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I, Tom Scholar, will say as follows: - 
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2. As the Permanent Secretary to the Treasury, my job was to run the department and to 

account for its actions. Most of my time was devoted to leadership and management, 

ensuring that the department functioned effectively in difficult circumstances, deciding the 

correct deployment of staff, reprioritising the workload, and ensuring that the department 

was meeting the requirements of the Chancellor of the Exchequer ("the Chancellor"). I 
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was accountable to Parliament for the performance of the department and appeared 

several times before the Treasury Select Committee and the Public Accounts Committee. 

3. The pandemic touched every area of the department's responsibilities, so work on the 

government's response was spread across HMT. Each Director General and Director took 

responsibility for the work in their area, including leading the department's engagement 

with the Prime Minister, the Chancellor and other Ministers, and representing the Treasury 

s 

departments only use their resources as intended, and that revenue is raised, and resources are 

HMT performs this role in three ways: by designing the Budgeting Framework; setting 

departmental budgets through the Spending Review and Estimates processes; and controlling 

departmental spending on an ongoing basis so that they stay within budgets and achieve value for 

money. HMT's role ensures that Parliament's requirements are met, and the delivery of 
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A key requirement for AOs is to ensure that spending in their department conforms to the principles 

of regularity, propriety, value for money and feasibility as set out in MPM. Broadly, this means that 

AOs are responsible for ensuring that their department and any ALBs it sponsors operate 

effectively and to a high standard of probity: in managing risks in their organisation, ensuring that 

spending has HMT Ministers' approval and is in compliance with the law and MPM guidance, and 

ensuring that policies represent value for the taxpayer and are deliverable. 

During the pandemic, the government continued to apply the usual principles for AOs to make 

decisions on expenditure in their departments. At all times they needed to be satisfied that 

spending decisions met the usual AO standards of regularity, propriety, value for money and 

feasibility. 

In order to provide support and guidance to AOs in their application of the MPM requirements in 

response to a pandemic, on 9 April 2020, I wrote to all AOs of government departments to set out 

how HMT planned to support AOs with their responsibilities [TS/9/01/INQ000609801]. The 

Treasury Officer of Accounts and his team provided their usual support and advice to Accounting 

Officers, including on difficult issues of judgement arising from the response to the pandemic. To 

the best of my recollection these arrangements were effective. 

HMT has standing teams responsible for overseeing the spending policy for every department, 

advising HMT Ministers on all spending issues, including departmental allocations at fiscal events 

and in-year approvals. Regular meetings take place between HMT spending teams and spending 

departments to discuss the department's key financial and policy issues and financial management 

information (including financial outturn and forecast data) and agree next steps. Directors and 

Director Generals also frequently interact with senior counterparts in departments, including the 

departmental AO. 

There is also significant engagement with departments in advance of a Spending Review. 

Departments submit 'bids' to HMT, which are then assessed by spending teams, and worked 

through between ministers in bilateral negotiations. This process considers the priority outcomes 

each department is responsible for delivering and the funding required to deliver those outcomes, 

taking into account the potential for efficiency and savings within each department. 

In addition to the engagement described above, departments provide reporting on their overall 

financial position to HMT. HMT's spending teams monitor this data throughout the year, engaging 

with departments on any areas of concern. Where the team consider that action is needed to 

ensure that a department can operate within its budget, advice is provided to HMT Ministers on 

any options requiring their decision. 
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expenditure and novel interventions at unusual pace and in a more uncertain environment than 

HMT continued to apply the principles of effective and efficient public spending in a consistent 

fashion throughout the pandemic, in line with its responsibility to deliver value for money for the 

taxpayer. That being said, there was a need to apply the spending framework in a more flexible 

way than would otherwise have been the case, in order to meet the spending requirements of the 

public health and economic response at the necessary pace. 

In exercising its control of spending through the pandemic, HMT broadly sought to balance four 

principles: 

Maintaining value for money for taxpayers, avoiding waste and driving efficiency; 

Delivering the best possible outcomes for patients, care users and public health, in line with 

proposals from NHS England, UK Health Security Agency (and its predecessor organisations) and 

the social care sector; 

Supporting AOs to ensure that government spending operated with regularity and propriety at all 

times; and 

Taking full account of the potential impact on the economy. 

The key elements of the flexibility shown in applying these principles included: 

Delegating more control to AOs in individual departments. AOs still had to be satisfied at all times 

that spending decisions in their departments met the tests of value for money, regularity, propriety 

and feasibility set out in MPM. However, in the case of personal protective equipment ("PPE") and 

vaccines, increased delegation of control to the judgement of individual AOs allowed departments 

to act more quickly in response to emergency spending needs than would otherwise have been the 

case; 

Providing more generous spending envelopes and delegated authorities than would normally be 

the case, specifically in relation to PPE and vaccines in relation to the pandemic period, again 

supporting more rapid decision making; and 

Reacting very quickly to spending requests where necessary, often within hours. 

roles and responsibilities [TS/9/02/INQ000399236]. Due to the unprecedented and critical times 

faced by departments, AOs were likely to be presented with difficult decisions that would test the 
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boundaries of the four key standards for assessing proposals: regularity, propriety, value for 

money, and feasibility. Where the tests were not satisfied but there were wider public interest policy 

considerations, AOs were able to request a direction from Ministers and Treasury spending teams 

were available to give advice. The letter explained the circumstances under which AOs were able 

to proceed with policy pre-approval expenditure and payments in advance of need. HMT also 

indicated that departments could put Temporary Acting AOs in place in case a situation arose 

where the AO was not available. We wanted to ensure AOs were supported during this difficult 

time and requested feedback on the effectiveness of the processes put in place by HMT. 

On 13 May 2021, Catherine Little and Bernadette Kelly sent a joint letter to AOs informing them 

that the guidance would be updated and setting out plans for further training and forums to share 

best practice. Updated guidance was subsequently published for AOs in December 2021 

[TS/9103/INQ000399234]. HMT officials stepped in at various points to respond to queries or 

undertake appropriate checks such as asserting the requirement that any indemnities in contracts 

be cleared by HMT, placing strict rules on transparency and working with the Department of Health 

and Social Care ("DHSC") in order to improve their procedures. This was overseen by Catherine 

Little in her role as director general (public spending) and further detail has been provided in her 

corporate statement to the Inquiry. 

Part C: Ministerial Directions 

A Ministerial Direction can be requested by an AO where a proposal for the use of public resources 

within that department's direct control does not meet the AO standards of regularity, propriety, 

feasibility and value for money as set out in MPM, specific requirements and good practice for 

dealing with public resources. A Ministerial Direction can be used to ensure that urgent and 

necessary activity can take place even where the requirements under the AO standards are not 

met. 

Where a departmental AO determines that a proposal does not meet one or more of the standards 

set out in MPM, the next step is to consider whether the policy or proposed course of action can be 

modified to make it fit. If not, and the minister decides it is nevertheless appropriate to continue 

with the proposal, the AO can ask their senior minister for a formal written direction to proceed. 

This direction is known as a Ministerial Direction. 

During 2020, a record annual number of Ministerial Directions were made, mostly Covid-related. 

The majority of Directions included concerns over value for money, where the need to put in place 

urgent schemes of support meant some proposals did not have the usual level of supporting 

evidence that might be expected to justify the interventions made; and propriety, where the speed 

of setting up the scheme meant the usual considerations about acceptable levels of fraud risk had 
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to be adapted. As is the standard procedure, it was for each AO to decide when the Ministerial 

Direction was published (on the gov.uk website). 

Owing to the timing of the pandemic occurring just before the end of the financial year, many 

departments were faced with costs of implementing appropriate Covid-related measures which 

went beyond the limits of the spending envelopes that had been authorised by Parliament for that 

financial year. Ordinarily where departmental spending is likely to exceed the existing spending 

limit, the Supplementary Estimates process will be followed. However, given the expediency 

demanded by the pandemic, flexibility was needed in the usual spending control process. 

In my view, and the view of the Treasury at the time, the Ministerial Directions process worked 

appropriately and as intended during the pandemic. 

Like other departments, the Treasury relied on DHSC for advice on the likely evolution of the virus, 

and their analysis and advice developed significantly from January to March 2020. During this time 

the Treasury's work on the possible economic implications and the policy response was carried out 

as part of and in parallel to the Budget process. The long-established Treasury procedure is for the 

Chancellor to develop and announce major economic policy measures at fiscal events. In this case 

the March 2020 budget was the vehicle for policy in response to the evolution of the virus. Those 

teams who later switched their focus to the pandemic were the same teams who in the early part of 

2020 were preparing the budget (including the response to the virus as part of that). As the advice 

on the evolution of the virus developed, the package of measures being prepared for the budget 

developed alongside it. The preparation of the budget is an iterative process, involving constant 

interaction with the Chancellor, under his direction, and through this time the Chancellor's own 

views were developing, drawing on discussions with the Prime Minister, the Secretary of State for 

Health, the Cabinet and others. My role was to chair the overview discussions at EMB rather than 
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to play a direct personal role in interdepartmental discussions on the evolution of the virus, or the 

internal development of the measures in the emerging budget package. 

On 13 February 2020, the Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP resigned, and the Rt Hon Rishi Sunak MP was 

appointed as the new Chancellor. The new Chancellor's primary focus was the upcoming Budget 

scheduled for 11 March 2020. He requested advice from HMT on the economic consequences of a 

reasonable worst-case scenario of a Covid-19 pandemic in the UK. This was based on the 

Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies ("SAGE") Reasonable Worst-Case Scenario for an 

outbreak of pandemic influenza and was submitted on 14 February 2020. On 26 February 2020, 

the Chancellor received advice setting out the latest DHSC health data on confirmed cases in the 

UK. The advice outlined two possible economic scenarios for the UK: 

An outbreak largely contained within China, with impacts changing little; and 

A global pandemic, with impacts aligning with SAGE's Reasonable Worst-Case Scenario from the 

preceding week. 

The Government's approach at this point was to structure the public health response round three 

expected phases of the epidemic: 

Contain — detecting and isolating cases as they arrived in the UK to delay the spread of the virus 

within the community; 

Delay — if the disease became established in the UK, reducing the rate and extent of its spread by 

promoting hygiene and social distancing, the possible closure of schools, stopping large scale 

public gatherings and other forms of social distancing; and 

Mitigate — focusing on providing essential services and focusing healthcare resources on those 

most in need. 

A £12 billion package of measures was announced by the Chancellor in the Budget on 11 March 

2020. In the days and weeks following the Budget, the scale of the potential economic and social 

impacts of Covid-19 became increasingly clear. On 16 March 2020, the government introduced an 

initial set of non-pharmaceutical interventions ("NPIs"), followed by the announcement of a full 

national lockdown on 23 March 2020. It was very unclear at the time how long this could be 

expected to last, because of uncertainty about the future path of the virus, and it was very difficult 

or arguably impossible to model the economic impact, since there was no way of knowing at the 

outset what public health measures would be required or what their economic impact would be 

(see paragraphs 47-60 below for a fuller discussion). But a lockdown would clearly have a major 

impact on businesses and individuals, and so it was clear that a much bigger package of economic 

support would be required. The Treasury significantly stepped up its work on covid and the 

resources devoted to it, partly through the redeployment of teams previously engaged in preparing 

the budget, and partly through the exercise described in paragraphs 39-42 below. 

7 of 2 

1N0000657854 0007 



Part E: Managing the Department 

HMT's role, function and responsibilities remained unchanged during the pandemic, although it 

HMT's economic objectives during the pandemic were, as always, set by the Chancellor, with 

advice from officials. These objectives were developed through an iterative process of advice and 

internal discussion, and communicated by the Chancellor through a series of public statements, 

starting with the Budget in March 2020, and continuing with a long series of public interventions, 

including Parliamentary statements and announcements at press conferences and public briefings 

at No 10. 

• • •' •• • • •. • t • _ . U 

During the pandemic, EMB included Charles Roxburgh (the Second Permanent Secretary), and 

the six Director Generals (DGs): Beth Russell (tax and welfare), Catherine Little (public 

expenditure), Clare Lombardelli (chief economic adviser), Philip Duffy (enterprise and growth, from 

May 2020), Katharine Braddick (financial services) and Mark Bowman (international economic 

affairs). It also included Dan York Smith, director of the strategy, policy and budget group, which 
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was responsible for coordinating work on the pandemic, and the Treasury's directors of finance 
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exercise. The department also recruited or promoted staff, including increasing the number of 

Deputy Directors (with some dual running with two Deputy Directors covering together in some 

areas) to increase bandwidth and resilience in leadership roles, and ensure the department had 

sufficient resource to manage pressures. 

iT I. 1t5i.iiii.fl1isiii.IIF1 I. It 

options, was essential. But these were reinforced with additional resource to deal with the volume 

of work needed to develop and operationalise the schemes. 

and discuss departmental resource and structural needs. 

From the outset, it was a priority for HMT to have the best possible understanding of the health 

picture, in view of the interaction between the likely path of the virus and the NPIs, and the need for 

economic policy to evolve alongside the Government's public health strategy. HMT officials worked 

closely and cooperatively with DHSC and wider public health officials and were regularly in direct 

contact with the Chief Medical Officer ("CO") and the Government Chief Scientific Adviser 

("GCSA"). This collaboration put the Treasury in the best possible position to give ministers timely 

advice on the potential economic impact and possible economic interventions, as the debate on 

the path of the virus and the NPIs evolved. 

In addition, and perhaps most significantly, the Chancellor was heavily engaged personally in 

cross-government discussions. He was in constant touch with the Prime Minister and other senior 
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number of ministerial meetings on the latest developments in the scientific advice and possible 

next steps. This meant he could ensure that economic implications were properly considered, and 

gave him all the latest available information (in real time) as he was considering economic policy 

development. 

HM Treasury was invited to attend SAGE in an observer capacity by the GCSA from March 2020. 

The Director for the Economics Group, Vanessa McDougall , took up this role and circulated 

readouts following each meeting. HMT also received papers from the various sub-groups that 

made up SAGE such as the Scientific Pandemic Influenza Group on Modelling ("SPI-M"), the 

Scientific Pandemic Influenza Group on Behaviour ("SPI-B") and the New and Emerging 

Respiratory Virus Threats Advisory Group ("NERVTAG"). 

HMT senior officials also routinely attended Joint Biosecurity Centre ("JBC") GOLD meetings 

chaired by the SoS DHSC, following the creation of the JBC in May 2020, where the latest health 

data was discussed. 
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I can explain in general terms how HMT went about analysis, and how the nature of the analysis 

and the model underpinning it developed as we gained more experience and more evidence. 

Those directly responsible for the analysis and preparation of advice would be able to provide a 

more detailed description of the process. 

The preparation of analysis at this time was a very difficult task, given the huge uncertainties and 

the unprecedented nature of the measures taken. Economic analysis, modelling and forecasting 

seeks to describe the impact on a set of economic variables of changes to other variables and 

does so by studying the previous relationships between those variables, usually with extensive 

previous data sets. During the pandemic we were trying to estimate the impact of very significant 

interventions (such as the lockdown in the spring of 2020 or the tiered system of restrictions in the 

autumn) with no previous experience or data to serve as a guide. Since the source of the economic 

shock was a public health crisis driven by the development of a virus there were other major 

challenges: such as the difficulty of predicting how people would change their behaviour in 

response to changes in the prevalence of the virus, and changes in the restrictions taken to deal 

with it; the effectiveness of those restrictions, and the degree of compliance with them; the 

emergence of new variants; and uncertainty over the timetable for the availability of vaccines, the 

likely efficacy of those vaccines, and the impact of vaccine availability on individual behaviour, 

voluntary social distancing, and hence on economic activity. 

In these circumstances any economic analysis was subject to major uncertainty and wide margins 

of error. We addressed this as far as possible. Treasury ministers and officials had continuous 

engagement with the CMO, GCSA and other public health officials, including through attendance at 

SAGE and other formal groups, and this gave the department access to all available information 
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and analysis as it developed. But this was a picture which was constantly changing, and at any 

point in time there was a wide range of views as to what might happen next with the virus. Our 

advice and analysis set out the inevitable uncertainties. 

a • . a id a . - • . - . - - •. ♦ • . - •i 

In their work on the possible impact of NPIs and other measures, HMT officials worked with many 

other analysts engaged on similar relevant studies, for example economists elsewhere in 

government, the Office for Budget Responsibility ("OBR"), the Bank of England ("BoE"), the Office 

for National Statistics ("ONS"), academic economists, other external commentators and the GCSA, 

CMO and their staff. Several institutions published analysis and commentary on the economic 
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document which incorporated HMT analysis. In line with normal practice, decisions on what 

information or analysis HMT published were for the Chancellor. 

The normal procedures applied to the sharing of documents, with other departments or more 

widely: in particular, the Chancellor's office was the main gateway for the sharing of information 

with it ultimately being for the Chancellor to decide what documents were shared outside the 

department. There were no doubt discussions on this at various stages between the Chancellor's 

office and the policy teams (in particular SPB, the HMT team which coordinated the department's 

work on the pandemic). To the best of my recollection, I was not involved in these discussions and 

am not aware of any matters arising, or being brought to my attention. 

To give the context for an explanation of the Treasury's approach to economic analysis during the 

pandemic — and the specific challenge of an economic shock driven by a public health crisis — it is 

important to set out the institutional context. In 2010, the Government decided to transfer 

responsibility for preparing official economic forecasts to the new OBR, which was subsequently 

established in statute under the Budgetary Responsibility and National Audit Act 2011. As a result, 

HMT does not now prepare economic forecasts although it retains a macroeconomic capacity with 

which it provides policy advice to ministers, including for fiscal events, stylised projections to 

analyse different policy options (such as alternative paths for fiscal policy); and analytical work on 

particular policy themes or challenges. HMT also maintains and develops (jointly with the OBR) a 

large-scale macroeconomic model, which the OBR uses for forecasting. This involves ensuring 

that the model reflects any changes to the structure, composition and classification of the ONS 

national accounts and other data sources, the re-estimation of the behavioural equations to take on 

the latest data or theory, and other work to develop the overall coherence and consistency of the 

model. 

During the pandemic, HMT provided ministers with advice on the impact of Covid-19 on the 

economy and the public finances bringing together the economic data published by the ONS, 

forecasts and projections prepared by the OBR, the BoE and others, academic literature and real-

time information. 

HMT also considered the NPIs in force or being considered; the extent of Gross Value Added 

("GVA") accounted for by the sectors directly affected; the employment accounted for by those 

sectors; regional variations in NPIs, and the resultant impacts on factors such as supply chains and 

ability to travel to work; and the vulnerability of the labour market and firms, using the information 

provided by the survey data. In doing so, HMT used a range of analytical tools to bring together 

this information and to assess the interaction between the different factors. This analytical work 

generated advice to ministers on the possible range of impacts, although inevitably those were 
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subject to a high degree of uncertainty. It also informed the Government's publication, Analysis of 

the health, economic and social effects of Covid-19 and the approach to tiering', on 30 November 

2020. 

Any attempt to estimate the specific economic impacts of precise changes to individual restrictions 

for a defined period of time is subject to very wide uncertainty. Many factors determined the short 

and long-term economic impacts of the restrictions, including the path of the virus in the UK; the 

effectiveness of and degree of compliance with the restrictions; the proportion of the country under 

certain restrictions, and how that proportion changed over time; the behaviour of consumers and 

businesses in response to the virus and restrictions, including the overall change in consumption 

and investment and businesses' ability to adapt, displacement to other sectors, and how changed 

activity in one sector affected another; the effectiveness of other measures, including community 

testing and vaccines, which in turn depended on vaccine roll-out, take up and efficacy; and the 

path of the virus globally, including the possible development of new strains, and the approach to 

restrictions in other countries. Estimating the economic effects of changes in restrictions also 

required knowledge of what would have happened to the path of the virus and the economy with 

different restrictions, or no restrictions. As the evolution of the virus and the restrictions required to 

mitigate changed over time, and given the complex interactions between the two, it was not 

possible to know with any degree of confidence what would otherwise have happened. Any 

assessment of a given change to restrictions was therefore unavoidably only partial in nature. 

In November 2020, in their Economic and Fiscal Outlook, the OBR drew attention to the very high 

degree of uncertainty attached to the projections in the scenarios they set out, noting that they 

'`make no attempt to assign probabilities to any particular outcome" and that "ultimately these are 

judgment-based scenarios." Any forecaster at that time faced the same challenges. At the best of 

times, and in the most stable economic conditions, macroeconomic analysis and forecasting is an 

uncertain business. While epi-macro models provided valuable insight into how changes in one 

variable can affect outcome elsewhere in a highly complex system, they relied critically on 

assumptions on parameters - which, in the absence of previous experience or extensive data sets, 

could only be assumptions. HMT studied the outputs of the academic literature on epi-macro 

modelling very closely and benefitted from observer status at SAGE, and discussions with both 

leading academics and the analytical network across government departments. While HMT 

incorporated the insights into its analysis, it also needed to recognise that the results were 

exceptionally uncertain and heavily driven by assumptions. 

As a consequence, economic analysis during the pandemic was inherently very difficult and the 

results were inevitably subject to great uncertainty. In that context, economic analysis could only 

ever be a tool to inform understanding and judgement. In my view, HMT did a good job in 
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producing the best analysis available to support decision-making on NPIs. If at some point in the 

future the government once again has to consider imposing NPIs or similar measures, the 

experience of 2020-22 will mean that future analysts will have invaluable previous evidence and 

data to guide their work, which was not available to us in the spring of 2020 due to the 

unprecedented nature of the pandemic experienced. 

Despite doing everything possible in the circumstances to protect the taxpayer, the government 

always expected a higher-than-normal degree of fraud and error. This was inevitable when 

launching schemes whose essence was to pay significant sums of money, as quickly as possible, 

to millions of economic actors, both individuals and businesses. This risk was explicitly factored 

into the decision-making at the time, where ministers had to judge the overall public interest in 

providing support, while also considering the risks to the economy and the public finances of a 

failure to act, or a delay in acting. Fraud prevention was at the heart of the policy design process 

during the pandemic, taking expert advice and designing the policy, systems and processes to 

minimise the risk of fraud. My recollection (as of September 2022, when I left the Treasury) is that 

the actual incidence of fraud and error was in almost every case within the original estimate. 

The primary responsibility for tackling fraud is with departments, in line with the principles in MPM 

monitoring performance and providing expertise. 

The challenges around fraud and error in individual schemes is something HMT has reflected on. 

• r' 
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In relation to Long Covid, in the early weeks of the pandemic there was not, and could not have 

been, established knowledge of the long-term impact of the virus, and what form that might take. 

HMT Ministers were clear from the outset that Covid-19 was a health crisis in which medical advice 

and guidance would be key. Throughout the pandemic HMT relied on the advice of health experts 

for information on the path of the virus and its impacts, including long-term impact. The scientific 

advice was that protection from viral infection in the first place represented the only effective 

means of protection against Long Covid. This was a core focus of HM Treasury's work during the 

pandemic, as it collaborated with other departments on the effective implementation of NPIs, Test 

and Trace and the vaccine rollout, which sought to lower the rate of infection in the population. 
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Part J: Communications 

During the pandemic my role was to run the department. HMT was actively and constantly involved 

in discussions with No 10 and others on the government response. This work was led by the senior 

officials with responsibility for each policy area and was not something that typically engaged me 

personally. My work was largely internal to HMT. Although most of my communications with HMT 

colleagues were face-to-face, by screen or by email, I did use SMS and (occasionally) WhatsApp 

to communicate with my colleagues. 

These messages were invariably informal and typically either conversational or logistical in nature 

(for example arranging a time to speak or checking if somebody was attending a particular 

meeting). To the best of my recollection these messages did not include any substantive 

discussion, for example related to policy analysis or decision-making. I was not a member of any 

WhatsApp groups where discussions took place on Government decision-making on the Covid-19 

response or relevant to the Covid-19 response. The only minister who ever contacted me by SMS 

or WhatsApp was the Chancellor. To the best of my memory that would have been two or three 

times over this whole period, and in each case a logistical message to arrange a time to speak. I 

did not use any personal device to conduct any government business in relation to the economic 

response or any other matter. All emails received by me or sent by me will have been stored by the 

Treasury in line with their records management policy. Since I have left the department I no longer 

have access to these emails. I did not use any personal email account for government business 

during the pandemic. 

In what follows, I restrict myself to my area of responsibility, in particular the quality of advice 

provided by HMT and its ability to function effectively as a department despite the challenging 

circumstances. 
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hindsight, about particular policy decisions, but to the best of my recollection the Treasury did a 

good job in providing advice setting out the key uncertainties and considerations for the ministers 

who had to make those policy decisions. 

The Treasury's culture and ways of working supported an effective response. People were highly 

motivated, worked hard and were very committed to doing their best for the government and the 

country; they were flexible, and able to adapt quickly to the new circumstances and requirements; 

there was a strong sense of team-work; collaboration across the department was powerful; and the 

department quickly established a very good working relationship with the new Chancellor, who was 

satisfied that we were working effectively under his direction and to his requirements, and that we 

were responsive to his needs and his requests. 

Following the Boardman review in December 2020, HM Treasury produced internal guidance, 

Spending Control in a Crisis, based on learning from the decisions and actions taken regarding 

spending controls in response to the Covid pandemic [TS/9/04/INQ000399234]. This included 

reflections on the need to provide targeted support to AOs in a crisis with guidance on taking 

difficult spending decisions and the role of MPM in that; and that Ministerial Directions are not a 

barrier to action, but a way to draw attention to the fact that the usual spending framework 

requirements are not able to be met in the circumstances. The guidance also noted that Ministerial 

Directions do not absolve AO of responsibilities under MPM; mitigations to risks are still necessary 

and, where possible, steps should be taken to bring the policy back into line with the spending 

framework. 

In preparing for a future pandemic or other major civil contingency, HMT will need to ensure that its 

knowledge managements systems allow it to retrieve very quickly the extensive analytical material 

prepared in 2020-22. This will be invaluable in the event that the department needs to advise on 

anything similar in the future. The Cabinet Office should ensure that its emergency response 

structures are robust to the pressure they will be subject to. My sense was that the civil 

contingencies secretariat had good and robust plans for dealing with an emergency within the 

familiar parameters of previous experience; but that an unprecedented and all-encompassing crisis 

at national level, which required the constant personal attention of the Prime Minister and the 

Cabinet, posed a challenge on an entirely different scale. 
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Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that proceedings may 

be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false statement in a document 

verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief of its truth. 
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