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Examination of witnesses

Witnesses: Rt Hon Elizabeth Truss MP, Sir Philip Barton and Kumar Iyer.
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Chair: Welcome to this morning’s session of the Foreign Affairs
Committee. We are lucky to have with us this morning the Foreign
Secretary, Liz Truss. Would you mind introducing your team?

Elizabeth Truss: With me are Sir Philip Barton, the Permanent Under-
Secretary at the Foreign Office, and Kumar Iyer, the director general for
economics.

Chair: Thank you very much indeed for coming this morning. There are
many issues that we are looking to cover. We will be as brief as we can in
questions, and I would be grateful if you would be succinct in your
answers as well so we can get through as much as possible.

You have spoken about a network of liberty in the past. How do you see
that network building up with the way in which the challenges we are
seeing in Ukraine look like they may divide NATO, with China and the
Northern Ireland protocol thrown into that, and division among our
European partners? Do you see these things as incompatible?

Elizabeth Truss: We see a world, first of all, where security has been
shattered, particularly European security. It also has grave consequences
for global security with the Russian invasion of Ukraine. What we are
seeing is the development of stronger alliances to challenge that. I think
the G7 has been very significant in leading on sanctions on Russia and
delivering wave after wave of sanctions that have debilitated the Russian
economy. Most recently, this weekend we agreed to new sanctions on
gold. We have had seven co-ordinated waves of sanctions from the G7.

I want to see the G7 acting as an economic NATO, not just looking at the
challenge of Russia but also the challenge of China. In our recent G7
Foreign Ministers meeting we put out a statement about Chinese
economic coercion. That is a key part, as far as I am concerned, of the
network of liberty. Of course, the GDP of the G7 is 50% of the global
economy. When we act collectively, we can ensure different outcomes.
We can incentivise other nations differently.

NATO is also extremely important. We want to see an expanded NATO.
We want to see a stronger NATO. We want to see more activity on the
eastern flank. After this FAC hearing, I am going to Madrid for a NATO
summit, which will be very important because it sets the new strategic
context.

Chair: President Macron said that you had agreed to join the political
economic community. What does that mean?

Elizabeth Truss: 1t is not true that we have agreed.

Chair: So President Macron is not right.
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Elizabeth Truss: 1 don't know the exact words that President Macron
has used, but we have not agreed to that. We see the key guarantor of
security in Europe as being NATO. Our aims and ambitions are to
strengthen NATO. We see the G7 as the absolutely key economic alliance
for us. We have been working very closely with G7 partners throughout
the Russian/Ukraine crisis. In fact, just two days ago I had a video
conference with my G7 counterparts to co-ordinate next steps. Those are
what we see as the key alliances as far as the United Kingdom is
concerned.

Chair: You do not buy into his political economic community.
Elizabeth Truss: No.

Chair: That is not what he said. It would be useful to know—

Elizabeth Truss: 1 have not discussed it with him directly. Chair, I am
visiting France on Friday, where I will meet Catherine Colonna, my French
counterpart. No doubt, if there are proposals afoot, we will discuss them.
We have been developing our bilateral relationships with many EU
countries. We have now signed 13 bilateral agreements since EU exit. We
have seven more due to be signed in the coming months—most recently,
a bilateral agreement with Portugal. We are developing bilateral
relationships. I speak regularly to the EU. We also have the joint
expeditionary force collaborating on the security side as well. We have
plentiful and positive relationships with our European friends.

Chair: Let’s talk briefly about NATO. We will come back to some aspects
of this, but one of the aspects of NATO that has been really important
recently is the application for membership by Sweden and Finland. That is
something that I think is supported by the whole House. I would be
interested to know how you are working with Turkey in resolving some of
the obstacles that seem to be blocking Sweden’s and Finland’s
membership, Sweden’s in particular.

Elizabeth Truss: 1 visited Ankara last week. I had talks with my Foreign
Minister counterpart. There are a few remaining issues to be agreed. We
are strongly supportive of Sweden and Finland joining NATO. We believe
it would strengthen the northern flank in particular, but also add huge
value to the alliance.

I am hopeful that an agreement can be reached. There have been
discussions taking place between NATO, Turkey, Finland and Sweden.
The United Kingdom has been supporting those discussions.

Chair: Do you see them joining in Madrid?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 very much hope that we will see significant progress
at Madrid. I cannot commit to that. The UK is not a party to the direct
discussions between Turkey, Finland and Sweden, but we all want to
resolve the issues so that those two countries are able to join.

Chair: We will move on to your own Department. It has now been a year
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since the two Departments, DFID and the Foreign Office, were merged.
How is the efficiency working? How are you counting whether or not it
has been a productive merger? What have you done differently, and what
have you done better?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 am going to ask Philip to talk about some of the more
organisational aspects of the merger. What I have done since becoming
Foreign Secretary, and since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, is to
restructure the Department, first of all to have clearer geographical
accountability and, secondly, to make sure we are focused more on
geopolitics. We now have a geopolitics director general responsible for
geopolitics and security. We have also beefed up Kumar's area,
particularly with work on economic security, and we have created a
dedicated development director general.

I think that was very important. When I arrived at the Department,
development was interspersed through the Department. Of course, there
is a development angle to virtually every part of the world we deal with,
but there wasn’t leadership at board level for development. We have now
fixed that.

Chair: You are recreating the ODA, effectively, within the FCO.

Elizabeth Truss: We are creating a dedicated leader for development.
That is Nick Dyer. He is responsible for delivering the international
development strategy that we launched about a month ago. We have
created that structure within the Department. We have created more
geographical accountability—for example, around the Indo-Pacific, around
Europe, around Africa and Latin America, and around America and the
middle east.

What I found before was that there was more of a matrix structure and
the accountability was not clear enough. Those are the changes I have
made as Foreign Secretary, but I will hand over to Philip to say a bit
more about that.

Sir Philip Barton: Thank you, Foreign Secretary. When the Prime
Minister announced the merger, he wanted us to be more coherent and
have more impact in our international work. The things that I would point
to over the first year and a half of the new Department are, first, delivery
of a year of UK international leadership last year; a very successful G7;
COP26; and the Global Partnership for Education summit in the middle of
the year. Again, in all of those, the FCDO were at the heart of the UK’s
work on that and we achieved more by doing diplomacy and development
together.

If you look, for example, at our response to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine,
we have been more agile by having the development side absolutely in
from the first steps, as it were, as we looked at how we have done
humanitarian support in the region and how we have thought about the
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secondary consequences of the invasion around food and security around
the world.

A third example is that when we have tried to relieve humanitarian
suffering I think we have done a better job at putting our political and
diplomatic influence alongside that. For example, as we worked with
traditional development partners like the World Food Programme to get
supplies into Tigray, in light of the conflict there, we have also been able
to use our diplomatic influence alongside that to secure access. I think we
are achieving what the Prime Minister wanted, which was more coherence
and more impact.

Chair: Do you see development spending principally as a tool of
diplomacy?

Elizabeth Truss: It has various purposes, but it has to be a coherent
part of our foreign policy. One of the concerns I have had about
development spending in the past is whether it was contributing to our
overall objectives of promoting freedom and democracy around the world
and were we looking at it in a way that challenges some of the
geopolitical efforts by malign actors. This is why we launched British
International Investment as an alternative to strings-attached investment
from countries like China. In fact, we are now working much more
collaboratively with our G7 partners. This weekend, we launch the global
partnership for infrastructure and investment, which is $600 billion of
spending. It is a G7 collective effort to challenge the Chinese belt and
road initiative.

Of course, we need to be focused on alleviating humanitarian suffering,
but we also need to look at the future geopolitics and whether our
development spending is pushing in the right direction or whether we are
inadvertently contributing to countries being pulled towards authoritarian
regimes. We look at it through that lens as well as looking at it through
the humanitarian lens.

Chair: Quite understandably, you are talking about trade as an
instrument of foreign policy. Do you think you should be merged with the
Department for International Trade as well?

Elizabeth Truss: No, I do not. We work very closely in collaboration with
the Department for Trade and, indeed, with the Ministry of Defence. I
think it is right that we have separate Cabinet Ministers for those roles
because there is a significant amount of work and different focuses
required. What we now have across development, trade, security,
defence and diplomacy is a coherent foreign policy all pointing in the
same direction.

Chair: Your annual report and accounts state that the merger has put a
lot of pressure on staff. I am sure we are very understanding of that.
What has the impact been and how have you sought to resolve that
situation?
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Elizabeth Truss: Staff have of course been affected by the merger but
also by Covid. It has had a very difficult effect on the Foreign Office in
particular. People were not able to come home from some countries. It is
very hard to do the job of a diplomat when you cannot meet people. We
are now emerging from that.

Philip can give more details. I do not think that we have seen an increase
in turnover of staff from either organisation. We are doing more work to
bring talent into the organisation, particularly to make sure that we have
the right expertise in areas like technology and economics under Kumar.
There is more work needed to reflect what we have to do in modern
diplomacy and the fact that economic coercion is becoming a much bigger
issue.

Sir Philip Barton: As the Foreign Secretary said, Covid clearly had a
very significant impact. It has on everybody, but for us our ability to do
our work, and our ability for our diplomats overseas to remain connected
with their lives in the UK, was harder. We are emerging from that. What
we are seeing now is people in the Department taking pride in what we
are achieving and taking pride in the things I described earlier, where we
are achieving more by being more coherent and doing things together.
What we have seen in the cross-fertilisation of former DFID, with really
deep expertise in how you do significant programmes and effect change
that way, and former FCO agility is coming together and bringing the best
of us into one sense of purpose. There is a clear sense of mission now,
delivering for the UK across diplomacy, development and consular work.
As I say, I think people are responding positively to that.

Chair: You talked about unity of mission. Do you have unity of terms and
conditions yet?

Sir Philip Barton: We are working through aligning our terms and
conditions. We have made progress on pay, for example. Our country-
based colleagues overseas were on different scales in the places where
there were both DFID offices and high commissions and embassies. We
are unifying those. We have unified pay scales at senior levels. We will
move to unify the delegated grades over the period ahead. There is a
complex set of other terms and conditions—something like 200 in total—
and we are working to unify those over the next period.

Chair: The Committee was slightly surprised to hear that you are
advertising a post in New York that has just been filled on DFID terms
and conditions—an organisation that has not existed for a year.

Sir Philip Barton: While we produce unified terms and conditions,
people need to be on a set of terms and conditions. At the moment, we
are going through the process of creating a single set of terms and
conditions.

Chair: When do you expect that to be complete?
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Sir Philip Barton: To be absolutely complete will take a couple of years
because it is complex bringing together 200 different terms and
conditions.

Chair: When will the last person to be hired on old terms and conditions
be hired?

Sir Philip Barton: I cannot give you an absolute answer to that.

Chris Bryant: I have a quick question about humanitarian aid. The UK
Government have promised £220 million to Ukraine and surrounding
countries. Why has only £60 million been spent so far?

Elizabeth Truss: We have allocated the full £220 million to
organisations, but it gets spent over time. I believe the latest figure is
around £100 million. Organisations, once they have been allocated the
funding, need to deploy that funding over time. All of the £220 million
has been allocated.

Chris Bryant: You were talking about authoritarian regimes earlier. You
have said that the UK should be a “robust counterweight to authoritarian
regimes” and that “we are ending our dependency on authoritarian
regimes for energy.” How would you describe the Gulf states?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 would describe the Gulf states as partners of the
United Kingdom. We are currently negotiating a trade deal with the GCC.
Is every country that we work with exactly in line with United Kingdom
policy on everything? No, they are not, but they are important allies of
the United Kingdom.

Chris Bryant: Hang on. Mohammed bin Salman was responsible for the
murder of Jamal Khashoggi. No? Yes?

Elizabeth Truss: What I would say is that Saudi Arabia—

Chris Bryant: Is he responsible?
Elizabeth Truss: —is an important partner of the United Kingdom.

Chris Bryant: There were 81 executions all on one day in Saudi Arabia,
and you do not think that that is an authoritarian regime.

Elizabeth Truss: What I am focused on is making sure that we are
dealing with the major threats to the world. The No. 1 threat we are
dealing with at the moment is the threat from Russia. In order to do that
we need to make sure that we have alternative energy sources. One of
the key sources of energy is the Gulf region. We are not dealing in a
perfect world. We are dealing in a world where we need to make difficult
decisions. I think it is right that we build that closer trading relationship
with the Gulf states.

Chris Bryant: If a country is an authoritarian regime, it is fine to do
business with it as long as the authoritarianism is only within its own
borders. Is that right?



Q24

Q25

Q26

Q27

Q28

Q29

Q30

Q31

Q32

Q33

HOUSE oF COMMONS

Elizabeth Truss: What we are facing with Russia is a regime that is
actively seeking to invade sovereign nations and create a greater Russia
to recreate the former Soviet Union. What we are seeing with China—

Chris Bryant: But we went cap in hand to them for 12 years, and now
we are doing the same with Saudi Arabia.

Elizabeth Truss: Well, that was wrong.

Chris Bryant: You supported it.

Elizabeth Truss: 1 think the approach that was taken to Russia by the
west was wrong.

Chris Bryant: In the Gulf trade document that you have just published
you say, “The government will continue...to hold those who violate human
rights to account.” How are you doing that in the Gulf states at the
moment?

Elizabeth Truss: These issues are raised regularly with the relevant
Ministers and leaders who we meet in the Gulf states.

Chris Bryant: You have, personally?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 have personally, yes.

Chris Bryant: Your spokesman said that you had not. What is the last
human rights issue that you raised with a Gulf state leader?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 would have to come back to the Committee on the
precise timing of that, but I certainly have raised—

Chris Bryant: Anything. Just tell us anything that you have said on
human rights—

Elizabeth Truss: 1 certainly have raised it when I was in—

Chris Bryant: Go on, tell us one now.

Elizabeth Truss: I am just trying to remember my most recent visit, but
I can assure you that I have raised it. I will write to you with the details.

Chris Bryant: You cannot remember a single human rights issue that
you have raised with a Gulf state leader.

Elizabeth Truss: 1 have raised particular issues when I have been in the
Gulf about human rights issues.

Chris Bryant: Name one.

Elizabeth Truss: 1 am not going to go into all the details of private
conversations, which I will come back to you on in due course.

Chris Bryant: You cannot name one. Thank you, Chair.

Liam Byrne: Your Government have come under some criticism for the
cut in support for overseas development. We have had new resources. Do
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you know how much the UK has had in special drawing rights from the
International Monetary Fund?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 do not have a figure—[Inaudible.]

Liam Byrne: It is £19 billion. It is one of the most significant increases in
resource that we could deploy. What conversations have you had with the
Treasury about rechannelling those special drawing rights?

Elizabeth Truss: Frequent discussions with the Treasury on that issue.

Liam Byrne: When was the last discussion?

Sir Philip Barton: 1 think it was in the early spring, in the wake of the
spending review.

Elizabeth Truss: Yes.

Liam Byrne: What is your personal target for the fraction of special
drawing rights that we should be recycling?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 do not have a personal target for the fraction of
drawing rights that we should be targeting, but I am clear that it is an
opportunity for us to find funding to help support projects.

Liam Byrne: Should we be rechannelling more than we are today?

Elizabeth Truss: As I say, we are in discussions with the Treasury about
just that.

Liam Byrne: Do you know how much we have recycled so far?
Elizabeth Truss: No, I don't.

Liam Byrne: It is about 20% to 25% of £19 billion. It is the biggest
single increase that we could make in development aid this year, but you
do not know what the figure is and you do not know what your target is.

Elizabeth Truss: As 1 said, we have regular discussions. In fact, we
continue to be in discussions with the Treasury about the overall overseas
development budget. We are trying to secure funding for various
projects, in particular to make sure that we have funding for Ukraine. I
think as we go forward, one of my big focuses is Ukrainian reconstruction
and seeing what we can do in terms of SDRs for those projects.

Liam Byrne: We have just been handed £19 billion of special drawing
rights. What is your target, your personal objective, for what fraction of
that we should be rechannelling?

Elizabeth Truss: My objective is to secure funding for the Ukrainian
reconstruction. Those are regular discussions I have with the Treasury.
We negotiate on a case-by-case basis with the Treasury, who own the
policy for special drawing rights.

Liam Byrne: But you do not have a personal view on what fraction of the
£19 billion—
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Elizabeth Truss: 1 am not going to go into the details of my negotiations
with the Treasury which are ongoing. I don’t know if Philip wants to say
anything.

Liam Byrne: Is it too low?

Sir Philip Barton: As the Foreign Secretary says, it is an ongoing
discussion with the Treasury about how the SDRs are used and how they
are scored.

Liam Byrne: It sounds like you have cut development spending, you
have been given £19 billion and you do not have a strategy for
maximising how much of this new £19 billion we are recycling.

Chair: Neil, you wanted to come in.

Neil Coyle: We have moved on slightly, but I will come back to that. It
was around the departmental merger and the extension you just touched
on around Ukraine work, but also Afghanistan. In March, you wrote to the
Prime Minister to ask for 1,000 additional staff for the Department to help
manage that. What was the answer?

Sir Philip Barton: As you know, there is a process across the whole of
the Government around the size of the civil service. The Foreign
Secretary and I are engaged, as we have been asked to be, by the
Cabinet Office and the Treasury in that process. We have begun those
discussions. They have not concluded. That is the process by which
decisions will be taken around the overall size of the civil service and
individual Departments.

Neil Coyle: You do not want to cut the number and you have asked for
some more. What is the situation right now?

Sir Philip Barton: 1 am explaining where we are in terms of numbers of
people in the Department.

Neil Coyle: Do you have any more yet?

Sir Philip Barton: There is a civil service-wide process which has not
concluded. That will answer the question about the long-term size of the
Department.

Neil Coyle: When do you expect that?

Sir Philip Barton: On that process there will be a conclusion in the
autumn. It is a centrally run process—

Neil Coyle: Sorry, Sir Philip, if it is in autumn, we can come back to it
then. In the meantime, what is happening to civil servants out there who
are being tasked with the work that you would like the 1,000 extra to be
doing? You have asked for that 1,000 quotient, so what has been
deprioritised in order to deliver the work of the 1,000 people you have
not yet got?
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Sir Philip Barton: To finish the answer, the process will conclude in the
autumn. In the meantime, we are recruiting additional staff because we
knew, particularly at the less senior levels, that we did not have enough
staff. That recruitment process is happening now and additional staff will
be coming into the Department over the next few months as we conclude
those processes.

The Foreign Secretary has set out how we have restructured to make
sure that we are prioritising what we need to do in light of Russia’s
invasion of Ukraine and that we are, in the way the Foreign Secretary has
described, absolutely focused on that and in a more coherent way around
how we lead our development work. The international economics work
that Kumar leads is clear about our leadership of geographic work.

Neil Coyle: What was deprioritised?

Sir Philip Barton: We are focused on the top priorities, as the Foreign
Secretary has set out, which is primarily Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.

Neil Coyle: So what was deprioritised? You are not answering. You are
saying that you have taken on these additional priorities and you have
asked for extra staff to do it, but you are not saying what has been
deprioritised. It is a really simple question.

Sir Philip Barton: Clearly, as we look forward, as it were, there is the
work you do on Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. There are other areas of
work that we get to when we can.

Neil Coyle: I have tried to help.
Chair: Perhaps the Foreign Secretary would like to help you.

Elizabeth Truss: As Philip says, we have moved staff into
Russia/Ukraine. We have moved staff into geopolitics, supporting the G7
work around that. We have gained some efficiencies in doing that. I think
it is important to point that out.

I was talking about development. There are quite a lot of disparate teams
across the organisation. We have now put them into a single area and a
single directorate. That has created more coherence in the organisation.

Chair: You have drawn down on—

Elizabeth Truss: In terms of geographical areas, I have highlighted
Russia/Ukraine. We have a strong tilt towards the Indo-Pacific. We are
also making sure that our development aid in Africa is going up over
time. Those are the areas that we are prioritising. In terms of staff
numbers, I am sure we could write to you on that.

Chair: Perhaps, Foreign Secretary, you could tell me where you might
have drawn down from. Have you drawn down from South America? Have
you drawn down from Asia? Have you drawn down from America,
Australia or Europe? I can keep going, if you like.
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Elizabeth Truss: We also have extra staff who have come over from the
Cabinet Office to support the NIP work.

Chair: Have you drawn down no staff from any other areas at all?

Sir Philip Barton: Overall, Chair, after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, we
prepared an immediate 24/7 crisis response. We drew across the
organisation. As the situation became clear, we then wanted to make
sure that we had an enhanced effort and again we drew across the
organisation and looked at where we could find additional people. We
have done that across the whole Department.

Chair: I am just delighted that the Foreign Office is clearly the
Department on the mount, and every time you look for loaves and fishes,
you reach into the basket and there is enough to feed the 5,000. It is
fantastic. It is a remarkable achievement.

Bob Seely: I have a quick question on the changing of contracts. Why is
it taking so long to change over people’s contracts? I rightly see FCO
folks who are not on as generous terms as people who have come over
from DFID. Why is it taking so long just to get a single contract for
anybody working in the FCDO? You are saying that this might go on for
another two years.

Sir Philip Barton: There are two reasons. One is that it is not just the
salary and the pay scales which we are moving to unify as quickly as we
can. There are obviously affordability questions in how you do that.

There is then a wider package of quite complicated allowances which
were different between the two Departments. We need to work out how
best to do that. In some cases, for example, if you look at pay, a former
DFID colleague might be paid in basic salary terms more than a former
FCO colleague, but the wider allowance package will have been different.
It is the wider package of allowances that takes longer to work through.

Bob Seely: Do you think that process would be quicker in the private
sector, or do you think that a private sector company would take the
same amount of time to work through these issues?

Sir Philip Barton: 1 have discussed this a lot with our non-executive
directors, who all have deep private sector experience. What they say is
that this is a complex process and it always takes time.

Bob Seely: I have a tiny follow-up on what we were talking about. I am
not trying to be critical, but because you have such a draw on resources
on Russia and Ukraine, I know that you would want to say that we are
still firing on all cylinders on South Africa, the Middle East and all this
stuff. But because you are so focused, for very good reason, on Russia
and Ukraine, without wishing to be critical, do you think the day-to-day
work in other areas is suffering or do you think you are doing more with
less? How long can you continue to do more with less before your other
ambitions as the FCDO become constricted because you have to focus
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resources?

Elizabeth Truss: Ultimately, there is always a point at which you cannot
do things in any organisation, because there is an infinite amount we can
do as the Foreign Office. We have to focus. I think that by creating this
geopolitical area we are now more efficient in some of the ways we deal
with issues. For example, we have recently signed a security and CET
agreement with Indonesia. We are now able to look at doing that with
other partners around the world. We are able to read across.

My observation about the Foreign Office historically is that it has been
quite siloed. We have sometimes reinvented the wheel or not read
across. For example, in China we have a China department but a lot of
the work we need to do on China is working with our G7 allies to
challenge China collectively. That is done better through our geopolitics
area.

I think we are doing things differently, but, of course, you are right, Bob,
that there will be areas where we cannot do as much. There is a certain
amount of reducing some of the activities that were not necessarily
generating as much value.

Bob Seely: Can you enlighten us as to what some of those activities
were? What would have been a medium-term priority that has now fallen
down the scale, just because of the amount of significant additional work
that is now being done, either on China or on Russia and Ukraine?

Sir Philip Barton: The way I would answer it is that, first, to go back to
your sustainable question, there is an issue around the overall shape and
resourcing of the Department in terms of people. That goes back to the
guestion about the additional 1,000. In a sense, it is true of the two
legacy Departments that for a lot of their time they were doing business
as usual in a world where we are seeing more frequent and very
significant crises. How we have contingency to respond to that is an
important question for how we are organised in the future.

On the prioritisation point, what we have not done is said that we are
stopping X or Y completely. We do not have a list of things. What we
have done is look across the whole Department to resource the increased
effort. There will be bilateral relationships where, in an ideal world, we
will be doing more on opportunity/proactive work. We now have a
reduced resource on that, and are just keeping relationships going
because we need to put resource into the response to Russia/Ukraine.

Chair: Can I ask specifically about an area where you have committed to
do extra work? We are all aware of the Rwanda policy and the oversight
that has been promised of Rwanda to support them. What extra
resources have you put into Rwanda?

Sir Philip Barton: 1 would have to come back to you on the precise
details, Chair. I think what we have done used our excellent high
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commissioner and his team and their time as the resource in support of
the Home Office-led third-country partnership.

Chair: As far as you are aware.

Sir Philip Barton: 1 would have to absolutely check. I do not think we
have put in additional staff—obviously, at the UK end, as you would
expect, as FCDO we have played our part in the cross-HMG work on this
priority area.

Chair: I ask because the commitment was to have oversight in Kigali of
refugees who had been sent to Rwanda. I am just wondering what
commitment you made as part of that agreement. Presumably there was
some consular responsibility as part of that. I am sure the Home
Secretary would have asked for support because, of course, this is a high
commission and not a Government Department. What commitment did
you make?

Elizabeth Truss: Our high commission is very closely involved in what is
happening there.

Chair: I am sure. I am just wondering what augmented—

Elizabeth Truss: It is worth saying that Rwanda is a country where we
are building a series of partnerships on a number of issues.

Chair: Absolutely. I understand that. I do not wish to be in any way
critical. That is a separate Home Office policy, and we are not going into
it. You must have made a commitment to the Home Secretary. What did
she ask for, and what have you committed to do in the high commission
in Kigali in order to support the promise made by the British Government
to have oversight of refugees, supposedly numbered in the hundreds,
who will at some point in the imminent future be sent to Rwanda?

Elizabeth Truss: My understanding is that that will be led by Home
Office officials rather than FCDO officials. This is for all of the migration
work we do. Home Office officials lead in terms of assessing
accommodation and all of those types of issues. It is very much Home
Office-led. We provide diplomatic support, but we would not be providing
that type of oversight.

Chair: What preparations have you made to provide diplomatic support
to how many Home Office officials in Kigali?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 would have to come back.

Sir Philip Barton: Chair, we will have to come back to you on the
numbers. I think the key thing is that the high commissioner and his
team have put at the disposal of the Home Office their diplomatic
influence, access and support as we have had our discussions with the
Government of Rwanda.

Elizabeth Truss: 1t is worth saying that one of the points I have focused
on as Foreign Secretary is empowering our missions more. Particularly in
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development aid, we are giving them larger development budgets and
having more decisions taken at country level. They are in a better
position to decide which projects will add value than people sitting in
Whitehall. That is a better way of delivering. It is less bureaucratic than
what we have had before. Yes, there are areas where we have to
prioritise, but, broadly speaking, we are also making our network work
better. I think we are getting more out of our staff on the frontline as a
result.

Chair: I am going to come to Neil Coyle in a second for more on Rwanda,
but before I do, do you support financial targets for foreign aid?

Elizabeth Truss: What do you mean by that?

Chair: Do you support 0.5% financial targets for foreign aid?
Elizabeth Truss: Yes.

Chair: You do. Do you think that the foreign aid target should go back to
0.7%?

Elizabeth Truss: We have pledged that it will go back to 0.7%.

Chair: Indeed. I am just wondering what you think.

Elizabeth Truss: The answer is that I always agree with Government
policy, Chair.

Chair: There we go. I am delighted to hear it. Let’s go to Rwanda.

Neil Coyle: Maybe it is a bit of jetlag or something, but I am really
concerned about this. Is the FCDOQO’s position that the Home Office will
have staff on the ground to handle the new partnership?

Elizabeth Truss: The partnership was signed by the Home Secretary
with her counterpart in the Rwandan Government. Of course, the United
Kingdom and Rwanda have a very close relationship, for which the
Foreign Office is responsible. This is a Home Office policy which we are
working with the Home Office to deliver in Rwanda.

Neil Coyle: The UK and Rwanda migration and economic development
partnership is a Home Office policy?

Elizabeth Truss: Yes.

Neil Coyle: You are quite happy for the Home Secretary to be leading on
economic development partnership contracts with other Governments.

Elizabeth Truss: Yes.

Neil Coyle: Are you out of a job?

Elizabeth Truss: No, believe me, I have plenty to do. I have numerous
colleagues working internationally, so I have the Energy Secretary
signing energy partnerships with other countries. I have the Justice
Secretary working on the International Criminal Court.
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The Foreign Office is a Department that delivers in certain areas,
particularly in international development, but we have other delivery
Departments such as the Home Office who are the experts on dealing
with migration. We also have the Business Department who are the
experts on dealing with energy. We work collaboratively across
Government. We were fully involved in this policy development, but in
terms of delivery it is a Home Office responsibility.

Neil Coyle: It sounds like chaos. When the UN says—
Elizabeth Truss: 1t is a coherent Government policy.

Neil Coyle: When the UN says that this is an illegal policy, an unlawful
policy, do you say, “"Go and talk to the Home Secretary,” as your
subordinate, part of your team, as it sounds like from your recent
description just then?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 do not recognise the premise of that question. This is
a perfectly legal policy that this Government are pursuing. As I am sure
you are aware, Mr Coyle, all Government policies are cleared cross-
government, getting the support of all Government Departments. We
have worked very closely with the Home Office on this policy.

Neil Coyle: As the Foreign Secretary for the United Kingdom, no country
has raised concerns with you about the legality of that policy?

Elizabeth Truss: No. In fact—

Neil Coyle: Astonishing.

Elizabeth Truss: What has been raised with me by foreign counterparts
is wanting to learn from the UK'’s policy so that they can engage in similar
arrangements.

Neil Coyle: As things stand, there is absolutely no plan to provide
additional resource or staff from the Foreign Office to help run operations
on the ground in Rwanda?

Sir Philip Barton: To be clear, what I said was we will have to come
back and give chapter and verse on the arrangements that we will put in
place at the high commission. We work in partnership with the Home
Office.

Neil Coyle: On the money for this, the spending, who is responsible for
the £120 million aid package? That should be the FCDO. Right? Who is
overseeing that £120 million deal?

Elizabeth Truss: 1t is the Home Office who is responsible for that.

Neil Coyle: The Home Office is overseeing the aid package.

Elizabeth Truss: The ODA budget is not just spent by the Foreign Office.
The ODA budget is spent by other Government Departments and it is
overall managed by the Treasury, which goes back to Mr Byrne’s point
earlier.
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Neil Coyle: On the reduction to 0.5% from 0.7%, is the £120 million—

Sir Philip Barton: 1t is not ODA money. It is not coming from the
development budget.

Neil Coyle: None of the justified increase in support required to deal with
Ukraine, Afghanistan and also this unlawful policy in Rwanda is included
in the 0.5%. What was the purpose of reducing it to 0.5%? Was it just
tokenistic?

Elizabeth Truss: The overall ODA budget is 0.5%.

Neil Coyle: None of this additional aid would be considered—

Elizabeth Truss: For example, the Ukraine funding is within the 0.5%.
The budget that the permanent secretary is talking about is a Home
Office budget. The budget we control—I can give you the numbers if that
is helpful—is £8.5 billion for 2021-22 and goes up to £9.2 billion for
2022-23. By 2025, it is up to £9.9 billion, but that is the ODA allocations
that are down to the Foreign Office and for which we are responsible.

Chair: Thank you.

Royston Smith: Foreign Secretary, thank you for coming to see us
today. I want to talk a bit about state hostage taking and particularly the
release of hostages recently from Iran. We have had two former Foreign
Secretaries come before us and talk about the outstanding IMS debt.
What were the five conditions required by the Treasury to allow that IMS
debt to Iran to be repaid?

Elizabeth Truss: The core point is that the debt had to be used for
humanitarian purposes. That was the key requirement.

Royston Smith: And that was the only requirement? Were there any
other conditions?

Elizabeth Truss: That was the key requirement, as far as we were
concerned; that was the potential issue for the Treasury.

Royston Smith: The Treasury did not have any other requirements. It
was just that one. As long as you could show that it was only ever going
to be used for humanitarian aid, the money could be released. That was
the only stumbling block throughout.

Elizabeth Truss: You will have to ask the Treasury if there were more
requirements as far as they were concerned, but as far as we were
concerned that was the key area that we had to have assurance on.

Royston Smith: There was that condition specifically. What changed?
How did you demonstrate that by paying that debt it would only be used
for humanitarian aid? It is very difficult. If you release money for a
particular issue, it still allows the regime to backfill in another way. How
did you demonstrate categorically to Treasury that that was the only way
that that debt was going to be used when it was repaid?
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Elizabeth Truss: One of the issues is that I am not able to tell the
Committee, because it is confidential, about the precise route that we
used. That is the issue. I am unable to share that with you, regrettably,
but what I can tell you is that the assurances we received about the route
were enough to reassure the Treasury and get it signed off by the
Treasury at all levels.

Royston Smith: Did you have discussions with the US Government
about the repayment?

Elizabeth Truss: 1 talk to the US Government regularly about many
issues, including the IMS debt, and indeed the issues of the unfairly
detained people in Iran.

Royston Smith: What about other detainees in Iran now? Is there any
progress on securing their release?

Elizabeth Truss: We continue to press the Iranian Government for the
release of all detainees. In the case of some detainees, the families do
not want us to reveal who is detained. But I can assure you that we
continue to talk to the Iranian Government, and we continue to work to
secure the release of all detainees.

Royston Smith: On hostage taking more broadly, we were in
Washington last week and met Ambassador Roger Carstens, who is a
Special Presidential Envoy for Hostage Affairs. He gave us a quite
thorough briefing about how the US deals with hostage taking. How do
we deal in general with that? How do we deal with families? How do we
deal with the extended issues when a person is taken? What mechanism
do we use to try to secure their release?

Elizabeth Truss: In terms of the specific cases I have been involved in,
we spend a lot of time lobbying Governments directly to secure the
release and doing that by means of persuasion. Our teams have recently
secured the release of five people from Afghanistan, for example. We also
secured the release of Nazanin and Anousheh from Iran. We take a case-
by-case approach on all of these issues because it depends on the
Government and on the specific circumstance.

In the case of Iran we had two very clear irritants in our bilateral
relationship. No. 1 was the detainees, and No. 2 was the IMS debt. I
agreed with Minister Abdollahian, the Iranian Foreign Minister, that we
would deal with those issues in parallel. That is the approach we took
with Iran.

We took a different approach with Afghanistan. We are currently working
on various other cases around the world. What we are also doing is
working with our G7 partners on a more unified approach to unfair
detention. In particular, Canada is leading on this initiative, and there is
going to be a conference later this year. What we want is more of an “all
for one and one for all” approach so that we cannot be picked off against
other countries and we have a common approach to detainee taking.
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Royston Smith: In the US, the special envoy for hostage affairs is the
point of contact. He speaks to families and walks them through the
process. He makes them understand and accept that it could be a long
process and that not much is going to happen overnight. Do we have a
single point of contact like that?

Elizabeth Truss: We have an excellent team at the Foreign Office
dealing with this.

Sir Philip Barton: We have arranged for our consular director to brief
you about how the process works in practice in more detail. I am sorry
that has not happened yet for diary reasons. In our Consular Directorate
we have what we call a special cases team. Where it is not a run-of-the-
mill case that just needs standard consular assistance, they will be
responsible. They take responsibility for liaison with the family. They also,
crucially, work very closely with the relevant geographic part of the
Department and the overseas embassy or high commission, depending
on where someone might be held, to make sure that we have the totality
of UK effort behind a particular case. It is fully co-ordinated and obviously
involves Ministers as necessary. This special cases team will be the one
responsible for staying in touch with families over the long term.

Royston Smith: I have one final, small question. They were very candid
with us about how many hostages they were looking at in the US and
how they had categorised them. Some were not categorised as hostages
in the first place, so they have a process to go through. Do you have a
similar process? How many people are currently deemed to be hostages
from this country?

Sir Philip Barton: 1 think we need to be clear around language. There
are hostages in the sense of hostages held by terrorist groups. I think
you are using the term in a broader sense. Those are the workload of the
special cases team—

Royston Smith: In the sense of people wh