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The Chair
Good morning, everyone. Will you please ensure that all electronic devices are turned off or switched to silent mode? This morning, we begin line-by-line consideration of the Bill. The selection and grouping list for today’s sitting is available in the room and on the parliamentary website; it shows how the clauses, schedules and selected amendments have been grouped for debate.
I remind Members that the Member who has put their name to the lead amendment in a group is called to speak first. In the case of a stand part debate, the Minister will be called to speak first. Other Members will then be free to indicate they wish to speak by bobbing or catching my eye. At the end of a debate on a group of amendments or new clauses, I shall again call the Member who moved the lead amendment or new clause. Before they sit down, they will need to indicate whether they wish to withdraw the amendment or seek a decision. If any Member wishes to press to a vote any other amendments in a group, they need to let me know. That includes grouped new clauses.
The order of decisions will follow the order in which amendments appear on the amendment paper. Any decisions on new clauses will be taken at the end of proceedings on the Bill, after decisions have been taken on all amendments and clauses of the Bill. I shall use my discretion to decide whether to allow a separate stand part debate on individual clauses and schedules following debate on the relevant amendments. I hope that that is helpful.
There is one more point that is not in my script: there are three members of the Committee who have hearing impairments, so it would be helpful if hon. Members could articulate as clearly as possible.
Are there any declarations of interest?

Chris Vince (Lab/Co-op)
I declare an interest: my father-in-law is a professor of cyber-security at City St George’s, University of London. Also, Kao Data has a large data centre in my constituency.

The Chair
Thank you.
Clause 1
Meaning of “the NIS Regulations”
Question proposed, That the clause stand part of the Bill.

The Chair
With this it will be convenient to discuss clause 2 stand part.

Kanishka Narayan (The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology)
It is a pleasure to see you in the Chair, Mr Stringer. The Bill will make crucial updates that build on the NIS regulations, which are the UK’s only cross-sector cyber-security regulations. As clause 1 sets out, “NIS regulations” refers to the Network and Information Systems Regulations 2018 (S.I., 2018, No. 506).
Clause 2 gives an overview of the Bill’s parts and what they include. It sets out that part 2 amends the NIS regulations by expanding the scope of the regulations to cover data centres, large load controllers and managed service providers. It also introduces powers for regulators to designate suppliers as being critical for their sector. Part 2 also updates the existing incident-reporting regime and includes provisions relating to the recovery of regulators’ costs, information-gathering and sharing powers, and enforcement powers. Part 3 gives new powers to the Secretary of State to specify other sectors as in scope of the regulations in future, to create new regulations relating to the security and resilience of regulated services, and to issue a code of practice and a statement of strategic priorities. It also requires the Secretary of State to report on this legislation and its implementation. Finally, part 4 gives new national security powers for the Secretary of State to issue directions. I commend the clauses to the Committee.

Ben Spencer (Con)
It is a pleasure to serve under your chairmanship, Mr Stringer. I thank all hon. Members on both sides of the Committee for taking part, and the officials for their work on the Committee stage of this important Bill.
The Bill will significantly update and expand the Network and Information Systems Regulations 2018 by bringing new services within scope of regulation, giving sector regulators the power to designate critical suppliers, updating and expanding the reporting regime for cyber-security incidents and making significant changes to the regulatory funding model and regulators’ information-gathering and sharing powers. The Bill will also grant extensive powers to the Secretary of State to respond to emerging cyber-threats, including the power to bring further sectors within the scope of regulation, giving directions to regulated entities and issuing a code of practice that sets out measures for compliance with duties under the NIS regulations. Recognising the increasing role of malicious cyber-activity as a threat to our national security, part 4 will give the Secretary of State far-reaching powers to issue directions to regulated entities for reasons of national security.
Covid turbocharged the digitalisation of all aspects of the economy and our daily lives, bringing new opportunities but at the same time heightening the exposure of digital systems to exploitation by malicious actors. The previous Government recognised that in their post-implementation reviews of the NIS regulations and in a subsequent series of consultations on proposals to improve the cyber-resilience of the entities that are most important to the UK economy. Those consultations included a review of information security risks relating to outsourced IT provision, data centres and organisations controlling large amounts of electrical load. The last Government’s work assessing those threats has informed this Government’s decision to bring data centres, managed service providers and large load controllers within the scope of the NIS regulations.
Industry stakeholders have welcomed the Bill as essential for bringing the cyber rules governing critical infrastructure in line with modern threats, economic realities and technological developments, and for moving our cyber-security regulatory framework into closer alignment with international partners to ease cross-border operations for businesses that provide services overseas.
In some respects, at least, the Bill identifies the right problems, but, crucially, it falls short of providing workable solutions. In embarking on our scrutiny of the Bill, the Committee should be acutely aware of the raft of digital legislation with which businesses and regulators have been asked to grapple in recent years. Many of those new regulations are necessary, but as lawmakers we should be conscious of the burden that we are placing on industries and particularly on small and medium-sized enterprises, which are the lifeblood of the UK economy and which have fewer resources to navigate complex layers of regulation. It is therefore incumbent on all of us to enact laws that are clear and capable of practical implementation.

Alison Griffiths (Con)
Does my hon. Friend agree that, although we support the intent behind the Bill, clause 2 does a lot of framing work but does not necessarily consider the extensive perimeter that is coming through and how proportionality will be applied in practice? I suggest that the Committee keep that in mind as we move through the detail.

Spencer
I thank my hon. Friend for her intervention. I am reminded of the Committee’s evidence session earlier this week, in which expert after expert lined up to raise concerns around the scope of the definition. Although they acknowledged the importance of and appreciated the reasons for leaving some things to secondary legislation in a climate as fast-moving as the IT and digital sector’s, they raised concerns about the uncertainty that is coming for business and the need for extensive consultation so that businesses can feed into and have some degree of influence over the regulations that they will have to abide by.

Chris Vince
The hon. Gentleman is making an interesting speech. I recognise his desire to be constructive on the issue. Will he recognise that this is about finding a balance? We want to include some flexibility in the legislation, because of the ever-changing threat that he mentioned. Equally, we recognise the challenge that SMEs may face in complying with the legislation on data sharing, but it is important that they do so, because not complying will have an impact on their business.

Spencer
I thank the hon. Member for his point about balance. I am confident that this is an area to which the Committee will return quite a few times in our line-by-line scrutiny of the Bill, particularly clause 12, which relates to the designation of critical suppliers. Clearly the regulations need to be proportionate, but to make that judgment we will need to know exactly what the regulations are. A lot of the detail is not in the Bill and has instead been left to secondary legislation. As we heard from the experts, it is very difficult to scrutinise legislation that is mostly being left to future regulations rather than being set out in the Bill.
These definitions will be critical if businesses are to have clarity as to whether they will fall within scope. I do not want to go too deeply into clause 12 now, but I see it as an exemplar. How are businesses that could fall within the critical supplier designation to know what they need to do? How is the operator of an essential service to know what information it needs to pass to the regulator on businesses that it may end up regulating? It would be very helpful if the Minister could comment, even at this introductory stage, on how he envisages that balance playing out in the Bill, particularly given that so much of the detail has been left to secondary legislation. Anyway, I digress—I will get back on topic.
Businesses are struggling with legal uncertainty and the increased costs of regulatory burden. Regulators in the sector lack the resources, the teeth and sometimes even the will to carry out effective oversight and enforcement of existing cyber regulation. Uncertainty about which incidents should be reported will dramatically increase the burden on regulated entities and on regulators. All the while, institutional barriers to effective oversight and enforcement remain.
The Bill fails to give the legal certainty and the proportionate framework that businesses need if we are to achieve widespread adoption and hardened cyber-resilience across the sectors that are most critical to the economy and our society. Perhaps most critically, there is little point in granting the Secretary of State extensive powers to make directions to regulated entities for national security purposes if the Government remain wilfully blind to the greatest threats to our national security. In the past few weeks, reports have circulated that a Chinese state-affiliated group hacked the communications of top Downing Street officials between 2021 and 2024, yet the vital organs of our state, central Government Departments and agencies carrying out the most critical functions, are left unprotected and unaccountable for their cyber-resilience under the Bill.
If we do not address these problems, we risk the Bill becoming yet another missed opportunity for the Government. These are opportunities that we can ill afford to miss if we are to safeguard our economy and our national security.

Kanishka Narayan
I welcome some of the Opposition spokesperson’s comments. Let me briefly address his questions about definitions and public sector inclusion. It is customary for the Opposition to oppose for the sake of opposition, at times, and I am afraid that this is one of those times; I have so far set out only two clauses, which are effectively an index to the Bill. Notwithstanding that, I will address his two particular points.
I was delighted that in our evidence sessions we heard from witness after witness who appreciated the flexibility of the Bill. For the Government to prescribe activities or incident thresholds in the finest detail in primary legislation is not how businesses, Government and regulators ought to engage. I hope that the Opposition will come to appreciate that in due course.
On critical suppliers, which no doubt we will come on to, I thought that in response to Opposition comments at our second sitting, I set out a very clear, precise set of tests. I found no opposition to that claim, but I look forward to hearing any original thoughts on that question.
On incident reporting, I was delighted that there was a witness who noticed that the extension of the definition of incident reporting, to include incidents capable of having an impact, was appropriate and exactly in the right place.
On the question about the public sector’s inclusion, we are here not to prescribe and wait for a law to tell us what we ought to do in the public sector, but instead to move fast and fix things. In that spirit, the Bill focuses on essential services.
Question put and agreed to.
Clause 1 accordingly ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 2 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 3
Identification of Operators of Essential Services
Question proposed , That the clause stand part of the Bill.

Kanishka Narayan
Clause 3 makes important distinctions as to which organisations can and cannot be considered operators of essential services for the purposes of the NIS regulations. It clarifies that a person—in practice, an organisation or business—can be an operator of an essential service regardless of whether that person is established in the UK, as long as they are providing essential services in the UK. That means that organisations established outside the UK can be regulated under the NIS regulations.
Clause 3 also makes it clear that the NIS regulations do not apply to public electronic communications networks or to public electronic communications services. Those are telecoms operators, which are regulated separately under the Communications Act 2003. The amendments in clause 3 will prevent telecoms companies from being subject to duplicate regulations; they will also ensure that all essential services in the UK are protected, even if the company operating them is based outside the UK. I commend the clause to the Committee.

Spencer
Clause 3 will amend the relevant provisions of the NIS regulations, stipulating that operators of essential services are within scope of the regulations whether or not they are operating an essential service in the UK, and regardless of jurisdiction in which they are established. Providers of public electronic communications networks and public electronic communications services are excluded from characterisation as operators of essential services, as the Minister says, to avoid duplication with their sector-specific cyber-security regime.
The clause is an important provision to ensure that entities providing essential services in the UK are compliant with domestic standards. Perhaps the most important aspect of the change is ensuring that serious cyber-security risks that appear within the systems of those entities are reported to the UK authorities for action. That is vital for the National Cyber Security Centre to keep abreast of emerging risks and be able to respond to them.
Nevertheless, the complex maze of compliance and regulatory standards across jurisdictions is a growing challenge for businesses of all sizes and particularly for small and medium-sized enterprises. This is also a complicating factor facing UK companies when providing services abroad, particularly in the digital domain. Will the Minister lay out what discussions he has had with industry representatives about easing the complexity of cross-border digital service provision to ensure that the UK is a competitive and attractive place to do business?

Kanishka Narayan
On the question about cross-border compliance and making sure that we have a proportionate and effective regime, we have had a series of engagements at ministerial and official level with representatives of techUK, the industry body. The NCSC has convened a series of organisations—not least managed service providers, but others as well—and there has been a pretty extensive period of consultation on that and every other matter in the Bill.
I feel satisfied that the Bill strikes a good balance in ensuring proportionality in what businesses experience. Critically, as supply chains in this context become increasingly cross-border, it is vital that bodies that may not be resident in the UK but which provide essential services here are included in the scope of the Bill.
Question put and agreed to.
Clause 3 accordingly ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 4
Data centres to be regulated as essential services

Kanishka Narayan
I beg to move amendment 11, in clause 4, page 3, line 5, column 3, leave out from beginning to “the” in line 6.
This amendment and Amendment 12 would remove the Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology as a joint regulator for the data infrastructure subsector, leaving the Office of Communications acting as the sole regulator for that subsector.

The Chair
With this it will be convenient to discuss the following:
Government amendment 12.
Clause stand part.
Clauses 5 and 6 stand part.

Kanishka Narayan
Clause 4 of the Bill amends the NIS regulations by creating a new regulated sector, data infrastructure, and designating the Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology and Ofcom as joint regulators. We have received clear feedback from the data infrastructure sector expressing concerns that a dual regulator model could create unnecessary complexity and limit accountability. Amendments 11 and 12 will remove the Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology as a regulator, leaving Ofcom as the sole regulator, which will streamline the regulatory model for data infrastructure and resolve the concerns raised by stakeholders.
Ofcom already has proven regulatory expertise and is well placed to oversee the new data infrastructure sector effectively. By adopting a single regulator for data infrastructure, the amendments will reduce administrative burden, simplify engagement, and strengthen accountability. This will ensure a clearer, more effective regulatory framework for this rapidly growing sector.
Clause 4 brings qualifying data centre services into the scope of the NIS regulations, recognising both their vital role in underpinning our economy and public services, and that disruption to them can significantly impact productivity, service delivery, and revenue.

Alison Griffiths
Clause 4 relies heavily on capacity as the trigger for regulation. I understand why that is attractive: it is measurable. But capacity is not the same as criticality, and a high-capacity facility used for redundancy can present less systemic risk than a smaller, highly concentrated one. I simply put on record that the way this threshold is applied in practice will matter more than the number itself.

Kanishka Narayan
I thank the hon. Member for that thoughtful point. One assurance I will offer her is that the direct definition of data centres in scope here rely on capacity as a proxy for their essential independent nature, but when data centres below the capacity threshold but high on the criticality threshold are suppliers to essential services, they would be covered in part by the critical suppliers framework in the Bill. I take her point into account.

Bradley Thomas (Con)
What consideration has been given to the potential conflict between data centres’ contractual obligation regarding customer confidentiality and mandatory rapid reporting? What assurance can the Minister give us that data centres will ensure that the conflict does not impact their future business?

Kanishka Narayan
In the course of engaging with firms we have considered what the timeline for reporting ought to be. It is critical that the initial notification requirement, which is a much lower requirement than the full notification requirement, at least gives the NCSC and other enforcement authorities the ability to counter national security and wider-impact risks. I believe that specification to be proportionate in the Bill, but it is of course a matter for implementation that we will keep a close eye on.
An attack on a data centre can have significant impacts beyond the facility itself. As data centres underpin digital services across multiple sectors, disruption or compromise can cascade through essential services, businesses and public services. Incidents may also pose national security and economic risks, given the concentration of sensitive and critical data. Bringing qualifying data centre services into scope of the NIS framework helps ensure these risks are managed proportionately and incidents are reported promptly.
As per Government amendments 11 and 12, we propose that Ofcom is the regulator.   Medium and large third party data centres and very large enterprise centres will be required to manage risks and report to Ofcom. Their thresholds have been carefully calibrated to capture data centres whose disruption could have the greatest impact, while avoiding unnecessary burdens on smaller operators. This will strengthen the cyber-security and resilience of data centres, align with international regulations, and introduce structured oversight, notification, and incident reporting to strengthen national security and economic stability.

Spencer
Clause 4 amends the NIS regulations to bring data centres that meet certain thresholds within scope of the regs as operators of essential services. As drafted, these data centres will be regulated by DSIT and Ofcom, but the amendments moved by the Minister propose that Ofcom will be the sole regulator for the subsector. I thank him for his explanation of why he has tabled these amendments.
Given the oral evidence from Ofcom and other sector regulators earlier this week regarding the challenges of recruiting skilled cyber-security staff to regulate effectively, what assessment has the Minister made of the additional regulatory burden on Ofcom of this decision and its capacity to secure adequate resources to meet it? Clause 5 extends the scope of the regulations to data centres operated by the Government, with the exception of services provided by or on behalf of intelligence services handling classified information.
Data centre infrastructure is increasingly vital to the UK’s society, economy and security. Data centres underpin nearly all aspects of our digital lives, from sending emails to booking GP appointments or ordering shopping online. Businesses of all sizes routinely process their workloads in the cloud, supported by data centres. For those reasons, data centres were designated as critical national infrastructure—CNI—in 2024.
The UK digital sector, which is heavily reliant on data centres, contributed more than 7% of the UK’s total gross value added in mid-2024, growing almost three times faster than the rest of the economy. Data centres are also critical to the UK’s ambition to become an AI superpower. Training artificial intelligence models relies on access to an abundance of processing capacity, or compute, located in secure data centres.
In October last year, Amazon Web Services experienced a glitch in one of its US data centres, which set off a chain reaction that took down online services across the globe.

Bradley Thomas
On the growth of this industry, and with 78% of UK enterprises relying on cloud-based services, 96% of companies expected to use public cloud services, 35% of UK businesses outsourcing IT support and, as of last year, 63% of organisations planning to continue or increase their IT outsourcing over the next 12 months, does my hon. Friend the shadow Minister agree that greater consideration—or at least elaboration—must be given to the vulnerability of the supply chain of large load data centres?

Spencer
My hon. Friend will be aware that the issue regarding the bottleneck in the supply of cloud computing, in which I put data centres, compute more generally and access to large language models, in our country is very much on my mind, and we have been raising it with the Government. At the moment, I understand that around 70% of cloud services directly procured by the Government are coming from the three big US providers. I hear from UK SMEs—not just cloud providers, but SMEs of all types—all the time about the challenge that they face with Government procurement contracts to procure domestic UK-company services, whether that is central Government or otherwise.
We are getting ourselves into a very difficult situation from a resilience perspective: not only are we currently heavily reliant on US big tech, but we are not doing the work we need to do right now to support a burgeoning UK tech industry. In the UK, we have fantastic universities and businesses. We really are a centre of innovation, but the problem is that companies can really struggle to take the next step forwards.
Of course, Government procurement is not the be-all and end-all—although, depending what sort of sector the company is operating in, it might be—but we are certainly not focusing enough on supporting our SME sector. The sector is really good and strong, and it has the potential to be great, but we still have not had a hyperscaler. We have not seen the expansion in the UK digital and tech sector that, all things considered, given our background and where we stand in terms of our academic and business resources, we really should have seen.

Dave Robertson (Lab)
I am taken by the hon. Member saying that every regulation is a harm; I cannot hear that and not intervene. Regulations do place burdens on businesses—that is absolutely a thing, and we all understand that—but we cannot afford to look at regulation as only negative.
The hon. Member is making a very good point about SMEs and their access to markets and funding but, if SMEs want to grow and thrive in the UK, they need access to data centres whose security they can have confidence in. Part of what we talked about in introducing this Bill was ensuring that SMEs can be confident about the regulatory environment that we have in the UK and providing such reassurance to them. Later on, we talked about large load carriers. SMEs rely on electricity and power supply, and making sure that we have the correct regulations in place to give them the security and confidence in the knowledge that the supply will always be there comes back to the regulatory framework.
I am not in any way trying to step away from the hon. Member—he also spoke about the balance of regulation, and I think he is right on that—but to use a sentence such as “regulation is a harm” steps too far from that balance. We need to make sure that we also see the good side to this regulation, in creating the business confidence to allow SMEs to operate in an environment where they can have confidence in their access to data and energy.

The Chair
Order. Interventions should be short and to the point. If any hon. Member wishes to catch my eye, they should not have any difficulty in doing that, but it is important to keep a distinction between interventions and contributions to the debate.

Spencer
The hon. Member for Lichfield may be aware that my background is in medicine; I used to be a doctor before I came to this place. One of the skills and challenges in medicine is that any medical intervention—apart from a small handful—always has a risk of harm or side effects to the patient. It is always a balancing act between the harm and the benefit. My bread and butter before I came to this place was balancing harms and risks in the best interests of the person in front of me.
Although I have never been a businessperson, and I have certainly never owned or run a data centre, my approach to business burdens is to see the extra things that the Government make businesses do—which are not necessarily what businesses would normally do or see as in their direct interests—as a prima facie harm. I will expand my words a bit if that helps in explaining the logic. The starting point is that it is an extra burden and a harm, but then benefits from other angles can outweigh that harm. It is getting businesses to do something more; if they were doing it anyway, we would not need regulations. It is an additional thing that business is being asked to do. It might be that we have decided that overall it is in the best interests of the sector. Individual businesses cannot regulate and change the sector themselves, so we have decided, “For the good of society, we think businesses should do this.”
I am always a little careful when we politicians say that we know what is better for business in terms of what they are doing. I take the point about how regulatory certainty can be helpful in itself. I also take the point about the overall benefit to society and the business network of having confidence that there are secure and working data centres and that the large load controllers—which we will talk about presently—have control. This Bill is a full-fat compendium of cross-regulations and links. I feel for any business looking through the later chapters and finding themselves subject to those requirements. We have to keep that in mind: all of us in this Committee want our businesses to succeed and do well, and we also want stable and flourishing infrastructure.
Going back to my medical roots, the starting point should be, “Primum non nocere”. That is often misinterpreted as, “First, do no harm”; actually, not doing harm is the main thing that we should do. As a legislator, you should have quite a high threshold before you start saying, “The solution is putting in another law. Let’s create another regulation,” or, “Let’s put another burden on business.”
One of the challenges I had when looking at the Bill when it was first published was understanding why we need it in the first place. What is its starting point? That is something that I have been exploring and thinking about as we have been preparing for this Committee stage. Why is our industry not doing it itself and sorting this out? Why is the Minister here today bringing forward these regulations on business and why is that necessary in the first place as opposed to business sorting it out?
I am sure that this is something that the Committee are going to come back to and explore in more detail when we discuss some of the more high-profile cyber-security impacts, particularly on Jaguar Land Rover and M&amp;S. The hon. Member for Lichfield makes a very good point, and I do not think that this debate is settled in some ways—and I am sure we are going to come back to it quite a few times during the passing of this Bill.

Dave Robertson
I think your crystal ball is working today.

Spencer
I am certainly going to come back to it a few times—if not other Members—and I will invite the Minister to come back to it a few times.
Returning to the point about the dependency on particular sectors, I mentioned the impact that Amazon Web Services had on our society and systems; interestingly, the AWS outage was caused not by a cyber-attack, but it demonstrates the disruption to our lives and businesses that could occur in the event of such an attack. The last Government recognised the vital and growing importance of data centres to the UK economy and people’s lives, as well as the risks of serious interruption to these services. That led to a public consultation on enhancing the security and resilience of UK data infrastructure.
The Conservatives therefore welcome that this vital element of our national infrastructure will be subject to cyber-security regulation. However, for regulation to be robust for cyber-resilience and regulator data centres it is essential that there are high rates of industry compliance. The Government stated in their impact assessment for this Bill that there is an ongoing engagement with the data centre sector. Could the Minister lay out what feedback he has received on the sector’s preparedness to meet the cyber-resilience standards set by the NIS regulations?
Likewise, in terms of ensuring effective regulation, Ofcom will have a dramatically increased role in terms of cyber-security regulation when these provisions come into effect. In view of Ofcom’s current regulatory workload and the challenges with recruitment, which I mentioned earlier and highlighted in the evidence session this week, what ongoing engagement is the Minister having with Ofcom more broadly to make sure that it is sufficiently resourced to play its role?
Before I move on to clause 6, on large load controllers, I feel I need to go back to the discussion about proportionality and the purpose and need for these regulations in the Bill. One of the biggest criticisms of the NIS regulations is that they have not really been enforced. I am not saying that a certain rate of enforcement is a marker of efficacy or compliance, but it is curious, and it has been raised to me, that the level of enforcement indicates that the NIS regulations have not really had teeth or changed anything.
In one bad world, we have regulations that are completely disproportionate and place a huge and unnecessary burden on industry. But in some ways the worst of all worlds, or rather another problem that we would need to deal with, would be for us to legislate, produce this wonderful cyber-security Act, and go away happy as legislators—“Hey-ho, it’s all sorted and finished; we can sleep well in our beds about the cyber-security of the UK.” But if the companies cannot follow the legislation, will not follow it or do not have the resources to do so, then all we will have done is waste our time. Worse, we will have given ourselves a false sense of security, rather than delving into some of the real challenges and problems in the sector, which include overall education, encouraging businesses to take the issue more seriously and encouraging people to do Cyber Essentials.

Alison Griffiths
My hon. Friend is making a very good point, which also applies to improving board awareness and ensuring that the enforcement of the regulations incentivises boards to take the issue seriously and make sure that they are equipped to understand the commercial reality of cyber-security for their businesses. Enforcement is an important part of that.

Spencer
That is something that I know will come up in debate as we go through the Bill. It is curious that we are receiving consistent feedback that some boards are not taking the issue of cyber-security seriously, in terms of allocating resource to it, especially in the light of the very high-profile cyber-attacks on businesses. Obviously, I am all over this issue, given my role as shadow Minister, but I think it is completely insane, certainly for larger companies, not to focus on the challenge of cyber-security. It is a challenge for businesses of all sizes, but I am mindful that implementation is particularly problematic for very small businesses.

Bradley Thomas
Does the shadow Minister agree that the Government should heed the message of Chris Dimitriadis, the chief global strategy officer at the Information Systems Audit and Control Association? He said:
“The era when cyber regulation could focus solely on critical national infrastructure is over. Today, every major employer is part of the digital economy—and therefore part of the threat landscape.”
Surely the Government should heed that message.

Spencer
That is a stark message. Going back to my previous point, I struggle to think how many small businesses can really put in the necessary resource to take these sorts of steps on cyber-security.
There is a broader point here, which goes back to my opening remarks. A chunk of this involves hostile state actors that are attacking our companies, Parliament and the Government, whether directly or through their intermediaries. I find it quite ironic that it was announced earlier this week that our security services are going to work with China’s security services to deal with cyber-security threats. I thought, “Well, hang on a sec. What are they going to say, given that the Chinese Communist party is one of the main drivers of cyber-security threats in the UK?”
Legislating in this area and deciding how to approach it as a society is a particular challenge, given that it is not merely criminals or hacktivists doing this stuff to our companies and institutions; there is also full-fat hostile state inference from Russia, Iran or the Chinese Communist party.

Bradley Thomas
The risk and the threat from hostile states is plain to see. Does my hon. Friend have any sympathy for the ten-minute rule Bill that I introduced a few months ago on the Floor of the House? We need to strike a balance between the risk that bureaucratic administration poses to small businesses and the very real risk that cyber-attacks pose to the economy in general. The Government should have the private sector in scope and look at setting a threshold that does not become burdensome on smaller businesses. My proposal was for any company that turns over £25 million or more to be scope, in order to not bear down too heavily on small companies that would otherwise find the process, the risk and the burden of reporting too onerous.

Spencer
I thank my hon. Friend for his interesting proposal, which attempts to crack the nut of one of the problems subsumed in the Bill.
The Bill cherry-picks certain sectors that need to be regulated entities, and there is a whole host of definitions. Then the Secretary of State can allocate some of the bits that they want to tag on through secondary legislation or the designation of a critical supplier. Then we have the MSP component. But there is something the Bill does not deal with. If I were to ask to the man in the street to identify the biggest cyber-security attack they have heard of in the past year or so, their answer would probably depend on where they live. If they live in the west midlands, they would talk about JLR, which has had a catastrophic effect on the local economy. In other parts of the country, the focus might be on Marks &amp; Spencer or the Co-op. The Bill does not fix that, so what needs to be done? Should there be a threshold based on turnover, so that the process is not so onerous on certain companies, or something to support the insurance industry?
The Bill is silent on this issue, and the Government need to come up with some answers. I totally understand what they are trying to do with the Bill and how it is taking us forward—of course the NIS regulations need updating—but it does not fix the big stuff that has had a huge impact on people’s lives and required a massive bail-out of several billions of pounds-worth of taxpayers’ money. How many more JLRs can the Government afford to bail out until they have to do something to resolve the issue? I suspect we will come back to that, but I am glad that my hon. Friend introduced his ten-minute rule Bill.
We need to have a solution, but at the same time, we should not put onerous burdens on companies that are already struggling because of the Government’s anti-growth agenda and the punitive taxes being imposed on them to pay for profligate spending. This goes back to the discussion about prima facie harms. Taxation is the best example of a prima facie harm.

Dave Robertson
Will the hon. Member give way?

Spencer
I am very happy to give way on taxation.

Dave Robertson
I fear I am about to repeat what I said a moment ago. I am aware that nobody gets up in the morning and is excited to pay tax, but tax pays for our roads, for our infrastructure, for our hospitals, which keep our workforce in good health, for the education of the next round of employees, for our security services, and for the police, who help to prevent crime. It pays for a whole variety of things that are essential for business to succeed, so taking an evangelical view that tax is bad is just not—

The Chair
Order. I want to take this opportunity to again remind the hon. Gentleman and the shadow Minister that this Bill is not about tax. It is relatively narrowly drawn, so I would be grateful if hon. Members can come back to what is on the face of the Bill.

Spencer
As I risk getting into trouble with Mr Stringer, I will not respond to the hon. Member for Lichfield. I look forward to the opportunity to debate this issue again, perhaps in the emergency Budget in the next couple of weeks.
Clause 6 brings large load controllers, which provide the flow of electricity in and out of smart appliances, within scope of the NIS regulations if the load is above 300 MW. I understand that the threshold has been decided through consultation, given that that pressure could have a substantial impact on the grid. There is a challenge in managing peak demand and supply in the grid and big changes in it, so I entirely understand why the Government are introducing this provision. Smart EV devices—I have a smart charging electric vehicle device myself—used system-wide could cause big grid disruptions, particularly as we integrate infrastructure into our homes such as solar panels, batteries and other energy-related smart devices.
In fact, we need the grid to become more smart device-integrated over the next 10, 15 or 20 years. When we look at projections of energy consumption, we see that we will need to enable people to use the grid by expanding technology such as vehicle-to-grid energy supply, so that we can manage peak load. That is part of expanding our energy, reducing energy costs and supporting renewable energy and the transition to net zero. If anything, this issue will become more important and expansive over the years.
On that basis, I have some questions for the Minister about the clause. Why are data centres and large load controllers the two sectors that he has decided to put on the face of the Bill? I say that with particular reference to the NIS2 regulations, which are expanded a bit more. How does he envisage this area expanding in the future? Is he confident that the scope of the clause is sufficient to cover future technologies that are coming down the track? I am thinking of EV charging apps. The list is prescriptive, but does it have sufficient flexibility? Is the Minister able to come back with secondary legislation if he needs to expand the list in the future, given that it is in the Bill in that form? Would it not be better to put that on the face of the Bill and to use secondary legislation to lay it out, in order to have flexibility? The Minister has been trying to ensure flexibility elsewhere, and understandably so—let us not go back into those debates. I just want to understand his reasoning behind that a bit better. That is certainly not a criticism, but I want to know why those particular sectors have been pulled out, and why it has not been left for secondary legislation.

Kanishka Narayan
With your permission, Mr Stringer, I will restrict my comments to clauses in question—in particular, clauses 5 and 6—and the relevant Government amendments. The shadow Minister has auditioned for roles at the Department for Business and Trade in talking about the philosophy of regulation, at the Department of Health and Social Care in talking about his medical background, and at the Treasury in talking about taxation. I will try to restrict myself to none of those and simply speak to the clauses and address three points in response to his comments.
The first relates to the skills and resourcing of our regulators. On that, I welcome the shadow Minister’s prior engagement with me directly and his questions now. The last Government completely gutted our regulators. Having done so, they achieved neither growth nor regulatory quality, which Opposition Members now talk about. As a consequence, it falls to us to make sure that our regulators are fit for purpose and resourced in the way they need to be. This Bill gives them the powers to secure initial and full notifications in a timely way, the powers to share information in an appropriate way and, fundamentally, the ability of cost recovery, to resource themselves in an appropriate way. Alongside that, our wider initiatives on skills in the cyber-sector and technology more broadly are fundamental to achieving our aspirations, not least through the CyberFirst programme, which I mentioned in a witness session.

Bradley Thomas
Will the Minister give way?

Kanishka Narayan
I might just make a slight bit of progress. As I mentioned in a previous session, the programme reached 415,000 students, and it has now been evolved into the wider TechFirst scheme as well.
The shadow Minister, as well as the hon. Member for Bromsgrove, made a very important point about resilience in particular and sovereign capability. Particularly for those reasons, I am really proud of two things. One is that the Bill includes suppliers that may not be resident in the UK but provide essential services in the UK. This is a critical means through which we can secure our capabilities here. The second, which is close to my particular interests in the data centre and compute world, is that, through our initiatives on sovereign AI, and having launched a very innovative advance market commitment in the chips part of the stack, which ends up crowding in wider demand—not least through companies such as Nscale, a fundamental part of our AI growth zone in the north-east—this Government are finally rectifying the errors and omissions of the last Government, in making sure that Britain does not do what it did in the last commercial cloud context, but instead, in this AI compute world, has some actual chips on the table.
Thirdly, I will not try to settle the thrilling debate between the shadow Minister and my hon. Friend the Member for Lichfield on the philosophy of regulation. I will simply make the humble suggestion that in this context we have arrived at, not a full-fat compendium, as the shadow Minister described it, but a very targeted Bill, which has been the result of extensive industry engagement—indeed, some of it was carried out by the prior Government—that aligned on the sectors in question and the inclusion of critical suppliers in scope.
On the shadow Minister’s question about the thresholds and definitional specificity of large load controllers in the Bill, I will of course remain very open to ensuring that the secondary powers, which are intended precisely to enable us to move flexibly as the clean power industry moves, give us the flexibility to move with it. At the same time, the threshold of 300 MW reflected the point at which a large load controller could pose an unacceptable risk to the electricity system and our CNI. This threshold was set very clearly in partnership with technical experts, including the National Energy System Operator. Of course, as the market grows, the potential for cyber-incidents will grow, and we will keep that under close review.

Chris Vince
On the point about flexibility, I think we would recognise that the legislative process in this House does not always move as quickly as we might want it to, but there are reasons for that, because scrutiny is really important. Does the Minister agree that the changing nature of the cyber-threats we face and the changing nature of technology, which he understands far more than me, are the reasons why it is so important to have flexibility in the Bill?

Kanishka Narayan
I thank my hon. Friend for that point. The reality is that neither he nor I am placed to judge exactly where the thresholds should be set on a permanent basis. That is exactly why we have secured the flexibilities that we have in the Bill.
Clause 5 brings Crown-operated data centres into scope of the NIS regulations, ensuring that Government data centres meet robust standards comparable to those in the private sector.  Bringing Crown data centres within scope closes a critical gap and guarantees that public sector infrastructure is protected against evolving threats.  Exemptions will apply only in defined cases in which a data centre service is provided by an intelligence agency or a facility handling highly classified—“Secret” or “Top Secret”—information. These data centre services are already governed separately, and applying the NIS regime could cause conflict. I urge that clause 5 stand part of the Bill.
Finally, clause 6, on large load controllers, introduces the essential new service of load control under the energy subsector of the NIS regulations. This will capture organisations—

The Chair
Order. I am sorry to interrupt the Minister, but can he speak a little more loudly and slowly for the benefit of all Members?

Kanishka Narayan
Loudly and slowly: this will capture organisations remotely managing significant amounts of electrical load via energy-smart appliances, both in a domestic and non-domestic setting. These organisations play an increasingly important role in the management of the electricity system, but are not currently regulated for cyber-security. A cyber-attack could therefore create major disruptions to the national grid, shutting down public services and critical national infrastructure. Capturing load control as an essential service will safeguard the public from these disruptions. It will also reflect the need to bring in new safeguards to manage a more digitalised and dynamic energy landscape in the transition towards net zero.

Spencer
Before the Minister moves on—I was a bit nervous that he was going to finish—I have an additional question about the Crown data centre. What happens if a data centre is providing services commercially to both the public and the Crown? How is that operated within the scope of the Bill?

Kanishka Narayan
I am happy to write to the shadow Minister on that point. My understanding is that a Crown data centre will be in scope if it is providing, as in that particular example, to both the public and the private sector, but I am happy to write to him to clarify that point.
The load control market is growing exponentially and we need to make it cyber-secure. For that reason, I propose that clause 6 stands part of the Bill.
Amendment 11 agreed to.
Amendment made : 12, in clause 4, page 3, line 7, leave out “(acting jointly)”.— (Kanishka Narayan.)
See the explanatory statement for Amendment 11.
Clause 4, as amended, ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clauses 5 and 6 ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 7
Digital services

Kanishka Narayan
I beg to move amendment 13, in clause 7, page 7, line 7, leave out paragraph (b) and insert—
“(b) a pool of computing resources is ‘scalable’ if the resources are flexibly allocated by the provider of the service, irrespective of the geographical location of the resources, in order to handle fluctuations in demand;
(c) a pool of computing resources is ‘elastic’ if the resources are provided and released according to demand, in order to rapidly increase and decrease available resources depending on workload;
(d) computing resources are ‘shareable’ if—
(i) multiple users share a common access to the service, which is provided from the same electronic equipment, and
(ii) processing is carried out separately for each user.”
This amendment would refine and make further provision about certain aspects of the definition of “ cloud computing service ” .

The Chair
With this it will be convenient to discuss clause 7 stand part.

Kanishka Narayan
Clause 7 amends the definitions of “relevant digital service provider” and “cloud computing service” in the existing NIS regulations. As in the original NIS regulations, an RDSP is a cloud computing service, online search engine or online marketplace. To be in scope, they must provide a service in the UK and not be a small or microbusiness. That prevents disproportionate business burden, focusing on those larger businesses whose compromise could have a significant impact on the UK’s economy or society. The changes to the definition in the clause clarify that to be in scope, providers cannot be designated as a critical supplier or be subject to public authority oversight, as defined by clause 11. That maintains consistency with the approach to managed services, and minimises dual regulation and unnecessary burden.
Government amendment 13 strengthens the definition of a cloud computing service in clause 7. It introduces precise, clarified and separate definitions of the three core characteristics of cloud computing resources, which is that they are scalable, elastic and shareable.

Alison Griffiths
Clause 7 is definition-heavy, and rightly so; these terms decide who is regulated and who is not. My only observation is that cloud models are, as the Minister knows, evolving quickly because of the AI revolution. Definitions that track architecture too closely will age fast, so the Committee should be alert to whether these terms will still make sense in five years’ time and not just today.

Kanishka Narayan
I very much welcome that point. In talking about broad architecture characteristics—being able to scale compute and to be elastic to multi-tenants by being shareable—rather than setting out the specific nature of resources, we capture both commercial cloud and AI deployments. However, I am keen to ensure that we keep this under review and, where possible, use the flexibilities provided by the Bill to adapt it to changes in technology.
Although the policy intention behind the definition has not changed, amendment 13 will provide certainty for industry, support effective regulatory oversight and ensure that services whose disruption could significantly impact the UK economy and society are properly captured. In addition, the drafting is more aligned with that of our international partners, which will improve efficiency for providers operating across borders.
This targeted, technical improvement will bring greater clarity, consistency and fairness to the NIS regulations. I urge Members to support both the clause and this important amendment.

Spencer
Clause 7 amends the definition of cloud services, which have been within the scope of regulation since the NIS regulations came into force. The expanded definition emphasises remote accessibility and the “on demand” nature of cloud services, and that services may be delivered from multiple locations. It also excludes managed services from the scope of cloud services to avoid duplication of regulatory requirements and oversight.
The Minister proposes changes to this provision in Government amendment 13, which sets out further details regarding the features of in-scope cloud service provision, including common access by multiple users, with each having access to separate processing functions. My question to the Minister builds on the one raised by my hon. Friend the Member for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. It is obviously difficult—if it is possible at all—to predict how the tech sector will evolve, but what powers will the Government have to adjust these provisions as the cloud ecosystem changes, and what consultation has the Minister done on that within the scope of the Bill?

Kanishka Narayan
On that important point, which the hon. Member for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton also raised, the changes to the definition came about in part through extensive engagement, and in particular by ensuring that the attributes of “elastic” and “scalable” were treated individually rather than jointly and that “shareable”—the ability to have multi-tenants and therefore be a genuine cloud computing service for multiple clients—was considered in scope. As I mentioned to the hon. Member for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, it is important that we keep this under review, and part of the reason for the secondary powers in the Bill is to make sure it remains both specific, giving clarity and certainty, and flexible at the same time.

David Chadwick (LD)
Currently, the law requires regulated persons to manage risks to the security of their systems. Amendment 28, tabled by the Liberal Democrats, explicitly inserts “risks arising from fraud” into that duty. It would make it clear that a system cannot be considered secure if it is easily exploited by scammers.
Fraud should be considered a national security issue, and there is clearly a relationship between fraud and cyber-security. Scammers across the world are targeting British citizens. Elderly fraud victims in Dyfed-Powys lose £7,900 a day to a tidal wave of scams perpetrated by scammers from many countries across the world, notably Nigeria. UK-wide, in the first half of 2025 alone, criminals stole over £600 million through scams. Surely, we cannot pass a cyber-security and resilience Bill—

The Chair
Order. I think the hon. Member is discussing the next group of amendments, to clause 8. At the moment, we are discussing amendment 13 to clause 7.

David Chadwick
Apologies for the preview.

Spencer
If I might just help a colleague, I think the grouping and selection of amendments has changed, so the hon. Member for Brecon, Radnor and Cwm Tawe may have the previous iteration.

The Chair
That is very helpful. Thank you.
Amendment 13 agreed to.
Clause 7, as amended, ordered to stand part of the Bill.
Clause 8
Duties of relevant digital service providers

David Chadwick
I beg to move amendment 25, in clause 8, page 7, line 31, at the end insert—
“(1A) In paragraph (1), after ‘risks’ insert ‘, including risks arising from fraud,’”.
This amendment would explicitly include fraud as one of the risks to the security of network and information systems relevant digital service providers must identify and manage.

The Chair
With this it will be convenient to discuss the following:
Amendment 28, in clause 8, page 8, line 4, at end insert—
“(4) After paragraph (2) insert—
‘(2A) When taking measures to manage risks under paragraph (1), a RDSP must, in the design of the relevant digital service—
(a) eliminate unnecessary functions from system requirements;
(b) where risks cannot be managed by the elimination of functions, replace or substitute features in the architecture of the system;
(c) where risks cannot be managed by the replacement or substitution of features, implement active functional controls;
(d) where risks cannot be managed by the implementation of active functional controls, instruct and implement operational and procedural controls;
(e) as a matter of last resort, apply requirements, conditions of use or instructions to service users.
(2B) For the purposes of paragraph (1), “risks” include those relating to the availability, reliability, safety, integrity, maintainability and confidentiality of the relevant services or systems.’”
Clause stand part.

David Chadwick
Surely, we cannot pass a cyber-security and resilience Bill that ignores a crime that affects thousands of people. We know that cyber-security criminals across the world attack individuals to enable themselves to get into systems. Families are losing life savings, and small businesses are shutting down because of this epidemic.
The Government often treat fraud as a policing issue, but the amendment would establish that it should be regarded as a cyber-security issue that needs action at the national security level. By amending regulation 12(1) of the NIS regulations, we place a legal duty on digital providers to identify these vulnerabilities proactively. If we mandate that providers manage fraud risks before an incident occurs, we will reduce the number of victims and the devastation caused to livelihoods. We cannot claim to protect our digital economy while ignoring the billions of pounds lost to scams.

Spencer
Clause 8 provides a new definition of “relevant digital service” and makes it clear that this category includes online marketplaces, online search engines and cloud computing services. The definition of “relevant digital service provider” is updated to encompass all entities providing a relevant digital service in the UK, regardless of whether they are established here. Entities designated as critical suppliers are excluded from the definition to avoid duplication of duties and regulatory oversight from sector-specific competent authorities.
However, the definition excludes from scope of regulation relevant digital service providers subject to public authority oversight, unless they derive over half their income from commercial activities. The exclusion of organisations overseen by public authorities also applies in relation to relevant managed service providers.
In many respects, clauses 7 and 8 provide necessary updates to reflect the changing nature and use of vital digital services. Once again, including within the scope of regulation companies that deliver services to the UK but are established or headquartered elsewhere helps to ensure that those companies report cyber-security incidents to UK authorities, rather than just authorities in their home states. That means that UK regulators and law enforcement are equipped with the most comprehensive knowledge of emerging threats.

Bradley Thomas
Given the blurring of boundary lines between cyber-attacks and financial crime, I can see the compelling reasons why the amendment has been tabled, but does the shadow Minister agree and acknowledge that fraud detection often requires a different skillset from standard network security, so it is important to strike the right balance?

Spencer
I broadly agree. This is one of those difficult areas where there can be overlap. I have sympathy with the argument that it is important to use any opportunity, and in particular this Bill, to raise fraud.
We focus on financial fraud, but this area is not limited to that, especially when we think about other malicious operators, and about ransomware and hacktivism, where the boundaries are particularly blurred. In a situation where a fraudulent operator, service, provider or organisation has material, whether on social media or subject to search engines, and the police or other competent authorities have flagged it to the provider as fraudulent—as illegal criminal activity—what duties does that provider have to remove it or take it down? Is that something that the Minister is aware of? Has he looked into it, and what is the Government’s plan to crack down on that activity?

Kanishka Narayan
I thank the hon. Member for Brecon, Radnor and Cwm Tawe for tabling amendment 25, which would amend the duties for RDSPs in the NIS regulations. I empathise with the source of his concern about fraud; I think many of us in the House know and feel that concern, through either our personal experience or that of our constituents.
That said, the security duties within NIS require RDSPs to identify and take steps to manage the full spectrum of risks posed to the security of their systems. They must prevent and mitigate relevant incidents, regardless of what the threats are or where they emanate from. That includes taking an all-hazards risk-based approach. Entities must manage risks to cyber-security, physical security and broader operational resilience. “Security” includes the ability to resist any action that may compromise the availability, authenticity, integrity or confidentiality of those systems, including risks that may arise from fraud. I caution against highlighting only one particular vector of risk in the clause; that is unnecessary and would not reflect the full range of risks each RDSP faces.
Further, while the Bill clarifies the high-level duty to manage risks, secondary legislation will give further detail on the security and resilience requirements. Guidance and the code of practice will give further detail still on the types of risks to consider. For that reason, I kindly ask the hon. Gentleman to consider withdrawing the amendment.
The shadow Minister asked about the Government’s treatment of fraud, particularly when it has been found on a platform and the authorities have asked that platform to take it down. The Government made a clear commitment in our manifesto to introduce a new fraud strategy, and the Home Office, as the lead Department, has been working at pace to engage deeply in making that an effective reality.
Alongside that, in my wider role in online safety, I am conscious that fraud is a fundamental area of content in which platforms have to look at where it crosses the border into illegality, as it may well do in the instance the shadow Minister described. That has been a central focus since the illegal content duties came into play last year. I believe that such instances are well covered by the pieces of legislation that I have just mentioned. The Bill is clearly more focused on critical national infrastructure and its exposure to network and information systems.

Lincoln Jopp (Con)
Members on both sides of the Committee have referred frequently to the fact that the incident that took Jaguar Land Rover down would not have been covered by the Bill. JLR employs a digital service provider, in the form of Tata Consultancy Services. Would that provider not be covered, meaning that JLR is in scope?

Kanishka Narayan
Although I will not rule a particular provider in or out of scope, if the provider in question met the threshold for RDSP coverage, it would be covered, but the locus of that coverage would be limited to the provider rather than to the end-customer entity. I hope that clarifies that sufficiently.
Let me explain how clause 8 was designed to tackle the risks that Committee members have set out. The clause updates the existing duties for RDSPs in the NIS regulations to ensure that they remain resilient against evolving cyber-threats. It clarifies the requirement for those services, making it clearer that they must secure themselves not just to keep the services they provide running and available but to contribute to wider systems security as a whole.

Lincoln Jopp
Given the scenario we just discussed, it is possible that a digital service provider would have an obligation to report under the Bill, but the parent company employing its services would not. Given the requirements for confidentiality that a client company may put upon a digital managed service provider, how can that conflict be managed?

Kanishka Narayan
I appreciate the hon. Gentleman’s question, and I have two comments to make on that front. First, the relevant digital service provider will have a range of different customers, and my expectation would be that the regulators and the NCSC would seek a deep understanding of the risk exposure across the full breadth of that portfolio, rather than for each particular customer. Of course, that would form part of some analysis.
Secondly—the shadow Minister asked a related question —I am happy to write about the interaction between prompt notification responsibilities and commercial confidentiality duties, on the basis of the engagement we have conducted so far. Especially when questions of major risk exposure are concerned, I would hope there are provisions that allow the relevant digital service provider to notify the NCSC, but I am happy to write to the hon. Member for Spelthorne and the shadow Minister to clarify that point.
Clause 8 also removes a reference to the RDSP’s own network and information system to clarify that the duty is intended to cover all network and information systems that the relevant digital service relies on.
The cyber-risk landscape is diffuse and multifaceted. Hostile actors can use a range of routes and techniques to attempt to take services offline, as well as to extort, steal and surveil. These changes to the NIS regulations support a holistic approach to tackling cyber-risk. They ensure that important dependencies are covered and that facets of security such as the confidentiality of data and integrity of systems are not set aside.
The clause also requires RDSPs to have regard to any relevant guidance issued by the Information Commission when carrying out its duties. Finally, it removes a requirement for relevant digital service providers to consider specific duties referenced in EU regulations. I urge the Committee to support the clause unamended.
Question put, That the amendment be made.
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