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AM: Can I start by asking you do you accept that Owen Paterson 
was wrong to use his position as an MP to lobby on behalf of 
paying clients? 
GE: Well, look, the report that was produced on this did say that 
he’d crossed that boundary. It’s a difficult situation because 
obviously MPs have interests - that’s fine - and they can declare 
them and they can still go about their business of raising issues. 
Having knowledge about something and raising it isn’t something 
that should be frowned on. But yet, this report did conclude that 
he overstepped that mark.  
 
AM: Yes, the standards committee itself says, ‘this is an egregious 
case of paid advocacy. He has repeatedly failed to perceive his 
conflict of interest and used his privileged position as a Member of 
Parliament to secure benefits for two companies for whom he was 
a paid consultant.’ And you agree that was wrong. Can I ask you, 
when you voted to pause Owen Paterson’s suspension in the 
House of Commons did you know that he behaved wrongly? 
GE: I was aware of the contents of that report, yes. But I think 
the issue really was actually not about Owen Paterson, it was 
should there be an appeals process? I think what Owen Paterson’s 
case raised - he had made this point that he didn’t really have a 
chance to defend himself, to explain things. There wasn’t an 
appeals process. I think it’s generally felt that in most walks of life 
when you have these kinds of disciplinary processes it’s important 
as well that you have an appeals process. That’s what the vote 
was about. But in the end you can only take that forward - 
AM: I’ll just jump in on that because you just said that you voted 
against a system which had found Owen Paterson rightly guilty of 
breaching the rules of the House of Commons, and yet you voted 
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to change that system. I think a lot of people will think, why, 
what’s going on in this guy’s head? 
GE: We didn’t - the vote wasn’t to reject - it’s open to parliament 
to do that, but the vote wasn’t to reject the report that had been 
put together. The vote was to establish an appeals process so that 
MPs in the sort of position that, yes, Owen Paterson was in, but 
others as well in future, would have a right of appeal. And I think 
that’s right. It’s still an important objective to have due process 
here, to have a right of appeal. But obviously we can only take 
that forward with the agreement and cooperation of other parties. 
At the moment the opposition have said they’re not willing to 
engage in a discussion about such a process. So that’s why we 
withdrew the motion that was put forward.  
 
AM: So you are sticking by the government’s original decision to 
change and upend the current system, and it’s only because of the 
opposition that you’ve had to do the U-turn. So, as it were, you’re 
defending the position before the U-turn? 
GE: Yes. We’ve been consistent on this throughout. We think 
there’s a case for an appeals system. The vote that took place last 
week was actually about establishing an appeals system, it wasn’t 
about even rejecting the report into Owen Paterson. The 
opposition parties subsequently made clear that they weren’t 
willing to have a discussion on that so it was withdrawn. I think 
it’s very straightforward. 
 
AM: Because the Conservative chair would have had the casting 
vote on that new system, that was the problem. Sir John Major, 
not a close friend of yours - I understand that - has said that this 
is corrupt and came directly from the prime minister. Did it come 
directly from the prime minister? 
GE: Look, I wasn’t involved in the decisions in Number 10 on this. 
So the truth is, I suspect, that on an issue as important as this 
there would have been a discussion between Jacob Rees-Mogg, 
the Leader of the House, and obviously also the Chief Whip and 
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the prime minister and other advisers. That’s how these sorts of 
decisions are made. 
 
AM: But surely on a thing as important as this the crucial missing 
element in all of this is the Cabinet itself. The Cabinet is supposed 
to be there for big decisions, where you sit around and you decide 
what’s the right thing to do. Was there a Cabinet discussion on 
this? 
GE: Well, it wasn’t a meeting of full Cabinet to discuss this. Often - 
this a decision on how to vote on a particular motion. It would be 
normal in such cases for that to be taken by the ministers with a 
relevant involved, or in this case of course, the Leader of the 
House, Jacob Rees-Mogg, this Chief Whip and the prime minister 
himself. That’s how decision of that sort would be made. And we 
have Cabinet sub-committee structures on policies, as you know, 
that where a lot of things get decided. 
 
AM: Going back to this particular vote, 19 MPs who had 
reprimanded by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, 
Catherine Stone, and three MPs currently being investigated by 
her, voted to weaken her power. Why do you think that was? 
GE: Well, obviously if you’re talking about the amendment that we 
put forward, people were voting to establish an appeals process, 
and it may well be that some of those - 
AM: It weakens the power of the person who is investigating, 
that’s my point. 
GE: Well, I don’t think it’s - I think it’s very defensive for people to 
say that having due process, having an appeals process weakens 
the authority of the original person that carries out the 
investigation. I don’t see that. We don’t see that in any other walk 
of life. And if you were to have an unfair dismissal on you, 
Andrew, you’d have a right of appeal in some way. It doesn’t 
undermine the authority of - 
AM: One of your colleagues went on national television to suggest 
that Catherine Stone should be considering her position. In other 
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words, was on the way out. Was that a fair and decent way to 
treat a public servant who was doing her job? 
GE: Well, look, what we were actually trying to do here is to 
establish an appeals process. So it’s totally separate from that. 
And so of course you have the investigator in this thing, the 
Commissioner for Parliamentary Standards, who would carry out 
an investigation. But we do think there is a case for an appeal. It’s 
obviously not going to brought forward now without the support 
of the opposition parties.  
 
AM: Let me just hover over Catherine Stone herself. This is a 
public servant who is doing her job according to the rule book, so 
far as anyone can tell. Your colleague, the Business Secretary, 
said that she should reconsider her position as a result of all of 
this. We know that she has received an enormous amount of hate 
mail, and it’s reported that she is getting police protection. I just 
ask you again, is that a decent and proper way to treat a public 
servant? 
AM: Well, I’m not sure exactly what you’re saying about what the 
Business Secretary said. Our view is that there was a panel that 
looked at this, and obviously she makes recommendations that 
then go to a panel of MPs themselves to consider. There is a case 
for there to be an appeal process in that since many people would 
have been subject to this process don’t feel that they have chance 
to give their account. That’s what we were trying to do, is achieve 
an appeals process. 
 
AM: Well, there’s another aspect to this that’s been much talked 
about in the press, and indeed in parliament. Let me read you 
what Angela Rayner, the Deputy Leader of the Labour Party has 
tweeted: ‘it’s no coincidence,’ she says, ‘that Boris Johnson has 
been attacking and undermining the independent anti-sleaze 
watchdog when he’s facing another investigation into breaking the 
rules over the financing of his Number 10 flat.’ Do you accept that 
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Catherine Stone has the power to investigate the prime minister 
over that matter? 
GE: Well, look, she has the power to investigate Members of 
Parliament on how these things go. You know, the matter referred 
to about the refurbishment of Number 10, obviously a story some 
months ago now, there was a review that looked at this. Lord 
Geidt, I think, took a view of this, looked at it, concluded that the 
prime minister had acted fully within the ministerial code. So I 
think that issue was looked at, was investigated, and it was very 
much put to bed and there was nothing to say. 
 
AM: It was a different kind of investigation. This looks at the 
behaviour of MPs as MPs. Now, if there’s nothing to hide here, if 
it’s all above board, why don’t you simply say, ‘yes, of course 
Catherine Stone, come in and investigate this and we will give you 
all the help you need.’ Clear it up. 
GE: Well, it’s not her role, I think, to implement the ministerial 
code. It’s very much around parliamentary standards and MPs. 
And of course not every - 
AM: It’s the parliamentary code, which is different, and she does 
have the power over that. 
GE: Yes. Well, if she thinks there’s some grounds under some 
parliamentary code to do something. But I think the point is 
Number 10 - 
AM: So you would welcome an investigation? 
GE: No. I’m saying it’s been investigated already. We have a 
ministerial code that’s about how ministers conduct themselves, 
and there’s been an investigation based on that. And there are 
civil services and processes within the civil service to ensure that 
there’s propriety in ministerial office. And if it relates to 
refurbishment of the Number 10 flat, that’s clearly a ministerial 
issue, not a Members of Parliament issue.  
 
AM: But he is of course both of those things. But let me ask you 
about - 
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GE: But not every Member of Parliament lives in Number 10. Only 
prime ministers do, and that’s why it was right that it was covered 
by the ministerial code. 
 
AM: Let me turn to the front page of the Sunday Times this 
morning. In the past 20 years all 16 of the Conservative Party’s 
main Treasurers, apart from the most recent, have been offered a 
seat in the House of Lords. Do you understand why many people 
look at that and say this is a sleazy government? 
GE: I don’t actually. These people will be philanthropists. In every 
case - 
AM: Philanthropists who’ve given three million pounds on average 
each to the Conservative Party. They’re not ordinary 
philanthropists, they’re Conservative Party-supporting 
philanthropists.  
GE: Well, they’re philanthropists who give huge amounts to 
charity, who would be very successful in business. And therefore 
on those grounds ought to be considered for the Lords. And in 
addition, the fact that they have been engaged with political 
parties, whether that’s Labour or Conservative Party, people like 
that have an interest in politics. They are philanthropists, they’ve 
made a great contribution to public life, and in many cases they’ve 
got a lot of expertise in business that is valuable to the House of 
Lords. 
 
AM: Let’s turn to where you are now, which is the climate change 
conference. Now, you have suggested there should be a tax on 
carbon-intensive food, in other words meat. When are we going to 
see a meat tax introduced? 
GE: We’re not going to bring in the meat tax. I mean, the context 
of the discussion on this and what I actually said is for the next 
seven years we have a big programme to repurpose the 
agriculture budget that we have. And so there is no case for any 
kind of carbon emissions trading or meat tax, or any such thing in 
the food sector. However, beyond that were you to introduce 
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some kind of emissions trading scheme to try to reduce carbon 
emissions further and develop private finance in this area, then 
you would also need to have some kind of carbon border tax to 
take account of those countries that maybe weren’t pulling their 
weight. So you’re not going to have an arbitrary meat tax or meat 
levy, that’s never been on the cards. I’ve never supported it. 
 
AM: Okay. So I understand that. You just talked about a border 
tax. Are you saying that countries that don’t meet their obligations 
on climate change, we would tax either food or indeed other 
products - it might be mobile phones or whatever - coming into 
this country to take account of the fact that they were not doing 
what we thought they should do? 
GE: That’s right. That would be the logic of the approach, and it’s 
widely recognised that an emissions trading scheme in carbon and 
carbon credits can’t really work unless you have some kind of 
carbon border tax. Now, this will take time to do. The Treasury 
and my colleagues are sort of considering models in this space. In 
an ideal world it would be done multilaterally, with the whole 
world coming together to agree this. But it is going to be 
important if you’re going to have carbon taxes at some point in 
the future, and emissions trading, you can only really make sense 
of that with a carbon border tax.  
 
AM: So this is really interesting. In effect you’ll be saying to 
countries like China and India, if you don’t do what’s needed, then 
we will start to tax your products more highly? 
GE: Well, put it a different way. We would be saying, as countries 
that were taking the action necessary to deal with this global 
challenge, that we’re not going to allow those producers in this 
country to be undercut by those who aren’t doing their share. 
We’re not going to export pollution. So if you don’t want to export 
pollution, then you do at some point have to consider something 
like a carbon border tax. Ideally it would be done multilaterally, 
with agreement around the world. We’re a long way from being 
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able to do something like this. But it would be necessary if you 
were to move to an emissions trading type system. 
 
AM: George Eustice, thanks very much - very interesting, thank 
you. 
(ends) 
 


