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This brief aims to inform the current scrutiny of the Immigration and Asylum Bill (Bill 105) by the Public 

Bill Committee so that any amendments to section 54 of the Modern Slavery Act 2015 avoid 

unintended consequences for UK businesses and workers in their supply chains, while achieving the 

stated aim of increasing transparency and accountability for modern slavery in business supply chains.  

Amending the Modern Slavery Act 2015 

In 2015 the UK was seen as a global leader in addressing modern slavery in business supply chains 

when it introduced modern slavery reporting responsibilities for businesses under section 54 of the 

Modern Slavery Act. Also known as the Transparency in Supply Chains (TISC) provision, it requires 

commercial organisations operating in the UK with a turnover of £36 million or more to produce an 

annual statement setting out the steps taken to ensure that slavery and human trafficking are not 

taking place in its own operations and its supply chains, or state that the organisation has taken no 

such steps. 

However, more than 10 years since its adoption, research has shown little impact of TISC on corporate 

transparency with companies largely submitting poor-quality statements or failing to publish 

statements in the first place. This has been attributed at least partially to weaknesses in the design of 

the TISC provision, namely encouraging rather than mandating the content of reporting and the lack 

of sanctions for non-compliance. The 2024 review led by a select committee in the House of Lords 

and the 2019 review commissioned by the Home Secretary identified these among other weaknesses 

and recommended legislative and non-legislative changes to TISC. In its responses to these reviews 

the government accepted the majority of those recommendations, but so far only non-legislative 

recommendations have been actioned. For example, in 2025 the Home Office updated the TISC’s 

statutory guidance.   

If passed, the Immigration and Asylum Bill (hereafter the Bill) introduced by the government in the 

House of Commons on June 30th, 2026, will for the first time introduce substantial amendments to 

the Modern Slavery Act 2015 and its TISC provision.  

The main amendments to TISC proposed in this Bill are: 

1- Introducing mandatory reporting content of the slavery and human trafficking statement in 

Schedule 4ZA (referred to in Article 44 and outlined in Schedule 5 of the Bill); 

2- Extending the requirement to produce statements to public authorities (clause 46); 

3- Introducing provisions to enable the Secretary of State to make regulations to impose a 

financial penalty that may not exceed the higher of £1m or 1% turnover to non-compliant 

entities (clause 49). 

In a nutshell 

Overall, these amendments are welcome as they address, to some extent, some of the main 

weaknesses of the current TISC provision and some of the recommendations outlined in the above-

https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/4254
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/contents
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-and-asylum-bill-2026-impact-assessment
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/section/54
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cdp-2025-0073/
https://www.modernslaverypec.org/resources/tisc-effectiveness
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld5901/ldselect/ldmodslav/8/8.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5ce54299e5274a4427848ede/Independent_review_of_the_Modern_Slavery_Act_-_final_report__print_.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/68873308cec9ccd515ae09b0/Transparency_in_supply_chains_a_practical_guide.pdf
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/4254
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mentioned reviews such as mandating the reporting against the six areas which are currently 

recommended, extending the scope to public bodies, and, for the first time, providing powers to 

introduce financial penalties for non-compliance. However, some amendments as currently proposed 

(and the absence of others) raise concerns. As currently formulated, the amendments are likely to lead 

to more entities engaging with the duty by publishing their modern slavery statements, but the quality 

of the content of the statements is unlikely to significantly improve, thus questioning the potential of 

these amendments to substantially increase corporate transparency and accountability. Moreover, the 

proposed amendments do not go as far for the UK to catch up with arguably more effective legislation 

developed by some of the world’s largest economies (and largest trading partners of the UK) such as 

the European Union (EU) and the US. Namely, mandatory human rights due diligence legislation and 

forced labour trade ban laws.  

This is discussed further in the following nine points that cut across three key themes i) the unintended 

consequences of addressing supply chain transparency in immigration policy, ii) the inadequacy of 

some reporting amendments, and iii) the need for stronger accountability mechanisms beyond 

transparency reporting only. 

1. Amending TISC within an Immigration Bill 

Introducing amendments to TISC within an Immigration Bill largely driven by a narrative that people 

are abusing the system, sends a contradictory message to businesses. The Bill asks businesses to 

identify and mitigate modern slavery and human trafficking risks in their operations and supply chains, 

but in that same Bill the UK government weakens the UK identification, support, and protection 

mechanisms for survivors. The UK government’s distrust on those reporting experiences of modern 

slavery is likely to have significant consequences on the trust businesses will place on workers reporting 

exploitative conditions in supply chains. This, alongside the weakening of the identification and support 

system, will discourage workers from reporting risks and early warning signs through audits or 

operational grievance mechanisms as reporting will be perceived as unsafe and ineffective. 

2. “Comply or explain” approach 

Under the current TISC provision commercial organisations can report not having taken any steps to 

address modern slavery and remain compliant (sec.54(4b)). The proposed reforms do not address 

this. Reporting entities will still be able to report not having put in place any steps as long as they 

provide reasons why. Entities would be able to report not having carried out an assessment of risk 

((3)(1)(c) of Schedule 4ZA), not having policies ((4)(b) of Schedule 4ZA) or due diligence processes 

((5)(b) of Schedule 4ZA) in place, and not having carried out an assessment of effectiveness ((7)(c) of 

Schedule 4ZA) in relation to slavery and human trafficking provided they give reasons why. While 

flexibility in reporting is indeed needed by companies given their heterogeneity, this approach can 

lead to weak explanations, unless a specific threshold for what would be considered reasonable is 

clearly stated. This approach will also challenge the effective monitoring of statements by CSOs, 

investors, and consumers. Moreover, this “comply or explain” model contrasts the EU Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), which many UK companies are in scope of, which uses a 

strict, legally binding mandate to adhere to the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), 

contingent on what a company identifies as material after undertaking a double materiality 

assessment. This model should be considered by the Secretary of State who would have the power to 

make amendments to Schedule 4ZA ((44)(3)(5)). 

3. Reporting “no risk” 

Under the amendments, entities would be able to state that there are no parts of the relevant entity’s 

operations and supply chains where there is risk of modern slavery and human trafficking ((3)(1)(b) of 

https://www.modernslaverypec.org/resources/updated-mhredd
https://www.modernslaverypec.org/resources/forced-labour-import-bans-2025
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/alarming-rise-of-abuse-within-modern-slavery-system
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2025/sep/17/shabana-mahmood-accuses-asylum-seekers-of-making-vexatious-last-minute-claims
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32022L2464
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32022L2464
https://finance.ec.europa.eu/news/commission-adopts-european-sustainability-reporting-standards-2023-07-31_en
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Schedule 4ZA). However, this is misleading as in practice there is no such thing as “no risk” of modern 

slavery. While some sectors can have a higher risk of modern slavery than others, most UK companies 

with international supply chains falling under the scope of TISC would have a risk of forced labour 

somewhere in their supply chains as forced labour is found across all regions in the world and across 

virtually all parts of the private economy. Forced labour is systemic, embedded in business models, 

and the result of opaque, fragmented, unequal and underregulated global supply chains. Providing 

entities with the possibility of reporting “no risk” will not incentivise transparency or accountability and 

raises questions about the quality of the risk assessments that entities would be required to report on 

if “no risk” is stated ((3)(3) of Schedule 4ZA). Therefore, this “no risk” reporting option will not prevent 

modern slavery in supply chains. It will not protect UK consumers from inadvertently subsidising forced 

labour, nor will it protect UK entities from financial and reputational risks if instances of modern slavery 

were uncovered by third parties. 

4. Entities do not have to disclose instances of modern slavery 

While there has been some improvement, the current TISC provision has largely failed at leading 

companies to disclose identified cases of modern slavery. Under the proposed amendments this is 

unlikely to change. While research suggests that businesses are more likely to report on these when 

explicitly required to do so by law, there is not a requirement in the text of the Bill as currently proposed 

for entities to disclose identified cases of modern slavery. This is important because reporting not 

finding cases of modern slavery may indicate weak risk assessments given the prevalence of modern 

slavery in business supply chains. Most importantly, reporting on identified cases signals responsibility 

from companies to cease or mitigate modern slavery, participate in remediation as relevant, and 

prevent their re-occurrence. In their response to the 2019 Independent Review, the UK government 

stated they “wanted to see modern slavery statements which are open and transparent about specific 

instances of slavery identified and steps taken to prevent and address modern slavery risks” 

(paragraph 34), but this is not reflected in the Bill’s proposed amendments.  

5. Lack of a public list of entities in scope 

The expectation that civil society organisations (CSOs), investors, and consumers would hold 

companies accountable through effective scrutiny and the resulting market and reputational pressures 

was largely unmet under the current TISC provision. This is partially being addressed under the 

proposed amendments. Clause 47 of the Bill provides that the Secretary of State by regulations may 

request entities to submit their statement through specific electronic means and in a specific electronic 

form (which may include the government’s existing central registry). The registry is likely to support 

more effective public scrutiny by bringing statements into one place, but without a public list of entities 

in scope CSOs, investors and consumers will not be fully equipped to effectively identify, put pressure 

and monitor non-compliant entities. The Bill does not make provisions in this regard despite the UK 

government agreed on the need to keep a public list of organisations in scope of the legislation in 

their response to the 2019 Independent Review (paragraph 22).  

6. Extending the obligation to public authorities 

The current TISC provision has overlooked the responsibilities and leverage power of public authorities 

through their public procurement function to address modern slavery in business supply chains. Under 

the current provisions only some public bodies (largely universities) are required to produce a 

statement while others have voluntarily done so. The Bill amends this by extending the same 

requirements for commercial organisations to public authorities (clause 46). The financial threshold 

for a public authority to be in scope is yet to be determined via secondary regulation by the Secretary 

of State, but the Crown Commercial Service (now the Government Commercial Agency) will be 

required to report (Clause 46 (13)). The UK government should consider introducing specific 

https://www.ilo.org/publications/major-publications/global-estimates-modern-slavery-forced-labour-and-forced-marriage
https://mhssn.igc.org/Confronting%20root%20causes%20-%20Univ%20Sheffield%20-%20Jan%202018.pdf
https://www.ccla.co.uk/news-media/uk-companies-improve-their-response-modern-slavery-face-growing-regulatory-pressure
https://www.walkfree.org/reports/beyond-compliance-mandatory-human-rights-due-diligence/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5d247264ed915d32ebc2dd4f/Government_Response_to_Independent_Review_of_MS_Act.pdf
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2014-11-04/debates/14110444000002/ModernSlaveryBill
https://modern-slavery-statement-registry.service.gov.uk/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5d247264ed915d32ebc2dd4f/Government_Response_to_Independent_Review_of_MS_Act.pdf
https://www.gca.gov.uk/
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guidelines and resources to build capacity and support public authorities in complying with this new 

requirement and to encourage collaboration as research suggests these factors can play a key role at 

influencing how effective modern slavery measures are implemented by public bodies.  

The UK government should also clarify how this obligation would interact with other legislation with 

modern slavery measures applying to public bodies. For example, the mandatory and discretionary 

exclusionary criteria on modern slavery under the Procurement Act 2026 is likely to disincentivise TISC 

disclosure by companies supplying or bidding for public contracts for fear of debarment. Similarly, it 

should be clarified how these new responsibilities on public authorities would interact with the NHS 

(Procurement, Slavery and Human Trafficking) regulations 2025 which require public bodies (not only 

NHS Trusts but also framework providers and local authorities) to assess and manage modern slavery 

risk throughout the procurement lifecycle, including by taking reasonable steps to mitigate that risk. 

The Great British Energy Act also includes modern slavery explicit requirements and its interaction with 

the amended TISC should be clarified. 

7. Penalties for non-compliance and enforcement 

Under the current provisions if a commercial organisation fails to publish a statement, the Secretary 

of State can bring civil proceedings in the high Court for an injunction (sec. 54 (11)). However, this 

has never been used so there have not been legal consequences for non-compliant organisations. 

This injunctive power remains unchanged in the Bill (clause 49, section 54ZE). However, under the 

amendments proposed in the Bill, the Secretary of State would also have the ability through secondary 

regulation to impose financial penalties capped at the higher of 1% of the relevant amount or £1 

million (Clause 49 section 54ZD). Financial penalties could be applied on entities (commercial 

organisations or public authorities) that without a reasonable excuse, fail to comply with a duty 

imposed by or under Part 5 of the Bill (including clauses 44-49). The secondary regulations would 

include provisions in relation to the enforcement authority (clause 49 (4a)) and how the amount of a 

financial penalty will be determined (clause 49 (4b)). Establishing the Home Office as the enforcement 

body poses several concerns such as framing modern slavery as an immigration issue and that the 

fines which would be paid into the Consolidated Fund (Clause 49 (5)) could be directed towards 

immigration enforcement. The Department of Business and Trade (DBT) and the new Fair Work Agency 

(FWA), an already consolidated body, could be a potential enforcement authority. The enforcement 

body assigned should have subject matter expertise, be equipped with the necessary capacity and 

resources, and work efficiently with the different departments that share responsibility for various 

aspects of modern slavery in business supply chains. 

8. Alignment to the Australian Modern Slavery Act 

Mandating rather than encouraging the content of modern slavery statements would bring the UK 

Modern Slavery Act and its TISC provision to closer alignment to other existing Modern Slavery 

legislation, such as Australia’s Modern Slavery Act 2018, and will facilitate reporting through the 

international reporting template on modern slavery, forced labour and child labour. However, the 

Australian government has recently announced its plan to introduce a new criminal offence for 

companies that fail to prevent modern slavery in their supply chains with a defence available for 

companies that can demonstrate having taken reasonable steps to prevent modern slavery—a model 

not unlike the failure to prevent model used in anti-bribery, tax evasion and fraud legislation in the 

UK. The Australian government is also considering introducing civil penalties. This means that the 

amendments to the UK Modern Slavery Act and its TISC provision proposed in the Bill would fall 

behind stricter provisions to be introduced in the Australian Act that move from transparency to 

prevention. BIICL will soon publish an insight piece on Australia’s failure to prevent model. 

https://www.modernslaverypec.org/resources/public-procurement
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/54/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2025/1212/contents/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2025/1212/contents/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2025/16
https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2018A00153/latest/text
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transparency-in-supply-chains-a-practical-guide/international-reporting-template-on-modern-slavery-forced-labour-and-child-labour-accessible
https://www.biicl.org/blog/114/the-future-of-corporate-liability-why-the-failure-to-prevent-model-matters-for-human-rights-due-diligence-regulation
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9. Transparency legislation cannot stand alone 

The proposed TISC amendments do not change the TISC’s disclosure model. A transparency reporting 

legislative model is valuable as corporate transparency is necessary to increase corporate 

accountability, but it is not enough. Transparency provisions need to be tied with legislation, 

regulations, and provisions that incentivise changes in internal corporate practice and processes and 

which introduce mechanisms to improve access to justice to those harmed. Emerging research is 

starting to show promising evidence on the impacts of human rights due diligence and forced labour 

restriction laws on outcomes for rightsholders. The UK government should consider introducing 

obligations on entities (companies and public authorities) to undertake human rights due diligence 

similar to those included in the Private Member’s Bill on Human Rights and Environment (Bill 31) and 

tied them to forced labour restriction laws as proposed in the Independent Antislavery Commissioner’s 

2025 report. This would lead the UK to closer alignment to international developments such as the 

EU Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD) that mandates companies to undertake 

human rights due diligence or the EU Forced Labour Regulation that restricts the trade of goods made 

with forced labour. Doing so will also strengthen the UK’s response to forced labour in UK supply 

chains and create a more level playing field for UK businesses.  

Next steps for the Immigration and Asylum Bill 

The Public Bill Committee is expected to report to the House of Commons by Tuesday, 3 November 

2026. The Joint Committee on Human Rights (JCHR) is also holding a legislative inquiry to consider 

the implications of this Bill for human rights. The call for evidence is open until September 1st, 2026. 

The Department of Business and Trade (DBT) has finalised its assessment of the UK’s approach to 

Responsible Business Conduct as part of the UK’s trade strategy and it now sits with the Ministers. The 

UK government’s response to this review may lead to changes to the Bill or the development of 

secondary legislation so as to ensure policy coherence.  

 

https://www.modernslaverypec.org/research-projects/bingham-workstrand
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/4160
https://www.antislaverycommissioner.co.uk/media/3wnnpb53/strengthening-the-uk-forced-labour-and-human-rights-legislative-framework_final-report_jan28_2026-1.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02024L1760-20260318
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=OJ:L_202403015
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/49011/documents/257592/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/49011/documents/257592/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/work/9927/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/68838f4ebe2291b14d11af2e/uk-trade-strategy-print.pdf

