IN THE MATTER OF THE UK COVID-19 INQUIRY

MODULE 9: WRITTEN CLOSING SUBMISSIONS
ON BEHALF OF HIS MAJESTY’S TREASURY

A. Introduction

1. These written closing submissions in respect of Module @ of the Inquiry’s work are submitted on behalf
of His Majesty’s Treasury ("HM Treasury”), following the conclusion of the Module 9 public hearings on
18 December 2025.

2. Module 9 concerns the economic interventions made by the UK Government and the Devolved
Administrations in response to the Covid-19 pandemic. In particular, this module is considering, and will
make recommendations in respect of, the initial economic response to the pandemic; the economic
support for business, jobs, the self-employed, vulnerable people, and those on benefits; and the impact
of key economic interventions. This module will also consider funding for the Devolved Administrations,

Local Government and other relevant public services and voluntary and community sectors.

3. HM Treasury’s general position in respect of the matters under consideration in Module 9 was set out in
the oral closing submissions made on 18 December 2025. In short, the Treasury maintains that there can
be no doubt that the government’s economic response to the Covid-19 pandemic, led by HM Treasury,
is a positive story in the context of the pandemic. The purpose of these written submissions is to
supplement and reinforce those oral submissions with additional detail and by reference to the very large

body of supporting evidence available to the Inquiry.

B. An Overview of the HM Treasury Module 9 Evidence

HM Treasury’s corporate evidence for Module 9

4. Forthe purposes of Module 9, HM Treasury has provided a corporate witness statement' (with associated
exhibits), from Beth Russell. In the period with which the Inquiry is concerned, between 1 January 2020
and 28 June 2022, Ms Russell was the Director General of Tax and Welfare in HM Treasury. Ms Russell

is presently HM Treasury’s Second Permanent Secretary.
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5. HM Treasury’s corporate witness statement for Module 9 is a comprehensive, detailed and lengthy
document. The main statement is sub-divided into eight parts: (i) HM Treasury: People, Structures and
Processes; (ii) Economic and Fiscal Context; (iii) Economic Policy Objectives; (iv) Data, Modelling and
Analysis; (v} The Devolved Administrations; (vi) Inequalities, Impact Assessment and Vulnerable Groups;

(viiy Long Covid; and (viii) Lessons Learnt on Economic Impacts and Economic Support.

6. At the outset of this module, the Inquiry Legal Team identified certain ‘key economic interventions’ upon
which it intended to focus. HM Treasury’s corporate witness statement for Module 9 therefore has ten
annexes, each of which addresses a separate area of key economic intervention: (a) Coronavirus Job
Retention Scheme (“CJRS”), also publicly referred to as ‘furlough’; (b) Self-Employment Income Support
Scheme (“SEISS"); (c) Loan Guarantee Schemes for businesses; (d) Covid Corporate Financing Facility
(“CCFF”); (e) Business Rates Relief; (f) Grants to Businesses; (g) Statutory Sick Pay ("SSP”) and the
SSP Rebate Scheme; (h) Uplift to Universal Credit; (i) The Eat Out to Help Out (“EOTHO") Scheme and
VAT Relief for Hospitality; and (j) Changes to the Insolvency Rules. Annex K contains further information

regarding HM Treasury’s structures and people.

The work of HM Treasury: evidence from individuals in Module 9

7. The Inquiry has received detailed written? and oral evidence from the Rt. Hon. Rishi Sunak MP, who was
Chief Secretary to the Treasury from 24 July 2019 to 13 February 2020 and Chancellor from 13 February
2020 to 5 July 2022.

8. The Inquiry has also received detailed witness statements from the following former HM Treasury officials
and adyvisers:

Sir Tom Scholar KCB?3, HM Treasury Permanent Secretary from 2016 to 2022.
Sir Charles Roxburgh KCB*, HM Treasury Second Permanent Secretary from July 2016 to
September 2022.

c. Clare Lombardelli®, HM Treasury Chief Economic Adviser from 2018 to 2023.
Kate Joseph®, Covid Response Director in HM Treasury from November 2020 to February 2022.

e. Dan York-Smith”, Director of HM Treasury's Strategy, Planning and Budget Group during the
pandemic and responsible for the co-ordination of HM Treasury’s Covid-19 economic response

between March and November 2020.
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f. Vanessa MacDougall®, Director of HM Treasury Economics Group in the period from January
2020 to October 2020 and Director of HM Treasury’s Personal Tax, Welfare and Pensions Group
from March 2022.

g. James Benford?, Director of HM Treasury Economics Group in the period from November 2020
to February 2023.

h. The Rt. Hon. Steve Barclay MP'?, Chief Secretary to the HM Treasury from February 2020 to
September 2021.

i. The Rt. Hon. Sir Simon Clarke', Chief Secretary to the HM Treasury from September 2021 to
September 2022.

j. Dr Tim Leunig'?, Economic Adviser to the Chancellor during the pandemic.

9. Of those individuals, the Inquiry heard oral evidence from Mr Sunak, Sir Charles Roxburgh, the Rt. Hon.

Steve Barclay MP, Dan York-Smith, James Benford and Dr Leunig.

10. Given the scope and complexity of the subject matter under consideration in Module 9, the written
evidence submitted by HM Treasury (and the other participants) is lengthy, detailed and complex. It is
only possible in these submissions to refer to some relatively limited aspects of it. As a result, HM Treasury
remans grateful for the Chair’s repeated assurance that the Inquiry will have regard to all the evidence

which has been submitted to it — this is essential in this module.

The Roles and Responsibilities of HM Treasury and the Chancellor

11. For the purposes of Module 9, it is necessary to understand and properly have regard to HM Treasury’s
role and responsibilities during the Covid-19 pandemic, particularly given this was first and foremost a
public health crisis. The response to the Covid pandemic required a number of different government
departments to take leading roles in relation to their areas of responsibility and expertise. Responsibility
for the public health response to this crisis of course sat with the Department of Health and Social Care
("DHSC"). Responsibility for the delivery of welfare, for example, rested with the Department for Work
and Pensions (“DWP”). It is important to recognise both the scope and the limits of the roles and
responsibilities of distinct government depariments (including HM Treasury) when considering their
involvement in the response to the Covid pandemic. HM Treasury’s roles and responsibilities, as well as
relevant structures, processes and organisational relationships, are explained in detail in Part 1 of HM
Treasury’s corporate witness statement’®, and summarised in §§12-30 (section C) of HM Treasury’s

written opening submissions in this module.
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Economic and Fiscal Context

12. Similarly, for the purposes of Module 9, in order to set the evidence in its proper context, it is essential to
understand the economic and fiscal situation caused by the pandemic. This is explained in Part 2 of HM
Treasury’s corporate witness statement'™, which sets out chronologically the impact of the Covid-19
pandemic on the UK’s economy and fiscal position, and is summarised in §§31-42 (section D) of HM

Treasury’s written opening submissions in this module.

C. An Overview of HM Treasury’s Economic Response to the Covid-19 pandemic

13. The Covid-19 pandemic was, first and foremost, a public health crisis which required the couniry to take
unprecedented measures {o try to contain a deadly virus and save lives. However, as is now well-
understood, this was a health crisis which also had immediate and unprecedentied economic
consequences both for individuals and families across the United Kingdom and the couniry generally.
Those economic consequences brought with them very real dangers to individual lives and livelihoods as

well as {o the prosperity of the nation.

14. As HM Treasury has emphasised on previous occasions, HM Treasury’s fundamental objectives during
the pandemic aligned with those of the wider government: fo prevent the spread of Covid and to protect
the economy. HM Treasury did not perceive an inherent tension or conflict between these objectives. HM
Treasury recognised that long-term economic stability and growth depended on controlling the virus, and
that economic measures were necessary tools to support public health efforts and encourage compliance

with health restrictions among individuals and businesses.

15. With unprecedented speed and on an unprecedented scale, the UK Government put in place a package
of economic support that was among the largest and most comprehensive globally. The range of support
provided was vast and only some elements of it were considered during the public hearings in this module.
As the Trades Union Congress ("TUC”), Confederation of British Industry, Federation of Small Businesses
and UK Hospitality, amongst others, have acknowledged during the course of this module, this economic
support directly prevented the loss of millions of jobs and the closure of thousands of businesses — and,
as Dr Kate Bell from the TUC acknowledged in her oral evidence'® saved millions of people’s livelihoods.
Crucially, the financial support package also enabled people to comply with the broader restrictions
imposed on society and therefore played a critical role in the government’s wider response to this public

health crisis.
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16. The key economic policy objectives during the Covid pandemic, together with an explanation of how they
evolved as the pandemic developed, are set out in Part 3 of HM Treasury’s corporate witness statement'®.
In summary they were:

a. Preventing unemployment and support living standards. HM Treasury’s most immediate fear
for the economy was that restrictions would lead to very high unemployment (such as happened
in the United States, where unemployment reached 14.7% in April 2020). The correlation between
unemployment (both short-term and long-term) and hardship for individuals, families and
communities is well-established. However, the economic shock from Covid was also expected to
be temporary. There was therefore a clear economic case (as explained so clearly by Dr Leunig)
for the government to step in, temporarily, to help ensure people remained connected fo their
employers and retained an income. Once non-pharmaceutical inferventions ("NPIs") were lifted,
those same jobs would be viable again in the medium term. This also supporied the wider
economy by reducing the risk of economic ‘scarring’ (i.e. significant long-term economic effects of
a shorter-term economic crisis, including higher unemployment, lower wages and reduced capital
investment). Addressing these risks is what shaped key policies such as CJRS and SEISS.
Similarly, targeted support, such as the Kickstart scheme and expanded apprenticeships in the
Plan for Jobs, aimed to prevent long-term unemployment among young people.

b. Preventing viable businesses from failing. Businesses faced a significant reduction in demand
and disruption to their workforces, as well as further issues with supply chains and export markets,
leading to increased costs and disruption to cash flow. Preventing the failure of many otherwise
viable businesses was a central concern for HM Treasury. As explained in the British Business
Bank evaluation'’, many businesses had insufficient cash reserves to survive the disruption that
would be caused by the pandemic. Again, the likely temporary nature of the Covid economic shock
made a clear case for government intervention to help reduce costs and bridge cash flow
problems for businesses, and thereby prevent otherwise healthy businesses from closing and the
destruction of productive capital. HM Treasury was also aware that the impact of the NPIs would
not be uniform across sectors. Businesses that relied on in-person settings, such as hospitality,
were particularly exposed. Many of these sectors also operated on thin margins, leaving them
with little financial resilience to prolonged disruptions, and tended to have a high conceniration of
younger and low-income workers, making them particularly vulnerable {o unemployment. HM
Treasury worked collaboratively with other government departments with sector-specific expertise
and levers, to shape tailored interventions. For example, targeted grant schemes and business
rates relief (as well as the EOTHO scheme) were introduced to support the hospitality and retall
sectors, whilst the £750 million Cultural Recovery Fund provided vital support to the arts and

heritage industries.
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c. Protecting the most vulnerable and avoiding unfair impacts. HM Treasury was aware from
the outset that the economic cosis of the pandemic would not be felt equally. It was recognised
that some of the most vulnerable people in the United Kingdom were likely {o suffer most, such
as those in insecure employment. HM Treasury used available and new sources of data {o
understand distributional impacts, analysing data across different groups 1o help build a picture of
the variations of impact. HM Treasury also drew on external analysis for this purpose, such as
from the Institute for Fiscal Studies (“IFS”)'®, which established that the sectors most impacted by
resirictions (and those sectors disproportionately supported by the CJRS} were those sectors
more likely o employ low earners, people under 25 and women. The impacts of the interventions
were also kept under review and adaptations were made during the course of the pandemic as
more was learned abouf cohorts who might have fallen between different types of available
support. This policy approach {o the economic interventions was combined with wider support for
those on low incomes, including temporary uplifis to benefits and the creation of local authority
hardship funds. The issue of vulnerable groups and inequalities, in the context of the key
economic interventions, is addressed in more detail below.

d. Ensuring economic activity was consistent with NPIs and enabling a rapid recovery once
restrictions were lifted. To mitigate economic scarring and enable a swift recovery once
restrictions eased, HM Treasury (alongside preserving jobs and preventing the failure of viable
businesses) sought {o ensure that economic activity was taking place where permitied under the
NPis. This objective influenced the evolution of support measures {o address instances where
activities and businesses that could operate safely were not necessarily doing so (e.g. the EOTHO
scheme). Equally, ensuring that support schemes were wound down at the right time was also
crucial to avoid holding back economic activity that could otherwise resume. Prolonged financial
support, if maintained beyond necessity, risked distorting incentives or delaying the natural
adjustment of the economy. By carefully phasing out interventions as restrictions lifted, HM
Treasury aimed o strike a balance between sustaining economic momentum when restrictions
were in place and allowing market forces {o drive recovery once conditions improved. HM
Treasury’s confribution fo the 2021 Roadmap out of lockdown is a particularly good example of
HM Treasury working effectively and collaboratively across government in this context. Indeed, in
his oral evidence®, James Benford highlighted the 2021 Roadmap as one of the best examples
of cross-government collaboration and analysis in forming policy of which he is aware.

e. Maintaining value for money and fiscal discipline. Whilst there was a clear need to design and
implement support measures at pace, HM Treasury remained commitied to ensuring policy
development and spending on the pandemic response followed due process as far as practical.
This obviously required a balance to be struck. HM Treasury was also acutely aware of the overall

cost of the economic support provided during the pandemic and the importance of fully financing
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this increased spending in a smooth and cost-effective manner, via the government’s normal debt
management operations. Fiscal sustainability was critical in maintaining a stable, productive and
sustainable economy. Measures were therefore designed o be timely, targeted and temporary —
ensuring that assistance was provided quickly o those who needed it but only for as long as
needed. As well as ensuring a quick and sustainable economic recovery beyond the immediate
crisis, this approach helped minimise risk to the economy more generally and safeguarded long-

term fiscal sustainability.

17. The successes of the major economic interventions are expanded upon below. However from all the
evidence available, it is clear that HM Treasury was very largely successful in achieving these objectives.
This was a particularly significant achievement given all the challenges presented by this novel and fast-
evolving pandemic, in which the risks of inaction greatly outweighed the risks associated with a swift

response.

18. HM Treasury’s overarching objectives remained largely consistent throughout the pandemic, albeit as
explained in Part 3 of HM Treasury’s corporate witness statement?, the practical approach to achieving
them evolved in response to the virus’'s progression, the changing public health strategies, and the
adoption of learnings from the delivery of the economic support. The fast-evolving nature of the public
health crisis and associated NPIs resulted in economic policy being adapted at extraordinary pace with
schemes modified and refined at speed. Indeed, some policy developments such as a new version of
CJRS (the Job Support Scheme) and the Job Retention Bonus were developed at pace but then not

utilised due to the evolving public health landscape.

19. As a number of withesses have described in their evidence, the success of the economic response was
made possible by the ability of HM Treasury corporately to act swiftly and with agility to respond to a fast-
changing situation. Whilst it is right to acknowledge that no one had envisaged a pandemic such as the
Covid pandemic, HM Treasury did benefit from ifs previous involvement in contingency planning
exercises and in particular from its involvement in preparing for and leamning from previous actual and
potential economic shocks, including the global financial crisis in 2008/9 and the potential for a no-deal
EU exit. As a result, there had been, amongst other things, an expansion in the capacity and capability
of the Economics Group to monitor economic risks and an expansion in technical modelling capacity and
capability (HM Treasury’s capabilities regarding data, modelling and analysis are addressed in more
detail below). HM Treasury’s experience in responding o previous crises, as various wiltnesses have
cited, was undoubtedly of great assistance in helping HM Treasury fo respond so effectively 1o the Covid

pandemic.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

HM Treasury’s ability to mobilise swiftly in a crisis and the ability of its agile workforce to adapt deftly to
the requirements of the pandemic was well demonstrated at the start of pandemic by the Budget
announced on 11 March 2020, which included a £12 billion package of Covid-related support measures,
developed against the backdrop of emerging and fast-changing scientific advice in late February and
early March 2020. After quickly standing up a central co-ordinating team and moving resource around to
cover key areas within the Treasury, this very substantial range of Covid measures was designed,

prepared and announced within only a matter of days.

As was emphasised in HM Treasury’s opening submissions and oral closing submissions, and as Mr
Sunak emphasised in the course of his oral evidence, the economic response to the Covid pandemic was
unique because it involved (by shutting down businesses and making people stay at home) the intentional
suppression of economic activity. As referenced above in relation to HM Treasury’s core objectives, it
was vitally important that, once the restrictions eased, the support measures did not inadvertently slow
down recovery. Striking the right balance in this regard — i.e. providing support when economic activity
was not possible while also allowing businesses and individuals to transition out of reliance on
government interventions as conditions improved — was therefore central to the economic response. Dr
Leunig explained clearly in his oral evidence, by reference to CJRS, the clear benefits in this regard of
maintaining the link between employer and employee until conditions enabled them to go back to work.
By preserving these links, the potential for businesses and individuals to get back to work, when it was
possible to do so, was both protected and maximised. There can be no dispute that this was the correct

approach in principle.

Of course, with the considerable hindsight now available, it is possible to debate the more granular details
of some of the decisions made. The discussions with witnesses about such decisions, for example (a)
the relative merits of the £50,000 limit for SEISS eligibility; (b) whether, regarding CJRS, 80% of earnings
was overly generous or whether an exemption should have been made for those earning the minimum
wage; or (c) whether it was right to end CJRS in September 2021, or whether it should have been ended
in July 2021 or indeed left to run a little longer, highlight the fact that these were ultimately difficult
judgement calls. The economic policy options were the subject of considered and careful advice by HM
Treasury. However, these decisions properly fell to be made by the democratically elected and politically
accountable politicians of the day. Ultimately, they were reasonable decisions made in good faith in an
extremely challenging and uncertain period. In respect of any future crisis, HM Treasury maintains that
these sorts of decisions are decisions which will properly fall to be made by the then-elected decision-
makers in light of all the relevant circumstances and on the basis of all the available information, no doubt

informed by past experience.

As Mr Sunak also explained in his oral evidence, the policy approach of HM Treasury and the Chancellor
in responding to the Covid pandemic also mitigated longer-term economic damage or scarring by

providing the conditions for people and business to return to normal as swiftly as possible. As set out
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24.

25.

26.

27.

above, this was a central objective in the economic response. Whether through the provision of a bounce
back loan to a small business, or a guarantee on a £2 billion loan to one of the UK's most important
manufacturing companies, businesses were kept afloat and job losses were avoided meaning the longer-
term damage to the economy overall was not as bad as it otherwise would have been. As Sir Charles
Roxburgh explained in his oral evidence?®, the risk of permanent scarring increases the longer people
stay out of the workforce, compounding the difficulty of the decisions fo be made but also emphasising
the huge importance (which HM Treasury readily understood at the time and is explained above) of
providing support when economic activity was not possible while also allowing businesses and individuals

to transition out of reliance on government interventions as conditions improved.

HM Treasury understands that the Inquiry will wish to seek out any potential recommendations for the
future in areas where it may be considered that things could or should have been done differently.
However, it is essential that the very many positive aspects o this economic response are not overlooked.
First, it is important that these successes are highlighted publicly so that the public can understand what
went well, be reassured and have confidence in the state. Second, as Sir Charles Roxburgh explained
so clearly at the end of his oral evidence, lessons should be leamed from what went well during the
pandemic as well as from what could have been done better. That is essential to ensure the country is

as well prepared as possible for future crises.

The Economic Support Schemes / Interventions

General observations

The evidence as a whole clearly establishes that the high-level policy approach of HM Treasury and the
Chancellor to the economic response o the Covid-19 pandemic was the correct one. Indeed, not only
has there been no suggestion whatsoever to the contrary, whether from the TUC or any other institutional
core participant in this module, it is striking that the actions of HM Treasury have in fact been broadly and
consistently praised by those organisations in this module. Given the scale and complexity of the

challenges faced, this is an extraordinary achievement.

The economic support schemes were rightly focused on ouicomes (thereby enabling them o be
delivered at pace) and were high impact (both in terms of the numbers of people to whom they applied
and the amount of support provided under the schemes). This is clearly demonstrated by the statistics
around numbers of scheme claims, the amount of support provided and the impact of that support

(addressed further below).

The decision fo roll out schemes quickly and then iterate and develop them (addressing gaps and

shortcomings as they emerged) also clearly proved to be the right one. As the Inquiry’s expert Robert
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28.

28.

30.

31.

Joyce states in paragraph 74 of his report, titled “Economic policy during Covid-19: the challenges, risks
and trade-offs”, dated August 2025% (“the Joyce Report”), “With social distancing measures and then
lockdown applied, the need for rapid, large-scale economic support was clear, and delivering this rightly
took priority over fine-tuned design." This is consistent with the oral evidence of Sir Charles Roxburgh
who explained why the biggest risk to the economy was in not acting fast; as Sir Charles also said and

as is supported by the Joyce Report, “perfection is not a relevant standard in a crisis"®.

The policy objectives for the various economic support schemes obviously varied. However, whilst
refinements and adjustimenis were made in light of real time experience and feedback, it is clear that
overall policy design was a success. As the Inquiry's expert Gemma Tetlow states in paragraph 210 of
her report, titled “Econemic policy making systems and structures”, dated September 2025% (“the Tetlow
Report”), “The Treasury excelled in many aspects of its response to the pandemic. The department led
the design and implementation of several major policies that helped to cushion the economic impact of
Covid-19 and the associated public health restrictions, such as the CJRS, SEISS and the various
business loan schemes. These policies undoubtedly averted mass unemployment and widespread

business failure.”

The economic interventions were on an unprecedented scale. As the Inquiry’s expert Dr Brewer states in
paragraph 26 of his report titled, “The Impact of the labour market interventions and the social security
system on inequalities”, dated September 2025 (“the Brewer Report”), “CJRS and SEISS were extremely
large interventions. Together, the schemes supported 14.6 million employments and self-employed individuals at a
total cost of £96.9 billion. HMRC distributed SEISS grants worth £28.1 billion to 2.9 million individuals and CJIRS

furlough payments worth £68.9 billion to 1.3 million employers covering 11.7 million individual jobs...”

in their oral evidence, Mr Sunak and Dr Leunig explained clearly why allernative models or approaches
would not in their opinion have worked or been desirable (for example, the ‘helicopter money approach
adopted in the US and more sector-specific types of targeted economic support which immediately run
into difficulties with supply chain issues and other complexities). As the Inquiry has heard, the absence
of tighter targeting was not through lack of effort on HM Treasury's part — it was given exiensive
consideration and some means were developed for targeting broad schemes, such as the tapered
furlough which, as Dr Leunig explained in his oral evidence?, created an economic incentive for firms to

resume activity where possible.

As set out above, maintaining value for money and fiscal discipline was a key objective for HM Treasury.

As Mr Sunak emphasised forcefully and in detail in his oral evidence?, the fraud and error risks were
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known in advance and factored into decision-making. There was, however, ultimately an unavoidable
frade-off between speed of delivery and the risk of fraud and error. Rightly, as emphasised both above
and by Sir Charles Roxburgh in his oral evidence? | HM Treasury’s principal focus was on positive impact
and net benefit o the economy. The hugely valuable experience obtained as a result of the Covid
pandemic, in particular in relation to scheme design, as well as post-pandemic developments such as the
bolstering of departmental anti-fraud capabilities and the establishment of the Public Sector Fraud
Authority, mean that that trade-off may not be as acute in the future, but it is inevitable that it will arise in
some form. It is not the case, however, that no counter-fraud measures were taken. As Mr Sunak
explained, whilst no fraud is acceptable the level of fraud in the economic support schemes during the
pandemic was in fact no greater than the estimates in relation to many government programmes in
peacetime. The key point is that the positive impact and benefits of swift and decisive action were rightly

considered to outweigh the well understood associated fraud and error risks.

The Success of the Economic Support Schemes

32. There is extensive data proving the success of the support provided to businesses and individuals, which
is reflected in HM Treasury’s evidence and the Inquiry’s expert reports. By way of headlines, millions of
jobs and hundreds of thousands of businesses were saved by CJRS and loans and tens of billions of
pounds in value was added to the economy through the various schemes. SEISS alone paid out more
than 10 million grants to nearly 3 million people. On a human level, the Inquiry’s impact video for Module
9 provided a snapshot of how critical this support was {o businesses and employees — as Sir Charles

Roxburgh said in his oral evidence?®, there were 1.5 million people like ‘Matthew’.

33. HM Treasury's evidence provides a comprehensive overview of the design, implementation and
outcomes of the various economic schemes infroduced in response to the Covid pandemic. As
summarised at the outset of these submissions, the Annexes to HM Treasury’s corporate statement
address separate areas of economic infervention. For the purposes of these submissions, HM Treasury

highlights the following aspect of the evidence in relation to the principal schemes.

34. CJRS. The CJRS is addressed in detail in Annex A of HM Treasury’s corporate statement®®, A total of 1.3
million employers and 11.7 million employments were supported by the CJRS with claims totalling

approximately £70 billion®.

35. There is no dispute that the CJRS achieved its policy objectives. In-house evaluations carried out by

HMRC and HM Treasury concluded that about 4 million jobs were protected by the CJRS. As stated in
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paragraph 43.1 of the Brewer Report, this means that around 4 million more people would have been out

of employment had the CJRS not been in place.

36. HM Treasury’s ability to stand up the CJRS quickly has been rightly lauded. Subsequent analysis has
established how important this was. Paragraph 256%' of Annex A to HM Treasury’s corporaie statement
states that, “[HM Treasury] analysis estimates found that 3.4 million more individuals were in employment
in May 2020 than would have been without the CJRS. This is when the impact of the CJRS on protecting
jobs was at its peak. Research also suggested that 16% of employers (near to 200,000) would have
closed permanently prior to the end of October 2020 without the scheme. Beyond this direct impact, CJRS

was likely to have increased business and consumer confidence, impacting the wider UK economy.”

37. The CJRS also succeeded in preserving links between employers and employees. Paragraph 32.2 of the
Brewer Report explains that, “Unemployment rose to 5.2% in the fourth quarter of 2020, up from 4% pre-
pandemic. But by September 2021, the unemployment rate was 4.3%, only 0.3 percentage points above
where it was before the pandemic began. This was a very small change in unemployment, both compared
to the impact on GDP and compared to previous economic downturns...” Dr Brewer states further in
paragraph 55: “...the unemployment rate remained very low through the pandemic ... and recovered
back to normal extremely quickly compared fo previous economic crises. By spring 2023, the
unemployment rate among 16-24-year-olds was 11.4 per cent, half as high as the financial-crisis high of
22.5 per cent in 2011 (from Murphy, 2023). A more detailed look at labour market flows (reported in Cribb
and Salisbury (2021)) also suggested that there was limited reason to be concerned about people who
lost their job. Employees who were made redundant between April 2020 and June 2021 fared worse than
those made redundant in the three years 2017-19. In particular, an employee made redundant since April
2020 had a 36% chance of finding a new job within three months of redundancy and a 56% chance of
finding one within six months, compared with 44% and 66% before the pandemic. But these oufcomes
are not as bad as they were between 2007 and 2010, when the three- and six-month job re-employment
rates for redundant employees were 30% and 51% respectively. This all suggests that any scarring was

limited, at least compared to previous downturns.”

38. Similarly, the Inquiry’s expert James Smith states in paragraph 17 of his report titled, “The Response fo
Covid-19: Macroeconomic Policy and the Public Finances”, dated September 2025 (“the Smith Report”),
that “widespread unemployment was not an issue during the pandemic. This was because of government

intervention, particularly the [CJRS], which covered up to 80% of wages for millions of workers.”

39. The policy approach in the UK of preserving employer/employee relationships has been contrasted with
the approach taken in the United States (where PAYE-ilype data was not available). Paragraph 47.1 of

the Joyce Report notes that, “In the US, there was a sharp fall in the employment rate at the beginning
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of the crisis followed by a bounceback (as people lost their previous jobs and then found other jobs). In
the UK, the trajectory of employment was much smoother, as one would expect given that the CJRS

aimed to preserve existing jobs (Pizzinelli and Shibata, 2023)."

40. The final evaluation by HM Treasury of CJRS concluded, infer glia, that it was good value for money, with

a positive net benefit to society of £50 billion and a social cost benefit to cost ratio of around 4:1%2.

41. SEISS. The SEISS is addressed in detail in Annex B of HM Treasury’s corporate statement®. The SEISS
consisted of five grants that paid out, between 13 May 2020 and 30 September 2021, a total amount of
£28.1 billion to 2.9 million self-employed individuals®t. Over the course of the scheme, changes were

made to expand eligibility for support and to strengthen the targeting of the scheme at those most in need.

42. The scheme was simple, easy {o understand and well-administered. HM Treasury and HMRC worked
fogether at pace fo design and implement the scheme, and payments were made very quickly following
the launch of the scheme. Individuals were invited to apply from 13 May 2020 and by 25 May 2020 88%
of claims for the first SEISS grant had been paid. Across all grants, 99.4% of SEISS claims were paid
within the government’s target of six working days from application®®. When surveyed, 96% of claimants
rated their overall experience of applying for SEISS as either good or very good, and 90% felt the

application process was clear, with 96% of claims made online®®,

43. The evidence also clearly shows that SEISS was successful in enabling self-employed individuals to
continue to trade. The share of businesses that closed during the pandemic was lower amongst SEISS
claimants, with a 1.5%-point decline in business survival compared to a 3.4% decline for the potentially
eligible non-claimants and 3.8% for those assessed as ineligible®. This is reflected in paragraph 43.2 of
the Brewer Report, which states that, “HMRC and [HM Treasury] also undertook an in-house evaluation
of the SEISS... it estimated that eligible SEISS claimants were 2.8 percentage points more likely to
remain trading in 2020-21 than those assessed as ineligible at the scheme’s £50,000 average trading
profits eligibility threshold for the first three SEISS grants. This is equivalent to the scheme helping around

70,000 individuals remain in self-employment in that year.”

44. The final evaluation by HM Treasury of SEISS concluded, infer afia, that it was good value for money,

with a positive net benefit to society of £14.2 billion and a social cost benefit to cost ratio of around 3.8:1%,

2 INQO00661263_0074, para 259(a)
3 INQO00661264
% INQO00661264_0002, para 6
3 INQO00661264_0079, para 319(a)
% INQO00661264_0079, para 319(d)
7 INQO00661264_0080, para 319(f)
3 INQO00661264_0080, para 320(a)
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45. Loans Guarantee Schemes for businesses. The provision of financial support to businesses by way

of loan guarantee schemes is addressed in detail in Annex C of HM Treasury’s corporate statement®.

46. The specific loan guarantee schemes addressed in Annex C include the Coronavirus Business
interruption Loan Scheme (“CBILS"), the Coronavirus Large Business Interruption Loan Scheme
(“CLBILS") and the Bounce Back Loan Scheme (“BBLS").

47. These three loan guaraniee schemaes collectively supported businesses by providing over 1.6 million
loans to businesses, with a fotal drawn value of £76.89 billion. The National Audit Office has concluded

that the BBLS alone reached a quarter of small and medium businesses®,

48. The speed with which these schemes were announced and became operational is an example of how
existing relationships within government enabled a swift and efficient response to this unprecedented
pandemic. CBILS was announced as part of the 11 March 2020 budget and became operational only 12
days later, on 23 March 2020. The BBLS was announced by the Chancellor on 27 April 2020 and went
live only 7 days later, on 4 May 2020,

49. By the end of March 2021, 100,245 loans had been approved through CBILS, 728 loans had been
approved through CLBILS, and 1,540,767 through the BBLS*'.

50. As well as providing businesses with important and urgent access o very substantial capital, the schemes
have resulied in very low numbers of defaults and fraud. Regarding the detail, Annex C to HM Treasury’'s
corporate statement records that:

a. CBILS has a total drawn value of £25.83 billion, of which £0.06 billion has been flagged as fraud
(less than one quarter of 1%). 89.01% of the total facilities by volume are either fully repaid or on
schedule, with 2.13% by volume in arrears or defaulted. In total, the guarantee has been settled
(paid out to the lender following standard recovery procedures) on 8.34% of cases by volume,
equating to £0.94 billion.*?

b. CLBILS has a total drawn value of £4.542 billion, with no loans flagged as suspected fraud.
97.64% of the total facilities by volume are either fully repaid or on schedule, with only 0.42% by
volume in arrears or defaulted. In total the guarantee has been settled on 1.81% of cases by
volume.*?

c. BBLS has a total drawn value of £46.52 billion, of which £1.88 billion has been flagged as fraud.
This fraud rate of around 4% is in fact no higher (and in many instances far lower) than ordinary

government programmes. 69.68% of the total facilities by volume are either fully repaid or on

¥ INQ000661265
“ INQ000661265_0021, para 70
# INQ000661265_0018, para 61
* INQO00661265_0025, para 82(a)
* INQ000661265_0025, para 82(b)
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schedule, with 5.54% by volume in arrears or defaulted. In total the guarantee has been settled
on 23.65% of cases by volume, equating to £10.48 billion.* Notwithstanding the fact the fraud
rate on BBLS has not in fact proved to be unusually high, this scheme is a good example of where
the need to act fast was reasonably considered to justify the fraud risk associated with the policy
design, given the stark contemporaneous warnings regarding cashflow problems being faced by

small and medium businesses in particular.

51. These schemes have undoubledly been proven to be very successful. The British Business Bank has
subsequently commissioned independent studies of the loan schemes. The most recent evaluation,
published in May 2025, concluded that the Covid-19 Loan Guarantee Schemes resulted in tens of billions
of additional Gross Value Added in the UK economy (£12 billion fo £33 billion for CBILS; £0.4 billion fo
£0.8 billion for CLBILS; and £15 billion {o £36 billion for BBLS). The same study estimated that 5000 -
270,000 CBILS/CLBILS borrowers and 153,000 — 642,000 BBLS borrowers may have ceased trading by

December 2022 without access {o these schemes.

52. CCFF. The CCFF is addressed in detail in Annex D of HM Treasury’s corporate statement*®. The CCFF
was a joint initiative between HM Treasury and the Bank of England lending facility to provide funding to
larger companies, who would ordinarily seek market-based finance {o strengthen working capital but
found themselves struggling o access financial markets in an uncertain operating environment. The
CCFF helped these companies to bridge the disruption to cash flow as a result of the pandemic through

the purchase of short-term debt of up to one-year maturity.

53. The CCFF was very successful and is clear evidence of the excellent working relationship between HM
Treasury and the Bank of England (as clearly described by Andrew Bailey, Governor of the Bank of
England since 16 March 2020, in his written and oral evidence). The CCFF provided almost £38 billion
of support to more than 100 of the United Kingdom’s biggest companies. The scheme suffered no losses
and resulted in a profit of more than £60 million for the taxpayer. The CCFF also protected millions of
jobs — firms that employ almost 2.5 million people were directly supported including those in the car
industry, travel, hospitality and high street stores. By the closure of the scheme, on 18 March 2022, all

loans had been repaid in full.*®

54. Local Authority Grants to Businesses. This topic is addressed in detail in Annex F of HM Treasury’s
corporate statement*’. Throughout the pandemic, starting in March 2020 and in broadly three waves of
activity, the government introduced a range of grant schemes for businesses. The grants were

administered by local authorities to support businesses in England impacted by the restrictions put in

“ INQO00661265_0025, para 82(c)
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* INQO00661266_00-25-0027; paras 93, 94 and 99
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