News story: Howard Cartlidge appointed
CMA Senior Director, Cartels

Howard will be the Senior Director, Cartels at the Competition and Markets
Authority (CMA). He will oversee the CMA’'s enforcement of laws prohibiting
cartels, both under the Competition Act 1998 (‘civil’) prohibitions and under
the criminal cartel offence. His role at the CMA will include preparing for
the CMA’'s expected increase in cartel enforcement activity following the UK'’s
exit from the EU (taking on cases previously reserved to the European
Commission).

Howard Cartlidge comes to the CMA having worked as a highly respected
solicitor specialising in competition law, including cartels, including as a
Partner in major UK and international law practices.

With over 25 years of experience, Howard has expertise in many aspects of
competition law, and has significant experience of working with UK
competition authorities, including the CMA and sector regulators, the
European Commission, and the courts applying competition law.

Howard takes over in the role from Stephen Blake, who moved to the CMA’s
Legal Service to become a Senior Legal Director as of this month.

In his new role Stephen will have legal oversight of the CMA’s cartels and
consumer protection work, as well as playing a wider role in shaping CMA
policy in both areas. Stephen takes over from Roland Green, who has been
appointed as a member of the CMA Panel and, therefore, has retired from his
role as Senior Legal Director at the end of March 2018 after several years’
service with the CMA, and before that the Competition Commission (CC).

Tackling cartels is a cornerstone of the CMA’s work in protecting consumers
and making sure markets remain competitive, which itself contributes to
productivity and growth in the economy overall.

These key leadership positions will serve the CMA as it continues to step-up
enforcement of competition and consumer protection laws to protect consumers.

News story: Inspection report
published: Vulnerable Persons
Resettlement Scheme

Today (8 May 2018), the Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and
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Immigration, David Bolt, has published his report of the inspection of the
Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme (VPRS).

The completed report was sent to the Home Secretary on 7 March 2018.

Mr Bolt said:

In September 2015, the Prime Minister committed the UK to
resettling 20,000 refugees from the conflict in Syria by 2020.
Departmental responsibility for meeting this commitment was shared
between the Department for International Development (DfID), the
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) and
the Home Office, with the Home Office retaining primary
responsibility for policy and operational delivery.

The 20,000 target represented a huge increase in resettlements and
required a major and rapid upscaling of effort from all those
involved, including the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) and International Organisation for Migration (IOM)
as the key partner agencies on the ground in the region, and UK
local authorities and their integration delivery partners.

Everyone deserves enormous credit for what they have managed to
achieve so far, and in particular for the resettlement of over half
of the target 20,000 refugees by the end of 2017.

This inspection examined the efficiency and effectiveness of the
Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme (the Scheme), looking at the
dependencies and risks to successful delivery of the 20,000 target.
It found that the processes on which the Scheme relied were
essentially effective.

Identification of “the most vulnerable” refugees was delegated to
UNHCR; consideration of referrals and matching of refugees to firm
offers of accommodation and support was managed by the Home Office;
the relocation of refugees to the UK was organised by IOM; and
their reception, accommodation and initial support was led by the
receiving local authorities. As a result, there is every reason to
believe that the Scheme will achieve its 20,000 target by the
government’s deadline of May 2020.

Given that the Scheme is delivering what it set out to achieve, it
may seem ‘nit-picking’ to focus on where it could do better.



Nonetheless, subject to making necessary improvements to its data
collection and management, the Home Office could do more to analyse
and evaluate the various stages of the resettlement process, with a
view to sharing ‘best practice’ and achieving greater consistency
of treatment and outcomes.

It may be too soon to assess whether those already resettled via
the Scheme have been successfully integrated in the UK. The Home
Office is taking sensible steps to study this over the longer-term.
However, there may be lessons for the pre-departure period and
first years in the UK that, if identified now, could benefit those
still in the early stages of the process.

Furthermore, while delivering the 20,000 on schedule is the Home
Office’'s overriding objective, it needs to be alive to the effects
on others of gearing its processes to ensure it can achieve this,
especially on those refugees told they have been selected for
resettlement but who have to wait months for further news. The fact
that UK resettlement process is quick when compared to other
international schemes does not fully answer this concern.

My report makes 7 recommendations, of which the Home Office has
“accepted” 2 and “partially accepted” 5. However, its formal
response commits to few if any actions and disputes or rejects
several of the report’s findings. As such, it appears closed to the
idea that there is any room for improvement. While those
responsible for delivering the VPRS have much to be proud of, this
is disappointing, for the inspection process and, more importantly,
for those relying on the Scheme.

An Inspection of the Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme

Guidance: Site-specific quality
numeric permit limits: discharges to
surface water and groundwater

This guide is for operators of standalone water discharge activity and point
source groundwater activity permits. Standalone means the activity is not
part of another regulated facility such as a waste operation, installation,


https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/responses-to-reports-by-the-independent-chief-inspector-of-borders-and-immigration
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/responses-to-reports-by-the-independent-chief-inspector-of-borders-and-immigration
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-inspection-of-the-vulnerable-persons-resettlement-scheme
http://www.government-world.com/guidance-site-specific-quality-numeric-permit-limits-discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater/
http://www.government-world.com/guidance-site-specific-quality-numeric-permit-limits-discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater/
http://www.government-world.com/guidance-site-specific-quality-numeric-permit-limits-discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater/

radioactive substances activity, flood risk activity or mining waste
operation.

The guide explains:

e the 4 types of compliance limit
e how we set each of these types of limits
e how we assess compliance against the limits

Guidance: Waste water treatment works:
treatment, monitoring and compliance
limits

This guide is for operators of WWTW with environmental permits for water
discharge activities or point source groundwater activities.

WWTW collect and treat sewage. This guide explains the:

e level of treatment WWTW must provide
e numeric compliance limits that define the treatment’s effectiveness
e monitoring and reporting required to assess compliance with the limits

This guide sets out what you need to do to meet the requirements of the Urban
Waste Water Treatment Regulations.

Guidance: Water companies: operator
self monitoring (OSM) environmental
permits

This guide is for water companies. It will also apply to other operators of
standalone water discharge and groundwater activities if they’'re required to
carry out OSM.

The Environment Agency sets numeric discharge quality limits in environmental
permits to make sure discharges comply with water quality objectives.

Water companies must collect and analyse samples of permitted discharges that
are subject to numeric quality limits. This is called OSM. It includes
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discharges to surface water and groundwater.

This guide explains the rules that apply to OSM. It sets out the minimum
standards needed to meet the requirements of OSM permit conditions.

The Environment Agency makes sure water companies carry out OSM specified in
their permit conditions. Operators must carry out OSM to a standard that
meets the requirements for compliance assessment and water quality planning.



