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Summary
The UK government was underprepared for a pandemic like COVID-19. The pandemic
has exposed limitations in how the government manages risks, especially those that
cut across institutional boundaries and affect multiple areas of society, and a failure
to learn from actual incidents and simulation exercises. To learn from COVID-19 and
be better prepared for the next major crisis, government needs to introduce robust
central leadership, accountability and oversight for cross-cutting risks. It also needs to
reduce variability in departments’ risk management capabilities, their understanding of
government’s risk tolerance, and their interpretation and application of government’s
risk management guidance. Greater public awareness of the main risks facing the
country and of what government is doing to address them would bring significant
benefits, from focusing officials’ minds to making the public more aware of what is being
done to protect them from harm. Given the global nature of major risks, and the fact
that many other governments were underprepared for the COVID-19 pandemic, the
UK government also needs to promote greater international collaboration, integration
and foresight to improve global readiness for emergencies.

3
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Introduction
The scale and nature of the COVID-19 pandemic and the government’s response are
without precedent in recent history. Many people have died and many lives, families
and businesses have been adversely affected. The pandemic has tested the government’s
plans to deal with unforeseen events and shocks and demonstrated the risks to which
UK citizens are exposed. The government will need to learn lessons from its preparations
for and handling of these risks to improve the identification, assessment and response to
future risks that affect the whole system.
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

We are concerned that, if the government does not learn lessons on leadership and
oversight for whole system risks, this may come at a high cost to individuals, the
economy and society in the future. Many of the major risks that the country faces
would cut across institutional boundaries and affect multiple areas of government
and society, if they materialised. Yet, no-one in government is tasked with forming
an overarching view of whole system risks, ensuring that all departments are
adequately prepared for them, and prompting departments to enhance their
preparedness in the areas where they fall short. While government officials have
expressed opposition to the introduction of a chief risk officer for government,
opting instead for an entirely different role of Head of Risk Management profession,
in our view they have demonstrated a lack of understanding of what this role would
entail and the valuable insight that such a role would bring. We are concerned that
their opposition may betray a resistance to constructive challenge and unwillingness
to learn from the areas of the private sector which have a mature risk culture. If
government does not introduce robust central oversight for risk management, it will
be similarly unprepared for the next major crisis.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office and HM Treasury should set out how
they intend to introduce robust cross-government leadership and oversight for
whole-system risks. In particular, government should establish a Chief Risk
Officer to consider cross-cutting risks in government and proactively manage the
identification and resolution of system-wide concerns. This role should:

2.

•

be independent and have sufficient seniority to not only provide professional
leadership and expert advice across the risk profession but also advise and
constructively challenge senior leaders in government;

•

have the authority to establish strategic direction and coordination and
integration of resources to ensure government has the necessary risk
management expertise, skills and capabilities to respond to system-wide
risks;

•

work cohesively with functions and departments to ensure risk
management is joined-up across the functional agenda and aligns with
national priorities;

•

engage with senior leaders in the public, private sector and international
community to continually improve government’s approach to enterprise
and system-wide risk management;

•

be equipped with a fit-for-purpose supporting infrastructure to execute
this role effectively; and

•

operate in cross cutting Government roles akin to the model of the Chief
medical and scientific officers.

The pandemic has demonstrated variability in departments’ risk management.
A recent cross-government review of risk management by the Government Internal
Audit Agency highlighted significant variability across departments, including the

6
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extent to which senior leaders promote and support risk management, departments’
capabilities, and their degree of alignment to the Orange Book, the government’s
guidance on risk management. We are surprised that there are no uniformity
in government’s high-level alignment with the Orange Book and a seeming lack
of appreciation for the principles of the three lines of defence model. Before the
pandemic, departments lacked an agreed understanding of risk tolerance, such as
which consequences of a pandemic they deemed acceptable and which consequences
they needed to mitigate. It is only after departments started responding to the crisis
that they reached a shared understanding of the objectives and priorities they should
focus on.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office and HM Treasury should set out what they
intend to do to ensure that there is sufficient uniformity in department’s high-level
interpretation of and alignment to the principles of the Orange Book. As part of
this, the Cabinet Office should set out how it will ensure that departments have
a shared understanding of the government’s tolerance for the impacts of major
risks, including what levels of impact are acceptable and what levels of impact
require mitigation.
3.

There would be significant benefits in improving the public’s awareness of the
main risks facing the country and what government is doing about them. The
public and Parliament have limited awareness of the main risks facing the country
and of what government is doing to address them. Although government has
published a public-facing national risk register since 2008, this document is not
widely known. Our witnesses recognised that government has a chequered history
in communicating risks to the public and acknowledged that the government’s
messaging on risks should be more balanced, accessible to non-experts and lend
itself to practical actions. Greater public awareness of government’s planning for
major risks, including the work it will carry out as part of the nascent catastrophic
emergencies programme, would help avoid complacency, focus the minds of the
officials who are tasked with risk planning, help to ensure the public is more aware
of what is being done to protect them from harm and highlight opportunities for
public engagement, awareness raising and behavioural change. The Government
carried out a consultation last summer on a national resilience strategy and had
over a million different interactions with it. This demonstrates a high level of public
interest in these matters. Equally MPs collectively received hundreds of thousands
of emails at the start of the lockdown, largely because the Gov.uk website did not
provide clear and intelligible advice, or provide effective mechanisms for MPs to
raise constituents problems.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office should set out how it plans to increase
public awareness of the main risks facing the UK. It should also report annually
to Parliament:
•

on what actions government has undertaken during the year to mitigate
the risks covered by the catastrophic emergencies programme and provide
an assessment of government’s preparedness for each risk;

•

what changes Government in making as a result of its consultations on
National resilience; and
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•
4.
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what lessons Government had learnt about how to effectively communicate
during the pandemic.

The pandemic has highlighted the critical role of international collaboration
for managing the risks that the UK faces. Given the increasingly interconnected
nature of our world, several of the main risks facing the UK may originate abroad
and, if they materialise, will require a coordinated international response. To detect
them and respond to them effectively, government needs to strengthen the exchange
of information with other countries, cooperate on horizon scanning and the early
detection of threats, and learn from the experiences of other countries. It will also
need to foster international debate on medium and long-term existential risks to
humanity, which can only be addressed through concerted global action. Promoting
greater international collaboration will require the UK to play a more prominent
role in international forums, such as the World Health Organisation.
Recommendation: Government should set out how it intends to drive greater
international collaboration on risks, including exchanging information on
threats, promoting and integrating mutual learning and coordinating responses
across borders.

5.

Government would have been better prepared for COVID-19 if it had applied
learning from previous incidents and exercises. Government was unprepared
for a pandemic with widespread asymptomatic transmission, but this was not
unprecedented. The early spread of HIV, too, was partly caused by the fact that it
was an asymptomatic condition that could take months before being diagnosed.
While government took action following major simulation exercises such as
Cygnus and Winter Willow, it did not act upon exercises Valverde, relating to novel
coronavirus, and Alice, relating to Middle East respiratory syndrome (MERS). This
resulted in a lot of PPE in the Governments strategic stocks which was not suitable
for Covid, although the department said it was still able to use “a huge amount
of it”. We are not convinced that government has learnt lessons from its lack of
planning. For instance, it is unclear whether government would be able to reinstate
the Coronavirus Jobs Retention Scheme at short notice without the implementation
issues incurred when the scheme was first introduced.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office should set up a cross-government process
to capture learning for emergency preparedness and resilience from exercises
and actual incidents, including COVID-19, and to allocate clear accountabilities
for applying learning. It should report annually on the implementation of each
learning point.

6.

Government’s slow progress in improving data quality and completeness has
hampered its preparedness for this and future pandemics. We have repeatedly
highlighted longstanding issues with the quality of data held by government and
with its ability to use data effectively to support policy interventions. Our 2019 report
Challenges in using data across government noted the lack of government-wide data
standards, ageing IT systems, fragmented leadership, and a civil service culture that
does not support sharing data across departmental boundaries. For instance, the
contact centre that government set up a part of its programme to support those
most vulnerable during the first lockdown could not get in touch with around
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800,000 individuals due to missing or inaccurate NHS records. The lack of progress
on data issues over the years is likely to hinder government’s initiatives to improve
preparedness. While government has set up a National Situation Centre which will
provide real-time access to the data government needs to respond to emergencies,
this will bring limited benefits if the quality of the data collected remains low. If
government access to key data—such as social care data—is scaled down following
the pandemic, this will further hinder preparedness for future emergencies.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office should set out its assessment of the areas in
which the data collected by the National Situation Centre are in greatest need of
improvement and what it plans to do to implement those improvements. As part
of this response, government should set out how it plans to retain access to the
social care data required to respond to future pandemics.
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1 Lessons on risk management and
communication
1. On the basis of a Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General, we took evidence
from the Cabinet Office and the Department of Health & Social Care (the Department)
on the government’s preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic.1
2. Emergencies can take many forms, such as natural disasters, terrorist attacks,
industrial accidents, critical supply chain disruptions or disease outbreaks. The UK
government and devolved administrations, along with the emergency services and other
local responders, have clear responsibilities for identifying, assessing, preparing for
and responding to emergencies, as well as supporting affected communities to recover.
Government has risk management processes in place that aim to identify risks (including
risks to individual government organisations and short-term risks to the UK as a whole),
to ensure that plans are drawn up to mitigate risks and prepare for shocks, and to prevent
risks from being overlooked despite short-term pressures. The Cabinet Office, through its
Civil Contingencies Secretariat, is responsible for coordinating the government’s planning
for, and response to, major emergencies. Individual departments and other public sector
organisations are responsible for identifying and managing risks in line with their desired
risk appetite, including relevant national risks allocated to them by the Cabinet Office.
The Department is responsible for planning for the health and social care impacts of
health-related risks.

Leadership and oversight for whole-system risks
3. Government has introduced individual senior leader roles in a variety of areas,
including a Chief Commercial Officer, a Chief Medical Officer, a Chief People Officer, a
Chief Scientific Adviser and a National Security Adviser, who provide cohesive leadership
across government in their topic areas. No one individual provides leadership and oversight
for risk across government. Recent reports by the Centre for Long-Term Resilience and the
House of Lord Select Committee on Risk Assessment and Risk Planning recommended
the introduction of a Chief Risk Officer for government.2
4. The Cabinet Office and the Department expressed concern to us that the introduction
of a Chief Risk Officer for government would take away responsibility for managing risks
from departments or arm’s-length bodies and their individual accounting officers. The
Cabinet Office and the Department argued that no-one could have such broad expertise
that they would able to advise on all 130 risks on the National Security Risk Assessment,
unlike experts such as the Chief Medical Officer, who provides expert advice on specific
risks. The Department considered that the government sector, accounting for 40% of the
economy, is too broad for a single individual to have oversight of risk across the sector. In
response, we explained that a Chief Risk Officer would not take ownership of individual
risks, which would continue to reside with individual accounting officers, and would
1
2

C&AG’s Report, The government’s preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic: Lessons for government on risk
management, Session 2021–22, HC 735, 19 November 2021
Centre for Long-Term Resilience, Future Proof: The opportunity to transform the UK’s resilience to extreme
risks, June 2021; House of Lords Select Committee on Risk Assessment and Risk Planning, Preparing for Extreme
Risks: Building a Resilient Society, Session 2021–22, HL 110, para. 76
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not need to be a subject matter expert on every single risk, but would draw on expertise
across government, for instance the Chief Medical Officer and others, in advising on risk
management across government.3
5. The Civil Contingencies Secretariat told the NAO that it brings pressure to bear on
departments if it thinks that risks are not dealt with properly.4 At the evidence session
we noted that, nevertheless, it would be hard for the Head of the Secretariat to direct
a department’s accounting officer to take action to improve preparedness for a given
risk. Although the government is establishing a head of risk profession, this is a Deputy
Director-level role and does not have responsibility for leadership and oversight of risks
across government.

Variability in risk management across departments
6. A cross-government review of risk management by the Government Internal Audit
Agency, issued in May 2021, highlighted variability in senior leadership support and
promotion of risk management, including at board and executive levels; capacity and
engagement in relation to risk management; approaches and frequency in undertaking
horizon scanning exercises; and alignment to the Orange Book, which sets out the
government’s mandatory requirements and guidance on risk management.5 The Cabinet
Office stated that, in its view, there is a high-level adherence to the principles of the
Orange Book across departments. The Department stressed that interpreting government
guidance is a responsibility of each individual accounting officer.6 Government has
recently issued detailed guidance on risk appetite, risk management skills and capabilities
and risk reporting.7
7. The three lines of defence model of risk management, widely used in the private
sector, sets out what the Orange Book characterises as a “simple and effective way to help
delegate and coordinate risk management roles and responsibilities within and across
the organisation”.8 Under the first line of defence, management has primary ownership,
responsibility and accountability for identifying, assessing and managing risks. The second
line of defence consists of functions, such as organisations’ risk and compliance teams,
that monitor and facilitate the implementation of effective risk management practices and
facilitate risk reporting. Internal audit forms the third line of defence. The Cabinet Office
expressed support for the three lines of defence model and told us that it plans to carry out
a pilot in 2022 to strengthen the third line of defence by introducing audits or assessments
of departments’ planning for emergencies.9
8. The NAO found that, before the pandemic, departments lacked an agreed
understanding of risk tolerance, such as which consequences of a pandemic they deemed
acceptable and which consequences they needed to mitigate. The Cabinet Office agreed
that government reached a shared understanding of the objectives and priorities they
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Qq 28, 55–60, 74, 80–83
C&AG’s Report, para. 3.14; Q 70.
C&AG’s Report, para. 4.2; HM Government, The Orange Book: Management of Risk – Principles and Concepts,
February 2020
Qq 86–95
Government Finance Function, Good Practice Guide: Risk Reporting, August 2021; Risk Appetite Guidance Note,
October 2020, revised August 2021; Risk Management Skills and Capabilities Framework, August 2021
HM Government, The Orange Book: Management of Risk – Principles and Concepts, February 2020
Qq 49, 84–85
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should focus on only at the start of a pandemic, following the establishment of its crisis
response structures. Government officials told the NAO that a shared understanding of
risk tolerance for many cross-government issues is still being developed.10

Communication of the main risks facing the UK
9. The National Security Risk Assessment, which sets out government’s assessment
of the main risks facing the UK and its interests overseas, is classified. Government has
published a summary of this assessment and of the mitigations it has put in place every
two or three years since 2008.11 The last edition of this public-facing National Risk Register
was published in December 2020.12 The Cabinet Office acknowledged that government has
a chequered history in communicating risks to the public and stated that government’s
messaging on risks should be more balanced, accessible to non-experts and lend itself to
practical actions.13 It noted that clearer public communication of risks would help people
make evidence-based choices on how to prepare for the impacts of risk events. It would also
support government’s goal of engaging the wider population in government’s “judgments
about what is an acceptable level of risk and what is the correct level of investment to
prevent those risks in the future”. The Cabinet Office stated that clearer communication
of risk is one of the foundational principles of the government’s resilience strategy, which
had over one million different interactions and is due to be published in 2022.14
10. It was reported in September 2021 that the Health and Safety Executive had been
notified of 103 instances of serious laboratory leaks, including nine in the most secure
level-4 laboratories.15 Lack of transparency to the public about these leaks has hindered
public discussion on balancing the benefits of scientific research with the risks of infection
to the public. The Cabinet Office stated that the updated biological security strategy, which
is due to be published in 2022, will address laboratory security.16
11. We raised the question of whether individual members of the Scientific Advisory
Group for Emergencies (SAGE) should be allowed to make public statements that
are inconsistent with the collective messaging of the Group. When asked if refraining
from making such statements should be a condition for joining SAGE, the Department
expressed concern that this might restrict the range of experts who would be willing to
join the group and increase the risk of groupthink.17 The Chief Scientific Adviser and
Chief Medical Officer subsequently told us in written evidence that they would regard
this as a damaging and unhelpful restriction on the academic independence of individual
scientists. They noted that, while the research and interpretations of individual scientists
should not be excluded from the media, it is important that they make it clear when they
are speaking as individuals, as opposed to members of SAGE.18

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

C&AG’s Report, para. 3.7; Q 31
C&AG’s Report, para 1.4
HM Government, National Risk Register: 2020 edition, December 2020
Q 67
Q 66
Rhys Blakely, “Safety breaches investigated at UK labs that deal with deadly viruses”, The Times, 17 September
2021
Q 48
Qq 33–34
Letter from the Government Office for Science and the Department of Health & Social Care, 27 January 2022
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International collaboration
12. The Cabinet Office acknowledged the need for international co-operation to assess
threats, manage risks and share information. As examples of the UK’s engagement, they
mentioned work carried out with the World Health Organisation (WHO) in response to
Ebola; the Carbis Bay Declaration, issued in July 2021, which commits G7 countries to
share results from vaccine and therapeutic trials to tackle COVID-19 and prevent future
health threats; the commitment of governments and life science industry, following
a discussions at a UK-hosted G7 Health Ministers’ meeting in June 2021, to reduce the
time to develop diagnostics, vaccines and treatments to 100 days after a new pandemic
threat is identified; and the UK’s role as host of the 2021 United Nations Climate Change
Conference (COP26).19
13. The Cabinet Office recognised that the UK needs to further strengthen international
cooperation and noted that this will be a central feature of the UK resilience strategy. The
Department stated that the UK is seeking a new pandemic treaty through the WHO that
would place greater obligations on countries and that it would welcome the introduction
of an early international alert level, prior to the declaration of a Public Health Emergency
of International Concern.20 To foster public debate on existential risks to the whole of
mankind, which cannot be mitigated by nations individually but require a long-term,
concerted international effort, the Cabinet Office stated that it is considering including
a commentary on existential risks in the next edition of the National Risk Register. The
Cabinet Office pointed to efforts to tackle climate change and to regulatory work on generalpurpose artificial intelligence as examples of work being carried out internationally on
specific existential risks.21
14. Alongside greater international cooperation, the Cabinet Office noted the need to
strengthen domestic collaboration on risks, especially with the private sector. The Cabinet
Office stated that government is considering requiring regulated companies and those
that have significant dealings with government to comply with resilience standards, and
enhancing its communication to the wider private sector about risks, such those arising
from just-in-time procurement.22

19
20
21
22

Qq 53, 62–63
Q54
Qq 51–52
Q 99
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2 Lessons on pandemic preparedness
Learning from incidents and simulation exercises
15. Government lacked detailed plans for several aspects of the response to COVID-19,
including financial support to local authorities, identifying a large population advised to
shield, and economic support schemes.23 A submission we received from an academic
research group studying the issues concerning the early childhood education and care
sector arising from the government’s initial pandemic response stated that preparedness
for enabling that sector to switch into crisis mode in advance of the pandemic was generally
poor.24 The Senior Responsible Owner for Universal Credit has stated that government
had not made specific plans for unemployment surges colliding with a pandemic.25
16. The Cabinet Office attributed the absence of detailed planning for a pandemic
like COVID-19 to the fact that they did not anticipate a disease with asymptomatic
transmission which required an extended lockdown.26 Yet, a large-scale infection with
widespread asymptomatic transmission was not unprecedented. The early spread of HIV,
too, was partly caused by the fact that it was an asymptomatic condition that could take
months before being diagnosed. The Cabinet Office and the Department recognised that
government needs to set out risks more broadly and be prepared for a wider range of
manifestations of any given risk.27
17. While government took action following major pandemic simulation exercises such
as Cygnus and Winter Willow, it did not act upon some of the warnings about the UK’s
lack of preparedness from these simulations. For instance, at the outset of the COVID-19
pandemic, many departmental business continuity plans lacked detailed arrangements
for supplier assurance, despite the fact that following Winter Willow the government had
noted the need for organisations to ensure that their business continuity plans were better
coordinated with those of their partners.28 The Department recognised that government
needed to embed lessons learned through a range of simulation exercises.29
18. The COVID-19 pandemic has shown the potential large-scale economic impact of a
public health emergency requiring lockdowns and self-isolation. Yet, a submission that we
received from academics working on lessons from loans to support businesses through
Coronavirus noted that it is unclear whether government would be able to reinstate the
scheme at short notice without the implementation issues experienced when it was first
introduced.30 In January 2022, the NHS obtained a ministerial direction to enter into a
contract for spare surge capacity with private sector health providers which, based on
information available at the time of our session, will cost at least £75 million a month.
During the session we noted that, had government embedded learning about planning
from the early COVID-19 response, that contract might have been cheaper and might have
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

C&AG’s Report, paras 3.12 & 3.19–3.20
Dr Kate Hardy, Dr Xanthe Whittaker, Dr Nathan Archer, Dr Helen Norman, Dr Jennifer Tomlinson and Dr Katie
Cruz (Ev TRE0007)
Statement by Neil Couling at the webinar The safety net in action? Universal Credit’s role in the crisis and the
recovery, 27 May 2020, available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O0QTmqX0kkM, from 22’53’’ to 23’18’’
Q 43
Qq 38–42
C&AG’s Report, para. 3.20
Q 40
Dr Christoph Görtz, Prof. Danny McGowan and Dr Mallory Yeromonahos (Ev TRE0001)
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not required a ministerial direction.31 We queried what percentage of NHS consultants
also work for private sector health providers. The Department told us in written evidence
that, based on a commercial report, about 20% of UK specialists work in private practice,
and 2% work exclusively in private practice. Reports from private providers suggest that
many consultants devote a small proportion of their total working time to private work
and contractual provisions include that their work must not diminish the public resources
available to the NHS.32

Data quality and completeness
19. We have repeatedly highlighted longstanding issues with the quality of data held by
government and with its ability to use data effectively to support policy interventions. Our
2019 report Challenges in using data across government noted the lack of government-wide
data standards, ageing IT systems, fragmented leadership and a civil service culture that
does not support sharing data across departmental boundaries. For instance, the contact
centre that government set up a part of its programme to support those most vulnerable
during the first lockdown could not get in touch with around 800,000 individuals due
to missing or inaccurate NHS records. As we noted in our 2021 report Challenges in
implementing digital change, scarcity of specialist digital, data and technology skills
across the public and private sectors and a lack of digital skills among government’s senior
non-specialists limit government’s ability to address these issues.33
20. Insufficient progress made on data issues over the years has hindered government’s
initial pandemic response. For instance, local government initially lacked access to
information from NHS Test and Trace that they needed to deliver their local pandemic
response.34 A submission from the International Longevity Centre UK noted that,
despite successive promises from the government, “there has been a lack of coordinated
information recording and record sharing between health professionals. The government
has built an expansive data infrastructure to respond to the COVID-19 pandemic, but had
to do so almost from scratch when it should have already existed”.35
21. The Cabinet Office noted that, in 2021, government set up a National Situation
Centre which will provide real-time access to data government needs to respond to the
emergencies set out in the National Security Risk Assessment. The Cabinet Office hopes
that this will significantly enhance emergency response as it will no longer have to collect
and aggregate data from scratch when a new crisis begins. While this initiative is laudable,
it will bring limited benefits if the quality of the data collected remains low.36
22. The Department stated that, while government’s access to data from the social care
system has greatly improved during the pandemic, it is likely that this access will be
somewhat scaled down as the emergency subsides. It told us that this is because providing
31
32
33

34
35
36

Qq 12–27
Q 24; letter from the Department of Health & Social Care, 27 January 2022
Committee of Public Accounts, Challenges in using data across government, 118th Report of Session 2017–19, HC
2492, 25 September 2019; and Committee of Public Accounts, Challenges in implementing digital change, 30th
Report of Session 2021–22, HC 637, 10 December 2021
C&AG’s Report, The government’s approach to test and trace in England – interim report, Session 2019–20, HC
1070, 11 December 2020, para. 23
International Longevity Centre UK (Ev TRE0002)
Qq 103–106
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data to government comes at a significant cost to the small- and medium-scale private
businesses that make up a large part of the social care system, and a balance should be
sought between sector resilience and the burden on businesses.37

37

Q 109
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Formal minutes
Wednesday 16 March 2022
Members present:
Dame Meg Hillier, in the Chair
Sir Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
Mr Louie French
Peter Grant
Kate Green
Antony Higginbotham
Kate Osamor
Angela Richardson
Government preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic: lessons for
government on risk
Draft Report (Government preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic: lessons for government
on risk), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read.
Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 22 read and agreed to.
Summary agreed to.
Introduction agreed to.
Conclusions and recommendations agreed to.
Resolved, That the Report be the Forty-sixth of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.

Adjournment
Adjourned till Monday 21 March at 3:10pm.
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Witnesses
The following witnesses gave evidence. Transcripts can be viewed on the inquiry publications
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The following written evidence was received and can be viewed on the inquiry publications
page of the Committee’s website.
TRE numbers are generated by the evidence processing system and so may not be complete.
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3
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4

Observations of Engineers Covid Task Force (TRE0003)

5

International Longevity Centre UK (ILC) (TRE0002)

6

Newman, Hadley (TRE0004)

7

Royal College of Nursing (TRE0005)
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