the goal as well. Now they are implementing
policies that will force child poverty up.
George Freeman: Given that the last Government
spent £150 billion on tax credits and achieved a 6%
reduction in child poverty, does the right hon. Gentleman
think that lifting 350,000 out of child poverty for a
£2 billion investment in universal credit represents good
value for money?
Stephen Timms: The policies of the previous Government
reduced the number of children below the poverty line
by 1.1 million. The policies of this Government are set
to increase it by 1 million by 2020. That is a shameful
record.
What we will have from April is a toxic combination
of policies that will cut the highest rate of income tax
and real-terms cuts in benefits and tax credits. Some
8,000 people who earn over £1 million a year will get a
tax cut in April averaging more than £2,000 a week.
Someone receiving the adult rate of jobseeker’s allowance
will receive 71p a week. People are getting angry at what
the Government are doing.
Martin Horwood (Cheltenham) (LD): The right hon.
Gentleman may or may not think that the Bill is a
partisan device by the Chancellor—and he may or may
not be right—but in refusing to support either the
amendment tabled by the hon. Member for Brighton,
Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) or the various amendments
tabled by Liberal Democrat Members, is not the Labour
party being absolutely pathetic? It has the opportunity
to do something about this and it is not taking it.
Stephen Timms: We will announce uprating policy in
the normal way on the normal timetable, not on a date
chosen by the Chancellor for his own partisan purposes.
I think the Minister knows that I have been looking
back at his speech in the Child Poverty Bill Second
Reading debate in July 2009—fewer than four years
ago. It was an autobiographical speech, as he said at the
time. He explained that his first job was with the Institute
for Fiscal Studies, where he had the task in the 1980s of
compiling its poverty statistics. He said that
“year after year the level of child poverty would remorselessly
grow. A majority of people would do relatively well, enjoying tax
cuts, and the people at the top would do exceptionally well, but
year after year more and more children would find themselves in
poverty.”

He said that he decided to become a politician because
he
“was appalled at what was happening in our country to the most
vulnerable people”—[Official Report, 20 July 2009; Vol. 496,
c. 625.]
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Now here he is, three-and-a-half years later, arguing in
this Committee for exactly the same combination of
policies he condemned at the time: tax cuts for the
highest paid and benefit cuts for the most vulnerable.
Exactly as in the 1980s, as he knows better than anybody,
the result is certain: child poverty rocketing. With the
extra rise as a result of the Bill, if current policies are
maintained it will go up by 1 million by 2020—right
back up to the level he was logging at the IFS in the
1980s.
Margot James (Stourbridge) (Con): Does the right
hon. Gentleman accept that the most recent data
demonstrate a reduction in child poverty last year of
300,000? If he disputes that, does he have any comment
on the way the previous Government measured child
poverty, and whether that measure should be changed?
Stephen Timms: Absolutely right—the policies of the
previous Government have continued to have beneficial
impacts, but as soon as this Government change the
policy the numbers will rocket back up again. According
to the IFS, child poverty will rise by 400,000 by 2015
and by 800,000 by 2020. On top of that, there will be an
additional rise of 200,000 as a result of the Bill. That is
what the Government’s policies are doing.
Kate Green (Stretford and Urmston) (Lab): Of course,
that is the figure the Government have been prepared to
acknowledge in relation to relative income poverty, but
they have said nothing about the impact on absolute
poverty, material deprivation or persistent poverty—all
measures they are signed up to in the Child Poverty
Act 2010. Does my right hon. Friend agree with me that
they should publish the impact on those measures of
poverty as well?
Stephen Timms: Absolutely. That is what they have
done in previous Budgets and autumn statements; in
this one there was silence. I agree with my hon. Friend
that the Government should absolutely return to the
practice they adopted after the election.
Like the Minister in the 1980s, anybody who cares
about poverty and who is looking at what is set to
happen to the most vulnerable in the next few years, will
be appalled. Child poverty will be growing remorselessly
once again—back to the policies of the 1980s and back
to their consequences, too. There is enormous public
concern about the effects of clause 1 and the Bill as a
whole. My hon. Friend the Member for Ayr, Carrick
and Cumnock (Sandra Osborne) referred to the coalition
of organisations in Scotland who have written about
their concern. The Child Poverty Action Group has
said:
“The Bill is a cause of great concern.”

Barnardo’s has stated:
“This policy will punish children the most by trapping them in
poverty and impacting on their lives, leading to poor health, poor
qualifications and unemployment.”

Citizens Advice said:
“It is imperative, particularly whilst increases to earnings from
work are restricted, that support for low earners received through
the welfare system is not disconnected from inflationary measures
to the cost of living.”
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The Children’s Society said:
“Groups which are meant to be protected (such as households
with somebody with a disability) are more likely to be affected
than households without protection.”

In an open letter this morning, the chief executives of
Catholic charities in Liverpool, Manchester and London
warned of the threat the Bill
“poses to the fundamental well-being of disabled, unemployed
and low paid people, as well as their families who are already
buckling under the weight of recent changes to the welfare
system.”

Sarah Newton (Truro and Falmouth) (Con): I ask the
right hon. Gentleman to look at the facts, rather than
scaremongering. The fact is that the child element of
tax credit has gone up by 16% under this Government—
£470. He really should look at the facts.
Stephen Timms: I simply ask the hon. Lady to look at
all the other things the Government have done and
at the Institute for Fiscal Studies assessment of the
consequences for child poverty. As I have said, its
assessment is that the number of children living below
the poverty line will increase by 400,000 by 2015 and by
800,000 by 2020 and that there will be an additional rise
of 200,000 as a direct result of the Bill.
The general secretary of USDAW, the shop workers’
union, has spoken of
“a kick in the teeth for working people that will fill many
households with despair.”

Disability Rights UK has said:
“We are fearful that the Welfare Benefits UP-rating Bill will…
impoverish thousands more disabled people.”

Homeless Link has said that
“the proposals contained in the Bill are grossly unfair, hitting the
poorest in society the hardest.”

Mr Redwood: I just wonder how the right hon. Gentleman
can forecast with such certainty this abrupt turnaround
and deterioration until 2020. Does his forecast assume
that there will be a Conservative Government for that
second period?
Stephen Timms: The right hon. Gentleman should
ask the Institute for Fiscal Studies, where the Minister
served with considerable distinction in the 1980s. It has
been a reliable guide in the past and will be in the future.
The assumption is that the existing policies will continue.
This is a terrible Bill that is being rushed through in a
disgraceful manner. It will hit very hard those people
who are already struggling to make ends meet. It will hit
women disproportionately hard. It will hit disabled
people, including everyone in the support group for
employment and support allowance. It will hit children,
pushing 200,000 below the poverty line.
At a time when the coalition Government are—
The Minister of State, Department for Work and Pensions
(Steve Webb): What the right hon. Gentleman is saying
sounds like a peroration, so I think that he might have
accidentally dropped the page on which he was going to
say where, if not from these measures, he would find the
£3.5 billion. Where would he find the money?
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Stephen Timms: Of course, the background to this
policy is the failure of the Government’s policy. If we
look at the unemployment forecast set out at last year’s
Budget and compare it with the forecast set out at the
autumn statement, we will see that it will cost an extra
£3 billion in additional benefits. What the Minister and
the Chancellor should be doing is putting in place
policies that will reduce unemployment, not see it continue
to rise.
At a time when the coalition Government are handing
the richest people a tax cut of £2,000 a week each, they
have decided that people on jobseeker’s allowance can
have only 71p each, 72p the year after, and 73p the year
after that. To quote the Minister’s 2009 speech, it is
“appalling”. I urge the Committee to support our
amendment and vote against clause stand part.
Charlie Elphicke: I will speak briefly. I think that it is
important that all of us who represent communities
with a lot of deprivation, such as my constituency of
Dover and Deal, make sure that the Government, or
any Government, have policies that make work pay.
About 5 million people in this country could work but
do not. We need more of an incentive for people to
realise their potential and do well in life. Part of that
needs to be an economic incentive. Let me pray in aid
the words of the Chancellor of the Exchequer:
“We have to acknowledge that over the last five years, those on
out-of-work benefits have seen their incomes rise twice as fast as
those in work. With pay restraint in businesses and Government,
average earnings have risen by about 10% since 2007. Out-of-work
benefits have gone up by about 20%. That is not fair to working
people who pay the taxes that fund them.”—[Official Report,
5 December 2012; Vol. 554, c. 879.]

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): Will the hon. Gentleman
give way?
Charlie Elphicke: I will in a moment.
It is also unfair on those people who are not in work,
because they have no incentive to go and seek work. We
need to provide that incentive, not because we want to
attack people who are unemployed but because we want
to give them every incentive to get work, realise their
potential and take the opportunity to do really well in
life and be a great success.
Helen Goodman: In that case, why does the Bill apply
to statutory maternity and paternity leave, adoption
leave and sick pay—all those things that are provided
for people exactly when they cannot possibly go to work?
Charlie Elphicke: As the hon. Lady knows, the principal
part of clause 1, which we are discussing, deals with
out-of-work benefits. As she also knows, the policy of
the Opposition—that uprating should continue according
to inflation—and their opposition to this Bill would
cost £3.5 billion. Money is tight in this country today.
The reason for that is that she and her party drove our
economy off a cliff, overspending for years and displaying
fiscal incontinence that was unparalleled in this country
in the last century.
5.15 pm
Mr Michael McCann (East Kilbride, Strathaven and
Lesmahagow) (Lab): Does the hon. Gentleman accept
that since his Government were elected, they have increased
borrowing by £212 billion?
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Charlie Elphicke: The hon. Gentleman makes the
case better than I could about the extent of the mess left
by the previous Government, which was such that recovery
has been choppy. As the whole Committee knows, a
recovery from a debt crisis is always much tougher,
particularly when we also have the eurozone plunging
into crisis because of its years of mismanagement. Unless
we have sound money and ensure restraint in the public
finances and growth in the private sector, we will not be
able to turn the corner and get the economy growing
and the nation’s finances in place. The economy is now
starting to heal, but part of that involves building in
an extra incentive to ensure that work pays—universal
credit is part of that—and ensuring an extra incentive
for those who are out of work and on benefits to go into
work. We do that by not continuing with the over-generous
benefits or over-uprating of benefits, as compared with
what people in work have received, that we have seen in
recent years.
Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): The hon. Gentleman
is making the point strongly that it is important that we
make work pay. On that basis, is he concerned that 60%
of those affected by the clauses we are discussing today
are in work, and that this Bill is making precisely those
hard-working people on low and middle incomes worse
off by being in work?
Charlie Elphicke: The hon. Gentleman well knows
that this Government have taken many people on low
incomes out of tax altogether. That is not something
that his party did. Labour froze the personal allowance
and, over time, had more people in the tax system
relatively speaking. We have taken people out of tax,
because we do not see the point in taking money off
people in taxes and then handing their own money back
to them. It is better not to take it off them in the first
place.
The key point is that the Opposition are proposing to
impose a cost of £3.5 billion. I ask them: where are they
going to find the money? How will they pay for their
spending pledge? If they want to pay for it through
more borrowing—which always seems to be their policy—
all they will do is raise interest rates for hard-pressed
mortgage holders, small businesses and borrowers.
George Freeman: Is not the truth that the Opposition’s
opposition to this Bill would cost the average family
£5,000 extra in debt? Does my hon. Friend agree that
there is no money growing on trees—we pay for that
either in debt or in tax—and that the Bill is a sensible
measure, as debt simply holds more families back?
Charlie Elphicke: I absolutely agree with my hon.
Friend. The Labour party just thinks that we can sink
further into a sea of debt. We have to call time on that.
We have to get control of our public finances and our
private finances, and restore sound money once again.
Amber Rudd (Hastings and Rye) (Con): Does my
hon. Friend not find it confusing that the Opposition
support fixing public sector pay rises at 1%, but
not controlling the level by which out-of-work benefits
increase?
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Charlie Elphicke: That is absolutely right. It is
extraordinary that the Opposition say that it is fine to
have a 1% cap on public sector pay, but not on benefits.
We need parity.
Mr McCann rose—
Ian Mearns rose—
Charlie Elphicke: I have been quite generous in giving
way, so I would like to make a bit of progress.
Let me turn to the issue of child poverty. We heard a
lot of rhetoric on child poverty from the shadow Minister,
in addition to the amazing spending commitment
that he delivered to the Committee in response to my
intervention. Let us look at the child poverty figures,
which the Opposition say are a key reason to oppose
clause 1. The figures from the last Parliament show
that, after housing costs, there were 3.6 million children
in poverty in 2004-05. In 2009-10, there were 3.8 million.
In other words, it went up 200,000 under the previous
Government. The figures for 2010-11, the latest available,
went down 200,000 under the present Government. The
achievement of the previous Labour Government was
therefore to increase child poverty by 200,000—not a
great record, to put it mildly—while the present Government
have been in office at a time when child poverty has
been falling.
Let us also consider the fact that there were 700,000
children in severe poverty in 2004-05. By the end of the
Labour Government, that figure was the same. After
one year of this Government, however, the figure had
gone down to 600,000. Before the Opposition start
talking about child poverty, they ought to take a closer
look at their record in office. We also need to have a
closer look at the policy of universal credit, which,
according to Government statistics and the Red Book,
will take about 350,000 children out of poverty.
It is important that we look after children and give
them the best possible start in life, and this Government
are committed to that. The Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions is certainly committed to that, as am I.
I am committed to the Bill, and the measures in clause 1
are really important because we need to do all we can to
ensure that people who are not in work achieve their
potential, get into work, do really well and achieve great
success in their lives.
Ian Mearns: The hon. Member for Dover (Charlie
Elphicke) forgot to mention that while those on benefits
have had their benefits uprated at twice the rate of those
in work in percentage terms over the past five years, the
actual increase in financial terms has been on average
about £49 for those in work and about £12 for those on
benefits. Those figures were put into the public domain
by Paul Lewis on “Moneybox” on BBC Radio 4, and I
have no reason to disbelieve him. I wonder whether the
hon. Gentleman has. It is important to take those
figures into consideration. Percentages are meaningless;
50% or 100% of very little is still very little. Making
comparisons in the way that he did demeans the debate.
I would like to thank you for calling me to speak,
Mr Evans, because this is an important debate on a Bill
that, if voted through, will have a detrimental impact
on many thousands of my constituents and others
across Tyneside and the north-east. I have said this
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before, but it is important: the way in which this country’s
economy works is very different in different parts of
the country. It is therefore important to remember that
the equation of welfare to work is a two-part equation.
Welfare is one part; work is the other. In some parts of
the country, there is no work; in others, between a
dozen and 20 people—or even more in some places—wait
for each vacancy. In such places, where people have no
real opportunity to get work anywhere near their own
locality, there must be decent welfare so that they can
sustain themselves, their families and, most important,
their children.
I was fortunate enough to speak in previous debates
on this issue earlier this month, so I shall keep this
speech as brief as possible, given that many Members
will wish to take part in the debate. I shall try not to
repeat the points I have already made. Instead, I shall
focus on the impact that the Bill will have on families
and, particularly, on children. I also do not want to
disregard one important set of people—namely, those
with mental health difficulties. I believe that the impacts
of the Bill on those people has been underplayed to a
certain extent.
I visited Tyneside Mind in Gateshead on Friday and
spoke to a range of service users there. It is disturbing
to see the increased pressure being put on those vulnerable
people, who are in a fragile state of mind, to jump
through a whole range of hoops, and to see the impact
that the new measures are having on them.
Hywel Williams (Arfon) (PC): Does the hon. Gentleman
accept that this situation puts great pressure on local
agencies that are trying to help people back into work—the
Agored Cymru in my constituency, for example, which
works with people with mental health and substance
abuse problems—and that they are feeling the pinch as
well?
Ian Mearns: I have no doubt that that is the case. It
applies to the north-east of England where the capacity
of local authorities to help out local communities has
been dramatically undermined—disproportionately, by
comparison with other parts of the country.
This Bill provides yet another example of the
Government demonising the most vulnerable in our
society, making the poorest live in relative poverty. The
Government’s decision to cap uprating on certain benefits
and tax credits will, as confirmed only last week by the
Minister with responsibility for disabilities, result in
around 200,000 more children living in poverty. Let us
bear in mind the fact that this is not the only policy
forcing those on the lowest incomes into poverty. We
need look only at the sprouting of food banks everywhere
truly to understand the impact of this Government’s
welfare agenda.
According to the Child Poverty Action Group report
entitled “The Double Lockout: How local income families
will be locked out of fair living standards”, this Bill
“is poverty-producing and means that both absolute and relative
child poverty will increase”.

How exactly? First, delinking the uprating of benefits
from increases in the price of commodities such as fuel
and food will obviously result in a fall in standards of
living for anyone dependent on state assistance. Given
that two thirds of the households affected by the Bill
have children in them, it is not hard to understand why
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child poverty will increase. Furthermore, given that
proportionately poorer households spend more on basics
such as fuel, food, water and other households necessities,
their rate of inflation is higher when the prices of those
basic goods increase faster—a trend we have seen over
recent years.
In the last few months we have seen utility companies
hiking up their prices—the highest change we have seen
is about 10.8 or 11%. How on earth are the low paid
and those out of work supposed to heat their homes if
their benefits are not increased in line with inflation?
We are going to see families—we are already seeing
them—having to make the difficult choice between eating
or heating.
The Children’s Society estimates that the following
professions are also affected: 300,000 nurses and midwives
in the NHS; 150,000 staff in primary and nursery schools;
1.14 million admin workers, secretaries and secretarial
assistants; 44,000 electricians and electrical fitters;
510,000 sales assistants and cashiers; and 42,000 armed
forces personnel.
Toby Perkins: Does not that list of people in those
professions that are going to be badly hit fundamentally
undermine the idea that the Bill is really about incentivising
lazy people to go and get a job, which will happen only
if the incentive system is made a little bit nastier?
Ian Mearns: I think it is the ultimate insult to ordinary
people’s intelligence to say that in order to incentivise
those at the top end of the economy we have to pay
them more, while incentivising people at the bottom
end by paying them less. “We are all in this together”—I
don’t think.
By no stretch of the imagination should these hardworking people—all those I have just listed—be regarded
as shirkers. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation estimates
the cost of child poverty to the taxpayer as £25 billion,
despite the fact that 57% of children living in poverty
have one parent working. Surely increasing the number
of children suffering from child poverty, which is what
the Bill will do, will take more out of the Treasury’s
coffers in the long term than would be saved from
capping the uprating.
Martin Horwood (Cheltenham) (LD): On the subject
of insulting people’s intelligence, will the hon. Gentleman
vote for either of the amendments that seek to change
the rate of this benefit cut?
Ian Mearns: What I will do is listen to the debate and
see whether I can be convinced one way or the other.
Given that the majority of the people impacted by
the Bill are in work, the Minister should perhaps have
listened to my suggestion on Second Reading: why not
legislate for a living wage so that low-paid workers are
not reliant on the Government to top up their income
but are paid an adequate wage?
Margot James: The hon. Gentleman talks about low-paid
people and what they are suffering, but will he acknowledge
that many people have been taken out of tax altogether,
including 3,000 in his own constituency, and that 30,000
people in his constituency have at least benefited from
the increased personal allowances?
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5.30 pm
Ian Mearns: I live in the heart of my constituency,
among the people whom I represent, and, oddly enough,
the people whom I represent do not feel massively
better off as a result of the Government’s changes. VAT,
for instance, has a dramatically greater impact on those
at the lower end of the income spectrum.
Kate Green: Is not one reason why very low-paid
people do not gain in any way from an increase in the
tax threshold the fact that if they are working part-time
on the minimum wage, they will be below the tax
threshold in the first place?
Ian Mearns: The position in my constituency is
exemplified by the fact that household income probably
hovers just above £20,000 per annum. That is household
income, not personal income.
Mr McCann: Is it not the case that people do not feel
better off because since the Government took office, the
price of the average weekly shopping basket has risen
by 17%?
Ian Mearns: I could not agree more, and that, of
course, has a dramatic impact on people at the lower
end of the income spectrum.
Let me clarify something that I said a moment ago.
The average income per household in my constituency
is just above £20,000 per annum, but that average is
dragged up by some relatively well-heeled neighbourhoods.
An awful lot of my constituents are struggling to get by,
and I have a fantastic amount of sympathy for them,
but there seems to be a compassion bypass on the
Government Benches.
Given that most of the people affected by the Bill are
in work, perhaps the Minister should adopt my earlier
suggestion and return to the idea of a living wage. That
could reduce the benefits bill, and also make companies
such as Starbucks pay their staff a real wage so that we,
the taxpayers, would not have to subsidise multinationals
that may not be paying the corporation tax that they
should be paying.
The Chancellor talks of strivers and skivers, but I see
something different on the ground. I see families scraping
by in low-paid work, or jumping from insecure jobs to
benefits and back again. I have come across people who
are working with all their might and main, moving from
one part-time job to another just to scrape a living, and
all too often the work that they are doing is demeaning
and low-paid.
The truth, unlike what the Government keep spouting,
is that those who rely on benefits and tax credits are in
work, have worked, or will be desperately trying to find
work in the near future. They are not scroungers, but
victims of a stagnated economy, and the Government
are undoubtedly making the situation worse. We need
to stimulate the economy rather than stagnating it. We
need to provide jobs in places such as the north-east.
That, rather than crippling those who are on the lowest
income levels in the whole economy, is the way to
reduce the benefits bill.
Let me say this to Members in all parts of the House.
When they walk towards the Lobbies, they should think
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long and hard about whether they can vote to allow
200,000 more children to live in poverty. I know which
Lobby I will choose.
Mr Redwood: I think it would be a good idea for us to
start by working out what we agree about, because
during debates such as this the House sometimes becomes
very tribal. It seems to me that we agree that we hate
poverty, and that that is true not just of the Opposition
but of the two governing parties. We see poverty as a
scourge. We come here to promote and support policies
that will make people better off and improve their living
standards—of course we do—and today’s debate is
about how we can achieve that in very straitened and
difficult circumstances.
I should have thought it was common ground that we
need to ensure that it is more worth while to work. In
order to ascertain whether that is common ground, I
intervened on the right hon. Member for East Ham
(Stephen Timms)—who was very eloquent—and he
said that that was indeed Labour policy as well as
Conservative and Liberal Democrat policy. So we agree
that we want to get rid of poverty and that we need to
make work more worth while. That is where our Ministers
are faced with a difficult dilemma. Last year’s benefits
uprating occurred at about the peak of the spike in
inflation and so benefit recipients got the 5.2% increase
whereas low-paid people working alongside them in
their local communities got perhaps 1.7%, if they were
lucky—that was about the average. Suddenly, in one fell
swoop, people were 3.5% worse off in work than out of
work because of the normal uprating.
Toby Perkins: What the right hon. Gentleman has just
said is fundamentally untrue. Just because the percentage
rise for someone on £71 a week is more than that for
someone on £35,000 a year does not mean that they are
better off. Will he correct the record on that point?
Mr Redwood: No, I am talking about people in very
similar circumstances—those either in low-income
employment or out of work—where the two numbers
are much closer together. They are closer together than
any of us would like, because we want it to be that much
more worth while for people to work. The hon. Gentleman
has to accept that, at the lowest income levels, there was
a problem because the benefits went up by much more
than the wages. What would the best answer be? It
would be for all wages to go up more. The second best
answer would be for the prices not to go up so much.
But we are where we are and we have to work to try to
come up with a fair settlement for the future.
Dr Julian Huppert (Cambridge) (LD): The right hon.
Gentleman highlights the 5.2% increase last year. I have
not yet heard Opposition Members congratulate the
Government on that, but I congratulate the Government
now. Does he agree that one of the worst things—for
decades far too little was done to fix it—was the benefits
trap, whereby people discovered that when they started
to work part time, they ended up with less money than
they had before? I hope that this entire House could
agree that that is fundamentally wrong. It has affected
some of my constituents and has not yet been fixed
sufficiently.
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Mr Redwood: That is where I hope, again, we can try
to build a little more agreement. We need to work to
avoid that kind of problem.
Helen Goodman rose—
Mr Redwood: Let me deal with one intervention and
then, of course, I will give way to another.
If we can work to try to prevent that kind of problem
from happening again, we might make a bit more
progress. My right hon. and hon. Friends have a couple
of policies that try to do that. First, they are rightly
taking many low-paid people out of tax altogether. I
believe in tax cuts for everyone. I do not just want tax
cuts for the rich; I want tax cuts for those on middle
incomes and low incomes, particularly those at the
lower end. The idea of the tax cut for the rich is to get
more money out of them; all we are trying to do is get
back closer to Labour’s very successful 40% rate, which
it kept for almost all the time it was in office. I noticed
that its 40% rate collected considerably more revenue
than the 50% it bequeathed to the incoming Government,
and so it was rather foolish to put in a rate that did not
work in taking money off the rich. We are trying to get
back to the earlier rate.
Helen Goodman rose—
Mr Redwood: I now give way to the hon. Lady, who
will now be duly aroused again.
Helen Goodman: The right hon. Gentleman clearly
did not read the background papers published with the
Budget in March, which showed, incontrovertibly, that
the amount of money lost by the cut in the top rate of
tax from 50% to 45% was £2.5 billion. As he well knows,
the only reason why the Government have got cover is
because people have been shuffling their income around
from one year to another.
Mr Redwood: The hon. Lady has chosen the wrong
Member to accuse of not reading the Budget papers
properly; I am normally accused by my right hon. Friends
of reading them too closely. If she read on through
those Budget papers, she would see that that top rate led
to an almost 10% reduction in the amount of top-level
income tax coming in, which is a very foolish position
to get into when we need all the money we can get. My
right hon. and hon. Friends are very sensible to try to
correct that, in order to get more money off the rich. We
need more money off them and less money off people at
the other end of the income scale. The way to take less
money off people at the other end of that scale is to
take them out of tax altogether, and good progress is
being made in that regard.
I agree with my hon. Friend the Member for Dover
(Charlie Elphicke), who has not stayed for the rest of
the debate but who wisely said that it was more sensible
to let people keep the money they earn at the low
income levels rather than taking it off them through an
expensive tax system and then giving it back through an
expensive benefits system; by definition, they get back
less overall, because we have to charge them a handling
charge, as the rich will not pay all the money we
need—they pay only quite a bit of it—and so we also
have to tax the poor in order to give them benefits, and
that can be silly.
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Kate Green: The problem with using the tax threshold
as a means of not taking money away with one hand
and giving it back with the other is that it gives to
people who do not need as well as to people who do. By
contrast, tax credits targeted at lower-income households
give to people who need, and the tax credit is tapered
away rather than kept at the same level as people rise up
the income spectrum.
Mr Redwood: What a miserable world the hon. Lady
lives in. People on £30,000 and £40,000 need more
money as well as people on £10,000 and £20,000, and I
am here to try to ensure that they get more money. I do
not believe that the Government should take all their
money; they should be allowed to keep more of it so
that they have more to spend, which would create more
jobs. I thought that was part of the Opposition’s
argument—or it would be, were we having a different
debate. They will not use that argument today, because
we are debating benefits.
My right hon. and hon. Friends on the Front Bench
are trying to deal with part of the problem by taking
people out of tax altogether and cutting the amount of
tax that those at the lower end of the income scale have
to pay. That is a very good thing to be doing. They are
also about to launch their universal credit in trial systems.
The whole purpose of universal credit, as described, is
to make it more worth while to work and to deal with
the fact that if benefit is taken away too quickly, people
face a high rate of tax combined with benefit withdrawal,
which is a big disincentive to going to work. It might
even get in the way of their going to work, as they might
not have enough money for the bus fare, the clothes
they need and all the rest of the things one needs when
setting oneself back up in a job. That is very important.
Ian Mearns: Where is the work?
Mr Redwood: The hon. Gentleman shouts “Where is
the work?”, and of course we need more work. There
are a lot of jobs on offer and we wish people well in
applying for and getting them. I accept his implied
point: in some parts of the country work is very scarce
and we need economic policies that promote it. That is
where lower taxes can be extremely helpful, and I urge
my colleagues on the Front Bench to do more, if they
can, because if more money is circulating in people’s
pockets, bank accounts and purses, we will have more
spending in the economy, which will help.
Mr McCann: The right hon. Gentleman’s idea of
compassion is almost as convincing as his attempts at
the Welsh national anthem. Does he concede that the
Government have proposed to put benefits up by 1%
because of his Government’s economic failures?
Mr Redwood: That is not my case at all. My case is
that the Government inherited an impossible financial
position: the public sector was spending and borrowing
far too much and the economy had been performing
very badly, with a collapse in living standards towards
the end of Labour’s period in office that was the biggest
that any of us in this House had witnessed in our
lifetimes.
My right hon. and hon. Friends on the Front Bench
are trying desperately to come up with a series of
policies that promote growth and restore a greater
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degree of normality. The Committee must recognise
that the model that sustained growth from 1945 through
to 2007 was comprehensively broken when Labour broke
the banks and nationalised them. Until we sort that
mess out, we will be dealing with very unpopular and
difficult choices, whoever is in government.
Mr William Bain (Glasgow North East) (Lab): I
know that the right hon. Gentleman always reads his
economic documents, so why does he disagree with the
view expressed by the Chancellor when he came to
office in 2010 and by the IMF now that the automatic
stabilisers in our economy should operate unimpeded?
Mr Redwood: If the hon. Gentleman looks again at
the numbers in the Budget Red Book, he will see that
the automatic stabilisers have been more than functioning.
Under this Government, public spending has gone up
considerably while borrowing has remained at extremely
high levels. The borrowing levels the Government inherited
were off the chart compared with those in any previous
cycle we have witnessed in the British economy. Levels
of public borrowing are still well above the peaks in
previous cycles. The hon. Gentleman must understand
that the numbers show that plenty of automatic stabilisers
are in operation—the question he needs to answer is
why they are not working. Of course, they are not
working because of the other problems that have been
inherited, such as the broken banks, the difficulties with
tax rates and the large structural deficit. Those are all
part of the problem and we can debate them at another
time during a general debate on the economy.
The Government are attempting, through their tax
and benefit changes, to tackle the problem of people
asking, “Why work?” I have two bits of advice for my
right hon. and hon. Friends on the Front Bench that
might be more to the liking of the Labour party. If my
right hon. and hon. Friends are going to pursue and
sustain the policy of very low benefit increases for the
next period, it is important that two other conditions
are met. The first is that every action should be taken to
get inflation down. If inflation suddenly took off, this
would become a much tougher and crueller policy than
Ministers have in mind. That would be extremely difficult.
So it is in everybody’s interest—not just of those in
low-paid work and not just those on benefit, but those
people in particular—that more is done to sustain and
control price rises.
5.45 pm
I hope my right hon. and hon. Friends on the Front
Bench will make sure that their contacts with the Bank
of England stress the need to do a better job of controlling
price inflation than the Bank has been able to do in
recent years, and I hope they will also be looking at
reforms in a number of areas, particularly in energy, for
example, because it is energy prices above all which have
done so much damage to people at all income levels, but
especially to people on low incomes and benefit incomes.
There are other things, which are not the main subject
of this debate, that could be done to tackle high and
rising energy prices. This policy will be much easier to
sell and to sustain if Ministers can say, “The real cut is
very small because we are doing a better job now of
controlling price inflation than was the case in the
past.”
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The second condition picks up on a point that has
already been mentioned by the Opposition. The policy
will also be much easier to sustain if more jobs are
flowing into the economy. I pay tribute to those on the
Front Bench for what they have achieved so far. Some
1.2 million new jobs have been created in the economy
during their period in office. That is extremely welcome.
We need to make sure that more people already settled
here and down on their luck get access to those jobs and
can take them so that they can enjoy the benefits of
higher income in work.
Andrew Bridgen (North West Leicestershire) (Con):
My right hon. Friend makes a valid point—1.2 million
new jobs created. He missed one point, however—
1.2 million new private sector jobs.
Mr Redwood: That is true, and it had to be the case
because the public sector had no money left, as the
previous Chief Secretary reminded us, and it was inevitable
that action had to be taken to rein in the public sector. I
remember that just before the Labour Government left
office, they enacted proposals to halve the deficit over
the next Parliament, so members of their Front-Bench
team in office were fully aware that they had overdone it
and they were recommending pretty unpalatable cuts to
their colleagues. They did not specify the cuts, of course,
because that would have been even more unpopular,
but they told us in general terms that there had to be
very big cuts.
Hywel Williams: Is the right hon. Gentleman pleased
that many of those 1.2 million jobs claimed to have
been created are part-time and low paid, and as such
allow people to claim tax credits and lift the bill that his
hon. Friends complain so much about?
Mr Redwood: If somebody wanted a part-time job, I
am delighted that they have now got a part-time job.
Quite a lot of people choose to have a part-time job.
Their family commitments mean that that is what they
can manage and it is a very good thing that we have
generated more part-time jobs so that they can have
them. To those who seriously want a full-time job—I
am sure the hon. Gentleman can find people who would
prefer a full-time job and are still in part-time work—I
would say it is easier to get that full-time job from their
part-time job than from unemployment. It is easier to
get work from work. It is easier to get promoted when
they are in the company and very difficult to get promoted
if they have not joined the company.
It is very encouraging that people in some of our best
large enterprises start off in part-time, low-paid, not
very glamorous work, and when they show application
and interest, they get trained and are then given greater
responsibilities, and they can go on to do great things.
When I last visited one of my local supermarkets, I met
the manager and the deputy manager who had worked
their way up from shelf-stacking some years before.
That is great and shows that that path can work for
people.
Andrew George (St Ives) (LD): The broad-brush
principles that my right hon. Friend describes are pretty
much unarguable, but the Bill is very specific. It specifies
a 1% uprating for two years beyond the coming year.
Does he sign up to that inflexible approach? He is
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talking about keeping inflation down. Does he think
that being able to predetermine and know the rate of
increase is a wise approach to deal with the problem?
Mr Redwood: I have already expressed the view that I
did not come to Parliament to impose such restrictions
on people with very little income, that that is a difficult
thing to have to do but that I quite understand why
Front Benchers are in that position.
Yes, I will trust Ministers’ judgment today but I am
also saying to them that there are those two important
conditions. They have to watch the situation because if
inflation starts to rise too far, things will be too tough,
and it would be wrong not to recognise that. If there is
not a sustained increase in the number of jobs, that,
too, will make the policy difficult to sustain. I am
hoping that the economic policy can kick in with lower
price rises and more jobs, which would make the measure
a little less unpalatable. However, surely nobody can say
that they want to do this—it is not very pleasant—but
what else can we do?
Stephen Timms: The right hon. Gentleman is making
an interesting speech. However, is not a clear consequence
of his argument that it is a serious mistake to be setting
now the levels of benefits in two years’ time, when we
just do not know what inflation will be in the meantime?
Mr Redwood: The Government are fighting for credibility
with their general finances. They have a series of difficult
decisions to make and have decided to make this decision.
The Opposition cannot always come here and say that
they must get the deficit down but never support anything
that makes a contribution towards that. That is where
they have great difficulties.
The Opposition have great difficulties today because
they are coming here and saying that they do not like
the measure, but will not support amendments that
would mean that we were definitely going to pay a lot
more. They have sufficient maturity to understand
that the benefits bill is extremely large and difficult to
manage.
I have one final thought to put to Ministers. The
British public, who wish to see the benefit bill controlled
and brought down, are keen for us to check up on
eligibility, which causes more issues than anything else.
Most of us feel extremely generous when it comes to
eligibility for disabled people and we want the Government
to do the best they possibly can, which might not be
generous enough.
What we are worried about is extending eligibility too
far—through the European Union rules, for example.
I hope that that kind of thing will be pursued. I hear
that the Prime Minister is now looking at the matter,
but I do not think it is right that a large number of
people should be able to come into the country and
immediately start claiming benefits that other people,
who have been settled here for a long time and are
working hard, have had to pay into and make contributions
towards. I hope that we will get better news and that
there will be some kind of contributory principle or
settlement before people can get those benefits, so that
somebody who has been living here clearly becomes our
responsibility after a sensible period.
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Andrew Bridgen: Does my right hon. Friend agree that
if we put benefits up faster in this country, we would
make it more attractive for other EU citizens to travel
here and take advantage of our generous benefits system?
Mr Redwood: I am rather pleased that our benefits
system is a lot more generous than those afforded in
eastern Europe, but I also want to make sure that we do
not open ourselves up to paying a large number of
benefit bills to people from more or less anywhere in the
European Union who come here because they have
worked out that we have a generous system compared
with theirs. That would seem extremely unfair, very
tough on British taxpayers and ultimately self-defeating,
because people who were working hard and had talent
and enterprise would say, “I can’t afford to pay the tax
rates in Britain to pay for benefits for everybody else, so
I’ll go somewhere else to do my work.”
George Freeman: My right hon. Friend made an
interesting and important point about eligibility. Does
he agree that one of the most pernicious legacies of the
last Government was that their tendency to hand out,
increase and widen the eligibility for welfare payments
has meant that, when the payback comes, the most
vulnerable people in our society tend to be hardest hit?
We are doing everything we can to target benefits at
those who need them most. For example, there are
600,000 disability claimants. Increasingly, we know that
small groups of people desperately need the benefits but
that many receiving them do not.
Mr Redwood: I quite agree. I would like to see a more
generous regime for disabled people, as my hon. Friend
rightly says. To pay for that, I have come up with
suggestions both on getting more people back into work,
which is the best way, and on dealing with the issue of
eligibility so that only our own deserving cases get the
generous treatment that we rightly expect.
In summary, the policy is not easy. Ministers have to
watch to make sure that it does not become unintentionally
more penal. We want much more work on the side of
promoting jobs and growth because we come here to
eliminate poverty, not to make it worse. It is also time
for the Opposition to join the serious conversation
about how we tackle these obstinate and difficult issues,
given that the high-level aims—getting rid of poverty
and making it more worth while to work—are, mercifully,
shared across the House.
Caroline Lucas: I will speak to amendment 7, which
stands in my name. It is an attempt, at least, to neuter
what I believe is a cruel and callous Bill by restoring
the historic link between benefits and tax credits and
the retail prices index.
It is a fiction that benefit levels are too high. Someone
who relies on benefits is poor and will be struggling to
survive from week to week; if any unexpected costs
occur, they will probably have to go without or go into
debt. The Institute for Fiscal Studies points out that we
do not know at least two important things about the
Bill: we do not know what the actual effects of breaking
the link with prices will be, because that will depend on
future price levels, which exposes the poorest in society
to serious inflation risk; and secondly, we do not know
the Government’s view on how benefits should be indexed
in the longer run, and we ought to.
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What are we to make of the Government’s long-term
policy intentions? Unfortunately, I think they are clear:
to chip away at the welfare state and leave people to
fend for themselves, with US-style deprivation for the
unsuccessful. It is a scandal to expose poor people to
such risk and insecurity, especially at the same time as
the most wealthy are set to enjoy a significant tax cut.
That is why I have tabled my amendments, which represent
the very minimum safety net that must be in place.
Mr John Leech (Manchester, Withington) (LD): Will
the hon. Lady explain whether she tabled amendment 7
because RPI is normally higher than CPI, or because
she believes that it is a better way of working out
inflation?
Caroline Lucas: I think the answer is probably both of
the above. Recently, the RPI has been higher. I would
have been happy to look at an amendment—no such
amendment exists, unfortunately—that combined the
work that the hon. Gentleman’s party has been doing
on earnings with my effort to get a link back to the RPI
and prices. We should look at whichever is the most
generous. I stuck to the RPI link in my amendment
because I wanted it to be realistic enough to get more
support across the House. I fear that I might have been
a little over-ambitious.
It worries me that instead of seeking to restore the
link to prices, the official Opposition have not sought to
protect people who are seeking work, but appear to
have picked out one or two benefits, such as employment
and support allowance and maternity benefit, for proper
protection. They have ignored, for example, those on
jobseeker’s allowance, as long as some sort of workfare
system is brought in for people who have been looking
for work for two years. Do the Opposition think that it
is okay for the link to be broken for JSA recipients in
the meantime? The Opposition amendments offer an
improvement to a nasty Bill, and for that I support
them, but I believe they expose a certain cowardice in
not confronting the stereotypes and myths that the
Government continue to perpetrate. Why are the Opposition
not standing up for unemployed people and restoring
the link to RPI? I do not accept that they could not
consider that principle today, and it is disappointing
that they will not. A link to prices is an absolute
minimum, a safety net red line.
Richard Graham (Gloucester) (Con): Will the hon.
Lady confirm that she is advocating a return to a link
between all benefits and the retail prices index from
now on? In 2012-13, benefits went up by 5.3% and the
Office for National Statistics labour statistics show that
the pay of all those in work went up on average by 2.1%.
What impact does the hon. Lady think that would have
over a few years on the morale of people in work?
Would it act as an incentive to work, or to retreat back
to benefits as fast as possible?
Caroline Lucas: The hon. Gentleman’s intervention
shows the different beliefs that he and I have about the
great British public. I do not believe that most people
have to be pushed into work by cruel incentives; I
believe that the vast majority want to work, contribute
and feel part of a wider society. That is where he and
I differ.
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Richard Graham: I am with the hon. Lady; I do believe
that most people want to work. I am asking her about
the impact it will have if somebody off work continually
gets double, if not more, the increase that working
people get. Surely she understands that there is a link?
Caroline Lucas: The proposition is spurious. First, it
happens very rarely; secondly, we ought to look at the
actual amounts of money involved. The Government
talk glibly about percentages, but the percentage of
something very small is still very small. The amounts
that we are talking about do not make that much
difference. What does make a difference is social solidarity
and the sense of people really being in it together. If this
Government cared more about making that a reality
than just having the rhetoric, we might stand a chance
of securing a happier and better-off society.
Richard Graham rose—
Caroline Lucas: I should like to make some progress
because I have let the hon. Gentleman in twice.
Hywel Williams: The hon. Lady would of course also
argue that historically benefits have been very low indeed
and, in fact, the amount of money that people have to
live on is miserably low. I think that the majority of the
British public would accept that and accept that we
need to raise benefits substantially. That is why it is so
important to use a rate that raises benefits by the
highest amount, perhaps by RPI or earnings.
6 pm
Caroline Lucas: I absolutely agree with the hon.
Gentleman and thank him for his intervention. I think
that people do want that to happen, partly because it is
what they would want if they themselves fell into difficulties,
and it is what they would want for their families and
friends, who unfortunately and increasingly are in exactly
that position.
Andrew Bridgen rose—
Charlie Elphicke rose—
Caroline Lucas: I will give way in a moment, but I
should like to make a little progress on the other
amendments.
The Opposition have supported the public sector pay
freeze and the switch from RPI to CPI introduced by
the coalition, saying that they did so on a short-term
basis to tackle the deficit. The former shadow Pensions
Minister, now shadow Chief Secretary to the Treasury,
the hon. Member for Leeds West (Rachel Reeves), said
that the Opposition supported the switch to CPI indexation
as a temporary measure, and in July 2011 she said:
“Making a permanent change from the use of the retail prices
index to the consumer prices index with the impact being felt even
after the deficit is long gone is an ideologically driven move that
we do not support.”––[Official Report, Pensions Public Bill Committee,
14 July 2011; c. 293.]

My contention is that people are suffering now and that
is why the link to prices should be restored now. The
Opposition seem to have swallowed the Government
line that this measure is necessary despite acknowledging
that it is ideologically driven. I repeat my disappointment
that apparently they will not support my amendment 7.
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This is a debate about priorities, not necessarily about
affordability. As the right hon. Member for South Shields
(David Miliband) made very clear during his strong
speech on Second Reading, today, prices are increasing
and they have been rising faster than earnings in recent
years. We are in the grip of a harsh public sector pay
freeze imposed by the Government and supported by
the Opposition. If the Opposition really believe in making
sure that benefits reflect the increase in the price of
a pint of milk or a pair of school shoes, or what it really
costs to make sure that people can survive without
becoming destitute, I ask them again to reconsider
whether they might support my amendment.
Charlie Elphicke: Does the hon. Lady share my
puzzlement that she has tabled an amendment—a principled
amendment with which I disagree—suggesting that
the RPI measure of inflation should be used, and yet
the official Opposition will not support it although
they gave a commitment at the Dispatch Box that they
wanted inflation uprating? Does she not find that strange?
Caroline Lucas: I thank the hon. Gentleman, who has
encapsulated what I said in my earlier intervention and
what I am saying now. Yes, it is strange, and disappointing.
Let me say a few words about RPI and earnings.
The right hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Mr Kennedy) and the hon. Member for St Ives (Andrew
George) have tabled amendments on earnings that would
improve the Bill, and I support them. However, we have
a public sector pay freeze, and earnings growth right
now is slow; people are experiencing falling living standards
as energy bills and food prices rise faster than income.
In the longer term, however, earnings are important.
Since the second world war, the UK norm has been for
earnings to rise faster than prices, with real wages rising
in most years, driving living standards higher.
Andrew Bridgen: Will the hon. Lady give way?
Caroline Lucas: Let me make a bit more progress.
It is worth remembering that benefits were linked to
earnings until 1980, when the Thatcher Government
changed the link to prices in order to save money. That
was a deliberate and aggressive policy to run down
benefit levels. In 1980, unemployment benefits were one
fifth of average earnings; today, they are one tenth.
Earnings are important in the long term, but in the
current context, I worry that focusing on earnings when
they are so low, without the link to RPI, risks being a
smokescreen for existing Government policy. I worry
that without the additional protection of a link to
prices, the link to earnings will not protect people from
inflation risk over the next three years. People must, at
the very minimum, be able to keep up with the rising
cost of living. My personal view is that benefits should
increase either in line with RPI or in line with average
earnings, depending on which is higher, but I deliberately
tabled a more modest amendment that would just restore
the link to RPI because I wanted to press the Committee
to provide that minimum protection in the face of this
Bill, and hoped that such an amendment would garner
more support.
Andrew Bridgen: The hon. Lady stated earlier that a
1% increase in benefits is a very small increase on a very
small amount of money. Is she aware that the welfare

73

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

21 JANUARY 2013

budget is almost a third of all Government spending
and is by no stretch of the imagination a small amount
of money?
Caroline Lucas: If the hon. Gentleman made a distinction
between the overall benefits bill and pensions, he might
find that he had a rather different set of figures before
him.
It is not true that the Government are doing this to be
fair. The measure is an unnecessary, spiteful and counterproductive attack on the poor. It is unnecessary because
it is ludicrous to blame the unemployed and the low-paid
for the deficit and to elicit from them the highest price
for paying it off when high earners are receiving tax
breaks. As the Government well know but conveniently
forget, the culprits behind the entire financial crisis were
the bankers on their very high incomes, many of whom
do very well from over-generous tax relief on pension
contributions and will benefit from the tax cut that is
being granted to the highest earners with the abolition
of the 50p rate. I welcome the Opposition’s amendment
on the latter point.
The measure is spiteful because the Government
insist on suggesting that it is somehow unfair that
benefits have gone up by 20% when they know very well
that 20% of very little is very little, and that in cash
terms the average annual increase for those on jobseeker’s
allowance over the past five years has been just £2.37—that
is hardly the life of Riley that Ministers are pretending.
Again and again they frame the debate around misleading
percentages instead of the reality of hard cash increases
that are far lower for people on benefits than for those
in work.
Mr Marcus Jones (Nuneaton) (Con): The hon. Lady
talks about reality. The reality that the country faces is
that we are running a huge deficit year on year and have
been doing so for some years. Will she say a little about
that? Can she say how she proposes to pay for the policy
she advocates and how much it would cost?
Caroline Lucas: I am grateful for the hon. Gentleman’s
intervention, and yes, I can tell him how much it would
cost: about £7.3 billion, according to the Library.
Mr Jones rose—
Caroline Lucas: The hon. Gentleman has asked me a
question, so he should let me answer it; I am very happy
to do so. We face a number of choices, and the key thing
is where we decide that the axe is going to fall. His
Government would like the axe to fall on the poorest
and most vulnerable; I would prefer that it fell on those
with the broadest shoulders. That is the difference between
us. It is also important to say that his Government’s
policies are draining demand out of the economy and
making the deficit worse. If I were in his shoes, I would
be looking to see why my own Government’s policies
are exacerbating the deficit, not making it better. If we
looked for some alternatives, we might find a more
positive way forward.
Mr Jones rose—
Caroline Lucas: I have let the hon. Gentleman intervene
once, and I think that is probably enough.
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The policy is also counter-productive. [Interruption.]
Perhaps the hon. Member for Nuneaton (Mr Jones)
would like to listen to this, because it addresses his
point. Such a measure is counter-productive because,
first, if money is taken from people who are only just
surviving, they will experience more crises that the state
will then have to step and pay for; and secondly, if
money is put into the pockets of the poorest, they will
spend it into the economy and thus address the deficit
that we are trying to deal with.
Mr Redwood: Does the hon. Lady agree, though, that
the policies of extremely expensive energy that she
promotes are at the root of poverty now, and that if she
would reverse her policies and go for cheap energy, we
might be able to do something for the people we want
to help?
Caroline Lucas: I congratulate the right hon. Gentleman
on his attempt, but it was a bit feeble. All the evidence
from Deutsche bank, the International Energy Agency
and many other places tells us that rising fuel bills are a
result of rising gas prices, and the percentage extra on
people’s fuel bills that is coming from renewable energy,
which, sadly, he is not a fan of, is very much smaller.
I do not agree with his premise.
If our priority is fairness, we should be seeking
savings from those who can afford it, not penalising the
poorest and pushing them into ever more precarious
misery. Without this very basic link to RPI, what exactly
are we saying to people on benefits? We are giving them
a message of punishment that says, “You’ve done something
wrong. It’s your fault that you don’t have a job and the
state is going to make life hard for you.” Frankly, that is
despicable. Oxfam says that it is Dickensian and rightly
points out that slashing the incomes of those at the
bottom is not just cold-hearted but wrong-headed, because
it will depress the economy further.
I said earlier that most people want to work, and I
could cite very many examples from my own constituency
of people who have come to my surgeries who are
desperate for work but have been unable to find it. The
link to RPI, as I have said, is essential. It is the absolute
minimum acceptable. The Government have already
taken from the poorest by switching to CPI and now
they want to heap even more misery on people who
simply cannot absorb it. Amendment 7 seeks to provide
the most basic protection for benefits from the accumulative
erosion of value that severing the historic link to prices
will create. I commend the amendment, and hope to
press it to a vote.
Andrew George: Amendment 10 stands in my name
and in those of my right hon. Friend the Member
for Ross, Skye and Lochaber (Mr Kennedy) and my hon.
Friends the Members for Argyll and Bute (Mr Reid),
for Manchester, Withington (Mr Leech), for North Cornwall
(Dan Rogerson) and for Ceredigion (Mr Williams). Its
purpose is to address the oft-repeated key concern of
the Secretary of State and the Government—it has been
repeated today by the hon. Member for Gloucester
(Richard Graham) and others—that in certain
circumstances and, admittedly, over selected periods,
benefits have risen at a rate higher than wages, and that
in straitened times such as these, a principle should be
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established whereby that should not happen and that
average wages should be the marker against which
future benefit rises are set.
A further weakness in the Government’s proposals,
to repeat an earlier intervention of mine on the right
hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr Redwood), relates
to their intention to enshrine in future policy the blunt
and inflexible instrument of a 1% rise beyond the next
general election—up until 2016—and whether we can
foretell with confidence what is likely to happen during
that time.
Kwasi Kwarteng (Spelthorne) (Con): Is it not the case
that the 1% up-rating is for two years? It is not designed
to be extended after the next election.
Andrew George: The hon. Gentleman is right that
it is for two years—it is from 2014 to 2016, which is
beyond the next general election.
Mr Alan Reid (Argyll and Bute) (LD): The Bill
covers only two years, but the Government have already
announced in the autumn statement their intention to
introduce a statutory instrument so that the 1% also
applies next year, so it will cover three years in total.
Andrew George: The combined effect of both the
statutory instrument and the Bill will, indeed, be for
three years. I have no clairvoyant skills whatsoever and
would never follow my forecasts on the future of the
economy or prices, but the Bill is asking us to forecast
what is likely to happen, particularly in relation to
prices. In the context of food price volatility, which we
know takes place, and of tremendous uncertainty in the
energy market and, indeed, other markets, we are being
asked to predict what the circumstances are likely to be
in 2016, beyond the next general election.
In his opening remarks, the hon. Member for Gateshead
(Ian Mearns) said that large swathes of people are out
of work in some parts of the country and in work in
other parts. There are also many places, including my
own in west Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly, where a lot
of people spend their lives going in and out of work
because of the seasonality of the area’s economy. Not
only are such people moving in and out of work—not
of their own choice, but because of their circumstances—but
there is also a plethora of zero-hours contracts and of
people who exist on the basis of putting together part-time
work.
I congratulate the Government on their achievement
in rolling out apprenticeships, but the fact is that those
apprentices are being paid £2.65 an hour for their
apprenticeship and have to do bar work, waitressing
and other work at the weekend in order to get themselves
up to a living wage. An apprenticeship offers a good
opportunity, but we have to acknowledge that, among
working people and those who are moving in and out of
wages, there is a class or group who are, in effect, on the
very margins of survival. They will be significantly
affected by the proposal to peg benefits at 1%. Some
argue that the Bill is about ensuring that we make work
pay and that clause 1 is entirely about out-of-work
benefits, but the fact is that a significant number of
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people—many thousands—who are in work or, indeed,
in and out of work will be affected by it. That is the
most difficult position.
6.15 pm
Andrew Bridgen: My hon. Friend makes a valid point
about those who move from unemployment into temporary
work and the complexities involved in re-applying for
benefits under the current system. Does he agree that
the introduction of universal credit will improve the
situation, remove that uncertainty and make it a much
bigger incentive for those who are out of work to take
temporary work?
Andrew George: I agree with that point and congratulate
in particular the Minister of State, Department for
Work and Pensions, my hon. Friend the Member for
Thornbury and Yate (Steve Webb) on advocating that
for many years. He must be pleased. Indeed, I am
pleased for him and it is appropriate that that policy is
being rolled out. I hope that it will help to iron out the
difficulties faced by a lot of people. Having said that, let
us see whether it addresses those issues, as I hope it will,
when it is rolled out.
If we look back at the principles set out by the
Chancellor in the first emergency Budget, we will see
that we were clearly told that we were all in it together,
that those with the broadest shoulders would bear the
greatest burden and that the vulnerable would be protected.
Those are the principles against which we must measure
the Government. We all have different views on where
the lines should be drawn with regard to achieving those
objectives, and that is where we get into specifics such as
those in the Bill.
It would be a kamikaze mission for me to begin a
debate—I am only seven minutes into my speech—by
asking my hon. Friend the Minister, for whom I have
the highest respect: what on earth does he know about
benefits? He is highly regarded in that sphere. He is
respected considerably by people and, indeed, by his
political opponents—and rightly so—for what he has
achieved. I think we would have ended up with something
a great deal worse had he not been in his position.
Helen Goodman: Before the hon. Gentleman began
on his paean of praise for the Minister, I thought he was
making a very good case about the situation in west
Cornwall and the difficulties faced by people on the
margins of the labour market. That being so, when it
comes to the vote will he and his colleagues who tabled
amendment 10 vote against clause stand part?
Andrew George: I am sure that my right hon. and
hon. Friends will make up their own minds on that
issue. I do not speak for them, but I have made it clear
that I will vote against the Bill as it stands, because I do
not think it addresses the fundamental concerns that
I have enunciated elsewhere.
To return to congratulating my hon. Friend the Minister
on his achievements, my beloved coalition colleagues
may not like what I am about to say—[HON. MEMBERS:
“Don’t say it!”] Having listened to what has been articulated
by those in the Conservative party in recent months, we
have to acknowledge what would have happened had
my hon. Friend and, indeed, the Liberal Democrats not
been in the coalition Government. First, we have to
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question whether we would have had the increase in the
personal tax allowance, on which I congratulate the
coalition Government. The Conservatives made it quite
clear that they wished not only to freeze benefits altogether
but to do so for six years, so we would not even be
getting a 1% rise. There would have been a wider impact
on pensioners and the disabled, which would have been
significant. Child benefit would have been constrained,
as well as being cut from families with more than two
children.
Ian Mearns: The hon. Gentleman is making a powerful
contribution. Given what he has said, does he reject the
spin of some Government Members who have said that
people on benefits have had their income uprated by
20% over a five-year period as opposed to 12.5% for
those who work? When we examine the figures in cash
terms—the impact on people’s pockets—we see that the
uprating has been worth an average of £49 for people in
work and only £12 or so for those who rely on benefits.
Andrew George: There has been a lot of selective
quotation of statistics, with selective beginnings and
ends of the time period within which those comparators
are applied. I understood that the purpose of the Bill
was as the Secretary of State articulated it when he
introduced it—to ensure that benefits would never rise
faster than average wages. Our amendment would deal
with that.
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which is having an impact on the food baskets of the
world, including those in many developing countries
and here. We therefore need to ask ourselves whether we
can confidently say that there will not be food price
spikes such as we saw only a few years ago. I suggest
that we may see such spikes again. There is also tremendous
concern about the potential volatility of energy prices.
The 1% uprating figure is inflexible and somewhat
arbitrary, and we cannot say with confidence that we
will not need to introduce further primary legislation to
revise that figure in 2016.
We must also consider the impact of the 1% uprating
on housing. In their emergency Budget, the Government
proposed to cut housing benefit from the 50th percentile
of rents to the 30th percentile. Whether or not we like
the fact that only 30% of the private rental market
might be available to people in receipt of housing
benefit, rather than half of it, it is essential that the rate
is linked to the variation in private sector rents. The
1% uprating will break the link with what is available in
the market and instead peg housing benefit back. In my
area, and I know in many others, the Government’s
attempt to peg it back by cutting the rate to the 30th percentile of rents has failed to constrain private sector
rents, so it has not had not the desired impact. Maybe it
has in some areas, but certainly not in mine or many
others.

Kwasi Kwarteng: My hon. Friend has suggested that
people are referring to arbitrary time frames, but they
are not. By looking at the past five years we can
determine when the financial crisis began, so that is an
entirely natural time frame to examine.

The measures that the Government have brought
forward in the Bill have been ill thought through, and I
fear that we will have to reconsider the figure set out in
it next year or the year after. On that basis, we will listen
to what the Minister says in response to the debate
before we have the opportunity to divide the Committee
on the amendment.

Andrew George: One can look at it in a variety of
ways. If we examined a much wider time period, say the
past 20 or 30 years, we would certainly not come to the
conclusion that benefits have risen significantly faster
than wages, because that is clearly not the case.

Toby Perkins: It is a great pleasure to follow the
thoughtful and useful contribution of the hon. Member
for St Ives (Andrew George) and the contributions of
other hon. Members.

Kwasi Kwarteng: Will my hon. Friend acknowledge
that the fiscal problem that the Government face began
as a result of the financial crisis? It is therefore entirely
logical to consider the matter over the period between
the financial crisis beginning in 2008 and the present
day.
Andrew George: But when does the crisis end? The
figures produced by the Office for Budget Responsibility
estimate that in three years’ time, wages will exceed CPI.
One has to examine the matter over a much longer
period. The Conservatives paid for some posters a
couple of weeks ago to make the point that it was
unacceptable for benefits to rise faster than wages, and
the amendment would deal with that issue.
I said earlier that one big weakness of the Government’s
proposal, and the reason why I opposed it, was the
inflexibility of the 1% uprating. It takes no account of
what may happen to food prices, for example, by 2015-16.
It is all very well having a Bill that takes a clairvoyant
view that a 1% increase will not press large numbers of
working families, as well as out-of-work families, into
severe and extreme hardship. However, we have experienced
this year in the UK the impact of significant volatility
in our climate. There has been significant climate change,

One thing that has come across in the speeches of
Members on both sides of the Chamber is the economic
illiteracy of the Government’s policy as part of a strategy
for reducing the deficit. As other Members have said,
one of the great things about welfare payments is that
when people are living on the bread line, the money
that they receive is spent in the local economy, often
within their own community or on their own estate.
They spend it at their local convenience store. They tend
to spend it the minute they get it, rather than put it in
trust funds, because they are attempting to sustain their
life on the bread line.
When money is taken from the poorest in our society
and at the same time given to the very wealthiest in our
society, as was mentioned earlier, we are taking money
away from people who will spend it in the real economy
and giving it to people who are much more likely to take
it out of the real economy and not spend it. It makes no
economic sense, even on the basis that the Government
are introducing this measure to reduce the deficit.
Kwasi Kwarteng: I still have not heard what exactly
the Opposition would propose to reduce the deficit.
Surely the hon. Gentleman will admit that there must
be some reduction in public spending.
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6.30 pm
Toby Perkins: As Members on the Government Benches
are fond of reminding us, at one point they thought that
the original plans of my right hon. Friend the Member
for Edinburgh South West (Mr Darling) were not paying
off the deficit fast enough. We now see, however, that
under those plans we were actually paying off the
deficit faster than this Government are doing. That the
Labour party was going to make tough decisions is
reflected in a whole number of ways, and we supported—
with tremendous reluctance—the very small uplift in
public sector pay. We heard from the hon. Member for
Brighton, Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) a shopping list of
things we should be asking for and ways in which she
felt we did not go far enough.
The Labour party recognises that tough choices need
to be made, and it agreed to a whole raft of things in all
the discussions on welfare. When I go back to my local
party, the members ask, “Why are we agreeing with
these things?” I say, “Look, it is very difficult. We would
always like to make certain different decisions but”—
Andrew Bridgen rose—
Toby Perkins: Let me just answer the point raised by
the hon. Member for Spelthorne (Kwasi Kwarteng). We
would always like to make different decisions, but we
are not always in a position to do so. There are a raft of
things with which we have agreed that we would not
have wanted. We have seen, however, from the policies
that the hon. Gentleman has so loyally supported time
after time, that when we pursue austerity to the extent
that he has been happy to support, demand comes out
of the economy. Various retail businesses have gone
bust and people are losing their jobs. A huge number of
people in the public sector who were consumers are now
not spending money, and the level of borrowing that
the Government predict is higher than what the Labour
party proposed under its policies.
Mark Reckless (Rochester and Strood) (Con): Is the
hon. Gentleman seriously blaming firms such as Jessops
and HMV going into administration on the Government’s
austerity programme?
Toby Perkins: On the specific issue of whether HMV
has gone bust purely as a result of the economic
circumstances, no, that is not the case I am making.
However, when a raft of retail organisations go into
administration, and when we see in many town centres—
happily, not in Chesterfield because of the progressive
policies of the Labour council—a huge number of
empty shop units, it is perhaps time to start considering
whether the economic policies pursued by the Government
may have some sort of link to the economic success of
our businesses.
Julie Hilling (Bolton West) (Lab): I am following
what my hon. Friend says and I absolutely agree that
cuts have to be economically competent. The International
Monetary Fund has already warned the Government
that the annual cut of £24 billion to benefits and tax
credits will reduce economic output by up to £40 billion.
Toby Perkins: That very important point underlines
much of what I am saying. When hon. Members talk
about benefits rising faster than earnings, we have to

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

80

understand that each one of us needs basic things to
stay alive. We need to have enough food to eat and put
in front of our children for them to survive; we need
clothing so that we can go out in the street; and we must
be able to afford transport to get to job interviews.
Several hon. Members rose—
Toby Perkins: I would like to finish my point. I am
glad that my comments have elicited so much excitement
and that lots of people want to intervene. There are
basic things that we need in order to sustain life, and if
someone is on poverty money—the hon. Member for
Dover (Charlie Elphicke) said there are 600,000 people
in severe poverty—their 1% increase cannot be compared
with the way that a school teacher, for example—
Mr David Anderson (Blaydon) (Lab): Or an MP.
Toby Perkins: —or a Member of Parliament is able to
sustain small increases. There is no comparison between
what someone in severe poverty is able to cut and the
situation faced by public sector workers, despite their
currently being hard pressed, as many will testify.
John Howell (Henley) (Con): Has the hon. Gentleman
taken into account in his figures the impact of universal
credit, which will lift 900,000-plus people out of poverty?
Toby Perkins: We have heard a lot of talk about
universal credit but we still lack a lot of the detail.
Given the record of the Secretary of State for Work and
Pensions and the most catastrophic Work programme
in history, if I was the hon. Gentleman I would not have
much confidence in the success of the policies pursued
by the Secretary of State until he has seen what the
Government deliver.
Dr Hywel Francis (Aberavon) (Lab): My hon. Friend
is making a series of interesting points. Does he agree
that the insufficient time allowed by the Government
to scrutinise these changes—eight days between Second
Reading and the remaining stages of the Bill—does not
allow us to scrutinise and ask the Government questions
about why, for example, they are treating categories of
disabled people differently and why they do not recognise
that they may be breaching United Nations conventions
relating to the rights of children and disabled people?
Toby Perkins: That is an incredibly powerful point.
My hon. Friend probably thinks—as I do—that we are
being given so little time to scrutinise those issues
because this is an entirely political Bill. It is not an
economic Bill or something put together and discussed
on the Floor of the House because the law needs to be
changed. It is being done for entirely political reasons,
and the minute that the Opposition said—to their
tremendous credit—that they were going to oppose it,
the posters were already up and ready because they had
been designed in advance. This was an entirely political
manoeuvre that had nothing to do with comments that
might be made by the United Nations or any of the
details of it.
I want to return to the issue of benefits rising faster
than earnings.
Richard Graham rose—
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Toby Perkins: I am pleased to see the hon. Gentleman
in his place. The past two times that he has been billed
to appear he has not actually been present, so now that
that he is here I will definitely allow him to intervene.
However—perhaps he will reflect on this—the central
point of the whole debate seems to be that benefits
claimed by someone on £71 a week can be compared
with the earnings of a school teacher or a doctor in a
hospital, and that a 1% rise is the same to someone on
jobseeker’s allowance as to someone working in the
public sector. Will the hon. Gentleman at least accept
that they are not the same thing?

child poverty. Specifically, there is an increase in poverty
among those in work. That is the context in which this
debate is held, and the reason why the Labour party has
taken the stance it has. No one should be in any doubt
that, in taking that stance, the Labour party recognises
that there is tremendous contention about benefits, and
that many feel just like the hon. Member for Gloucester
(Richard Graham) and his constituent. I recognise that
many people in many communities feel that way, and
therefore how difficult it was for my right hon. Friend
the Member for East Ham (Stephen Timms) to take
that principled stance.

Richard Graham: I am very grateful to the hon.
Gentleman for letting me intervene and I will come
straight to his specific point. It would be interesting if
he came to meet some of my constituents who work in
the public sector in Gloucester. We have over 20,000 people
working in the public sector—as I used to—and most of
them are seeing no increase in their salary whatsoever,
with a cap at a maximum of 1%. The hon. Gentleman
appears to be supporting an increase of 2.2%—more
than double what those in work will be getting—for
those who are out of work. I would like him to respond
to a constituent of mine who wrote to me. She is a
retired nurse—

Susan Elan Jones (Clwyd South) (Lab): I am not sure
whether my hon. Friend could hear the hon. Member
for Gloucester (Richard Graham) say a second ago
from a sedentary position, “What’s your solution?”
Surely the Opposition’s solution is to help families such
as the 8,600 families in his constituency who receive
in-work tax credits. The hon. Member for Gloucester
seems silent now.

The Temporary Chair (John Robertson): Order. Will
the hon. Gentleman make his point?
Richard Graham: I am making my point as fast as I
can. My constituent has two daughters who are nurses
and who are receiving a 1% rise. She is asking why so
many people in the House of Commons are desperate
to increase the benefits of the unemployed by more.
The Temporary Chair: Order. Will the hon. Gentleman
sit down?
Toby Perkins: It is almost as though the last two
minutes of my speech did not exist. I had answered the
hon. Gentleman’s point before he made it and I have no
idea why he felt the need to intervene when I had
specifically dealt with that issue—[Interruption.] I have
already dealt with that point. We just cannot compare
what 1% means to someone on £70 a week with what it
means to a doctor. People on poverty money and in
severe poverty have not got lots of options as to what
they can cut back on. They cannot decide, “Well, I’m
only going to have one holiday this year”, as those
whose jobs are more lucrative might be able to do.
Interruption.] I have reflected on that point and I think
I have answered it at some length.
There is a particular irony in the Chancellor, who was
a millionaire the day he was born, railing against the
extravagance of those on £71 a week. The debate needs
to be put in proper context.
Kwasi Kwarteng: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?
Toby Perkins: I will take further interventions, but I
would like to crack on a bit now.
The 1% increase comes on top of a raft of difficult
choices on benefits, including housing benefit cuts, tax
credits cuts and council tax benefit cuts, at a time when
there is increasing poverty, including severe poverty and

Toby Perkins: My hon. Friend makes a valuable point.
Perhaps Government Members’ strategy is to follow
Mitt Romney, who said that anyone who receives any
welfare should be written off because they will never
vote for the right-wing party. It did not work particularly
well for Mitt Romney, but perhaps that is the electoral
strategy of the hon. Member for Gloucester.
Richard Graham rose—
Toby Perkins: The hon. Gentleman is about to tell us
what he will do for the 8,600 people in his constituency
who will be worse off as a result of the vote he will cast
tonight.
Richard Graham: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his
generosity in allowing me to intervene a second time,
but the answer to him and the hon. Member for Clwyd
South (Susan Elan Jones) is that, on the question we are
debating, I have not heard their proposal. Does he agree
with the hon. Member for Brighton, Pavilion (Caroline
Lucas) that the solution is to peg those benefits for ever
to the retail prices index, so that people who are out of
work can continue to have annual rises three times
higher than those who are in work? While the hon.
Gentleman is advocating that my public sector workers
should continue to lose out relative to people who are
on benefits, I am proud that the Conservative party has
left 35,000 people with lower tax bills.
Toby Perkins: The hon. Gentleman was silent on the
8,600 people in his constituency who will be worse off
as a result of the vote he will cast tonight, but the
Opposition’s proposals are clear in the amendment. I
will touch on this in more detail, but one interesting
thing is the extent to which the Chancellor, for reasons
best known to himself, has chosen to handcuff himself
to a level of benefit increase for year after year when he
has no idea what the level of inflation will be—the hon.
Member for St Ives made that point.
Several hon. Members rose—
Toby Perkins: Let me make more progress before I let
hon. Members intervene again.
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One issue I have raised previously in the context of
the Bill is housing benefit changes. Last week, I met
Chesterfield borough council officials to discuss the
impact of the bedroom tax, which will hit people across
Chesterfield in April. The council knows it faces a time
bomb as people who cannot afford to pay their rents are
told that there is a shortage of smaller properties for
them to move to. Many of those people are at the back
end of their working careers, and are either not working
or in part-time employment. The council is budgeting
for a situation in which around a third of them will fall
into arrears—their housing-related benefits will be reduced
and they will no longer have enough to pay their rents—and
the Government are increasing the discretionary payment
to allow councils to meet the costs of some who fall into
that situation, which is a totally illogical policy. People
who have been council house tenants for many years
will fall behind, and the Government will give money to
councils to bail them out. At the same time, the Government
will hit them on housing and council tax benefit, and on
tax credits. They are saying, “Those payments have
already been cut, but they will now be increased by less
than the rate of inflation.
Mr Marcus Jones: A thread running through the hon.
Gentleman’s speech is how we help the lowest paid.
Does he agree that the coalition Government are helping
the lowest paid in his constituency, because in April
3,880 of his constituents will be lifted out of income tax
altogether, like 3,168 people in my constituency?
Toby Perkins: I welcome any measure that makes
people better off, but the hon. Gentleman is entirely
wrong if he thinks those being lifted out of tax are the
lowest paid—they are not. Many who are earning less
than them will get no benefit from the increase in the
tax threshold. The people being lifted out of tax are
not the lowest paid, although I recognise that they are
on modest incomes.
6.45 pm
Charlie Elphicke: More than 30,000 people in the
hon. Gentleman’s constituency have seen their pay go
up in recent years by just 10%. They are in work and
striving to get by. How can he justify asking them to pay
more taxes and provide more money for people on
benefits when the latter have had a 20% increase in the
same period? Is that not unfair on working people?
Toby Perkins: One point I have laboured is that hon.
Members cannot compare in percentage terms the difference
the Bill will make for someone on £70 a week and
someone on £35,000 a year. The hon. Gentleman seems
to be attempting to make such a comparison, but as
my right hon. Friend the Member for Birkenhead
(Mr Field) related previously—
Kwasi Kwarteng: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?
Toby Perkins: I will answer the ill-advised point made
by the hon. Member for Dover (Charlie Elphicke) before
I take another intervention.
As my right hon. Friend the Member for Birkenhead
has said, in cash terms—we should bear in mind that
we buy food and clothing for our children with cash—
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people on benefits have had an increase of £12 a week;
at the same time, working people have had an increase
of £49 a week. It is impossible to make the comparison
in simple percentage terms. That is one of the central
points of my speech, but I have dwelt on it rather too
much. I keep returning to it because hon. Members who
intervene seem not to hear it.
Several hon. Members rose—
Toby Perkins: I will crack on, because I have not
taken a useful intervention from Government Members
yet, and other hon. Members want to speak.
Many of the people I meet who face this financial
calamity on the horizon have worked most of their lives.
The people I meet who have worked for 30 years and
then gone on to benefits are overwhelmed not by the
generosity of benefits, but by the difficulty of getting
by. They believe there must be an alternative benefits
system that is incredibly generous—that is the one they
read about in the papers—because it is tough to get by
on the benefits that they receive.
When we talk about the benefit bill, the most
fundamental question we must confront is where the
money goes. Most of it goes not into the pockets of
benefit recipients, but into the pockets of landlords. The
Thatcher Government introduced the right to buy. That
was a good thing, but they did not have a corresponding
scheme to replace the social housing that was lost, and
there was chronic underinvestment in the remaining
stock.
The Blair Government rightly prioritised the
refurbishment of social housing up to the decent homes
standard over building new homes, but many Labour
Members believe they took too long to take the housing
shortage seriously. Although much of that was hidden
during the good times, the welcome steps introduced by
the Brown Government were too late and too slow to
stop the housing crisis from escalating. Whomever we
blame for the huge inflation in private rents, the people
who claim housing benefit, whether they are working or
not, are not to blame.
Dr Huppert: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?
Toby Perkins: I will try to plough on if I may, because
many hon. Members want to speak, and I sense the
Opposition deputy Chief Whip—my hon. Friend the
Member for Tynemouth (Mr Campbell)—glaring at me
with intent.
In a raft of ways, tax credits cuts will hit people on
low to middle incomes. By anyone’s definition, they are
the thrifty, hard-working strivers that people across the
political divide recognise are key to the country’s future
prosperity, but they will be badly hit by the Bill.
Once again, women and children will be hit worst of
all. The Government’s strivers tax will hit women
particularly hard—4.6 million women who receive child
tax credit will be hit by the strivers tax, including
2.5 million working women. All those will come together
as the perfect storm. The 1% uplift is nothing but a
blunt political instrument designed to create a political
trap that has nothing to do with a nuanced benefits
system, with all its complexities.
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The Child Poverty Action Group has said that the
200,000 increase set out in the written answer from
the Under-Secretary of State for Work and Pensions,
the hon. Member for Wirral West (Esther McVey)
should be added to the increase of 800,000 in children
in relative income poverty by 2020 that the Institute for
Fiscal Studies found in its analysis of the coalition’s
welfare cuts. Let us remind ourselves of what the Prime
Minister used to say about relative poverty. In 2006,
he said:
“I believe that poverty is an economic waste and a moral
disgrace. In the past, we used to think of poverty only in absolute
terms—meaning straightforward material deprivation. That’s not
enough. We need to think of poverty in relative terms, the fact
that some people lack those things which others in society take
for granted. So I want this message to go out loud and clear: the
Conservative party recognises, will measure and will act on relative
poverty.”

That is the manifesto on which Conservative Members
were elected, and that was what they used to believe, but
that is what they will vote against tonight when they
support the Bill and reject the very reasonable amendment
moved by my right hon. Friend the right hon. Member
for East Ham (Stephen Timms).
6.51 pm
Mr Charles Kennedy (Ross, Skye and Lochaber) (LD):
I shall be brief as we are all conscious that we are
increasingly up against the clock. I followed the progress
of the argument and analysis by the hon. Member for
Chesterfield (Toby Perkins) with some interest. Had his
predecessor in that seat been here tonight, he would
most certainly have voted for the Liberal Democrat
amendment, so I hope that the hon. Gentleman will
maintain that proud Chesterfield tradition and join us
in the Lobby later this evening.
As one who—like so many of my right hon. and hon.
Friends—applauds so many of the initiatives that the
coalition has been able to take, specifically in the field of
social policy, I think that the input from the Liberal
Democrats has been significant, not least from my hon.
Friend the Minister of State who will have the arduous
task of replying to the very wide diaspora of this debate
later this evening. That input includes taking low-paid
people out of tax altogether to moving in the direction
of universal credit—I do not take the jaundiced view of
many as to its prospects. I am delighted that the Secretary
of State for Work and Pensions is in his place, because if
we find, a little further down the track, that a little more
constructive pressure needs to be placed on the Treasury
to make things work that little bit better, he can certainly
count on support from these Benches, because we think
that the direction of travel on universal credit is very
good. However, my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives
(Andrew George) pointed out that the Bill sits at odds,
both practically and philosophically, with developments
of that type. He used the phrase “a blunt instrument”
and I think that is a fair description. Our amendment
would maintain a responsible position in relation to the
wider issue of the deficit—and deficit reduction policy—in
that benefits would not rise at a higher rate than earnings.
That is responsible, consistent and a constructive
contribution to the debate this evening.
Toby Perkins: The right hon. Gentleman just described
his amendment as a Liberal Democrat amendment.
Can he confirm that all the Liberal Democrats will vote
for it?
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Mr Kennedy: From my time as leader, and indeed
from reading the memoirs of previous leaders, I know
that no leader of the Liberal Democrats worth his salt
would ever dare to predict how every Liberal Democrat
was going to vote at any given time. But we hope that
the critical mass will be such that it will send a helpful
signal to those on the Treasury Bench and give me a
sentence or two for my own memoirs, if I ever get round
to them.
I do not want to get into detail at this stage in the
debate: my objection is more a philosophical and political
observation. It is right that a party that can look back
to a lineage including Beveridge and Lloyd George
should make this reflection—that there is a large measure
of political device about the Bill, which emanates in
particular from the personage of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, aided and abetted by the Prime Minister. I
say that because a tactical judgment has been made by
the Conservative—not coalition—high command that
this can be a very useful dividing stretch of water to
place between themselves and, in particular, the Labour
party with a view to the next election.
We are not against the politics of choice, argumentation
and the clash of ideas—what is the point of a House of
Commons and a parliamentary democracy without that?
But the insidious aspect of the Bill is that, in seeking to
open up a philosophical divide of that type, it becomes
not an issue of political leadership, but of political
pandering to some of the fears, insecurities and downright
prejudices that can be stoked up in society—the “us and
them” mentality and the sense of resentment and envy.
When people start playing fast and loose with those
factors—and we have seen early examples against the
backdrop of this legislation in the last week to 10 days
—they are following a very risky strategy indeed.
I was pleased that the Deputy Prime Minister—the
leader of my party—spoke out robustly against the
initial posters and some of the leaflets that the Conservatives
were producing. However, where the temptation of Her
Majesty’s Britannic and historic Conservative and Unionist
party is concerned about opportunism within the welfare
state historically and playing that card to their advantage
and to the disadvantage of others, I would take reassurances
from them on that this week as assuredly as I would
take reassurances on Wednesday night from the Prime
Minister about the direction of their European policy.
That is the fact of the matter. But if that is the game
that we are playing—and I fear it is—the Liberal Democrats
should ensure a clear distance between ourselves and
the Conservatives, given our political lineage.
My second point is, as my hon. Friend the Member
for St Ives said, that the presence of my hon. Friend the
Minister of State—and other colleagues, both in the
coalition as Ministers and outside it—has added strength
to the philosophical and practical arguments that we
seek to bring to social policy. Before the last election, I
shared a party platform at one of our conferences with
the leader of my party. We were speaking about aspects
of social policy, and the point I made to him and to the
audience I repeat tonight. We can be tough-minded—indeed
much more tough-minded than many an outside
commentator ever expected the Liberal Democrats would
or could be when the coalition was entered into two and
a half years ago—and that has been proven. What we
have to remind people of—with a view to the next
election—is that our party and our cause is not just
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[Mr Kennedy]
about the head, but must also be about the heart. Many
people will view this Bill as hard-hearted, and many will
remember that when they come to cast their votes. In
part, what we are trying to do here is remind that
section of our electorate, our membership, our activists,
our sympathisers and our supporters whom we want to
come back over the second half of this Parliament, that
while the head remains rigorous in government, the
heart has not been lost in the wider environ that is UK
Liberal Democracy.
My final point is one that I believe my hon. Friend
the Member for Argyll and Bute (Mr Reid), who has
had such excellent and characteristically detailed input
to our internal discussions, raised with the Prime Minister
only last Wednesday at Prime Minister’s questions. In
setting this arbitrary and post-2015 set of legislative
strictures on what will happen to benefits uprating,
what account had been taken of the difficult art of
gazing into the crystal ball where future levels of inflation
are concerned, not least where trends in food and
energy prices are involved? The answer, frankly, in any
fair-minded way, came there none from the Prime Minister
to my hon. Friend.
7 pm
Thinking back to the awful events that the Prime
Minister was describing in this House a few hours ago
before this debate, if the Ministry of Defence ever
committed itself to a course of action without some
sense of a contingency there would great criticism from
across the political spectrum. As drafted—which is why
the amendment is so important—the Bill will commit
the Government, and beyond what can be the lifetime
of this Government and this Parliament, to a course of
action for which there is no contingency. That is not a
social, political or economic blank cheque that those of
us who put our name to this amendment, and will vote
for it, wish to extend.
Helen Goodman: It is a great pleasure to follow the
right hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Mr Kennedy), who made some telling points about the
problems with the Bill.
I rise to speak in support of amendment 12, moved
by my right hon. Friend the Member for East Ham
(Stephen Timms). The proposals to cut the real income
of the poorest are ugly and unjust. I am pleased that the
Secretary of State is in his place on the Front Bench. He
frequently parades his Christian beliefs, so I shall begin
by quoting from the Churches Regional Commission
report, “Am I My Brother’s Keeper?”, which states that
the switch in indexation
“represents an on-going erosion…effectively ratcheting up poverty
long into the future.”

By 2015, the effect of 1% indexation compared with
indexation in line with the CPI to a person on JSA or
ESA will be a loss of £156 a year; that is a 4% cut in real
terms for those least able to afford it. If the Office for
Budget Responsibility’s inflation forecast is wrong, the
situation could be even worse.
As we consider the Bill we need to look across at all
the changes that the Government are making—we cannot
look at this measure in isolation. To see the impact it
will have on people, we need to look across the board.
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I now receive a lot of correspondence from constituents
on ESA, who are particularly badly hit. I want to tell
the House about one person. Her £66 a week rent is
paid by housing benefit. In April, her benefit will go up
to £71.70. Out of that, she pays £10 a week for electricity,
and £6 a week for water rates. Like many of my constituents,
she still uses coal for heating, and three bags of coal—just
to inform the Minister, because I do not suppose he is
up with coal prices—will cost her £19.50 a week. Her
return bus fare to the town—she lives in a village—is
£4 a week, and her bedroom tax is £9.24 a week. All of
that will leave her with £22.96 for food, cleaning, all
household goods and clothes. I submit that even the
hon. Member for Gloucester (Richard Graham) could
not live on £22.96 a week. If he actually considered the
sums of money that ordinary people will be expected to
live on, he would understand the outrage we on this side
of the House feel at the continuous erosion of the social
security net.
Richard Graham: I am grateful to the hon. Lady for
giving way after her passionate outburst. Yes, of course
I share her concern about people on not very much
money. My issue with the speech made by the hon.
Member for Chesterfield (Toby Perkins) was his assumption
that we were talking about people earning £35,000 a
year. I do not think he understands that the average
wage in my constituency is less than £25,000. We are
talking about young nurses—people whose salaries are
capped and who are seeing people on benefits get
significantly larger increases. That is the issue at stake
this evening.
Helen Goodman: I am sorry, but the hon. Gentleman
evidently does not understand the Bill. He evidently
does not understand that people on those low wages
will also lose out through the cuts to working tax credits
and housing benefit. In fact, the whole point about the
Government’s strategic, political mistake is that more
people in work will lose out from the Bill than those
who do not work. Furthermore, if he will allow me to
do a little more arithmetic for him, a person currently
on ESA will get a 70p increase in April, but a person
earning £25,000 and receiving a 1% increase will get a
£5 a week increase. Can he not understand that 70p is
quite a lot less than £5?
Richard Graham rose—
Helen Goodman: I am not going to give way to the
hon. Gentleman again, because other Members want to
speak.
I want to address the Minister. When, in the previous
Parliament, we introduced the Bill that became the
Child Poverty Act 2010, he gave a great deal of evidence
from the Family Budgeting Unit in York and the people
at Loughborough about the minimum income standard—
the minimum income guarantee. He said that what the
Labour Government were doing was absolutely shameful
and that benefits were not high enough. Now, however,
we see that he is prepared to cut benefits in a way that
we never did. The testimony to the great success of this
Government’s benefit policy is the expansion in the
number of food banks: in Durham last year, the food
bank fed 4,455 people, of whom 1,390 were children.
That is utterly shameful. To demonstrate that it is not
possible to live on £22.96 a week, I am going to try to do
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so during the February recess. Neither I nor, I believe,
any other hon. Member seriously believes that they
could live on £22.96 a week. We have to look at this in
context.
The Bill is unjust because it is simply not fair in the
treatment of people in work and those out of work, and
the treatment of people on high incomes and people on
low incomes. When the dole was introduced in 1912, it
was approximately a fifth of average earnings, and so it
stayed until 1979, as the hon. Member for Brighton,
Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) said. By 1989, it was 15.8% of
average earnings; by 1997, according to the House of
Commons Library, it was 13.2%; and by 2015, it will be
11.1%. It is absolutely clear that the Government are
trying to take it back to the very lowest point at the very
bottom of the recession, irrespective of the impact on
people’s normal standards of living. Everything the
Prime Minister has said about those with the broadest
shoulders bearing the biggest burden is seen to be
utterly empty and fallacious when the Government
introduce such a Bill.
There has been an ugly attempt to divide the poor
between the “deserving” and the “undeserving”—taking
us back to the 19th century—between sheep and goats,
between strivers and shirkers, and between with those
with their curtains closed and those with their curtains
open. In my constituency, if people’s curtains are closed
at 9 o’clock in the morning, it is probably because they
are on nights and they are trying to catch up with their
sleep. The Churches Regional Commission states that
“of all the words to describe those who depend on welfare,
“feckless” has to be the one that rankles most.”

This attempt to divide has failed, however, on the factual
ground that two thirds of those affected by the Bill are
in work. The housing benefit and tax credit changes will
affect far more people.
The right hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr Redwood),
who unfortunately is no longer present, tried to tell us
that these changes will improve work incentives. As the
noble Lord Freud said in the other House,
“there is an inevitable trade-off between the level of benefits and
incentives to work. Raising benefit levels would undoubtedly
hamper the work-incentive”.—[Official Report, House of Lords,
13 October 2011; Vol. 730, c. GC498.]

Obviously, that is setting to one side the fact that in
order to work harder the poor must be made poorer,
but the rich can be made richer.
Let us look at the impact of the changes and the
context. In my constituency, 7,200 people will lose out
as a result of the Bill, by an average of £500; that will
take £3.5 million out of the local economy. If the
International Monetary Fund is correct, the second
round effect will be even greater, at £4.5 million, so the
net upshot is an £8 million loss to the economy of my
constituency. It is no wonder shops are closing and
small business are folding. That is absolutely illogical,
and it goes against what the Chancellor of the Exchequer
said about the need to let the fiscal stabilisers work.
Andrew Bridgen: The hon. Lady talks of her concern
for the poor, and it is shared by right hon. and hon.
Members on the Government Benches. The problem is
that every time her party gets into office, its policies
create more of them. Can she explain why the number
of adults out of work for more than 24 months doubled
in Labour’s last term in office?

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

90

Helen Goodman: Yes, I can. It is absolutely obvious:
we were in the middle of a very deep recession, which
the hon. Gentleman seems conveniently to have forgotten.
Of course the number of unemployed people has gone
up, but the previous Labour Government helped all
sorts of other people back into work—365,000 lone
parents, for example. If he would care to look at a map
of where incapacity benefit and ESA claimants live, he
will see that it looks like a map charting the industrial
revolution in the 18th century. Those benefit costs clearly
reflect the overhanging legacy of the decline of heavy
industry. It is totally unreasonable and unfair to punish
the people who happened to work in heavy industry.
Once again, we come to the issue of unemployment.
We in the north-east have the highest rate of unemployment
in the entire country—9.9%. We have seven people
chasing every job vacancy. Whether the gap between the
increase for a person on £25,000 a year and the increase
for a person on JSA is £4.30 or £4.20 will make no
material difference to people’s capability or willingness
to find a job, which is why we need a completely different
approach to job creation. My constituents want to go
back to work.
Richard Graham: Will the hon. Lady give way?
Helen Goodman: No, I will not. The hon. Gentleman
will have a chance to make his own speech. Many hon.
Members have given way to him in the course of the
debate.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer has broken another
promise he made in 2011. He said:
“I also want to protect… those who, through no fault of their
own, have lost jobs and are trying to find work”.—[Official
Report, 29 November 2011; Vol. 536, c. 802.]

He is patently failing to protect those people. By definition,
people on statutory sick pay, statutory maternity pay,
statutory paternity pay or statutory adoption pay are
not going out to work, but they, too, are seeing their
incomes fall, and that is at a time when they have new
children coming into the family and need more support.
Mr Marcus Jones: The hon. Lady talks about the
difficult decisions the Government are having to make,
but she does not acknowledge the fact that from the
time the Government came into office to 2016, the child
element of working tax credit will actually go up by
£470 in cash terms.
Helen Goodman: The hon. Gentleman is absolutely
right, but the point I am trying to make is that we have
to look at the cumulative impact of all the changes. If
he looks at the tax and benefits micro-simulation model
produced by Her Majesty’s Treasury, he will see that
everybody in the bottom half of the distribution is a
loser, but those people between 50% and 80% in the
distribution are gainers. Therefore, he can understand
that although the change to child tax credit—we will
discuss it under the next group of amendments—might
be very welcome, it is not doing the business because of
the severity of the Government’s other reductions.
The hon. Gentleman has raised the issue of child
poverty, and there is one specific question I wish to ask
the Minister and that I hope—
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7.15 pm
Steve Webb rose—
Helen Goodman: Let me ask the question before
trying to answer it. We have heard that the IFS has
estimated that by 2015 the number of children in relative
poverty will increase by 400,000. Furthermore, the Bill
will push another 200,000 children into relative poverty.
The Minister knows that we had four measures in the
Child Poverty Act 2010. What will be the increase over
the life of this Parliament in the number of children
living in absolute poverty?
Steve Webb: I will respond very fully on the issue of
child poverty, which a number of hon. Members have
raised. I wanted to ask the hon. Lady about the point
she made about incapacity benefit. She said that if we
look across Britain, we will see that incapacity benefit
is highest in all the industrial heartlands. I hesitate to
bring her back to the Bill, but is she aware that we are
actually proposing to increase the main rate of incapacity
benefit fully in line with inflation?
Helen Goodman: Yes, but the hon. Gentleman knows
that his own impact assessment demonstrates that the
Government’s claim that they would protect all people
with disabilities is not accurate. I am disappointed that
he did not answer my question about child poverty. I do
not know whether that is because he does not know the
answer or because he is ashamed of it. Perhaps he can
explain when he winds up the debate.
Mr Reid: I want to speak in support of amendment 10,
to which I am a signatory. It is important to set the
debate in context. In 2010, the Government inherited
an economic mess from the previous Government, including
a huge budget deficit, which is why difficult decisions
have to be taken. It is important to remind the Committee
that just before the previous Government left office, for
every £3 they raised, they were spending £4, so borrowing
was going up and up. It was interesting to listen to the
opening remarks of the right hon. Member for East
Ham (Stephen Timms). There was a lot of sound and
fury, but little actual policy. In fact, Labour’s amendment
would replace the 1% in the Bill with a blank space.
Labour does not seem to have any policy at all. His
remarks seemed to indicate that the policy, whatever it
is, would cost a lot. I think that Labour’s policy of
borrow and spend is still in place.
Sheila Gilmore (Edinburgh East) (Lab): Will the hon.
Gentleman give way?
Mr Reid: I am happy to give way to any Labour
Member who can tell me what their policy actually is.
Sheila Gilmore: I ask the hon. Gentleman to consider,
in terms of what is or is not happening, that this
measure is not part of what the Government came into
office to do. This measure has been made necessary
because they have not managed to reach the position
they had anticipated they would reach, and that is
because their policies have failed. Had they reached the
position they had anticipated reaching, these further
reductions in benefits would not be necessary.
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Mr Reid: Well, we did not hear any policy from the
hon. Lady. I can only assume that she still follows the
previous Government’s borrow-and-spend policies.
I support amendment 10, rather than the Labour
party’s “empty space” policy. Amendment 10 would
have benefits increase in line with the increase in average
earnings.
The tax increases under this Government have quite
rightly fallen most heavily on those with high incomes,
who are paying a far higher proportion of their income
in tax than under the previous Government—let us
take, for example, the increase in capital gains tax. If
there were a Liberal Democrat Government and not a
coalition Government, the well-off would be paying far
more tax—a mansion tax, for example. The Government
have also helped people in low-paid jobs by increasing
the personal allowance, which I hope will be raised to
£10,000 before the end of this Parliament. The work
done by the Minister of State, my hon. Friend the
Member for Thornbury and Yate (Steve Webb) on
universal credit will also help people on low incomes.
Pensioners have also been protected from the cuts,
because of the triple-lock guarantee, and my hon. Friend
is introducing the new single-tier pension—another major
achievement.
The group of people we are discussing this evening,
whose incomes would be cut by clause 1, are those in
receipt of working-age benefits, but not disability benefits.
Coalition is all about negotiations and reaching
compromises. It is important to note what would be
happening to welfare benefits if we had a Conservative
Government and not a coalition. We know from statements
in the public domain that a Conservative Government
would propose a benefits freeze, not a 1% increase, and
that the cuts would apply to all benefits, not just those
listed this evening. Such a freeze would last for several
years—not just three years, as under the coalition
Government’s policy—and child benefit would be awarded
only for the first two children in the household. These
are all policies that a Conservative Government would
introduce, but which the coalition is not. We also know,
as was made evident earlier—certainly from the cheers
on the Conservative Benches behind me—that a
Conservative Government would reduce the top rate of
tax to 40%, not leave it at 45%. Liberal Democrats in
government have achieved a great deal in lessening the
impact on welfare benefits uprating, compared with a
purely Conservative Government.
However, my main concern about the measures in
the Bill—this echoes concerns raised by the right hon.
Member for Wokingham (Mr Redwood) and others
who have spoken—is that committing the country to a
1% increase for three years now, before we know what
inflation will be when the increase comes into effect,
could end up being harmful to people on low incomes,
because we have absolutely no idea how much world
fuel and food prices will rise in those three years. I
recognise the strength of the argument that benefits for
people out of work should not rise at a higher rate than
the earnings of those in work, which is why amendment
10 proposes to increase such benefits by the same percentage
as the rise in average earnings over the previous year.
Amendment 10 would be a fair compromise between
the need to cut the deficit and the need to provide a
safety net for those dependent on welfare benefits.
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There has been a lot of talk about scroungers and
curtains being drawn. I entirely reject such rhetoric. It is
important to note that strong sanctions are available for
those receiving jobseeker’s allowance. For example, people
can lose their jobseeker’s allowance for up to three years
if they do not apply for a job that their adviser tells
them about, do not accept a suitable job offer, leave a
job voluntarily, lose their job because of misconduct or
do not take part in a compulsory Work programme.
Therefore, sanctions are indeed available.
I represent a very rural constituency. It is important
to point out that prices on islands or remote parts of
the mainland are higher than in most of the rest of the
country, and that people on jobseeker’s allowance in
remote areas who are finding it difficult to get a job in
the area in which they live are on very low incomes. We
should not commit ourselves to only a 1% increase for
the next three years, because we do not know what will
happen to prices during that time.
Mr Marcus Jones: Would my hon. Friend acknowledge
that if we had applied the logic that he is now advocating
over the last five or six years and pegged benefits to
wage rate inflation, the people he is talking about—the
people he is trying to help—would be far worse off ?
Mr Reid: A lot depends on where we start. If we are
talking about rises matching prices or wages, it all
depends on the starting point—if we pick a different
starting point, we get a different result.
I was talking about the next three years. We know
what the rise in average earnings was last year, so
obviously we know what the rise in benefits would be in
2013-14. We do not know what it would be in 2014-15
or 2015-16, but setting the increase to the rise in average
earnings, rather than a fixed rate of 1%, would mean
that as the economy gradually grew, the level of growth
in the economy would be paid to those on benefits, as
well as those in work. That is a better approach than
having a fixed rate of 1% for three years.
No Government have control over world food and
energy prices. At Prime Minister’s questions last week
I raised this potential problem when I asked the Prime
Minister what contingency plans the Government had
for benefit increases, should food and energy prices rise
by more than expected. He answered by pointing to
the good work being done by my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change to
ensure that energy companies put people on the lowest
available tariffs. That will indeed be a big help to people
on low incomes, but if energy prices rise by more than
expected, the lowest tariff will rise by more than expected
too. After I heard the Prime Minister’s answer, I am
afraid that I was left to form the conclusion that the
Government have no contingency plans for a scenario
in which prices rise by more than expected. I hope that
when my hon. Friend the Minister replies to this debate,
he will be able to reassure me on that point. I hope there
is a plan B, in case world prices go up by more than
expected.
Setting future increases to the increase in average
earnings would address the legitimate argument that
out-of-work benefits should not rise faster than earnings
and would help to cut the deficit. For example, if the
CPI figure were used for 2013-14, benefits would increase
by 2.2%. If average earnings were used, they would increase

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

94

by 1.6%, saving half the amount that a 1% increase
would save. It is also important to point out that cutting
public spending on its own will not eliminate the deficit.
We need to grow the economy as well. All the economic
research indicates that money put into the pockets of
people on low incomes is far more likely to be spent
straight away than it would be by those on higher
incomes. Not increasing welfare benefits by the rate of
inflation will have an impact on shops and other businesses,
as well as the recipients themselves.
To sum up, linking benefit increases to average earnings
is much fairer all round and avoids committing ourselves
to a fixed figure unnecessarily far in advance. I hope
that the Committee will support amendment 10, and I
hope that you will allow it to be put to a vote, Mr Amess.
Mr William Bain (Glasgow North East) (Lab): This
evening’s debate on clause 1 and amendment 12, moved
by my right hon. Friend the Member for East Ham
(Stephen Timms), is important because it speaks to
more than the £13 billion increase in the welfare budget
caused by this Government’s failure on growth since
2010 or even the chronic lack of jobs, in a still depressed
economy, faced by so many hundreds of thousands of
people in our country. This debate speaks to the very
values of our society.
Are we a country that is content to divide socially
instead of coming together—jobless and workers, low-paid
and middle earners—to defeat again the social evils of
worklessness, low pay, slumping living standards and
poverty? Are we a country that is content to see the
doubling of food banks under this Government since
May 2010, as 1.4 million people in work find themselves
needing to resort to credit to help to pay the rent or the
mortgage each month? Are we a country that will fall
for the cynical “divide and rule” tactics of the Chancellor,
which treat people as pawns in a squalid political
game, amid a campaign of demonising the poor and
turning neighbour against neighbour, when a responsible
Government would seek to unite people rather than
divide the country? This clause is rotten economics,
ruinous for weak economic demand up and down the
country and rank politics, from a Government who can
relaunch as many times as they like, but who will never
rediscover any sense of moral purpose while they engage
in this basest of agendas of social division.
Andrew Bridgen: The hon. Gentleman mentions unity.
Does he agree that if people lead their life on welfare, it
is not only bad for our economy and for our society but
tremendously bad for those people themselves, hugely
reducing their life expectancy and seriously damaging
their children’s lives and prospects? It should be discouraged;
the best way out of poverty is through work.
7.30 pm
Mr Bain: On this pleasant occasion, I find that I
entirely agree with the hon. Gentleman. Let us hope
that that agreement will continue when he contributes
to the debate later, and in future debates.
These measures are not pro-growth, as they were
included in the analysis from the Office for Budget
Responsibility in December that further downgraded
growth forecasts for this year by 0.8% of gross domestic
product. They are not pro-deficit reduction, as
unemployment is set to become 340,000 higher than the
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level predicted by the OBR in 2010, and benefit bills will
be £13 billion higher than forecast. They are not pro-equality
either, as two thirds of the real-terms cuts introduced by
clauses 1 and 2 will hurt women, and three-fifths of
them will hurt working families.
If the Government believe that they are standing up
for fairness in the midst of the longest slump for 140 years,
this must be either the most incompetent or the most
misguided set of measures since those proposed by the
National Government in 1931. On every count, they
will increase, not cut, inequality in our country, given
that 71% of the households affected are on or below the
average income, and that 60% of the total savings from
the Bill will come from the poorest third on the income
scale. Only 3% will come from the wealthiest third. On
no count can these measures be described as fair. How
on earth can the Government believe that it is right to
introduce a 4% real-terms cut in benefits until 2015
while continuing to pay top-rate pension tax relief to
top-rate taxpayers at a rate of 50p in the pound? They
are doing that while impoverishing the very poorest
people at the same time.
Unemployment in my constituency remains consistently
high at more than 4,000, or 12% of the working-age
population. Although more than two thirds of jobless
people experience only a few months out of work at the
most, there are more than 1,300 people there who have
been out of work for a year or more. Within that group,
some 600 people have been out of work for two years or
more. If the Government were serious about welfare
reform, they would accept that ending the crushing
blow of such long-term joblessness, which saps the
human spirit and harms long-term job prospects—as
the hon. Member for North West Leicestershire (Andrew
Bridgen) pointed out—should be the first duty of a
responsible Government. Instead, they have put this
ruinous set of measures before us tonight.
Andrew Bridgen: Given the sense of unity between us,
will the hon. Gentleman endorse the coalition Government’s
policies that have helped the economy to create 1.2 million
new private sector jobs during this Parliament?
Mr Bain: I would not endorse that policy because, as
the hon. Gentleman knows, that figure includes the
transfer of between 200,000 and 250,000 college staff
from the public sector to the private sector. I am not
going to endorse that figure; he knows that it is not
accurate.
Sheila Gilmore: Would my hon. Friend like to refer
the hon. Member for North West Leicestershire (Andrew
Bridgen) to recent articles—including some in The Guardian,
which he would probably discount—that show not only
that those jobs were transferred from the public sector
to the private sector but that the Government are counting
unpaid work in the total of new jobs being created?
Mr Bain: Yes indeed, I have seen that report, and it
was scandalous. I was somewhat perplexed by the right
hon. Member for Wokingham (Mr Redwood) when he
said that people who were in part-time work were
satisfied with that situation. The truth is that, as the
TUC has established, 3.2 million people in this country
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are stuck in involuntary part-time work because of
weak demand, low growth and low investment in the
low-productivity economy that is being presided over
by this Government.
Christopher Pincher (Tamworth) (Con): The hon.
Gentleman is making a thoughtful contribution, as
ever. He talks about fairness. Does he think it fair for a
Government to spend £25 billion over 10 years only to
see the number of those in fuel poverty increase by
2.8 million? Does he think it fair to add 75p to a
pensioner’s pension? Does he think it fair to add 10p to
fuel duty? And does he think it fair that 1,610 people in
his constituency were lifted out of tax last December?
Mr Bain: What I would certainly define as unfair is
introducing a clause whose impact on the poorest 10%
of people on the income scale will be 14 times harder
than on the richest 10%. I hope that he has read the
impact assessment as closely as I have. If he has, he will
know that 1.4 million people in the lowest 10% will be
affected by this measure, but only 100,000 in the top
10% will be similarly affected. That cannot, by any stretch
of the imagination, be considered fair.
Christopher Pincher: Will the hon. Gentleman give
way?
Mr Bain: I hope that the hon. Gentleman will have an
opportunity to make his own contribution later, and
that he will recognise that I have been generous in giving
way to him once already.
Long-term unemployment in Scotland has risen by
385% since 2008. I welcomed the presence of Scottish
National party Members in the Division Lobby with
Labour Members the other week, voting for our reasoned
amendment to the Bill relating to the jobs guarantee,
and I hope that it will not be too much longer before the
Scottish Government follow Labour’s lead and introduce
a jobs guarantee for those most in need of work in
Scotland. They could easily do that. I hope that they
will look at the example set by Glasgow city council in
introducing a successful jobs fund for the young jobless,
because such a measure would supersede the measures
in clause 1. Countries such as Sweden, which many in
the Scottish Government often ask people in Scotland
to emulate, have used jobs guarantee policies very
successfully indeed for nearly two decades, while reducing
their deficit at the same time.
Dr Eilidh Whiteford (Banff and Buchan) (SNP):
Does the hon. Gentleman also welcome the Scottish
Government’s efforts to ensure that every 16 to 19-year-old
in Scotland be guaranteed an educational or training
place?
Mr Bain: I would welcome any measures from any
tier of Government that would increase the level of
training and skills provided to my constituents and
those in other Scottish constituencies. I have to say to
the hon. Lady, however, that I have two major colleges
in my constituency—North Glasgow college and John
Wheatley college—which have seen staggering levels of
cuts introduced by the Scottish Government. That is
driving more young people in my constituency into
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unemployment and creating the very figures that allow
those on the Treasury Bench to produce measures such
as those in clause 1.
Even in constituencies such as mine, it is still the case
that people move in and out of unemployment. The
calculated framing of this debate by the Government,
based on the fabricated and manufactured premise that
there is a monolithic army of the permanently idle,
unwilling even to open their curtains, and defrauding
the system, wilfully ignores that fact. Fraud in the
benefit system is only 0.7%, and many unemployed
people, including many of my constituents, are struggling
hugely on just £71.40 a week. Unemployment benefit as
a proportion of average income has fallen from 22% in
1979 to a mere 15% now, so the argument from those on
the Treasury Bench that unemployment benefit is somehow
unaffordable and that it cannot continue into the decades
to come is simply a false premise to put to the Committee
tonight.
Helen Goodman: Would my hon. Friend like to point
out to Government Members that, in the days when
jobseeker’s allowance and its predecessors represented a
higher proportion of earnings than now, we also had
lower unemployment?
Mr Bain: That is absolutely right. We also had lower
levels of long-term unemployment than we have now.
As I and other Members have pointed out, high levels
of long-term unemployment decrease the earnings potential
of the people afflicted by that social evil.
Only today, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation published
a survey of poverty in Scotland which revealed that
a baby boy born in the richest 10% of Scottish
neighbourhoods has a life expectancy 14 years higher
than that of a baby boy born in the poorest 10% of such
neighbourhoods. Having a 4% real-terms cut in
unemployment and other out-of-work benefits of the
sort contained in clause 1 is going to make those figures
in Scotland even worse. I urge the Government to think
again, to accept amendment 12 and to reduce the
terrible social damage that will be caused if this measure
becomes law.
I hope that, at this eleventh hour, the Government
will decide to make policy on the basis of evidence,
rather than reintroduce some Victorian distinction between
the deserving and the undeserving poor. I urge them to
think again about the impact that clause 1 will have,
ensuring that 90% of those in out-of-work benefits will,
according to the Institute for Fiscal Studies, be an
average of £215 a year worse off. They should consider
the effect that will have not just on high streets in our
towns, villages and cities but on the local shop. They
should think about the amount of economic demand
that will be taken out of local communities, the jobs
that will go as a result of the passing of this measure in
this form tonight.
The Government ignore the inconvenient truth that
out-of-work benefits constitute just 3% of the welfare
budget, and that outside of pensions, most welfare
spending ensures that work pays for many of our citizens.
Nearly three in 10 of my constituents earn less than the
living wage of £7.45 an hour. Although introducing a
living wage in those parts of the economy where it will
work would save money in lower tax credit costs, we,
like many other countries, need a strong tax credit
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system to reduce imbalances within the labour market
that would otherwise cause unacceptable levels of inequality.
The simple truth is that most poverty in Britain today is
among the working poor. It is mainly the working poor
who are losing out as a result of these measures. They
will be the biggest victims if this iniquitous Bill were to
become law, with a real-terms 4% cut in their living
standards.
In Scotland, as a result of these measures, some
261,000 working families, nearly one in five, would lose
an average of £259 a year by 2015—the antithesis of
work paying for those 261,000. About 70% of the tax
credit cuts will affect working families in Scotland. The
median wage in my constituency is less than £17,600 a
year, and many thousands of people will be savagely
hurt by clause 1, as Citizens Advice outlined in its
submission. A couple on just £13,000 with two children
will lose nearly 5% of their income as a result of this
Bill, completely overwhelming any benefit from increasing
personal tax allowances, which is worth just 13p a week
to them.
This debate is not just about the measure before us; it
is a debate about the values of this Government and the
priorities of our society. This Bill impoverishes the
poor, without reducing the deficit; it makes inequality
worse, adding 200,000 to the child poverty figures,
leaving 1 million more children in poverty by 2020. This
clause is a provision that will cause enormous hardship
to some of the poorest people in society, and it will
devastate economic demand in constituencies such as
mine. I urge the Committee to endorse amendment 12
and to vote against clause 1.
Kwasi Kwarteng: I am grateful to be called to contribute
to this Committee debate. Many of tonight’s speeches
have made me feel that I live in a different world from
the one in which my constituents and a large number of
people in this country live. I propose to Labour Members
that the world in which they live is one far removed
from reality.
When this Government came to office in 2010, the
coalition confronted the worst peacetime deficit in Britain’s
history. That fact cannot be repeated often enough.
This is the architecture and the framework through
which every single decision has been made since the
formation of that Government. It is particularly nauseating
to see Labour Members berate the Government for
trying to make very tough choices and trying to make
savings when they were the architects responsible for
the chronic and devastating mismanagement of our
public finances; and it is particularly nauseating to see
those Members berate and accuse the Government of
being purely political in respect of this very difficult
measure.
7.45 pm
We know what has happened in the eurozone. We
have seen the devastation that reckless public spending
has brought to Greece, Spain and other countries. If we
looked at how they dealt with their deficits, we would
see that their particular approach has been far more
severe than anything we have seen in this country.
Indeed, unemployment benefit in Greece was cut by
20%—a savage, swingeing cut to benefits—and that was
done to balance the books. In Ireland, we have seen cuts
in public sector wages and cuts in child benefit. I am not
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suggesting for a minute that we should go down that
route. What I am saying is that this is the kind of
response that other sovereign countries have had to
make to deal with the very serious public finance hole in
which they found themselves.
It is also particularly nauseating for Labour Members
to pretend that we do not face this grave crisis and to
pretend that there are endless streams of public money
that we can just keep spending. This is absolutely the
wrong approach, and it sends a bad signal to the country.
The country knows that Labour spent too much money
and that some difficult choices have had to be made.
One of the more responsible Labour Members, the
hon. Member for Chesterfield (Toby Perkins), openly
acknowledged that even a Labour Government would
have had to find savings in this particular period.
Sheila Gilmore: Does the hon. Gentleman not appreciate
the reason why this particular Bill and its measures have
been called “political”? It was clear in the autumn
statement that the Chancellor intended these measures
to be some sort of political trap. In making choices, any
Government would not be looking only at the contents
of this Bill. I would be happy to talk about a much
wider range of choices, so why can we not have a wider
Bill?
Kwasi Kwarteng: In my opening remarks, I made a
wider point about the eurozone. This is exactly what
goes to the heart of the issue. What those countries have
done to deal with their fiscal crisis—I am not saying we
should follow it, but we have to remember that their
deficits are better than ours at the moment—is to make
swingeing cuts to public spending in the form of benefits.
We have not done that. We have spared our people that
measure of severity, but we have to recognise that a
large portion of spending goes in this direction and
that the savings we are making are in the region of
£3.7 billion a year.
Our coalition colleagues, the Liberal Democrats have
said that the time frame is arbitrary. Some people have
talked about 1912—more than 100 years ago—and
some have talked about the last 30 years. I am not
interested in the last 30 years. I am interested in what is
happened since the financial crisis. I am interested in
what has happened since Labour got us into the mess
we are in. I accept that it is an international mess and
that there is a world crisis, but the fact remains that, at
£170 billion, this was a much larger deficit than that of
any of our competitor or partner countries in the
OECD. In that context, something had to give. We had
to make some very tough choices about spending.
Let me consider some of the provisions. There is
clearly a measure of disagreement over how we should
approach this aspect of welfare spending. I have yet to
hear from Opposition Members by how much they
think benefits should rise. We have heard one suggestion,
although admittedly it came from the only member of
the Green party in the House. The hon. Member for
Brighton, Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) seemed to be saying
that she would have raised the rate in line with the retail
prices index. When asked how much that would cost,
she blithely replied “£7.4 billion”—I am sorry, it was
£7.6 billion—as if that were a snip. It is to her credit
that she at least had the honesty to spell out what are, in
my view, the disastrous fiscal implications of her policy.
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Labour members have given no such undertakings.
They have made no such statements about what their
policies would actually cost. They have simply wailed
and moaned about the harshness of the Government,
without in any way recognising the severity of the crisis
that we face.
Charlie Elphicke: Does my hon. Friend agree that it is
not just a question of welfare policies, but a question
of employment or, in the case of the Labour party,
unemployment policies? In my constituency youth
unemployment rose by 52% under the last Labour
Government, and rose by 36% in the constituency of
the hon. Member for Glasgow North East (Mr Bain).
Under the present Government, it has fallen by 11% in
Glasgow North East. Does that not show that our war
on unemployment is beginning to work, and the economy
is beginning to heal?
Kwasi Kwarteng: I could not have put it better myself.
My hon. Friend has made an important point about
employment, which touches on a wider point about the
division between Government and Opposition. The Labour
attempt to create a socialist state by means of Government
spending led to absolute disaster, as it always does. We
will not be able to create jobs simply by expanding the
public sector ad infinitum; logic tells us that that is not
going to work.
The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (Mr Iain
Duncan Smith): I am pleased to note that my hon.
Friend ascribes efficiency and a real plan to the Labour
Government, but that great plan of theirs to create a
socialist state ended in the payment of tax credits to
people earning more than £70,000 a year. Who were
they helping in that regard?
Kwasi Kwarteng: This is anecdotal evidence, but I was
reliably informed that a couple of Liberal Democrat
Members of Parliament were claiming tax credits on
the basis that they were entitled to them. That is the sort
of barmy universe that was constructed under the last
Administration, and it is something that we have had to
redress. When we consider matters such as those that we
are considering today, we must always bear in mind
that, given a budget deficit of £170 billion—more than
12% of GDP—it is very difficult to curb public spending
sufficiently to enable the country to pay its way on a
sustainable basis.
Christopher Pincher: I am obliged to my hon. Friend
for reminding the House that it is the historic mission of
the Conservative party to clear up the mess left behind
by successive Labour Governments. Does he agree that
it is unfair for people earning more than £70,000 a year
to be paid tax credits, but very fair that people earning
just £10,000 a year—who paid £1,160 in tax and national
insurance in 2010—will now pay only £670, and even
fairer that next year they will pay only £360? Is that not
an example of Conservative fairness?
Kwasi Kwarteng: It is not only fair, but common
sense. The Labour cash merry-go-round, when Labour
was taxing people with very low earnings and then
handing back the money in the form of benefits, did not
provide a sustainable model. The measures that we have
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introduced have been far more effective in reducing—
[Interruption.] I wish I could share the joke, but I have
more important matters with which to deal.
Helen Goodman: The hon. Gentleman can! I was just
wondering whether he was going to tell the House that
the banking collapse had been caused by working tax
credit.
Kwasi Kwarteng: I have my own ideas about the
banking collapse, which I am happy to share with the
hon. Lady—although not, perhaps, tonight.
The financial crisis, which we all remember, devastated
everyone. Even today, the United Kingdom economy is
3% smaller than it was in 2008. I cannot speak for
everyone in the country, but the vast majority of people
are much less well off than they were in those days.
What has happened to benefits since then? According
to the figures that we have heard, they have increased by
20% while the earnings of people in work have risen by
10%. That is not fair.
Labour Members have talked of fairness. For instance,
the hon. Member for Chesterfield argued eloquently
that 1% on £70 a week was very different from 1% on
£35,000 a year. However, it is not the people on £35,000
a year about whom we are worried; it is the people on
very low incomes. People in my constituency who do
night shifts at Heathrow come to me and ask “Why did
out-of-work benefits rise by 5% last year? I earn £11,000
a year if I am lucky and work 20 hours a week, but I was
not given such a big increase.” That is the sort of fairness
that we are talking about. This is a really important
issue, which Opposition Members have not addressed in
any way.
Martin Horwood: Is not the answer to the hon.
Gentleman’s question—which applies to people on low
incomes in my constituency as much as to those in
his—that those who have worked hard and have low
incomes, but have paid their taxes and done the right
thing, can still lose their jobs through no fault of their
own and find themselves trying to subsist on seventy
quid a week, and that we do not want to make things
more difficult for those people? I think that very few of
them are scroungers, and most want to get back to work
as fast as possible.
Kwasi Kwarteng: I accept what the hon. Gentleman
says, but I am talking about the position in general. It
cannot be right, arithmetically, for benefits to rise, year
after year, faster than the wages of the low-paid people
to whom he has referred. However, we must look at
the overall picture. The 1% increase is not very much. I
know that some Government Members proposed a
cash freeze, and I am glad to note that the Government
have not adopted that severe option; but in the context
of the European and the global financial crisis, a cash
freeze is not completely off the table. We have seen
other countries take extremely tough measures. Why
have they done that? They have not done it because they
want to limit demand, as the hon. Member for Glasgow
North East suggested. They have not done it because
they want to hurt people on low incomes. They have done
it because they feel that the fiscal future—the future of
the state: the future of their countries—requires a tough
approach to public spending.
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Mr Bain: Would the hon. Gentleman care to comment
on the fact that the International Monetary Fund has
called for the free and unimpeded operation of the
automatic fiscal stabilisers, including unemployment
benefits, when people, sadly, lose their jobs? Does he
agree with Jonathan Portes, who used to work for the
Government and now works for the National Institute
of Economic and Social Research, and who says that
the Bill makes little or no sense macro-economically? Is
Jonathan Portes not right?
Kwasi Kwarteng: Jonathan Portes is not right. I do
not think that anything he has ever written—I read his
blog—makes any sense whatsoever, and I am happy for
Hansard to record that. On the point about the automatic
stabilisers, I refer the hon. Gentleman to the answer
that my right hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Mr Redwood) gave him. The automatic stabilisers are
working; in cash terms, a lot of our spending in these
elements is higher than it was. That is a clear sign that
the automatic stabilisers are working.
8 pm
We have to consider the sort of society and country
we want to live in. Having a society in which benefits are
increasing faster than very low incomes is not a sustainable
position. It kills incentives.
Andrew Bridgen: Does my hon. Friend agree with my
argument that what we have heard in this evening’s
debate confirms that the parts of the country with the
highest levels of unemployment often also have the
lowest average wages and so it is important, if we want
to make work pay—I believe all right hon. and hon.
Members in the Chamber would agree that work must
always pay—that we keep that disparity in respect of
work and keep the incentive for people to get into jobs?
Kwasi Kwarteng: That is absolutely right.
I shall try to keep my closing remarks brief. The 1%
rise in the uprating is surely a temporary measure; I
would not want to see this in perpetuity. My right hon.
Friend the Member for Wokingham talked about the
need to combat inflation. Clearly if inflation is sustained
at 3% or 4% over years, that would be very punitive and
would make the proposed measures even more difficult
for people to bear. So the Government need to keep a
firm handle and an eagle eye on the inflation rate. I am
absolutely in favour of that, but on the general approach
I would not want to see any amendments to this Bill. It
is a difficult proposal that we are trying to push through,
but many people up and down the country are supporting
the Government on it because they feel that the measures
we are introducing are encouraging people to get out
to work. People also realise—I will close where I started
off my speech—the appalling fiscal legacy given to us,
the incredibly difficult financial circumstances in which
the Government found themselves, and the tough and
courageous measures we are taking to get us out of the
mess.
Mr Frank Field (Birkenhead) (Lab): I rise to support
the amendment because it is very clear: it seeks to tear
the heart out of this Bill, and it should tear the heart
out of the Bill, because it is a terrible Bill. By taking
this stance, I am not saying that we should not, with all
urgency, think about welfare reform, because that is a
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[Mr Frank Field]
mega task which will face a succession of Governments.
I am not saying that we do not recognise that there is a
real problem in this country with incentives to work,
because there is. I am not saying that there are not all
sorts of other issues that we need to deal with and
consider in relation to this measure. We have to consider
what this measure is actually about.
I agree totally with the Government Members who
said how serious the fiscal deficit is. I do not doubt that
when Labour breaks the trend and has to clear up a
mess—we have been hearing this afternoon about Tories
clearing up our mess—we might well have to look at the
size of the welfare bill. However, I do not believe that
any Labour Government would get cuts through without
presenting them in a context in which the cuts were
thought to be fair. That goes to the heart of the current
Government’s strategy. Despite the rhetoric in which
they have tried to clothe themselves in respect of the
changes they have been making, the country will have
to make a judgment in the election on whether the
Government have fulfilled the assurance they gave at
the beginning of this journey that who had most would
pay most and those who had least would be protected.
It is no accident that we link the amendments being
debated tonight with the tax cuts in the Budget for
those who have most.
We will not have to face this issue tonight because,
sadly, we know how the vote is likely to go, despite the
presence of some brave Liberals—I hope that my saying
that encourages even more to vote, knowing that it is
safe to register their protest. In the end, it is those
outside this House who will judge whether this measure
is fair. Is it fair that, at time when we can find moneys to
make tax cuts for the very richest, we cut living standards
for the very poorest?
Kwasi Kwarteng: Will the right hon. Gentleman give
way?
Mr Field: No, I am going to make a short speech. I
am grateful for the hon. Gentleman’s interest and the
way he is following my speech, but I do not want to
extend it.
The country will make a judgment about how fair
the collection of measures is. I think the Government
must be extremely confident, given that we are seeing
a record number of people who are hungry and are
turning up at food banks operating in our constituencies.
Thank God for food banks. I do not hold the view that
food banks are terrible; it is great that we have them,
because people are hungry. I think it is terrible that we
live in society where people are hungry. That is where
we should direct the anger; it should not be aimed at the
people providing the food banks. We are thinking about
cutting benefits at a time when we also know that
people who probably have greater abilities than I do in
managing on a low income—thank God, I have never
had to do so—find that they fail. The Bill will crush
some decent people, who find it impossible to live on
the levels of income that we lay down.
That we should do this at a time when we can find
the money for the richest to take more passes all my
understanding. Perhaps the Opposition will lose the
vote tonight, but I am not so sure that, on this argument,
an indelible mark will not now be made against the
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coalition Government, who found money to cut taxes
for the very rich while making life more and more
difficult for the poor, some of whom do not have
enough to eat. Should more people join that terrible
queue of our fellow citizens? Lots of other arguments
have been marvellously put, but for me it comes down,
as I guess it will for the electorate, to whether this is fair.
I think that they will say no.
Several hon. Members rose—
The Temporary Chair (Mr David Amess): Order. I thank
the right hon. Gentleman for his brevity. May I remind
the Committee that three hon. Members are still seeking
to catch my eye, that our Committee proceedings finish
at 9 pm and that we still have to hear from the Minister
and the Opposition spokesman? I call Mr Richard Graham.
Richard Graham: Thank you, Mr Amess, for calling
me to speak in this debate. I will follow your advice and
try to be as brief as I can.
Tonight I came to listen to different views on options
for this Bill, and we have heard an interesting mix of
practical ideas, impractical ones and vacuums. Much
of the debate has been wrapped in an argument about,
on the one hand, who can claim the moral ground as
the more compassionate and, on the other, who can
claim to be more practical on economics.
We have just heard from the right hon. Member for
Birkenhead (Mr Field), for whom I have enormous
respect. He made the argument that this is ultimately all
about fairness, but given that Labour Members wanted
to retain child benefits for all higher-rate taxpayers, no
matter how many millions they earn, I find it hard to
take that argument at face value. I also reject the bizarre
argument about taxing the richest by more than his
party ever did in its 13 years in power—that raising
£7 billion less in tax revenue for services that all our
poorest constituents most value is somehow beneficial
to our poorest and most vulnerable members of society.
On the proposals that have actually been made, the
only person who emerges with real credit for honesty is
the hon. Member for Brighton, Pavilion (Caroline Lucas).
She has the guts to say that these benefits should be
uprated now and for ever by the retail prices index, at a
preliminary cost of some £7.6 billion. She might have
some idea where that money will come from—I am sure
she does not, as certainly none of the rest of us does—but
at least she has tried to put a value on her compassion.
Personally, I think that it is as practical as some of her
efforts to spread wind farms across the country, in a
passion for green energy for which our constituents will
also pay heftily through their energy bills, but that is
a separate matter. At least she has put a mark on the
ground.
In contrast, Opposition Members, including the
hon. Member for Bishop Auckland (Helen Goodman),
disappearing from her seat after speaking at great volume,
and the hon. Members for Glasgow North East (Mr Bain)
and for Chesterfield (Toby Perkins) were unable to say
with what they would replace the Government’s proposed
uprating of 1%. It was as if they would offer a happy
vacuum in which we would depend on the munificence
of the shadow Secretary of State—he who famously
apologised for having no money left—who would somehow
to find the money to fill it.
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Mr Liam Byrne (Birmingham, Hodge Hill) (Lab)
rose—
Richard Graham: On that note, I am happy to give
way to my great friend, who was unable to recommend
his proposals on tax credits to the Communist party of
China last week.
Mr Byrne: I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman, who
is giving way with characteristic generosity. He will
accept that hitherto in this country, and for many years,
the proposal to uprate benefits has been presented
annually and much closer to the time at which uprating
should take place, so that the Chancellor can take
account of the latest economic circumstances and the
latest level of inflation. It is only now that the House of
Commons is being invited to set in stone a strategy that
will stretch ahead for many years to come. That is the
unusual situation.
Richard Graham: My friend—for he is my friend—
the right hon. Member for Birmingham, Hodge Hill
(Mr Byrne) would make a valid point if it was not for
the fact that this provision is set for only three years and
it is set in the context of what he and his colleagues
achieved during the extraordinary runaway period between
2003 and 2010, when they unleashed £170 billion of tax
credits and raised welfare spending by 60%, so that, as
we know, it is now a third of all Government expenditure.
That is the bill that all our constituents are having to
pay today.
It is not surprising that the Government are having
to take the risk—I accept that there is an element of
risk—of pre-setting the uprating of these benefits without
knowing what the level of inflation will be. That is why
my right hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
(Mr Redwood) was right. Hon. Members on both sides
of the House gave him credit for flagging up the two
crucial ingredients—control of inflation and energy—so
that some of the less well-off in our constituencies do
not suffer from the effective freeze over the next three
years.
Mr Byrne: The hon. Gentleman is incredibly generous
in giving way. Does he think the Bill is unconnected
to the OBR’s decision to uprate the claimant count by a
third of a million over the next few years, lifting its
forecast for spending on unemployment and other outof-work benefits by £6 billion? The Bill is needed to pay
the price of economic failure. Surely that is the arithmetic.
Richard Graham: The right hon. Gentleman, with his
great experience of these matters, asks a technical question
which I am fully confident the Minister will answer in
detail in due course.
I promised I would be brief, Mr Amess, so let me
come to the point. In effect, tonight we have debated in
practical terms the benefits of tax credits against the
benefits of tax allowances. I argue that tax credits, the
chosen policy of the previous Government, were flawed
by their cynicism, having been increased by 58% just
before the 2005 election and by 20% just before the 2010
election. I am sorry to say that those were giant electoral
bribes that led directly to the greatest bust of all times.
The hon. Member for Glasgow North East spoke about
moral divisions, and to hear that from a Member whose
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Government created pension credits, which divided
pensioner from pensioner, discouraged saving, enabled
arguments between—
Sheila Gilmore: Will the hon. Gentleman give way?
Richard Graham: I am sorry, Madam, but we have no
more time for further interventions—
Andrew Bridgen: Will my hon. Friend give way?
Richard Graham: The hon. Lady will have to wait, and
so will my hon. Friend.
I reject completely the idea of moral divisions. This is
not an argument between what the hon. Member for
Gateshead (Ian Mearns) called a compassion-bypass
Government and an economic-car-crash Government.
It is about what is fair for the people who pay the taxes
that pay for the services and benefits and what is fair
for those who receive them. Many of us will have had
letters from constituents who work for not very much
money, contrary to what the hon. Member for Chesterfield
implied, and who point out that their motivation for
working suffers when they realise that those who do not
work have received more than double the increase in
their wage over the past year.
Measuring social justice entirely by how much we
spend of other people’s money to generate a system
where we now pay more in interest on our debt than we
spend on the entire education budget—that is not moral
compassion. It is wrong, and that is why we must make
practical decisions that are sometimes tough. One of
them is being presented to us this evening and I shall
support the Bill.
8.15 pm
Dr Whiteford: I start by paying tribute to the work of
the Scottish Campaign on Welfare Reform, which has
done so much to draw attention to the impact of the
measures in the Bill. It speaks volumes that more than
60 charities, Churches, other faith groups and trade
unions have come together to speak with one voice to
express their concerns about this heartless Bill and to
support amendments that might mitigate some of its
most adverse impacts.
The problem with what we are debating tonight is
that an uprating cap of 1% is entirely arbitrary. It will
inevitably cause hardship not just to those on low
incomes but to those on middle incomes. I want to try
to focus on amendment 7, which was supported so
eloquently by my hon. Friend the Member for Brighton,
Pavilion (Caroline Lucas). It is important that we try to
restore a link to prices this evening. The problem with a
below-inflation flat-rate uprating of benefits is that it
represents a real-terms cut in the incomes and living
standards of those who already live in the most straitened
circumstances and will continue to do so for the next
three years. Some 70% of those who are adversely
affected are families with children and an estimated two
thirds of the savings derived will be taken from the
pockets of people in low-paid or part-time work.
Tonight, we have repeatedly heard, not least from the
hon. Member for Gloucester (Richard Graham), that it
is unfair, when people in work may be receiving belowinflation rises, not to impose a real-terms freeze in the
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uprating of benefits. That is a particularly facile argument,
which we rehearsed on Second Reading. It goes without
saying that whereas someone with a job with average
pay would receive £200 or £300 for a 1% increase,
depending on whether they were a man or a woman, a
person on benefits of £70 a week would see an annual
increase of £36. That probably would not even take me
beyond the boundaries of my own constituency. It is
wrong to pretend that 1% of not very much is equivalent
to 1% of an average salary—or, indeed, of the very
generous salary that so many people in this place enjoy.
As others have highlighted, there is a great deal of
uncertainty in the Bill. If inflation stays in line with
OBR predictions, the Government’s approach will result
in a 4% real-terms cut in tax credits and benefits by
2015. That is a very big “if ”, though: the OBR’s crystal
ball has not been very effective to date and it has
certainly not been good at predicting inflation—or,
pretty much anything else. If inflation is higher than the
guesstimates from the OBR, the impact on low and
average-income households will be greater than we predict
today. That is why we must preserve the link between
social protection payments and the cost of living.
The Government’s distributional analysis of the impact
of the autumn statement shows that next year the
people in the five lowest income deciles will be worse off
as a consequence of the cumulative impact of the
Government’s changes to the tax and benefits system,
and the least affluent will be the most affected. In
contrast, three out of five people on average incomes
and above will be better off. That exposes the truth of
the matter: the Government have set themselves priorities
and made choices that make those on low and average
incomes pay for the tax breaks for the very wealthy. The
poorer half of our society is being asked to carry the
can for a financial crisis and a failure of political
leadership that is not of its making, rather than seeing
that burden shared across society.
The other key point that I want to make this evening—
again, one that I made on Second Reading—echoes
points made by the hon. Member for Gateshead (Ian
Mearns) earlier today. It is that the measures of inflation
that we use are not especially good at measuring the
impact of inflation on lower income households. We
know that low income households spend a far greater
proportion of their resources on essentials such as food
and domestic fuel. In the past five years, food prices
have risen by around 30%, and the prices of some staple
foods, such as potatoes, have risen by 40%. Projections
for next year are for rising prices for a number of staple
commodities because of poor harvests in north America
and many parts of Europe, not least in our own country.
Thrifty shoppers, as we know, are adept at switching to
cheaper brands when money is tight, but when global
prices are on an upward trajectory there is often nowhere
to hide.
The other disproportionate expense for low income
families is domestic energy, which is another area where
prices have soared and fluctuated in recent years.
The 20% increases in gas prices announced before
Christmas are just the latest in a series of cumulative
hikes in the price of fuel in recent years. There is snow
on the ground outside today; that may be unusual here
in London, but it is just normal winter weather in
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my constituency. In such conditions, families, especially
families with young children, need to heat their homes
adequately.
Although neither the consumer prices index nor the
retail prices index captures the full impact of inflation
on the lowest income households, the retail prices index
includes some housing costs and is more likely to reflect
the actual inflation that poor people experience. The
Bill will cause tangible hardship, quantifiable in real
money terms and in practical ways for people on low
incomes. Hundreds of thousands of people who are
disabled, who are carers, who are lone parents, will be
particularly hard hit. It will hit families, whether they
are in or out of work, dealing with the added expense of
bringing up children. It will not cut the deficit—indeed,
it will take money out of local economies and inhibit
recovery at a time when we should be trying to get local
economies going. On the basis of the Government’s
own assessment, 200,000 more children will be pushed
into poverty by this part of the Bill alone. We know that
the long-term cost of child poverty cannot be measured
only in financial terms. The long-term implications for
children who grow up in deprivation are well quantified.
The results are devastating and store up problems for
the future, some of which we are still dealing with from
the last period of austerity and the last poverty measures
back in the 1980s and 1990s.
Dickens has been mentioned several times today.
Whereas some speakers have talked of “A Christmas
Carol” and the days of Scrooge, I was set thinking of “A
Tale of Two Cities”, and indeed a tale of two countries.
Today the Scottish Government announced an extra
£5.7 million for advice services to support people who
have to face the problems associated with these welfare
cuts. It is a sad state of affairs when people are using
food banks; it is a sad state of affairs when disabled
people who, through no fault of their own, cannot
persuade an employer to give them a job, are being
pushed further into poverty and are being blamed and
vilified for the state of the wider economy. People in
Scotland have a choice and I look forward to the day
they will get to make that choice in a referendum on
their future governance, because never again will they
have to take the Tory policies that they did not vote for.
Amendment 7 would make this deeply flawed Bill
slightly less iniquitous and slightly less unfair, and
would ensure that the very poorest families do not carry
a disproportionate share of the burden in tough economic
times. I urge Members across the Chamber to support
us this evening when we push it to a vote.
John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): I
apologise, Mr Amess, for persisting in seeking to speak
at this late hour. I sat through the five hours of Second
Reading and time did not permit me to be called then,
and I have tabled an amendment tonight which we will
not reach. One could become paranoid at times. I wanted
the opportunity to set out my views briefly on this core
element of the Bill for my own constituents.
I will vote for every amendment that seeks to ameliorate
the Bill. That includes the amendments that have been
tabled from both sides, including by my own party. I feel
there is a moral imperative to do so. There was a
consensus for a time in our country about how we dealt
with welfare benefit upratings: they would increase on
the basis of either earnings or inflation, whichever was
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the higher. That consensus was achieved because there
was a moral commitment to protect the poorest in our
society—in a civilised society. It went alongside a steady
rise in wages at the time. What we have seen recently—it
has impacted on my constituents particularly—is wage
cuts and wage freezes across the public sector and in
some parts of the private sector. I opposed the wage
freeze in the public sector that was supported by my
own party.
In the past 12 or 15 months we have seen a succession
of measures—more than a dozen key measures—that
have cut the income of my constituents. The Bill is the
last straw. People in my constituency are suffering and
will suffer more as a result of this measure. As I mentioned
in a recent debate in Westminster Hall, there is a gulf
between the views and experiences of some Members of
the House and the experiences of many of our constituents
and the way that they suffer. I thought that might be
particular to my community—a working-class multicultural
community that is taking a battering at present—but I
looked at some of the statistics in the briefings that were
prepared for this debate.
The Government’s own household survey of those
living below the average wage identified 11% of families
in that category who cannot keep their homes warm. I
looked at the Save the Children survey, which found
that 14% of children do not have a warm coat this
winter. I looked at the survey undertaken by Contact a
Family, the charity that works with families who care
for disabled children. It was an extensive survey which
found one in six families going without food, one in
five without heating, one in four without the specialist
adaptations that they need, and a third taking out a
loan to pay for food and heating.
I looked at the Zacchaeus 2000 Trust work that has
been undertaken by the Centre for Research in Social
Policy, which demonstrated how the basic income from
benefits has decreased in relation to the inflationary
impact on basics such as food, heating and rents. I also
looked at the work it had done on nutrition for expectant
mothers and the concern, which was echoed some time
ago by the Minister himself, about the incidence of poor
maternal nutrition resulting in low birth weight.
The right hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Mr Kennedy) expressed his fear that this was, effectively,
dog-whistle politics, that the poor were being used as
a political football between the parties. I share those
fears. I wish I did not. That was the tenor of the debate
that was opened up in the budgetary statement by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer—the reference to curtains,
and the debate that has gone on in the media about
skivers and strivers. But I have more faith in the British
people. I do not believe that they accept the terms
of that debate. I think the British people have a sense of
fairness and a sense of moral commitment to people
less fortunate than themselves. That is why I do not
think there is majority support for the measure. I think
that, as a result of this debate, understanding is overcoming
prejudice. Prejudice will be defeated by humanity; there
will be an upsurge of popular support for those of us
across the House who will oppose this legislation tonight
and are calling for the Government to think again
about the whole trajectory of their welfare cuts.
My right hon. Friend the Member for Birkenhead
(Mr Field) has done immensely important work about
interventions to tackle deprivation. There is a whole
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range of them, and they are not just about income.
However, his work has found that those interventions
are impeded from the outset if people are struggling
simply to put food on the table, heat their homes and
have some kind of decent standard of living.
Clause 1 is a major setback for large numbers of people
right the way across our country. It undermines their
standard of living and diminishes the whole of our
society. It will have repercussions for a long time to
come, unless we defeat it tonight.
8.30 pm
Steve Webb: This has been a wide-ranging debate of
nearly four hours. Although it has technically been about
amendments to clause 1, the generosity of the Chair has
meant that we have essentially covered the whole Bill
and the issues raised by it.
First, I want to respond to the point about the
language in which the debate is constructed. My right
hon. Friend the Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Mr Kennedy) and a number of other Members said
that we should avoid divisive language, and I entirely
agree. I seem to recall that it was the Labour party that
used the phrase “strivers’ tax” about this debate—indeed,
a year or so ago, the shadow Secretary of State used his
party conference speech to create the very divisions that
his hon. Friends are criticising. He said:
“Let’s face the tough truth—that many people on the doorstep
at the last election felt that too often we were for shirkers not
workers.”

The right hon. Gentleman has form on this issue. In
2012, he was at it again. During a speech at the London
School of Economics, to what I imagine was a packed
house, he said:
“Labour is the party of hard workers not free-riders. The clue
is in the name. We are the Labour party. The party that said that
idleness is an evil. The party of workers, not shirkers.”

Mr Byrne: The Minister will remember that it was
Sir William Beveridge who used the phrase about idleness
being an evil.
There is a difference between reporting a conversation
on a doorstep in one’s constituency and using a line as
the basis of a political strategy that seeks to punish
those on low incomes while handing out a £3 billion tax
cut to Britain’s richest citizens. I am simply not sure
how the Minister, as a Liberal Democrat, can support
that policy.
Steve Webb: It is good to hear from the true heir of
Beveridge. The quotes describing the Labour party that
I just read out were in party conference speeches and at
a conference at the LSE—
“The party that said that idleness is an evil. The party of
workers, not shirkers.”

The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Sajid Javid):
Disgraceful!
Steve Webb: It is disgraceful, as my hon. Friend says.
The second question that has arisen is why the Bill is
necessary. It has been suggested that the Bill is simply a
political device, but that draws a veil over the fact that
we are dealing with one of the biggest deficits in peacetime
history. To listen to the Labour leadership, one would
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think that they took such matters seriously. The leader
of the Labour party said on “The Andrew Marr Show”,
in an interview, I think, with James Landale:
“So when it comes to the next Labour government, if I was
saying to you, ‘I can absolutely promise to restore this cut or that
cut’, you would say ‘Well, where is the money going to come for
that?’...We are absolutely determined that Labour shows we would
be fiscally credible in government.”

We have not heard a lot of that today. The shadow
Chancellor has said:
“The public want to know that we are going to be ruthless and
disciplined in how we go about public spending”.

In fact, we have heard speech after speech calling for the
Bill to be scrapped but there has not been a hope of
hearing where the money would come from.
The Bill and related measures save £3.6 billion. When
I challenged the shadow Minister, the right hon. Member
for East Ham (Stephen Timms), about where that money
would come from, he said—I paraphrase—“We wouldn’t
start from here.” I am afraid that the Opposition have to
do rather better than that.
Toby Perkins rose—
Sheila Gilmore rose—
Steve Webb: I will not give way; I would like to
respond to what has been said in the past four hours
before taking further interventions.
A number of my hon. Friends asked perfectly reasonably
about why we needed to set out in legislation exactly
where we were going. We all want our constituents to
continue to enjoy, for example, the low mortgage rates
that are absolutely crucial to their standard of living.
We all know that for those of our constituents in the
position of owning their own homes, the mortgage is
their biggest single outgoing by a long way. It is vital,
therefore, that we keep interest rates under control.
Helen Goodman: Not at the moment, it’s not.
Steve Webb: But that is kind of the point—not at the
moment it’s not, because we have kept interest rates under
control.
Why is that necessary? Let me share what the International
Monetary Fund’s “World Economic Outlook” said as
recently as October 2012:
“To anchor market expectations, policymakers need to specify
adequately detailed medium-term plans for lowering debt ratios,
which must be backed by binding legislation”.

That is the important point. Were we to go year by year,
seeing how it went, we would not have the credibility of
deficit reduction to which all of us who signed up to the
coalition agreement are committed.
Likewise, the OECD’s economic outlook said:
“The government’s fiscal policy stance and strong institutions
have secured the confidence of financial markets, as evidenced by
the near record-low government bond yields.”

In other words, this is for a purpose—the purpose of
tackling the vast, sprawling deficit. To give a sense of
scale, my hon. Friend the Member for Argyll and Bute
(Mr Reid) was absolutely right when he said that in the
final year of the previous Labour Government, for
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every £3 raised in tax, £4 was spent. What did that add
up to? We are talking about a Bill and related measures
that will eventually save about £3 billion a year. Labour
was borrowing £3 billion a week, so we would need, say,
50 of these Bills to tackle just one year of Labour
borrowing. That is the scale of the situation. When
Labour Members airily take the moral high ground and
pretend that there is a free lunch to be had—that we do
not have to do this or make all the other cuts, but that
somehow the deficit will disappear—we need to remind
people that these are Labour cuts tackling Labour’s
deficit.
People should not just take my word for it regarding
the need to include social security as part of deficit
reduction. Clearly, as my right hon. Friend the Member
for Wokingham (Mr Redwood) said, this is not comfortable
stuff, and it is not something that any of us take any
pleasure in. However, the IFS has said this about why
social security is part of the mix:
“When cutting public spending dramatically to help reduce an
unsustainable budget deficit”—

that is the IFS’s language, not mine—
“it is almost inevitable that spending on benefits and tax credits—which
account for 30% of the government’s total budget—will be targeted.”

Sheila Gilmore: Will the Minister give way?
Steve Webb: Not for the moment.
We have a target for 2015-16 of £10 billion of spending
reductions. We have not yet found that £10 billion. Even
with this Bill, we are on about £6 billion, and without
the Bill and related measures we would be down to
about £3 billion. The challenge for Opposition Members
who have said that taking money away from benefits
takes spending power out of the economy is that so do
other forms of spending cuts. If the money comes not
from benefits but from local government, that will be
money out of the local economy; if it comes from
infrastructure projects, that will be money out of the
local economy. There is not a free way of finding money
without any impact.
Let me deal first with amendment 12, tabled by the
right hon. Member for East Ham. My hon. Friend
the Member for Gloucester (Richard Graham) put it
very well when he said of Labour that there is a vacuum
where there should be a policy. That is a metaphor for
the Labour party. In relation to a Bill that says that
benefits and tax credits should go up by 1%, the amendment
would take out the figure of 1%, so what would be left?
Presumably, “Benefits should go up” but by how much?
Perhaps by a fraction of 1%—we do not know. The
amendment is incoherent; it would take something out
and put nothing in its place. It would remove the heart
of the Bill but gives no guidelines on whether the figure
should be below inflation or above inflation, below
earnings or above earnings.
Toby Perkins: As the right hon. Member for Wokingham
(Mr Redwood) and the hon. Member for St Ives (Andrew
George) said, the Chancellor sets a Budget every single
year, and the benefit uprating will have to be relevant to
whatever else has happened in the economy by taking
into account inflation, wage inflation and so on. There
is no need for this Bill now because we have a Budget
every single year. Surely that is the central point.
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Steve Webb: The hon. Gentleman was not listening.
The point about establishing a long-term fiscal framework
is that it has to be credible; if it could be changed every
year, it would not be credible. The whole reason we are
able to keep interest rates low—[Interruption.] The
hon. Gentleman is saying, “Why not change it every
Budget?”, but that would not be credible for the long
term.
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avoidance, they could get more than £100 billion. It is
about political choices: this Government want to target
the poorest and we do not.

Steve Webb: Let me respond a little further. The hon.
Lady said that we should choose RPI because, essentially,
it is bigger on average. The point about correcting
benefits for inflation is not just to find the biggest
number possible, but to measure inflation properly and
correct benefits accordingly. We could also have a separate
debate about the adequacy of benefits, but to use a
flawed inflation measure that even the Office for National
Statistics, which constructs it, says does not meet
international standards, is a crazy direction to take,
even if the hon. Lady did not need to find £2.5 billion.

Steve Webb: If it were trivial to raise £100 billion
from the filthy rich, I suspect that most Governments
would have been there by now.
The most credible, coherent amendment in this group
is amendment 10, which was moved by my hon. Friend
the Member for St Ives (Andrew George). He was so
nice about me that I was almost tempted to accept the
amendment, but not quite. Let me explain the reasons
why not.
The first relates to the specifics of the amendment,
which links benefit increases in 2014-15 and 2015-16 to
whatever amount average earnings grow by. Based on
the forecasts—I accept that that is what they are—that
would mean an above inflation increase in the second of
those two years, because we think that average earnings
in a couple of years’ time will be more than CPI, as is
the case in many normal years. At a time when we all
agree that money will be tight, my hon. Friend is
suggesting that an above inflation benefit increase in the
second of those two years should be a priority. I do not
think that it should be. At a time when we will have to
make other difficult decisions about saving, the first
consequence of his amendment—I do not imagine that
he meant this—would be to lock in what we expect to be
an above inflation increase in benefits in 2015-16. I do
not believe that that will be our priority at that point.
Had we been in Committee upstairs and the Bill had
further stages to go through, my hon. Friend may well
have said that this was a probing amendment and we
could have had a chat about it, but if we were to agree to
the amendment tonight it would become part of the Bill
that will go to the other place. It is a serious amendment
that would have an unintended consequence.
Secondly, this is not intended as a wrecking amendment,
but it would have that effect. We estimate that it would
wipe out virtually all the Bill’s savings. Although I
understand that my hon. Friend shares my concern
about the impact on people on low incomes, that money
would have to be found somewhere else. I do not believe
that there is a painless way of finding that money or
that the social security budget would be exempted from
finding it.
We have already had to do some very difficult things
on welfare spending in the Parliament whereby we have
targeted particular benefits and identified particular
issues, and a relatively small number of people have
faced large cash losses. This is a different approach. It is
a gradual approach that will create much smaller losses,
but for much larger numbers of people. At a time when
we are trying to find savings from this budget, I believe
that spreading the pain relatively thinly across a larger
group, rather than focusing on a smaller one, is the way
to go.

Caroline Lucas: The hon. Member for Banff and
Buchan (Dr Whiteford) addressed the fact that RPI is
not a perfect indicator, but it is better than what we
have. On the question of paying for our proposal, this is
about priorities. If the Government limited tax relief on
pension contributions to £26,000, that would give them
£33 billion. If they cracked down on tax evasion and tax

Andrew George: Leaving aside the wisdom or otherwise
of committing ourselves to the Government’s proposed
up-rating level of 1% for 2015-16, my hon. Friend is
right, according to the Government’s figures, that there
is a funding gap of about £2.5 billion for 2015-16. He
has to accept, however, that two fifths of cash benefits
go to those with above-average incomes. Indeed, a

Toby Perkins rose—
Steve Webb: No, sit down. We need credibility for the
long term.
Toby Perkins: On a point of order, Mr Amess. The
Minister is misquoting me, so let me clarify this. I said
that if it was all about stability, why do we have a
Budget every year instead of setting three-year budgets,
which would reflect that fact?
The Temporary Chairman (Mr David Amess): That is
not a point of order—it is a point of debate.
Steve Webb: Amendment 12 is simply a vacuum that
could insert anything—
John Hemming (Birmingham, Yardley) (LD): Will
my hon. Friend give way?
Steve Webb: I will not for the moment, because my
hon. Friend has joined our proceedings relatively recently.
I should like to respond to the amendments that my
hon. Friends and others have tabled, and I hope he
understands that.
Amendment 7, tabled by the hon. Member for Brighton,
Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) and supported by the hon.
Member for Banff and Buchan (Dr Whiteford), is in
fantasy land, I am afraid. It not only rejects the savings
in the Bill but would add additional savings on top by
linking benefits to RPI. I have to give credit to the hon.
Member for Brighton, Pavilion, because she knows how
ludicrously expensive her amendment is and I am grateful
to her for being frank about that. In a single year, it
would cost £2.6 billion more than the current plan.
Caroline Lucas rose—
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former constituent of mine has said how laughable it is
that he now lives in Greece yet still receives a winter fuel
allowance. Surely we can find savings that are less painful
than those proposed.
Steve Webb: I can tell my hon. Friend that we have his
ex-constituent in Greece in our sights. All I can say is
that I hope he enjoyed his last payment. Joking aside,
even if we took away all winter fuel payments to overseas
pensioners, we would be talking about tens of millions
of pounds, not savings on the scale that we need.
8.45 pm
I want to say something a bit more positive to my
hon. Friend. The gist of his amendment is that he
believes that fairness demands that benefits go up in
line with earnings. The Bill will deliver that for him over
what I believe is not an arbitrary period but a sensible,
realistic one. He knows that over the five years since it
became difficult to find money for things—the credit
crunch and financial crisis of 2008—we have put benefits
up by 20%, including 5.2% last year, when inflation was
very high. With three years of uprating at 1%, we would
be on something like 23%. Wages have gone up by 10%
or so over that period, and I would wager that on any
credible estimate of wage inflation, benefits will have
gone up at least as fast as earnings over the whole
eight-year period, if not faster. Over a tempestuous
period for the economy and the welfare state, we will
have ensured that benefits rise at least as fast as earnings,
which is a record to be proud of. The Bill will deliver
what his amendment asks for—benefits rising in line
with earnings overall.
Greg Mulholland (Leeds North West) (LD): As my
hon. Friend has said, the Government have made a
difficult decision to deal with the matter in the least
unfair way. What has not been said in the debate is that
the 1% uprating will not apply to all out-of-work or
in-work benefits. Certain particularly vulnerable groups
have been deliberately excluded. I hope he will reiterate
that.
Steve Webb: My hon. Friend is absolutely right to remind
the Committee of that. We have made our commitment
to the triple lock on the state pension, which means that
it will rise by an amount above inflation this April. We
have passed cash on to the guarantee credit to ensure
that the poorest pensioners get the full increase, protected
the key disability benefits—disability living allowance
and attendance allowance—and ensured that the support
component of employment and support allowance is
protected. We can be proud of achieving all those
things despite the difficult financial situation.
Penny Mordaunt (Portsmouth North) (Con): Is the
Minister aware that in the city that I represent, which
also happens to be the birthplace of Charles Dickens,
82,000 people will benefit from the tax cut in April and
nearly 7,000 will have been lifted out of poverty altogether
by the cumulative effect of tax cuts under the coalition?
Is that not the best way of tackling poverty—to stop
taking money off people in the first place?
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Steve Webb: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for
mentioning the position of low-paid workers. People on
the minimum wage were mentioned in the debate, and
we will have halved the tax bill of someone on the
minimum wage. That is a real contribution to their
standard of living.
I say to my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives that
we cannot find the savings that we need by excluding
the social security budget from them. The two biggest
things that the Government spend money on are public
sector pay, which has already been the subject of a
separate measure, and social security benefits. The two
together account for a vast swathe of public spending.
When we need savings, we cannot ring-fence social
security. What we can do, however, is try to do things
gradually.
I want to explain why some of the figures for people’s
losses that have been quoted are far greater than is truly
the case. My hon. Friend mentioned someone who is in
and out of work, and the typical time on jobseeker’s
allowance is three months. My right hon. Friend the
Member for Bermondsey and Old Southwark (Simon
Hughes) asked me to give some examples of cash figures.
We are talking about an uprating of perhaps 80p a week
or so below inflation in one year, so maybe £2.50 a week
below inflation over a three-year period. For a typical
person who is out of work for three months, which is
the median spell on JSA, the difference will therefore be
a tenner a month, or £30 to £40 over that three-month
period. That £40 is a lot of money to someone who is
unemployed, but the typical experience is that someone
has three months of unemployment and then finds a
job. We are about to cut people’s income tax bills by
£600 a year, so that person might have, say, £3 a week
less while unemployed, but the typical experience is for
them to be unemployed for a relatively short period and
then get a job, so they will benefit from all our other
measures.
John Hemming: Does my hon. Friend agree that the
Opposition’s policy of not having a policy runs the risk
of putting up the interest rate on our Government debt?
We owe more than £1 trillion, and 1% more on that
would be more than £10 billion extra to find through
either extra cuts or extra taxes.
Steve Webb: My hon. Friend is quite right. There is
nothing progressive about vast borrowing, because then
we are asking our children and grandchildren to pay
for it.
There has been much discussion about percentages
during the debate. Several Members have said that a
small percentage of not very much is not very much—I
think their argument was that the answer was a slightly
bigger percentage of not very much. However, even a
small percentage of a £200 billion bill for tax credits,
pensions and benefits is a vast sum of money, which is
why we have to take the difficult decisions we are
talking about.
Sheila Gilmore: Is not the reality that we have already
had all the welfare reforms, and the only reason we are
debating this issue is because the Government’s policy
has not worked? They have now had to find extra
savings, and that is what the Bill is about.
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Steve Webb: It is, I suppose, possible that had Labour
won the last election the eurozone crisis might never
have happened, and I grant it is possible that world
commodity prices might not have gone up. It is possible
that all sorts of things might have happened, but in the
real world we live in a global economy. Of course things
have been more difficult than we expected. That is why
we must tackle the situation, not just borrow more
money.
Let me offer my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives
further reassurance about what will happens if inflation
rises—an important issue raised by my hon. Friend the
Member for Argyll and Bute. Our right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change is
actively seeking to ensure, for example, that low-income
constituents get the best energy tariff they can, rather
than what they currently pay. Evidence shows that the
people most likely to shop around, switch and be online
are not on the whole the most vulnerable customers, so
we are ensuring that the most vulnerable customers,
who may not take advantage of those lower tariffs, get
access to them. I believe that will make a real difference.
More broadly, my hon. Friend the Member for St Ives
asks what would happen if inflation ran away, but the
Government would not sit idly by and watch—we have
various measures available to us to respond to that. The
OBR’s forecast for CPI is lower for 2015 than it is now.
It is, of course, a forecast, but we will not simply let
inflation rip. If we do not commit now to firm targets
on where we are going, the OBR will not sign them off,
they will not appear in our spending plans and the
market will not believe us. If the market does not
believe us, interest rates will go up as will the mortgages
of our constituents who will have less spending power—
where?—in the local economy, which is exactly where
everybody has said they want to see demand. There is a
knock-on effect from all those things, and the failure of
the Labour party to suggest an alternative is shocking.
Let me respond to one or two other points raised
during the debate. The hon. Member for Gateshead
(Ian Mearns) made a point about percentages being
meaningless, but as I have said, from a £200 billion
budget those percentages make a great deal of difference.
My right hon. Friend the Member for Wokingham
made some powerful points. He said that we need to
keep inflation down—I have given some examples of
how we want to do that—and mentioned the need to get
jobs going, which we agree with.
The Labour party seems to be saying that if we adopt
its policies, somehow the jobs would flow, but what have
we heard about that today? Funnily enough, we have
heard almost nothing about the whizzo scheme that was
so good when Labour tried it in office as a pilot that
they never actually saw it through. Somehow it is supposed
to find £3.5 billion of savings, but that is fantasy land. It
was a fig leaf rushed out over Christmas so that Labour
had something to say because it realised it was on the
wrong side of the argument.
There has been some discussion of child poverty and
it is important to address that issue in the final few
minutes of the debate. The Institute for Fiscal Studies
has said that when looking at a Government’s impact
on child poverty, we should look at their policies in the
round. Clearly, the single biggest thing that we will do
to tackle child poverty is the universal credit introduced
by my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for Work
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and Pensions. That is designed to make work pay and to
take children and adults out of poverty. As soon as we
are able to bring it in—starting later this year, which is a
great achievement—we will start to see its impact.
I was asked for predictions about child poverty, but
let me point out the paradox that we have published
a set of figures that relate to this Government. Those
figures show not a rise in child poverty but a fall of
300,000 according to the measure of child poverty that
is the key target of the Child Poverty Act 2010. We have
not gone round television studios saying, “Aren’t we
great, we’ve got child poverty down?”, because the main
reason child poverty fell was a recession that meant
average incomes fell. It would have been absurd for us
to trumpet a triumph on child poverty when children
were apparently lifted out of poverty because incomes
had fallen. That is perverse.
Thehon.MemberforBishopAuckland(HelenGoodman)
asked what the figures will be at the end of the Parliament.
For a start, there has been a 300,000 improvement, for
which we will not claim any credit, and the universal
credit policy will help. Of course, taking money off
benefits moves things in the other direction, but overall
we are moving things in the right direction, not the
wrong one.
Helen Goodman: As the Minister knows very well,
my question was this: what are his figures on absolute
poverty?
Steve Webb: The hon. Lady will know perfectly well
that the Labour Government never forecast poverty
rates. She was a Work and Pensions Minister with—if I
remember rightly—responsibility for child poverty, and
never once forecast poverty rates, but in opposition she
suddenly believes that this Government should do so.
We will publish the annual figures that show the effects
of all our policies and the state of the economy. That is
what the public want to see.
Another question that resonates with my hon. Friends
in the Liberal Democrats is why are we taking money
off poor people and giving it to rich people? That is a
summary of what was said. I worked for the IFS for
nine years and have the highest regard for it, but, to be
clear, when the IFS does its numbers, it does not count
almost all the taxes on the rich we have introduced—it
cannot, because it uses household surveys, to which the
rich do not, on the whole, reply at all, partly because
they are too busy salting their money away in Swiss bank
accounts. [Interruption.] Not any more they won’t —we
have tackled Swiss bank accounts to the tune of several
billion pounds. We have increased the main rate of
capital gains tax to 28%, which is a substantial increase.
The Labour party focuses on the wages of millionaires
as if millionaires are those who earn a £1 million wage.
However, millionaires on the whole are folk who have
capital gains and properties. They pay stamp duty. They
try to avoid paying tax, but we have been cracking down
on that, and there is a further clampdown on pension
tax relief. The vast majority of those gains for the
Government are not counted in the IFS figures. The
overall impact is that we are taking far more from the
rich than Labour ever would have done. I can therefore
assure my right hon. and hon. Friends that this is not a
question of taking money from the poor when we could
take it from the rich. Even the Budget that reduced the
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[Steve Webb]
higher rate of tax from 50% to 45% raised many times
more in other measures. As we have heard during the
course of the debate, the 45p rate, which Opposition
Members tell us they find morally repugnant, is 5% more
than the Labour Government levied in 13 years.
Amendment 12 would create a vacuum instead of a
policy. It would give us no credibility in the financial
markets and drive up interest rates when we want to
keep them low. Amendment 7 would reinstate the RPI,
which even the official statistician says is not up to
international standards, and cost £2.5 billion a year
compared with the Government’s plans. I have no doubt
that amendment 10, in the name of my hon. Friend the
Member for St Ives, is well-intended, but unfortunately
it would tie the Government in to an above-inflation
increase in 2015-16. The Liberal Democrats would not
choose that as a priority, but I can assure him that the
Bill, on top of the decisions the Government have made
to prioritise the poor, will mean that benefits will rise in
line with earnings over the period since the financial
crisis. My hon. Friend wants that through his amendment,
and that is what we will deliver through the Bill.
I therefore urge the Committee to reject the amendments
and support the Bill.
Stephen Timms: We have had an interesting debate.
The right hon. Member for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
(Mr Kennedy), the former leader of the Minister’s
party—the Liberal Democrats—described the Bill as a
device dreamed up by the Chancellor, which was recognised
on both sides of the Committee during the debate. The
Government are bearing down on the incomes of the
least well-off people because of the failure of their
policies. I urge the Committee to support amendment 12
and to reject clause 1.
Question put, That the amendment be made.
The Committee proceeded to a Division.
The Chairman of Ways and Means (Mr Lindsay Hoyle):
Will the Serjeant at Arms investigate the Aye Lobby?
We seem to have a hold-up or a blockage of some kind.
The Committee having divided: Ayes 238, Noes 312.
Division No. 136]
[8.58 pm
AYES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ainsworth, rh Mr Bob
Alexander, rh Mr Douglas
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bain, Mr William
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barron, rh Mr Kevin
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Dame Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Berger, Luciana

Betts, Mr Clive
Blears, rh Hazel
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Blunkett, rh Mr David
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr Nicholas
Brown, Mr Russell
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Byrne, rh Mr Liam
Campbell, Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Caton, Martin
Chapman, Jenny
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Clarke, rh Mr Tom
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Cunningham, Sir Tony
Curran, Margaret
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
Darling, rh Mr Alistair
David, Wayne
Davidson, Mr Ian
De Piero, Gloria
Denham, rh Mr John
Dobson, rh Frank
Docherty, Thomas
Donohoe, Mr Brian H.
Doran, Mr Frank
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Doyle, Gemma
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Eagle, Maria
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Engel, Natascha
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Field, rh Mr Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Francis, Dr Hywel
Gapes, Mike
Gardiner, Barry
Gilmore, Sheila
Glindon, Mrs Mary
Godsiff, Mr Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Greatrex, Tom
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Hain, rh Mr Peter
Hamilton, Mr David
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Mr Tom
Havard, Mr Dai
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mark
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
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Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jamieson, Cathy
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Graham
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Jowell, rh Dame Tessa
Joyce, Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Khan, rh Sadiq
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leslie, Chris
Long, Naomi
Love, Mr Andrew
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Shabana
Mann, John
Marsden, Mr Gordon
McCabe, Steve
McCann, Mr Michael
McCarthy, Kerry
McClymont, Gregg
McCrea, Dr William
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGovern, Alison
McGovern, Jim
McGuire, rh Mrs Anne
McKechin, Ann
McKenzie, Mr Iain
McKinnell, Catherine
Meacher, rh Mr Michael
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Austin
Morden, Jessica
Morrice, Graeme (Livingston)
Morris, Grahame M.
(Easington)
Mudie, Mr George
Munn, Meg
Murphy, rh Mr Jim
Murphy, rh Paul
Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Nash, Pamela
O’Donnell, Fiona
Onwurah, Chi
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Paisley, Ian
Pearce, Teresa
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Perkins, Toby
Phillipson, Bridget
Pound, Stephen
Powell, Lucy
Raynsford, rh Mr Nick
Reed, Steve
Reeves, Rachel
Reynolds, Emma
Reynolds, Jonathan
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, Angus
Rotheram, Steve
Roy, Mr Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, rh Dame Joan
Sarwar, Anas
Sawford, Andy
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Shuker, Gavin
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Mr Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Nick
Smith, Owen
Spellar, rh Mr John
Straw, rh Mr Jack
Stringer, Graham
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Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr Gerry
Tami, Mark
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Walley, Joan
Watts, Mr Dave
Weir, Mr Mike
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Williams, Hywel
Williamson, Chris
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Woodward, rh Mr Shaun
Wright, David
Wright, Mr Iain

Tellers for the Ayes:
Jonathan Ashworth and
Julie Hilling

NOES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Alexander, rh Danny
Andrew, Stuart
Arbuthnot, rh Mr James
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Norman
Baker, Steve
Baldry, Sir Tony
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Barker, rh Gregory
Baron, Mr John
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr Henry
Benyon, Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Bingham, Andrew
Birtwistle, Gordon
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Mr Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brake, rh Tom
Bray, Angie
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Browne, Mr Jeremy
Bruce, Fiona
Bruce, rh Sir Malcolm

Buckland, Mr Robert
Burley, Mr Aidan
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Mr Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burstow, rh Paul
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Byles, Dan
Cable, rh Vince
Cairns, Alun
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Carmichael, Neil
Carswell, Mr Douglas
Cash, Mr William
Chishti, Rehman
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, Stephen
Crouch, Tracey
Davey, rh Mr Edward
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Philip
Davis, rh Mr David
de Bois, Nick
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Dorries, Nadine
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Mr Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
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Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Evennett, Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Field, Mark
Foster, rh Mr Don
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Garnier, Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gilbert, Stephen
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, rh Damian
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Hague, rh Mr William
Halfon, Robert
Hames, Duncan
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hands, Greg
Harper, Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Harvey, Sir Nick
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, Mr John
Heald, Oliver
Heath, Mr David
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Hemming, John
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoban, Mr Mark
Hollingbery, George
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Horwood, Martin
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Hughes, rh Simon
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, Sajid
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Johnson, Gareth
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kawczynski, Daniel

Kelly, Chris
Kirby, Simon
Knight, rh Mr Greg
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Laing, Mrs Eleanor
Lamb, Norman
Lancaster, Mark
Lansley, rh Mr Andrew
Latham, Pauline
Laws, rh Mr David
Leadsom, Andrea
Lee, Jessica
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Lewis, Dr Julian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lilley, rh Mr Peter
Lloyd, Stephen
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Lumley, Karen
Macleod, Mary
Main, Mrs Anne
Maude, rh Mr Francis
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
McPartland, Stephen
McVey, Esther
Menzies, Mark
Mercer, Patrick
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Maria
Mills, Nigel
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mosley, Stephen
Mowat, David
Mulholland, Greg
Munt, Tessa
Murray, Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Newmark, Mr Brooks
Newton, Sarah
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
O’Brien, Mr Stephen
Offord, Dr Matthew
Ollerenshaw, Eric
Osborne, rh Mr George
Ottaway, Richard
Paice, rh Sir James
Parish, Neil
Patel, Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
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Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Pickles, rh Mr Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, John
Raab, Mr Dominic
Randall, rh Mr John
Reckless, Mark
Redwood, rh Mr John
Rees-Mogg, Jacob
Reevell, Simon
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, rh Mr Andrew
Robertson, rh Hugh
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Rogerson, Dan
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, Amber
Ruffley, Mr David
Russell, Sir Bob
Rutley, David
Sandys, Laura
Scott, Mr Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Shepherd, Sir Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Miss Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, rh Nicholas
Soubry, Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mr Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Bob
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Streeter, Mr Gary
Stride, Mel
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Stuart, Mr Graham
Stunell, rh Andrew
Sturdy, Julian
Swales, Ian
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swinson, Jo
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thurso, John
Timpson, Mr Edward
Tomlinson, Justin
Tredinnick, David
Truss, Elizabeth
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, Mr Andrew
Uppal, Paul
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Wallace, Mr Ben
Weatherley, Mike
Webb, Steve
Wharton, James
Wheeler, Heather
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, rh Mr David
Williams, Mr Mark
Williams, Roger
Williams, Stephen
Williamson, Gavin
Wilson, Mr Rob
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wright, Jeremy
Wright, Simon
Yeo, Mr Tim
Young, rh Sir George
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Noes:
Mark Hunter and
Joseph Johnson

Question accordingly negatived.
It being after nine o’clock, the Chairman put forthwith
the Questions necessary for the disposal of the business to
be concluded at that time (Programme Order, 8 January).
Question put (single Question on successive provisions
of the Bill), That clauses 1 to 3 stand part of the Bill;
and that the schedule be the schedule to the Bill.
The Committee divided: Ayes 307, Noes 243.
Division No. 137]
[9.16 pm
AYES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Alexander, rh Danny
Andrew, Stuart
Arbuthnot, rh Mr James
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Norman
Baker, Steve
Baldry, Sir Tony
Baldwin, Harriett

Barclay, Stephen
Barker, rh Gregory
Baron, Mr John
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr Henry
Benyon, Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Bingham, Andrew
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Birtwistle, Gordon
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Mr Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Bottomley, Sir Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brake, rh Tom
Bray, Angie
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew
Brine, Steve
Browne, Mr Jeremy
Bruce, Fiona
Bruce, rh Sir Malcolm
Buckland, Mr Robert
Burley, Mr Aidan
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Mr Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burstow, rh Paul
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Byles, Dan
Cable, rh Vince
Cairns, Alun
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Carmichael, Neil
Carswell, Mr Douglas
Cash, Mr William
Chishti, Rehman
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, Stephen
Crouch, Tracey
Davey, rh Mr Edward
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Philip
de Bois, Nick
Dinenage, Caroline
Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Dorries, Nadine
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Mr Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Field, Mark
Foster, rh Mr Don
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Garnier, Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David

Gibb, Mr Nick
Gilbert, Stephen
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, rh Damian
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Hague, rh Mr William
Halfon, Robert
Hames, Duncan
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hands, Greg
Harper, Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Harvey, Sir Nick
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, Mr John
Heald, Oliver
Heath, Mr David
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Hemming, John
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoban, Mr Mark
Hollingbery, George
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Hughes, rh Simon
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
James, Margot
Javid, Sajid
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Johnson, Gareth
Johnson, Joseph
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kelly, Chris
Kirby, Simon
Knight, rh Mr Greg
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Laing, Mrs Eleanor
Lamb, Norman
Lancaster, Mark
Lansley, rh Mr Andrew
Latham, Pauline
Laws, rh Mr David
Leadsom, Andrea
Lee, Jessica
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Lewis, Dr Julian
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Lidington, rh Mr David
Lilley, rh Mr Peter
Lloyd, Stephen
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Lumley, Karen
Macleod, Mary
Main, Mrs Anne
Maude, rh Mr Francis
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
McPartland, Stephen
McVey, Esther
Menzies, Mark
Mercer, Patrick
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Maria
Mills, Nigel
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mosley, Stephen
Mowat, David
Mulholland, Greg
Munt, Tessa
Murray, Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Newmark, Mr Brooks
Newton, Sarah
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
O’Brien, Mr Stephen
Offord, Dr Matthew
Ollerenshaw, Eric
Osborne, rh Mr George
Ottaway, Richard
Paice, rh Sir James
Parish, Neil
Patel, Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Pickles, rh Mr Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, John
Raab, Mr Dominic
Randall, rh Mr John
Reckless, Mark
Redwood, rh Mr John
Rees-Mogg, Jacob
Reevell, Simon
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, rh Mr Andrew
Robertson, rh Hugh
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Rosindell, Andrew
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Rudd, Amber
Ruffley, Mr David
Russell, Sir Bob
Rutley, David
Sandys, Laura
Scott, Mr Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Shepherd, Sir Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Miss Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, rh Nicholas
Soubry, Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mr Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John
Stewart, Bob
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Streeter, Mr Gary
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Mr Graham
Stunell, rh Andrew
Sturdy, Julian
Swales, Ian
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swinson, Jo
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thurso, John
Timpson, Mr Edward
Tomlinson, Justin
Tredinnick, David
Truss, Elizabeth
Turner, Mr Andrew
Tyrie, Mr Andrew
Uppal, Paul
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Charles
Walker, Mr Robin
Wallace, Mr Ben
Weatherley, Mike
Webb, Steve
Wharton, James
Wheeler, Heather
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, rh Mr David
Williams, Stephen
Williamson, Gavin
Wilson, Mr Rob
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wright, Jeremy
Wright, Simon
Yeo, Mr Tim
Young, rh Sir George
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mark Hunter and
Mr David Evennett
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Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ainsworth, rh Mr Bob
Alexander, rh Mr Douglas
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bain, Mr William
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barron, rh Mr Kevin
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Dame Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive
Blears, rh Hazel
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Blunkett, rh Mr David
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr Nicholas
Brown, Mr Russell
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Byrne, rh Mr Liam
Campbell, Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Caton, Martin
Chapman, Jenny
Clarke, rh Mr Tom
Clwyd, rh Ann
Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Cunningham, Sir Tony
Curran, Margaret
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
Darling, rh Mr Alistair
David, Wayne
Davidson, Mr Ian
De Piero, Gloria
Denham, rh Mr John
Dobson, rh Frank
Docherty, Thomas
Donohoe, Mr Brian H.
Doran, Mr Frank
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Doyle, Gemma
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela

Eagle, Maria
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Engel, Natascha
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Field, rh Mr Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Francis, Dr Hywel
Gapes, Mike
Gardiner, Barry
George, Andrew
Gilmore, Sheila
Glindon, Mrs Mary
Godsiff, Mr Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Greatrex, Tom
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Hain, rh Mr Peter
Hamilton, Mr David
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Mr Tom
Havard, Mr Dai
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mark
Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Huppert, Dr Julian
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jamieson, Cathy
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Graham
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Jowell, rh Dame Tessa
Joyce, Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Kennedy, rh Mr Charles
Khan, rh Sadiq
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leslie, Chris
Long, Naomi
Love, Mr Andrew
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian
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MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Shabana
Mann, John
Marsden, Mr Gordon
McCabe, Steve
McCann, Mr Michael
McCarthy, Kerry
McClymont, Gregg
McCrea, Dr William
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGovern, Alison
McGovern, Jim
McGuire, rh Mrs Anne
McKechin, Ann
McKenzie, Mr Iain
McKinnell, Catherine
Meacher, rh Mr Michael
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Austin
Morden, Jessica
Morrice, Graeme (Livingston)
Morris, Grahame M.
(Easington)
Mudie, Mr George
Munn, Meg
Murphy, rh Mr Jim
Murphy, rh Paul
Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Nash, Pamela
O’Donnell, Fiona
Onwurah, Chi
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Paisley, Ian
Pearce, Teresa
Perkins, Toby
Phillipson, Bridget
Pound, Stephen
Powell, Lucy
Raynsford, rh Mr Nick
Reed, Steve
Reeves, Rachel
Reid, Mr Alan
Reynolds, Emma
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Reynolds, Jonathan
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, Angus
Rotheram, Steve
Roy, Mr Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, rh Dame Joan
Sarwar, Anas
Sawford, Andy
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Shuker, Gavin
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Mr Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew
Smith, Nick
Smith, Owen
Spellar, rh Mr John
Straw, rh Mr Jack
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr Gerry
Tami, Mark
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Walley, Joan
Watts, Mr Dave
Weir, Mr Mike
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Williams, Hywel
Williamson, Chris
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Woodward, rh Mr Shaun
Wright, David
Wright, Mr Iain

Tellers for the Noes:
Julie Hilling and
Jonathan Ashworth

Question accordingly agreed to.
Clauses 1 to 3 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Schedule agreed to.
The Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair.
Caroline Lucas: On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker.
I wonder whether consideration could be given to how
our business could be organised better, so that legitimate
amendments could be put to a vote rather than being
talked out. My amendment was supported by at least
four parties, and the amendment of the hon. Member
for St Ives (Andrew George) would no doubt have
received significant support as well, but there was no
time for that happen. I think that it would be a worrying
precedent if the only amendments put to a vote were
those tabled by members of the official Opposition.

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

128

Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): I understand
the hon. Lady’s frustration, but the amount of time
given was agreed by the House on 8 January, and
unfortunately the time allowed today has been squeezed
on that basis. We are now eating into Third Reading
time, which we would have lost completely had more
Divisions been allowed.
Andrew George: Further to the point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker. As the hon. Member for Brighton,
Pavilion (Caroline Lucas) has pointed out, there is some
disappointment among those who wished to test the
temperature of the Committee. We were readily allowed
to engage in the two-dimensional tribalism represented
by previous Divisions, but we had no opportunity to
ensure that the more nuanced and considered debate on
other issues was brought to a proper conclusion, because
those who wished to express a view had no opportunity
to do so in the Lobbies.
Mr Deputy Speaker: That was, in fact, the same point
of order. Again, I understand the frustration that is felt,
but—quite rightly—it is not for the Chair to decide the
amount of time that is allocated for a debate. It is for
the House to make that decision, and it did so on
8 January. No doubt the hon. Gentleman will wish to
take the matter up with the Whips in future.
Bill reported.
Third Reading
9.33 pm
Mr Duncan Smith: I beg to move, That the Bill be
now read the Third time.
The Bill moves into its Third Reading with—I believe—its
fundamental principles intact. I thought that my hon.
Friend the Minister of State’s closing speech before the
votes answered, in detail, many of the questions that
remained after the debate on the amendments, but now,
on Third Reading, I think it important to make further
progress.
The arguments that we advanced when we presented
the Bill were first and foremost about affordability. Our
main argument concerned the need to reduce the historic
deficit left by Labour. As I have said to my colleagues
throughout the coalition, at no stage have we made our
decisions lightly. This is not something that, at the start,
we would have wanted to do, and I want to come back
to that point in a moment. We were left a legacy of
disaster and spending that was out of control, and our
priority must be to get that back under control. If we do
not do that, the poorest in society will fare the worst—that
is the main point to make.
Let me give an illustration of the point I was making.
Under the previous Government public spending ran to
excess, while the cost of working age welfare increased
by some 60% in real terms, as has been said on a
number of occasions. Money was poured into what
became an over-inflated system; as my hon. Friend the
Minister of State, has said, for every £3 taken in tax £4
was actually borrowed, with the result that we had a
growing deficit. It was one of the worst deficits in
Europe, if not the worst in the western world. We spent
£170 billion on tax credits alone between 2003 and
2010. For all the talk about this being absolutely about
people in work, 70% of that money went on child tax
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credits, chasing a target that Labour never hit, and that
was payable regardless of whether parents were in work
or not.
Mrs Anne Main (St Albans) (Con): Will my right
hon. Friend give way?
Mr Duncan Smith: No, I am going to make a little
progress now, although I will give way later. I recognise
that some who did not get a chance to speak earlier may
wish to say a few words, and I want to give them a little
time to do so.
The previous Government appeared to have no care
or concern for the fact that more than £10 billion was
wasted and lost eventually through fraud, error and
overpayments, nor that the rest of the money altogether
failed to meet its aim. There was already a problem with
fraud and error on tax credits, but, worse still, the
previous Government did not even record overpayments,
so we have no idea to what degree that system was
damaged. However, we do know—
Mr Byrne rose—
Mr Duncan Smith: I said that I would make a little
progress and then give way. I wish to make one point,
which is that £4 billion has had to be written off as a
direct result of this inability to get the money back, with
a further £4 billion likely to be written off directly as a
result of Labour’s massive failure to control that budget.
The second part of our approach is important and it
relates to the issue of fairness, which my hon. Friend the
Minister of State addressed. We do not do these things
lightly, but we do want to make sure that those paying
the tax bill for those receiving it in welfare recognise
that their taxes are well spent; we want to ensure that
those in work paying their taxes do not see the rises for
those on welfare outstripping their own. We have already
discussed the increases, so this is fundamentally an issue
of fairness.
Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth)
(Lab) rose—
Mr Byrne rose—
Mr Duncan Smith: I said I would give way, so I will
give way to the right hon. Member for Birmingham,
Hodge Hill (Mr Byrne) now.
Mr Byrne: Over the past month or two, as the Secretary
of State has warmed up the debate for tonight’s Bill, he
has launched attack after attack on tax credits. Will he
just accept the principle that tax credits are important
in helping to make sure that people are better off in
work and, indeed, that that is why he is not abolishing
tax credits but incorporating them into the new system
of universal credit? Will he just set that point straight
for the House?
Mr Duncan Smith: I have said all along that I do not
doubt that at the beginning the intention was to try to
improve the lot of those working on low incomes; I have
never attacked that as a principle. The point I am
making tonight is that there seemed to be a loss of
control. In 2005, the then Government stuck a 58% increase
into tax credits just before an election—almost 70% of
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all the money in tax credits goes on child tax credits—and
they were, in a way, bribing an electorate in the hope
that these people would vote for them because they felt
that there would be some reason why they would not get
the money afterwards.
I wish to make one important point to the right hon.
Gentleman on tax credits, because he has asked me
about them. The reality was that the previous Government
ended up, through tax credits and child tax credits,
attempting to chase a target that, as the economy improved,
ran away from them. This became spending for an
arbitrary target, and the taxpayer was chasing a target
that the previous Government never achieved.
Mr Byrne rose—
Mr Duncan Smith: I will not give way. Progress on
tackling child poverty stalled, and the previous Government
missed their 2010 target by some 600,000 children.
Debbie Abrahams rose—
Mr Duncan Smith: No, I will not give way yet. From
2004 until the last election the previous Government
spent £171 billion trying to hit their target, and that
was where the problem came from. They wrecked what
might have been a good process because they turned it
into a target-chasing process, which never succeeded
finally.
Debbie Abrahams: Some 200,000 children will be
pushed into poverty as a result of this uprating measure,
according to the assessments, so how can the Government
claim to have any commitment to reducing child poverty?
Mr Duncan Smith: Let me put the figures in the
round within the period of spending review. My hon.
Friend the Minister of State made a very good point,
with which I agree and which I have made in the
past—we do not trumpet our progress because we think
the process of setting a target around 60% of the
median income line was a recipe for nightmare problems
and excess spending. We do not claim that that is the
right way to measure the problem. The hon. Lady will
have noticed that in answer to a parliamentary question
last week, we said that we will go into full public
consultation about a better way to measure real child
poverty that the coalition Government will set and
measure ourselves against—[Interruption.] Income will
be part of it, but not the dominant part that her
Government made it. If she and her party were honest—
when I made this point on Second Reading, I noticed
one of her Front Benchers nodding his head—they
would admit that when they worked out the arbitrary
target in 1997-98, they thought that they would not be
in power that long and that they could achieve the
targets along the way. What they ended up in doing was
create a nightmare for themselves.
Some £170 billion were spent on tax credits but
targets to halve child poverty by 2010 were missed by
600,000. Easier successes were found and then later the
rate fell from 26% to 23%. It dropped further between
2002 and 2005 but that coincided with a 75% increase in
spending on tax credits from £13.2 billion to £22.9 billion.
Throughout that period, the amount of severe child
poverty was absolutely static.
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Simon Hughes (Bermondsey and Old Southwark)
(LD): The Secretary of State knows that the Liberal
Democrats are not comfortable about this sort of Bill,
but my hon. Friend the Minister of State argued that, in
difficult circumstances, we must take difficult measures.
Will the Secretary of State reaffirm the Government’s
commitment to taking children out of poverty, to the
basic principles of the welfare state and to go on
seeking to ensure that all those who cannot work through
no fault of their own—carers, unemployed people and
pensioners—will continue to be supported? Will he
reaffirm that we intend there to be a fairer society at the
end of this Government than there was at the beginning?
Mr Duncan Smith: That is my genuine intention. My
right hon. Friend will know that his hon. Friend the
Minister of State and I have worked to ensure that what
we do to get the deficit down through universal credit
and the other reforms—even those for pensions—will
improve the lot of the poorest in society. If we take the
figures on that relative income point across the period
covered by the spending review, we can see that some
350,000 children net will be lifted out of poverty, even if
we take into account the effect of this Bill. I can tell my
right hon. Friend that that is absolutely our purpose
and one that I believe we can stand by.
Alun Cairns (Vale of Glamorgan) (Con): Will my
right hon. Friend give way?
Mr Duncan Smith: I want to make a little progress
before I give way again.
We need to remind ourselves that although the
Opposition spent the debate in Committee going on
and on at my hon. Friends about taxes on the wealthy
coming down, we are raising more in tax from the
wealthiest than they ever planned to throughout the
whole of their spending programme. Hon. Members
should remember that Labour was the party that said
early on that it was
“intensely relaxed about people getting filthy rich”.

We will take no lessons from the party that did not raise
the upper rate to 50% until the last month or two before
it lost the election.
Hugh Bayley (York Central) (Lab): Will the Secretary
of State give way?
Mr Duncan Smith: I shall give way in a second, but
I want to make a little more progress.
Let me deal with the point about deficit reduction,
which is really important. The Opposition did not answer
a key question during our debates in Committee. They
have voted against every single measure to reform and
reduce the overall spending on welfare so that we can
get the deficit under control. Let me quote somebody
whom they might remember. The quote is this:
“from 2005 onwards Labour was insufficiently vigorous in limiting
or eliminating the potential structural deficit.”

That was their former Prime Minister, Tony Blair. I
agree with him. In 2005 the previous Government raised
spending dramatically as a device for electoral success,
as we said earlier. Time and again Labour has voted
against our reforms.
Mr Byrne rose—
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Mr Duncan Smith: Before I give way, let me give some
examples. The Opposition opposed the Welfare Reform
Bill, and that would have cost £2.1 billion in extra
spending. They rejected the benefit cap—a further £500,000.
Reversing tax credit savings would cost £5.5 billion.
Reversing the child benefit savings would cost £1.7 billion.
Voting against this Bill would cost another £1.9 billion.
That money would need to come from somewhere.
If I give way to the right hon. Gentleman now, I
would like to hear him tell us how exactly he would reduce
the overall spending. Please, nothing on the bankers
bonus tax, which has been spent at least 10 times
already. If he tells us that he would get long-term
unemployed people back to work, he should remember
that under his Government the long-term unemployed
figures doubled.
Mr Byrne: I am grateful to the Secretary of State for
giving way. We have said that contributory employment
and support allowance should be limited to two years.
We have said that there should be an independent
gateway for disability living allowance. We have said
that we should switch the way we uprate benefits from
RPI to CPI. We have said that there should be a benefit
cap which, yes, is different in London from the rest of
the country, but a benefit cap none the less. We have
said that disregards in tax credits should be reduced.
Crucially, we have said that there should be a two-year
limit on jobseeker’s allowance. That is a far bigger list
than the current Chancellor of the Exchequer ever set
out when he was in opposition. We think welfare spending
should come down. We think getting people back into
work is the way to do it. That is why we think the
Secretary of State should have brought forward plans
to sort out the Work programme, which is failing, and
to fix universal credit, which is in disarray.
Mr Duncan Smith: I wonder why I bothered to give
way to the right hon. Gentleman. Every one of those
statements was a spending commitment. They were not
reductions. Every one of them would still leave a Labour
Government with a vast bill to pay. I remind the Opposition
that what they have opposed remains the reality. They
are stacking up spending commitments without one
single observation about how they would make the
savings necessary to cut the deficit that they left us—one
of the worst deficits, as I said before. Their proposed
raid on pensions, which they wanted to talk about,
would not cover it. They have already spent several
times over all their little gimmicks. Voting against the
Bill is another spending commitment.
Hugh Bayley rose—
Mr Duncan Smith: I will give way to the hon. Gentleman,
but first I want to deal with some of the claims that the
right hon. Member for Birmingham, Hodge Hill made
in the course of the debates on the Bill. The first claim
that he made was that spending on out-of-work benefits
was falling before 2010. That is not true. The figures
published show that between 1997-98 and 2010-11 spending
on out-of-work benefits rose by £2.6 billion. There we
have it. Even the Opposition’s attempt to whitewash
what was a very small idea is not true. Overall benefits
and tax credit spending increased by £75 billion,
from £122 billion to £197 billion, which is 60% in real
terms.
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The Opposition’s decision to vote against the Bill has
financial implications equivalent to 48,000 nurses’ salaries
or more than 500,000 primary school places. That is the
kind of mess that they have got themselves into because
they have taken the easy course in opposition, which is
to oppose everything and to come up with no serious
proposals.
Hugh Bayley: In York there is a particularly large gap
between private sector rents and the levels of housing
benefit because the broad rental market area for York
includes a number of towns 20 miles away, such as
Malton, Norton and Easingwold, where rents are about
40% lower. A new clause was tabled that suggested that
the Department should analyse those gaps on an annual
basis, but there was not time to discuss it. How would
the Secretary of State respond to that proposal? Would
he support such a proposal if it were made in another
place?
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disabled people, and that they cared about “family-raisers”,
to use the Prime Minister’s term, yet in vote after vote
tonight the Government have refused to stand by their
word. They have refused to protect working people or
to offer safeguards for disabled people, and we have
heard nothing remotely credible from them about how
child poverty will be tackled. After tonight’s debate, no
one will believe that there is such a thing as compassionate
conservatism. To be frank, it was always a wild claim
and, lo and behold, so it has turned out.
When the Bill was first presented to us, we were
invited to believe that it was squarely aimed at those of
our neighbours who were “sleeping off a life on benefits”,
in supposed contrast with a Budget that allegedly helped
working people and gave effect to the Prime Minister’s
determination, expressed to the party faithful—their
number is dwindling—at his party’s conference. He said:
“They call us the party of the better-off ”.

That is true; we do. He continued:
Mr Duncan Smith: We are always analysing what we
are doing with local housing allowance and housing
benefit generally, so that is an ongoing process for us.
We are also testing our proposals for universal credit
when it comes to housing.
I know that I need to conclude, but I want to say
something, as the hon. Gentleman touches on the subject.
When we brought in the housing benefit changes, we
heard all sorts of threats that those would lead to total
disaster. One of the myths propagated by the Opposition
was that 82,000 people across London would lose their
homes. The reality is, so far, that the figure is up by just
under 600. The myth was that 134,000 people would
have to move or become homeless. The reality is that
across the country, the numbers of those in temporary
accommodation is up by only about 900.
In conclusion, the changes that we are putting forward
are down to the first point that I made, the second point
being that we need to carry them out in the fairest
possible way. As my hon. Friend the Minister said
earlier, we do not take this course of action lightly, but
we know that if we were to go on borrowing at the rate
that the last Government would have, we would punish
the poorest.
I say to the Opposition that it is not good enough
simply to take the easy course. When in government,
they left us with the worst deficit and high borrowing
that would have completely devastated those who pay
their mortgages. They need to come to the Dispatch
Box and tell us now how they would be fair to those
who have to pay the highest tax bills.

“no: we are the party of the want to be better-off, those who strive
to make a better life for themselves and their families.”

9.50 pm

Then we learned the truth: 3.4 million disabled households
will be hit by the Bill, admitted the Pensions Minister in
a written answer. On average, they will be £156 a year
worse off. Hundreds of thousands of people on employment
and support allowance—people who the Department
says have a disability—will be £87.50 a year worse off.

Mr Byrne: I rise to oppose Third Reading. I have not
been in the House for as long as the Secretary of State,
but never in my years here have I seen so much taken
from so many so fast. It is a disgrace that the Government
should have rammed the Bill through the House in just
two weeks. I hope that the other place will have listened
hard to our debates today and seen how little time has
been granted to us in the Commons to debate measures
that will hurt thousands and thousands of our constituents.
In the fortnight since the Bill was introduced, claim
after claim made by the Government has simply fallen
apart. Originally, we were told that the Bill would not
hurt working people, that the Government would protect

How does the Bill help those who are striving to be
better off ? The Institute for Fiscal Studies could not
have been blunter: 7 million working people will be hurt
by the Bill. The impact of changes announced in the
autumn statement will be, between now and April 2015,
to reduce the real income of the one-earner working
family by £534 on average, net of any increase in the
personal allowance. That is why this is a strivers’ tax,
pure and simple, which we will oppose.
Andy Sawford (Corby) (Lab/Co-op): Does my right
hon. Friend agree that it makes much more sense to
uprate by inflation in this Parliament and then take
stock, with a proper zero-based budgeting look at this
in the next Parliament?
Mr Byrne: My hon. Friend is absolutely right that it
would make sense to uprate in line with inflation for the
rest of this Parliament, but frankly we do not know
what kind of mess will be inherited in the next Parliament,
which is why my right hon. Friend the shadow Chancellor
is right to say that a zero-based review will be needed.
In the seven minutes that remain, I want to make two
more points. One is about disabled people, who the
Chancellor and Secretary of State said would be protected
under the Bill. The Chancellor said that he would
“support the vulnerable” and that disability benefits
would be
“increased in line with inflation”—[Official Report, 5 December 2012;
Vol. 554, c. 879.]

Alun Cairns: Will the right hon. Gentleman give way?
Mr Byrne: No. Given the hon. Gentleman’s support
for a programme motion that has given me six minutes
to respond to a Bill that takes hundreds of pounds off
thousands of his constituents, he will forgive me for
carrying on.
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[Mr Byrne]
Some 206,000 disabled people will be £62 a year
worse off as a result of this Bill. The Government have
been caught red-handed trying to keep the truth from
this House.
I am glad that today we have had an extensive debate
on child poverty, because we were told nothing about
how many children and how many working parents
would be hurt by this Bill. Only in the past couple of
weeks has the truth finally emerged. I want to put on
record Labour Members’ gratitude to the Child Poverty
Action Group for ruthlessly exposing the impact of the
Bill and the cumulative impact of other measures.
The Secretary of State spent some time casting doubt
on the strategy for tackling child poverty, which I seem
to remember he voted for when he supported the Child
Poverty Act 2010. On 24 November 2004, the Prime
Minister said:
“I believe that poverty is an economic waste and a moral
disgrace. In the past, we used to think of poverty only in absolute
terms… That’s not enough. We need to think of poverty in
relative terms.”

The Chancellor was even blunter when he said to the
News of the World: “We’re all in this together. I’m not
going to balance the Budget on the backs of the poor.”
That encouraged the Secretary of State to wade in on
“Sky News” in June 2010, when he said that “you have”
to make savings
“but protect the poorest and that’s my absolute priority.”

How hollow those words ring tonight.
The truth is now before us: 200,000 children will be
pushed into poverty as a result of this Bill. According to
the Child Poverty Action Group, the measures in this
Bill, alongside other measures that have been introduced,
mean that 1 million children will be pushed into poverty
by this Government. That will be the Secretary of
State’s legacy. He spent all those years trying to persuade
us that the Conservative party was finally a party that
cared about poverty, and now, because the Chancellor
needed a new year’s dividing line on welfare, he is
accountable for putting 1 million children into poverty.
It is well and truly clear that the nasty party is back.
This is about not just children but their mothers. A
fortnight ago, my hon. Friend the Member for West
Bromwich East (Mr Watson) published a list of 106 battleground constituencies. In those seats, there are 150,000
mothers who will be hurt by this Bill, losing £180 a year.
In fact, as a result of measures put through by this
Government, they are now losing £1,400, and tonight
Members on the Treasury Bench voted to allow that to
continue. They were given the chance to protect those
150,000 mothers and they chose not to. Over the next
few months, we will be getting in touch with mothers in
those constituencies and making it very clear that their
Member of Parliament had a chance to protect their
maternity pay and chose not to. Right now, the price of
children’s clothing is rising by 4.5% and food prices are
rising by 3.6%. Working mothers going on to statutory
maternity pay are losing £180 a year at a time when
someone on £1 million a year is getting a £2,000 tax cut.
How are Government Members going to justify that to
people in their constituencies?
Penny Mordaunt: Will the right hon. Gentleman give
way?
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Mr Byrne: No, there is too little time.
It is a disgrace that this Bill is being rammed through
the House tonight. The Secretary of State did not want
public hearings and Ministers did not want to defend
the detail of the Bill in Committee. We hope that the
other place will give it the scrutiny that was denied to
Members of this House.
The tragedy is that there is another way to bring
down welfare spending. Long-term unemployment is
now rising towards the 1 million mark, as is youth
unemployment. Nothing in this Bill fixes the Work
programme, which gets only 2.6 people out of every
100 back into work, or fixes the disarray that is now
unfolding in universal credit. What the Government
should have been doing tonight is bringing us measures
to bring down unemployment, long-term unemployment
and youth unemployment, and to save this country the
cost of failure. Instead, the debate on this Bill has
shown a Government and Secretary of State who are
hellbent on making savings and clearing up the cost of
the failure of a rising unemployment bill by taking that
money from working people—6,000 working people for
every Conservative-held marginal constituency.
10 pm
Debate interrupted (Programme Order, 8 January)
The Deputy Speaker put forthwith the Question already
proposed from the Chair (Standing Order No. 83E),
That the Bill be now read the Third time.
The House divided: Ayes 305, Noes 246.
Division No. 138]

[10 pm

AYES
Adams, Nigel
Afriyie, Adam
Aldous, Peter
Alexander, rh Danny
Andrew, Stuart
Arbuthnot, rh Mr James
Bacon, Mr Richard
Baker, Norman
Baker, Steve
Baldry, Sir Tony
Baldwin, Harriett
Barclay, Stephen
Barker, rh Gregory
Baron, Mr John
Barwell, Gavin
Bebb, Guto
Beith, rh Sir Alan
Bellingham, Mr Henry
Benyon, Richard
Beresford, Sir Paul
Berry, Jake
Bingham, Andrew
Birtwistle, Gordon
Blackman, Bob
Blackwood, Nicola
Blunt, Mr Crispin
Boles, Nick
Bone, Mr Peter
Bradley, Karen
Brady, Mr Graham
Brake, rh Tom
Bray, Angie
Brazier, Mr Julian
Bridgen, Andrew

Brine, Steve
Browne, Mr Jeremy
Bruce, Fiona
Bruce, rh Sir Malcolm
Buckland, Mr Robert
Burley, Mr Aidan
Burns, Conor
Burns, rh Mr Simon
Burrowes, Mr David
Burstow, rh Paul
Burt, Alistair
Burt, Lorely
Byles, Dan
Cable, rh Vince
Cairns, Alun
Campbell, rh Sir Menzies
Carmichael, rh Mr Alistair
Carmichael, Neil
Carswell, Mr Douglas
Cash, Mr William
Chishti, Rehman
Clegg, rh Mr Nick
Clifton-Brown, Geoffrey
Coffey, Dr Thérèse
Collins, Damian
Colvile, Oliver
Cox, Mr Geoffrey
Crabb, Stephen
Crouch, Tracey
Davey, rh Mr Edward
Davies, Glyn
Davies, Philip
de Bois, Nick
Dinenage, Caroline
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Djanogly, Mr Jonathan
Dorries, Nadine
Doyle-Price, Jackie
Drax, Richard
Duddridge, James
Duncan, rh Mr Alan
Duncan Smith, rh Mr Iain
Dunne, Mr Philip
Ellis, Michael
Ellison, Jane
Ellwood, Mr Tobias
Elphicke, Charlie
Eustice, George
Evans, Graham
Evennett, Mr David
Fabricant, Michael
Fallon, rh Michael
Field, Mark
Foster, rh Mr Don
Fox, rh Dr Liam
Francois, rh Mr Mark
Freeman, George
Freer, Mike
Fuller, Richard
Garnier, Sir Edward
Garnier, Mark
Gauke, Mr David
Gibb, Mr Nick
Gilbert, Stephen
Glen, John
Goldsmith, Zac
Goodwill, Mr Robert
Gove, rh Michael
Graham, Richard
Grant, Mrs Helen
Grayling, rh Chris
Green, rh Damian
Grieve, rh Mr Dominic
Griffiths, Andrew
Gummer, Ben
Gyimah, Mr Sam
Hague, rh Mr William
Halfon, Robert
Hames, Duncan
Hammond, rh Mr Philip
Hammond, Stephen
Hands, Greg
Harper, Mr Mark
Harrington, Richard
Harris, Rebecca
Hart, Simon
Harvey, Sir Nick
Haselhurst, rh Sir Alan
Hayes, Mr John
Heald, Oliver
Heath, Mr David
Heaton-Harris, Chris
Hemming, John
Henderson, Gordon
Herbert, rh Nick
Hinds, Damian
Hoban, Mr Mark
Hollingbery, George
Hollobone, Mr Philip
Holloway, Mr Adam
Hopkins, Kris
Howarth, Sir Gerald
Howell, John
Hughes, rh Simon
Hunt, rh Mr Jeremy
Hurd, Mr Nick
Jackson, Mr Stewart
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James, Margot
Javid, Sajid
Jenkin, Mr Bernard
Johnson, Gareth
Jones, Andrew
Jones, rh Mr David
Jones, Mr Marcus
Kawczynski, Daniel
Kelly, Chris
Kirby, Simon
Knight, rh Mr Greg
Kwarteng, Kwasi
Laing, Mrs Eleanor
Lamb, Norman
Lancaster, Mark
Lansley, rh Mr Andrew
Latham, Pauline
Laws, rh Mr David
Leadsom, Andrea
Lee, Jessica
Lee, Dr Phillip
Lefroy, Jeremy
Leslie, Charlotte
Letwin, rh Mr Oliver
Lewis, Brandon
Lewis, Dr Julian
Lidington, rh Mr David
Lilley, rh Mr Peter
Lloyd, Stephen
Lopresti, Jack
Lord, Jonathan
Loughton, Tim
Luff, Peter
Lumley, Karen
Macleod, Mary
Main, Mrs Anne
Maude, rh Mr Francis
May, rh Mrs Theresa
Maynard, Paul
McCartney, Karl
McIntosh, Miss Anne
McLoughlin, rh Mr Patrick
McPartland, Stephen
McVey, Esther
Menzies, Mark
Mercer, Patrick
Metcalfe, Stephen
Miller, rh Maria
Mills, Nigel
Milton, Anne
Mitchell, rh Mr Andrew
Mordaunt, Penny
Morgan, Nicky
Morris, Anne Marie
Morris, David
Morris, James
Mosley, Stephen
Mowat, David
Mulholland, Greg
Munt, Tessa
Murray, Sheryll
Murrison, Dr Andrew
Newmark, Mr Brooks
Newton, Sarah
Nokes, Caroline
Norman, Jesse
Nuttall, Mr David
O’Brien, Mr Stephen
Offord, Dr Matthew
Ollerenshaw, Eric
Osborne, rh Mr George
Ottaway, Richard

Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill

Paice, rh Sir James
Parish, Neil
Patel, Priti
Paterson, rh Mr Owen
Pawsey, Mark
Penning, Mike
Penrose, John
Percy, Andrew
Perry, Claire
Phillips, Stephen
Pickles, rh Mr Eric
Pincher, Christopher
Prisk, Mr Mark
Pritchard, Mark
Pugh, John
Raab, Mr Dominic
Randall, rh Mr John
Reckless, Mark
Redwood, rh Mr John
Rees-Mogg, Jacob
Reevell, Simon
Rifkind, rh Sir Malcolm
Robathan, rh Mr Andrew
Robertson, rh Hugh
Robertson, Mr Laurence
Rosindell, Andrew
Rudd, Amber
Ruffley, Mr David
Russell, Sir Bob
Rutley, David
Sandys, Laura
Scott, Mr Lee
Selous, Andrew
Shapps, rh Grant
Sharma, Alok
Shelbrooke, Alec
Shepherd, Sir Richard
Simmonds, Mark
Simpson, Mr Keith
Skidmore, Chris
Smith, Miss Chloe
Smith, Henry
Smith, Sir Robert
Soames, rh Nicholas
Soubry, Anna
Spelman, rh Mrs Caroline
Spencer, Mr Mark
Stephenson, Andrew
Stevenson, John

Stewart, Bob
Stewart, Iain
Stewart, Rory
Streeter, Mr Gary
Stride, Mel
Stuart, Mr Graham
Stunell, rh Andrew
Sturdy, Julian
Swales, Ian
Swayne, rh Mr Desmond
Swinson, Jo
Swire, rh Mr Hugo
Syms, Mr Robert
Thurso, John
Timpson, Mr Edward
Tomlinson, Justin
Tredinnick, David
Truss, Elizabeth
Tyrie, Mr Andrew
Uppal, Paul
Vaizey, Mr Edward
Vara, Mr Shailesh
Vickers, Martin
Villiers, rh Mrs Theresa
Walker, Mr Robin
Wallace, Mr Ben
Weatherley, Mike
Webb, Steve
Wharton, James
Wheeler, Heather
White, Chris
Whittaker, Craig
Whittingdale, Mr John
Wiggin, Bill
Willetts, rh Mr David
Williams, Stephen
Williamson, Gavin
Wilson, Mr Rob
Wollaston, Dr Sarah
Wright, Jeremy
Wright, Simon
Yeo, Mr Tim
Young, rh Sir George
Zahawi, Nadhim

Tellers for the Ayes:
Mark Hunter and
Joseph Johnson

NOES
Abbott, Ms Diane
Abrahams, Debbie
Ainsworth, rh Mr Bob
Alexander, rh Mr Douglas
Alexander, Heidi
Ali, Rushanara
Allen, Mr Graham
Anderson, Mr David
Austin, Ian
Bailey, Mr Adrian
Bain, Mr William
Balls, rh Ed
Banks, Gordon
Barron, rh Mr Kevin
Bayley, Hugh
Beckett, rh Margaret
Begg, Dame Anne
Benn, rh Hilary
Berger, Luciana
Betts, Mr Clive

Blears, rh Hazel
Blenkinsop, Tom
Blomfield, Paul
Blunkett, rh Mr David
Bradshaw, rh Mr Ben
Brennan, Kevin
Brown, Lyn
Brown, rh Mr Nicholas
Brown, Mr Russell
Bryant, Chris
Buck, Ms Karen
Burden, Richard
Burnham, rh Andy
Byrne, rh Mr Liam
Campbell, Mr Alan
Campbell, Mr Ronnie
Caton, Martin
Chapman, Jenny
Clarke, rh Mr Tom
Clwyd, rh Ann
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Coaker, Vernon
Coffey, Ann
Cooper, Rosie
Cooper, rh Yvette
Corbyn, Jeremy
Creagh, Mary
Creasy, Stella
Cruddas, Jon
Cryer, John
Cunningham, Alex
Cunningham, Mr Jim
Cunningham, Sir Tony
Curran, Margaret
Dakin, Nic
Danczuk, Simon
Darling, rh Mr Alistair
David, Wayne
Davidson, Mr Ian
De Piero, Gloria
Denham, rh Mr John
Dobson, rh Frank
Docherty, Thomas
Donohoe, Mr Brian H.
Doran, Mr Frank
Doughty, Stephen
Dowd, Jim
Doyle, Gemma
Dromey, Jack
Dugher, Michael
Durkan, Mark
Eagle, Ms Angela
Eagle, Maria
Edwards, Jonathan
Efford, Clive
Elliott, Julie
Ellman, Mrs Louise
Engel, Natascha
Esterson, Bill
Evans, Chris
Farrelly, Paul
Field, rh Mr Frank
Fitzpatrick, Jim
Flello, Robert
Flint, rh Caroline
Flynn, Paul
Fovargue, Yvonne
Francis, Dr Hywel
Gapes, Mike
Gardiner, Barry
George, Andrew
Gilmore, Sheila
Glindon, Mrs Mary
Godsiff, Mr Roger
Goggins, rh Paul
Goodman, Helen
Greatrex, Tom
Green, Kate
Greenwood, Lilian
Griffith, Nia
Gwynne, Andrew
Hain, rh Mr Peter
Hamilton, Mr David
Hanson, rh Mr David
Harman, rh Ms Harriet
Harris, Mr Tom
Havard, Mr Dai
Healey, rh John
Hendrick, Mark
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Hepburn, Mr Stephen
Hillier, Meg
Hodge, rh Margaret
Hodgson, Mrs Sharon
Hoey, Kate
Hopkins, Kelvin
Horwood, Martin
Hosie, Stewart
Howarth, rh Mr George
Hunt, Tristram
Huppert, Dr Julian
Irranca-Davies, Huw
Jamieson, Cathy
Jarvis, Dan
Johnson, rh Alan
Johnson, Diana
Jones, Graham
Jones, Mr Kevan
Jones, Susan Elan
Jowell, rh Dame Tessa
Joyce, Eric
Kaufman, rh Sir Gerald
Keeley, Barbara
Kendall, Liz
Kennedy, rh Mr Charles
Khan, rh Sadiq
Lammy, rh Mr David
Lavery, Ian
Lazarowicz, Mark
Leech, Mr John
Leslie, Chris
Long, Naomi
Love, Mr Andrew
Lucas, Caroline
Lucas, Ian
MacNeil, Mr Angus Brendan
Mactaggart, Fiona
Mahmood, Shabana
Mann, John
Marsden, Mr Gordon
McCabe, Steve
McCann, Mr Michael
McCarthy, Kerry
McClymont, Gregg
McCrea, Dr William
McDonagh, Siobhain
McDonald, Andy
McDonnell, Dr Alasdair
McDonnell, John
McFadden, rh Mr Pat
McGovern, Alison
McGovern, Jim
McGuire, rh Mrs Anne
McKechin, Ann
McKenzie, Mr Iain
McKinnell, Catherine
Meacher, rh Mr Michael
Mearns, Ian
Miliband, rh David
Miliband, rh Edward
Miller, Andrew
Mitchell, Austin
Morden, Jessica
Morrice, Graeme (Livingston)
Morris, Grahame M.
(Easington)
Mudie, Mr George
Munn, Meg

Murphy, rh Mr Jim
Murphy, rh Paul
Murray, Ian
Nandy, Lisa
Nash, Pamela
O’Donnell, Fiona
Onwurah, Chi
Osborne, Sandra
Owen, Albert
Paisley, Ian
Pearce, Teresa
Perkins, Toby
Phillipson, Bridget
Pound, Stephen
Powell, Lucy
Raynsford, rh Mr Nick
Reed, Steve
Reeves, Rachel
Reid, Mr Alan
Reynolds, Emma
Reynolds, Jonathan
Ritchie, Ms Margaret
Robertson, Angus
Rotheram, Steve
Roy, Mr Frank
Roy, Lindsay
Ruane, Chris
Ruddock, rh Dame Joan
Sanders, Mr Adrian
Sarwar, Anas
Sawford, Andy
Seabeck, Alison
Sharma, Mr Virendra
Sheerman, Mr Barry
Shuker, Gavin
Skinner, Mr Dennis
Slaughter, Mr Andy
Smith, rh Mr Andrew

Smith, Nick
Smith, Owen
Spellar, rh Mr John
Straw, rh Mr Jack
Stringer, Graham
Stuart, Ms Gisela
Sutcliffe, Mr Gerry
Tami, Mark
Teather, Sarah
Thomas, Mr Gareth
Thornberry, Emily
Timms, rh Stephen
Trickett, Jon
Turner, Karl
Twigg, Derek
Twigg, Stephen
Umunna, Mr Chuka
Vaz, rh Keith
Vaz, Valerie
Walley, Joan
Watts, Mr Dave
Weir, Mr Mike
Whiteford, Dr Eilidh
Whitehead, Dr Alan
Williams, Hywel
Williams, Mr Mark
Williamson, Chris
Wilson, Phil
Winnick, Mr David
Winterton, rh Ms Rosie
Wishart, Pete
Woodward, rh Mr Shaun
Wright, David
Wright, Mr Iain

Tellers for the Noes:
Julie Hilling and
Jonathan Ashworth

Question accordingly agreed to.
Bill read the Third time and passed.

Business without Debate
COMMITTEES
Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): With the
leave of the House, it will be convenient to take motions 2,
3 and 4 together.
Ordered,
CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT
That Mr Adrian Sanders be discharged from the Culture,
Media and Sport Committee and Mr John Leech be added.

JUSTICE
That Karl Turner be discharged from the Justice Committee
and Graham Stringer be added.

TRANSPORT
That Mr John Leech be discharged from the Transport Committee
and Mr Adrian Sanders be added.—(Mr Geoffrey Clifton-Brown,
on behalf of the Committee of Selection.)
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Motion made, and Question proposed, That this House
do now adjourn.—(Mark Lancaster.)
10.14 pm
John Mann (Bassetlaw) (Lab): I rise to highlight the
problems of the reorganisation and funding of the East
Midlands ambulance service. The problem has been
covered up because, over the last 18 months, the service
has lost the contract for non-emergency transfers of
patients to Arriva trains and buses. Regardless of the
question of service, the impact on the East Midlands
ambulance service is £5 million a year. That was told to
me, in advance of the loss of the contract, by the senior
officials who ran the service. That £5 million a year has
not been put back in additionally by the Government.
Therefore, £5 million of cuts are required in the service.
To make those cuts, the service is attempting to
reconfigure, which has a detrimental impact on my
constituency and elsewhere, as I shall outline. Before
doing so, I wish to highlight another problem for the
Minister to respond to: targets and how they are set.
There is currently an in-built pressure for ambulance
services to meet specific targets. The reconfiguration is
happening in the context of meeting those targets, but
there are perverse incentives within many of them.
I shall highlight that with one example, but there
could be many. A mother sadly lost her child last year.
The mother went into premature labour at 29 weeks
and the child, Jessica Day, died at birth. When the
mother went into premature labour, she had a midwife
with her and an ambulance was called, but none was
available. A response vehicle with a single paramedic
came, but Jessica Day’s mother needed—medically—an
immediate transfer to an intensive care unit within a
hospital to give the baby, Jessica, a chance of survival.
Had that immediate transfer happened, on the balance
of probabilities, Jessica would be alive. It did not happen
because no ambulance was available. In fact, the nearest
ambulance was on its way back from Sheffield on the
M1 in Yorkshire.
That in itself is a major issue, but perhaps equally
major is the fact that the target was met. Despite the
fact that the mother with the baby needed to be in
hospital immediately but did not get there for an hour
and two minutes, the target was met, because a car
arrived with a paramedic within 19 minutes. The mother
and baby needed to be in an ambulance, and it was the
right medical decision not to transfer them in their own
car, which was available, as that would have endangered
the mother as well. That is a graphic illustration of the
problem.
As we see repeatedly, not least in respect of elderly
people, if the target is not met, the ambulance does not
come for many hours. For example, one 80-year-old
pensioner was laying in a garden for more than an hour
with a broken hip. Because the immediate response
target could not be met, the emergency was de-prioritised,
and the ambulance was sent somewhere else to meet
another target—the second incident may or may not be
as urgent. The longest wait I know of for an emergency
response is 10 hours, but it is often three or four
hours—with “often” not meaning daily, but certainly
weekly. That needs to be looked at.
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I also see a problem emerging with improvements.
How could improvements be a problem? Over the last
11 years as an MP, I have called for a vast increase in the
number of community defibrillators. I would like to see
them in every community building, every significant
employer, most small employers, every school and every
parish council, with trained responders to use them.
That would be wonderful, and a wise expenditure. All
those defibrillators would be maintained by the East
Midlands ambulance service, and every time one was
used, it would be deemed to be an eight-minute response.
Therefore there is a perverse incentive not to have
community defibrillators in areas such as mine, because
it would mean fewer ambulances. The community firstresponder with the defibrillator would meet the response
time, but the ambulance would not come in that minority
of cases in which the patient needed to get to hospital.
That is no good for my constituents.
It is similar for strokes. I would like to see localised
thrombolysing done immediately in the way it is done in
Iceland, for example. The brain image is scanned and
sent to the consultant, wherever they are. They analyse
it instantly and the decision on thrombolysing is made.
That is done without having to take people to hospital,
but we are light-years away from that simple system.
The reconfiguration of the ambulance service now under
way will worsen that situation.
There are bigger problems for people who do not live
in a city. I want to go through some mathematics with
the House to show the problems. The problem of averaging
to meet targets means that, by definition, high-density
cities will always be prioritised over low-density rural
areas. I have a theoretical example, but it could be real
in the east midlands. Suppose we have a city of 900,000
people and a rural constituency of 100,000 people. The
average time for an ambulance to get to a job is much
shorter in the city because of the density of population.
In other words, the propensity of any square kilometre
to have an incident is much higher simply because of
the density of population. Therefore there will be a
much higher level of vehicle cover in the city. But a 95%
response time in the city and a 60% response time in the
rural area—with the population figures I have given—results
in a 91.5% response time overall. If those figures are
reversed, with a 60% response time in the city and a
95% response time in the rural area—the exact opposite—
the overall response time falls from 91.5% to 63.5%.
Therefore, by definition, setting response times as they
are means that ambulance services will disproportionately
put their resources in the high-density cities rather than
in rural areas. That is bound to happen, and the problem
when the service faces a shortage of money is that when
it reconfigures to meet response times, it has to downgrade
the rural areas. It is not possible to do otherwise if
response times alone are taken into account. The Minister
needs to look at how the response times are set.
These are major issues for the Government, and I do
not make those points in a hostile, partisan way. These
are issues that successive Governments have looked at,
but no solution has been found. Those things have to be
changed. As well as Bassetlaw hospital, we use Doncaster
Royal Infirmary—we are part of the same trust. We use
Sheffield hospitals for heart attacks and cancer. However,
the East Midlands ambulance service plans have been
reconfigured to take us to King’s Mill in Ashfield,
which is an entirely different area.
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Gloria De Piero (Ashfield) (Lab): The loss of ambulance
stations in semi-rural areas is a particular concern. The
town of Eastwood in my constituency faces the loss of
its ambulance station. Does my hon. Friend agree that
closing an ambulance station cannot help already poor
response times?
John Mann: The figures I have presented to the
House show this in-built bias against rural and semi-rural
areas, and, not least, former mining communities. We
have the proposals to close Worksop and Retford ambulance
stations and to have one hub in Ashfield’s King’s Mill
hospital to serve my population. The population of
Bassetlaw will have a parking lot with a potential portakabin
under the original proposals.
Toby Perkins (Chesterfield) (Lab): Was my hon. Friend
as surprised as I was to hear that the initial consultation
has been replaced by a subsequent one which is suggesting
doubling the number of hubs. I welcome the fact that
there was some element of listening, but it suggests that
the original plans were miles away from what was safe
for the people in the east midlands?
John Mann: As you might imagine Mr Deputy
Speaker, in Bassetlaw we had the biggest response to the
consultation, with more than 19,000 people involved
directly in the consultation, and we had the largest
public meetings. We found one person—I will not name
his political party, but he was the campaign organiser
for a small party—in favour. All the other 19,000 who
signed up were against it—every single person in the
public meetings was against it. All the staff were against
it—every single one of them. They were all against it
because, if the ambulances and the base are shifted out
of the area and we just have a parking lot with a
portakabin, we will have an even worse second-rate,
service in Bassetlaw. The averages will be maintained
as the cities get our ambulances and we will not have
them, and we will become the bit of the response time
that is not met. My constituents will continue to die
unnecessarily.
What I want from the East Midlands ambulance
service, therefore, is a proper rethink. It is clearly rethinking,
but I want to ensure that Worksop and Retford ambulance
stations stay open. If they want to juggle the minutiae
of where the management is based, I am not worried
about that and neither are my constituents, but we want
two proper bases. We want the Gainsborough ambulance
service maintained to keep accessibility in the north-east
part, the rural part, over the border in Lincolnshire.
That is what we need if we are to maintain the kind of
service that my constituents expect. They pay their
taxes. We have our illnesses like everybody else. What is
unacceptable to all of my constituents and to me is that
former mining areas and rural areas have a worse
ambulance provision than the rest of the country. We
are not prepared to accept that. East Midlands ambulance
service must come back with a proper proposal. In that
proposal, Worksop and Retford ambulance stations
will need to stay open so that there is a proper base to
allow the staff to continue to do their excellent job. I
thank the people of Bassetlaw for the way they have
responded. They will continue to do so to ensure that
we get the service that they deserve.
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10.29 pm
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Health
(Anna Soubry): I congratulate the hon. Member for
Bassetlaw (John Mann) on securing this debate. Were it
not for the fact that I now sit on the Front Bench, I
would have put in for a similar debate—there is no
doubt about it—such is my concern, as the constituency
MP representing Broxtowe, about the situation with
East Midlands ambulance service. It is important that I
recognise that interest, because I, too, have had many
concerns about EMAS, although they are perhaps slightly
different from those the hon. Gentleman has described.
As a result, I had a meeting with the chief executive of
EMAS, Mr Philip Milligan, a week last Friday. I believe
that he has since met the hon. Gentleman, so he will
have heard about many of the issues that the hon.
Gentleman raised in the House today, and rightly so.
I do not believe that this is simply a matter of finance—
that is certainly not where my concern lies—or about
the “Being the Best” scheme, which has been out for
consultation, as the hon. Gentleman described. My
concern, and that of many other hon. Members whose
constituencies are covered by EMAS, is about poor
response times, notably for elderly people who have
fallen. My hon. Friend the Member for Loughborough
(Nicky Morgan), for example, has had difficulties in her
constituency, and I have had half a dozen problems in
mine, with frail elderly people with suspected fractures
having to lie on the floor, sometimes for up to four
hours, despite being less than 10 minutes from the
Queen’s medical centre in Nottingham. My hon. Friend
the Member for South Derbyshire (Heather Wheeler) is
nodding in agreement, as no doubt she has heard of
similar experiences in her constituency. That situation is
unacceptable, and I hope to offer some insight as to why
that is the case.
Heather Wheeler (South Derbyshire) (Con): In South
Derbyshire we have had numerous cases of elderly
people falling over in a park and having to wait hours
for an ambulance. Residents have come to put blankets
on them because they know that they should not be
moved. We are 15 minutes from Burton hospital, but we
cannot do anything because we rely on the professionals.
Anna Soubry: I am grateful to my hon. Friend for her
intervention, but I think that it is also important to pay
tribute to the ambulance staff who work for EMAS and
the outstanding work they do. It is also important to
point out that between October 2010 and December
2012 EMAS recruited 65 new front-line staff, so something
is going on that is not right. Many people are of the
view that unfortunately it is the way that EMAS is being
run that is at the heart of the problem.
Mr Mark Spencer (Sherwood) (Con): I wonder whether
my hon. Friend is aware that Nottinghamshire fire and
rescue service, if it has to be the first responder, is often
left to look after patients until an ambulance arrives,
which could be up to an hour, so the fire engine is not
available to deal with a much more important issue.
Anna Soubry: As ever, my hon. Friend makes an
important point, and it is one that I will certainly look
at further. I hope that those in EMAS who are listening
to the debate will take that comment on board.
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In response to the points made by the hon. Members
for Ashfield (Gloria De Piero) and for Chesterfield
(Toby Perkins), I do not think that it is as simple as
saying that the closure of an ambulance station will de
facto reduce the service available. Ambulances do not
sit in ambulance stations waiting to respond to a local
incident. They spend most of their time out of ambulance
stations on the road so that they can respond to emergency
calls. EMAS reported—these are important facts that
should be widely publicised; I am sure the hon. Member
for Bassetlaw will ensure that they are—a total turnover
of £169.5 million in its 2011-12 final accounts and a
£1.4 million surplus. It has also reported surpluses in
the previous three years. I understand that for 2012-13
the trust received £3.5 million funding as its share of the
EMAS contract from Bassetlaw primary care trust. As I
have said, my concern is not so much about the money,
but about the way the service is being operated.
Let me turn to the “Being the Best” review. EMAS
tells me that it recognises that its response times in rural
areas do not match the response times in city centres. In
response, EMAS published its “Being the Best” change
programme in 2012, which outlined plans designed to
ensure that response times and the service provided
to all the people of the region were improved. As the
hon. Member for Bassetlaw described, EMAS has consulted
clinical commissioning groups, overview and scrutiny
committees and local people on its proposals. As we
have been told, it received substantial feedback from
the people of Bassetlaw, with a petition from some
9,000 people. The business case should be presented to
the board on 25 March, allowing the trust additional
time to review alternative options and develop final
proposals for the board to consider.
I am told that a number of options are being considered.
They include the “do nothing” option, which involves
making no changes to the configuration of ambulance
stations; the “do nothing”-plus option, which involves
making no changes to the configuration of ambulance
stations, but making an additional resource investment
in more ambulance vehicles and staff; and the “do
minimal” option, which involves making the minimum
changes necessary to deliver current service standards
in a safer and more effective manner. That option
would retain all the current stations and introduce the
118 new community ambulance posts. The fourth option
would establish 13 hubs, plus 118 community ambulance
posts—I know that my hon. Friend the Member for
High Peak (Andrew Bingham), along with many hon.
Members, has expressed his concern about that option.
The fifth option—a new option—would establish 27 hubs,
plus 108 community ambulance posts, and is being
considered as a direct result of the consultation feedback.
Andrew Bingham (High Peak) (Con): Does my hon.
Friend think, like me, that although the hub and spoke
model has merit, the key is where the hubs go? High
Peak is very rural; we need a hub, as I am sure the
hon. Member for Bassetlaw (John Mann) feels he does.
Anna Soubry: That is a very good point. My hon.
Friend has summed it up—we are having an outbreak
of cross-party unity. As he says, the key point is the
positioning of the hub. One of the attractions of the
hub approach is that the mechanics would be in place to
ensure that the vehicles were ready at the beginning of a
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shift. At the moment, paramedics are responsible for
that, which does not seem to be a very good use of their
time. There is therefore much merit in establishing
27 hubs in the right areas to ensure that we have a
service that is fit for purpose.
There is something else that needs to be, not so much
explored, perhaps, as exposed. The hon. Member for
Bassetlaw has quite properly commented on the difficulty
of having targets, and I could not agree with him more.
This debate is a good example of where top-down,
Government-led targets have blighted an ambulance
service—no doubt there are many other examples in the
NHS. That is why, when this Government were elected,
for many of us it was on the basis that these targets, far
from freeing up services and making them better, were
strangling them and making them worse. This debate is
an example of targets doing all the things they were
designed not to do, constricting a service and making it
worse. It is worth bearing it in mind that it was in 1997,
I believe, that the ambulance service suffered from such
targets. I hope that there will be more cross-party agreement
and moving forward, so that although there are laudable
aims that all services should have, we should not necessarily
set rigid targets, which then create exactly the sort of
horribly sad cases that the hon. Gentleman told us
about.
John Mann: Is the Minister saying that she is going to
get rid of them?
Anna Soubry: No, the Minister is not saying that she
is going to get rid of them; what I am saying is that I
take the view—as the hon. Gentleman does—that targets
are not particularly improving services. I think there is a
case for re-examining targets, and I hope he would join
me in saying to the ambulance service, “Let’s look again
at these targets in the NHS to see whether they’re doing
the job we want them to do,” because it is precisely
because of these targets that elderly people in my
constituency have been lying on floors for up to four
hours while ambulances have to go to meet a target.
Toby Perkins: The hon. Lady seems to be saying that
the ambulance service is so focused on targets that it is
incapable of recognising that leaving an old lady lying
on the floor for four hours is reprehensible and appalling.
She is letting the ambulance service off tremendously
lightly to suggest that that is reasonable.
Anna Soubry: I am not saying that it is reasonable
at all. What I am saying is that this was the system
introduced under the last Labour Administration—
a Government whom the hon. Gentleman supported.
These are the precise consequences of that system; it is
the perversion of that system that has led us to a
situation in which targets have to be hit. I can assure hon.
Members that I explored this matter with Mr Milligan,
and an elderly lady lying on the floor with a suspected
fractured hip does not fall into the category of an
emergency life-threatening situation. These are not
definitions imposed by this Government; these are
the consequences of the 13 years of the previous
Administration. I take the view that the situation needs
urgent review, and I will certainly be making that
recommendation in the Department that we need to
look again at the ambulance service.
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Mr Dennis Skinner (Bolsover) (Lab): Does the Minister
agree that a lot of people in the east midlands, including
many of the Members who have spoken here tonight,
are dealing with pretty much the same kinds of
characteristics in the old mining areas and rural areas?
In my area of Bolsover and mid-Derbyshire, it seemed
as though the 17 control centres were going to be
reduced to two. I get the impression that the Minister is
saying that most of the 27 would be likely to remain. It
is hard for me to say this, but do we have a cross-party
agreement to save those in mid-Derbyshire that cover
Bolsover as well?
Anna Soubry: I have to say that, for the first time, I
am almost speechless. It is not for me to say what my
preferred option is. That decision has to be made at a
local level. As the hon. Gentleman might imagine,
however, I may have a point of view on the preferred
option, and I am entitled to make my view known to
EMAS, as indeed I will. I take the hon. Gentleman’s
important point about the former coal-mining communities
—they are similar to my own, although mine is not on
the same scale as Bolsover. I make the point again,
however, to be fair to EMAS, that the reason it has gone
through this process—which has been painful for many
people—is precisely because it wants to improve its
service. It recognises that rural areas do not receive the
kind of service that urban areas do.
Chris Heaton-Harris (Daventry) (Con): In the last
couple of minutes, will the Minister address the concept
of regionalisation of a service such as this? We have
previously seen money being wasted on the regionalisation
of the fire service, and many of us with constituencies
on the periphery of the East Midlands ambulance
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service really worry about this. The hon. Member for
Bassetlaw (John Mann) talked about the hospitals outside
the region that his constituents go to. My constituents
go to hospitals in Oxford, Coventry and elsewhere.
Does this mean that those of us in the rural outreaches
of the east midlands are the ones who have to pay for
this centralisation?
Anna Soubry: My hon. Friend’s intervention raises a
point that I hope I can help him with. There is absolutely
nothing to prevent an ambulance in Daventry from
going to whichever hospital offers the best treatment for
that particular patient. Exactly the same applies in
Bassetlaw. Under the new rule, there will be nothing to
prevent a patient from going to Doncaster royal infirmary,
or up to Sheffield, or indeed down to the Queen’s
medical centre in Nottingham. The changes will not
affect the ultimate decision of which is the best hospital
for that particular patient—[Interruption.] The hon.
Member for Bassetlaw is chuntering at me. Does he
wish to intervene on me?
John Mann: I was saying that we need the ambulance
to be there in the first place in order for it to take people
to those hospitals. That is the whole point.
Anna Soubry: With great respect to the hon. Gentleman,
he misses the more important and indeed more valid
point that just because there is an ambulance station in
a particular town or village, that does not mean to say
that there is always an ambulance sitting there waiting
to serve that town or village. What is important is—
10.44 pm
House adjourned without Question put (Standing Order
No. 9(7)).
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BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS
Groceries Code Adjudicator
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills (Jo Swinson): I am delighted to
announce that I have selected Christine Tacon to be the
first groceries code adjudicator, subject to security clearance.
In the spirit of open Government, I have also asked the
BIS Select Committee to conduct pre-appointment scrutiny
of this candidate, although the final decision will remain
that of the Secretary of State.
Christine has a background in both food production
and in retail, culminating in 12 years as managing director
of the Co-operative Farms. She has a strong knowledge
of both supermarkets and suppliers, having held senior
corporate responsibility within the co-operative group
and running the largest farming operation in the UK.
The independent groceries code adjudicator will enforce
the groceries supply code of practice, ensuring that
supermarkets treat their suppliers lawfully and fairly. Its
introduction fulfils the commitment in the coalition
agreement to
“introduce, as a first step, an Ombudsman in the Office of Fair
Trading who can proactively enforce the Grocery Supply Code of
Practice and curb abuses of power, which undermine our farmers
and act against the long-term interest of consumers.”

The Groceries Code Adjudicator Bill [Lords] will
establish the adjudicator, and is currently before Parliament.
It has recently completed Committee Stage in the
Commons.
FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE
Maritime Security Funding
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs (Alistair Burt): I wish to
inform the House of how the Government will be
allocating funding to support work to reduce the threat
to UK and international shipping and tackle the root
causes of piracy.
Last year saw a dramatic decline in the number of
pirate attacks off the coast of Somalia. The UK has
been instrumental in achieving this success, though it
remains fragile. UK contributions included:
playing a leading role in the Contact Group for Piracy off
the coast of Somalia, the foremost international body that
addresses piracy in this area;
providing support, assets and personnel to international
naval operations;
funding vital project work to build judicial and maritime
capacity throughout the region; and
allowing private armed security personnel to be deployed
aboard UK ships.

Piracy is not, however, a problem specific to the
waters off the coast of Somalia. The last few years have
seen a worrying increase in the incidence of piracy and
armed robbery at sea in the Gulf of Guinea. The
Government are currently:
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working with industry and international partners to establish
the Maritime Trade Information Sharing Centre for the Gulf
of Guinea, which will facilitate information-sharing and act
as an early warning system for vessels in the area;
assisting the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) and the Economic Community of Central African
States (ECCAS) to help them to develop and implement
their integrated maritime strategy; and
working with West African states to improve their maritime
capacity so that they may police their own coastal waters.

In south-east Asia, the UK acceded to the Regional
Co-operation Agreement on Combating Piracy and
Armed Robbery against Ships in Asia (ReCAAP) on
12 May 2012. The Government hope to use the UK’s
membership of the ReCAAP to protect trade routes,
ensure the welfare of the seafarers who pass through the
area, and prevent criminals from profiting from piracy
and armed robbery at sea.
The Government are committed to continuing the fight
against piracy and maritime insecurity wherever it may occur.
To this end, I am pleased to announce a new a
package of support worth £2.25 million for the work of
the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC),
with whom we are working in close partnership to
deliver capacity-building assistance. This includes:
$1.135 million of additional funding to the UNODCs post-trial
transfer programme, to complete the construction of a new
prison in Garowe, Puntland, to hold convicted pirates in
facilities that meet international standards. Prison capacity
remains one of the biggest challenges we face in bringing
pirates to justice and it is essential that we provide a targeted,
long-term solution.
A $100,000 project to tackle corruption in the Somali penal
system. As UNODC continue the process of transferring
pirates back to Somalia, we face the risk that convicted
pirates may seek to secure early release by paying bribes to
prison staff.

The project will extend existing anti-corruption awareness
training from Garowe prison to all the prisons in Somalia
holding piracy prisoners.
A $240,000 project to develop the Somali coast guard.
Supporting UNODC work with the maritime authorities
in Mogadishu, Puntland and Somaliland to begin the
process of securing Somalia’s coastline.
The funding will also allow UNODC to continue its
work with regional partners.
The UK will contribute $250,000 to assist UNODC
in building a vulnerable prisoners unit in the Seychelles
to handle Somali pirates who cannot be housed with the
general prison population, further developing the Seychelles’
capacity to play a vital regional role in tackling piracy
and in direct support of the joint UK/Seychelles Regional
Anti-Piracy Prosecutions Intelligence Co-ordination Centre
(RAPPICC) initiative.
In Mauritius, UK support will provide $800,000 funding
for a brand new and much-needed facility equipped to
handle piracy prosecutions; helping to spread the burden
of prosecution across regional states.
The funding also includes $660,000 towards UNODC’s
overall counter-piracy programme costs.
Finally, the UK will also provide funding for two
other areas of bilateral support in pursuit of counter
piracy objectives: $200,000 for the work of the trust
fund of the Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of
Somalia and $160,000 for bespoke projects in Mauritius
in support of the memorandum of understanding agreed
at the London conference last year.

1W

Written Answers

21 JANUARY 2013

Written Answers to

Written Answers

2W

Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency does not maintain
a list of dangerous countries regarding refugee status.
Each application for international protection is considered
on its individual merits taking into account the relevant
country situation.
The agency’s Country of Origin Information Service
continually monitors the situation in the countries of
those nationals who seek protection in the UK, with
information provided from a wide range of recognised
and respected sources.

Questions
Monday 21 January 2013

HOME DEPARTMENT
Amazon
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Amazon in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138055]
and (c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Amazon in
2010, 2011 and 2012.
Antisocial Behaviour Orders: North West
Andrew Stephenson: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department how many anti-social behaviour
orders were issued in the North West in each year since
[138191]
2007.
Mr Jeremy Browne: The number of antisocial behaviour
orders (ASBOs) issued at all courts in the North West
Region in each year between 2007 and 2011 (the latest
year for which data is currently available) is shown in
the following table.
Antisocial behaviour orders (ASBOs) issued1 at all courts in the North
West Region, as reported to the Ministry of Justice2 by HM Courts
and Tribunals Service (HMCTS), 1 January 2007 to 31 December
2011
Area
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
431
385
291
371
252
North
West3
1
Includes ASBOs issued on application by magistrates courts acting
in their civil capacity and county courts, which were introduced under
section 1 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 and ASBOs made
following conviction for a relevant criminal offence at the Crown
Court and at magistrates courts (acting in their criminal capacity),
which were introduced under the Police Reform Act 2002.
2
Prior to the creation of the Ministry of Justice on 9 May 2007,
numbers of ASBOs issued were reported to Home Office by the Court
Service.
3
The North West Region (the former North West Government Office
Region as defined by the Office for National Statistics) is comprised
of the following police force areas: Cheshire, Cumbria, Greater
Manchester, Lancashire and Merseyside.
Note:
Every effort is made to ensure that the figures presented are accurate
and complete. However, it is important to note that these data have
been extracted from large administrative data systems generated by
the courts. 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.

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department what recent estimate she has
made of the cost to her Department of initial asylum
decisions being overturned in each year for which
[137253]
figures are available.
Mr Harper [holding answer 17 January 2013]: The
UK Border Agency publishes annual asylum performance
against 15 key performance measures. The statistics
cover the financial year 2011-12 (see link). These show
that the quality of initial decisions remains high, the
majority of appeals are won by the UK Border Agency,
and that average cost of asylum cases is falling;
Initial decision quality rose from 88% in 2010-11 to 89% in
2011-12;
appeal win rate roughly stayed the same being 68% in 2010-11
and 67% in 2011/12; and
the average cost per asylum case (including all initial casework,
appeals and any enforcement actions) fell from £15,415 in
2010-11 to £15,215 in 2011-12;
http://www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk/sitecontent/documents/
aboutus/further-key-data/

We are unable to provide more specific information
regarding the costs associated to overturned initial decisions
as such statistics are not held in a format that is compatible
with National Statistics Protocols.
Crime
Michael Fabricant: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department if she will give consideration to
changing the classification of crimes, other than the
crime of domestic violence, where an amicable agreement
has been reached between the victim and the accused
and where the police decide to take no further action,
from classification as unsolved to another classification.
[137735]

Damian Green: The Government has recently consulted
publicly on a new framework for recording and classifying
crime outcomes. That consultation ended on 7 December.
Once the responses are analysed, the Government will
publish a full response.
Crime Prevention

Asylum
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department if she will take steps to make the list
of dangerous countries regarding refugee status the
same as the list of dangerous countries for British nationals
published by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
[137014]

Mr Blunkett: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what changes have been made to the
Community Safety Fund 2013-14 from (a) 2011-12
and (b) 2012-13 allocations for each of the police force
areas across England and Wales in addition to the
police finance settlement for 2013-14; and if she will
[137580]
make a statement.
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Damian Green: The Community Safety Fund is a new
funding stream for police and crime commissioners for
2013-14 only, totalling £90 million. It cannot be compared
directly with Home Office community safety funding in
previous years, which was paid to local authorities via
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s

4W

Area Based Grant. That funding totalled £59,299,999
and £30,000,010 in 2011-12 and 2012-13 respectively,
and a breakdown of the amounts paid to individual
local authorities is provided in the following tables.
That funding stream will cease at the end of this financial
year.

Community Safety Funding—England (paid via Area Based Grant)
£
2010-11—Baseline

CSF 2011-12—Allocation

CSF 2012-13—Indicative
allocation

Barking and Dagenham London Borough

293,291

0

0

Barnet London Borough

401,738

0

0

Bexley London Borough

287,603

0

0

Brent London Borough

443,346

0

0

Bromley London Borough

351,883

0

0

Camden London Borough

505,774

0

0

City of London

109,685

0

0

Croydon London Borough

450,681

0

0

Ealing London Borough

544,901

0

0

Enfield London Borough

392,522

0

0

Greenwich London Borough

400,528

0

0

Hackney London Borough

613,147

0

0

Hammersmith and Fulham London Borough

368,310

0

0

Haringey London Borough

517,309

0

0

Harrow London Borough

275,076

0

0

Havering London Borough

276,032

0

0

Hillingdon London Borough

355,941

0

0

Hounslow London Borough

360,956

0

0

Islington London Borough

510,937

0

0

Kensington and Chelsea Royal Borough

337,332

0

0

Kingston upon Thames Royal Borough

204,506

0

0

Lambeth London Borough

691,701

0

0

Lewisham London Borough

452,249

0

0

London Borough of Richmond upon Thames

229,876

0

0

Merton London Borough

257,168

0

0

Newham London Borough

593,835

0

0

Redbridge London Borough

345,118

0

0

Southwark London Borough

593,305

0

0

Sutton London Borough

237,345

0

0

Tower Hamlets London Borough

579,306

0

0

Waltham Forest London Borough

424,150

0

0

Wandsworth London Borough

485,027

0

0

Westminster City Council

478,222

0

0

0

10,664,462

5,395,174

13,368,800

10,664,462

5,395,174
118,868

Greater London Authority
London sub total
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council

294,545

234,962

Bath and North East Somerset Council

214,341

170,983

86,500

Bedford UA

187,037

149,202

75,482
626,269

Birmingham City Council

1,551,843

1,237,925

Blackburn with Darwen Borough Council

235,298

187,700

94,958

Blackpool Borough Council

237,448

189,415

95,826
197,112

Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council

488,427

389,624

Borough of Poole

200,635

160,049

80,969

Bournemouth Borough Council

251,986

201,012

101,693

Bracknell Forest Borough Council

172,504

137,609

69,617

Brighton and Hove Council

354,756

282,993

143,167

Bristol Council

747,343

596,165

301,601

Buckinghamshire County Council

597,763

476,843

241,236

Bury Metropolitan Borough Council

303,732

242,291

122,575

Calderdale Metropolitan Borough Council

351,259

280,204

141,756

Cambridgeshire County Council

631,301

503,597

254,771

Central Bedfordshire UA

291,420

232,469

117,607

Cheshire East UA

365,617

291,657

147,550

Cheshire West and Chester UA

384,498

306,719

155,170
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Community Safety Funding—England (paid via Area Based Grant)
£
2010-11—Baseline

CSF 2011-12—Allocation

CSF 2012-13—Indicative
allocation
308,360

City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

764,090

609,524

City of York Council

241,760

192,855

97,566

Cornwall County UA

642,525

512,550

259,300

County of Herefordshire District Council

198,162

158,076

79,971

Coventry City Council

457,052

364,596

184,450

Cumbria County Council

628,835

501,630

253,776

Darlington Borough Council

185,546

148,012

74,880

Derby City Council

338,858

270,311

136,751

Derbyshire County Council

922,637

735,999

372,344

Devon County Council

834,518

665,706

336,782

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council

372,057

296,795

150,149

Dorset County Council

545,813

435,402

220,271

Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council

378,932

302,279

152,924

Durham County UA

719,150

573,675

290,223

East Riding of Yorkshire Council

283,547

226,189

114,430

East Sussex County Council

683,672

545,374

275,906
564,162

Essex County Council

1,397,947

1,115,160

Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council

288,624

230,239

116,478

Gloucestershire County Council

736,164

587,247

297,090

Halton Borough Council
Hampshire County Council
Hartlepool Council

199,112

158,834

80,355

1,297,406

1,034,957

523,587

195,547

155,990

78,916

1,243,594

992,031

501,871

Isle of Wight Council

173,202

138,165

69,898

Isles of Scilly Council

45,024

35,916

18,170

Kent County Council

1,562,499

1,246,425

630,569

Kingston Upon Hull City Council

552,659

440,863

223,034

Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council

488,814

389,933

197,268

Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council

270,289

215,613

109,079

Lancashire County Council

1,440,849

1,149,384

581,476

Leeds City Council

Hertfordshire County Council

1,186,867

946,779

478,978

Leicester City Council

457,363

364,844

184,576

Leicestershire County Council

774,282

617,655

312,473

Lincolnshire County Council

776,462

619,394

313,353

Liverpool City Council

852,956

680,414

344,223

Luton Borough Council

310,903

248,011

125,469

1,029,287

821,075

415,384

293,308

233,976

118,369

Manchester City Council
Medway Borough Council
Middlesbrough Borough

400,396

319,401

161,586

Milton Keynes Council

283,281

225,977

114,322

Newcastle upon Tyne Metropolitan District Council

372,634

297,255

150,382

Norfolk County Council

900,728

718,522

363,502
112,687

North East Lincolnshire Council

279,228

222,744

North Lincolnshire Council

217,122

173,201

87,623

North Somerset Council

240,727

192,031

97,149

North Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council

247,297

197,272

99,800

North Yorkshire County Council

683,435

545,185

275,810

Northamptonshire County Council

874,019

697,216

352,723

Northumberland County UA

495,283

395,094

199,879

Nottingham City Council

636,992

508,137

257,067

Nottinghamshire County Council

972,507

775,781

392,469

Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council

369,153

294,478

148,977

Oxfordshire County Council

710,651

566,895

286,794

Peterborough City Council

287,557

229,388

116,048

Plymouth City Council

336,146

268,148

135,657

Portsmouth City Council

279,526

222,981

112,807

Reading Borough Council

356,912

284,713

144,037

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council

211,791

168,948

85,471

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council

447,006

356,582

180,396

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council

313,173

249,822

126,386

Rutland County Council District Council

114,231

91,124

46,100

Salford Metropolitan District Council

507,934

405,185

204,984
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Community Safety Funding—England (paid via Area Based Grant)
£
2010-11—Baseline

CSF 2011-12—Allocation

CSF 2012-13—Indicative
allocation

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council

457,672

365,091

184,700

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council

324,607

258,943

131,000

Sheffield City Council

634,541

506,181

256,078

Shropshire County UA

432,348

344,889

174,480

Slough Borough Council

267,186

213,138

107,827

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

294,859

235,213

118,995

Somerset County Council

618,285

493,214

249,518

South Gloucestershire Council

270,711

215,950

109,249

South Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council

240,690

192,001

97,134

Southampton City Council

312,205

249,050

125,995

Southend-on-Sea Borough Council

239,200

190,813

96,533

St Helens Metropolitan Borough Council

264,891

211,307

106,901

Staffordshire County Council

992,496

791,727

400,536

Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council

411,850

328,538

166,208

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council

254,405

202,942

102,669

Stoke-on-Trent City Council

375,712

299,710

151,624

Suffolk County Council

775,980

619,009

313,158

Sunderland City Council

390,260

311,315

157,495

1,181,592

942,571

476,849

Swindon Borough Council

221,699

176,852

89,470

Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council

346,436

276,356

139,809

Surrey County Council

Telford and Wrekin Council

230,449

183,832

93,001

Thurrock Council

219,072

174,757

88,410

Torbay Borough Council

205,624

164,029

82,983

Trafford Metropolitan Borough Council

339,278

270,646

136,921

Wakefield Metropolitan District Council

380,624

303,629

153,606

Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council

375,948

299,898

151,719

Warrington Borough Council

235,924

188,200

95,211

Warwickshire County Council

631,344

503,631

254,788

West Berkshire District Council

184,221

146,955

74,345

West Sussex County Council

873,339

696,674

352,449

Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council

388,200

309,672

156,664

Wiltshire County UA

455,595

363,434

183,862

Windsor and Maidenhead Royal Borough Council

227,355

181,364

91,752

Wirral Metropolitan Borough Council

390,224

311,287

157,481

Wokingham District Council

187,352

149,453

75,609

Wolverhampton Metropolitan Borough Council

390,149

311,227

157,450

Worcestershire County Council

682,374

544,338

275,382

England (excluding London) sub total

57,874,491

46,167,213

23,356,105

England (including London) sub total

71,243,291

56,831,675

28,751,279

CSF 2011-12—Allocation

CSF 2012-13—Indicative
allocation

Community Safety Funding—Wales (paid as un-ring-fenced grant)
£
2010-11—Baseline
Blaenau Gwent

111,419

88,880

44,965

Bridgend

139,059

110,929

56,119

Caerphilly

177,867

141,887

71,781

Cardiff

369,172

294,493

148,985

Carmarthenshire

120,885

96,432

48,785

71,565

57,088

28,881

Conwy

105,039

83,791

42,390

Denbighshire

106,194

84,712

42,856

Flintshire

123,203

98,281

49,720

Gwynedd

99,946

79,728

40,335

Isle of Anglesey

75,866

60,520

30,617

Merthyr Tydfil

102,011

81,375

41,168

97,708

77,943

39,431

Neath Port Talbot

147,934

118,009

59,701

Newport

173,613

138,493

70,064

90,370

72,089

36,470

Ceredigion

Monmouthshire

Pembrokeshire
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Community Safety Funding—Wales (paid as un-ring-fenced grant)
£
2010-11—Baseline
Powys

CSF 2011-12—Allocation

CSF 2012-13—Indicative
allocation
37,906

93,927

74,927

Rhondda Cynon Taff

204,054

162,776

82,349

Swansea

298,479

238,101

120,456

Torfaen

108,858

86,837

43,931

Vale of Glamorgan

139,917

111,614

56,466

Wrexham

137,166

109,419

55,355

Sub total

3,094,250

2,468,324

1,248,731

74,337,541

59,299,999

30,000,010

100

80

40

Grand total
Percentage of 2010-11 baseline

Crime Prevention: Liverpool

Deportation

Steve Rotheram: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps she is taking to combat
(a) knife, (b) gun, (c) drug and (d) trafficking crime
in Liverpool; and if she will make a statement. [137860]

Keith Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department how many deportation charter flights were
cancelled in each year since 2008; and what the cost to
the public purse was of such cancellations in each year.
[126686]

Damian Green [holding answer 18 January 2013]:
The police and crime commissioner and the chief constable
for Merseyside are responsible for action taken to combat
crime. At a national level, the Government has taken
steps to ensure a robust response to all serious crime
and has published strategies on .gang and youth violence,
drugs and human trafficking.
Dell
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Dell CSC in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138039]
and (c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Dell CSC in
2010, 2011 and 2012.
Departmental Responsibilities

Mr Harper: The number of flights cancelled since
2008 and the cost to the public purse of cancelling those
flights are set out in the table. The UK Border Agency
(UKBA) relies upon a competitive market place each
time it charters an aircraft. If UKBA provided detailed
information about individual flights or annual cancellation
costs, it would be possible to reach a conclusion about
the cost of individual flights, which is commercially
sensitive information.
Flights cancelled
Number/Cost (£)
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
Total

3
3
1
2
1
10

Total cancellation cost

701,317

Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what her Department’s top three
policy implementation (a) successes and (b) failures
[138379]
have been since May 2010.

Figures quoted are not provided under National Statistics
protocols and have been derived from local management
information. They are therefore provisional and subject
to change.

James Brokenshire: The policy implementation priorities
of the Home Office can be found in the Department’s
Structural Reform Plan, progress against which is reported
on the Government’s Business Plan Website at:

Deportation: Children

http://transparency.number10.gov.uk/business-plan/5

A broader look at implementation progress can be
found in the Government’s mid-term review document
at:
http://midtermreview.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/

published on 7 January 2013 and the Programme for
Government Update at:
http://midtermreview.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/programme-forgovernment-update/

published on 9 January 2013.

Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps her Department is taking
to ensure that no unaccompanied minors are sent back
to dangerous countries as a result of an inaccurate
[136810]
assessment.
Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency does not enforce
the return of unaccompanied children whose claims for
international protection have been refused, unless adequate
care and reception arrangements are in place in their
countries of origin. The agency’s Country of Origin
Information Service provides information on the situation
in the countries of those unaccompanied children who
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seek protection in the UK, using a wide range of
recognised and respected sources. Decision makers have
access to this information and each application for
international protection is considered on its individual
merits, taking into account the relevant country situation.
Detainees
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what steps her Department is taking
to improve conditions for those in detention centres.
[136811]

Mr Harper: The continuing improvement of conditions
in immigration removal centres is achieved through the
service improvement and action plans drawn up in
response to the recommendations in reports from Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons and the Independent
Monitoring Boards. These plans are regularly reviewed
to ensure action is taken.
The UK Border Agency also operates a comprehensive
complaints system for detainees who feel that they have
not been treated in accordance with the Detention
Centre Rules 2001 and the Operating Standards for
Immigration Removal Centres. In all instances the
complainant, and/or his representative receives a response
to their complaint which details the inquiries made and
includes findings and conclusions with recommendations
to address any substantiated finding. Recommendations
for the UK Border Agency following a complainant
appeal to the prison and probation ombudsman are
addressed as part of a local action plan.
Detention Centres: Radio
Dr Huppert: To ask the Secretary of State
Home Department whether refugees and
seekers held in detention centres have access
public radio stations and (b) Refugee Radio.

for the
asylum
to (a)
[137424]

Mr Harper [holding answer 15 January 2013]: All
individuals who are held in immigration removal centres
can access public radio stations, of which Refugee
Radio is one, through personal radios or through the
facilities provided at centres.
Entry Clearances
Guto Bebb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what assessment she has made of
the potential risks in returning documents to third
party registered visa agencies which have since gone
[137664]
out of business.
Mr Harper: Applicants can request that their documents
be sent to third party agencies at their own risk. The
UK Border Agency does not have access to a record of
which such agencies have gone out of business.
Guto Bebb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many visa agencies are registered
with the Office of Immigration Services Commissioner.
[137665]

Mr Harper: The type of organisations that the Office
of the Immigration Services Commissioner (OISC) regulates
varies widely from small community-based organisations
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and sole traders through to national charities and large
specialist profit-making advisory services. The OISC
regulates immigration advisers in order to ensure that
those who provide immigration advice and services are
competent to do so. Not for profit organisations are
exempted from paying a registration fee.
As at 31 December 2012, the. OISC regulated 1,956
organisations authorised to provide immigration advices
and services. This total was made up of 1,089 for profit
organisations, which charged their client for services
and described as “registered”, and 867 not for profit
organisations, which made no charge to the client and
are described as “exempt”.
Guto Bebb: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department (1) what steps she is taking to ensure
that there is sufficient manpower to deal with visa
extensions following the backlog after the Christmas
period;
[137666]
(2) what recent progress has been made by her
Department in reducing delays to processing extensions
[137667]
to ancestry visas.
Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency has recruited
several hundred additional temporary staff to reduce
waiting times.
The Agency is also reviewing processes so as to
deliver improved performance. By the end of the financial
year, customers applying to remain in the UK, including
those who wish to remain under the UK ancestry
arrangements, should receive a decision on their application
within the published service standards.
Entry Clearances: Business
Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Secretary of State for
the Home Department if she will make it her policy to
fasttrack visas to people seeking to come to the UK to
participate in inward trade and business delegations.
[137956]

Mr Harper: Many of the Visa Application Centres
worldwide, run by the UK Border Agency’s commercial
partners, offer a priority visa service. This includes
many major trading partners like USA, India, China,
Gulf states and South Africa. Under the priority service,
applicants pay an additional fee for faster consideration
of their application, usually within three to five days.
This service does not imply or guarantee in any way
that applicants will be successful in their visa application.
All visa applicants must meet the requirements of the
UK Immigration Rules.
Full information about the availability of the priority
service can be found on the UK Border Agency’s website
at:
www.ukba.homeoffice.gov.uk

Entry Clearances: Overseas Students
Paul Blomfield: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department (1) whether out-of-country student
visa interviews will be conducted after students have
been awarded a Conditional Acceptance of Study from
[136787]
a UK institution;
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(2) what estimate her Department has made of the
additional costs of increasing the number of international
[136788]
students interviewed;
(3) what additional resources will be made available
to the UK Border Agency to provide for additional
out-of-country student visa interviews in (a) 2013, (b)
[136789]
2014 and (c) 2015;
(4) how the UK Border Agency (UKBA) will assess
the quality of staff and contractors recruited to undertake
out-of-country student visa interviews; what training
will be provided to such staff and contractors; and how
her Department and UKBA will evaluate the outcomes;
[136790]

(5) which (a) countries and (b) regions of countries
her Department intends to target for out-of-country
[136791]
student visa interviews;
(6) who will conduct her Department’s proposed
out-of-country student visa interviews; and how
appropriate (a) staff and (b) contractors will be
[136792]
appointed by the UK Border Agency;
(7) what estimate she has made of the number of
additional out-of-country interviews of students
applying for visas to study at UK institutions which
will be undertaken in (a) 2013, (b) 2014 and (c) 2015.
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operators and Visit Britain, to understand what
improvements they would like to see. The UK Border
Agency also proactively works with the Russian authorities
to improve the operational delivery of the visa regime
for Russian nationals wishing to come to the UK as well
as for British nationals wishing to travel to Russia.
Extradition
Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department when she plans to publish proposals for
reforming the UK’s extradition arrangements. [138527]
Mr Harper: On 16 October 2012, Official Report,
columns 164-80, the Secretary of State for the Home
Department, my right hon. Friend the Member for
Maidenhead (Mrs May), announced the Government’s
response to the Baker review on extradition. The
Government is seeking to make these amendments as
soon as parliamentary time allows.
With regard to the European Arrest Warrant (EAW),
the Government is discussing options for improving the
operation of the EAW with other EU member states.
Google

[136793]

Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency (UKBA) will
increase the number of interviews to more than 100,000
starting in FY 2013-14. The ambition is to interview the
majority of tier 4 applicants out-of-country. In subsequent
years, UKBA will extend the interviewing programme
in line with the evidence base.
Interviews for tier 4 students will take place after they
have submitted a visa application, and as part of the
application process tier 4 students will need a valid
Conditional Acceptance of Study (CAS).
Detailed planning is under way within UKBA to
estimate the costs of the interviewing programme and
the additional resources and officers required.
UKBA expects to meet these requirements from within
existing departmental resources in FY 2013-14.
Detailed planning is under way within UKBA to
quality assure the interviewing programme and the
training requirement. Appropriate quality assurance
measures will be maintained for interviewing, and additional
training and guidance will be provided to staff, where
necessary.
UKBA will continue to keep operations, including
the interviewing programme, under review.
Entry Clearances: Russia
Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for the Home Department whether she plans to make
changes to the visa regime for Russia on the same basis
as the changes recently announced to the visa regime
[138134]
for China.
Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency is constantly
looking for opportunities to further develop the visa
service in light of customer feedback. The UK Border
Agency is in the process of consulting with customers in
Russia through the Moscow and St Petersburg UK
Border Agency user panels and through round table
discussions held with stakeholders, most recently tour

Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Google in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138063]
and (c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Google in 2010,
2011 and 2012.
Immigration: Children
Keith Vaz: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department how many children living in the UK without
immigration status were abandoned in the UK by their
parents, by country of origin, in the latest period for
[137361]
which figures are available.
Mr Harper: The Government do not hold this
information.
Legal Opinion: Treaties
Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for the Home
Department whether she has received any representations
that the Crown Prosecution Services’s role in processing
requests under the UK’s mutual legal assistance treaties
causes delay in the operation of that treaty system.
[138275]

Mr Harper [holding answer 18 January 2013]: The
Home Office is responsible for Mutual Legal Assistance
(’MLA’). It is not aware of any such representations.
Members: Correspondence
Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department when the UK Border Agency plans
to respond to the letters of (a) 28 September 2012 and
(b) 7 December 2012 from the hon. Member for Harrow
[138613]
West regarding Mr Al Shamri.
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Mr Harper: The UK Border Agency replied to the
hon. Member on 17 January 2013.

DSTL Porton Down site in (a) 2010, (b) 2011 and (c)
2012; and if she will make a statement.
[137540]

Mobile Phones

James Brokenshire: No visits were made by the Animal
Procedures Committee (APC) to the DSTL Porton
Down site in 2010, 2011 or 2012.

Mike Freer: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department which companies supply (a) mobile
telephones and (b) mobile data services to her Department.

Symantec

[138121]

James Brokenshire: I refer my hon. Friend to the
answer I gave on 29 October 2012, Official Report,
column 73W.
Oracle Corporation UK
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Oracle in (a) 2010, (b) 2011 and
[138023]
(c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Oracle in 2010,
2011 and 2012.
Police
Mr Iain Wright: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what assessment she has made of
police forces’ workforce demographic and the potential
effect on (a) the ability of police forces to replace
officers due to retire, (b) the ability of front-line police
officers to carry out their tasks and (c) future crime
reduction and public safety in (i) police force areas in
[137845]
England and (ii) Cleveland police.
Damian Green: Police recruitment is a matter for
individual forces and it is for chief constables and police
and crime commissioners to ensure they have the right
mix of officers. It is not unexpected that there would be
some change in the overall make-up of the police work
force as forces, like other public services, make their
contribution to reducing the budget deficit. This would
apply to all forces in England and Wales, including
Cleveland.
There is no question that police forces are still able to
carry out their important work. The independent
inspectorate of constabulary has found that forces are
maintaining services to the public and most recent
statistics show that police recorded crime has fallen 10%
since June 2010.
Police officers are trained to the same standards
regardless of age and the Home Secretary has agreed
with Tom Winsor’s proposals on annual fitness testing.
This will be a much better indication of whether an
individual is capable of carrying out the physical demands
of being a police officer than age.
Porton Down
Henry Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department pursuant to the answers of
13 December 2012, Official Report, column 423W and
7 January 2013, Official Report, column 46W, on
Porton Down, on how many occasions the Animal
Procedures Committee has made direct visits to the

Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Symantec in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138047]
and (c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Symantec in
2010, 2011 and 2012.
Vacancies
Mike Freer: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what her Department’s vacancy
rate was in 2011-12; and what the estimated vacancy
[138120]
rate is for 2012-13.
James Brokenshire: Vacancy rates are not calculated
centrally but they are considered as part of local business
and workforce planning processes. Therefore the
Department’s vacancy rate in 2011-12 and an estimate
for 2012-13 could be provided only at disproportionate
cost.
Xerox Corporation
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department how many contracts were awarded
by her Department to Xerox in (a) 2010, (b) 2011 and
[138031]
(c) 2012.
James Brokenshire: The Home Department and its
agencies did not award any contracts to Xerox in 2010,
2011 and 2012.

EDUCATION
Truancy
16. Rehman Chishti: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what steps he is taking to reduce truancy in
[137915]
schools.
Elizabeth Truss: The Government agreed Charlie Taylor’s
recommendation to tackle truancy by improving pupils’
overall attendance, and by focusing in primary schools
to tackle poor attendance early.
And we have uprated the penalty fines for parents
who shirk their responsibility to ensure their children
attend school.
Apprenticeships
17. Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what steps he is taking to promote and
[137916]
expand apprenticeships.
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Michael Gove: Last year we asked Doug Richard to
lead an independent review into apprenticeships. His
report, published in November, underlined the importance
of improving quality and raising standards in
apprenticeships. He recommended that apprenticeships
should be redefined so that they are targeted only at
those who are new to a job or role that requires sustained
and substantial training, that there should be greater
focus on the outcome of an apprenticeship, that recognised
industry standards, should form the basis of every
apprenticeships, and that Government funding should
create the right incentives for apprenticeship training’.
We warmly welcome his report and we will respond in
due course.

Mr Laws [holding answer 16 January 2013]: Academies
are required to comply with free school meal legislation
via their funding agreements and therefore have to
provide free school meals to those of their pupils who
are eligible. 16 to 19 academies and 16 to 19 free schools
are not classified in law in the same way as 11 to 18
academies or schools, in that they are not “schools” but
are “educational institutions”. They are treated in a
similar manner to sixth form colleges under legislation
and are not required to provide free school meals, but
they may do so.
Like all other schools, academies do not receive specific
funding for post-16 free school meals but are expected
to fund them from their overall budgets.

Teacher Training

Cabinet

18. Tristram Hunt: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what recent assessment he has made of his
Department’s measures to improve teacher training.
[137917]

Mr Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what proportion of meetings of the Cabinet
[137787]
he has attended in the last 12 months.

Michael Gove: A high quality teacher in every classroom
is essential for raising standards in schools. Our strategy
to recruit the best graduates to train as teachers and
move to a school-led system of training, has led to 71%
of teacher trainees with a 1st class or a 2:1 degree
starting teacher training this year. This is the highest
proportion recorded.

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 17 January 2013]:
The Secretary of State for Education, my right hon.
Friend the Member for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove),
attended 31 out of 34 Cabinet meetings in the last 12
months.

Parenting Skills

Mr Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education whether he held a private ministerial office
Christmas party in 2012; and if he will publish the cost
[137714]
of any such party held.

19. George Eustice: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what steps his Department is taking to
improve parenting skills of parents with children under
[137918]
the age of three.
Mr Timpson: Through the CANparent Trial, from
April 2012 to March 2014 the Department is offering
vouchers in three areas for a course of parenting classes
to all parents of children aged 0 to five. The trial aims to
stimulate a wider market in high quality parenting
classes, so that in the long term any parent can choose
to access a course of classes to improve their parenting
skills.
School Funding
22. Sir Tony Baldry: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what proportion of school budgets will be
allocated directly to schools under the new national
[137922]
schools funding formula.
Mr Laws: We have committed to introducing a national
funding formula during the next spending review period.
Decisions have not yet been made about the design or
operation of a future national funding formula and so I
cannot confirm the precise proportion of funding that
will be allocated directly to schools. However, we want
to devolve as much funding as possible directly to
schools.
Academies: Free School Meals
Tom Blenkinsop: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education whether 16 to 19 academies are required by
his Department to provide free school meals to eligible
students; and whether his Department provides
[137486]
funding for such academies to do so.

Christmas

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 17 January 2013]:
The Secretary of State for Education, my right hon.
Friend the Member for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove),
attended a Christmas dinner with members of his private
office in 2012. The costs were covered by those who
attended.
Financial Services: Education
Mark Garnier: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education whether Ofsted holds any evidence on the
[137651]
effect of financial education in schools.
Mr Laws: This question is a matter for Ofsted. HM
chief inspector, Sir Michael Wilshaw, has written to my
hon. Friend, and a copy of his response has been placed
in the House Libraries.
Letter from Sir Michael Wilshaw, dated 15 January
2013:
Your recent Parliamentary Question has been passed to me, as
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector, for response.
Ofsted carries out school inspections under section 5 of the
Education Act 2005, and more recently the Education Act 2011.
There is no specific judgement in routine inspections about the
quality of financial education in schools, or separate assessment
of how financially capable young people are. However, financial
education has been reported on as part of Ofsted’s programme of
subject survey reports.
The most recent report that included evidence about the provision
for financial education was Ofsted’s survey report “Economics,
business and enterprise education”, published in June 2011. In
2008, evidence form a more focused survey of good practice in
relation to financial education was published in “Developing
financially capable young people”. Financial education was also
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reported on in Ofsted’s 2010 survey of personal, social health and
economic education (PSHEE). All of these reports are available
at
www.ofsted.gov.uk
and Ofsted will be publishing another report on PSHEE later this
year.
A copy of this report has been sent to David Laws MP,
Minister of State for Schools and will be placed in the library of
both Houses.

Mark Garnier: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education whether he proposes that England will be a
signatory to the OECD PISA 2015 Financial Literacy
[137652]
Assessment.
Elizabeth Truss: The Department is considering the
costs and benefits of England’s participation in the
optional components of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development’s PISA 2015 study,
including the assessment of financial literacy. The Secretary
of State for Education, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove), will take a decision
shortly.
GCSE
Andrew Griffiths: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education pursuant to the answer of 12 November
2012, Official Report, columns 49-50W, on GCSE, how
many pupils in each category were (a) of each ethnic
group, (b) eligible for free school meals, (c) of each
gender, (d) in care, (e) attending each type of school,
(f) in each local authority, (g) in each ward, (h) in
each lower layer super output area and (i) in each
[135455]
school.
Elizabeth Truss: The table provides 2011 statistics on
pupils with no statement of special educational needs
not achieving grades A* to C in English, mathematics
and either English or mathematics GCSE at the end of
Key Stage 4. As requested breakdowns have been provided
for pupils.
of each ethnic group
eligible for free school meals
of each gender
in care
attending each type of school.

It is not possible to provide the following breakdowns
without incurring disproportionate costs:
in each local authority
in each ward
in each lower layer super output area
in each school.

Provided as follows are details of statistics which the
Department publishes which my hon. Friend may find
helpful.
Local authority
Attainment data for 2011 for pupils with special
educational needs at local authority level can be found
in Table 6 in the publication DFE: GCSE and Equivalent
Attainment by Pupil Characteristics.
Ward
A range of local area education statistics are published
on the Department’s In Your Area Website. Ward level
data showing GCSE and equivalent results can be found
by following the link. Data is also available on numbers
of pupils with special educational needs at ward level.
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Attainment statistics are not provided for those with
special educational needs at ward level. DFE, In Your
Area:
http://www.education.gov.uk/inyourarea/

Lower layer super output area
A number of achievement indicators for pupils at
Key Stage 4 are published at lower layer super output
area level for 2011. These can be found by following the
link and clicking on topics:
http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/

School
The Secondary School Performance Tables provide a
wide range of performance information for schools;
this includes the percentage of pupils in each school
achieving A*~C in English and mathematics GCSE or
equivalent (including breaking this down for disadvantaged
and other pupils), this information for 2011 can be
found on our website here:
http://www.education.gov.uk/cgi-bin/schools/performance/
group.pl?qtype=NAT&superview=swc&view=aat&set=4%sort
=&ord =&tab=72&no=999&pg=1

Different school types can be identified using the
“Filters” option, selecting “Type of institution” and
ticking the appropriate boxes.
Information on the characteristics of pupils in each
secondary school is available on our website here:
http://www.education.gov.uk/cgi-bin/schools/performance/
group.pl?qtype=NAT&superview=sec&view=cqs&set=1&sort
&ord =&tab=33&no=999&pg=1
National performance of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2
not achieving GCSE A* to C in English and/or mathematics at the end of Key
Stage 4, year 2010/11 (Final), coverage England (state-funded mainstream
schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key
Stage 4 with no statement of SEN
Total number of pupils

545,610

Of which:
Did not achieve A* to C in English

156,085

Of which:
eligible for FSM
looked after for at least 6 months
between the ages of 4 and 153

36,467
2,069

boys

95,524

girls

60,561

white

127,513

mixed

4,804

Asian

11,664

Black

7,528

Chinese

415

other

2,491

unclassified ethnicity

1,670

in City Technology Colleges
in Community Schools
in Converter Academies

21
72,976
652

in Foundation Schools

45,564

in Sponsored Academies

15,746

in Voluntary Aided Schools

16,822

in Voluntary Controlled Schools
Did not achieve A* to C in
mathematics

4,304
178,977

Of which:
eligible for FSM
looked after for at least 6 months
between the ages of 4 and 153
boys

39,758
2,178
88,565
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National performance of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2
not achieving GCSE A* to C in English and/or mathematics at the end of Key
Stage 4, year 2010/11 (Final), coverage England (state-funded mainstream
schools only)

National performance of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2
not achieving GCSE A* to C in English and/or mathematics at the end of Key
Stage 4, year 2010/11 (Final), coverage England (state-funded mainstream
schools only)

Number of pupils at the end of Key
Stage 4 with no statement of SEN

Number of pupils at the end of Key
Stage 4 with no statement of SEN

girls

90,412

white

147,969

mixed

6,024

Asian

11,799

Black

8,874

Chinese

142

other

2,239

unclassified ethnicity

1,930

in City Technology Colleges

64

in Community Schools

83,113

in Converter Academies

889

in Foundation Schools

51,694

in Sponsored Academies

17,717

in Voluntary Aided Schools

20,764

in Voluntary Controlled Schools

4,736

in Voluntary Aided Schools

12,569

in Voluntary Controlled Schools

3,166

1

Includes attempts and achievements by these pupils in previous academic
years.
2
Pupils with no statement of SEN include; School Action, School Action+,
no identified SEN and unclassified pupils.
3
Pupils in all settings who at some point in the year to 31 March 2011 were
looked after and had been looked after continuously for at least six months
(note that this does not necessarily need to all be during that year). Includes
pupils aged four to 15 on 31 August 2010 as collected on the 2010-11 Looked
after Children Return from Local Authorities (SSDA903).
Source:
2011 Secondary School Performance Tables data (post-errata)

Andrew Griffiths: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how many (a) girls and (b) boys in each (i)
local authority and (ii) ward who did not have statements
of special educational needs did not achieve a single A*
to C grade at GCSE in the latest year for which figures
are available; and how many such pupils were (A) in
each ethnic group, (B) eligible for free school meals, (C)
in care and (D) had a first language other than English.
[136140]

Did not achieve A* to C in both
English and mathematics

120,248

Of which:
eligible for FSM

30,638
1,808

looked after for at least 6 months
between the ages of 4 and 153
boys

68,762

girls

51,486

white

99,378

mixed

3,759

Asian

8,187

Black

5,741

Chinese

101

other

1,754

unclassified ethnicity

1,328

in City Technology Colleges

15

in Community Schools

56,402

in Converter Academies

479

in Foundation Schools

34,871

in Sponsored Academies

12,746

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 10 January 2013]:
The following table provides local authority information
for pupils who did not have a statement of special
educational needs and did not achieve a single A* to C
grade at GCSE in 2011. Breakdowns by gender are
provided for pupils:
eligible for free school meals
in care
who had a first language other than English.

To provide this information by ethnicity would introduce
disproportionate cost, it is also likely that including
ethnicity breakdowns as requested for any ethnic grouping
other than white would result in significant suppression
of the data.
Likewise, providing this information at ward level
would introduce disproportionate cost and a significant
number of the breakdowns requested would require
multiple suppressions.
A range of local area education statistics are published
on the Department’s ‘In Your Area’ website which you
may find helpful. Ward level data on GCSE results can
be found following the link:
www.education.gov.uk/inyourarea/

Number of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2 who did not achieve at least 1 A*-C grade at GCSE (including equivalents) at the end of Key Stage
4 by pupil characteristics, local authority and region, 2010/11 (final), coverage: England (state-funded mainstream schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN not achieving at least 1 GCSE A*
to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and eligible for free school meals
not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

ENGLAND (State-funded
sector)3, 4

E92000001

13,314

9,269

22,583

3,718

3,050

6,768

NORTH EAST

E12000001

612

386

998

238

154

392

Region/Local Authority

County Durham

E06000047

85

32

117

38

Darlington

E06000005

10

8

18

3

12

Gateshead

E08000020

28

26

54

10

10

20

Hartlepool

E06000001

64

29

93

26

15

41

5

—

50
5

—
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Number of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2 who did not achieve at least 1 A*-C grade at GCSE (including equivalents) at the end of Key Stage
4 by pupil characteristics, local authority and region, 2010/11 (final), coverage: England (state-funded mainstream schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN not achieving at least 1 GCSE A*
to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and eligible for free school meals
not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

Middlesbrough

E06000002

48

49

97

31

28

59

Newcastle upon Tyne

E08000021

51

39

90

20

15

35

North Tyneside

E08000022

39

29

68

12

8

20

Northumberland

E06000048

94

63

157

23

16

39

Redcar and Cleveland

E06000003

35

25

60

12

8

South Tyneside

E08000023

16

13

29

8

5

—

20
5

—

Stockton-on-Tees

E06000004

60

29

89

18

14

32

Sunderland

E08000024

82

44

126

37

20

57

NORTH WEST

E12000002

1,525

1,126

2,651

573

490

1,063

Blackburn with Darwen

E06000008

45

28

73

13

13

26

Blackpool

E06000009

47

22

69

17

8

25

Bolton

E08000001

65

47

112

37

21

58

Bury

E08000002

38

25

63

8

8

16

Cheshire East

E06000049

67

42

109

18

13

31

Cheshire West and Chester

E06000050

79

61

140

27

35

62

Cumbria

E10000006

132

89

221

33

33

66

Halton

E06000006

16

4

20

12

Knowsley

E08000011

81

48

129

45

29

74

Lancashire

E10000017

173

151

324

47

66

113

Liverpool

E08000012

95

78

173

53

40

93

Manchester

E08000003

137

113

250

83

61

144

Oldham

E08000004

67

34

101

25

10

35

Rochdale

E08000005

68

51

119

25

23

Salford

E08000006

28

17

45

11

5

5

—

—

5

—

48
5

—

Sefton

E08000014

28

23

51

5

7

12

St. Helens

E08000013

47

23

70

20

14

34

Stockport

E08000007

70

48

118

20

15

35

Tameside

E08000008

67

74

141

13

25

38

Trafford

E08000009

22

24

46

5

6

11

Warrington

E06000007

55

30

85

18

8

26

Wigan

E08000010

73

61

134

23

25

48

Wirral

E08000015

25

33

58

15

22

37

YORKSHIRE AND THE
HUMBER

E12000003

1,603

1,071

2,674

582

421

1,003

Barnsley

E08000016

109

73

182

41

30

71

Bradford

E08000032

207

123

330

83

58

141

Calderdale

E08000033

70

34

104

28

19

47

Doncaster

E08000017

72

57

129

28

26

54

East Riding of Yorkshire

E06000011

78

53

131

17

25

42

Kingston upon Hull, City of

E06000010

49

20

69

20

12

32

Kirklees

E08000034

95

59

154

32

23

55

Leeds

E08000035

239

199

438

119

92

211

North East Lincolnshire

E06000012

53

32

85

25

12

37

North Lincolnshire

E06000013

30

17

47

13

5

18

North Yorkshire

E10000023

128

85

213

30

15

45

Rotherham

E08000018

120

58

178

45

19

64

Sheffield

E08000019

246

189

435

63

65

128

Wakefield

E08000036

86

58

144

35

17

52

York

E06000014

21

14

35

3

3

6

EAST MIDLANDS

E12000004

1,392

892

2,284

378

270

648

Derby

E06000015

51

37

88

Derbyshire

E10000007

259

151

410

5

—

8

69

43

5

—

112

25W

Written Answers

Written Answers

21 JANUARY 2013

26W

Number of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2 who did not achieve at least 1 A*-C grade at GCSE (including equivalents) at the end of Key Stage
4 by pupil characteristics, local authority and region, 2010/11 (final), coverage: England (state-funded mainstream schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN not achieving at least 1 GCSE A*
to C
Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males

Leicester

E06000016

Leicestershire

E10000018

Lincolnshire

E10000019

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and eligible for free school meals
not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

140

87

227

41

33

74

257

144

401

49

33

82

111

75

186

25

20

45
105

Northamptonshire

E10000021

219

181

400

52

53

Nottingham

E06000018

115

65

180

60

34

94

Nottinghamshire

E10000024

232

143

375

67

46

113

Rutland

E06000017

8

9

17

—

0

WEST MIDLANDS

E12000005

1,176

747

1,923

354

263

617

Birmingham

E08000025

142

111

253

70

58

128

Coventry

E08000026

61

42

103

28

17

45

Dudley

E08000027

88

58

146

25

22

47

5

5

—

5

—

5

5

—

—

Herefordshire, County of

E06000019

28

12

40

Sandwell

E08000028

91

64

155

25

18

43

Shropshire

E06000051

80

41

121

14

12

26

Solihull

E08000029

42

14

56

7

6

13

Staffordshire

E10000028

198

119

317

27

33

60

Stoke-on-Trent

E06000021

67

36

103

28

14

Telford and Wrekin

E06000020

12

13

25

Walsall

E08000030

88

46

134

48

22

70

Warwickshire

E10000031

102

61

163

19

17

36

Wolverhampton

E08000031

49

37

86

13

14

27

Worcestershire

E10000034

128

93

221

46

24

70

EAST OF ENGLAND

E12000006

1,910

1,347

3,257

382

335

717

Bedford

E06000055

50

39

89

20

15

35

Cambridgeshire

E10000003

195

149

344

45

37

82

Central Bedfordshire

E06000056

86

53

139

12

11

23

Essex

E10000012

452

296

748

84

64

148

Hertfordshire

E10000015

260

162

422

47

35

82

Luton

E06000032

36

54

90

13

20

33

Norfolk

E10000020

392

266

658

79

64

143

Peterborough

E06000031

48

34

82

7

10

17

Southend-on-Sea

E06000033

60

43

103

16

10

26

Suffolk

E10000029

296

223

519

49

60

109

Thurrock

E06000034

35

28

63

10

9

19

LONDON

E12000007

1,250

1,064

2,314

439

431

870

Inner London

E13000001

422

483

905

177

213

390

Camden

E09000007

33

45

78

19

18

37

City of London

E09000001

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Hackney

E09000012

Hammersmith and Fulham

E09000013

Haringey
Islington
Kensington and Chelsea

E09000020

Lambeth

E09000022

29

37

—

4

E09000014

61

E09000019

20
—

9

13

20

5

5

5

—

5

—

42
5

66

10

—

0

76

137

21

28

49

34

54

8

18

26

—

0

0

0

33

8

6

14

5

5

18

—

5

—

28
5

—

Lewisham

E09000023

76

87

163

20

32

52

Newham

E09000025

96

88

184

45

42

87

Southwark

E09000028

32

25

57

11

10

21

Tower Hamlets

E09000030

38

32

70

30

27

57

Wandsworth

E09000032

7

17

24

5

23

5

Westminster

E09000033

14

9

—
—

8
5

—

5

—
8
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Number of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2 who did not achieve at least 1 A*-C grade at GCSE (including equivalents) at the end of Key Stage
4 by pupil characteristics, local authority and region, 2010/11 (final), coverage: England (state-funded mainstream schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN not achieving at least 1 GCSE A*
to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and eligible for free school meals
not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

Outer London

E13000002

828

581

1,409

262

218

480

Barking and Dagenham

E09000002

38

23

61

11

8

19

Barnet

E09000003

55

41

96

19

11

30

5

—

5

—

Bexley

E09000004

31

17

48

14

Brent

E09000005

69

46

115

24

24

48

Bromley

E09000006

20

27

47

5

6

11

Croydon

E09000008

35

30

65

8

6

14

Ealing

E09000009

77

49

126

38

25

63

Enfield

E09000010

59

50

109

21

15

36

Greenwich

E09000011

60

50

110

19

17

36

Harrow

E09000015

43

18

61

12

10

22

Havering

E09000016

46

35

81

12

8

20

Hillingdon

E09000017

55

41

96

11

17

28

Hounslow

E09000018

37

12

49

13

6

19

Kingston upon Thames

E09000021

20

14

34

—

5

Merton

E09000024

23

17

40

5

4

9

Redbridge

E09000026

59

52

111

15

28

43

8

13

5

5

5

—

Richmond upon Thames

E09000027

16

19

35

Sutton

E09000029

20

13

33

Waltham Forest

E09000031

65

27

92

SOUTH EAST

E12000008

2,237

1,572

3,809

Bracknell Forest

E06000036

5

3

8

3

0

3

Brighton and Hove

E06000043

108

77

185

29

31

60

5

—

5

—

3

27

14

41

428

399

827

Buckinghamshire

E10000002

133

76

209

15

12

27

East Sussex

E10000011

101

106

207

21

31

52

Hampshire

E10000014

464

321

785

73

76

149

Isle of Wight

E06000046

71

45

116

16

16

32

Kent

E10000016

323

240

563

80

80

160

Medway

E06000035

45

55

100

20

12

32

Milton Keynes

E06000042

37

39

76

11

14

25

Oxfordshire

E10000025

207

118

325

34

30

64

Portsmouth

E06000044

94

57

151

40

18

58

Reading

E06000038

12

11

23

3

5

8

Slough

E06000039

12

11

23

0

3

3

Southampton

E06000045

39

40

79

16

16

32

Surrey

E10000030

248

155

403

24

22

46

West Berkshire

E06000037

54

37

91

9

6

15

West Sussex

E10000032

239

162

401

30

24

54

Windsor and Maidenhead

E06000040

17

8

25

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

3

5

—

344

287

Wokingham

E06000041

28

11

39

SOUTH WEST

E12000009

1,609

1,064

2,673

631

Bath and North East Somerset

E06000022

43

28

71

11

6

17

Bournemouth

E06000028

48

40

88

13

14

27

Bristol, City of

E06000023

106

56

162

38

20

58

Cornwall

E06000052

172

101

273

26

22

48

Devon

E10000008

235

185

420

50

55

105

Dorset

E10000009

130

73

203

30

17

47

Gloucestershire

E10000013

157

96

253

34

34

68

Isles of Scilly

E06000053

0

0

0

n/a

0

0

North Somerset

E06000024

55

44

99

12

14

26

Plymouth

E06000026

57

29

86

13

8

21

Poole

E06000029

50

41

91

10

9

19

Somerset

E10000027

161

109

270

35

26

61

South Gloucestershire

E06000025

115

44

159

27

14

41
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Number of pupils1 with no statements of special educational needs2 who did not achieve at least 1 A*-C grade at GCSE (including equivalents) at the end of Key Stage
4 by pupil characteristics, local authority and region, 2010/11 (final), coverage: England (state-funded mainstream schools only)
Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN not achieving at least 1 GCSE A*
to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and eligible for free school meals
not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

Swindon

E06000030

46

28

74

5

10

15

Torbay

E06000027

39

34

73

10

10

20

Wiltshire

E06000054

195

156

351

30

28

58

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and looked after for at least six
months between the ages of 4 and 156 not achieving
at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and a first language other than
English not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

ENGLAND (State-funded
sector)3,4

E92000001

277

326

603

1,138

701

1,839

NORTH EAST

E12000001

13

21

34

15

7

22

—

0

—

0

0

0

0

4

4

0

0

5

—

0

5

—

0

″Region/Local Authority

5

5

County Durham

E06000047

Darlington

E06000005

Gateshead

E08000020

Hartlepool

E06000001

3

5

—

5

—

0

Middlesbrough

E06000002

5

—

5

—

5

—

3

Newcastle upon Tyne

E08000021

5

—

5

North Tyneside

E08000022

Northumberland

E06000048

Redcar and Cleveland

E06000003

South Tyneside

E08000023

Stockton-on-Tees

E06000004

Sunderland

E08000024

NORTH WEST

E12000002

Blackburn with Darwen

E06000008

5

E06000009

5

Blackpool

5

—

5

0
5

—

—

5

—

0

0

—

3

5

—

3

5

—

0

3

3

5

—

0

5

—

—

4

0

0

0

0

0

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

5

—

0
5

5

5

—

0

0

—

3

4

4

8

7

0

7

37

44

81

120

37

157

—

5

0

5

—

25

5

—

5

—

0

—
—

0

0

—

0

8
5

—

5

33
5

—

—

5

—

Bolton

E08000001

3

3

5

Bury

E08000002

0

5

—

5

—

3

Cheshire East

E06000049

0

5

—

5

—

5

—

0

5

—

Cheshire West and Chester

E06000050

0

0

0

5

—

0

5

—

Cumbria

E10000006

3

5

8

5

—

0

5

—

Halton

E06000006

0

0

0

0

0

Knowsley

E08000011

0

0

0

0

0

0

Lancashire

E10000017

—

6

5

—

8

3

11

Liverpool

E08000012

3

—

5

—

4

Manchester

E08000003

6

11

17

32

Oldham

E08000004

5

—

5

—

4

14

Rochdale

E08000005

5

—

5

—

Salford

E08000006

0

5

—

Sefton

E08000014

0

0

St. Helens

E08000013

—

0

Stockport

E08000007

—

5

5

3

0

0
5

5

5

4

5
0

3

3

—

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

6

38

5

—
6

21

5

—

3
0

15
5

—

8

0

0

0

5

—

0

0

0

5

—

5

—

5

—

3

9

5

—

5

—

5

—

5

—

5

—

0

5

—

6

5

—

0

5

—

—

5

—

—

5

—

Tameside

E08000008

Trafford

E08000009

Warrington

E06000007

Wigan

E08000010

5

—

5

—

Wirral

E08000015

5

—

5

—

3

0

0

0

YORKSHIRE AND THE
HUMBER

E12000003

35

66

125

82

207

Barnsley

E08000016

—

3

0

—

5

Bradford

E08000032

7

11

39

5

—

3
5

3

31

5

—
4

5

5

5

5

20

—
59
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Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and looked after for at least six
months between the ages of 4 and 156 not achieving
at least 1 GCSE A* to C
″Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males
5

Females

—

5

—

4

5

—

5

—

5

—

5

—

Total

Calderdale

E08000033

Doncaster

E08000017

East Riding of Yorkshire

E06000011

Kingston upon Hull, City of

E06000010

Kirklees

E08000034

0

Leeds

E08000035

6

North East Lincolnshire

E06000012

0

5

—

5

—

North Lincolnshire

E06000013

0

5

—

5

—

5

Males

3

Females

Total

7

8

—

5

—

0

5

—

3

5

—

0

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

0

5

—

—

5

—

20

3

16

17

22

10

North Yorkshire

E10000023

Rotherham

E08000018

5

Sheffield

E08000019

Wakefield

E08000036

5

—

York

E06000014

5

—

0

EAST MIDLANDS

E12000004

23

26

Derby

E06000015

0

Derbyshire

E10000007

4

Leicester

E06000016

Leicestershire

E10000018

Lincolnshire

E10000019

5

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and a first language other than
English not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

5

5

5

32W

5

—

5

15

23
39

5

—
0

0

—

5

—

3

5

—

0

5

—

—

3

5

—

—

3

5

—

4

4

3

7

28

—

3

3

—

0

0

0

49

105

53

158

5

5

0
5

0

5

17

—

—

5

—

49

10

5

—

—

6

5

—

45

19

4

3

7

7

4

11

—

3

5

—

7

3

10

9

15

11

26

5

—

9

3

12

—

5

27

—

—

5

—
64

Northamptonshire

E10000021

3

Nottingham

E06000018

3

Nottinghamshire

E10000024

6

5

11

Rutland

E06000017

0

n/a

0

0

0

0

WEST MIDLANDS

E12000005

31

31

62

114

55

169

5

10

31

86

—

3

Birmingham

E08000025

Coventry

E08000026

5

—

Dudley

E08000027

5

—

6

5

5

21

5

5
5

—

0

—

5

—

—

Staffordshire

E10000028

3

4

Stoke-on-Trent

E06000021

0

3

Telford and Wrekin

E06000020

0

0

Walsall

E08000030

4

5

—

Warwickshire

E10000031

4

5

—

—

5

5

—

0

5

E06000055

5

—

E08000029

Bedford

—

5

Solihull

E12000006

5

0

—

EAST OF ENGLAND

—
7

5

E10000034

5

0

E06000051

Worcestershire

6
7

Shropshire

E08000031

—

—

0

0

5

5

—

5

—

4

5

—

5

0

E08000028

Wolverhampton

55
5

—

—

E06000019

Sandwell

5

5

—

Herefordshire, County of

5

—

5

4
5

5

3

14
0

—

5

—

5

—

7

3

5

—

5

—

3

3

3

0

0

0

0

5

—

17

4

21

5

—

4

5

—

5

—

12

5

—

5

—

—

5

—

3

6

—

3

3

6

9

32

38

70

84

71

155

—

5

3

5

—

13

5

18

—

5

—

9

8

17

—

5

—

0

0

0

Cambridgeshire

E10000003

4

5

Central Bedfordshire

E06000056

4

5

Essex

E10000012

11

10

21

4

5

9

Hertfordshire

E10000015

3

6

9

8

9

17

Luton

E06000032

29

Norfolk

E10000020

Peterborough

E06000031

Southend-on-Sea
Suffolk
Thurrock

E06000034

0

LONDON

E12000007

25

5

—

5

—

3

9

20

5

11

16

11

6

17

5

—

0

5

—

17

9

26

E06000033

5

—

5

—

3

4

4

8

E10000029

5

—

5

—

5

—

9

5

14

0

0

0

0

0

39

64

413

323

736
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Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and looked after for at least six
months between the ages of 4 and 156 not achieving
at least 1 GCSE A* to C

34W

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and a first language other than
English not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

″Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Males

Females

Total

Males

Females

Total

Inner London

E13000001

5

17

22

174

167

341

5

—

18

11

29

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

0

5

—

5

—

12

13

25

0

5

—

5

—

0

0

0

—

7

5

—

28

31

59

E09000019

0

0

0

3

18

E09000020

0

0

0

—

0

E09000022

0

5

—

5

—

5

3

8

0

5

—

5

—

7

17

24
100

E09000007

0

E09000001

n/a

Hackney

E09000012

Hammersmith and Fulham

E09000013

Haringey

E09000014

Islington
Kensington and Chelsea
Lambeth

5

—

5

n/a

Camden
City of London

5

21
5

—

Lewisham

E09000023

Newham

E09000025

0

5

—

58

42

Southwark

E09000028

0

5

—

5

—

10

4

14

Tower Hamlets

E09000030

0

5

—

5

—

23

14

37

5

5

—

Wandsworth

E09000032

5

—

—

5

—

—

10

Westminster

E09000033

5

—

0

5

—

7

4

11

Outer London

E13000002

20

22

42

239

156

395

Barking and Dagenham

E09000002

0

0

Barnet

E09000003

5

—

6

Bexley

E09000004

5

—

5

—

Brent

E09000005

5

—

5

0

5

Bromley

E09000006

Croydon

E09000008

5

—

Ealing

E09000009

5

—

Enfield

E09000010

5

Greenwich

E09000011

Harrow

E09000015

5

—

—

5

4

Havering

E09000016

5

—

Hillingdon

E09000017

5

—

Hounslow

E09000018

5

—

5

—

5

5

—

0

7

5

12

5

—

14

9

23

3

3

0

3

—

5

—

36

30

66

—

5

—

—

3

0

5

—

11

5

16

0

5

5

—

5

—

40

26

66

—

3

19

14

33

3

7

10

7

17

10

22

5

—

5

—

12

0

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

9

9

18

0

5

—

13

5

18

—

5

—

0

5

—

—

5

—

0

5

—

5

—

5

5

—

5

—

5

—

5

—

27

13

5

—

5

—

3

3

3

0

0

—

3

25

14

39

60

113

106

54

160

Kingston upon Thames

E09000021

Merton

E09000024

Redbridge

E09000026

Richmond upon Thames

E09000027

Sutton

E09000029

n/a

Waltham Forest

E09000031

5

SOUTH EAST

E12000008

53

Bracknell Forest

E06000036

0

Brighton and Hove

E06000043

4

—

5

0
5

—

5

—

0

0
4

E10000002

3

0

3

East Sussex

E10000011

3

6

9

Hampshire

E10000014

14

9

23

Isle of Wight

E06000046

3

5

8

14

5

—

Buckinghamshire

11

5

5

5

—

—

27

13

5

—

0

14

4

5

—

0

E10000016

25

17

14

Medway

E06000035

5

—

5

—

5

—

3

0

Milton Keynes

E06000042

5

—

5

—

5

—

4

3

3

6

15

4

5

—

3

5

—

0

0

—

5

—

0

E10000025

Portsmouth

E06000044

Reading

E06000038

Slough

E06000039

0

0

Southampton

E06000045

5

—

3

5

—

Surrey

E10000030

5

—

5

5

—

West Berkshire

E06000037

0

—

5

—

West Sussex

E10000032

5

6

11

Windsor and Maidenhead

E06000040

n/a

0

0

0

5

5

0

5

5

—

—

—
40
6

5

0
5

Kent

Oxfordshire

3
5

—

0
5

—

5

—

5

—

40
18
31
3
5

—
19
0

5

—

4

5

5

—

4

5

—

—

5

—

5

—

0

5

—

6

4

—

0

5

—

3

5

5

9

10
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Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and looked after for at least six
months between the ages of 4 and 156 not achieving
at least 1 GCSE A* to C

Number of pupils at the end of Key Stage 4 with no
statements of SEN and a first language other than
English not achieving at least 1 GCSE A* to C

″Region/Local Authority

LA/Region
number

Wokingham

E06000041

SOUTH WEST

E12000009

Bath and North East Somerset

E06000022

5

—

5

Bournemouth

E06000028

5

—

5

—

3

6

Bristol, City of

E06000023

5

—

5

—

4

14

6

Cornwall

E06000052

4

5

—

—

4

0

4

Devon

E10000008

4

—

3

Dorset

E10000009

3

3

Gloucestershire

E10000013

4

Isles of Scilly

E06000053

n/a

Males
5

Females

Total

Males

5

5

—

0

32

32

64

—

3

5

9

—

13

3

5

5

Females

—

0

56

19

—

—

5

5

Total
5

—
75

0

5

—

—

5

—
20

6

3

0

—

3

5

8

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

5

5

5

5

5

—

5

—

5

North Somerset

E06000024

3

Plymouth

E06000026

0

0

0

0

Poole

E06000029

0

0

0

0

5

—

5

—

Somerset

E10000027

3

3

6

4

5

South Gloucestershire

E06000025

0

0

0

Swindon

E06000030

5

—

0

5

Torbay

E06000027

5

—

—

5

Wiltshire

E06000054

5

5

—

6

—

—

—
0

0

—

5

—

—

0

5

—

—

4

3

—

0

0

0

11

12

0

12

5

7

1

2011 figures are based on final data, includes attempts and achievements in previous academic years.
Pupils with no statement of SEN include: School Action, School Action+, no identified SEN and unclassified pupils.
State-funded sector includes state-funded mainstream schools.
4
State-funded mainstream schools include mainstream schools, CTCs, academies and free schools.
5
Figures not shown in order to protect pupil confidentiality.
6
Pupils in all settings who at some point in the year to 31 March 2011 were looked after and had been looked after continuously for at least 6 months (note that
this does not necessarily need to all be during that year). Includes pupils aged 4 to 15 on 31 August 2010 as collected on the 2010-11 Looked after Children Return
from Local Authorities (SSDA903).
Source:
2011 Secondary School Performance Tables data (post-errata).
Not applicable.
2
3

GCSE: Science
Mark Tami: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
how many (a) emails were sent and (b) meetings were
held between Ofqual and AQA on the setting of grade
boundaries for Unit 1 GCSE science papers in (i) biology,
(ii) chemistry and (iii) physics (A) prior to the January
2012 examinations and (B) between the January 2012
[135913]
and June 2012 examinations.
Elizabeth Truss: Responsibility for managing and
agreeing the process of setting grade boundaries for
GCSE qualifications is a matter for the independent
exams regulator, Ofqual and exam boards. The Department
has no role in those decisions.
Glenys Stacey, Ofqual’s chief regulator, has written
to the hon. Member with such information relevant to
the question as Ofqual holds. A copy of her reply has
been placed in the House Libraries.
Letter from Glenys Stacey, dated 14 January 2013:
The Secretary of State has asked Ofqual to respond to the
parliamentary questions you have raised. Please find our responses
below.
If you would like to discuss any of this in more detail, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
“To ask the Secretary of State for Education, how many (a)
emails were sent and (b) meetings were held between Ofqual and
AQA on the setting of grade boundaries for Unit 1 GCSE science
papers in (i) biology, (ii) chemistry and (iii) physics (A) prior to
the January 2012 examinations and (B) between the January 2012
and June 2012 examinations.”

We did not hold any meetings (nor have email correspondence)
with AQA to discuss the setting of grade boundaries for these unit
1 papers (or any other units), either prior to the January 2012
examinations or between the January 2012 and June 2012
examinations.
We do discuss with exam boards the grade standards for
qualifications overall, including GCSE science. In this case we
discussed the expected overall grade standards for new GCSE
Science qualifications with exam boards at various points between
June 2011 and June 2012. These discussions involved all exam
boards together rather than with each exam board individually.
Further information on what was agreed can be found in the
documents on the ‘Summer Exams 2012’ page on our website:
http://www.ofqual.gov.uk/standards/summer-exams-2012/
Please do get in touch if you would like to discuss these issues
or any others in relation to our regulatory role.

Mark Tami: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
(1) what the allowable level of change between science
GCSE examination results of A*-C grade is following
[135914]
the introduction of a new syllabus;
(2) what procedure is used to determine grade boundaries
for a new syllabus in GCSE science examinations;
[135915]

(3) what the accepted level of grade fluctuation is
when a new syllabus is introduced for GCSE science in
(a) biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics.
[136060]
Elizabeth Truss: Responsibility for managing and
agreeing the process of setting grade boundaries, grading
and awarding GCSE qualifications is a matter for the
independent exams regulator Ofqual and exam boards.
The Department has no role in those decisions.
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Glenys Stacey, Ofqual’s chief regulator, has written
to the hon. Member with such information relevant to
the questions as Ofqual holds. A copy of her reply has
been placed in the House Libraries.
Letter from Glenys Stacey, dated 14 January 2013:
The Secretary of State has asked Ofqual to respond to the
parliamentary questions you have raised. Please find our responses
as follows.
If you would like to discuss any of these in more detail, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
PQ 135914:
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, what the allowable
level of change between science GCSE examination results of
A*-C grade is following the introduction of a new syllabus.
Given the more challenging nature of the new GCSE science
syllabuses, students had to perform at a higher standard to
achieve the same grades. Exam boards took this into account
when judging where to set grade boundaries on the new GCSE
Science units in summer 2012. Exam boards agreed a common
statistical mechanism to predict likely results and these predictions
were used as a starting point for the awards of new GCSE science
qualifications last summer.
These statistics were only part of the information used during
the awarding process, which also includes evidence of student
performance. Exam boards used a range of qualitative and quantitative
evidence as required by our Code of Practice. If their results
differed from the original predictions by more than 2% the exam
boards were required to provide evidence to justify those results
but this did not set a limit on the level of change between this new
qualification and its predecessor.
PQ 135915:
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, what procedure is
used to determine grade boundaries for a new syllabus in GCSE
science examinations.
The procedure for determining grade boundaries for new
GCSE science specifications is no different from that used for ail
other GCSEs. These are described in the Code of Practice and
Ofqual’s General Conditions of Recognition. Exam boards are
required to use a range of evidence, including evidence of student
work, recommendations from senior examiners, and statistical
evidence.
PQ 136060:
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, what the accepted
level of grade fluctuation is when a new syllabus is introduced for
GCSE science in (a) biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics.
New GCSE qualifications in biology, chemistry, physics and
additional science will be awarded for the first time in summer
2013. Only new GCSE Science qualifications were available in
summer 2012 (the other titles were available in the predecessor
qualification). As mentioned in response to PQ 135914, given the
more challenging nature of the new GCSE science specifications
students have to perform at a higher standard to achieve the same
grades. For this reason we have been discussing with exam boards
the expected standards for new GCSE qualifications in biology,
chemistry, physics and additional science and will continue to do
so ahead of the first qualifications being awarded in summer 2013.
We do not define how much fluctuation there should be in
performance across grades for new GCSEs in science. It is for the
exam boards themselves to set appropriate grade standards using
all the information available to them as described in our regulatory
documents. Ofqual monitored the awards of GCSE Science
qualifications in 2012 and will do so for the separate and additional
science qualifications in 2013. We will challenge any exam board’s
qualification outcomes if it is necessary to do so.

Mark Tami: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
(1) how many of the AQA Unit 1 science examination
papers sat for GCSE (a) biology, (b) chemistry and
(c) physics were (i) requested to be remarked and (ii)
remarked in (A) June 2011, (B) January 2012 and (C)
[135916]
June 2012;
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(2) what proportion of students received an A* grade
for the AQA Unit 1 GCSE papers sat in (a) biology,
(b) chemistry and (c) physics in January 2012;
[136058]

(3) how many students received an A* grade for AQA
Unit 1 GCSE papers sat in (a) biology, (b) chemistry
[136059]
and (c) physics in January 2012;
(4) how many pupils received an A* grade in the
AQA Unit 1 GCSE science papers sat in (a) biology,
[136061]
(b) chemistry and (c) physics in June 2012;
(5) what proportion of students received an A* grade
in the AQA Unit 1 GCSE science papers sat in (a)
biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics in June 2012.
[136062]

Elizabeth Truss: Information on GCSE science unit
level exam entries, awards and remarking requests is not
held by the Department but is collated by the qualifications
regulator, Ofqual.
Glenys Stacey, Ofqual’s Chief Regulator, has written
to the hon. Member with such information relevant to
the questions as Ofqual holds. A copy of her reply has
been placed in the House Libraries.
Letter from Glenys Stacey, dated 14 January 2013:
The Secretary of State has asked Ofqual to respond to the
parliamentary questions you have raised. Please find our responses
below.
If you would like to discuss any of these in more detail, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
PQ 135916
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, how many of the
AQA Unit 1 science examination papers sat for GCSE (a) biology,
(b) chemistry and (c) physics were (i) requested to be remarked
and (ii) were remarked in (A) June 2011, (B) January 2012 and (C)
June 2012.
For the summer exam series 2012 we collected the number of
enquiries for remarks by unit from awarding organisations. These
figures are set out in the table below. The column ″enquiries″
shows the number of requests received and re-marked. The ″%″
column shows those enquiries as a percentage of the total number
of entries for that unit.

Enquiries

Total
entries
number

%

Unit title

Unit code

Biology Unit 1
Tier H

BL1HP

544

97,237

0.56

Chemistry Unit 1
Tier H

CH1HP

438

95,409

0.46

Physics Unit 1
Tier H

PH1HP

427

96,491

0.44

Previous to this, we collected for each summer exam series the
total number of unit enquiries. These figures do not break down
at an individual unit level. Awarding organisations sent Ofqual
individual units only if the percentage of enquiries for remarks to
the total entry was greater than 5%. None of the science subjects
for AQA fell into this category.
PQ 136058
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, what proportion
of students received an A* grade for the AQA Unit 1 GCSE
papers sat in (a) biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics in January
2012.
In January 2012, 0.6% of students achieved a unit-level A*
grade in Biology unit 1, 1.4% in Chemistry unit 1 and 0.9% in
Physics unit 1.
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PQ 136059
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, how many students
received an A* grade for AQA Unit 1 GCSE papers sat in (a)
biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics in January 2012.
In January 2012, 561 students achieved a unit-level A* grade in
Biology unit 1, 1,168 in Chemistry unit l and 710 in Physics unit 1.
PQ 136061
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, how many pupils
received an A* grade in the AQA Unit 1 GCSE science papers sat
in (a) biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics in June 2012.
In June 2012, 10,273 students achieved a unit-level A* grade in
Biology unit 1, 11,077 in Chemistry unit 1 and 8,022 in Physics
unit 1.
PQ 136062
To ask the Secretary of State for Education, what proportion
of students received an A* grade in the AQA Unit 1 GCSE
science papers sat in (a) biology, (b) chemistry and (c) physics in
June 2012.
In June 2012, 6.9% of students achieved a unit-level A* grade
in Biology unit 1, 7.4% in Chemistry unit 1 and 5.4% in Physics
unit 1.
Please do get in touch if you would like to discuss these issues
or any others in relation to our regulatory role.

Health Education: Drugs
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Mr Timpson: Ministers are aware of no representations
received from Governments relating to foreign national
children being adopted in England without parental
consent.
Meetings
Jim Sheridan: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education (1) how many meetings he and officials of
his Department had with Google in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138067]
and (c) 2012;
(2) how many meetings he and officials of his
Department had with Amazon in (a) 2010, (b) 2011
[138075]
and (c) 2012.
Elizabeth Truss: All meetings between the Secretary
of State for Education, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove), and external
organisations are published on the Department’s website
http://tinyurl.com/bfgaw7o

as part of the transparency commitment. Meetings
between the permanent secretary and external organisations
are also available here:
http://tinyurl.com/aqmg9q6

Nick de Bois: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education (1) what arrangements are in place to provide
drug education schemes in (a) primary and (b) secondary
[137446]
schools;
(2) how much his Department has spent on providing
drug education schemes in (a) primary and (b) secondary
[137447]
schools in each of the last five years.
Elizabeth Truss: The Department for Education does
not explicitly fund drug education schemes in schools.
Pupils are currently provided with education in primary
and secondary schools on the physiological effects of
drugs as part of the statutory National Curriculum
Programmes of Study for science. They may also receive
wider drugs education as part of non-statutory Personal,
Health and Economic (PSHE) education.
Intercountry Adoption
John Hemming: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how many children who were nationals of
each non-UK country were adopted from care in each
[119718]
year since 2000.
Mr Timpson: Information on the nationality of children
looked after and/or adopted in England is not collected
centrally by the Department.
However, information on adopted children, containing
details of their ethnic origin, can be found in the Statistical
First Release ‘Children Looked After by Local Authorities
in England (including adoption and care leavers)—year
ending 31 March 2011’, which is available on the
Department’s website via the following link:
http://www.education.gov.uk/rsgateway/DB/SFR/s001026/
index.shtml

John Hemming: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education from which governments the UK has received
representations on forcible adoption of children of their
[119719]
nationals resident in the UK.

We would incur disproportionate costs if we compiled a
list of the meetings between officials in the Department
and these organisations.
Personal, Social, Health and Economic Education
Diana Johnson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what steps he has taken to ensure that his
Department’s staff with responsibility for the personal,
social, health and economic education review meet all
relevant stakeholders including those working to end
violence against women and girls; and if he will make a
[137706]
statement.
Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 17 January 2013]:
The Department for Education’s commitment to work
preventing Violence Against Women and Girls is shown
in its contributions to the cross-Government Action
Plan: these reflect our responsibility for protecting children
and young people from harm.
We have already held a public consultation as part of
the Government’s review of Personal, Social, Health
and Economic education. As part of the consultation,
the Violence Against Women and Girls stakeholder
group submitted a response and met with officials from
the review team.
David Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education if he will bring forward plans to fund visits
to schools by the Life Education Centre as part of the
personal, social, health and economic education curriculum.
[138286]

Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 18 January 2013]:
While the Government has no plans to support specific
visits to schools by the Life Education Centre, schools
are free to work with them should they wish. It is up to
schools to decide what resources and training they use
to support their teaching, including in Personal, Social,
Health and Economic (PSHE) education.
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Pupils: Disadvantaged
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education whether schools are able to use the pupil
premium to pay for breakfasts for pupils who would
otherwise start the day hungry; and if he will make a
[136153]
statement.
Mr Laws [holding answer 10 January 2013]: The
pupil premium is additional funding given to schools to
enable them to provide additional support for their
disadvantaged pupils, in order to close the attainment
gap between them and their peers. We have announced
that pupil premium will rise to £900 per pupil in 2013/14.
Head teachers are free to spend the funding on the
interventions where there is evidence that these will
improve the relative educational performance of
disadvantaged pupils. Ofsted will hold schools to account
for using the pupil premium for this purpose.
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Elizabeth Truss: The Department has not carried out
research on the prevalence of bullying and violence in
primary and secondary schools in 2011-12, and is therefore
unable to report specifically on the proportions of children
reporting bullying and violence in these schools for that
year.
The Government’s message is that tackling bullying
remains a top priority and that schools should not
tolerate bullying for any reason, and should take decisive
action when it occurs. To help schools, we have updated
our advice on preventing and tackling bullying. The
advice is available at:
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/pupilsupport/behaviour/
bullying/f0076899/preventing-and-tackling-bullying

Schools: East Sussex
Stephen Lloyd: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how much schools in Eastbourne and Willingdon
received in funding from the pupil premium in 2011-12;
[137921]
and how much they will receive in 2012-13.

Pupils: Per Capita Costs
Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what the average lifetime cost to the
Exchequer is of educating a child in the state school
[138222]
system.
Mr Laws: For pupils who completed their state schooling
aged 18 in 2012, their schools will have on average
received £63,780 revenue funding per pupil (2011-12
prices) over the 14 years of their schooling from when
they started reception in 1998.
School Meals
Jeremy Corbyn: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what steps his Department is taking to
ensure the availability of breakfasts and lunches to all
[137898]
children in primary school.
Elizabeth Truss: Schools must provide school lunches
(if a request is made and it is reasonable to do so) and
are required to provide free school meals to eligible
pupils. Schools are, free to provide breakfast, on a free
or paid basis, as part of an offer of wraparound care.
The Childcare Commission, established in 2012, is
considering wraparound care alongside other forms of
childcare and will publish its report shortly.
We recognise that there is more to do to improve
school food in England, and that is why we have asked
Henry Dimbleby and John Vincent to carry out a
review of school food in England: the School Food
Plan. They will make recommendations this year.
Schools: Crimes of Violence
Lisa Nandy: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
(1) what proportion of children reported experiencing
bullying and violence in (a) primary school and (b)
[129780]
secondary school in 2011-12;
(2) what assessment he has made of the implications
for his policies of the level of bullying and violence
experienced by children in (a) primary and (b) secondary
[129781]
school in 2011-12.

Mr Laws: The pupil premium was introduced in
April 2011. Pupil premium funding is provided to schools
which have on roll pupils known to be eligible for free
school meals (the deprivation premium); children in
care who have been continuously looked after for at
least six months (the looked after child premium); and
children whose parents are serving in the armed forces
(the service child premium).
In the financial year 2011-12, Eastbourne parliamentary
constituency attracted £1.041 million pupil premium
funding in respect of 2,140 pupils eligible for the deprivation
premium or service child premium, it is not possible to
identify, at constituency level, the number of pupils
eligible for the looked after child premium or the number
of pupils eligible for the deprivation premium in alternative
provision settings.
In the financial year 2012-13, eligibility for pupil
premium was extended and Eastbourne parliamentary
constituency attracted £2.027 million pupil premium
funding in respect of 3,260 pupils.
We are not able to separately identify how much
pupil premium funding Willingdon area receives.
The pupil premium will increase from £623 to £900 per
pupil in 2013-14 and the service premium will increase
from £250 to £300 per pupil. Illustrative allocations for
2013-14 are available on the Department for Education’s
website.
Schools: Transport
Pat Glass: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
(1) which education transport practitioners and stakeholders
were involved in the Efficiency and Practice Review of
[138281]
Home to School Transport;
(2) what meetings he has had to discuss the Efficiency
and Practice Review of Home to School Transport;
[138283]

(3) when his Department plans to publish the Efficiency
and Practice Review of Home to School Transport.
[138284]

Mr Laws [holding answer 18 January 2013]: A small
scale review commenced in June 2011 to examine the
scope for securing greater efficiencies in how local authorities
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plan, procure and provide home to school transport
services. Departmental officials have worked with a
range of partners and stakeholder to gather evidence
and examples of good practice. Ministers are currently
considering a draft of the final report.
During the review, Ministers and officials met with
Members of Parliament; officers and elected members
from a number of local authorities; representative
organisations such as the Local Government Association,
the Association of Directors of Children’s Services; the
Catholic Education Service; a small number of schools,
including schools with a religious character; academies
and free schools; bus companies, including Arriva,
Go-Ahead, Stagecoach, First Group, National Express,
the Confederation of Passenger Transport, as well as
other local bus companies. Departmental officials also
met with a wide range of groups connected with alternative
modes of travel, such as SUSTRANS, Modeshift and
Living Streets. Finally, via the Youth Parliament, we
also took the views of young people, as well as a small
number of parent groups. It would be disproportionately
costly to name all those who met with Ministers or
officials.
Special Educational Needs
Helen Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how many places for post-16 high needs
provision are being funded in each local authority; and
what the actual number of places required is in each
[136000]
such authority for 2013-14.
Mr Laws [holding answer 9 January 2013]: The number
of post-16 high needs places to be funded in 2013/14 in
each local authority area is not yet available. We will
provide further information when funding allocations
have been finalised later this term.
Helen Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how many local authorities have made
representations to him on changes to the amount made
available for post-16 high needs provision; and what
[136259]
action he has taken as a result.
Mr Laws [holding answer 10 January 2013]: Between
1 December 2012 and 9 January 2013 the Education
Funding Agency received representations from 25 local
authorities about the adequacy of the funding to be
allocated to them in respect of post-16 high needs
students in 2013/14. Inquiries have been received in
relation to various aspects of the funding reforms relating
to post-16 students with high needs and each local
authority has received a response or should receive one
shortly.
The Department’s total planned expenditure on post-16
high needs students will be 9% higher in the academic
year beginning 2013 than it was in the academic year
which began in 2011. As a result, no local authority
area will receive funding for its high needs students in
the 2013/14 academic year that is below the equivalent
level of funding in the 2011/12 academic year.
Helen Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for Education
what guidance he has given to local authorities who
have more people requiring places in high needs post-16
provision than will be funded in the next financial year.
[136260]
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Mr Laws [holding answer 10 January 2013]: The
Department has consistently made it clear to local
authorities that, to meet the costs of post-16 high needs
students incurred in the next financial year, they will be
able to draw upon their high needs budget, which is
funded by the dedicated schools grant (DSG) they
receive from the Education Funding Agency, and which
covers children and young people with high needs from
age 0 to 25.
In August 2012 the Education Funding Agency wrote
to each local authority advising them of the indicative
amounts that were in the baseline budgets in respect of
their post-16 high needs students. This was to help local
authorities to plan their provision for the 2013-14 financial
year. Following data returns from local authorities, the
agency again wrote to authorities in December 2012 to
inform them of the proposed distribution of high needs
places for 16 to 24-year-olds in their areas in the 2013/14
academic year. It also wrote to authorities to confirm
the high needs element of their DSG allocations.
Local authorities have the opportunity, until 22 February,
to submit exceptional cases to adjust the final distribution
of funded places for post-16 students and high needs
DSG allocations.
Speech Therapy
Alex Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education what recent assessment he has made of the
potential implications of reductions in funding to
[137552]
speech and language therapy services.
Dr Poulter: I have been asked to reply on behalf of
the Department of Health.
The information requested is not collected centrally.
Funding for speech and language therapy is provided
within the National Health Service budget and decided
by local NHS organisations. This process provides the
means for addressing local needs within the health
community, including the provision of speech and language
therapy.
Visits Abroad
Mr Watson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education how many overseas trips he has taken for
the purpose of official government business in the last
[137713]
12 months.
Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 17 January 2013]:
The Secretary of State for Education, my right hon.
Friend the Member for Surrey Heath (Michael Gove),
travelled overseas three times on official Government
business in the last 12 months.
Written Questions
Tim Loughton: To ask the Secretary of State for
Education (1) how many named day questions were
answered within five days by his Department (a) since
1 September 2012 and (b) from September 2011 to
[137387]
September 2012;
(2) what proportion of named day questions from
the hon. Member for East Worthing and Shoreham
have been given a substantive answer within five days
[137388]
since September 2012.
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Elizabeth Truss [holding answer 15 January 2013]:
The data requested relating to the Department for
Education’s performance in answering named day
parliamentary questions are set out in the following
table.

46W

Since September 2012 the hon. Member has tabled 70
named day questions for the Department for Education;
of these 23 have been given a substantive answer within
five days.

Commons named day PQs
Performance against standard
2011
Sep
Due for
answer

Oct

2012
Nov

Jan

69

Feb

66

51

Mar

52

63

Answered

52

63

97

69

66

51

73

Met
parliamentary
deadline (set
by MP)

14

6

13

10

23

19

16

Percentage

27

10

13

14

35

37

22

Answered
one to five
days late

20

29

27

21

24

14

Answered
six or more
days late

18

28

57

38

19

Unanswered
on 17
January
2013

0

0

0

0

0

1

97

Dec

73

Apr
53

May

Jun

Jul
51

Aug
1

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

—

48

76

81

68

57

75

53

55

73

50

n/a

46

75

79

64

20

15

4

10

n/a

3

17

6

34

38

26

5

20

n/a

6

22

7

50

24

.32

26

29

28

n/a

9

32

37

14

18

33

1

14

40

12

n/a

34

26

36

16

0

0

0

2

2

1

n/a

2

1

2

4

Recess

CABINET OFFICE
Big Society Capital
Robert Halfon: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office how many social impact bonds have been issued
by Big Society Capital to date; what the total value of
such bonds has been; and who received each such
[138771]
bond.
Mr Hurd: Big Society Capital has so far made investments
in six social impact bonds. Details are available on Big
Society Capital’s website at:
http://www.bigsocietycapital.com/how-we-invest

Business: Surrey
Jonathan Lord: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office what estimate he has made of the number of (a)
small and (b) medium-sized businesses that were
operating in (i) Woking and (ii) Surrey in each of the
[138748]
last five years.
2008
Small

2009
Medium

Small

Mr Hurd: The information requested falls within the
responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority. I have
asked the authority to reply.
Letter from Glen Watson, dated January 2013:
As Director General for the Office for National Statistics, I
have been asked to reply to your recent Parliamentary Question
asking for the estimate of (a) small and (b) medium sized businesses
that were operating in (i) Woking and (ii) Surrey in each of the
last five years. [138748]
Annual statistics on the number of businesses (enterprises) are
available from the ONS release “UK Business: Activity, Size and
Location” at:
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/bus-register/uk-business/
index.html
Data on the number of enterprises broken down by districts,
counties, unitary authorities within region and country and by
employment size band can be found in table B1.2 of the publication.
The table below contains the count of (a) small and (b)
medium sized businesses that were operating in Woking and
Surrey from 2008 to 2012. Small businesses have been defined as
those with an employment between 0 and 49 and medium-sized
businesses as those with an employment between 50 and 249.

2010
Medium

Small

2011
Medium

Small

2012
Medium

Small

Medium

Woking

3,935

60

3,935

65

3,865

65

3,855

65

4,080

70

Surrey

52,165

730

52,105

745

51,350

720

51,455

740

53,705

780

Notes:
1. The above figures have been rounded to the nearest 5.
2. These numbers do not include very small businesses, typically those below the threshold for VAT and PAYE.

Civil Servants: Disciplinary Proceedings
Mark Field: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office whether all Government employees, if subject to

disciplinary allegations, are entitled to a disciplinary
process that accords with the requirements of the
ACAS Guide on Discipline and Grievances at Work
and the ACAS Code of Practice on Disciplinary and
[137884]
Grievance Procedures.
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Mr Maude [holding answer 18 January 2013]: Within
the civil service, each Department is responsible for
their own disciplinary procedures. The Cabinet Office
recommends simple, clear procedures which closely follow
the ACAS code of practice and guidance.

Mr Hurd: The information requested falls within the
responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority. I have
asked the authority to reply.

Crime: North West

As Director General for the Office for National Statistics
(ONS), I have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Questions
asking for the numbers of reported cases of domestic burglary
and drug offences in (a) Pendle constituency, (b) Lancashire and
(c) the North West in each of the last five years. (138114, 138115)

Andrew Stephenson: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office (1) how many cases of drug offences were reported
in (a) Pendle constituency, (b) Lancashire and (c) the
[138114]
North West in each of the last five years;
(2) how many cases of domestic burglary were
reported in (a) Pendle constituency, (b) Lancashire
and (c) the North West in each of the last five years.
[138115]

2007-08

Letter from Glen Watson, dated January 2013:

Police recorded crime figures are provided for the last five
financial years (April to March) for Pendle local authority area,
Lancashire Police Force Area, and the North West region. Crime
data are not available at parliamentary constituency level, but in
this instance the boundaries of Pendle constituency are those of
Pendle Borough Council.

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

Pendle local authority
Burglary in a dwelling

289

307

210

192

234

Drug offences

325

262

401

359

294

Lancashire police force area
Burglary in a dwelling

4,987

5,114

4,436

4,367

4,279

Drug offences

4,277

4,521

5,234

4,913

4,732

North West region
Burglary in a dwelling

39,592

41,408

37,361

33,947

31,269

Drug offences

32,369

36,110

35,541

36,737

34,141

These data have been published by the ONS and have been
extracted from the ‘Recorded crime data at local authority level
from 2002/03’, and ‘Recorded crime data at police force area level
from 2002/03’ files, available here:
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-referencetables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-274949
The crime statistics data published by the ONS cover England
and Wales only. Crime data for Scotland are published at:
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/CrimeJustice
and data for Northern Ireland are published at:
http://www.psni.police.uk/index/updates/updates_statistics/
update_crime_statistics.htm

Official Cars
Chris Skidmore: To ask the Minister for the Cabinet
Office what official guidance is issued to the Leader of
the Opposition on the use of Government cars.
[137219]

Mr Maude: In line with the practice under successive
Administrations, the Leader of the Official Opposition
is provided with the use of a Government car for duties
and responsibilities associated with being Leader of the
Official Opposition.

Mr Maude: The Cabinet Office no longer has a
weekly staff magazine. This has resulted in savings of
around £100,000 a year for the Department.

CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT
Internet
John Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport pursuant to the answer of 8
January 2013, Official Report, column 213W, on internet,
what steps her Department is taking to increase internet
take-up in (a) Glasgow North West, (b) Glasgow, (c)
[137539]
Scotland and (d) the UK.
Mr Hurd: I have been asked to reply on behalf of the
Cabinet Office.
The Government is committed to making public
services available online. In support of this, the Government
Digital Service within the Cabinet Office works with
Go-ON:UK, a new charity created to build on and take
forward the work started by Race Online 2012.
The Government continues to commit resources to
meeting these aims through its Government Digital
Strategy.
Morning Star

Publications
Jonathan Ashworth: To ask the Minister for the
Cabinet Office how often his Department produces a
[137321]
staff magazine.

Jeremy Corbyn: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport what discussions she has
held with the Morning Star as part of her consultation
on the future of the newspaper industry in relation to
the Leveson Inquiry.
[138561]
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regard to the rules of royal succession: the male preference
primogeniture and the ban on the heir marrying a
Roman Catholic.

Mr Vaizey: None.
Tourism
Dan Jarvis: To ask the Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport what consideration was given to
including the measures on tourism in the pledges made
by the Government in the Coalition Mid-Term Review.

JUSTICE
Coroners’ Courts Support Service

[137786]

Hugh Robertson [holding answer 17 January 2013]:
Tourism is a key part of the UK Economy, generating a
total of £44.6 billion gross value added, 3.55% of the
economy, according to the latest figures. The Mid-Term
review document sets out the Government’s focus to
maintain a business environment that can support all
parts of the economy and further improve on the creation
of over 1 million private sector jobs.
World War I: Anniversaries
Dr Julian Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport (1) if she will take steps to
ensure that the success of British Empire and Dominion
forces in (a) defeating the German Spring Offensive of
March 1918 and (b) securing victory in the Battle of
Amiens in August 1918 and the ensuing Hundred Days
campaign will be recognised in the centenary
commemorations of the First World War; and if she
[137754]
will make a statement;
(2) if she will take steps to ensure that the justice of
the cause for which the armed forces of the British
Empire and Dominions fought will be recognised in the
centenary commemorations of the First World War,
with particular reference to the liberation of Belgium
and France; and if she will make a statement. [137755]
Mr Vaizey: On 11 October 2012, the Prime Minister
set out the Government’s plans for a £50 million programme
to mark the centenary of the First World War. The
Programme includes a number of national commemorative
events, including the outbreak of the War, the first day
of the Battle of the Somme and the cessation of hostilities
on Armistice Day; further events, working with partners
such as the Commonwealth War Graves Commission
to commemorate the actions at Gallipoli, Jutland and
Passchendaele; the refurbishment of the Imperial War
Museum’s First World War galleries and a programme
of visits to First World War battlefields for secondary
schools. Other elements of the programme are currently
under consideration and will be announced in due course.

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what Government funding is provided to the
Coroners’ Courts Support Service; what assessment he
has made of the adequacy of that funding; and if he
will make a statement.
[137732]
Mrs Grant: The Ministry of Justice has responsibility
for coroner law and policy only. It does not have operational
responsibility for coroners so is not resourced to fund
coroners and associated services. However, since the
Coroners’ Courts Support Service (CCSS) was set up in
2003, the Ministry of Justice (and its predecessor
departments) has provided the organisation with funding
of up to £15,000 a year to enable it to expand into new
coroners’ courts. This funding covers the cost of recruiting
and training CCSS volunteers. This financial year the
MOJ is providing the CCSS with £60,000 towards their
running costs on an exceptional basis.
Detention and Training Orders
Mr Llwyd: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
how many children were released from (a) secure children’s
homes, (b) secure training centres and (c) young offender
institutions at the mid-point of a Detention and Training
Order with an intensive supervision and surveillance
requirement and an electronic curfew in each of the last
[138525]
three years.
Jeremy Wright: It is not possible to match the type of
institution an offender is released from with the type of
requirements imposed except at disproportionate cost;
however, information on new electronic monitoring orders
imposed on subjects serving a Detention and Training
Order in England and Wales between 2010 and 2012 is
contained in the following table:
New electronic monitoring starts on release from a Detention and Training
Order, England and Wales, 2010-121
2010

2011

2012

498

422

397

Juvenile (aged
10 to 17)

1,593

1,579

1,463

Total

2,091

2,001

1,860

Adult (aged
18+)

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.
Note:
Age group is determined by age at the start of the electronic monitoring order.

Monarchy: Succession
Mr Andrew Turner: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister
what effect his planned changes to succession to the
Crown will have on the role of the heir to the throne as
(a) Duke of Cornwall and (b) Prince of Wales.
[137708]

Miss Chloe Smith: The Succession to the Crown Bill
does not change the rules governing the inheritance of
royal titles. It removes two areas of discrimination with

The Detention and Training Order is served half in
custody and half under supervision in the community.
Under-18s will be supervised by youth offending teams
(YOTs) on release. Where an under-18 is assessed as
presenting a high risk of reoffending then the YOT may
put them on intensive supervision and surveillance for
the supervision part of the DTO. This consists of a
night time electronically monitored curfew and up to
25 hours a week of intensive supervision.
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Although the DTO is a juvenile sentence those who
turn 18 will remain on the order and may also remain
under the supervision of a YOT until the order has
ended.
The data are from the electronic monitoring service
providers.
Drugs: Rehabilitation
Andrew Griffiths: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice pursuant to the answer of 3 December 2012,
Official Report, columns 666-7W, on prisons: drugs and
alcoholic drinks, if he will publish details of the length
of time that such prisoners were remanded in custody
for the latest year for which figures are available.
[137581]

Jeremy Wright: We are unable to publish information
on the length of time that such prisoners—as mentioned
previously in written answer of 3 December 2012, Official
Report, columns 666-7W—were remanded in custody.
It is not possible to identify those prisoners who are
drugs and alcohol dependent from centrally held data
sources without incurring a disproportionate cost.
For all remand prisoners the average time spent on
remand awaiting trial and/or sentence is nine weeks.
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.
HM Courts and Tribunals Service
Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what steps his Department takes to make HM Courts
and Tribunals Service staff aware of the provisions of
the Data Protection (Processing of Sensitive Data)
(Elected Representatives) Order 2002 under the Data
Protection Act 1998; and if he will make a statement.
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Mrs Grant: When dealing with representations from
hon. Members on behalf of their constituents HM
Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS) staff are required
to take into account both Data Protection Act requirements
(including those relating to hon. Members) and Judicial
directions.
The Judicial directions require that data can only be
released to the appellant or those authorised by the
appellant.
HMCTS staff are therefore authorised to respond
substantively to representations from hon. Members on
behalf of their constituents who are sponsors where the
appellant has consented to this.
Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what training is given to HM Courts and Tribunals
Service staff on dealing with representations from hon.
[138324]
Members; and if he will make a statement.
Mrs Grant: HM Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS)
staff may deal with representations from hon. Members
in a number of ways including responding to inquiries
addressed to a court or tribunal, preparation of answers
to parliamentary questions, verbal briefing of Ministers
and drafting written responses to ministerial correspondence
and other official replies. HMCTS staff whose roles
specifically include dealing with such representations
receive training in answering telephone calls and responding
to written correspondence from Members and their
offices. This training aims to ensure that staff can
identify what information a Member needs or what
further action must be taken in response to representations.
It also trains staff to understand what information a
Minister or other official should provide to the Member.
This ensures that Members are provided with appropriate
case specific details to assist their constituents, resolve
their inquiries and also that appropriate action is taken
by HMCTS.
Legal Aid Scheme: Negligence

[138322]

Mrs Grant: The Data Access and Compliance team
in the Ministry provides relevant staff with training,
advice and guidance on all provisions of the Data
Protection Act 1998 and the broader data protection
framework. The Information Commissioner is the UK’s
independent authority responsible for administering and
enforcing information rights, and provides guidance
and advice to organisations on, among other things, the
Data Protection Act, including the Data Protection
(processing of sensitive data) (elected representatives)
Order 2002.
The training, advice and guidance provided by the
Data Access and Compliance team are in line with the
Information Commissioner’s Office guidelines.
Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Justice
what advice has been given to HM Courts and Tribunals
Service staff on dealing with representations from hon.
Members on behalf of their constituents who are sponsors
and are making enquiries about their relatives’ visit visa
or entry clearance applications appeals; and if he will
[138323]
make a statement.

Mr Slaughter: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice whether the Government will offer costs protection
to claimants in professional negligence cases following
the implementation of Part II of the Legal Aid, Sentencing
and Punishment of Offenders Act in April 2013; if any
such measures will include (a) Qualified One Way
Costs Shifting, (b) alternative dispute resolution in the
pre-action protocol and (c) a statutory adjudication
procedure as already used in construction disputes; and
if he will delay implementation of Part II of the Legal
Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act in
professional negligence and liability disputes until some
[137544]
costs protection is available.
Mrs Grant: Costs protection—in the form of qualified
one way costs shifting (QOCS)—is being introduced
from April 2013 for personal injury cases (including
clinical negligence) only. The Government announced
on 12 December 2012, Official Report, column 39WS,
that it will delay implementation of the provisions in
Part 2 of the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of
Offenders Act 2012 for defamation and privacy proceedings
until a costs protection regime has been developed.
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Costs protection will not be available in other proceedings,
including professional negligence, when the relevant
provision in Part 2 of the Act comes into effect on
1 April 2013. However, the Government will keep under
review whether to introduce costs protection in other
areas of litigation, in the light of the experience of
QOCS.
Offenders: Rehabilitation
Richard Fuller: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what steps he is taking to extend the use of the
prison chaplaincy service in rehabilitation post release
[137728]
from prison.
Jeremy Wright: Chaplains in prisons will continue to
have a significant role to play in terms of helping to link
those prisoners that wish, with their faith communities
on release. There are many local resettlement schemes,
including Community Chaplaincies, that work closely
with Chaplaincy teams in prisons in order to provide
support through the gate and post release.
My Department has recently published the consultation
‘Transforming Rehabilitation—a revolution in the way
we manage offenders’. The proposals in this document
include opening up delivery of rehabilitative services in
the community to a wide range of providers. We expect
lead providers, incentivised by payment by results contracts,
to make use of the whole range of organisations which
work with offenders, signposting offenders to other
services that work to reduce reoffending and sub contracting
with expert local organisations.
Richard Fuller: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice when he expects the mentoring scheme for recently
released prisoners to be rolled out across the UK.
[137729]

Jeremy Wright: We have published a consultation
paper ‘Transforming Rehabilitation: a revolution in the
way we manage offenders’, on 9 January this year. The
paper sets out our commitment to opening up rehabilitative
services to a range of new providers, who will be paid by
results to help offenders turn their lives around. As a
part of this we expect to see more use of innovative
approaches such as mentoring, and offenders receiving
targeted support to tackle the root causes of offending.
We intend to apply this approach across rehabilitative
services in the community by 2015.
Personal Injury: Compensation
Mr Slaughter: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what progress has been made on implementation
of the planned 10 per cent increase in general damages
for personal injury claims; what discussions he has had
with the judiciary on the issue; whether the uplift will be
reflected in the next edition of the Guidelines for General
Damages Personal Injury; when the next edition of the
Guidelines will be published; and if he will make a
[137766]
statement.
Mrs Grant: On 10 October 2012 the Court of Appeal
gave judgment in the case of Simmons v. Castle. This
will result in an increase of 10% in the level of general
damages for non-pecuniary loss, such as pain, suffering
and general amenity—but not limited to personal injury.
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The increase applies to all personal injury cases except
where the case is funded under a conditional fee agreement
entered into before 1 April 2013.
In respect of discussions with the judiciary, I refer the
hon. Gentleman to the answer given by my hon. Friend
the Member for Huntingdon (Mr Djanogly) on 9 February
2012, Official Report, column 446W.
The guidelines in the current, eleventh edition of the
Judicial College’s “Guidelines for the assessment of
general damages in personal injury cases” apply now,
and so do not include the increase from April. That
guide is published independently, and the publisher will
determine when to issue the next edition. However,
updates will be available on the judiciary website.
Prison Service
Mr Gregory Campbell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Justice what the (a) target and (b) actual current
absence rates are for Prison Service officers in England;
and what the equivalent rates are in (i) Scotland, (ii)
Wales and (iii) Northern Ireland.
[138569]
Jeremy Wright: There is no target for the level of
sickness absence specifically for the grade of prison
officer in England and Wales. Targets are set for sickness
absence covering all staff at each establishment but a
corporate target for sickness absence is not set.
For the 12 months up to 30 September 2012 (the date
of the latest published data) the average number of
working days lost to sickness absence by prison officers
in public sector Prison Service establishments in England
was 11.5. The equivalent figure for the public sector in
Wales was 8.0. Information relating to private sector
establishments is not collected on the same basis as that
required by the Cabinet Office of the public sector. For
this reason figures for the private sector are not presented
here.
The Ministry of Justice does not hold information on
the sickness absence rates of prison officers in Scotland
and Northern Ireland. The Prison Services for Scotland
and Northern Ireland are both devolved and are the
responsibility of the devolved Ministers.
Social Security Benefits: Appeals
Diana Johnson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Justice what the average length of time was from the
beginning of (a) an income support, (b) a tax credits
and (c) a disability living allowance appeal to the
clearance or disposal of the case (i) nationally and (ii) at
the Hull tribunal venue in each month since April 2010.
[137707]

Mrs Grant: Appeals against decisions made by the
Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) on an
individual’s entitlement to income support (IS) and
disability living allowance (DLA) and appeals against
decisions made by Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
on an individual’s entitlement to tax credits, are heard
by the First-tier Tribunal—Social Security and Child
Support, administered by Her Majesty’s Courts and
Tribunals Service (HMCTS).
At present appeals for IS and DLA are initially
received by the DWP and Her Majesty’s Revenue and
Customs (HMRC) for tax credits. On receipt DWP and
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HMRC consider whether they wish to revise their original
decision and, if they do not, send the appeal along with
their response to the tribunal. The following tables
shows the average time from submission to DWP and
HMRC to receipt at HMCTS.
Average time in working days from submission to DWP to receipt at HMCTS
2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

DLA

IS

DLA

IS

DLA

IS

April

31.3

81.7

26.7

50.3

29.3

65.4

May

30.8

79.1

28.0

50.0

31.9

66.1

June

32.3

67.8

29.7

53.8

33.7

67.0

July

32.0

70.5

31.8

60.8

36.1

73.1

August

31.4

65.8

31.1

64.1

36.3

73.8

September

30.5

60.5

32.2

61.0

34.9

75.9

October

29.9

68.1

32.2

70.0

35.4

76.7

November

28.9

62.4

29.7

63.8

31.9

72.6

December

27.7

56.4

29.8

59.4

31.0

71.5

January

29.5

59.2

31.0

63.9

—

—

February

28.6

61.1

29.1

65.7

—

—

March

26.0

59.8

28.4

63.4

—

—

YTD

29.9

66.4

30.0

61.3

33.5

71.7

Average time in working days from submission to HMRC to receipt at HMCTS
2010-11
BAU1

2011- 12
EL2

BAU
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2012- 13
EL

BAU

EL

April

—

—

96.0

114.0

94.0

234.0

May

—

—

95.0

132.0

100.0

181.0

June

—

—

98.0

127.0

90.0

195.0
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Average time in working days from submission to HMRC to receipt at HMCTS
2010-11

2011- 12

2012- 13

BAU1

EL2

BAU

EL

BAU

EL

July

—

—

111.0

158.0

100.0

236.0

August

—

—

121.0

172.0

107.0

277.0

September

—

—

124.0

166.0

106.0

271.0

October

289.0

49.0

117.0

154.0

114.0

239.0

November

150.0

61.0

113.0

196.0

120.0

254.0

December

111.0

90.0

96.0

189.0

118.0

265.0

January

92.0

106.0

102.0

189.0

—

—

February

91.0

114.0

82.0

180.0

—

—

March

92.0

119.0

90.0

189.0

—

—

YTD

137.5

89.8

103.8

163.8

105.4

239.1

1
BAU—Business As Usual appeals are those appeals received against decisions
made in the normal day-to-day activity of administering tax credits.
2
EL—Exchequer Loss appeals are those appeals received against decisions
made in targeted compliance activity cases. These are likely to have denied or
restricted entitlement resulting in the recovery of amounts already paid.
Note:
DWP deal with appeals in respect of income support and disability living
allowance. HMRC deal with appeals in respect of tax credits. Figures show the
average time taken for the clearance of the appeal from receipt to sending the
appeal to HMCTS These are national figures. Figures which are specific to Hull
venue are not available.

The following tables show the average time taken in
weeks from receipt of an appeal to outcome by the
tribunal in respect of (a) income support, (b) tax
credits, (c) disability living allowance (i) nationally and
(ii) in Hull for each month from April 2010 to June 2012
(the latest period for which figures are available).

Average time in weeks from receipt at HMCTS to outcome April 2010 to June 2012
2010-11
Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

(i) National
(a) Income
support

18

17.3

17.4

19.7

18.7

20.2

20.6

19.6

20.1

20.3

22.7

24.5

(b) Tax credits1

12.7

12.4

13.7

13.9

16.2

15.9

15.6

16.0

16.1

17.6

17.3

16.7

(c) DLA

19.8

19.5

20.3

21.2

21.6

21.6

22.3

22.8

23.7

26.3

25.7

27.6

15.3

10.7

20.6

19.3

11.9

34.5

26.7

19.2

21.9

7.6

26.0

16.5

(ii) Hull
(a) Income
support
(b)Tax credits
(c) DLA

4.0

0.0

18.1

0.0

15.3

20.0

18.5

18.9

7.6

24.0

0.0

2.4

17.4

19.4

23.2

22.1

23.6

22.8

21.0

24.6

25.8

19.5

24.0

29.3

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

22.9

25.2

24.8

26.3

27.4

26.6

25.4

23.6

24.1

24.3

21.9

22.1

2011-12

(i) National
(a) Income
support
(b) Tax credits

16.6

18.2

16.0

19.3

18.8

19.5

17.4

16.8

16.2

19.7

21.4

19.4

(c) DLA

27.9

28.3

28.5

29.1

28.7

28.2

28.3

28.4

27.3

26.4

25.0

24.9

8.8

7.9

24.4

20.1

10.4

22.1

8.3

6.4

12.6

19.1

17.0

19.8

1.0

9.2

13.0

6.8

0.0

1.6

2.4

16.5

31.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

23.0

24.5

24.8

28.7

28.5

31.1

31.2

32.8

26.7

28.6

27.8

29.5

(ii) Hull
(a) Income
support
(b) Tax credits
(c) DLA

2012
April

2012
May

(i) National
(a) Income
support

22.3

21.6

April

June

21.9

May

June

(b) Tax credits

22.6

21.3

24.7

(c) DLA

24.7

25.8

25.1
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May

June

(ii) Hull2
(a) Income
support
(b) Tax credits
(c) DLA

8.4

58W
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April
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9.5

45.0

0.0

47.8

25.8

32.1

26.8

27.0

1

Tax credit comprises of four benefits: child tax credit, working families tax
credit, working tax credit and family credit.
2
Data by venue can be volatile. The number of appeals dealt with can be very
low particularly when broken down by individual benefit. One long running
case can therefore significantly affect average times.
Note :
These data are taken from management information

The total number of disposals in the jurisdiction has
increased significantly from 279,000 in 2009-10 to 380,000
in 2010-11, and 433,600 appeals in 2011-12. HMCTS
continues to work hard at a national level to increase
the capacity of the SSCS Tribunal and reduce waiting
times—specifically recruitment of additional judges and
medically qualified members is carried out on an ongoing
basis within the jurisdictions; the review and continuous
improvement of administrative processes both internally
and between HMCTS and DWP; work to increase
judicial sitting capacity by improving the processes used
to allocate judges and members to sessions; further
increasing the use of Saturday sessions as well as rolling
out a three-session day, where feasible, following a
successful pilot in Glasgow. Work is also ongoing to
identify additional suitable hearing rooms in Hull in
order to increase the tribunal’s hearing capacity in that
area.

TRANSPORT
A12

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what regulatory powers govern the operation
of (a) Quality Contracts, (b) Quality Partnerships and
(c) Better Bus Areas; and how much his Department
has made available to each type of scheme in the latest
period for which figures are available.
[137804]
Norman Baker: The regulations governing the operation
of Quality Contract and Quality Partnership Schemes
are set out in the Transport Act 2000 (as amended by
the Local Transport Act 2008) and the supporting
secondary legislation:
The Quality Partnership Schemes (England) Regulations 2009
The Quality Partnership Schemes (England) (Amendment)
Regulations 2009
The Public Service Vehicles (Registration of Local Services)
(Quality Contracts Schemes) (England and Wales) Regulations
2009
The Quality Contracts Schemes (Pension Protections) 2009
The Quality Contracts Schemes (Application of TUPE)
Regulations 2009.

Statutory guidance is available online at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-localtransport/supporting-pages/increasing-the-use-of-buses

and can be made available in the Library of the House.
Quality Partnership Schemes do not attract specific
central Government funding, but are in operation in the
following areas that successfully bid for Better Bus Area
funding in 2012: Bristol, Merseyside, Nottingham, South
Yorkshire and the West Midlands. The full breakdown
of Better Bus Area funds awarded to successful local
authorities in March 2012 is as follows:
£

Mr Carswell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what plans his Department has to provide
[137549]
funding for investment to upgrade the A12.
Stephen Hammond: The Highways Agency has a
£1.4 million programme of enhancements for the A12
in 2012-13. The Department has no current plans for a
major road project on the A12.
The Highways Agency is currently developing a route
based strategy for the A12 from its junction with the
M25 to its junction with the A14, which when completed
will help inform the identification of future needs for
the route.

Local authority
Bedford

Rory Stewart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport if he will develop dual carriageway roads on
the A66 between Scotch Corner and Penrith. [138431]
Stephen Hammond: The Department has no current
plans to develop proposals for dual carriageway roads
on the A66 between Scotch Corner and Penrith.
In preparing for future investment decisions, the
Department will consider the current and future forecast
performance of the strategic road network to identify
and prioritise the scale of identified problems.

Revenue

98,620

119,550

Blackpool

1,032,000

41,000

Bournemouth

2,434,000

1,001,000

Bracknell

121,200

178,800

Brighton and Hove

2,100,000

1,380,000

Bristol

4,079,000

907,000

Cambridgeshire

1,462,000

262,000

Derby

1,116,000

1,060,000

Greater Manchester ITA

3,522,000

1,477,000

Hampshire

3,590,760

886,440

Leicestershire

2,241,800

320,300

Merseyside ITA

4,184,000

23,000

872,000

1,358,000

Milton Keynes

A66

Capital

Norfolk

1,981,200

602,100

Nottingham

3,080,000

1,828,000

Slough

1,415,000

0

South Yorkshire

2,512,000

2,396,000

Southend on Sea

1,292,000

285,000

400,000

114,700

Tyne and Wear ITA

3,889,000

1,083,000

West Midlands

3,000,000

2,000,000

West Yorkshire

2,387,600

2,587,400

Torbay

Wiltshire

354,320

40,000

York

1,765,000

1,160,000

Total

48,929,500

21,110,290

Total capital and revenue

70,039,790
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There are no Quality Contract Schemes currently in
operation. No decision has yet been made on the funding
or regulatory arrangements for future Better Bus Areas
as part of the Government’s proposals for the devolution
of Bus Service Operators’ Grant.
Bus Services: Finance
Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport how much his Department has allocated to
each transport authority as part of the better bus area
[137601]
fund.
Local Authority
Bedford
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Norman Baker: The Better Bus Area concept is designed
to provide financial encouragement for partnership working
between local authorities and local bus operators, with
an aim of increasing bus patronage and support the
Department’s aims of creating growth and cutting carbon.
Numerous bids were received and evaluated in the first
stage, with a total of 24 successful local transport
authorities being awarded a total of just over £70m in
March 2012.
The breakdown of funds awarded to successful local
authorities was as follows:
Capital (£s)

Revenue (£s)

98,620

119,550

Blackpool

1,032,000

41,000

Bournemouth

2,434,000

1,001,000

Bracknell

121,200

178,800

Brighton & Hove

2,100,000

1,380,000

Bristol

4,079,000

907,000

Cambridgeshire

1,462,000

262,000

Derby

1,116,000

1,060,000

Greater Manchester ITA

3,522,000

1,477,000

Hampshire

3,590,760

886,440

Leicestershire

2,241,800

320,300

Merseyside ITA

4,184,000

23,000

872,000

1,358,000

Milton Keynes
Norfolk

1,981,200

602,100

Nottingham

3,080,000

1,828,000

Slough

1,415,000

0

South Yorkshire

2,512,000

2,396,000

Southend on Sea

1,292,000

285,000

400,000

114,700

Tyne and Wear ITA

3,889,000

1,083,000

West Midlands

3,000,000

2,000,000

West Yorkshire

2,387,600

2,587,400

Torbay

Wiltshire

354,320

40,000

York

1,765,000

1,160,000

Total

48,929,500

21,110,290

70,039,790

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport how many recipients of free bus passes there
were in (a) Tyne and Wear and (b) Sunderland in each
year for which figures are available.
[137602]

Stephen Hammond: The Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency is responsible purely for the production of the
Biometric Residence Permit card on behalf of the UK
Border Agency. The Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency
would not be aware of the status of any application and
is unable to intervene in any way.

Norman Baker: The Department for Transport’s survey
of Travel Concession Authorities (TCAs) in 2011 showed
that in Tyne and Wear 242,000 bus passes were on issue
to residents in the financial year 2011/12. Further
information is published in Table Bus0890 at:

Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport
what arrangements are in place for the issuing by DVLA
of biometric cards on behalf of the UK Border Agency;
[138320]
and if he will make a statement.

Bus Services: Tyne and Wear

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/bus08concessionary-travel

The Department does not have information for
Sunderland as it is a lower tier local authority which is
not a TCA.
Driver And Vehicle Licensing Agency
Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport
what arrangements are in place for the processing of
biometric cards when DVLA is made aware of the
compassionate circumstances of the applicants; and if
[138319]
he will make a statement.

Stephen Hammond: The Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency receives data files for the Biometric Residence
Permit from the UK Border Agency on a daily basis.
The cards are usually produced and despatched within
18 hours of receipt. All the data files are deleted once
the cards have been successfully produced.
Mike Gapes: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport
what the average timescale is for issuing biometric cards
by DVLA when they receive notification from the UK
Border Agency; and if he will make a statement. [138321]
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Stephen Hammond: Biometric residence permit cards
are usually produced and despatched within 18 hours of
receipt of the data files being received at the Driver and
Vehicle Licensing Agency from the UK Border Agency.
Driving: Licensing
Nick de Bois: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport if he will estimate the number of individuals
driving in the UK on (a) driving licences issued inside
the European Union and (b) driving licences issued
outside the European Union; and if he will make a
[137532]
statement.
Stephen Hammond: The law allows drivers from the
European Community to drive until they reach the age
of 70 (or the age of 45 for holders of bus and lorry
licences), while drivers from outside the European Union
may drive here for up to 12 months from their date of
last entry to the UK. Information on those driving on
licences issued outside the UK is not recorded.
Nick de Bois: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what steps he is taking to reduce the number
of non-UK driving licence holders who do not apply
for a full UK driving licence within 12 months; and if
[137585]
he will make a statement.
Stephen Hammond: The law already requires driving
licence holders from outside the European Community
to exchange their driving licence or pass the relevant
driving test if they wish to continue driving beyond 12
months. Those who fail to do so commit an offence.
Enforcement is a matter for the police and the courts.
Drivers who continue to drive beyond the 12 month
period commit an offence and risk a fine of up to
£1,000 and three to six penalty points.
Heathrow Airport
Mary Macleod: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what recent research his Department
commissioned on (a) noise and (b) health effects on
local communities of the Operational Freedoms trials
[137669]
at Heathrow airport.
Mr Simon Burns: The operational freedoms trial is
being run by Heathrow Airport Ltd, which is regularly
publishing data in consultation with stakeholders. The
UK’s independent aviation regulator, the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA), has been appointed to supervise the
operational freedoms trial. The CAA will supplement
the airport’s analysis with its own assessment of the
positive and negative impacts of the measures being
trialled, including on noise.
The Government’s decisions on operational freedoms
at Heathrow will follow public consultation, which will
be a further opportunity for local authorities, residents
and other stakeholders to express their views and submit
evidence on the impacts of the trial.
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Mr Simon Burns: There are 10 permanent jobs within
the HS2 Ltd Communications team engaged in the
promotion of HS2 plus two jobs which are fixed term
appointments. These fixed term appointments are due
to end in March 2013 and July 2013 respectively.
The total cost of employment of all 12 roles is
£45,559 per calendar month, including pay and employer
NI and pension contributions.
M23: West Sussex
Henry Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what steps he plans to take to reduce the
effect on nearby residents of noise levels from the M23
[138400]
in West Sussex.
Stephen Hammond: Any steps to reduce the effect on
residents of traffic noise from the M23 in West Sussex
will be taken in line with the environmental noise regulations
and through the Department for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs’ (DEFRA) noise action plans, which
have been prepared in accordance with these regulations.
DEFRA’s noise action plans have identified two
Important Areas, with First Priority Locations along
the M23 near Pound Hill and Worth. Investigations by
the Highways Agency has identified the most effective
noise mitigation measures for these areas as resurfacing
with a low noise surface. In accordance with current
maintenance policy, resurfacing is carried out at the end
of the asset life.
The Agency has no specific schemes allocated in its
four-year forward programme for low noise surfacing in
West Sussex, although localised repairs may be undertaken
to keep the carriageway safe and serviceable.
An Important Area without First Priority Locations
has also been identified on the M23 near Burleys Wood.
The Agency will shortly be carrying out investigations
to identify what, if any, noise mitigation measures could
address the noise issues identified.
Midland Main Railway Line
Mr Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport if he will ensure that a requirement for new
electric trains forms part of the specification for the
renewal of the Midland Mainline franchise in 2015.
[137813]

Mr Simon Burns: It is very unlikely that we would let
a franchise on a line currently undergoing electrification
on terms that did not include a commitment to run
electric trains on that line.
However we would wait until we carried out a full
consultation with industry stakeholders and the public
before deciding what specific terms to include in the
Invitation to Tender.

High Speed 2 Railway Line

Oxford Economic Research Associates

Mrs Gillan: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport
how many new public sector jobs have been created to
promote HS2; and what the cost to the public purse is
[138618]
of such jobs.

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport how many meetings (a) he, (b) Ministers in
his Department and (c) officials in his Department
[137603]
have had with Oxera since 1 January 2012.
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Norman Baker: Staff from the Department for Transport
routinely meet a range of organisations from both the
public and private sectors. The Department does not, as
a matter of routine, collect data on the total number of
meetings by staff with specific organisations.
Details of Ministerial and Permanent Secretary meetings
with external organisations are routinely published every
quarter and information can be accessed on the Gov.Uk
website via the following links:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ministerialtransparency-data
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/permanentsecretary-meetings-with-external-organisations

Information covering the period up to the end of
December 2012 will be published in due course.
Parking Attendants
Diana Johnson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what steps his Department is taking to ensure
that anyone working in a parking enforcement company
and who has access to the Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Agency register of vehicle owners is registered with the
[138433]
Security Industry Authority.
Stephen Hammond: Private parking management
companies wishing to request vehicle keeper information
from the Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency must
meet the appropriate legislative and contractual
requirements. They are also required to maintain
membership of an accredited trade association and
ensure their operations comply with a code of practice.
The British Parking Association is currently the only
accredited trade association for the parking industry.
Parking enforcement operatives are required to register
with the Security Industry Authority only if they are
involved in vehicle immobilisation.
Railways: Freight
Mrs Main: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport
with reference to the answer of 26 March 2012, Official
Report, columns 947-8W, on aviation: Hertfordshire,
whether (a) Ministers and (b) officials in his Department
have had any discussions on (i) the Helioslough Radlett
rail freight exchange proposal and (ii) other rail freight
issues since May 2012; and whether he has received any
representations on these issues since May 2012. [138621]
Mr Simon Burns: Neither Ministers nor officials have
held any discussions on the Helioslough Radlett rail
freight exchange proposal since May 2012. I received a
meeting request from the director of Helioslough in
November 2012 which I declined. All other representations
have been redirected to the Department for Communities
and Local Government.
The Freight Minister and I also received representations
in November 2012 relating to proposed developments
at Colnbrook and at Daventry, to which I responded
that the proposals in question are currently in the
planning system and therefore subject to decision from
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government.
Ministers and officials have regular discussions with
a number of bodies on the broader rail freight issues in
which the Department for Transport has a policy interest.
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Railways: Safety
David Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what safety measures have been implemented
since the Tebay rail accident.
[138503]
Mr Simon Burns: The RSSB (formally the Rail Safety
and Standards Board) held an independent inquiry into
the Tebay accident of 15 February 2004. Its report,
“Track Worker Fatalities at Tebay on 15 February 2004”,
was published in October 2004 (a summary is available
from
www.rssb.co.uk/LEARNING/Documents/FI2884.pdf

and contained 12 recommendations. All have been
successfully implemented.
In February 2012 Network Rail announced plans to
spend £5 million to further improve the safety of its
road-rail vehicles (″RRVs″) by adding extra disc brakes
to more than 300-flat trolleys used to move materials to
and from railway worksites. It is also developing a
secondary protection and warning system, with the
close involvement of rail unions, and other measures
aimed at reducing the risks of and from runaway vehicles.
In the longer term, Network Rail is seeking to design
and develop a new generation of RRVs specifically built
for use on the railway. The Office of Rail Regulation,
the industry’s independent health and safety regulator,
has had a focused inspection programme looking to
improve the safe use of RRVs since 2009 and plans to
continue monitoring whether the industry is controlling
the risk from and to the use of RRVs in 2013-14,
including Network Rail’s development of a new generation
of RRVs.
Roads: Snow and Ice
Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what steps he is taking to educate people on
[138314]
the dangers of driving in ice and snow.
Stephen Hammond: Rules 226 to 237 of the Highway
Code provide practical advice on driving in adverse
weather conditions. In particular, rules 228 to 231 relate
specifically to icy and snowy weather. In addition the
Highways Agency website has also published seasonal
advice on planning journeys and driving safely in different
kinds of weather, including winter conditions.
Rolling Stock: Procurement
Charlotte Leslie: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what savings he expects to be made through
the reductions in replacement and repair of rail track
[137646]
following the Intercity Express programme.
Mr Simon Burns: The Department for Transport
estimates the Intercity Express programme trains will
see a reduction of approximately 38% in variable track
access charges per seat-mile compared with existing
high speed trains. Variable track access charges can be
used as a proxy for track wear costs.
Shipping Lanes
David Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what steps he is taking to (a) maintain and
(b) increase usage of the shipping lane between
[138529]
Barrow and Douglas.
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Stephen Hammond: The Government works closely
with public and private stakeholders to facilitate maritime
trade and improve maritime safety and prevent pollution.
There are no specific measures in place by the Government
in relation to the Barrow to Douglas maritime route.
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Transport: Finance

John Thurso: The House of Commons nursery has
the capacity to care for 40 children, of which no more
than 15 can be under the age of two. During 2012 the
average usage of the nursery on Mondays to Thursdays
when the House was sitting was 32.5%. Following a
publicity campaign, usage is increasing with three new
children starting this month.

Bridget Phillipson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport whether transport authorities opting for a
Quality Contract Scheme are exempt from transport
[138183]
improvement funds.

DEFENCE
Aircraft Carriers

Norman Baker: There are currently no barriers that
prevent local transport authorities considering or planning
Quality Contract Schemes from receiving central
Government funding. Tyne and Wear ITA and West
Yorkshire ITA both received Better Bus Area funding
in 2012.
No decision has yet been taken on the treatment of
Quality Contract Schemes under the proposed devolution
of bus service operators’ grant.

Jim Shannon: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what steps he is taking to ensure that aircraft
carriers do not sail without proper air support. [138233]
Mr Dunne: The level of air support required by
the Queen Elizabeth carriers will be assessed prior to
deployment by the appropriate operational authority
taking into account all relevant factors, including the
level of threat.
Armed Forces: Rape

Unmanned Air Vehicles
Jim Shannon: To ask the Secretary of State for
Transport what his Department’s policy is on the use of
unmanned aerial vehicles to take photographs and
[138557]
conduct surveillance in the UK.
Mr Simon Burns: The Government recognises the
potential of unmanned aircraft systems, now referred
to as Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems (RPAS), in a
variety of civil applications, particularly in crisis
management situations. The ability to stay on station
for prolonged periods of time with cameras and other
sensors without the need to refuel or consider pilot
fatigue makes them ideal for monitoring disaster and
security events or for other environmental applications,
such as crop and vegetation monitoring. Police forces,
fire services and a growing number of farmers are all
showing an interest in operating RPAS. However, we
recognise there are some concerns from the general
public about the use of RPAS in urban areas, particularly
in relation to privacy and data protection. Operators
are required to take into consideration European and
national legislation, such as the Data Protection Act
and Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act, when
conducting operations and ensure that data is managed
sensitively and securely in accordance with these rules.
We do not believe that any additional regulatory changes
are needed to ensure adequate privacy and data protection.

Duncan Hames: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence pursuant to the answer of 25 October 2012,
Official Report, column 986W, on Royal Military Police:
sexual offences, whether information relating to the
number of rape allegations reported to the Royal Military
Police is now held centrally; whether information on the
number of such allegations made in each year between
2001 and 2012 is now available; if he will publish any
such information; and if he will make a statement.
[136766]

Mr Francois: The information for the full period
from 2000 is not held centrally and to provide figures of
each reported allegation of rape and sexual assault
would require a manual check of the records incurring
disproportionate cost.
However, I can advise that the total number of rape
cases including attempted rape cases, reported to and
dealt with by the Royal Military Police, where the Royal
Military Police have jurisdiction and the investigative
lead since the implementation of the Armed Forces Act
2006 on 31 October 2009, are as follows:
Total
2009 (from 31 October)
2010
2011
2012 (until 30 September)

4
25
21
19

Crime: Victims
HOUSE OF COMMONS COMMISSION
Nurseries
Michael Fabricant: To ask the hon. Member for
Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross, representing
the House of Commons Commission, how many places
are available for children at the House of Commons
nursery; and what the average usage of the nursery has
been between Monday and Thursday when the House
has been sitting, over the last 12 months for which
[137456]
figures are available.

Chris Heaton-Harris: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence what assessment he has made of the potential
effects on matters for which his Department is responsible
of the recently adopted Directive 2012/29/EU establishing
minimum standards on the rights, support and protection
[136765]
of victims of crime.
Mr Francois: The Ministry of Defence (MOD) worked
closely with the Ministry of Justice (MOJ) to ensure
MOD interests were taken into account as MOJ led the
negotiations on the UK Government position on directive
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2012/29/EU. This included a joint assessment of provisions
in the directive where we judged that clarification of the
intended effect on the Service Justice System was required,
as applied both inside and outside of the EU. The
directive, as adopted, addresses these areas such that
any associated administrative burden on the Service
Justice System has been mitigated. At the same time, it
ensures a commitment to safeguarding the rights of
victims in cases that involve the armed forces.
Defence: Procurement
Alison Seabeck: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which of his Department’s procurement
projects are on hold pending the announcement of the
French Government’s defence spending review. [137722]
Mr Dunne: Under the Lancaster House treaty, the
UK and France agreed to take forward a broad portfolio
of co-operation on equipment and capabilities to meet
our present and future defence and security interests.
These are set out in the summit declaration on security
and defence made in February 2012.
The French Government is currently conducting a
defence review. This is informing the French Government’s
approach to the Future Anti-Surface Guided Weapon
(Heavy), on which the Ministry of Defence continues
actively to engage with France at all levels, including my
own discussions at the High Level Working Group in
November 2012 and subsequently with senior French
officials. Other co-operative equipment projects with
France are at present unaffected.
Departmental Responsibilities
Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
what his Department’s top three policy implementation
(a) successes and (b) failures have been since May
[138372]
2010.
Mr Robathan: I refer the hon. Member to the second
annual report of progress in implementing the National
Security Strategy and Strategic Defence and Security
Review, presented to the House on 29 November 2012,
Official Report, column 26WS, by my right hon. Friend
the Prime Minister on behalf of the Deputy Prime
Minister and other members of the National Security
Council.
Future Strategic Tanker Aircraft
Alison Seabeck: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence whether the Future Strategic Air Tanker project
is on course to meet its contractual requirements by
[138212]
2014.
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Caroline Lucas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which UK ports other than HMNB Clyde
have a safety case that permits the berthing of an
[138704]
armed Vanguard class submarine.
Mr Dunne: The Defence Nuclear Safety Regulator
(DNSR) has not been asked to provide advice on the
feasibility of berthing, including docking, an armed
Vanguard class submarine at any site other than Her
Majesty’s Naval Base Clyde.
As the Secretary of State for Defence’s independent
regulator of defence nuclear activities, DNSR specifies
safety goals and objectives; operators are responsible
for demonstrating that activities are safe, and for identifying
and implementing suitable procedures and systems. DNSR
reserves final judgment on a given matter until regulatory
consent is officially sought. This position is fundamental
in ensuring DNSR remains objective when assessing the
safety implications of an activity.
DNSR has granted permission for the berthing of
armed Vanguard class submarines at Loch Goil in the
UK. Permission to use an anchorage in the Firth of
Clyde is currently under consideration. Armed Vanguard
class submarines may also berth in suitable US and
French naval facilities, accepting that, as operators of
nuclear powered warships (NPW), both nations have
suitable facilities for UK NPW.
Joint Strike Fighter Aircraft
Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what recent assessment he has made of the
structural durability of the bulkhead of the F-35B
[138144]
aircraft.
Mr Dunne: All aircraft variants of F-35 are currently
within the development test phase of the overall programme.
The aim of the development test phase is to reveal
issues through testing so that solutions can be developed
in order to deliver a capable aircraft to the armed forces.
A planned element of the development test programme
is laboratory-based fatigue and durability testing of the
aircraft structure. The fatigue and durability tests are
intended to highlight structural deficiencies prior to
their appearance on production aircraft, thus allowing
fixes or redesigns to be implemented.
The fatigue and durability tests that have been conducted
have highlighted some structural issues that will require
design solutions to resolve, which are currently being
developed. This is normal aircraft development.
Members: Correspondence

HMS Vanguard

Sir Menzies Campbell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence when he intends to reply to the letter from
the hon. Member for North East Fife of 19 November
2012 on the ministerial correction of 18 September
[137234]
2012, Official Report, column 7MC.

Mr Mike Hancock: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence whether the Defence Nuclear Safety Regulator
has been asked to provide any advice on the feasibility
of docking of an armed Vanguard class submarine at
[137882]
any site other than HMNB Clyde.

Mr Robathan: The Ministry of Defence (MOD) has
no record of receiving the letter from the right hon.
Member for North East Fife. The MOD requested a
copy of the letter on 14 January 2013 and will respond
shortly.

Mr Dunne: The Future Strategic Tanker Aircraft
project is on track to achieve its In Service Date in
May 2014.
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Military Aircraft

Nuclear Weapons

Dr Julian Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what capabilities the UK armed forces have to
utilise fixed-wing strike aircraft in defence of the
Falkland Islands, other than from an airbase on those
islands; what assessment he has made of the extent to
which those capabilities address the shortfall in strike
aircraft arising from the decommissioning of HMS
[137753]
Ark Royal; and if he will make a statement.

Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
with reference to the Coalition Agreement Programme
for Government, page 45, published May 2010, when
the stockpile of operationally available nuclear warheads
was reduced to fewer than 120; when the overall number
of nuclear warheads was reduced to no more than 180;
what has been done with the fissile material from the
withdrawn warheads; and whether this nuclear material
has been placed under international safeguards. [137659]

Mr Robathan: The Ministry of Defence is confident
that we have right capabilities to ensure the defence of
the Falkland Islands. We retain the ability to reinforce
the Falkland Islands should the need arise.
Nuclear Disarmament
Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
what resources have been allocated to nuclear
disarmament-related research by (a) his Department
and (b) the Atomic Weapons Establishment in each
[137028]
year since 2010-11.
Mr Dunne: The Ministry of Defence (MOD) does
not undertake nuclear disarmament research internally.
The MOD funds Nuclear Arms Control and Verification
Research at the Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE)
where a core team of five personnel are dedicated to the
programme drawing on expertise and resources from
other parts of AWE and the MOD as necessary.
In financial year 2010-11 the funding was £2.227 million
and in financial year 2011-12 it was £2.125 million.
Figures for those additional resources drawn from other
AWE programmes could be provided only at
disproportionate cost.
Nuclear Submarines
Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
with reference to the recent National Audit Office report
on Ministry of Defence Major Projects 2012, if he will
place in the Library copies, redacted as necessary, of
(a) the Review Note on progress with the successor
submarine programme that was submitted to his
Departmental Investment Approvals (IA) Committee
in July 2012, (b) the Review Note on the successor
Common Missile Compartment regarding the build
location which was submitted to the IA Committee in
2012 and (c) the Whole Boat Strategic Concept Design
review report for the successor nuclear submarine
[137723]
programme.
Mr Dunne: The United Kingdom’s Future Nuclear
Deterrent: 2012 Update to Parliament was placed in the
Library of the House on 19 December 2012 and includes
information taken from the documents requested.
I am withholding further information from these
documents for the purpose of safeguarding national
security and because their disclosure would prejudice
commercial interests, international relations and the
defence of the UK and because they relate to the
formulation of Government policy.

Mr Dunne: These changes to the nuclear weapon
stockpile were announced in the strategic defence and
security review (SDSR) in October 2010.
The Government does not comment upon the
operational programme and therefore more detail of
this implementation programme will not be given at this
time. As we set out in the SDSR, we will reduce the
overall stockpile of nuclear warheads to no more than
180 by the mid 2020s.
Once processed, the material from dismantled warheads
is returned to the MOD nuclear material stockpile. It is
not government policy to place this material under
international safeguards.
Shipping
John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what proportion of vessels chartered by the
(a) Royal Navy, (b) Royal Fleet Auxiliary and (c)
Ministry of Defence were (i) non-UK flagged and (ii)
crewed by non-UK nationals in the most recent period
[135783]
for which figures are available.
Mr Dunne: For the movement of cargo by sea, strategic
support is primarily provided through the private finance
initiative Strategic Sealift Service, which comprises four
British flagged roll-on/roll-off vessels, manned by British
mercantile marine officers and crews. If required, additional
sealift capacity is chartered by means of competitive
tenders and in 2012, three commercial ships were chartered
in this way. All three were non-British flagged and
operated by non-British officers and crews.
A further three commercial vessels were also chartered
in 2012 under separate arrangements to provide marine
recovery and salvage assistance. One of these vessels
was non-British flagged and manned by non-British
officers and crew.
Unmanned Air Vehicles
Angus Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence whether he has any plans for the use of MQ-9
Reaper unmanned aerial vehicles in Afghanistan after
2014 in an intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance
[138149]
role.
Mr Dunne: No decisions have yet been taken on what,
if any, equipment platforms will remain in Afghanistan
post 2014.
Veterans: Employment
Mr Jim Murphy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence in which sectors those leaving the armed forces
[138167]
in 2011-12 found long-term employment.
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Mr Francois [holding answer 18 January 2013]: Service
leavers leave the military with a range of skills and
abilities which are transferable for civilian life and civilian
employment. Consequently, personnel who leave the
military enter a wide range of civilian employment
sectors; from security to engineering, from health care
to senior management roles. We continue to work with
industry to ensure sufficient opportunities are afforded
to our servicemen and women and that our people are
prepared and suitably qualified in order to make a
successful transition to civilian life.
Wind Power: Carmarthenshire
Jonathan Edwards: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence for what reasons his Department (a) opposed
the Bryn Llywelyn wind farm within TAN 8 Strategic
Area G and (b) did not oppose the proposed Brechfa
West development within the same strategic area.
[137812]

Mr Francois: The Ministry of Defence does not now
object to either wind farm proposal.
However, Carmarthenshire council have objected to
the Bryn Llewellyn application.
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Our base case projection for the de-rated capacity
margin in the winter of 2014-15 was 13.8% and for
2015-16 was 14.4%.
More information on how DECC estimated its
projections of de-rated capacity margin and how these
compare with the capacity margins in Ofgem’s Electricity
Capacity Assessment can be found at the following link:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc11/meeting-energydemand/energy-security/7073-statutory-security-of-supplyreport.pdf

The Government has not made a formal assessment
of the desired level of capacity margin. In the analysis
and modelling that we have undertaken to inform decisions
on Electricity Market Reform we have instead used a
de-rated capacity margin of around 10% as a proxy for
a future reliability standard. This is based on past
precedent rather than a formal assessment of the desired
capacity margin.
Government plans to develop a formal reliability
standard and to consult on it in the draft Electricity
Market Reform Delivery Plan to be published in July of
this year.
1
The de-rated capacity margin is the capacity margin adjusted to
take account of the availability of generating capacity, specific to
each type of generation technology. It reflects the expected proportion
of a source of electricity which is likely to be technically available
to generate (even though a company may choose not to utilise this
capacity for commercial reasons).

Biomass

Energy: Billing

Dr Francis: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change whether he has reviewed the level
of renewable obligation certificates support to various
business technologies since the publication in
December 2011 of the Committee on Climate Change’s
Biomass Review; and if he will make a statement.

Dr Offord: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what progress his Department has
made on examining barriers to collective energy
[137851]
purchases.

[138528]

Gregory Barker: The levels of support for all renewable
technologies were considered as part of the recent
Renewables Obligation Banding Review. The review
proposed new support levels for the period 2013-17.
The detailed proposals, including the position on various
sources of biomass generation, are explained in two
Banding Review Government Response documents:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/
cons_ro_review/cons_ro_review.aspx#
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/consultation/robanding/7328-renewables-obligation-banding-review-for-theperio.pdf

Electricity Generation
Mr Spellar: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what estimate his Department has
made of the capacity margin for electricity generation;
what the margin will be in 2015; and what assessment
he has made of the desirable level of capacity margin.
[138532]

Mr Hayes: In November 2012 DECC published its
response to the Ofgem Electricity Capacity Assessment
as an annex to the Statutory Security of Supply Report.
In its base case scenario, DECC projected that the
de-rated capacity margin1 for winter 2012-13 would be
around 19%.

Gregory Barker: The Department set up a working
group on collective purchasing and switching in November
2011 to look at different collective purchasing and
switching models and identify any barriers preventing
consumers coming together and getting a better deal.
Following the group’s recommendations, the Department
published guidance to help consumers and organisations
interested in setting up group switching schemes, and
Ofgem published guidance on the relevant licence
requirements for energy suppliers.
The Department recently ran a competition—Cheaper
Energy Together—to support collective switching and
purchasing schemes across the country with innovative
approaches to engage with vulnerable consumers. A
fund of £5 million was available and we received
114 applications, of which 31 were successful in obtaining
funding. We will be evaluating these schemes to see if
there are any further barriers that need addressing.
Energy: Care Homes
Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change if he will introduce a
new energy tariff to reduce energy costs for residential
[138153]
care homes.
Gregory Barker: Electricity and gas tariffs for both
domestic and non domestic consumers are a commercial
matter for energy suppliers.
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In the non domestic sector it is usual for customers to
have bespoke tariffs with suppliers. This allows them
the flexibility to negotiate contractual terms and prices
that suit their individual circumstances. Non-domestic
customers will also be able to reduce their energy costs
by installing packages of energy saving technologies
under the Green Deal.
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Gas consumption in Wales between 2005 and 2011
Gas consumption in Wales (GWh)
2008

29,684

2009

26,989

2010

26,469

2011

24,688

Details of all methodologies used to compile the
statistics can be found at:

Fracking
Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what assessment he has made of
the risks to public safety of naturally occurring radon
gas mixed with shale gas obtained from hydraulic
fracturing; and what methods are used to separate the
radon from the methane in shale gas prior to delivery
[138479]
to domestic consumers.
Mr Hayes: All gas supplied to domestic customers is
subject to stringent standards as to its composition.
Gas which does not meet these standards will not be
accepted for transportation through the National
Transmission System.
Fuel Poverty: Birmingham
Mr Godsiff: To ask the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change what recent estimate he has made
of the number of households in fuel poverty in
[138192]
Birmingham, Hall Green constituency.
Gregory Barker: In 2010, the latest year for which
data is available, the number of households in fuel
poverty in Birmingham Hall Green was estimated to be
9,100.
Fuel poverty statistics for 2011 are due to be released
in May 2013. These can generally be found at:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/statistics/
fuelpov_stats/regional/regional.aspx

Natural Gas: Wales
Jonathan Edwards: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change how much gas is used in
[138154]
Wales each year.
Mr Hayes: Annual gas consumption statistics for
Wales are available for the years 2005 to 2011 and are
shown in the following table.
The statistics cover gas distributed via the National
Transmission System, and exclude any gas passing through
other transmission and distribution systems such as
those owned by North sea producers. The data only
relate to distribution and exclude large loads fed directly
from the National Transmission System (such as certain
power stations and large industrial consumers).
Estimates are weather-corrected and cover the gas
year between 1 October to 30 September (for example,
2011 data covers gas consumption between 1 October
2010 to 30 September 2011).
Gas consumption in Wales between 2005 and 2011
Gas consumption in Wales (GWh)
2005

34,311

2006

32,401

2007

30,938

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/statistics/regional/
regional.aspx

Sub-national gas consumption datasets can be accessed
from:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/statistics/energy_stats/
regional/gas/gas.aspx

Public Relations
Graham Stringer: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what contracts for PR
services have been awarded by his Department in the
last 12 months for which figures are available; and what
[138615]
their monetary value was.
Gregory Barker: DECC has appointed Freud
Communications through the Government Procurement
Services frameworks to develop and deliver a
communication campaign to build awareness and
understanding of the Green Deal. We have estimated
the total cost excluding VAT to be £410,000.
Renewable Energy
Graham Stringer: To ask the Secretary of State for
Energy and Climate Change what assessment he has
made of the standards of installation of (a) heat
pumps and (b) solar power installations; and whether
he has received any information on the level of related
[138472]
consumer complaints.
Gregory Barker: The Microgeneration Certification
Scheme (MCS), which is led by industry and other
stakeholders in the sector, is responsible for driving
improvements in the installation of the full range of
microgeneration technologies, including heat pumps and
solar photovoltaic panels.
The MCS installation standards for solar photovoltaic
and heat pumps have been extensively revised in the last
18 months reflecting the learning from field trials and
previous Government support schemes.
The revised MCS heat pump standard was published
in September 2011 and was reinforced with awareness
and training seminars for installers. It was further updated
in February 2012.
A new solar photovoltaic guide will be published
shortly and become a mandatory requirement for installers.
In addition, a new Solar Centre was launched this
month, run by the Building Research Establishment,
which will promote best practice, help police standards
and develop design and installation courses.
Since 1 August 2012, when a central complaints
register was in place, MCS has received 130 complaints
primarily relating to technical issues. In the last 12 months
the REAL Consumer Code has received 1,050 complaints,
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which cover a range of issues such as mis-selling, failure
to return deposits, incorrect performance estimates, failure
to provide handover packs and failure to provide or
honour workmanship guarantees.
COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Cycling
Mr Kevan Jones: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government pursuant to the
answer of 15 January 2013, Official Report, column 737W,
on cycling, how many of his Department’s staff participate
in the Cycle to Work Scheme; and how much this has
cost his Department in each year since May 2010.
[138616]

Brandon Lewis: The Department operates a Cycle to
Work Scheme whereby staff are able to hire a bicycle
tax-free enabling them to cycle to work, with the option
to purchase the bike at the end of the hire period. This
helps to tackle congestion, reduce carbon emissions and
enables staff to live a healthy lifestyle, reducing potential
sickness absence and cost to the Department.
The scheme also helps support independent bike
shops. More information can be found at:
www.cyclescheme.co.uk

60 staff have participated under the scheme since
January 2010. Assisted by the participation of the private
sector, the net cost of these reimbursements to the
Department is nil as the money is paid back by individual
members of staff over a 12 month period from their
gross salary.
Housing: Construction
Peter Luff: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government what assessment he has made of
the effectiveness of the (a) New Homes Bonus and
(b) Community Infrastructure Levy in incentivising
communities to accept developments; and if he will
[137606]
make a statement.
Mr Prisk: The New Homes Bonus is a powerful,
simple, transparent and permanent incentive for local
authorities and communities to increase their aspirations
for housing growth. Since its inception the New Homes
Bonus has totalled nearly £1.3 billion. As New Homes
Bonus is an un-ringfenced grant, local authorities decide
how to spend the Bonus, since we believe they are in the
best position to make decisions about local priorities.
As set out in the published Impact Assessment of the
scheme, the Government is committed to the success of
the New Homes Bonus. We will formally consider the
impact of the scheme in 2013-14.
The Community Infrastructure Levy is fast, fair, and
transparent. It supports growth and unlocks development
by providing key infrastructure. While it is still early
days for the levy, my recent announcement to provide
incentives to neighbourhoods that accept development
in their area will help ensure that more homes are built.
Housing: Crime Prevention
Hilary Benn: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what estimate he
has made of the proportion of new homes that used
the Secured by Design standard in each of the last five
[137973]
years.
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Mr Foster: This information is not currently held
centrally. Homes designed to standards in the Code for
Sustainable Homes may include the Secured by Design
standard as part of the design. The Department holds
information on the number of Secured by Design
assessments undertaken by homes which are built to the
Code for Sustainable Homes, but this information is
not sufficiently robust at present to provide an estimate
of the proportion of all new homes that use the Secured
by Design standard. However, as part of the review of
the framework of building regulations and local housing
standards, the Department is investigating whether this
information can be augmented by other information to
develop such an estimate.
Property Development: Birmingham
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with reference to
the Birmingham development plan, whether an
environmental impact assessment will be carried out to
establish the environmental effects of building on green
[137188]
belt land.
Nick Boles: This is a matter for Birmingham city
council. Notwithstanding, I would note that green belt
policy in the National Planning Policy Framework is
clear that most forms of development are inappropriate
other than in very special circumstances. Similarly, green
belt boundaries should not be altered other than in very
special circumstances through the preparation or review
of local plans. All local plans are subject to the requirements
of the Strategic Environmental Assessment directive
and therefore the environmental effects of any proposed
policies to be included in the local plan, including
reference to the green belt, must be assessed. In addition,
a local planning authority must demonstrate that its
plan is founded on a credible evidence base, takes into
account views of the local community and other interested
parties, is legally compliant and has regard to national
policy.
Railways: Freight
Mrs Main: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government pursuant to the answer of 30 April
2012, Official Report, column 1113W, on railways: Radlett,
whether (a) Ministers and (b) officials in his Department
have had any discussions on (i) the Helioslough Radlett
rail freight exchange proposal and (ii) other rail freight
issues since May 2012; and whether they have received
any representations on such issues since May 2012.
[138269]

Nick Boles: As part of the Department’s transparency
programme, details of meetings between DCLG Ministers
and external organisations are published on our website.
Information about discussions held by Ministers and
about meetings or discussions held by officials is
not centrally held and could be provided only at
disproportionate costs.
All representatives of the Department act in accordance
with “Guidance on Planning Propriety Issues”, which is
published at:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-proprietyissues-guidance
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On the matter of representations on the Radlett
proposal, I refer my hon. Friend to my answer given to
my hon. Friend the Member for Hertsmere (Mr Clappison)
on 17 January 2013, Official Report, column 908W.
Information on representations on other rail freight
issues is not centrally held and could be provided only
at disproportionate costs.

The CPS maintains no central record of the number
of defendants subsequently re-charged following a
discharged committal. Such data could not be reasonably
obtained locally or nationally other than by manually
reviewing individual case files which would incur a
disproportionate cost.

Railways: Radlett

Legal Opinion: Treaties

Mrs Main: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what assessment
or evaluation he has made of the wider economic
benefits of the Radlett Rail Freight proposal. [138295]

Mr Raab: To ask the Attorney-General what the
Crown Prosecution Service’s role in processing requests
made under the UK’s mutual legal assistance treaties is.

Nick Boles: The Secretary of State’s letter of 20
December 2012 sets out his assessment of the Radlett
Rail Freight proposal.

The Attorney-General: Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA)
requests for evidence are dealt with by the United
Kingdom Central Authority (UKCA) based in the Home
Office. The Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) executes
incoming requests for MLA from overseas territories,
referred by the UKCA, to preserve and to recover assets
(Asset Recovery Requests). The CPS sends outgoing
Asset Recovery Requests to overseas territories, in
accordance with Section 74 of the Proceeds of Crime
Act 2002 (POCA), so that those assets can be used to
pay confiscation orders made in the English and Welsh
courts. The CPS sends outgoing requests for evidence to
overseas territories, in accordance with Section 7 of the
Crime (International Co-operation) Act 2003 (OCA),
when it needs evidence for use in criminal investigations,
criminal proceedings or other judicial proceedings, including
any restraint, confiscation or enforcement proceedings.
The CPS also has a role in non-Asset Recovery Requests.

Shops: Empty Property
Mr Umunna: To ask the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government what statistics his
Department collects on shop vacancy rates by locality.
[138614]

Mr Prisk: My Department does not produce statistics
on shop vacancy rates.

ATTORNEY-GENERAL

[138462]

Crown Prosecution Service
Rape
Philip Davies: To ask the Attorney-General pursuant
to the answer of 13 December 2012, Official Report,
column 405W, on Crown Prosecution Service, with
what offences the 263 defendants whose committal for
trial was recorded as CPS not ready-adjournment
refused were charged; and how many such defendants
[138329]
were subsequently re-charged.
The Attorney-General: The Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) categorise prosecutions according to the most
serious offence with which a defendant was charged at
the time the case was finalised. The principal offences of
the 263 defendants whose committal for trial was discharged
and recorded as ’CPS not ready-adjournment refused’
are as follows:
Defendants finalised
Offences Against The Person
Sexual Offences
Burglary
Robbery
Theft And Handling
Fraud And Forgery
Criminal Damage
Drugs Offences
Public Order Offences
All Other Offences (excluding
Motoring)
Motoring Offences
No category applied
Total

40
6
44
2
34
25
1
55
18
13
8
17
263

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General how
many cases were downgraded from rape to sexual
assault by the Crown Prosecution Service following the
initial hearing at the magistrates’ court but before the
first hearing at the Crown Court in each of the last four
[138519]
years.
The Attorney-General: Information concerning the
number of cases downgraded from rape to sexual assault
by the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) following the
initial hearing at the magistrates court but before the first
hearing at the Crown court is not available from the
CPS case management system. These data cannot be
reasonably obtained locally or nationally other than by
undertaking a manual exercise of reviewing individual
file records at a disproportionate cost.
Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General how
many allegations of rape were passed from the police to
the Crown Prosecution Service for a charging decision
[138523]
in each of the last four years.
The Attorney-General: The Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) case management system does not record individual
allegations of rape passed by the police to the CPS for a
charging decision. Instead it is used to record suspects
whose cases are referred by the police for a charging
decision. In the course of the last four financial years
the following number of cases that were referred to the
CPS for a charging decision were flagged as ‘rape’ on
the CPS system:
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Number
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12

6,597
6,783
8,130
6,822

Emily Thornberry: To ask the Attorney-General on
how many occasions the Crown Prosecution Service
decided to take no further action on rape allegations
passed to them by the police in each of the last four
[138524]
years.
The Attorney-General: The Crown Prosecution Service
(CPS) case management system is used to record suspects
whose cases are referred by the police for a charging
decision. In the course of the last four financial years
the following number of rape-flagged cases that were
referred to the CPS for a charging decision were the
subject of a decision to take no further action:
Number
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12

3,511
4,186
4,361
3,305

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Burma
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what recent discussions she
has had with the UN Under-Secretary-General for
Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief Coordinator
following her visit to Rakhine State and Kachin State,
[137607]
Burma.
Mr Duncan: The Secretary of State for International
Development, my right hon. Friend the Member for
Putney (Justine Greening) discussed Burma with the
UN Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs
and Emergency Relief Coordinator following the Secretary
of State’s visit to Rakhine State and Kachin State,
Burma, on 10 December.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development if she will consider providing
further humanitarian assistance to internally-displaced
people in Kachin state through local community
[137615]
organisations.
Mr Duncan: DFID announced in December 2012 an
additional £1.5 million of humanitarian support for
people displaced by the conflict in Kachin, including in
hard to reach areas and neighbouring states, bringing
our total humanitarian aid contribution to the conflict
in Kachin to £3.5 million. This makes the UK the
largest bilateral contributor. We are monitoring the
situation in Kachin closely, including the work of others
providing humanitarian support. This will help inform
any consideration of further UK assistance.

Written Answers

80W

Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what steps she is taking to
encourage the government of Burma to allow unhindered
access for international humanitarian assistance to displaced
peoples in all parts of Kachin state and Northern Shan
state.
[137617]
Mr Duncan: We continue to call for unhindered
humanitarian access to conflict-affected areas at all
every opportunity. The British ambassador to Burma
last met senior members of the Burmese Government
on Wednesday 16 January to raise our concerns about
aid access.
In response to increased need, the Department for
International Development announced in December
2012 an additional £1.5 million of humanitarian support
for people displaced by the conflict in Kachin, including
in areas that are hard to reach and in neighbouring
states, bringing our total humanitarian aid contribution
to the conflict in Kachin to £3.5 million.
Developing Countries: Nature Conservation
John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what assessment she has
made of the contribution her Department has made to
the protection of endangered species through the creation
of safe and secure livelihoods for people living in areas
[137993]
of concern.
Lynne Featherstone: The Department for International
Development (DFID) considers promoting sustainable
livelihoods to be a vital component of efforts to eradicate
poverty and maintain a healthy natural resource base.
International evidence indicates that supporting sustainable
livelihoods in areas of concern not only reduces poor
people’s vulnerability to economic shocks such as the
death of livestock, but also offers an effective strategy
for protecting endangered species.
DFID supports a number of programmes to promote
sustainable livelihoods in biodiverse regions, both directly
with developing countries and through partners such as
the Global Environment Facility, the World Wildlife
Fund and the United Nations. Our programmes on
forestry, financed through the International Climate
Fund, involve efforts to enhance community access to
resources which support better livelihoods. For example,
in Nepal DFID is helping to empower local communities
to manage their forests and promote sustainable livelihoods
in a region where endangered species such as tigers and
red pandas can still be found.
Developing Countries: Sanitation
Sir Tony Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for International Development what steps her Department
is taking to ensure safe access to sanitation services for
[138536]
women in developing countries.
Mr Duncan: As part of a significant scale-up of work
on water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), the Department
for International Development (DFID) is ensuring that
women and girls continue to be prioritised in the design
and delivery of water and sanitation programmes. In
our support to WASH in schools we are also ensuring
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that sufficient separate facilities are provided for girls,
including facilities to help them manage their menstrual
hygiene safely and with privacy.
We offer women and girls a strong voice in how
WASH projects are delivered, for instance through women’s
membership of local WASH decision-making committees.
In our reporting we give gender-specific data wherever
possible.

Richard Benyon: The total amount spent on catering
and hospitality by core DEFRA since May 2010 through
to the end of December 2012 is £959,625.

EU Aid

Dairy Products and Eggs

Mr Tom Clarke: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what discussions she has
had with (a) her EU counterparts and (b) the European
Commission on increasing supplies of humanitarian
[138458]
aid.
Lynne Featherstone: The Secretary of State for
International Development has frequent discussions with
EU counterparts and the European Commission on
supplies of humanitarian aid, including discussion of
specific humanitarian responses. These meetings include
bilateral meetings, EU Development Ministers’ meetings
and broader meetings led by the United Nations.
Discussions focus on improving coordination and
ensuring that overall resources meet needs, with
proportionate shares from all partners.

Period

Total (£)

May 2010 to March 2011

523,409

April 2011 to March 2012

250,464

April 2012 to end December 2012

185,752

Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what the level of
imports from other EU countries was in each of the last
three months of (a) milk, (b) other dairy products, (c)
[137176]
whole eggs and (d) other egg products.
Mr Heath: The volume of UK imports of (a) milk,
(b) other dairy products, (c) whole eggs and (d) other
egg products from other EU member states are shown
in the table, as recorded in HM Revenue and Customs
overseas trade statistics.
The latest three months for which figures are available
are August to October 2012.
UK imports from EU member states
2012
Type

Tanzania
John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for
International Development what recent reports she has
received on the efforts of the Tanzanian Government
[137563]
to protect the forest on Mount Kilimanjaro.
Mr Duncan: No reports have been submitted to the
Secretary of State for International Development and
there is no recent information or data on the state of
forest protection on Mount Kilimanjaro. However DFID
in Tanzania is engaged in the issue of forest governance
and management with both the Government of Tanzania
and civil society.
Tanzania has a progressive forestry policy and legislation
framework particularly in terms of promoting communitybased forestry management, however there continue to
be challenges in enforcement and managing deforestation.
We have determined that Tanzanians themselves are
best placed to drive this agenda forward and are supporting
organisations such as the Tanzanian Natural Resource
Forum (TNRF) and the Tanzania Forest Conservation
Group (TFCG). Our support to these non-government
actors is focused on improving forest governance and
management at a national and local level but not specifically
in the Mount Kilimanjaro area.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS
Catering
Luciana Berger: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much his
Department has spent on catering and hospitality in
[135417]
each year since May 2010.

August

September

October

Liquid Milk (million litres)

16.5

20.2

13.9

Other dairy products1
(thousand tonnes)

97.8

94.5

96.9

Whole eggs in shell
(thousand tonnes)

3.9

4.3

4.3

Egg Products2 (thousand
tonnes)

3.8

3.3

3.9

1

Includes cheese, butter, cream, milk powder, yoghurt, ice cream, buttermilk,
whey, condensed milk and other milk products.
Includes frozen, dried or liquid egg, albumen and yolks.
Notes:
1. 2012 data is subject to amendments.
2. EU data based on EU 27.
Data prepared by:
Trade Statistics, Analysis and Evidence Team, DEFRA
Source:
HM Revenue and Customs

2

Dangerous Dogs
Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs whether new
guidance to help courts deal more effectively with seized
dogs as announced in April 2012 has been issued.
[136772]

Mr Heath: The guidance to the courts referred to in
the DEFRA consultation of April 2012 on ways to
tackle irresponsible dog ownership relates to the Sentencing
Council’s guidance on dangerous dogs cases. This guidance
was updated and increased its recommended upper
limits for such offences. The new guidance came into
effect on 20 August 2012. DEFRA’s proposal, made in
the same consultation, to allow suspected prohibited-type
dogs to remain with their owners while their cases are
being dealt with, is a separate proposal and one we are
considering along with the other proposals. An
announcement about a way forward on all of the proposals
set out in DEFRA’s consultation of April 2012 will be
made shortly.
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Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (1) how
many companion dogs were (a) killed, (b) put down
[137209]
or (c) hurt after dog attacks in 2012;
(2) how many companion dogs were (a) killed and
[137210]
(b) hurt after dog attacks in 2012.

84W

Budgeted expenditure by DEFRA in England
£ million
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15

559.9
574.5
612.7

Fracking

Mr Heath: This information is not held centrally.
Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many
dogs in (a) England, (b) Wales and (c) Scotland were
placed on the register of exempt dogs under section 4A
and section 4B procedures under the Dangerous Dogs
(Amendment) Act 1997 in 2012; and if he will make a
[137960]
statement.
Mr Heath: The total number of dogs placed on the
register of exempted dogs in 2012 is as follows:
Number of dogs
(a) England
(b) Wales
(c) Scotland
Total
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451
24
2
477

The information is not held in a format to enable a
split between sections 4A and 4B.
Flood Control
Mr Andrew Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what steps his
Department is taking to implement the recommendations
of the Pitt report: Learning Lessons from the 2007
Floods, published in June 2008; and if he will make a
[136543]
statement.
Richard Benyon: DEFRA published a final progress
report in January 2012 that sets out details of the
implementation of each of the Pitt review recommendations.
The review made 91 recommendations for Government
to take action on. 83 of these have been implemented,
40 of which require ongoing work. A further six
recommendations are on track to be implemented by
December 2014 or earlier.
While some work streams are taking longer than
previously anticipated to come to fruition, the Government
is confident that this final target date will be met.
The report can be found at:
http://www.defra.gov.uk

Mr Raab: To ask the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to the answer of 28
November 2012, Official Report, column 385W, on
flood control, what the adjusted annual totals are for
spending on managing the risk of flooding and coastal
erosion following the announcement of 30 November
2012 of £120 million of additional funding for flood
[137457]
defences in each year to 2015.
Richard Benyon: The Government is on course to
spend £2.3 billion on managing the risk of flooding and
coastal erosion from April 2011 to March 2015. The
expected profile of expenditure for this and the following
two years is as follows:

Zac Goldsmith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what steps he
will take to prevent fracking operations in the Mendip
Hills contaminating groundwater in that area. [136781]
Richard Benyon: The Environment Agency has not
received any applications for environmental permits for
unconventional gas developments or fracking in and
around the Mendip Hills. However if it were to receive
such applications, the agency would make an assessment
on the risk of pollution to groundwater on a case by
case (site by site) basis.
If the Environment Agency determines that there
could be a risk of pollution of groundwater at a site, it
would require an operator to apply for an environmental
permit for a groundwater activity before hydraulic fracturing
could commence. This permit would put conditions on
their operation, which would control the risks of pollution
in order to safeguard the groundwater and water quality.
Furans
Mr Spellar: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what recent
discussions he has had with the Scottish Government
regarding making possession of carbon furan illegal in
[136652]
England.
Mr Heath: No discussions have taken place with the
Scottish Government regarding making the possession
of carbofuran illegal in England.
The pesticides most commonly occurring in wildlife
poisoning incidents, including carbofuran, are not approved
for use in the UK and their sale, supply, storage or use is
already a criminal offence under existing UK pesticide
legislation. Additionally the use of any poisonous substance
to kill or take wild birds is already an offence under
section 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.
Horses: Animal Welfare
Mr Tom Harris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what recent
discussions he has had with his counterparts in the
Welsh Government on fly grazing involving horses.
[137236]

Mr Heath: None. However, DEFRA officials are in
regular contact with Welsh Government officials on
these issues.
Mr Tom Harris: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what steps he
plans to take to ensure an enforceable link between
horse and owner following the closure of the National
[137405]
Equine Database.
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Mr Heath: The National Equine Database operates
as a central repository of horse passport data, supplied
by horse passport issuing organisations (PIOs). PIOs
continue to collect and store such data, which continue
to be available for regulatory and other legal purposes.
Livestock: Transport
Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to
the answer of 8 January 2013, Official Report, columns
208-9W, on livestock: transport, whether he has
concerns over the practices of other EU member states
which receive live animal exports from the UK and
[138248]
their compliance with Directive EC 1/2005.
Mr Heath: Day to day questions relating to the
enforcement of animal welfare during transport rules
are normally dealt with by DEFRA officials in conjunction
with their counterparts in the competent authority
concerned, in line with the requirements for mutual
assistance and exchange of information laid down in
Article 24 of Council Regulation (EC) 1/2005.
If the problem is suitably serious or complex in
nature, possibly involving both animal health and welfare
issues, DEFRA’s chief veterinary officer will discuss
the issue or write to the equivalent head of veterinary
services in the country concerned, copying any
correspondence to the EU Commission as appropriate.
This has generally been successful in the past in resolving
specific technical issues relating to enforcement of the
welfare in transport legislation.
The last ministerial discussion on the welfare in transport
legislation (which included the EU Commission in an
observational capacity) took place in the Agriculture
Council meeting on 18 June 2012. That meeting agreed
that the number one future priority should be an
Rangers

Broads
Dartmoor
Lake District

Planners

2011 -12

2010 -11

2011 -12

16.18

15.75

4.68

4.85

10.6

9.5

4

4

1
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improvement in the enforcement of the existing
requirements of the legislation across the EU.
I am content that these arrangements enable DEFRA
to communicate any concerns over the practices of
other member states at the appropriate levels.
Huw Irranca-Davies: To ask the Secretary of State
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs pursuant to
the answer of 8 January 2013, Official Report, column
209W, on livestock: transport, on which occasions the
Chief Veterinary Officer has discussed with or written
to the head of veterinary services of an EU member
state on transport of livestock.
[138249]
Mr Heath: In the last 12 months, the chief veterinary
officer (CVO) has written four times to heads of veterinary
services, or to equivalent senior officials in other member
states, on issues relating to the transport of livestock.
He will also have occasionally discussed welfare in
transport issues in the Standing Committee of the Food
Chain and Animal Health, and at informal CVO meetings.
National Parks
Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many (a)
rangers, (b) planners, (c) archaeologists, (d) sustainable
development advisers and (e) education officers were
employed in each national park in England in (i) 2010-11
and (ii) 2011-12; and if he will make a statement.
[137618]

Richard Benyon: The numbers of rangers, planners,
archaeologists, sustainable development advisers and
education officers employed in each national park authority
in England in 2010-11 and 2011-12 are set out in the
following table:
Archaeologists

2010 -11

Exmoor
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2010 11

Sustainable development
advisers

Education officers

2011 -12

2010 -11

2011 -12

2010 -11

2011 -12
0.92

0

0

0

0

0

6

1.4

1.5

1

1

2

2

7

6

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

6

25

22

20

20

3

3

2

2

2

2

New Forest

3.33

3.33

10

10

1

1

1.73

1.5

2.42

2.42

North York Moors

1

1

8.73

8.73

8.2

1.5

1.5

1

0

3.9

3.5

Northumberland

10

7

1.5

1

1

1

0

0

1.5

1.5

Peak District

32

27.5

17

17

4

3

1

1

9.4

4

South Downs

0

18

2

25

0

0

0

1

1

1

19

18

10

8

2

1

1

0

1

0

Yorkshire Dales
1

9.2

Figures exclude forward planners.

Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what estimate he
has made of the number of (a) jobs, (b) young people
involved in and (c) hectares of land conserved as a
result of National Parks Sustainable Development Fund
projects in (i) 2010-11, (ii) 2011-12 and (iii) 2012-13;
[137637]
and if he will make a statement .
Richard Benyon: No estimate has been made of the
numbers of (a) jobs, (b) young people involved in, and
(c) hectares of land conserved as a result of National
Parks Sustainable Development Fund projects in the
last three years.

New Forest National Park Authority
Dr Julian Lewis: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (1) for what
reasons the pilot scheme for direct elections to the New
Forest National Park Authority have been postponed;
and if he will make a statement;
[136680]
(2) whether primary legislation is necessary before
pilot schemes for direct elections to National Park
Authorities can be held or whether such elections can
be held by Ministerial Order under section 3(2)(c) of
[136681]
the Public Bodies Act 2011;

87W

Written Answers

21 JANUARY 2013

Written Answers

88W

(3) when he expects the pilot scheme for direct
elections to the New Forest National Park Authority to
[136682]
take place.

EU Pet Travel scheme and what recent representations
his Department has made to Eurostar to seek to bring
to an end restrictions on transfrontier passengers travelling
between the UK and mainland Europe with pets.

Richard Benyon: The Government has consulted on
proposals to introduce legislation to enable pilot schemes
for direct elections to the New Forest and Peak District
National Park Authorities. Ministers will shortly make
a statement on the outcomes of the consultation and on
the way forward.
Primary legislation would be necessary before pilot
schemes for direct elections to national park authorities
could be held. An order under the Public Bodies Act is
not a suitable vehicle to introduce the necessary measures.
The Public Bodies Act has a bar on orders made under
it conferring a delegated power to make statutory
instruments (section 20(1)(a)). Such a power is needed
for making the rules and regulations to govern the
conduct of elections.

[136510]

Pet Travel Scheme
Sir Roger Gale: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how many dogs
have entered the UK from (a) other EU countries and
(b) listed non-EU countries since his Department
implemented the revised EU Pet Travel scheme in January
[136508]
2012.
Mr Heath: The number of dogs presented for entry
into Great Britain in 2012 was (a) 137,930 with pet
passports issued in other EU countries and their territories
and (b) 4,055 with identity documents issued in listed
non-EU countries.
The data were obtained from the PETS Statistics
Database on 9 January 2013.
Sir Roger Gale: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs from which (a)
EU and (b) non-EU countries dogs have been imported
since the introduction of the revised EU Pet Travel
[136509]
scheme in January 2012.
Mr Heath: In 2012, dogs were presented for entry
into GB with documentation (a pet passport or third
country veterinary certificate) that had been issued in
the following countries:
(a) EU countries and territories: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Gibraltar, Great Britain, Greece, Hungary, Ireland
(Republic of), Italy, La Reunion, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden.
(b) Listed non-EU countries: Andorra, Antigua and Barbuda,
Argentina, Australia, Bahrain, Barbados, Bermuda, Canada, Cayman
Islands, Chile, Croatia, French Polynesia, Hong Kong, Iceland,
Jamaica, Japan, Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands
Antilles, New Zealand, Norway, Russia, San Marino, Singapore,
Switzerland, Taiwan, Trinidad and Tobago, United Arab Emirates,
USA. Dogs have also been imported under the pet travel scheme
from unlisted non-EU countries, but information relating to their
country of origin is not captured on the PETS database.

These data were obtained from the PETS Statistics
Database on 9 January 2013.
Sir Roger Gale: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what recent
representations he has received from Eurostar on the

Mr Heath: DEFRA has not received or made any
recent representations from or to Eurostar on the transport
of pet animals.
Pigmeat: Imports
Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs how much pig
meat was imported from other EU countries in each of
[137172]
the last three months.
Mr Heath: The volume of UK imports of pigmeat
from other EU member states are shown in the table, as
recorded in HM Revenue and Customs overseas trade
statistics.
The latest three months for which figures are available
are August to October 2012.

Type

UK imports of pigmeat from EU member states
Thousand tonnes
2012
August
September
October

Pork
29.4
28.8
Bacon and
22.6
21.3
ham
Pigmeat
52.0
50.0
total
Notes:
1. 2012 data is subject to amendments.
2. EU data based on EU 27.
Data prepared by:
Trade Statistics, Analysis and Evidence Team, DEFRA
Source:
HM Revenue and Customs

30.9
23.7
54.6

Pigs: Animal Welfare
Neil Parish: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what steps his
Department is taking to prevent the importation of pig
meat which has been illegally produced in sow stalls.
[136871]

Mr Heath: It is very disappointing that so many
member states were not fully compliant with the sow
stall ban on 1 January 2013, despite their assurances to
the Commission last year.
There are no marketing rules to prevent imports from
non-compliant systems. Member states cannot impose
unilateral trade restrictions for welfare reasons. Enforcement
of imported pig meat is, therefore, challenging. We have
to rely heavily on the competent authority in each
member state to take responsibility for ensuring that
their producers comply with the directive. However, the
European Commission is taking action against member
states which are not delivering on their animal welfare
obligations.
I have met with representatives of the whole pig
supply chain to ensure that they have stringent traceability
tests in place to ensure that they only source pigmeat
from compliant production systems. They have assured
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me that they will use their best endeavours as there is
clearly a significant reputation issue for their companies
or trade associations.
We are using every opportunity to press the Commission
to take a firm stand as the priority must be to protect
those producers across the EU who have invested heavily
in converting to more welfare-friendly group housing
systems from illegal production.
Miss McIntosh: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what discussions
he has had with the European Commission on which
EU member states comply with the sow stall and tether
[137173]
ban.
Mr Heath: UK Ministers and officials met with the
Commission on a regular basis during 2012 to encourage
a robust approach to enforcement of the pig welfare
directive and to discuss member states’ progress with
compliance with the sow stall ban.
I am expecting the Commission to provide an update
of the current position now the ban has come into force
at January’s Agriculture and Fisheries Council at the
end of the month. It is likely to say there is large-scale
non-compliance and that it is taking action against
those member states which are not delivering on their
animal welfare obligations. The Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, the right hon.
Member for North Shropshire (Mr Paterson), and I met
with Commissioner Borg on 17 January and raised our
concerns about sow stalls with him. We are using every
opportunity to press the Commission to take a firm
stand as the priority must be to protect those producers
across the whole of the EU who have invested heavily in
converting to more welfare-friendly group housing systems
from illegal production.
The use of tethers for sows and gilts has been banned
across the European Union since 1 January 2006.
Squirrels
Simon Hart: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs for what reason
his Department’s system of making grants available for
landowners and landholders to encourage the control
of rabbits and deer has not been extended to encourage
the control of grey squirrels in a similar fashion.
[137183]

Richard Benyon: Wildlife management is a devolved
matter, therefore I can only answer with respect to the
situation in England.
DEFRA does not provide funding for rabbit control.
The Forestry Commission awards Rural Development
Programme for England (RDPE) funding for woodland
management (including pest control) through the English
Woodland Grant Scheme (EWGS). DEFRA is the
managing authority for the RDPE and is responsible
for its implementation under EU law. The EWGS provides
funding for grey squirrel control where they threaten
red squirrel populations and for deer management activities
(including control) to help prevent woodland damage.
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Temporary Employment
Mr Thomas: To ask the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs what amount his
Department spent on interim staff as defined by the
National Audit Office in (a) 2010-11 and (b) 2011-12;
and if he will make a statement.
[135168]
Richard Benyon: Details of expenditure on temporary
staff are set out on page 47 of the Department’s Annual
Report and Accounts 2011-12:
http://www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/hc1213/hc00/
0068/0068.pdf

These data are in line with the NAO definition.
The following account descriptors have been used to
compile expenditure reported in the Annual Report and
Accounts:
Casual staff;
Employer’s national insurance contributions—casual staff;
Agency temps;
Contractors—management cover.

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE
British Indian Ocean Territory
Sir Peter Bottomley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs pursuant to the
answer of 15 January 2013, Official Report, column
656W, on British Indian Ocean Territory, if he will
re-evaluate the feasibility of habitation of the outer
islands in the British Indian Ocean Territory; and if he
will agree in consultation with Chagossians to an
independent study by international experts to report
within 12 months on the practicalities of resettlement
[138393]
to these islands.
Mark Simmonds: In taking stock of our policy on
resettlement, feasibility will be an important factor. We
are still considering options and no time scale has yet
been fixed. We will engage with Chagossian groups and
all interested parties as we take this work forward.
Burma
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he is
taking to encourage the Government of Burma to allow
unhindered access for international humanitarian assistance
to displaced peoples in all parts of Kachin State and
[137608]
Northern Shan State.
Mr Swire: We continue to call for unhindered
humanitarian access to conflict-affected areas at every
opportunity. During my visit to Burma in December, I
urged the Burmese authorities to allow free and unhindered
humanitarian access in Kachin and Northern Shan
States. The British ambassador to Burma also met with
senior members of the Burmese Government on Wednesday
16 January to raise our concerns about aid access.
In response to the increased need, the Department
for International Development announced in December
2012 an additional £1.5 million of humanitarian support
for people displaced by the conflict in Kachin, including
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in hard to reach areas and neighbouring states, bringing
our total humanitarian aid contribution to the conflict
in Kachin to £3.5 million.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether he
will introduce measures to increase diplomatic and
economic pressure on the government of Burma, if
there is not an immediate cessation of the Burma
[137609]
Army’s offensive in Kachin State.
Mr Swire: We continue to call for the cessation of
violence in Kachin State at every opportunity. I raised
these concerns with the Burmese authorities during my
visit to Burma in December and our ambassador raised
them again with senior members of the Burmese
Government on 16 January 2013.
The EU Foreign Affairs Council will next review
sanctions on Burma in April. The outcome of this
review will depend on the progress that the Burmese
Government has made against the benchmarks that
were set out in the conclusions of the Council in January
2012. These included the need to see meaningful progress
in the process of reconciliation with armed ethnic groups.
We welcome the progress made by the Government
and 10 of 11 armed groups in agreeing ceasefires. However,
as I said on 3 January, we remain deeply concerned by
the ongoing conflict between the Burmese Army and
Kachin Independence Army (KIA) in Burma’s Kachin
State, including recent reports of air strikes in the state.
An escalation in hostilities would put at risk the chance
of a lasting peace in Burma. It is imperative that military
commanders in Burma heed their President’s calls for
an end to hostilities. It is important that all sides,
including the KIA, come to the negotiating table and
make renewed efforts to work towards lasting peace.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he is
taking to encourage the government of Burma to work
with independent, international monitors to (a) undertake
a systematic review of all detainees, to assess the number
of political prisoners and prisoners of conscience still in
detention and (b) release all remaining political prisoners
[137610]
and prisoners of conscience.
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Following President Obama’s visit to Burma in
November 2012, the Burmese Government agreed to
establish an independent political prisoner review
mechanism to look at these remaining cases. We are in
contact with them about this and are urging quick
implementation. The Burmese Government also agreed
with the International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) that it would have access to Burmese jails,
including full access to visit and assess prisoners, for the
first time. British Government officials are in contact
with the ICRC and with local prisoner networks to
ascertain numbers of remaining political prisoner cases,
most recently in January 2013, by meeting representatives
of the Assistance Association for Political Prisoners
(Burma).
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent discussions
he has had with (a) his EU counterparts, (b) the US
and (c) the Association of South-East Asian Nations,
to co-ordinate an international response to the escalating
conflict in Kachin State, Burma.
[137611]
Mr Swire: The Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Richmond (Yorks) (Mr Hague), discussed the situation
in Burma with Association of South-East Asian Nations
(ASEAN) Secretary-General Le Luong Minh on
13 December 2012. The situation in Kachin state was
discussed on 15 January by UK, French, German,
Italian and United States political directors, and
representatives from the EU’s External Action Service.
This discussion included agreement on the importance
of an enduring political solution to Burma’s ethnic
conflict. Official level discussions between the UK and
US, and within the EU, cover the ethnic conflict in
Burma on a regular basis.
The British ambassador to Burma, to whom I spoke
on 21 January, is in regular contact with his US counterpart
on a range of issues. They last discussed the situation in
Kachin on 16 January.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent discussions
he has had with the government of the People’s Republic
of China on the Burma Army’s air strikes in Kachin
[137612]
State.

Mr Swire: The British Government has made clear
that all remaining political prisoners in Burma should
be released. This was one of the three key conditions
underpinning the suspension of EU sanctions in April
2012. The Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Richmond (Yorks) (Mr Hague), raised the issue of
political prisoners in his meeting with the Burmese
Foreign Minister at the UN General Assembly in September
2012, and I raised our concerns again with the Burmese
Foreign Minister during my visit to Burma in December
2012.

Mr Swire: Our embassy in Rangoon discussed the
situation in Kachin State with counterparts from the
Chinese embassy on 16 January 2013. Our embassy
emphasised our concern about the air strikes and urged
a common message from the international community
that the attacks should stop.
The Foreign and Commonwealth Office’s Director
for Asia Pacific, raised the prospect of further discussion
with the MFA concerning the situation in Burma, during
a meeting with officials at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (MFA) in Beijing on 15 January 2013.

The Burmese Government has made progress on this
issue. Several hundred political prisoners from Burma’s
jails were released in 2012, including prominent civil
society and ethnic leaders, in a continuation of the
trend from 2011. Independent reports indicate that
around 200 political prisoners could remain in Burma’s
jails.

Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he
is taking to encourage the Government of Burma to
conduct a full review of the 1982 Citizenship Law, and
to consider amending it in line with international
[137613]
human rights standards.
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Mr Swire: I visited Burma, including Rakhine State,
from 12 to 15 December 2012. During my discussions
with the Burmese Government, both at the state and
national level, I emphasised the British Government’s
position that, in the short term, the Burmese Government
should ensure that humanitarian access and coordination
are improved and that security is maintained. I also
emphasised the British Government’s position that, in
the longer term, those responsible for the violence should
be held accountable and that a solution should be found
to the issue of Rohingya citizenship. These positions are
also regularly made clear by the ambassador and British
officials in Burma.
British officials in Burma have been liaising with the
UN High Commission for Refugees, which is currently
conducting a review into Burma’s 1982 citizenship law
and its conformity with international standards. We are
also liaising with members of the Rakhine Investigative
Commission set up by the Burmese Government, which
is due to publish its final report in March 2013. We
continue to urge the Burmese Government to reach a
satisfactory solution to the issue of Rohingya citizenship
through these efforts.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what representations
he has made to the Government of Burma in response
to the Burma Army’s recent aerial bombardment of the
[137614]
Kachin Independence Army.
Mr Swire: We continue to call for the cessation of
violence in Kachin State at every opportunity.
Our ambassador to Burma raised these concerns
again with senior members of the Burmese Government
on 16 January.
During my visit to Burma in December, I made clear
to the Burmese authorities the need to make progress
on resolving the conflict in Kachin State and to move
towards a lasting peaceful political settlement. In my
public statement of 3 January, I expressed the British
Government’s deep concern over reports emerging from
Kachin State that there had been an escalation in hostilities.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what discussions
he has had with the Secretary-General of the United
Nations in response to the escalating conflict in Kachin
[137616]
State, Burma.
Mr Swire: We welcome the UN Secretary-General’s
statement of 2 January which took serious note of the
most recent reports indicating air strikes against targets
in Kachin State. On 3 January, I expressed our deep
concern over reports emerging from Kachin State that
there had been an escalation in hostilities.
The Secretary-General’s Special Adviser, Mr Vijay
Nambiar, visited Burma during week commencing
14 January. During the visit he met the Burmese VicePresident Dr Sai Mauk Kham and raised the situation
in Kachin. We will request that Mr Nambiar brief the
Security Council following his visit.
We have not had any recent discussion with the UN
Secretary-General in respect of the escalating conflict
in Kachin. On 28 September 2012 I attended a Friends
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of Burma meeting hosted by the UN Secretary General
in New York in which the situation in Kachin was
discussed.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he is
taking to encourage the Government of Burma to
undertake further legislative, constitutional, institutional
and judicial reforms; and what recent assistance his
Department has offered to this process.
[137619]
Mr Swire: In response to a request from Aung San
Suu Kyi, the UK Government has been supporting
capacity building of the Burmese parliament. During
2012, the Westminster Foundation for Democracy carried
out a scoping visit, and plans to support the administration
of public financial scrutiny by sharing good practice
from the UK Public Accounts Committee. In December
2012, a cross-party delegation of three Burmese MPs
from the Draft Bills Committee visited London to
spend time in the House of Commons and House of
Lords and learn about the drafting and debating of UK
law.
This work will be built upon in 2013 in conjunction
with the Department for International Development
and civil society partners, identifying areas which are
priorities for the Burmese Parliament and its supporting
institutions.
Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent
assessment he has made of the judiciary in Burma; and
what assessment he has made of the prospects for the
creation and promotion of a genuine, independent
[137620]
judiciary in that country.
Mr Swire: The Burmese Government has emphasised
that the establishment of rule of law is a priority in its
reform process. Burma’s problems with its judiciary are
pronounced: partiality and inconsistency in sentencing
is prevalent, as is corruption within the system. In
addition, the institutions around the legal system and
serving civil servants often lack the capacity to design
and implement reform. The British Government remains
committed to supporting the Burmese Government efforts
to translate its commitment to reform into action.
The British Government has sought to utilise its
experience and expertise in this area to help build the
capacity of the Burmese legal system. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Office (FCO) organised a visit to Burma
by the International Bar Association’s Human Rights
Institute in July 2012, which produced a report prioritising
areas of future support. The FCO has also provided
funding this year to a British non-governmental organisation
to provide a wide-ranging rule of law capacity building
programme, as well as providing training for civil society
advocacy groups and human rights defenders in effective
policy and human rights advocacy.
The Department for International Development supports
complementary rule of law programmes by non-government
organisations, mobilising networks of legal professionals
and legal aid practitioners within the Burmese legal
system and supporting them with training.
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Mr Andrew Mitchell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he
is taking to urge the Government of Burma to end its
military offensive in Kachin and Northern Shan states
and engage in a political dialogue and a peace process
with the Kachin Independence Organisation. [137621]
Mr Swire: We continue to call for the cessation of
violence in Kachin at every opportunity. In my public
statement of 3 January, I expressed the British Government’s
deep concern over the situation in Kachin State.
Our ambassador to Burma raised these concerns
with senior members of the Burmese Government on
16 January. During my visit in December, I made clear
to the Burmese authorities the need to make progress
on resolving the conflict in Kachin State and to move
towards a lasting peaceful political settlement.
Mr Burrowes: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps he is
taking to encourage the Government of Burma to sign,
ratify and implement those core international human
rights treaties to which Burma is not yet a party.
[137824]

Mr Swire: The UK Government regularly raises human
rights with our Burmese counterparts, making clear
that progress on human rights is one of the key benchmarks
for judging the depth of the reform process currently
under way in Burma.
During my visit to Burma from 12 to 15 December
2012, I raised a number of human rights issues, including
pressing the Burmese Government to sign the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) requesting
their support for the Foreign Secretary’s initiative on
preventing sexual violence in conflict. Senior British
officials, including our ambassador to Burma, continue
to raise with the Burmese Government Burma’s signature
of the ICCPR, the Convention against Torture and its
Optional Protocol, and the UN Covenant on Economic,
Social, and Cultural Rights.
We continue to lobby the Burmese Government to
fulfil the commitment it made in November 2012 to
open an Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Human Rights, which would monitor and help
Burmese’s implementation of international human rights
treaties.
Mr Burrowes: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs if he will consider working
with other EU member states to halt the relaxation of
economic sanctions and new trade and investment in
Burma if there is not an immediate cessation of the
[137827]
Burma Army’s offensive in Kachin State.
Mr Swire: We continue to call the cessation of violence
in Kachin State at every opportunity. I raised these
concerns with the Burmese authorities during my visit
to Burma in December and our ambassador raised
them again with senior members of the Burmese
Government on 16 January.
The EU Foreign Affairs Council will review sanctions
on Burma in April 2013. In January 2012 EU Foreign
Ministers agreed to measure progress in line with a
number of benchmarks set out in EU Council Conclusions.
These included the need for a credible process of
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reconciliation with armed ethnic groups, unhindered
humanitarian access to conflict areas, the free and fair
conduct of by-elections in April 2012 and the unconditional
release of all political prisoners.
As the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my hon. Friend the Member
for North East Bedfordshire (Alistair Burt), said during
a House of Commons debate on 15 January, any decision
on sanctions will depend on the progress that has been
made by Burma against these benchmarks, including in
Kachin State. We will be consulting our EU colleagues
over the coming months ahead of the April review.
Burundi
John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what recent assessment he
has made of the preparedness of Burundi to join the
Commonwealth.
[137574]
Mark Simmonds: We understand that Burundi has
lodged with the Commonwealth Secretariat an expression
of its interest in joining the Commonwealth. We welcome
applications from countries which can meet the necessary
requirements and demonstrate a dedication to the
Commonwealth’s core values, particularly in relation
to human rights, good governance and rule of law.
Applications are a matter for the Commonwealth
Secretariat, and decisions are made by consensus of the
Heads of all member states.
Commonwealth Business Council
Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps his
Department is taking to promote the work of the
[138495]
Commonwealth Business Council.
Mr Swire: UK Ministers have spoken at events organised
by the Commonwealth Business Council to encourage
intra-Commonwealth trade and promote trade and
investment in the UK. Most recently, in May 2012, the
then Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs, my noble Friend, Lord Howell of Guildford,
and the Minister of State for Trade and Investment, my
noble Friend, Lord Green, spoke at the Africa Day
Business Roundtable. In October 2011, Lord Howell
and Lord Green spoke at the Commonwealth Business
Forum in Perth.
Israel
Lyn Brown: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs whether he has raised concerns
about child prisoners with the Israeli Government since
[137576]
May 2010.
Alistair Burt: Our officials in Israel have repeatedly
expressed our concerns about children in detention to
the Israeli authorities. We welcomed Israel’s decision in
2011 to raise the age of legal majority for Palestinian
children in the Israeli military justice system, a step we
had advocated. I have since raised the implementation
of this decision with the Israel ambassador.
In addition, the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
funded and facilitated a report by leading British lawyers,
including Baroness Scotland. We welcome their independent
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report entitled “Children in military custody” and share
many of the concerns contained in it. We have passed
the report to the UK authorities. I have written to the
Israeli ambassador to London to urge Israel to take
action on the report. During his visit to Israel in November
2012, the Attorney-General, my right hon. and learned
Friend the Member for Beaconsfield (Mr Grieve) discussed
the report with the Israeli Attorney General Yehuda
Weinstein and other senior interlocutors. Mr Weinstein
agreed to further talks between UK and British legal
experts on the subject. This followed previous discussions
between the British embassy in Tel Aviv and the Israeli
authorities on this and other recommendations made in
the June 2012 report.
In the meantime I welcome some small steps taken by
the Israeli authorities. These include a recent Israeli
military order which reduces the length of time children
can be held in pre-trial detention and an announcement
in December by the Israeli State Attorney reducing,
from April, the period a Palestinian minor falling under
the jurisdiction of the West Bank military court system
can be held before being brought before a judge.
Lyn Brown: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs how many times he has
met the Israeli Foreign Secretary in the last year.
[137586]

Alistair Burt: The Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Richmond (Yorks) (Mr Hague) met with the Israeli
Foreign Minister, Avigdor Lieberman, twice in 2012 on
22 May and 3 July.
In addition I met with Mr Lieberman once in 2012 on
21 November.
Mali
Richard Fuller: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs whether his
Department’s Preventing Sexual Violence team will be
[137674]
deployed in Mali.
Mark Simmonds: Mali is a rapidly developing situation
and we are engaging with regional partners and the UN
regarding the protection of civilians including women.
Following the first deployment of Preventing Sexual
Violence Initiative (PSVI) experts in December 2012 to
the Syria region, the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
is developing other PSVI deployment opportunities.
This involves identifying with national governments,
non-government organisations and international partners,
particularly the UN, where and how the UK team of
experts can add most value. While there are no current
plans to deploy the team to Mali, we will continue to
monitor the situation and remain ready to act should
the appropriate mandate and opportunity be present.
Occupied Territories
Nicholas Soames: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what discussions
he has had with his European Union counterparts on
the possible imposition of sanctions against Israel
following the Israeli Government’s recent decision to
extend the construction of new settlements in the
[137626]
Occupied Palestinian Territories.
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Alistair Burt: Our position on Israeli settlements in
the Occupied Palestinian Territories is clear: they are
illegal under international law, an obstacle to peace and
make a two-state solution, with Jerusalem as a shared
capital, harder to achieve. We consistently urge the
Israeli authorities to cease all settlement building and to
remove illegal outposts, as required under international
law and in fulfilment of Israel’s obligations under the
Roadmap.
We do not hesitate to express disagreement to Israel
over action to expand, create, or entrench settlements,
whenever we feel it necessary. We understand the frustration
felt by many when Israel fails to heed our and others’
concerns over various aspects of the Occupation, including
settlement building. Nonetheless, in line with our wish
to maintain and further strengthen the UK’s close ties
with Israel, the Government opposes sanctions against,
or boycotts of, Israel.
Any decision about any other measures the UK might
take will depend on the outcome of our discussions
with the Israeli Government and with international
partners including the US and European Union.
Nicholas Soames: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what response he
has made to the Israeli Government’s recent decision
to extend the construction of new Israeli settlements in
the Occupied Palestinian Territories; and if he will
[137627]
make a statement.
Alistair Burt: The Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Richmond (Yorks) (Mr Hague), outlined concern
about recent Israeli settlement announcements during
his meeting with Israeli Chief Negotiator, Yitzhak Molcho,
on 20 December 2012.
On 18 December, the Foreign Secretary issued a
statement condemning the decision by the Jerusalem
District Planning Board to give approval for a plan to
build 1,500 housing units in the East Jerusalem
neighbourhood of Ramat Shlomo. He urged Israel to
reverse this decision and take no further steps aimed at
expanding or entrenching settlement activity.
On 26 December, I also condemned the Jerusalem
District Planning Board’s recent approvals for over
3,150 units in Givaat Hamatos and 1,242 units in Mordot
Gilo South. I made clear that these were profoundly
provocative actions that run contrary to the Fourth
Geneva convention.
Our embassy in Tel Aviv continues to make our
concerns on this issue clear to the Israeli authorities.
Overseas Students: Scholarships
Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what steps his
Department is taking to promote scholarships for
Commonwealth citizens to study in the UK. [138298]
Mr Lidington: The Foreign and Commonwealth Office
continues to fund Chevening Scholarships, the UK
Government’s global scholarship programme. The
programme, which began in 1983, is aimed at educating
and building lasting relationships with future leaders
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and decision-makers in a wide range of fields. It funds
700 postgraduate students each year from 116 countries
and territories.
Commonwealth countries form a key part of the
Chevening programme and there were over 200 students
from Commonwealth countries in 2012-13. A total of
198 scholarships were awarded to citizens of
Commonwealth countries in 2011-12, approximately a
third of the total intake for that year.
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Sajid Javid: The drawback figures for the period(s) in
question are:
Total alcohol drawback (£)
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12

73,391,279
84,018,360
110,293,984
93,205,1.60

Palestinians

Excise Duties: Fuels

Mr Hollobone: To ask the Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs what recent assessment
he has made of attempts at political reconciliation
between Hamas and Fatah in the West Bank and Gaza
[138573]
Strip.

Dr Offord: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
what assessment his Department has made of the
effects of the cancellation of the scheduled fuel duty
[138591]
rise.

Alistair Burt: We continue to follow closely developments
regarding the issue of reconciliation between Hamas
and Fatah, including the recent meeting between President
Abbas and Hamas leader Khaled Mesh’al in Cairo on 9
January. The British Government’s position and that of
the EU remains that Palestinian reconciliation, if agreed
on the basis of the principles set out by President Abbas
in his speech of 4 May 2011, would be a positive step for
the unity of a future Palestinian state and for reaching a
two state solution.

Sajid Javid: The Government’s autumn statement of
5 December 2012, Official Report, columns 871-82,
announcement on fuel duty provides support for motorists
and businesses. Cancelling the 3p increase will save a
typical motorist £40 per year and a typical haulier
£1,200 per year. As a result of the repeated action by the
Government, average pump prices will remain at least
10p per litre lower than if we had stuck with the
previous Government’s plans for the remainder of this
Parliament.
Northern Rock

Turkmenistan
John Mann: To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs what recent assessment he
has made of UK relations with Turkmenistan. [137573]
Mr Lidington: The UK has a good relationship with
Turkmenistan, and we are working to develop it further.
Turkmenistan has the world’s fourth largest reserves
of natural gas, which could make an important contribution
to EU energy security and offer significant commercial
opportunities for UK companies. In recognition of that
potential, the Prime Minster has appointed my hon.
Friend the Member for Wealden (Charles Hendry), as
Trade Envoy with responsibility for Turkmenistan as
well as Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan. He will lead his
first trade mission to Ashgabat this month.
Turkmenistan can play an important role in underpinning
long-term stability in Afghanistan, a UK priority. The
Turkmen already provide valuable humanitarian assistance
to the north-west region and promote the Turkmenistan
Afghanistan Pakistan India (TAPI) gas pipeline.
The UK will continue to work on all aspects of the
bilateral agenda, including supporting progress in
Turkmenistan on much needed human rights and other
reforms.

Chris Leslie: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
pursuant to the answer of 7 January 2013, Official
Report, column 14W, on Northern Rock, whether (a)
he and (b) officials in his Department were made
informally aware of the probable remediation of interest
charges for Northern Rock customers prior to the decision
by the board of UK Asset Resolution on 5 December
[136435]
2012.
Sajid Javid: As specified in the previous answers to
PQs on 17 December 2012, Official Report, column
562W, 20 December 2012, Official Report, column 921W,
and 7 January 2013, Official Report, column 14W, the
decision to remediate interest charges for Northern
Rock Asset Management customers with Consumer
Credit Act (CCA) regulated loans where the loan
documentation is not compliant with CCA requirements
was taken by the UK Asset Resolution (UKAR) Board
on 5 December. Ministers were made aware of the
board’s proposal on the same day. Officials were made
aware of the final estimate of the probable remediation
costs on the afternoon 5 December. The UKAR proposal
was agreed by UK Financial Investments Ltd (UKFI)
in a letter to UKAR on 10 December. UKFI sought
and was granted Treasury approval on 10 December.
Offshore Industry: Taxation

Excise Duties: Alcoholic Drinks

Mr Nicholas Brown: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1) what assessment he has made of the
extent of the relationship between the North sea oil and
gas tax regime and the sector’s UK employment base;

Dan Rogerson: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how much was paid out through the alcohol drawback
duty regime in (a) 2009, (b) 2010 and (c) 2011. [138477]

(2) what assessment he has made of the effects on the
(a) level of investment and (b) number of jobs of changes
[138542]
to the North sea oil and gas tax regime.

TREASURY

[138541]
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Sajid Javid: The Government has made no assessment
of the direct relationship between the North sea oil and
gas tax regime and the sector’s UK employment base.
The latter is influenced by a number of factors, including
the management and procurement decisions made by
individual companies.
Assessments of any anticipated investment effects of
changes to the oil and gas tax regime in the forecast
period are included in the policy costings for such
measures which are certified by the Office for Budget
Responsibility. The package of oil and gas measures
which the Government introduced in 2012 is expected
to increase investment over the forecast period. Following
these measures, we have already seen a number of
significant new projects being announced, which are
together expected by the industry to support thousands
of UK jobs.
Personal Income: Kingston Upon Hull
Diana Johnson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer pursuant to the answer of 15 January 2013,
Official Report, column 670W, on personal income:
Kingston upon Hull, how many people in Hull North
had a taxable income greater than (a) £20,000, (b)
£30,000 and (c) £50,000 in 2009-10; and what estimate
he has made of comparable figures for (i) Hull and (ii)
the smallest relevant geographic area for which figures
are available in (A) 2010-11 and (B) 2011-12. [138443]
Mr Gauke: There were an estimated 13,000 taxpayers
in the Kingston upon Hull North constituency in 2009-10
with total income greater than £20,000, and an estimated
6,000 with total income greater than £30,000.
An estimate of those with income greater than £50,000
in 2009-10 is not available due to small sample size.
These estimates are based on Survey of Personal
Incomes (SPI) outturn data for 2009-10. Estimates of
taxpayer numbers at parliamentary constituency level
based on new SPI survey data for 2010-11 will be
published on 31 January 2013.
Projections of taxpayer numbers beyond the 2009-10
SPI outturn are not generally published below the United
Kingdom level due to significant uncertainties in making
projections for smaller geographical areas.
Available projections of taxpayer numbers by country
and region are published in Table 2.2 ‘Number of
individual income taxpayers by marginal rate, gender
and age, by country and region, 1999-2000 to 2012-13’,
available on the HMRC website:
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/statistics/tax-statistics/table2-2.pdf

Tax Avoidance
Catherine McKinnell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer when he expects to publish the consultation
on public procurement and tax avoidance announced
[138440]
in the 2012 autumn statement.
Mr Gauke: Cabinet Office and HMRC will shortly
commence discussions with stakeholders on proposals
to use the public procurement process to promote tax
compliance.
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Catherine McKinnell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer how many participants in tax avoidance
schemes HM Revenue and Customs has contacted
regarding the settlement opportunity announced on 3
December 2012; and with how many such participants
HM Revenue and Customs had reached agreement by
16 January 2013.
[138468]
Mr Gauke: There is an ongoing rolling programme to
issue letters to the targeted scheme participants throughout
January. By the end of 16 January 2013, 3,885 letters
had been issued.
No agreements have yet been reached with those
receiving the letters. Such agreements are complex and
negotiations are likely to take some time to conclude.
However, there have already been responses to the
letters and discussions with interested parties are taking
place.
Catherine McKinnell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what recent assessment he has made of the
level of tax avoided by multinational corporations
trading in the UK via the use of inter-company loans.
[138469]

Mr Gauke: In line with international accounting
standards and like most OECD countries’ tax systems,
UK tax rules recognise the distinction between debt and
equity and give deductions for interest as a business
expense.
While there is potential for some businesses to seek to
exploit the UK’s current rules for avoidance purposes,
statistics are not compiled to measure the impact of
attempted avoidance by reference to the use of inter
company loans. However, the UK has a variety of
defences which protect against excessive interest deductions:
The worldwide debt cap, which limits the total tax deductions
for interest that the UK part of a worldwide group can claim;
Transfer pricing rules which disallow interest deductions in
excess of what would be paid to an independent lender and on
borrowing in excess of what the company would or could borrow;
Anti-arbitrage rules which tackle artificial asymmetric arrangements
for intra-group payments and receipts;
Disguised interest rules for arrangements giving a return
economically equivalent to interest;
Unallowable purpose rules which prevent a deduction for
interest on a loan that does not have a commercial purpose; and
Withholding tax on interest (where not ceded or reduced under
a Double Tax Agreement).

The Disclosure of Tax Avoidance Scheme (DOTAS)
provisions for marketed tax avoidance schemes also
cover schemes that seek to exploit the UK rules in
respect of inter-company loans. Notifications under
DOTAS enable HMRC to counter abusive schemes at
an early stage and inform the risk assessment process to
ensure that avoidance is tackled appropriately.
The Government announced on 3 December new
investment of £77 million to expand HMRC’s antiavoidance and evasion activity. The overall package will
bring in additional revenues of £2 billion more a year by
the end of 2014-15. This additional investment means
HMRC will further improve its risk assessment capability
for large multinational companies and increase its transfer
pricing specialist resources. This will help to ensure that
multinationals pay the tax due in accordance with UK
tax law.
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http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/statistics/personal-tax-credits.htm#1

Tax Avoidance and Evasion
Catherine McKinnell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what his policy is on the European Commission’s
action plan on tackling tax avoidance and evasion.
[138439]

Mr Gauke: The Government is fully committed to
clamping down on those who evade paying their tax
and welcomes Commission consideration of what EU-level
actions may be appropriate. The Government is currently
considering the proposals in the Commission’s action
plan in further detail, including the priority which
should be given to the various proposals while taking
fully into account the balance of competences in this
area and the subsidiarity principle.
Tax Havens
Catherine McKinnell: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what recent progress has been made by the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
in preventing artificial transfers of profits to tax havens.
[138471]

Mr Gauke: The UK, French and German Governments
have jointly written to the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development offering voluntary
contributions equivalent to ¤150,000 each in order to
support rapid progress on its work to tackle profit
shifting and the erosion of the corporate tax base at the
global level.
The OECD will report to the G20 Finance Ministers
on progress in February 2013. The timetable and direction
for further work by the OECD will be set following
consideration of the February report. Given the complex
issues involved and the need to gather evidence, the
voluntary contributions to this work will help make
progress in achieving concrete results as soon as possible.
Welfare Tax Credits: Merseyside
Mr Frank Field: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer
how many people in (a) Halton, (b) Knowsley, (c)
Liverpool, (d) Sefton, (e) St Helens and (f) Wirral
local authority areas are claiming (i) working family tax
credit and childcare tax credit change in circumstance
income disregards, (ii) childcare tax credit first income
threshold, (iii) childcare tax credit second income threshold,
(iv) childcare tax credit baby element, (v) working family
tax credit 30 hour element, (vi) working family tax
credit basic element, (vii) working family tax credit
single parent and couple element, (viii) working family
tax credit 50-plus element, (ix) working family tax credit
minimum hours for couples, (x) housing benefit nondependant deductions, (xi) council tax benefit nondependant deductions, (xii) contribution-based employment
and support allowance (ESA) and (xiii) youth provision
[137759]
of ESA.
Sajid Javid: Working family tax credit was abolished
in March 2003 and replaced by the current child and
working tax credit system.
All figures provided in this answer are based on the
current tax credits system, as at December 2012. Further
information can be found in HMRC’s published National
Statistics, which can be found here:

(i) Final tax credit entitlement for a given year is
based on income in that year if that is: more than
£2,500 lower than the income in the previous year; or
exceeds it by more than £10,000. A year on year income
fall of less than £2,500; or increase of less than £10,000
is disregarded in calculating the current year’s final tax
credit entitlement, and the previous year’s income is
used. The disregard for an income rise is to be lowered
from £10,000 to £5,000 from April 2013.
(ii) Any family eligible for any element of working tax
credit (WTC) can receive their full entitlement until
their annual household income reaches £6,420 p.a.—the
first income threshold. After this point, their tax credit
entitlement is tapered away. Table 1 details the number
of families in each of the requested regions, who are
eligible for WTC and whose annual income is above
£6,420.
Table 1: Number of WTC eligible families whose income is in excess of the first
income threshold
Thousand
Halton

5.7

Knowsley

7.5

Liverpool

20.5

Sefton

11.5

St. Helens

7.7

Wirral

13.3

(iii) Any family eligible for child tax credit (CTC)
only, can receive their full entitlement until their annual
household income reaches £15,860p.a.—the second income
threshold. After this point, their tax credit entitlement
is tapered away. Table 2 details the number of families
in each of the requested regions, who are eligible for
CTC only and whose annual income is above £15,860.
Table 2: Number of CTC eligible families whose income is in excess of
the second income threshold
Thousand
1

—
0.1
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2

Halton
Knowsley
Liverpool
Sefton
St. Helens
Wirral
1
Less than 0.1 thousand families

(iv) The baby element of child tax credit was abolished
from April 2011; therefore there are no current recipients.
(v-vii) Table 3 shows the number of families in the
requested regions receiving the WTC basic element,
WTC lone parent or couple element, and the WTC 30
hour element.
Table 3: Number of families receiving certain specific elements of WTC
Thousand

Halton

WTC basic
element

WTC lone
parent or couple
element1

WTC 30 hour
element
5.1

7.1

6.2

Knowsley

10.0

8.6

6.6

Liverpool

27.9

22.1

18.5

Sefton

14.8

12.5

10.2

9.7

8.2

6.8

17.6

14.7

11.9

St. Helens
Wirral
1

The numbers in this column include people who receive either the lone
parent, or the couple’s element.
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(viii) The 50+ Return to work element of working tax
credit was abolished from April 2012; therefore there
are no current recipients.
(ix) The hours rules for couples claiming working tax
credit changed in April 2012. A couple that is responsible
for a child or young person must work at least 24 hours
between them, and one adult must be working at least
16 hours. If the couple is not responsible for a child one
adult must be over 25 years old and working at least
30 hours a week.
(x-xi) The information requested is not currently
available, and could be provided only at disproportionate
cost.
(xii) Statistics on how many people living in Halton,
Knowsley, Liverpool, Sefton or St Helens, receive
contribution based employment and support allowance
can be found at:
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?page=tabtool

Guidance for users is available at:
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd1/tabtools/guidance.pdf

(xiii) We have no indicator on our datasets that would
identify claimants under the youth provision of ESA.
However an ad hoc publication was produced, using
estimates, to provide information about youth provision
of ESA and this can be found at:

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/eia-esa-youth-provisionswr2011.pdf

Working Tax Credit: Self-employed
Cathy Jamieson: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1) what estimate he has made of the total
amount of working tax credits paid to people who are
self-employed in (a) the UK and (b) Scotland in the
[136973]
last year for which figures are available;
(2) how many people who are self-employed claimed
working tax credits in (a) the UK, (b) Scotland and
(c) each parliamentary constituency in the last year for
[136974]
which figures are available.
Sajid Javid [holding answer 14 January 2013]: The
following table details the number of self-employed tax
credit recipients who receive some working tax credit;
and the total amount of working tax credit that is paid
to these recipients. This is provided specifically for
Scotland, and for the UK as a whole. The figures are
based on the finalised Tax Credits data for 2010-11.
A breakdown of self-employed working tax credit
claimants by parliamentary constituency is provided in
Annex A, which will be placed in the Library.

Number of self-employed tax credit claimants receiving some working tax credit
Total amount of working tax credit paid to self-employed recipients

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS
Adult Education: Worcestershire
Karen Lumley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills how much has been
spent on supporting adult education in Worcestershire
in (a) 2010-11, (b) 2011-12 and (c) 2012-13. [137600]
Matthew Hancock: Table 1 shows estimated funding
to support the delivery of adult (19+) further education
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Scotland

UK

35,000
£120 million

600,000
£2.05 billion

and skills (excluding community learning) in Worcestershire
local education authority in England. Final data are
shown for the 2010/11 academic year and provisional
data are shown for the 2011/12 academic year. Data are
not yet available for the 2012/13 academic year.
Estimated funding comes from the Individualised
Learner Record. It provides an indication of the level of
government funding. It should not be treated as actual
spend, as spending is not reported at this level.

Table 1: Estimated funding for adult (19+) further education and skills in Worcestershire local education authority, 2010/11 to 2011/12 (provisional)
Worcestershire local education authority (£ million)
2010/11 (Final)

23

2011/12 (Provisional)

22

Notes:
1. These data include all adult (19+) further education and skills provision except for community learning which is not available at the local education authority level.
2. Geography is based upon the home postcode of the learner.
3. Figures are based on the geographic boundaries of regions as of May 2010.
4. Provisional data for 2011/12 should not be directly compared with data for earlier years.
Source:
Individualised Learner Record.

Biocidal Products: EU Law

Michael Fallon: Lead responsibility for biocidal policy
lies with the Department for Work and Pensions through
their agency the Health and Safety Executive (HSE).

Sir Bob Russell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what recent discussions
he has had with (a) other Government Departments
and (b) other EU member states on the introduction
of the European Biocidal Directive 1998; and if he will
[138574]
make a statement.

Officials in the Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills (BIS) have had recent discussions with HSE
on biocidal policy which have centred on the preparations
for the introduction of the biocidal products regulation
that will replace the biocidal directive 1998. Issues HSE
have raised with us include: fees to be paid by industry
to the European Chemicals Agency for work carried
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out by that Agency and proposals for the introduction
of fees to be paid by industry to the HSE for work
carried out by them.
As BIS are not the policy lead for this issue, we have
not had any discussions with other EU member states
on biocidal policy; these are taken forward by the HSE.
Sir Bob Russell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what recent discussions
he has had with representatives of UK (a) manufacturers,
(b) installers and (c) operators on the introduction of
the European Biocidal Directive 1998; and if he will
[138575]
make a statement.
Michael Fallon: Although the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills (BIS) does not lead on biocidal
policy, (the responsibility of the Department for Work
and Pensions through their agency the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE)), BIS has regular contact with
trade associations in the chemical sector who represent
biocidal manufacturers. Those trade associations and
their member companies correspond directly with HSE
on biocidal issues.
BIS has engaged with the Chemical Industries
Association about the HSE legislative plan to enact the
biocidal products regulation (which will replace the
directive) and will work with industry and with
representative bodies to help ensure that UK businesses
affected by the regulation are aware and able to comply.
Business: Essex
Mr Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills what recent steps his Department
has taken to assist (a) small, (b) medium-sized and (c)
large businesses in Essex; and if he will make a statement.
[133124]

Michael Fallon: Businesses in Essex can gain from
national schemes to support businesses, provided by the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS)
and local initiatives managed by organisations such as
the County Council and the Local Enterprise Partnerships
The Local Enterprise Partnership covers Essex and
working with local authorities and business plays a
central role in determining local economic priorities
and undertaking activities to drive economic growth
and the creation of jobs.
The Government has also provided funding to local
businesses and organisations through the Regional Growth
Fund. Companies such as e2V Technologies Limited
based in Chelmsford has received £6.25 million to develop
its products, one of many in the region to receive a
grant to increase jobs in the area. Another is the Thames
Gateway Innovation Growth Enterprise (TIGER) which
has received £20 million to offer low interest loans to
businesses in Essex and north Kent. Round 4 has just
been announced (17 January) and new opportunities
will be available for businesses to bid.
This local work complements the Government’s work
at a national level with the Banks and alternative and
new funders to business. This includes start-up loans for
young people setting up in business—including two
local delivery partners in the Kent area.
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The United Kingdom Trade Investment organisation
has worked with exporters across the country and with
717 companies within Essex since April 2012.
Business: Loans
Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills when he expects the
Government’s Business Bank to begin lending money
to small and medium-sized businesses.
[137737]
Michael Fallon: As set out in the written ministerial
statement published on 20 December 2012, Official
Report, columns 122-23WS, the business bank will make
wholesale finance interventions in the business finance
market to facilitate the development of a greater diversity
of finance sources and to tackle other long standing
market gaps. There is currently no plan for the business
bank to lend directly to businesses or have branches on
the high street.
However, we have also set out at autumn statement
that the business bank will seek to deploy £300 million
of funding over the next two years in ways that not only
supports the development of new sources of finance for
small and medium enterprises, but also increases finance
from these sources to businesses. Further detail of how
this funding will be made available will be provided at
Budget 2013, following engagement with market
participants.
Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills what steps he has
taken to enable small and medium-sized businesses to
derive maximum benefit from the Government’s
[137738]
Business Bank.
Michael Fallon: As set out in the written ministerial
statement of 20 December 2012, Official Report,
columns 122-23WS, we have taken the following steps
towards the establishment of a business bank:
definition of its objectives—making wholesale interventions in
the business finance markets to facilitate the development of a
greater diversity of finance sources and to tackle long-standing
market gaps; and bringing together Government finance schemes
for small and midsized businesses so that they are managed as
single portfolio; ensuring that businesses are aware and can
access Government-backed business advice.
establishment of an advisory group that will advise the Government
on the setting up and strategic direction of the new institution,
and chaired by Sir Peter Burt.
assessment of options to deploy £300 million of funding to
co-invest alongside the private sector in sources of finance that
help diversify the business finance market—detail of how this
funding will be made available will be provided at Budget 2013.
Ongoing consultations of stakeholders, including businesses,
business representative bodies, challenger banks, non-bank lenders,
the main high street banks, financial advisory firms and financial
services.

Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills whether the
Government’s Business Bank will impose lower lending
requirements than existing commercial banks. [137739]
Michael Fallon: The objectives of the business bank
are to address long standing market failures affecting
the provision of finance to small and mid-sized businesses.
As set out in my written ministerial statement of
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20 December 2012, Official Report, columns 122-23WS,
we are therefore considering a number of options, including
capital investments and guarantees for long-term finance
products, as well as a wider range of wholesale funding
activities that could best address these funding gaps.
We have not taken a view yet on what our preferred
option is and detailed design of the activities will need
to reflect the requirement to ensure our proposals are
fully consistent with state aid rules. However, we are
clear that we will not seek to subsidise, replace or
compete with existing and future finance providers, but
aim to ensure a greater range of providers and products
become available to small and medium enterprises and
mid-sized corporates.
Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills if he will bring
forward proposals to require commercial banks to state
the specific reasons they refuse to lend to a small or
[137740]
medium-sized business.
Michael Fallon: The Lending Code, relevant to microenterprises
http://www.lendingstandardsboard.org.uk

and the Lending Principles for larger businesses
http://www.bba.org.uk/publications/entry/lending-principlesfor-larger-businesses/

both set out that banks should provide loan applicants
with feedback. The code states:
“wherever practical, [lenders] will give you clear feedback
when they have decided to decline (refuse) a request for credit,
including what steps you might take next;”

The Principles state:
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The Financial Services Authority (FSA) will shortly be publishing
its review of the prudential and conduct requirements for new
entrants to the banking sector to ensure that they are proportionate
and do not pose excessive barriers to entry or expansion for new
entrants to the banking market.
On 1 April 2013, the Financial Conduct Authority (one of the
two successor bodies to the FSA) will commence its work equipped
with a specific duty to promote competition in financial services
in the interests of consumers.
The Government is currently considering its response to the
2011 consultation by HM Treasury—“Setting the Strategy for
UK Payments”—which set out proposals for reforming the regulation
and governance of payments networks to ensure that networks
are responsive to the needs of all users, including new entrants
and smaller banks.
We will also working with the banks and the Payments Council
to ensure successful introduction of a new account switching
service in September 2013 which will make it significantly easier
for personal and business customers to switch to new bank
accounts.

Alongside work to promote competition, the
Government has already taken action to improve the
flow of credit to small and medium-sized businesses
including by working with the Bank of England to
launch the Funding for Lending Scheme, by putting in
place access to finance schemes such the £1.2 billion
Business Finance Partnership, and by providing additional
funding for the Enterprise Finance Guarantee. The
Government has also announced plans to deploy an
extra £1 billion to create a business bank to help develop
greater diversity of non-bank finance.
Business: Regulation
Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills what plans he has
to lower the cost and time spent by small and medium[137736]
sized businesses on regulatory compliance.

“we will provide you with proactive and clear feedback”

Furthermore, where any application is declined by
the major banks, a small or medium sized business has
the right to appeal. Their application will then be assessed
by someone independent from the initial decision. To
ensure the appeals process is robust, it is overseen by the
Independent Reviewer Russel Griggs, who found in its
first year of operation, 40% of those decisions which
were appealed were subsequently revised to the satisfaction
of the small business.
Information on the appeals process should be included
in any decline, and more details can also be found at the
British Bankers’ Association’s website at:
http://www.betterbusinessfinance.co.uk/

Mr Jim Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills what plans he has to
stimulate competition amongst the UK’s main commercial
banks to provide loans to small and medium-sized
[137741]
businesses.
Michael Fallon: Securing effective competition in the
banking sector requires action on a number of fronts,
including tackling unnecessary barriers to new entrants,
overcoming the obstacles which prevent banks with
competitive products from expanding their market share,
and ensuring that regulatory decisions encourage
competition. A number of actions are in train to address
these issues.

Michael Fallon: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
I gave on 20 December 2012, Official Report, column 864W.
Export Credit Guarantees: Cuba
Mr Leech: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills what exports of boats and
related equipment to Cuba were supported by UK
Export Finance; when these exports were made; and
which exports were to (a) government bodies and (b)
[137763]
private companies.
Michael Fallon: UK Export Finance supported one
contract for the supply of a non-propelled cutter suction
dredge, floating and shore pipeline equipment, one
manoeuvring tugboat, six grab dredges, spare parts and
workshop equipment and technical services. The exports
were made in 1982 and 1983 to a government body.
Higher Education: Anti-Semitism
Mr Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills what information sources officials
in his Department with policy responsibility for dealing
with anti-Semitism in universities have access to, to
ensure they are well informed about issues facing the
Jewish community in higher education; what recent
representations he has received on that matter from the
Jewish community; and if he will make a statement. [R]
[133082]
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Mr Willetts: Policy officials have access to a range of
information sources from both across Government and
external partners, including published reports. I refer
my hon. Friend to the answer that I gave on 10 December
2012, Official Report, columns 30-1W.
Mr Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what recent meetings
he has had with the Board of Deputies of British Jews
on anti-Semitism on university campuses; what was
discussed and what responses he gave; and if he will
[133083]
make a statement. [R]
Mr Willetts: I have not met the Board of Deputies for
British Jews. I refer my hon. Friend to the answer that I
gave on 10 December 2012, Official Report, columns
30-1W.
HMV
Mr Umunna: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills how many meetings (a) he, (b)
Ministers in his Department and (c) his officials have
had with executives at HMV and its owners since May
2010; whether the future of the firm’s UK operations
was discussed at these meetings; and on what dates any
[138610]
such meetings took place.
Jo Swinson: All Ministers’ meetings with external
organisations are published quarterly on the Gov.uk
website which you can access using the following hyperlink:
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/departmentfor-business-innovation-skills/series/bis-quarterlypublications-april-to-june-2012

Information on any meetings between officials and
HMV and its owners is not held centrally.
Import Duties
Mr Bain: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills what assessment he has made of
the effect of customs tariffs and other charges
applicable to goods imported into the European
economic area (EEA) from businesses in states outside
[138466]
the EEA on businesses in the UK.
Michael Fallon: No systematic analysis has been
conducted of the impact on UK businesses of tariffs
and charges on imports from outside the European
economic area.
Such imports into the UK would normally be subject
to the European Union’s most favoured nation (MFN)
tariff. Given its low average level of just over 5%, the
overall impact of this would not be significant.
The main exceptions arise where the EU has negotiated
preferential trade arrangements, in which case tariffs
will be lower than the MFN rate and very often zero.
The UK undertakes analysis to inform our position on
negotiations of preferential trading arrangements.
Another exception is where imports into the EU are
subject to additional EU anti-dumping or anti-subsidy
duties. The Government judges each proposal for antidumping and anti-subsidy measures on its merits based
on an economic assessment of the case and on
representations from interested parties, including UK
business.
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Insolvency
Mr Khalid Mahmood: To ask the Secretary of State
for Business, Innovation and Skills if he will introduce
legislation to ensure that gift vouchers are honoured in
the event of a company entering administration.
[138430]

Jo Swinson: I have no plans to introduce such legislation
at this time.
I recognise that gift voucher/card holders of an insolvent
business will be frustrated if they are not able to redeem
them but those will be the same circumstances faced by
all unsecured creditors of the company, who will have
supplied goods and services for which they have not
been paid.
Administrators will take a view on whether to honour
gift voucher/cards based on their duty to act in the
interests of all creditors.
Motor Vehicles: Exports
Karen Lumley: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what steps he is taking
to support car manufacturers based in the UK to
[137598]
export cars to emerging markets.
Michael Fallon: Vehicles are the UK’s number one
manufactured export with some 80% of all vehicles
produced in the UK being exported. While the EU
remains the major destination of UK-built vehicles,
growth in emerging markets offers great opportunity.
Jaguar Land Rover has just announced that China is
now their largest export market. United Kingdom Trade
and Investment (UKTI) support is now being directed
more towards those high growth and emerging markets.
UKTI works with the Automotive Council, trade bodies
and companies to identify key export business opportunities,
and through its overseas network, facilitates contacts
with key customers and gathers market intelligence.
Nuclear Weapons
Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills what assessment he has made of
the implications for inward investment into UK
manufacturing of the decision by the Norwegian
government to take the advice from its Advisory Council
on Ethics to withdraw investments made by the Norwegian
State Sovereign Wealth Fund in UK companies involved
in developing, producing and maintaining nuclear weapons.
[137660]

Michael Fallon: The Government welcomes foreign
investment into the UK including in the advanced
engineering sector. In 2011/12, investment in the sector
attracted more jobs than any other (17,379), 25% more
than in 2010/11. It also attracted more projects than
other sectors along with the software sector.
The Norwegian Ministry of Finance established ethical
guidelines for the Government Pension Fund Global
(GPFG) in 2004. The guidelines (updated in 2009)
allow the exclusion of companies from the GPFG’s
portfolio and set up an Independent Council of Ethics
to advise the Ministry of Finance on the exclusion of
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companies. The decision on the criteria to exclude
companies and which to exclude, or not, is one for the
Norwegian Government.
Offshore Industry
Mr Nicholas Brown: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills if he will estimate the
proportion of work in the UK offshore fabrication
sector that is carried out by foreign companies. [138543]
Mr Hayes: I have been asked to reply on behalf of the
Department of Energy and Climate Change.
Information we have received from companies, indicates
that in the past year the overall UK content in developments
including fabrication has been excess of 70%.
On fabrication, of particular note are developments
including, Cygnus, Solan, the Golden Eagle accommodation
module, Britannia module and the Monarb jacket as
successes being built in the UK which are currently
supporting around 4,000 direct jobs in the UK fabrication
sector.
Mr Nicholas Brown: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what steps his
Department is taking to promote UK content in North
[138544]
sea fabrication projects.
Mr Hayes: I have been asked to reply on behalf of the
Department of Energy and Climate Change.
The Department works closely with licensees operating
in the UKCS to ensure that they are aware of the
capability of the UK fabrication sector and they are
afforded fair opportunities to bid for contracts under
the EU procurement laws.
In support of this in 2011 we published a catalogue
showcasing the capability and capacity of UK fabricators
for use by the operators.

Financial year
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Overseas Trade
Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what steps his Department
takes to work with country-specific All-Party Parliamentary
Groups to maximise the opportunities their delegations
abroad present for UK businesses.
[137987]
Michael Fallon: The Department is always willing to
provide briefing to All-Party Parliamentary Groups
travelling overseas where the visit meets the Department’s
objectives. Our embassies and high commissions also
regularly provide support to parliamentarians when
they are travelling overseas.
Recruitment
Mr Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for Business,
Innovation and Skills how many members of the Senior
Civil Service his Department has recruited in each year
since 2010; at what cost to the public purse that recruitment
was undertaken in each such year; and if he will make a
[133084]
statement.
Jo Swinson: The table sets out the numbers of senior
civil servants who have been recruited to core BIS
(including UK Trade and Investment) since 2010.
Over this period seven senior civil servants have been
recruited in UK Trade and Investment, four in the
Shareholder Executive and two in Communications to
increase the levels of specialist knowledge and skills
required in these areas. In addition BIS has recruited
three Director Generals and a Chief Scientific Adviser.
15 of the 17 recruits have replaced senior civil servants
who left their roles on retirement, resignation, end of
fixed term contract or moved to a new civil service post.
The two new roles were created in UK Trade and
Investment.

Number of senior civil servants recruited to core
BIS (including UK Trade and Investment)

Cost (£) (ex-VAT)

2
6
9
17

53,223.87
54,188.32
234,323.11
341,735.30

2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
Total

Mr Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what plans he has to
recruit staff to Senior Civil Service posts in the next 12
[133085]
months; and if he will make a statement.
Jo Swinson: The chief executive of the Shareholder
Executive in the Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills (BIS) has recently been selected to become
the permanent secretary of the Department for Energy
and Climate Change. The post requires a blend of
finance and commercial skills with knowledge of Whitehall
and it is likely that the Department will shortly be
running an open competition to seek a replacement.
There is no other senior civil service recruitment
planned in core BIS at this time although exemptions
from the recruitment freeze are made where there is a
strong business case given the knowledge and skills
required.

Shops: Empty Property
Mr Umunna: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what statistics his
Department collects on shop vacancy rates by locality.
[138611]

Michael Fallon: The Government do not collect data
on vacancy rates. Commercial organisations do track
these and regularly publish figures.
Trade: Commonwealth
Andrew Rosindell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what steps his Department
is taking to promote intra-Commonwealth trade in (a)
Africa, (b) the Caribbean and (c) the Asia-Pacific
[138297]
region.
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Michael Fallon: Intra-Commonwealth trade is a matter
for the authorities in the markets concerned. However,
the UK Government supports moves to make trade
more straightforward within a number of regions, and
these cover many Commonwealth countries. Examples
include the Africa Free Trade Initiative; the European
Union’s Economic Partnership Agreements with countries
in the Caribbean, the Pacific, and five regions of Africa;
and work to facilitate trade between the countries of
South and South-East Asia.

All UK firms will be treated equally rather than
placing any one UK or UK subsidiary company in a
more advantageous position relative to another offering
similar services or goods in a market.

UK Trade and Investment

Mary Macleod: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what recent discussions he has had with the
Airports Commission and Secretary of State for Transport;
and if he will ensure that his Department’s submission
of evidence to the Airports Commission will take into
account aircraft noise, air quality and any other healthrelated impacts of living under a flight path. [137668]

Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what UK Trade and
Investment teams abroad are doing to lobby foreign
governments to lower regulatory barriers faced by UK
[137950]
companies.
Michael Fallon: UK Trade and Investment (UKTI)
teams work together with the whole overseas diplomatic
network, as part of a renewed focus by Government on
commercial diplomacy, to lobby in the interests of UK
business. All overseas teams have in place campaigns on
their priorities, including, where appropriate, on lowering
regulatory barriers. This campaigning approach includes
using formal bilateral dialogues, such as Joint Economic
Trade Committees which are organised by overseas
UKTI teams.
In addition, Government Ministers systematically lobby
for UK commercial interests on all overseas visits, by
leading trade delegations co-ordinated by overseas UKTI
teams, and in their meetings with their counterparts in
other Governments. UKTI, together with other teams
in our overseas posts, uses these opportunities to lobby
directly for the removal of barriers for UK companies.
Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills how UK Trade and
Investment decides which company to support when
multiple British companies with varying strengths of
[137951]
bids are competing for the same contract.
Michael Fallon: If there are multiple British companies
competing for the same contract overseas, they will be
treated equally by UK Trade and Investment (UKTI).
In addition, and where appropriate, UKTI might
chose to promote UK capability in a particular sector
rather than placing any one UK company in a more
advantageous position relative to another UK company
offering similar services or goods in a market.
Daniel Kawczynski: To ask the Secretary of State for
Business, Innovation and Skills what distinction UK
Trade and Investment makes between British companies
and British subsidiaries of foreign companies when
they are bidding for the same contracts abroad. [137952]
Michael Fallon: British subsidiaries of foreign companies,
like British companies themselves, are eligible for support
from UK Trade and Investment (UKTI) when bidding
for contracts overseas as long as they otherwise meet
the eligibility requirement for UKTI services, which
require businesses to have an active UK trading address
and be able to demonstrate that any support they receive
from UKTI would help them deliver economic benefit
to the UK through the UK trading address.

HEALTH
Airports Commission

Mr Simon Burns: I have been asked to reply on behalf
of the Department for Transport as Minister for Aviation.
My departmental ministerial colleagues and I have
had no meetings with Department for Health Ministers
on this issue yet. The Airports Commission is fully
resourced to take account of the range of aviation
impacts.
Antidepressants
Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what recent assessment he has made of the number of
anti-depressants prescribed for people aged (a)
between five and 15 and (b) between 16 and 25 years
old in each year for which data is available.
[137810]
Norman Lamb: This information is not collected
centrally.
Dementia
Lilian Greenwood: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what the average diagnosis rate for dementia
was for (a) Nottingham City, (b) Nottinghamshire,
(c) the East Midlands and (d) England in the most
[138526]
recent period for which figures are available.
Norman Lamb: The information requested is shown
in the following table.
Dementia diagnosis rate 2011-12
Percentage
Nottingham City Primary Care
Trust
Nottinghamshire County
Primary Care Trust
East Midlands Strategic Health
Authority
England
Source:
Mapping the Dementia gap 2012: Alzheimer’s Society

57.5
45.1
44.6
45

Drugs: Prisons
Andrew Griffiths: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) pursuant to the answer of 3 December 2012,
Official Report, columns 666-7W, on prisons: drugs and
alcoholic drinks, what the total cost of (a) maintenancebased and (b) abstinence-based drug treatment programmes
was to the public purse in each of the last 10 years;
[137582]
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(2) pursuant to the answer of 3 December 2012,
Official Report, columns 666-7W, on prisons: drugs
and alcoholic drinks, what estimate he has made of the
number of prisoners who re-presented for treatment
having previously participated in (a) maintenancebased and (b) abstinence-based drug treatment
[137583]
programmes in prison;
(3) how many prisoners serving a custodial sentence
who participated in a (a) maintenance-based and (b)
abstinence-based drug treatment programme in each of
the last 10 years had served previous prison terms;
[137546]
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abstinence-based drug treatment programme in each of
the last 10 years, by length of time spent in custody by
those prisoners receiving interventions.
[137547]

Norman Lamb: Information is available in respect of
the total cost of prison drug treatment programmes
over the last 10 years. However, the data combine both
abstinence-based and maintenance-based treatment costs
and it is not possible to extrapolate the requested
information from these totals. Available data are shown
in the following table.

(4) how many people serving a custodial sentence
participated in (a) maintenance-based and (b)
Department of Health funding allocated for clinical drug treatment services in adult prisons in England between 2003-04 and 2012-13
£ million
2003-04

2004-05

2005-06

1

Baseline funding

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

11.3

Funding for
enhanced clinical
drug treatment
services2

—

—

—

12.0

13.2

22.4

38.5

44.5

44.5

44.5

11.3

11.3

11.3

23.3

24.5

33.7

49.8

55.8

55.8

55.8

Total

2006-07

2007-08

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

1

This was permanently transferred to primary care trusts from April 2006 following completion of the full transfer of commissioning for health care in publicly
funded prisons.
2
To support the introduction of the Integrated Drug Treatment System (IDTS) in prisons between 2006 and 2011 and the subsequent retention of IDTS principles
within integrated, needs led and recovery focused substance misuse services which are being re-commissioned at a local level.
Source:
Department of Health and National Offender Management Service.

From April 2011, the Department assumed responsibility
for funding all drug treatment in prisons in England.
The Department is now providing £63 million to adult
prisons previously allocated by the Ministry of Justice
and £44.5 million from their Integrated Drug Treatment
System (IDTS) budget in each of the three years of the
comprehensive spending review period (2011-14).
The transfer of funding responsibility for all drug
treatment in prisons to the Department applies to prisons
in England only as the Welsh Government has responsibility
for health services in Wales.
Data are collected by the National Offender Management
Service on the number of clinical interventions for
in-year maintenance prescriptions and the number of
in-year detoxification treatments. However, individual
prisoners may have had more than one treatment episode
in any 12-month period so clinical interventions data do
not currently allow identification of the number of
individual prisoners receiving either maintenance
prescriptions or detoxification treatments. We expect
that, with the introduction of the National Drug Treatment
Monitoring System across the prison estate in 2012-13,
data on re-presentation rates will be available from
2013-14.
Data are not collected centrally about the number of
prisoners serving a custodial sentence who participated
in maintenance-based or abstinence-based (detoxification)
drug treatment programmes in each of the last 10 years
and who had served previous prison terms.
Data are not collected centrally either in respect of
people serving a custodial sentence who participated in
maintenance-based or detoxification treatment programmes
in each of the last 10 years, by length of time spent in
custody by those prisoners receiving interventions.

Hearing Impairment
Mr Anderson: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health (1) what plans he has to include measures to
reduce unaddressed hearing loss in his campaign to
tackle loneliness and isolation; and if he will make a
[138437]
statement;
(2) what plans his Department has to tackle isolation
resulting from unaddressed hearing loss in (a) Blaydon
[138438]
constituency and (b) England.
Norman Lamb: Loneliness is a serious issue that is
blighting the lives of many people across the country.
As a Department, we are working with partners—including
The Campaign to End Loneliness—to reduce levels of
loneliness and social isolation, and to highlight the
links between people’s relationships and their mental
and physical health and wellbeing. Initial work has
focused on measuring the issue, in order to help local
commissioners come up with the right targeted solutions.
The Department has funded a digital toolkit to support
Health and Wellbeing Boards and local commissioners
in understanding, mapping and commissioning for
loneliness and social isolation in their communities.
This was launched in July 2012, and can be found at:
http://campaigntoendloneliness.org/toolkit/

The toolkit highlights sensory impairment as a risk
factor that can lead to somebody becoming lonely or
socially isolated.
The Government wants to deliver health outcomes
that are among the best in the world for people with
hearing loss. We are working with voluntary sector
groups and other partners to see if it is possible to
identify any further practical steps to address a number
of issues that affect people with both addressed and
unaddressed hearing loss.
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Mental Health Services: Young People

Mental Illness: Young People

Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much his Department has spent on the treatment
of mental illness in children and young people in each
[137769]
of the last 10 years.

Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what the (a) number and (b) proportion is of people
aged (i) between five and 15 and (ii) between 16 and 24
years old who have one or more psychiatric conditions
in each year for which data is available.
[137808]

Norman Lamb: Child and adolescent mental health
services (CAMHS) are complex, ranging from universal
provision to highly specialised services and are funded
by both the national health service and local authorities.
It is the responsibility of local commissioners to make
commissioning decisions to meet the healthcare needs
of the people in the areas they cover. The identified
amount spent on CAMHS in England by the NHS was
as follows.
Programme budgeting category—total expenditure on CAMHS
Gross expenditure (£000)
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11

716,726
736,353
687,097
772,114
755,807

Information was not collected separately before 2006-07
and figures for 2011-12 are not yet available. These
figures do not include spending by non-NHS bodies
such as local authorities or schools. Neither do they
include data on treatment provided outside CAMHS,
for example by general practitioners or by substance
abuse units.
Mental Health: Children
Chris Ruane: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
what recent assessment he has made of the potential
contribution of mindfulness therapies to the
improvement of children’s mental health and well[137768]
being.
Norman Lamb: Child mental health is a priority for
this Government. Half of those with lifelong mental
illness first experience symptoms by the age of 14. For
this reason we have invested around £54 million over
the four years from 2011-12 until 2014-15 in the Children
and Young People’s Improving Access to Psychological
Therapies (IAPT) project, which aims to embed National
Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE)
approved best-evidence-based therapies and a strengthened
focus on improving mental health outcomes across
Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS).
Decisions about the therapy training offered were
based on best evidence NICE and the prevalence of
emotional and mental health problems.
In years one and two, training is in CBT and Parenting for
three tot 10-year-olds with conduct disorder.
In year two, training will also be offered in Systemic Family
Therapy and Interpersonal Therapy.

These therapies cover the majority of mental disorders
experienced by children. However, in addition to the
therapies chosen by Children and Young People’s IAPT,
there are also other evidence-based treatments and
approaches that contribute to a comprehensive CAMHS.
Commissioners and services will want to see these available
to children and young people.

Norman Lamb: This information is not collected
centrally. However, two surveys carried out on behalf of
the Department and the Welsh and Scottish Governments
by the Office for National Statistics in 1999 and 2004
found the prevalence of mental health disorders in
children aged five to 16 in Great Britain to be 9.5% in
1999 and 9.6% in 2004. The surveys were published as
‘Mental health of children and adolescents in Great
Britain’ (ONS 2000) and ‘Mental health of children and
young people in Great Britain, 2004’ (ONS 2005). Copies
of both have already been placed in the Library.
For adults (aged 16 years and over) there have been
three Adult Psychiatric Morbidity Surveys in 1993,
2000 and 2007. The most recent, based on a survey by
the National Centre for Social Research and the University
of Leicester, was published by the Health and Social
Care Information Centre in 2009. This was based on
answers to a survey rather than on existing diagnoses. It
contains separate chapters on common mental disorders
and specific disorders. A copy of this report, ‘Adult
psychiatric morbidity in England, 2007—Results of a
household survey’ has already been placed in the Library.
Roaccutane
Kerry McCarthy: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health whether his Department has made any comparative
assessment of the safety assessments made by the (a)
US and (b) EU authorities in respect of the drug
Roaccutane; and what representations he has received
on its availability for prescription in the UK. [137771]
Norman Lamb: As for all medicines on the United
Kingdom market, the Medicines and Healthcare products
Regulatory Agency (MHRA) keeps the safety of
Roaccutane and all medicines containing isotretinoin
under continuous review. As the reference member state
for Roaccutane, the MHRA leads the European safety
assessment, in which the views of EU authorities are
included.
Although no direct comparison with US safety
assessments of Roaccutane has been undertaken, the
marketing authorisation holders for isotretinoin-containing
medicines are required to submit all worldwide safety
data including adverse reactions suspected to be associated
with isotretinoin, published literature and studies, and
to keep MHRA informed of any safety decisions made
in other countries.
In the UK, Roaccutane and other isotretinoin-containing
medicines are only available on prescription from a
doctor and the licensing terms mean that isotretinoin
can only be prescribed by or under the supervision of a
consultant dermatologist. This information has been
communicated to healthcare professionals by the MHRA
and is reflected in the clinical guidelines issued by the
British Association of Dermatologists.
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A search of the Department’s ministerial correspondence
database has not identified any correspondence or
parliamentary questions received since 1 May 2012,
about the availability of Roaccutane for prescription in
the UK. This is a minimum figure, which represents
correspondence received by the Department’s ministerial
correspondence unit only.
Translation Services
Alex Cunningham: To ask the Secretary of State for
Health what the annual cost to his Department is of
providing language interpretation services for patients.
[137647]

Norman Lamb: This information is not collected
centrally.
Travel
Ms Abbott: To ask the Secretary of State for Health
how much his Department has spent on all ministerial
[138002]
transport since May 2010.
Dr Poulter: This information could be provided only
at disproportionate cost. However, spend on Ministers’
car travel, provided by the Government Car Service, is
published annually by written ministerial statement and
Ministers’ overseas travel costs are published quarterly
in arrears on the Department’s website.

WORK AND PENSIONS
Biocidal Products: EU Law
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Mr Hoban: Expenditure and caseloads of claimants
living abroad receiving employment and support allowance
in each of the last four years are shown in the table.
People living within the European economic area
who receive incapacity benefit, and satisfy eligibility
criteria, are currently being migrated onto contributionbased employment and support allowance. Migration
began in 2011 and this is reflected in the increase in
claimants in 2010-11 and 2011-12.
2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

Expenditure nominal (£
million)

0.02

0.49

1.09

2.62

Expenditure real terms—
2012-13 prices (£ million)

0.03

0.53

1.15

2.69

Caseload (Thousand)

0.05

0.25

0.43

1.19

1. Figures may include caseloads and an amount of expenditure where the
claimant’s residence is unknown.
2. Caseloads reflect data as at the end February in each year.
3. Expenditure data can be found in our published tables via the following link:
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd4/index.php?page=expenditure
Source:
DWP Statistical and Accounting Data.

Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what estimate he has made of the
cash terms level of the basic allowance element of
employment and support allowance for those in the
support group for (a) 2014-15 and (b) 2015-16.
[137466]

Steve Webb: The Welfare Benefits Up-rating Bill will
increase the main rates of employment and support
allowance in 2014-15 and 2015-16 to the following
provisional levels:
Employment and support allowance
£

Sir Bob Russell: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions if he will make it his policy to seek
a derogation from the European Biocidal Directive
[138572]
1998.
Mr Hoban: The biocidal products directive 98/8/EC,
a single market directive which has been implemented
in the UK through the Biocidal Products Regulations
2001 and Biocidal Products Regulations (Northern Ireland)
2001 allows member states to seek derogations from
individual European Commission decisions not to approve
active substances, where an active substance is essential
in that member state and there are no technically or
economically feasible alternatives. Currently the Health
and Safety Executive is working with the UK businesses
concerned to prepare an application for a derogation in
respect of copper-based water treatment systems used
to control legionella.
While member states can apply for a derogation from
a “non-inclusion decision” under the directive, it is not
possible for the UK to obtain a derogation from the
biocidal products directive 98/8/EC itself.
Employment and Support Allowance
Mr Ruffley: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions how many people living abroad received
employment and support allowance in each of the last
four years; and what the total amount paid to such
[136033]
claimants was in each year.

2014-15

2015-16

Under 25

57.35

.57.90

25 or over

72.40

73.10

Lone parent (18 or over)

72.40

73.10

113.70

114.85

Personal allowances
Single

Couple both over 18

Housing Benefit
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions whether he plans to take account of
rent affordability in areas in determining which areas to
exempt from the cap of one per cent on the uprating of
[137465]
local housing allowance.
Steve Webb: The Government has set aside £140
million over two years to help people most affected by
the 1% cap on local housing allowance uprating in
2014-15 and 2015-16.
Our intention is that this funding will be used to
increase the local housing allowance rates in areas where
rent increases are causing a shortage of affordable
accommodation. We do not know yet which areas will
see the largest problems with affordability but will consider
the available evidence, including rental data collected by
the rent officer to decide how it is targeted.
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We are currently considering the detailed policy design
and will make further information available in due
course.
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions whether he plans to (a) review the effect
of changes to the uprating methodology and (b) re-baseline
[137467]
local housing allowance rates in 2015-16.
Steve Webb: Rent officers will publish annually both
the new local housing allowance (LHA) rates and the
30th percentile of market rents so a comparison between
the two can be made. This will provide transparency to
the public and Parliament, enabling the monitoring of
any divergences in each broad rental market area, allowing
the Government to make flexible decisions about the
impacts of the policy as the information becomes available.
The Government is committed to making savings
from this measure until 2015-16. Subsequently it has
the opportunity to reconsider the policy design, in light
of the relationship between LHA rates and local rents.
Natural Gas: Storage
Mr O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions whether the Health and Safety Executive
plans to require Storengy to put in place (a)
indemnifications, (b) parental guarantees and (c)
insurance sufficient to compensate victims and restore
the environment in the event of an accident caused by a
gas leak at the proposed Stublach Gas Storage Project.
[138474]

Mr Hoban: No. If there were to be an accident in this
context, the same arrangements for employers’ liability
would apply as at any other site.
Mr O’Brien: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what the method used by the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) was to assess the risk to miners
working in the Winsford Rock Salt Mine of a gas
explosion in the proposed new Stublach gas storage
facility; and what assessment was made by the HSE of
[138475]
the level of risk at that facility.
Mr Hoban: The method used by the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) consists of two stages. Storengy
has submitted a pre-construction safety report. The
purpose of this report is to identify the risk associated
with the facility at the design stage when they can be
most easily addressed. HSE has considered the preconstruction safety report and concluded Storengy has
made the necessary safety demonstrations at this stage.
HSE is now currently reviewing the pre-operational
safety report. This requires a more detailed demonstration
of how the risks will be adequately controlled when the
facility is operating. HSE is satisfied that it has used,
intends to continue to use, appropriate external expertise
to supplement its own experts when necessary.
Recruitment
Gregg McClymont: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions (1) what steps his Department
takes to monitor whether employers are meeting the
terms and conditions which must be met to advertise
[138327]
with Universal Jobmatch;
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(2) what recent assessment his Department has made
of the terms and conditions to which employers must
agree before they can advertise with Universal
[138436]
Jobmatch.
Mr Hoban: Monitoring tools have been built into the
Universal Jobmatch service which help to detect, deter
and remedy inappropriate use of the site. In addition to
this, employers are obliged to sign up to detailed terms
and conditions, agreeing that the jobs they advertise on
the Universal Jobmatch service are available to jobseekers
on an open and fair basis; and that all vacancies comply
with employment-related legislation including the Equality
Act 2010, health and safety legislation and working
time regulations. Where there is evidence that employers
have breached the terms and conditions, the appropriate
action is taken.
As this service was only recently launched, it is too
early to make as assessment of the terms and conditions.
Remploy
Dr Francis: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions whether he has recently had discussions
with (a) the Secretary of State for Health and (b) disability
organisations on his duty of care towards disabled
workers made redundant by the closure of Remploy
[136171]
factories.
Esther McVey: I have not yet met the Secretary of
State for Health, my right hon. Friend the Member for
South West Surrey (Mr Hunt), for discussions about
issues arising from Remploy closures, but my officials
have been liaising with their counterparts in his Department.
I have engaged with a range of disability organisations
on our shared interest in the health of disabled people
who have left Remploy. Remploy also has a duty of care
towards its employees who have been issued with notice
of redundancy, which it delivers through its transitional
advisers and individual consultation interviews
While there are important health issues within the
broader duty of care for some people who leave Remploy,
for most health is not a factor affecting their return to
work. To facilitate this, all disabled former employees of
Remploy can benefit from the tailored support offered
by DWP as part of the People Help and Support
Package. This includes help from a personal case worker,
access to a personal budget and support from the
Community Support Fund. Community Support Fund
activities can help Remploy’s disabled ex-employees to
maintain contact with former colleagues and build new
friendships within their community, both of which can
benefit their mental health.
Social Security Benefits
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions what assessment he has made of
excluding from the benefit cap (a) support housing
costs, (b) discretionary housing payments and (c)
other housing support; and for what reasons he has
[138517]
made each such assessment.
Steve Webb: The estimated reduction in savings from
excluding help towards housing costs for those living in
supported exempt accommodations costs from the total
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benefit cap are £10 million per year. This estimate was
calculated in a consistent way to savings estimated in
the impact assessment:
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/benefit-cap-wr2011-ia.pdf

Discretionary housing payments can provide further
financial assistance to claimants receiving housing benefit
or council tax benefits when a local authority considers
that additional help with housing costs is required.
There has never been an intention that these payments
should be included in the benefit cap. The Government
is providing additional funding of up to £65 million in
2013-14 and £35 million in 2014-15 to help people who
may be affected by the benefit cap.
We are not excluding from the benefit cap any other
housing support for people of working age provided
through housing benefit, or in future universal credit.
State Retirement Pensions
Mr Gregory Campbell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions what estimate he has made of
what the difference in 2017 will be between the basic
pension weekly payment paid to a person who has paid
35 years of national insurance contributions and is
currently retired and a person who will retire in 2017 in
[138567]
identical circumstances.
Steve Webb: State pension payments under the single-tier
pension compared to state pension payments for current
pensioners will depend on the individual circumstances.
In the year of implementation we estimate that 75% of
individuals reaching state pension age will see no change
compared to what they would have received under the
current system.
The following are illustrations of how state pension
payments could differ for typical individuals retiring in
2012-13 and a similar individual retiring in 2017-18
(based on the White Paper illustrations of a starting
value of £144 and assuming an April 2017 start date):
An individual reaching state pension age in 2017-18 with 35
qualifying years who was contracted out all their working life
could receive a single-tier pension of £107. An identical individual
reaching state pension age in 2012-13 would also have received
£107.
An individual reaching state pension age in 2017-18 with 35
qualifying years with a typical net additional pension of £20
could receive a single-tier pension of £127. An identical individual
reaching state pension age in 2012-13 would also have received
£127.
An individual reaching state pension age in 2017-18 with 35
qualifying years who was self-employed all their working life
could receive a full single-tier pension of £144. An identical
individual reaching state pension age in 2012-13 would have
received £107 because in the current system self-employed individuals
can not accrue additional pension.
An individual reaching state pension age in 2017-18 with 35
qualifying years with a high net additional pension amount of
£90 could receive a single-tier pension of £197 because their
accruals under the current system are protected. An identical
individual reaching state pension age in 2012-13 would also have
received £197.

These illustrations use net state pension amounts
which do not include additional pension rights accrued
in private pension schemes during periods of contracting
out. They do not include income from means tested
benefits.
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Amounts are rounded to the nearest £1 and are in
2012-13 earning terms.
Mr Gregory Campbell: To ask the Secretary of State
for Work and Pensions what estimate he has made of
the proportion of people who retire in the first five
years after the introduction of the new pension system
who will be on average (a) better off and (b) worse
off; and by how much they will be respectively better
off or worse off.
[138568]
Steve Webb: The single-tier reforms have been designed
to cost no more than the current system overall. As
such, they result in some future pensioners receiving
slightly more income in retirement than if the existing
system continued and others receiving slightly less.
The Department’s modelling suggests that in 2020:
(a) Around 70% will receive notionally higher incomes under
the single-tier compared to if the current system continued. The
median gain would be around £3 per week (in 2012-13 earnings terms).
(b) Around 25% will receive notionally lower incomes under
the single-tier compared to if the current system continued. The
median loss would be around £2 per week (in 2012-13 earnings
terms).

These estimates are based on overall benefit unit income
including income from means-tested benefits. Estimates
are based on pensioner benefit units in 2020 where
someone reaches state pension age after single-tier
implementation.
Figures exclude the impact of the minimum qualifying
period, deferrals policy and the impacts on overseas
pensioners, as explained in the Impact Assessment which
can be found at:
http://dwp.gov.uk/docs/single-tier-pension-impactassessment.pdf

Estimates are based on Great Britain only.
Source:
DWP modelling based on PENSIM2

State Retirement Pensions: British Nationals Abroad
Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Work
and Pensions what estimate he has made of the likely net
cost of paying the annual increase in the state pension
from April 2013 to those who are excluded from such
indexation arrangements; what the Government’s future
policy on that issue is; if he will meet a delegation from
the International Consortium of British Pensioners and
the National Pensioners Convention in 2013 to discuss
that matter; and if he will make a statement. [135877]
Steve Webb: If UK state pensions were to be fully
unfrozen and were to be paid at the rate they would
have been had the individuals concerned remained in
the UK, the estimated extra cost would be £695 million
in 2013-14. The estimate does not include the increased
expenditure which would result were arrears to be paid,
reflecting increases in individuals’ state pension entitlement
in previous years that were not awarded due to freezing
regulations.
The estimated cost is for the 2013-14 tax year only.
Costs would be expected to increase in subsequent
years.
Source:
DWP estimates based on 5% sample administrative data for 30
September 2011
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As there are no plans to change the current arrangements
for the payment of UK state pension overseas, there are
no plans to meet delegates from the International
Consortium of British Pensioners and the National
Pensioners Convention to discuss this matter.
Ministers have however met both organisations since
2010, and the NPC regularly attend the UK Advisory
Forum on Ageing, where issues affecting older people
are discussed.
Notes:
1. The figure has been rounded to the nearest £1 million.
2. “State Pension”comprises basic state pension, graduated retirement
benefit, state earnings related pension scheme, and state second
pension. It includes inherited amounts, and additional amounts
received due to individuals having deferred claiming their state
pension.

Universal Credit
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions pursuant to his answer of 10 January
2013, Official Report, columns 458-59W, on universal
credit, what factors he will take into account in assessing
whether there is a risk to the Exchequer of paying
universal credit without making further checks with the
[138576]
claimant.
Mr Hoban: Universal credit (UC) will use a risk-based
approach to payment based on the risk of each change,
how safe the source of any information is and what we
know about the claimant themselves. For any transaction
UC will determine if further checks are needed i.e. UC
will determine if verification of data is required, verify
the data accordingly and acquire appropriate evidence.
Stephen Timms: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions pursuant to his answer of 14 January
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2013, Official Report, columns 471-2W, on universal
credit, whether he expects new claimants to take their
identity verification documents to their local jobcentre,
or whether they will be inspected by his Department in
some other way; and if he will make a statement.
[138607]

Mr Hoban: In the early stages of the introduction of
universal credit (UC) the Department expects to look at
the identity verification documents for all new claimants.
These claimants will be unemployed and therefore required
to visit Jobcentres to get help to find work. They will be
asked to bring their identity verification documents to
that interview.
Universal Credit: Wales
Jessica Morden: To ask the Secretary of State for
Work and Pensions when the universal credit pilots
began in Wales; and whether he will publish the conclusions
[138464]
of these pilots.
Mr Hoban: Six local authority and housing association
partnerships are helping the Government trial the direct
payment of housing costs to tenants ahead of the
launch of universal credit in 2013. As well as running in
Torfaen, the projects are also running in Edinburgh,
Oxford, Wakefield, Southwark and Shropshire from
June 2012 to June 2013.
A review of the projects, led by Professor Paul Hickman
from the Centre for Regional Economic and Social
Research (CRESR) at Sheffield Hallam University, will
evaluate the impact of direct payments on tenants and
vulnerable groups, as well as local authorities and social
rented sector landlords. An interim evaluation report
will be published by CRESR in spring with the final
evaluation report of the projects published in autumn.
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