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0.1. My name is Andy Burnham. My date of birth is GRO C .1970 and my 

address is GRO-C L I was the Minister of State for 

Delivery and Reform in the Department of Health (DH) from 5 May 2006 to 28 

June 2007. 1 was also the Secretary of State for Health from 6 June 2009 to 6 

May 2010. I am currently the Mayor of Greater Manchester. 

0.2. I make this statement in response to a Rule 9 request from the Inquiry dated 15 

March 2022. 

-/ • 
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FIRST WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDY BURNHAM 
Other issues 

The process of providing this Statement 

0.4. I left the Department of Health (for the second time) now more than 12 years 

ago. While I have continued to be involved in contaminated blood issues since 

leaving office, my recollection of the details of my period both as a junior 

minister and as Secretary of State for Health has inevitably deteriorated over 

time. I have sought faithfully to make my statement as accurate as my 

recollection allows. 

0.5. I have been assisted in the task by the documents provided to me. I was 

provided by the Inquiry with a set of documents. I am told by my advisers that 

the Inquiry carried out searches on the "Preservica" database and that those 

documents that the Inquiry deemed relevant were provided to me by the Inquiry. 

0.6. My advisers have conducted their own searches of the "Preservica" database. 

I have been told that the searches for my two periods in office generated some 

20,000 documents (the large majority of which apparently relate to my time as 

Secretary of State). I have also been told that for various reasons (the detail of 

which is not known to me) the review of these documents has taken much 

longer than anticipated and is not yet finished. It may therefore be necessary 

for me to revise my statement once that review is complete. 

0.7. If the Inquiry wishes to provide me with any further documents, then I would be 

happy to consider them. 
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1.1. I was elected as the Member of Parliament for Leigh on 7 June 2001 and 

remained its MP until 3 May 2017, when I stood down to run for election as the 

Mayor of Greater Manchester. 

Education/qualifications: 

a) 1988 — 1991: MA (Hons) English, University of Cambridge 

Career overview_ 

b) 1991 —1994: Journalist for the Middleton Guardian and Baltic Publishing 

c) 1994 — 1997: Parliamentary Researcher to the Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP 

(supporting the Shadow Health Team) 

d) 1997 — 1998: Parliamentary Officer, NHS Confederation 

e) 1998 — 1999: Administrator, Football Task Force 

f) 1999 —2001: Special Adviser to the Rt Hon Chris Smith MP 

g) 2001 —2017: MP for Leigh 

h) 2017 — Present: Mayor of Greater Manchester 

In Government 

i) May 2005 — May 2006: Parliamentary Under-Secretary, Home Office 

j) 5 May 2006 — 28 June 2007: Minister of State for Delivery and Reform, 

Department of Health 

k) June 2007 — January 2008: Chief Secretary to the Treasury 

1) January 2008 — June 2009: Secretary of State for Culture, Media and 

Sport 

m) 6 June 2009-6 May 2010: Secretary of State for Health 
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In Opposition 

n) May 2010 — October 2010: Shadow Secretary of State for Health 

a) October 2010 — October 2011: Shadow Secretary of State for Education 

p) October 2011 — September 2015: Shadow Secretary of State for Health 

q) September 2015 — October 2016: Shadow Home Secretary 

Select Committees_ 

1 

l.sE!I • •- •- ii 1s1IS (1 •1 [PIsTS 

responsibilities: (i) as Minister of State in the DH; and (ii) as Secretary of State 

for Health. 

Minister of State 

I Z.I.IIr& ;PL 1i -• •i 

Department. The Secretary of State during this time was Patricia Hewitt MP. 

Rosie Winterton MP was the Minister of State for Health Services (MS (HS)). 

Lord (Norman) Warner was the Minister of State for NHS Reform (MS (R)), until 

4 January 2007 when Lord (Philip) Hunt took over as Minister of State for 

Quality (MS (Q)). Caroline Flint MP was the Minister of State for Public Health 

(MS (PH)) throughout the period. Ivan Lewis MP was Parliamentary Under 

Secretary of State for Care Services (PS (CS)). 
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FIRST WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDY BURNHAM 

(including 18-weeks); primary care; unscheduled and emergency care; 
and statistics." 

2.8. I did not have responsibility for blood or blood products during my period as 

Minister of State. Responsibility for issues relating to blood and blood products 

was held by Caroline Flint, as Minister of State for Public Health. There will have 

been moments as a junior minister when contaminated blood would have come 

fleetingly into view, for example discussed at team meetings or with ministerial 

colleagues, but I do not recall that it was an issue in which I had any significant 

involvement. 

Secretary of State for Health 

2.9. As set out above, I was Secretary of State for Health from 6 June 2009 until 6 

May 2010. 

2.10. Beyond my broad responsibilities as Secretary of State overseeing the NHS 

and all of the work of the Department, there were a number of specific issues 

which dominated my time in the role. The initial focus was swine flu, which was 

declared a global pandemic days after my entering office. Another early priority 

was also to initiate a more formal inquiry into Mid-Staffordshire NHS Foundation 

Trust and to that end, in July 2009, I appointed Robert Francis QC (now Sir 

Robert Francis) to conduct the first stage inquiry. Towards the end of the year, 

my focus turned to social care and completion of a Green and White Paper on 

proposals for a National Care Service. This became urgent in the context of the 

growing work within the department on making financial efficiencies — I believed 

investing in preventative social care would be critical in relieving pressure on 

the NHS. In early 2010, I brought forward a new package of support for 

Thalidomide victims. I also asked the Department to look again at bringing 

forward a review of support those infected with Hepatitis C as a result of 

contaminated blood products following an intervention by the late Paul Goggins, 

then MP for Wythenshawe and Sale East, and worked with Gillian Merron to 
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my time in office as Secretary of State and identify which minister or ministers 

• 

s 

d) Ann Keen MP — Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Health 

Services (30 June 2007 to 6 May 2010); 

e) Lord Darzi — Parliamentary Under Secretary of State in the Lords (29 

June 2007 to 21 July 2009); he was succeeded by, 

• • .. - •] I! IYa&Si ISUTs11'WZSjP 

who was the spokesperson on blood policy in the Lords, once she took up her 

role in February 2010. 
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FIRST WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDY BURNHAM 

Q5: Senior civil servants 

4.1. I have been asked to identify by name the senior civil servants involved during 

my time as Secretary of State for Health in decisions about blood and blood 

products, the assessment of the risks of infection arising from blood and blood 

products, and the response to such risks (including the provision of financial 

support), and in providing advice to ministers in relation to such issues. 

4.2. Hugh Taylor was the Permanent Secretary during my time as Secretary of 

State. David Nicholson was the NHS Chief Executive. Professor Sir Liam 

Donaldson was the Chief Medical Officer. These three were big figures in the 

Department; I recall that the most significant decisions would usually involve 

the four of us in consultation. 

4.3. I remember the names of certain other senior civil servants, although I cannot 

now say to what extent they had any involvement in blood issues. I remember, 

in particular: 

a) Professor David Harper, Director General of the Health Protection, International 

Health and Scientific Development Directorate; 

b) Una O'Brien, Director General of the Policy and Strategy Directorate; 

c) David Flory, Director General, NHS Finance, Performance and Operations; 

d) Richard Douglas, Director General of Finance at DH — he was a key figure in 

all significant decisions that impacted on spending; 

e) Elizabeth (Liz) Woodeson, Director of Health Protection Division — I see from 

the documents that she was involved in blood policy. 

4.4. With the passage of time, it is difficult for me to remember independently the 

names of those civil servants who were involved in blood policy. The names 

that appear in the documents, and which seem to be most relevant, along with 

roles (where apparent from the documents), are listed below. However, my 
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recollection is that I probably would not have had direct contact with these 

individuals; communications would have run through my Private Office: 

a) Jonathan Stopes-Roe, Deputy Director of Strategy and Legislation Branch 

in the Health Protection Division; 

b) Dr Ailsa Wight, Deputy Director of General Health Protection Branch in the 

Health Protection Division; 

c) Brian Bradley; 

d) Rowena Jecock, Head of Blood Policy team; 

e) Debby Webb, Blood Policy Team. 

4.5. As Secretary of State, my Private Office comprised: 

a) Principal Private Secretary — this was Maeve Walsh for my initial months as 

Secretary of State and thereafter it was Paul Macnaught; 

b) Private Secretary — Catherine (Cat) Hawes, and I have also seen the name 

Graham Tunbridge on the documents; 

c) Assistant Private Secretaries — I see from the documents that Penelope (Pen) 

Irving, Matthew (Matt) Baird, and Clare MacDonald were all involved in blood 

issues; I also recall Sarah Bickerstaffe; 

d) Diary Manager — Toby Brown. 

Q6: Roles and responsibilities in Opposition 

5.1. I have been asked to describe, in broad terms, my roles and responsibilities in 

Opposition from 7 May 2010 to 3 May 2017. Throughout the 2010 to 2015 

Parliament, my main role was as Shadow Health Secretary. In that role, I 

regularly came into contact with MPs on all sides of the House who were raising 

issues related to contaminated blood. During this time, it is also important for 

me to say that I was heavily involved in the Hillsborough campaign and, later 

on, other justice campaigns. This is significant because the work I did on 

Hillsborough very much began to influence how I saw the issue of contaminated 
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blood. Indeed, my close friend Paul Goggins very much encouraged me to see 

the parallels between the two. Until this point, whilst very aware of the serious 

harm that had been caused, I had always seen contaminated blood in the 

context of financial compensation, as that is where the focus of the 

Parliamentary campaign had always been during my time there. However, Paul 

said to me that victims needed more than that. Victims needed answers and 

accountability, just like the Hillsborough families. 

Q7: Committee memberships 

6.1. I have not held membership, past or present, of any committees, associations, 

parties, societies or groups relevant to the Inquiry's Terms of Reference. I was 

an active member of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Hillsborough, which 

I mention here because of the parallels with contaminated blood that I discuss 

elsewhere in my statement. 

Q8: Involvement in other inquiries 

7.1. I do not believe that I have provided evidence to, or have been involved in, any 

other inquiries, investigations or criminal or civil litigation in relation to human 

immunodeficiency virus ("HIV") and/or hepatitis B virus ("HBV") and/or hepatitis 

C virus ("HCV") infections and/or variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease ("vCJD") in 

blood and/or blood products. 

7.2. I gave evidence to the Mid-Staffordshire Public Inquiry in 2011. I have also had 

a long involvement in issues related to the Hillsborough tragedy, and the 

investigations and inquests related to this. This influenced my attitude to the 

issues raised by infected blood, as I have described more fully in this Statement 

below. 

Page 12 of 62 

WITN7060001_0012 



WITN7060001 

FIRST WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDY BURNHAM 

Section 2: Engagement with the Archer Inquiry 

Q9: Involvement in DH's engagement with Archer Inquiry 

8.1 The Inquiry asks me whether I was involved in the DH's engagement with 

the Archer Inquiry during my time as Minister of State. I have been referred to 

the following documents: 

a) Letter from Caroline Flint to Michael Moore MP, dated 12 December 2006 

[MACK0001606_002] The letter said that it had been sent in reply to Michael 

Moore's letter to me dated 10 November 2006. 

b) Minute from Parliamentary Relations Unit to a DH official, Zubeeda Seedat, 

dated 23 February 2007 [DHSCO041193_0831. The minute noted that an 

early day motion (EDM) had been tabled which welcomed the announcement 

of Lord Archer's inquiry. The EDM called on government departments to offer 

cooperation. 

c) Minute from the Head of Blood Policy, William Connon, to Patricia Hewitt and 

Caroline Flint, dated 28 March 2007 [DHSCO041193_054]. This concerned a 

draft letter to Lord Archer and advice about whether DH officials should give 

evidence to Lord Archer's inquiry. The minute was copied to Lord Hunt's Private 

Office but not to mine. 

d) Letter from Patricia Hewitt to Lord Archer, dated 30 March 2007 

[DHSCO041193_048J . The letter appears to follow on from William Connon's 

advice. It said that while the Government did not think a public inquiry was 

justified the DH was willing to assist Lord Archer, in particular by sharing the 

results of a DH review of documents held relating to safety of blood products 

between 1970 and 1985. 

e) Minute from the Director of Health Protection, Liz Woodeson, to Caroline Flint 

and Lord Hunt, dated 24 April 2007 [DHSCO041193_0261. The minute was 

copied widely but it does not appear that it was sent to my Private Office. The 

minute referred to an internal review into papers held by DH relevant to the 

emergence of non-A non-B (NANB) hepatitis in the period 1970 to 1985 (i.e. 
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the same review mentioned above). Liz Woodeson recommended that the 

report of the review should be released to interested parties. 

f) Minute from the Permanent Secretary, Hugh Taylor, to Patricia Hewitt, dated 2 

May 2007 [DHSCO041307_119]. The minute was copied to the Private Offices 

of Caroline Flint and Lord Hunt but does not appear to have been copied to me. 

The minute concerned a draft letter to Lord Fowler and Kenneth Clarke 

permitting them access to papers from their time in office. Lord Fowler had 

apparently requested access in the event he was contacted by Lord Archer's 

inquiry. 
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that it would have been part of my Ministerial role to do so). In the circumstances, 

I do not think I can add anything further to what is said in the documents listed 

above. I would be happy to revisit this issue should the Inquiry provide me with 

further documents. 

8.51 explained in Section 1 that my junior ministerial role included responsibility for 

"inquiries and investigations". My understanding is that at the time the Archer 

Inquiry was treated as part of the public health issues around contaminated blood. 

Responsibility for engagement with the Archer Inquiry therefore probably sat with 

Caroline Flint. By contrast I had responsibility for formal or official inquiries; for 

example, I was heavily involved in the Department's response to the Shipman 

Inquiry chaired by Dame Janet Smith. 

Section 3: Response to the Archer Inquiry 

Q10: Briefing on Government's response to the Archer 

report 

9.1 The Government's response to Lord Archer's report was published on 20 May 

2009, shortly before I became Secretary of State for Health. The Inquiry asks 

whether I was briefed on, or otherwise told, about the matter and what was the 

nature of the briefing or discussion. 

Background 

9.2 The Inquiry has referred me to the following documents that pre-date my time 

as Secretary of State: 

a) Ministerial submission from Debby Webb of the Blood Policy Team to the 

then Minister of State for Public Health, Dawn Primarolo, 

[DHSCO041307 029]. The submission concerned the publication 

arrangements for the Government's response to Lord Archer's report. The 

submission said that the response would meet a number of Lord Archer's key 

recommendations "in part" and listed them. It noted that the Government's 

response would "not Page 15 of 62 

WITN7060001_0015 



WITN7060001 

satisfy everyone" and quoted from Dawn Primarolo's earlier note to the then 

Secretary of State, Alan Johnson: 

•. -• !'1• '" 111 •1 -• • • • • - 

for the benefit of Labour Party members. It summarised the key messages 

contained in the Government's response and set out a Q&A. 

9.31 did not have any involvement at the time of the Government's response to the 
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took office. The background to Lord Archer's recommendations was given as 

follows: 

"1. In the report of his independent inquiry into HIV/hepatitis C 
infection acquired during the 1970s and 80s following treatment with 
contaminated blood/blood products, Lord Archer made a number of 
recommendations about financial relief for those affected, including 
making significant increases in the levels of those payments. This is 
based on the much higher level of payments made in Ireland, where the 
Blood Transfusion Service was found to have been at fault (not the case 
here). 

2. Another recommendation was that Government should change the 
eligibility criteria of the Skipton Fund, which makes payments to those 
infected by hepatitis C, to allow payments to surviving spouses of those 
who died before the scheme was announced in August 2003. This would 
bring it into line with the existing HIV arrangements." 

9.6 The submission said that my predecessor, Alan Johnson, had agreed to increase 

payments for those affected by HIV. HIV infected individuals would receive a flat 

rate annual payment of £12,800 tax free in future. Payments to dependents would 

also increase, at the Trustees' discretion. Alan Johnson had also decided to make 

no change to financial relief for Hepatitis C sufferers, on grounds of cost. He has 

also given a commitment to review the Skipton Fund in 2014. 

9.7 The submission from Rowena Jecock was a briefing submission, with no request 

for any specific action to be taken. 

Q1 1: Issues arising out of the Archer report 

10.1 I have been asked what my understanding of the issues arising out 

of the Archer report was in the period after I became Secretary of State 

for Health. 

10.2 I cannot now recall exactly what I knew and when. In my early weeks 

as Secretary of State, the main source of my understanding of the issues would 

have been from any submissions that I received from officials (see submission 

dated 19 
Page 17 of 62 

WITN7060001_0017 



WITN7060001 

ii IC•t•1i,i i .t,fi • t• t t •• -rIinri Iii. 

(a) Correspondence received 

10.4 At the outset I wish to make a general point about correspondence in 

this period, whether addressed to me personally or as Secretary of State, and 

how this was handled within DH. It is the case that I did not see the vast 

majority of the correspondence that was sent to me by members of the public 

in this period. It may help if I explain the conventions for handling 

correspondence sent to the Government. The standard practice within the 

Department would be that letters to the Secretary of State from members of 

the public orfrom organisations were sent to officials to reply to ("Treat Official' 

was the phrase), with input into the responses given by those with policy 

responsibility. I think that this is the background to David Tonkin's observation 

in his first statement (WITN1567001 at paragraph 78) when he said that I never 

received any letters regarding contaminated blood products. Responses to 

letters from Members of Parliament or Members of the Devolved Parliaments 

or Assemblies, although still drafted (in the first instance) by officials, would be 

answered by a Minister, but generally the junior Minister with policy 

responsibility. There were conventions about which letters (such as those 

from First Ministers and Privy Councillors) would receive a reply from the 

Secretary of State. 

WITN7060001_0018 



WITN7060001 

FIRST WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDY BURNHAM 

at the protest outside my constituency office, which I discuss below. This 

reveals an issue which also came up during the Mid-Staffordshire Inquiry. The 

Department's "Treat Official" policy for correspondence is understandable on 

one level given the vast volume of material that it receives. But, for Ministers, 

it also presents real risks in that it can prevent them from seeing what is coming 

in and can give an impression that they are either detached from, or dismissive 

of, people's concerns when that is not the case. 

10.6 The Inquiry has referred me specifically to the following items of 

correspondence, dated June to July 2009: 

a) On 10 June 2009, the Chief Executive of the Haemophilia Society, Chris 

James, wrote to me, in my capacity as Secretary of State [HS00001 1228 002]. 

His letter said that the Haemophilia Society was "extremely disappointed" with 

the Government's response to the Archer Report. He asked me to meet with a 

delegation from the Haemophilia Society. I cannot recall whether I saw this 

letter at the time. I see from the letter that Lord Morris was the President of the 

Haemophilia Society. I do not recall ever meeting representatives of the 

Haemophilia Society. It may well be that I thought my meeting with Lord Morris 

(discussed below) would represent a response to the Haemophilia Society. It is 

also possible that this correspondence was handled by Gillian Merron's office. 

b) I have been shown a letter from a gentleman (his name has been redacted by 

the Inquiry), dated 16 June 2009. The letter was addressed to the Department 

and for my personal attention [WITN1056098]. He explained that his wife had 

contracted Hepatitis B and C through NHS treatment. She had suffered terribly. 

He had to give up work to care for her and their young daughter. He was worried 

about how he would afford their daily needs. He appealed for the Government 

to implement Lord Archer's recommendations. I am fairly sure that this letter 

was never shown to me at the time. Given that it was handled by the Customer 

Service Centre, it would have been categorised as what the Department 

describes as a "TO" (Treat Official) letter (see above). 
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c) Paul Larkin of the DH's Customer Service Centre replied to this letter on 22 

June 2009 [WITN1056099]. The reply said the Government had made "as 

positive a response as possible" to the Archer report. 

d) The man replied further to me personally on 29 June 2009 [WITN1056100]. I 

have been shown an email dated 16 July 2009 from the Customer Service 

Centre to an official, Ted Goff. which attached a copy of the gentlemen's letter 

of 29 June 2009. Ted Goff provided a draft reply to the gentleman's letter 

[WITN7060004] and commented, `Presumably. if they continue to ask similar 

questions we ought to tell them that we do not intend to reply" [DHSC6696667]. 

As I explained, given that the replies came from the Customer Service Centre 

(rather than a draft reply provided for me to sign), I would not have been not 

shown the correspondence. This would follow the "Treat Official" policy that I 

have outlined above. 

e) I have been shown a letter to me from Carol Grayson, dated 29 June 2009 

[WITN1055142]. The letter sought to explain that the DH were wrong to say 

that the compensation scheme in Ireland was introduced because of fault on 

the part of the Irish blood service. The letter said it attached letters that 

supported her position (not attached to the version sent by the Inquiry). She 

made the point that the situation in the UK was no different to Ireland. She 

asked for Lord Archer's recommendations to be implemented, including parity 

with Ireland on compensation. 

f) I have been shown an email that Carol Grayson sent to my constituency office 

email address, which appeared to attach her letter of 29 June 2009 

[DHSC6701475]. My constituency office manager, Caroline Pinder, forwarded 

Carol Grayson's email to an official at the Department and said: 

"This lady contacted us yesterday — if she is what and who she says 
she is, it seems that this information should be brought to Andy's 
attention — I am sure that you receive this sort of material frequently 
and / leave it to your judgement as to its value and urgency. I am also 
faxing to you other documents from Ms Grayson. " 

My APS, Pen Irving, then forwarded the email to Rowena Jecock, who replied 

saying: 
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"I discussed with Ailsa today, and we plan to deal with these as TOs [Treat 

Official]". 

g) I have also been shown a similar letter sent to me by Colette Wintle, also dated 

29 June 2009 [WITN1056101]. The letter said that the UK Government had 

been wrong to say that compensation was paid in Ireland only because of 

wrongdoing on the part of the Irish blood service. 

h) Mary Heaton of the DH's Customer Service Centre replied to Colette Wintle on 

29 July 2009 [WITN1056107]. I am reasonably sure that I never saw Collette 

Winter's letter or the Department's reply. It would have been another "Treat 

Official" letter. 
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Protest outside constituency office 
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(c) Meeting with junior Ministers, 10 September 2009 
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submission attached a summary of Lord Archer's recommendations and the 

Government's response to each [DHSC5071588]. Interested stakeholders had 

been highly critical of the Government's response. The main areas of criticism 

were listed as: 

"• Although we are increasing the payments for those affected by HIV 
from an overall average of £6,400 a year to a flat rate of £12,800 per 
annum for those infected this was considered to be nowhere near 
enough (Lord Archer described it as "tossing a bone to a dog") 

• That we should be increasing payments now to hepatitis C patients and 
their dependents — rather than just promising to review the Skipton Fund 
in five years time (ten years after its establishment). 

• The level of payments should be closer to the amounts paid in Ireland 
which are claimed to be an average of Lim per person (for both HIV and 
hepatitis C sufferers) and up to £5m per person in some cases." 

10.13 I was briefed to expect that the lobbying would continue. The submission 

noted that the key developments going forward would be the Andrew March 

judicial review, which had been served on the DH in the preceding days; the 

Penrose Inquiry in Scotland, which had begun in January 2009; and the 

Haemophilia Society's campaign. The submission recommended: 

"Recommendation 

• That Ministers maintain the position set out in the Government's 
response, published on 20 May 2009 (attached with Lord Archer's 
recommendations at Annex B) 

• That you accept requests to meet with parliamentarians to explain the 
Government position: 

o MS(PH)'s office is arranging a meeting with Jenny Willott and other 
MPs in the near future 

o You may also wish to meet Lord Archer and/or Lord Morris." 

10.14 There is a handwritten comment on this last bullet point where my APS, 

Pen Irving, wrote, "You [i.e. me] said you would meet with both following Lord 

Morris' letter to you". I believe that the tick and the word "yes" against Pen 

Irving's comment is my handwriting. I underlined the word "yes" to indicate to 

my Private Office that it was a priority. 
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10.15 There is a later comment on the same document from another APS, Matt 

Baird, who on 9 September 2009 wrote: "Andy, you are meeting Gillian 

[Merron] and Baroness Thornton to discuss Archer ahead of your meeting with 

Lord Morris_" 
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10.20 1 have not been supplied with any note of the meeting. I think that this 

was because it was a private, one to one meeting without civil servants in 

attendance. 
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10.24 The impact that it had can be seen from the House of Commons debate 

on contaminated blood which took place on 15 January 2015 [RLIT0000771], 

where I spoke about the meeting with Paul Goggins and campaigners. I said: 

"I had no real understanding of what they had been through, and were going 

through, until I sat down with them, at Paul's request, and listened to what they 

said." 
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10.25 Equally, in an email that I sent to Carol Grayson on 26 November 2015, 

more than five years after I left my position as Secretary of State 
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`7 thought it might help if! set out my own involvement in this issue 
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basis of what- GRO-A 'had told me, I wondered how a diagnosis could come to 

be withheld from a patient and whether any instruction or policy to this effect 

would be revealed in the paperwork. 

10.31 Senior officials replied by saying that they had been fully transparent 

over the years and that all relevant documents were in the public domain and 

had been passed to the Archer Inquiry. At the time, I accepted what I was told. 

10.32 On the issue of the Skipton Fund, I said waiting until 2014 for a review 

was unacceptable and that it must be brought forward. In the discussion that 

followed, the point was repeatedly made that there was no way of financing 

any enhancement of the fund following a review and that, if I was minded to 

proceed in that direction, difficult choices would have to be made. I specifically 

remember officials raising the idea of selling off the Blood Products Laboratory 

(BPL) as one way of financing the review. It occurred to me at the time that 

this was possibly one way of making me go cold on the idea of bringing forward 

the review as officials knew that this was an idea that I was unlikely to support. 

(f) (Suggested) Meeting with Lord Archer 

10.33 The Inquiry has referred me to an email from Alan Johnson's APS to 

policy officials, dated 13 March 2009 [DHSC0006756] and has suggested that 

I met with Lord Archer in March 2010. However, this email refers to a meeting 

on 11 March 2009 between Alan Johnson, Dawn Primarolo and Lord Archer; 

so this meeting in fact took place a year earlier, in March 2009, and was with 

Alan Johnson, not me. 

10.34 The submission of 28 August 2009, [DHSCO041307_002J referred to 

above, also mentioned in passing the possibility of meeting Lord Archer. To 

the best of my recollection, I did not have a meeting with Lord Archer. 
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11.2 The Inquiry has referred me to certain documents. Dealing with the 

following three documents at the outset: 

a) Draft letter from me to Norman Lamb MP, in reply to his letter of 14 

September 2009 [DHSC6476223]. The draft explained that Norman 

Lamb's constituent fell outside the criteria for the Skipton Fund because her 

father had died before 29 August 2003. It referred to the fact that we had 

committed to review the Skipton Fund in 2014. My Private Office asked for the 

draft to be amended to explain why it was appropriate to exclude the 

correspondent's father from the Skipton Fund [WITN7060005A]. I have not 

seen a final version of the letter. 
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idea of placing a finite funding envelope on a review and of addressing 
anomalies with regards to widows, but were persuaded by the various 
legal risks that these options would be extremely hard to implement. 

Ministers have therefore urgently requested some further briefing on how 
the review could be brought forwards and what the broad scope of such 
a review would be - this should not be in the form of detailed terms of 
reference, but explore options for any constraints that could be placed on 
the review, what sort of timescales it would report to, and other ideas 
discussed in the meeting." 

11.11 I should emphasise that at this stage we were close to the General 

Election period. The system can be hard to move, but particularly so when it 

is close to the end of a Parliament. 

11.12 A Written Ministerial Statement from Gillian Merron dated 6 April 2010 

[ARCH0001105] subsequently announced that the review of the Skipton Fund 

scheduled for 2014 had been brought forward. We undertook that the review 

would begin as soon as possible in 2010 and would be independently chaired. 

11.13 I believe that this commitment is what David Tonkin must have been 

referring to when he said in his second statement: "Andy put something in 

motion that meant no matter who came in power in the May election they had 

to take a look at the Skipton Fund" [WITN1567008] at paragraph 90. 

11.14 Finally, I have been shown copies of email correspondence between my 

APS, Clare MacDonald, and policy officials, dated from 15 April 2010 

[DHSC5618868]. The judgment in the Andrew March judicial review had just 

been handed down. My APS told officials that I wanted the Department line on 

the judgment to be made "more sympathetic" and to refer to the previous 

week's announcement on the Skipton Fund review. Officials were concerned 

to produce a line to take that was suitable for use in the pre-election purdah 

period. 
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11.15 As the Inquiry will be aware, on 6 April 2010, the then Prime Minister, 

Gordon Brown MP, called a general election. On 8 April 2010, Parliament was 

prorogued and on 12 April 2010 it was dissolved, in preparation for the General 

Election that took place on 6 May 2010. This resulted in the formation of the 

Coalition government. I had no further role as an office-holder in government 

after that date. 

Q13: House of Commons debate, 15 January 2015 

12.1 I have referred briefly already to the House of Commons debate on 

contaminated blood, which took place on 15 January 2015 [RLIT0000771]. In 

my speech I said: 

/ want to bring a new perspective to this debate—that of a former Minister 
who tried to do something; indeed, a former Secretary of State, because 
that is what I was at the time. / do not say this to blame any individual in 
the Department of Health, but more in terms of speaking as / found as / 
tried to lift the shutters that had been pulled down on an issue that the 
Department wanted to go away. 

I do not detect the failure being caused by Members of Parliament or, 
indeed, Ministers; I have met many who want to resolve this in the right 
way. I have to say that in my experience the resistance is found in the 
civil service within Government. That is often the case in examples such 
as this; I found the same with Hillsborough too. It is very hard to move 
that machine to face up to historical injustice. 

12.2 On 25 April 2017, I made my valedictory speech in Parliament 

[RLIT0001578]. The greater part of the speech concerned steps that I felt 

should now be taken. However, I also spoke of my time in office. I said that 

"At the instigation of the late Paul Goggins, I sought to reopen the whole issue, 

and I encountered a lot of institutional resistance, if I may put it that way". 

12.3 I have been asked by the Inquiry to, first, set out what, as a former 

Minister, I `tried to do". In this regard, I refer the Inquiry to the matters I set out 

in Section 3 above. 
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12.4 The Inquiry also asks me what resistance I encountered and whether I 

encountered resistance to the idea that the Government's response to Lord 

Archer's report should be changed or improved. I think this has been covered 

by my previous answers. During all of my time as Secretary of State, I got the 

strong impression that the Department did not want the position agreed by my 

predecessor to be in any way revisited. This much is evident in the advice not 

to meet protestors and the preparation of "strong defensive lines" for meeting 

with MPs, but it was also clear in my interactions with civil servants. 
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and her APS which suggests that Gillian Merron met Lord Morris on 

11 March 2010 [WITN7060006]. 

13.9 My understanding is that the Bill was objected to on the three occasions 
it was presented for a Commons second reading. It fell when Parliament 

was dissolved ahead of the General Election of 6 May 2010. 

13.10 Looking back on this now, what I remember is that I was not extensively 
involved in discussions around the Bill at the time it was introduced into 

the Lords by Lord Morris in late 2009. However, I do have a recollection 

of discussing it with Gillian Merron in the context of our wish to revisit the 

Government's position on the Archer Report. My memory is that we 

discussed whether we could change the Government's position to one of 

support for the Bill. In the end, we decided that would be difficult in that 

we have to write to other Government departments — including HM 

Treasury — and it would be difficult to secure such a change so late in the 

Parliament. Instead, we decided to pursue our plan of bringing forward the 

review of the Skipton Fund with any financial consequences to be met 

from within the Department and that was communicated to MPs and Peers 

who were calling on the Government to support the Bill. 

Section 4: Response to the Andrew March Judicial 
Review 

Q15: Government decision not to adopt recommendation for 

parity with Ireland 

14.1 The Inquiry has referred me to an Oral Answer given by Gillian Merron on 

23 June 2009 in reply to a Topical Question regarding a recommendation made 

in the Archer report for parity of funding with Ireland [DHSCO015671]. She said, "I 

cannot accept the comparison with Ireland, because the Irish blood transfusion 

service was found to be at fault, and that was not the case here". I am asked what 
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my understanding was at the time regarding the reason or reasons for the 

Government's decision not to adopt the recommendation for parity with Ireland. 

14.2 I see that the question was put by Brian Iddon. I am certain that the answer 

given by Gillian Merron would have been based on a departmental briefing. I have 

been shown a briefing from officials dated 2 June 2009, which was given to Dawn 

Primarolo and which takes a similar line [DHSCO041219_077]. The blunt line 

taken here, that there was "no fault'; was something that I came to query later. 

14.3 Alan Johnson was Secretary of State when the decision was taken not to adopt 

Lord Archer's recommendation that payments to those infected should be at least 

the equivalent of those payable under the Irish scheme (Archer Report, paragraph 

6(h), Chapter 12). I cannot now recall receiving any detailed briefings on the 

reasons for rejecting the recommendation after I came into office. 

14.4 The Inquiry refers me to two letters. First, a letter dated 5 June 2009 from 

Andrew March to William Connon, Head of Blood Policy [ARCH0000468] . The 

letter says it was copied to the Secretary of State for Health (Alan Johnson at the 

date of the letter, but me by the time it likely arrived). Secondly, a letter of reply 

dated 24 June 2009 from Dora East of the DH's Customer Service Centre 

[PMOS0000192]. Dora East's letter said: 

"Payments made by the Republic of Ireland are a matter for that country 
and were introduced following a judicial inquiry which found failures of 
responsibility by the Irish Blood Transfusion Service and concluded that 
wrongful acts were committed. 

The situation in the UK was different [...]" 

14.5 I repeat the observations that I made above about "Treat Official" 

correspondence. The fact this letter was replied to by the Customer Service 

Centre suggests to me the letter and reply were probably not shown to me at the 

time. 
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been repeated in any briefings given to me. Indeed, Debby Webb's submission to 

me dated 28 August 2009, referenced above, said something similar about 

comparisons with Ireland at the bottom of the third page [DHSCO041307_002]. 

14.7 Reading the documents now, the general gist of the line taken about why the 

Government did not accept the case for parity with Ireland sounds familiar to me. 

I understood the Department's line but was not then in a position to query or 

investigate further. This was an area of policy overseen by junior ministers. There 

was a limit to the amount of probing I would realistically do on this issue in the 

time available, prior to my meetings with MPs and campaigners and my greater 

understanding of these issues. 

14.8 I do remember the point about parity with Ireland being made in conversations 

with campaigners. We had inherited a culture of ex gratia schemes — at the time I 

had no evidence to say that approach was not justified. I was aware from what 

campaigners told me that interaction with the schemes could be demeaning but I 

did not know then that it was the wrong way to be doing things. I was being 

consistently told there was no evidence of any wrongdoing. 

Q16: Approach to defending Andrew March judicial 

review 

15.1 The Inquiry has referred me to a pre-action letter from Andrew March dated 

25 August 2009 [DHSC0006611_151] and the subsequent claim for judicial 

review against me as Secretary of State for Health [DHSC0006609_0031. I am 

asked what approach was taken in defending this judicial review, the reasoning 

behind that approach and why the claim was opposed. 

15.2 I have been referred to the following documents: 
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16.1 I am told that Mr March's claim for judicial review was successful and the 

decision regarding the parity recommendation was quashed. I have been 

referred to the judgment of the High Court dated 16 April 2010 

[DHSC0003819_011] . I have been asked what involvement I had had in the 

decision-making process to reconsider the recommendation for funding parity 

with Ireland. 

16.2 I have already referred to the fact that on 8 April 2010, Parliament was 

prorogued. When Parliament was dissolved on 12th April 2010, in preparation for 

the General Election, I left the Department of Health and did not return. By the 
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time the judgment was delivered, the election campaign was well established and 

the government was in "purdah". Ministers remained in office and in charge of 

their departments but there would be caution in making decisions of a long-term 

character. 

16.3 During the period of the General Election campaign, only a small number of 

urgent issues were put to me by the Department for decision. I have been shown 

a submission dated 15 April 2010 that was sent to me by Debby Webb 

[DHSC5081242]. I do not now recall seeing the submission at the time. The 

submission advised me of the outcome of the judicial review and that the 

Department would seek permission to appeal so that the option of an appeal 

would be left open. The response to the judgment would have been delayed until 

the arrival of the new Ministerial team. 

16.4 There was a submission (which I would not have seen) sent on 26 May 2010, 

i.e. after the General Election, about whether or not to appeal the Andrew March 

judgment [DHSC0003819_011]; that would presumably have `kicked off the 

process of reconsideration. 

16.5 The Inquiry has referred me to a Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 

14 October 2010 [DHSC0006626]. This was after the General Election and my 

time in office. At that point, the new Parliamentary Under Secretary, Anne Milton 

MP, reconfirmed that Recommendation 6(h) (parity of payments to Ireland) would 

still not be accepted by the Government. The reason given in the WMS was 

affordability. 

Section 5: Other Inquiries 

Q18: Involvement in DH's engagement with the Penrose 

Inquiry 

17.1 The Inquiry has asked me whether I was involved in DH's engagement with 

Scotland's Penrose Inquiry during my time as Secretary of State for Health. 
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17.2 I have been referred again to Debby Webb's submission, dated 28 August 2009 

[DHSCO041307_002]. She identified the Penrose Inquiry as a key development 

in future campaigning in relation to the Government's response to Lord Archer's 

report. She said: 

"... a public inquiry (the Penrose Inquiry), began in Scotland in January 
2009 to examine the circumstances in Scotland surrounding the deaths 
of two patients who acquired infection from treatment with blood/blood 
products. An attempt was made by the petitioners to require the 
Westminster Government to join the Scottish Inquiry. This was 
unsuccessful, but the Department has committed to be helpful to the 
Penrose Inquiry, e.g. by making relevant documents available, where 
they are not already in the public domain, The Penrose Inquiry is 
expected to take at least two years. Although we cannot speculate on 
what Lord Penrose may conclude and recommend, it is reasonable to 
assume that his inquiry may increase the pressure on DH ministers to do 
more for those affected." 

17.3 Whilst I was therefore aware of the Penrose Inquiry, I cannot recall having 

any direct involvement in it during my time as Secretary of State. 

Q19: Calls for a public inquiry 

18.1 The Inquiry has asked what consideration I gave, during my time in office, 

to calls for a public inquiry. 

18.2 Immediately prior to entering DH as Secretary of State, I had attended the 20th 

anniversary of the Hillsborough Disaster as Culture Secretary. I was aware of the 

feelings in Liverpool about the Government's failure to act on Hillsborough and 

agonised about whether I should attend. I debated the issue with my family and, 

in the end, took the advice of my younger brother, John, who said that I should go 

only if I was prepared to do something for the families. What I could realistically 

achieve for them was difficult, given that, as far as the then Government was 

concerned, the issue had been closed since 1998 and the publication of the 

Stewart-Smith Scrutiny. If I had written round the Cabinet requesting a public 

inquiry, then it would almost certainly have been opposed. So, I decided to come 
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19.1 I have been asked about the reason or reasons why a public inquiry was not 

instigated at the time I was in office. 

19.2 1 have been referred to a submission from Rowena Jecock to Dawn Primarolo, 

dated 26 February 2009 [DHSCO01 1467] . This, of course, pre-dated my time as 

Secretary of State. The submission concerned Lord Archer's report, which had 

been published recently, and set out the Government's view on holding a public 

inquiry: 
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"This and previous administrations have maintained that an official inquiry 
was not necessary or justified, given: 

• the time that has elapsed 

• previous litigations and settlements - funds have been established 
to make payments to those infected with HIV and hepatitis C 

• we have issued a full review of all the papers to 1985, with relevant 
documents - the review found no evidence of any wrongdoing by 
government or the NHS 

• we have issued all available relevant official documents 1970-
1985 - there is no need for an inquiry to find and set out the 
evidence 

• the lack of prospect of new lessons being learnt - the causes of 
contamination in the 1970s and 1980s are well known, and the 
necessary remedies have been in place for many years 

• and the high cost of a public inquiry (e.g. , Bristol Royal Infirmary, 
over £14 million; Royal Liverpool Children's (Alder Hey) inquiry, 
£3.5 million; Victoria Climbie inquiry, £3.8 million)." 

19.3 The Inquiry also refers me to a briefing from Rowena Jecock to the Private 

Offices of Alan Johnson and Dawn Primarolo, dated 10 March 2009 

[DHSCO041157_052]. As indicated above, on 11 March 2009, Alan Johnson and 

Dawn Primarolo met Lord Archer. The briefing summarised Lord Archer's key 

findings on page 4. One of these was that: 

"Successive Governments, as the report makes clear, have declined to 
establish an inquiry, which might have helped to identify problems 
earlier." 

19.4 One of Lord Archer's conclusions (as set out at page 6, Annex B, of the briefing 

was also set out: "A full public inquiry should have been held much earlier.

19.5 I have also been referred to a House of Commons library paper on HIV and 

Hepatitis C infection from contaminated blood and blood products, dated 13 July 

2011 [MACK0002055]. At paragraph 2.4, the paper summarised calls for 

compensation and a public inquiry. Successive governments had argued that 

everything possible was done to minimise the risk of infection and that nobody 

acted wrongly given the evolving understanding of HIV and Hepatitis C at the time, 
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and the balance of risks of treatment versus the possible severe complications of 

untreated haemophilia. 

19.6 The paper pointed out that patient groups had contested this claim and lobbied 

for many years for both financial compensation and a public inquiry. Despite this, 

UK Governments had continued to resist calls for a public inquiry, arguing that 

there had been no wrongdoing and that existing support for victims is sufficient. 

19.7 The Department's position as indicated in these documents continued during 

my time in office. As for my response to it, I think that I have addressed this in the 

response to Q19, above. 

Q21: House of Commons debate, 26 March 2015 

20.1 I have been referred to the Hansard record of a House of Commons debate 

on the Penrose Inquiry, which took place on 26 March 2015 [RLIT0001575]. 

20.2 For context, the Penrose Inquiry report had been published the previous day 

and the then Prime Minister, David Cameron MP, had apologised in the House of 

Commons on behalf of the Government. 

20.3 During the debate, I set out my view that: 

"The 2010 to 2015 Parliament will be remembered for some extraordinary 
work to right historical wrong—on Bloody Sunday, on Hillsborough, on 
child abuse—but as it comes to an end this Parliament has not made 
enough progress on perhaps the greatest injustice of them all: the loss 
and ruination of many thousands of lives through the use of contaminated 
blood." 

20.4 It is clear from my speech that I believed that the Penrose Inquiry had left many 

questions unanswered and that far more needed to be done for those affected by 

contaminated blood: 
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20.5 The Inquiry asks what led me to conclude that a further process of inquiry was 

necessary. 
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from him and the family for 17 years, that was a very significant moment for me. 
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It was the point at which I began to question whether the Department's line was 

right or justifiable. 

21.5 In the reply I sent to David Tonkin dated 16 July 2009, which was drafted by 

officials for my signature, I said: 

"As Lord Archer acknowledges, there is no evidence that individuals were 
knowingly infected with contaminated blood and blood products. 
Although there was recognition at the time among the medical community 
that there was some degree of risk, it was not possible to test donors for 
these infections. The overwhelming consensus amongst the experts was 
that the risks were outweighed by the benefit that these new treatments 
brought." 

21.6 In early 2010, following the meeting in Leigh, I began to have serious doubts 

about this statement. If it was true, why would the details of a new infection be 

withheld from a patient? And wasn't the failure to inform a patient of a new 

diagnosis, even though it was recorded on medical records, a very serious 

offence? 

21.7 As Secretary of State, I have to admit that I had left things too late to open these 

questions up. I concluded that the best I could do was bring forward the review of 

the Skipton Fund. 

21.8 In my third term, from 2010 to 2015, the Parliamentary record shows that I 

began to call consistently for a much fuller process of truth and reconciliation (see, 

for example, my contribution to Paul Goggins' Westminster Hall debate on 

Hepatitis C on 29 October 2013). Beyond my statements in the House, I was 

working very closely with members of the All-Party Group, particularly Diana 

Johnson MP and Alistair Burt MP, who were beginning to make progress with the 

Coalition Government. The word was that real headway was beginning to be 

made and hopes were rising of a major breakthrough. The publication of the 

Penrose Report would be the catalyst for a change in the Government's position. 

But, when it came, it is fair to say that it was a disappointment to many and, as 
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Government would throw a few scraps off the table to ease any pressure, but it 

rarely stopped to ask how we got to this position in the first place. With 

Hillsborough, I had managed to reopen it by putting a proposal to the Cabinet that 

at very least the families deserved answers, the full truth no matter how difficult it 

might be. In answer to Diana's question, I suggested to the All Party Group that 

they should do exactly the same. Go back to the beginning and demand the full 

truth. 

21.13 With Hillsborough, the evidence I had that people had not been given the full 

truth was the emergence of police statements that had clearly been amended. I 

saw a direct parallel with the medical records of people who had been infected by 

contaminated blood or blood products. One of the things common to all MPs was 

they were in receipt of testimony from constituents reporting medical records 

being withheld, deleted, lost or even amended. There were thousands of such 

claims. There were others, likgGRO-hand; GRO-A who had not been told of 

a diagnosis. Just like the Hillsborough families, they had not been given the full 

truth. Why? 

21.14 By the time that I addressed the group, I was preparing to leave Parliament 

having been selected as the candidate for Mayor of Greater Manchester. From all 

of the work I had done on justice campaigns, from Bloody Sunday, Hillsborough 

to contaminated blood, I was clear that the same pattern of events keeps 

repeating. A major disaster or act of harm happened. The State would form a 

narrative to protect itself reputationally or financially. It would have access to all 

the levers of power to entrench that narrative at inquiries or inquests. And then 

families would be left fighting for years in the wilderness to try and unpick that 

narrative and get some form of redress. While we could individually help the 

Hillsborough families or those infected with blood, what was needed was a 

complete rebalancing of the system to prevent this pattern repeating and recurring 

long injustices that have scarred this country. This is what the Public Authority 

(Accountability) Bill was intended to do. I discuss this further below at Q23 and 

Q25. 
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Q23: Public Authority (Accountability) Bill, March 2017 

22.1 On 29 March 2017, I introduced the Public Authority (Accountability) Bill (or 

"Hillsborough Law") to the House [RLIT0001 577] . I have been asked to describe 

the circumstances in which the Bill was prepared, and what happened to it. 

22.2 I can see that, after the debate on 27 March, the bill was due to be presented 

again on 12 May 2017. However, by that date Parliament had been dissolved, in 

preparation for the General Election that took place on 8 June 2017. The 

continuing campaign for a Hillsborough law is addressed at 025 below. 

Q24: Valedictory speech in Parliament, 25 April 2017 

23.1 I have been asked to explain my valedictory speech in Parliament 

[RLIT0001578] and to explain: 

a) Why I chose to focus on infected blood issues. 

b) My basis for describing "a criminal cover-up on an industrial scale." 

c) The parallel I drew with the Hillsborough disaster. 

23.2 When I presented the Public Authority (Accountability) Bill in March 2017, I 

made mention of contaminated blood and the Hansard record shows that I had 

already determined to make one final speech to the Commons on the subject. I 

chose to do so because, at the end of my Parliamentary journey, considering 

everything I had seen, I had a strong sense of the collective failure of Parliament 

to right what is a colossal wrong. By focusing on the financial aspect, I had come 

to the conclusion that Parliament had spectacularly missed the point — just as it 

had with Hillsborough for all those years. As I indicated in my speech, I felt a sense 

of guilt about that and said I wanted to "break through that impasse". I had been 

too slow to act and therefore was going to do my very best, on the last chance I 

had, to lay out the truth as I had come to see it informed by my experience and 

understanding. I felt I owed that to all those affected and to my friend Paul Goggins 
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as a way of switching blame to victims. 

23.6 I knew that Mr GRO_A plight was not isolated. Parliamentary colleagues spoke 

of multiple examples of constituency cases where there were gaps in medical 

records or claims that they had been lost. There was talk of epic battles by those 

affected to gain access. But Mrs, GRO-A letter was the first time I had seen 

were not informed of tests carried out nor their actual diagnosis. I gave examples 

of three cases in my speech, including Mrs! GRO-A I As I made clear, it is my 
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23.10 When I was summarising the evidence that I had presented to the House, I 

thought very carefully about the words I would use to describe what it told us. I 

didn't want to be alarmist but nor did I want to minimise it; it just had to be accurate. 
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Just over five years on, I stand by what I said: this was a criminal cover-up on an 

industrial scale. 

23.11 I believe the cover-up relating to medical records results from the knowledge 

that there clearly was in the system: knowledge of the risks that were being taken 

with the new products being used. Can widespread human trials of suspect 

products ever be justified without explaining clearly to those participating of the 

risks involved? 

23.12 This brings me back to the view that I had formed in early 2010, without all the 

evidence at the time, that the official line that the Department of Health had 

pursued through the 1970s, 1980s and into the Government in which I served, 

was unsustainable. Looking back, I am concerned that the letter I signed and sent 

to David Tonkin, prepared by the Department and repeating the official line, was 

not accurate. I believe there is in fact evidence that it was known that individuals 

were likely to be infected, with contaminated blood products being given to them. 

More than that, I believe there is plentiful evidence that, once those infections had 

occurred, the patients involved were not informed of them. I cannot see how that 

is anything other than gross and wilful negligence. 

23.13 I said earlier in my statement that my experience as a new MP dealing with the 

Coal Health Compensation Scheme eventually became helpful in understanding 

contaminated blood. In the case of coal, it was the emergence of evidence that 

the authorities knew of the risks to health of breathing in coal dust, but still failed 

to provide miners with PPE, which led to the establishment of a statutory 

compensation scheme. The date when that evidence was presented to the 

Government became the date of "guilty knowledge". In the case of blood products, 

the date of "guilty knowledge" is arguably 1975 when the authorities here were in 

receipt of the stark warning from Stanford University. For this reason, the decision 

to set up only ex-gratia financial support schemes for victims of contaminated 

blood is flawed. Like other countries, the UK Government should have set up a 

full statutory compensation scheme decades earlier. 
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23.14 On 2 May 2017, I wrote to the then Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for 

Health in the Lords, Lord O'Shaughnessy, enclosing copies of the documents 

that I referred to in my speech on 25 April 2017 [WITN7060009]. 

Q25, 26: Hillsborough Law campaign and statutory duty of 

candour 

24.1 The Inquiry refers me to the Hillsborough Law campaign and the proposed 

statutory duty of candour. I am asked what difference such a duty would have 

made to those infected and affected by contaminated blood and what difference 

might it make in future. 

24.2 At Q23 above, I was asked about the Public Authority (Accountability) Bill. The 

Bill was drafted with the help of Pete Weatherby QC and Elkan Abrahamson who 

had both been closely involved with the Hillsborough inquest. By placing a strong 

duty of candour on all public authorities, and public servants, it would create a 

situation where the truth following adverse incidents was more likely to be told at 

the first opportunity. It also proposed parity of legal funding for bereaved families 

at inquiries or inquests with state bodies to create a level legal playing field. In my 

view, such a reform would create a learning approach which would improve public 

services, prevent public money having to be spent on public inquiries many years 

after the fact but, most importantly, spare harmed or bereaved families the 

retraumatising effect of having to fight in the wilderness for so many years. 

24.3 The Bill draws its legitimacy from a report produced by Bishop James Jones in 

November 2017, entitled "'The patronising disposition of unaccountable power'A 

report to ensure the pain and suffering of the Hillsborough families is not 

repeated".1 His report was commissioned by the then Home Secretary, Theresa 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/65 
5892/6 3860 HO Hillsborough Report 2017 FINAL WEB updated.pdf 
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May MP, following the second Hillsborough inquests in 2016. His report described 

three crucial points of learning: a charter for families bereaved through public 

tragedy; proper participation of bereaved families at inquests; and a duty of 

candour for police officers. As far as I am aware, the Government has yet to 

respond to Bishop Jones' report. 

24.4 The Bill has not progressed since I left Parliament. But another Bill linked to 

Hillsborough, called the Public Advocate Bill, has been proposed by Maria Eagle 

MP. This Bill would establish an independent body to act in favour of bereaved 

families where major tragedy occurs. There is now a proposal to consolidate these 

two Bills into a single piece of primary legislation, combined with other measures, 

and the campaign in favour of that is known as the "Hillsborough Law" campaign. 

I believe many of the measures in it, particularly the duty of candour and the public 

advocate, would have been useful to those affected by infected blood. 

24.5 I believe that the measures that I have outlined above would supplement the 

legal and ethical duties that already exist in the healthcare sphere and strengthen 

the prospects of their effective implementation. I understand that in the case of 

healthcare professionals, such as registered doctors and nurses, there are duties 

of candour imposed by the professional regulatory bodies. So, for example, the 

GMC requires that: 

"Every health and care professional must be open and honest with patients 

and people in their care when something that goes wrong with their 

treatment or care causes, or has the potential to cause, harm or distress. 

This means that health and care professionals must: 

• tell the person (or, where appropriate, their advocate, carer or family) 

when something has gone wrong...." 

In addition, there is a statutory duty of candour, brought into effect in 2014 for 

NHS Trusts and in 2015 for all other care and health providers. The leaders of 

health and social care organisations — the registered manager or the registered 

provider, within the care sector, or the leaders of an NHS Trust - have a legal 
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obligation to give patients ortheirfamilies proper information about "notifiable 

safety incidents" — incidents that have or could have caused death or harm. 

These leaders are responsible for ensuring, in turn, that their employees and 

staff discharge the duty. However, the proposals that I have supported would 

widen duties of candour to public authorities and public servants outside and 

sitting above the health and care sector, as well as supporting families and 

other affected groups in inquests and other investigations. My hope is that this 

would complete the Sir Robert Francis duty of candour by extending the duty 

right to the top of the tree. 

Section 7: Other issues 

Q27: Parliamentary contributions in role as Secretary of 

State for Health 

25.1 At this stage I cannot locate any statements, speeches or interventions 

made by me in Parliament during my tenure as Secretary of State for Health, 

insofar as relevant to the Inquiry's Terms of Reference. 

Q28: Parliamentary contributions in Opposition 

26.1 The table below sets out a chronological list of all statements, 

speeches or interventions made by me in Parliament during my time in 

Opposition, insofar as relevant to the Inquiry's Terms of Reference. 

Period in Opposition — 7 May 2010 to May 2017 

Period in Opposition — 7 May 2010 to May 2017 

HC Deb 29 October 2013 Vol Hepatitis C 
29 October 569 Oral Answers (Haemophiliacs) 
2013 (Commons) 

Hepatitis C (Haemophiliacs) - 
Hansard - UK Parliament 

HC Deb 15 January 2015 Vol Oral Answers Contaminated Blood 
15 January 590 (Commons) 
2015 

Contaminated Blood - 
Hansard - UK Parliament 
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Period in Opposition — 7 May 2010 to May 2017 

HC Deb 20 July 2015 Vol 590 Oral Answers Contaminated Blood 
20 July 2015 (Commons) 

Contaminated Blood - 
Hansard - UK Parliament 

HC Deb 25 April 2017 Vol 624 Contaminated Blood 
25 April 2017 Oral Answers 

Contaminated Blood - (Commons) 
Hansard - UK Parliament 

Q29: Any other comments 

27.1 I do not have anything further to add to the matters set out above. 

Page 61 of 62 

WITN7060001_0061 



WITN7060001 

Statement of Truth 

I belieya.that t 6 .falts_stated.in.thia.witnesa.-statement are true. 

GRO-C 

Signed . . .  _.______._.__._____ _______._._____w_........ 

Dated........ .... . . ..... 2 o 22- ............... 
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