
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT 23 - 27 October 2017 

Welcome to my This Week in Parliament, my weekly newsletter on events and 
developments in Parliament. Your feedback is always welcome! 
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Monday 

The week started quite eventful in Parliament, seeing Defence questions followed by a 
statement by the Prime minister on the European Council meeting she attended last week. 
Other business included an application for an emergency debate on the Universal Credit 
roll-out, following on from last week’s session. The questions put to Sir Michael Fallon fo-
cused mainly on defence co-operation following Britain’s withdrawal from the European 
Union and particularly the implications for Britain’s defence industry. 

Fabian Hamilton (Leeds North East) (Lab): I am sure that the Secretary of State agrees that 

our defence industry needs certainty and stability from the Government so that it can plan 

its operations appropriately, but the Opposition believe that the Government’s dogged in-

sistence on dragging us out of the customs union and the single market during the transition 

period is having the opposite effect. Is it not time that we put the interests of our economy 

first, including the defence sector, rather than the interests of a minority of Tory Back Bench-

ers, by retaining our membership of the single market and customs union for a time-limited 

period as we leave the EU?  

Sir Michael Fallon: As we leave the European Union, we have to leave the single market 

and the customs union. Our paper on the foreign policy and defence partnership we seek 
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As is becoming custom, Brexit related controversy stuck again this week in 
Parliament. The Secretary of State for Exiting the EU was giving evidence to 
the Select Committee and bizarrely said that MPs could get a vote on the final 
Brexit deal after the UK leaves the EU. Issues with Universal Credit also con-
tinued to be debated following on from last week. As the amendments to the 
EU (Withdrawal) Bill continue to increase daily, with over 300 amendments so 
far, MPs finally received news of when the Bill will return to the House to be 
debated.   
 
 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-23/debates/AAC75F82-E84E-4976-86C8-DCCAFC2A7F97/EuropeanCouncil
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-23/debates/434B1452-B0D5-4FFE-815E-E1A174DBA50B/UniversalCreditRoll-Out
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-23/debates/434B1452-B0D5-4FFE-815E-E1A174DBA50B/UniversalCreditRoll-Out
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-23/debates/5F152E76-E41B-4A15-AF81-C3EF5D3C6FBE/LeavingTheEUDefenceCo-Operation
https://goo.gl/MqEEmj
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=88
mailto:madeleine.moon.mp@parliament.uk
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after we leave the European Union makes it clear that we continue to seek the closest possible co-

operation between our defence industry and the defence industries of the continent. 

European Council 

The Prime Minister’s statement was wide sweeping touching on migration, Turkey and North Korea. How-
ever, as seems inevitable whenever any mention of Europe is made, things quickly turned to the progress 
of Brexit negotiations. The Prime Minister stating that her Florence speech had been well received and 
that both Britain and The EU hold a similar view on the status of their respective citizens in each country. 
The opposition was not so convinced of this and questioned the effect of the Prime Minister’s speech in 
Florence. 

The Prime Minister:…Turning to our negotiations to leave the European Union, I shared the vision I set out 

in Florence for a creative and pragmatic approach to a new, deep and 

special partnership between the United Kingdom and the European 

Union: a partnership based on the fundamental beliefs we share—in 

democracy and the rule of law, but also in free trade, rigorous and fair 

competition, strong consumer rights, and high regulatory standards. I 

have also been clear that the United Kingdom is unconditionally com-

mitted to maintaining Europe’s security. Both sides have approached 

these talks with professionalism and in a constructive spirit, and we 

should recognise what has been achieved to date. 

On citizens’ rights, both sides share the same objective of safeguarding 

the rights of EU nationals living in the UK and of UK nationals living in 

the EU. This has been my first priority from the very beginning of the 

negotiations, and it remains so. The negotiations are complicated and 

deeply technical, but in the end they are about people, and I am deter-

mined that we will put people first. EU citizens make an extraordinary contribution to our national life and 

we want them to stay. I know that EU member states also value the UK nationals living in their communi-

ties, and I want them to have their rights protected, too. We are united on the key principles, and while 

there are a small number of issues that remain outstanding, we are in touching distance of a deal. 

This agreement will provide certainty about residence, healthcare, pensions and other benefits. It will 

mean that EU citizens who have paid into the UK system, and UK nationals who have paid into the system 

of an EU27 country, can benefit from what they have put in. It will enable families who have built their 

lives together to stay together, and it will provide guarantees that the rights of those UK nationals current-

ly living in the EU, and EU citizens currently living in the UK, will not diverge over time. 

We will also ensure that the implementation of the agreement we reach does not create complicated and 

bureaucratic hurdles. For example, I have said that applying for settled status will cost no more than a UK 

passport, and that people applying will no longer have to demonstrate comprehensive sickness insurance. 

We will also do everything possible to work closely with EU member states to ensure that their processes 

are equally streamlined for British nationals living in their countries… 

https://goo.gl/c1tu7V
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Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): …I am beginning to feel a worrying sense of groundhog day every 

time the Prime Minister gives us an update on the progress of negotiations. Only two weeks ago, she told 

the House that her speech in Florence had put momentum 

into the article 50 negotiations and that an agreement on 

phase 1 of the talks was within touching distance. Well, here 

we are again, after another round of talks, and we are still no 

clearer as to when negotiations on Britain’s future with our 

largest trading partner will actually begin, and still no clearer 

as to what exactly she has agreed to in phase 1 of the talks. 

In what are the most crucial negotiations in our country’s re-

cent history, we are clearly stuck in an impasse. There has 

been no real progress abroad, and no progress at home, es-

pecially given the fact that the Prime Minister’s European 

Union (Withdrawal) Bill has been delayed, presumably to al-

low the Government Whips to pull together the splits in her 

own party. Maybe she can shed some light on all this confusion, which has only been escalated by mem-

bers of her own Government. For instance, the Home Secretary says that no deal with the EU would be 

“unthinkable”. The Brexit Secretary still maintains that no deal must be an option, while the Secretary of 

State for International Trade says that leaving without a deal 

“would not be the Armageddon that people project”. 

Does the Prime Minister believe that an outcome that is not Armageddon might be setting the bar a bit 

too low? 

The Prime Minister will also be aware that leaders of every major business organisation have written to 

her today urging her to provide clarity, and quickly. Across the UK, businesses in every region and nation 

are clear that they need a transition deal with the EU to be put in place as soon as possible so that they 

can take investment decisions in order to protect jobs and investment in this country. I know that the 

Prime Minister has talked about the need for an implementation period after we leave the EU, but she has 

not been clear about the terms and conditions involved. Can she tell us now what she means by accepting 

the same basic conditions in an implementation period? Surely this can only mean remaining within the 

single market and the customs union for the transition period, as Labour has made clear. 

On EU citizens’ rights, the Prime Minister says, again, that an agreement is in reach. Can she tell us when 

the detail of that agreement will be ready to bring to the House and, more importantly, to show to all 

those people in this country and in the EU who are desperate to know what their future holds? That could 

have been dealt with 16 months ago. Instead, families are suffering anxiety, and some EU citizens are de-

ciding to leave, including nurses from our national health service. If that had been resolved, as it should 

have been, hundreds of thousands of British nationals would also have the security that they need. Will 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://goo.gl/DMimtD
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the Prime Minister tell us what will happen to this specific agreement on citizens’ rights if her Government 

fail to secure a final Brexit deal with the EU? Will the Prime Minister now do the right thing and guarantee 

the rights of citizens living in the UK, regardless of the outcome of the article 50 negotiations?... 

Tuesday 
It has been some time since Syria and the ongoing civil war has been debated on the floor of the Cham-
ber. On Tuesday afternoon, there was an urgent question on the liberation of Raqqa which offered the 
opportunity for MPs to question the Foreign Office Minister with responsibility for the Middle East, 
Alistair Burt, on what will happen next. 
John Woodcock MP set out a number of questions for the Minis-
ter; 
 

There are many questions that flow from this, but I want to cover 
three broad areas in the short time that I have today. First, what 
is the future for the region? Will the Minister tell us how the UK 
will engage in attempts to bring to an end the civil war that has 
already claimed 500,000 lives, the vast majority at the hands of 
the Syrian regime under President Assad? Secondly, what will be 
the UK’s role in the reconstruction of the region? Thirdly, what 
will be the next steps in the global campaign to defeat not only 
Daesh, which is clearly disintegrating, but the evil ideology that 
has perverted so many people in the region and enticed so many 
Brits to join it? Will the Minister also tell us what the future will 
be for the Brits who have been over to the region and might now be seeking to return? 
 

Alastair Burt (Minister for the Middle East): The hon. Gentleman asked three specific questions about 
what happens next in terms of activity, stabilisation issues and ideology. Our partner forces are closing in 
on Daesh’s presence in the Euphrates river valley up to the border with Iraq. There, the Syrian efforts will 
be met with those of the Iraqi security forces, closing in on Daesh and ensuring their ultimate military de-
feat. No one should underestimate the importance of Raqqa to the whole Daesh ideology, and media re-
ports have made that clear. The fall of Raqqa and Mosul is a tremendous blow to those who would have 
inflicted harm upon us all. The taking of those cities is of immense importance. 

As for stabilisation, we have immediately stepped up our humanitarian support. This weekend, the Secre-
tary of State for International Development announced an additional £10 million to help restore crippled 
health facilities, to deliver much-needed medical support and relief and, crucially, to clear lethal land 
mines and explosives. In leaving the city, Daesh has left a reminder of its killing machine behind it, and we 
are making immediate efforts in relation to that. We will of course move towards further stabilisation in 
due course as the area becomes more stable. 

Lastly, the hon. Gentleman is right to suggest that military action on the ground is only one part of the 
contest with Daesh and its ideology. We must be prepared for Daesh to change its form. It will return to its 
terrorist roots, luring more adherents to its evil ideology, so we will continue to tackle the extremists on 
simultaneous fronts, including by preventing foreign fighters from returning to their country of origin. We 
will continue degrading Daesh’s poisonous narrative, decreasing its ability to generate revenue and deny-
ing it a safe haven in the virtual world. Indeed, as I was able say at the United Nations recently, we will 
also ensure that Daesh is brought to justice. Fighters returning to the United Kingdom can expect to be 
questioned about their role, and it will be for the Crown Prosecution Service to consider any evidence 
against them. Fighters who are captured in Iraq or Syria must be treated according to the laws of armed 
conflict, but they can well expect to stand trial there if offences are alleged against them. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-24/debates/C9F5648A-5F04-4F47-AE17-D5D5B1085654/RaqqaAndDaesh
https://goo.gl/PsEQGy
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Universal Credit 

Following the Government’s decision to abstain from voting in the Opposition Day debate on a pause to 
the roll out of Universal Credit last Wednesday, further pressure was put on Ministers by an Emergency 
Debate on the same issue on Tuesday afternoon (the debate having being granted on Monday). Inter-
estingly the request for an emergency debate was supported by several Conservative MPs who were left 
unhappy by the decision to abstain. You can read more about emergency debates here. 

Debbie Abrahams (Shadow Secretary of State for Work and Pensions): It is very important that we have 
this opportunity to return to the roll-out of universal credit, following last week’s Opposition day debate. 
Just to refresh everyone’s memory, the motion calling for a pause to the programme was unanimously ap-
proved by 299 votes to zero. Since then, we have heard nothing from the Government about what they 
intend to do, in response to the concerns raised last week, to fix universal credit. I always welcome the 
Minister for Employment to his place, but why is the Secretary of State not here to answer? Obviously I 
understand that emergencies do happen, but I did not get a satisfactory response from his office when I 
rang earlier, and apparently Downing Street is none the wiser either. 

The press has reported that the Government are considering reducing the six-week wait for the first pay-
ment after making a claim. Will the Minister confirm whether that is correct and, if so, when will it hap-
pen? Will he also explain why his Government deem it acceptable to brief the media but not to make a 
statement to this House? Does he recognise the constitutional implications of his Government’s inaction to 
date? 

She also returned to the precedent set by the abstention; 

If the Government’s position is that Opposition day debate motions should have no binding effect on the 
actions of the Government, it fundamentally alters the relationship and balance of power between the Ex-
ecutive and Parliament. It would mean that apart from votes on legislation and matters of confidence, the 
Government could ignore the decisions and will of Parliament. This is very dangerous ground, and the situ-
ation needs to be seen in the context of the blatant power grab by the Executive that we witnessed on Sec-
ond Reading of the European Union (Withdrawal) Bill last month. 

An alternative view was offered by Conservative backbencher 

 

Jeremy Quin MP (Horsham, Con): As we discussed at length in the previous debate under Standing Or-
der No. 24, and as I believe was agreed among Government and Opposition Members, declamatory reso-
lutions proposed for Opposition day debates are not and cannot be binding on the Government. That con-
stitutional convention was entrenched by the Fixed-term Parliaments Act 2011, the principle of which was 
supported in the Labour and Liberal Democrat manifestos in 2010. When that Act was last debated, three 
years ago yesterday, the Opposition spokesman at the time, Stephen Twigg, spoke in its favour and said 
that the Labour party continued to support it. 

There is no constitutional requirement for the Government to respond to reso-
lutions of the nature we are discussing if that is what the Opposition choose to 
table for Supply day debates. If the Government choose to respond, they have 
to determine when and exactly how,   particularly if there are fiscal conse-
quences to any actions they determine. Part of the role of the House is to hold 
the Government to account, so I do not think that last week’s debate was in 
any fruitless or a waste of time. In the immediate term, the Government were 
held to account through the Secretary of State’s responding to 17 interven-
tions. By my count, in a much shorter speech this afternoon, my hon. Friend the 
Minister for Employment replied to 11 interventions. He was held to account 
by this House. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-24/debates/81F68207-B696-4D36-92FB-1A00AFD3817F/UniversalCreditRoll-Out
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-24/debates/81F68207-B696-4D36-92FB-1A00AFD3817F/UniversalCreditRoll-Out
http://www.parliament.uk/about/how/business/application-for-emergency-debates/
https://goo.gl/aUyMKJ
https://goo.gl/umfohT
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I have absolutely no doubt that Labour’s talented Front-Bench spokespersons will do their utmost and use 
all their wiles to ensure that the Government’s decisions on universal credit are drawn to the electorate’s 
attention. Conservative Members are comfortable with the roll-out, the time we are taking and the way 
we are presenting it to the country. Ultimately, the electorate will decide. They are seeing the Opposition’s 
view and the Government’s view, and that is one role of the House. 

The debate did not end with a vote as the House was just being asked to consider the Government’s re-
sponse to the vote, but undoubtedly the issue will be returned to. 
 
Wednesday 

Prime Minister’s Questions put the spotlight on two issues which have dominated proceedings in recent 
weeks and months; Brexit and Universal Credit. Following on from the Emergency Debate yesterday, the 
Prime Minister faced further pressure on the roll-out of Universal Credit. She also faced the awkward po-
sition of having to clarify what her Secretary of State for Exiting the EU had told a select committee earlier 
in the day. 
Jeremy Corbyn: I would have thought that if only 8% of the roll-out has taken place and 20% of the peo-
ple in receipt of it are dissatisfied with it, that is a cause for thought and maybe a pause in the whole pro-
cess. Last week, only one Conservative MP had the courage of their convictions to vote with us on sus-
pending the universal credit roll-out. Then a Conservative Member of the Welsh Assembly, Angela Burns, 
said: 

“For the life of me I cannot understand why a 6 or 4 week gap is deemed acceptable.” 

She called universal credit 

“callous at best and downright cruel at worst”, 

and concluded by saying she is “ashamed” of her Government. Can the Prime Minister ease her col-
league’s shame by pausing and fixing universal credit? 

The Prime Minister: We introduced universal credit as a simpler, more straightforward system that en-
sures that work pays and helps people into the workplace. Let us look at what happened in the benefits 
system under Labour. Under Labour, the low-paid paid tax and then had it paid back to them in benefits. 
Under Labour, people were trapped in a life on benefits for years. Under Labour, the number of workless 
households doubled, and Labour’s benefit system cost households an extra £3,000 a year. What the Con-
servatives have done is given the low-paid a pay rise, given the workers a tax cut and ensured we have a 
benefit system that helps people into work. 

A final vote? 

When the Secretary of State for Exiting the EU appeared in front of the Select Committee of the same 
name, the question of whether Parliament would have a vote on the final deal before the UK leaves the 
EU. Guarantees of such a vote were given by Ministers during the debates on Article 50 earlier in the year, 
but this was not included in legislation. During the evidence session, the thorny question of how Parlia-
ment would have a vote if a deal was not concluded until March 2019 when the UK is due to leave 
emerged.  You can read the transcript here, but the key exchange is below.   

Seema Malhotra: At which point do you envisage Parlia-
ment having a vote? 
 
Mr Davis: As soon as possible thereafter. 
 
Seema Malhotra: This Parliament, our Parliament? 
 
Mr Davis: As soon as possible thereafter, yes. 
 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-25/debates/17102527000025/Engagements
https://goo.gl/1dcEx3
https://goo.gl/k987PM
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/exiting-the-european-union-committee/the-progress-of-the-uks-negotiations-on-eu-withdrawal/oral/72017.pdf
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Seema Malhotra: The vote of Parliament could be after March 2019. 
 
Mr Davis: It could be, yes. It could be. It depends when it concludes. 
 
Seema Malhotra: Sorry, the vote of our Parliament, the UK Parliament, could be after March 2019.  
 
Mr Davis: Yes, it could be. It could be. It cannot come before we have the deal. 
 
Seema Malhotra: What would be happening at that point with the European Parliament? 
 
Mr Davis: We have said that it is our intent and our expectation that we will bring it to the British Par-
liament before it goes to the European Parliament. It will be after that, and then it will go to the EP and 
then it will come back to the Council. 
 
The Prime Minister was then asked to clarify the Government’s position on this – but the subject did not 
go away easily and was revisited during an Urgent Question on Thursday morning. 

 

Stephen Kinnock MP (Aberavon, Lab): In March 2017, the Prime Minister told the House that Parliament 
would be given a meaningful vote on the terms of the Withdrawal from the European Union (Article 50) 
Bill. This morning, in the Select Committee on Exiting the European Union, the Secretary of State told us 
that that vote might not take place until March 2019. Will the Prime Minister please explain how it is pos-
sible to have a meaningful vote on something that has already taken place? [901389] 

 

The Prime Minister: As the hon. Gentleman knows, we are in negotiations with the European Union. The 

timetable under the Lisbon treaty allows the negotiations to take place until March 2019, but, because it is 

in the interests of both sides, and it is not just this Parliament that wants to have a vote on the deal—

there will be ratification by other Parliaments—I am confident that we will be able to achieve that agree-

ment and that negotiation in time for Parliament to have the vote to which we committed ourselves. 

There were also two debates, one on the Conservative’s controversial social care plans put forward during 
the General Election and the second was on supported housing. 

The Social Care debate delved into the funding crisis in social care and looked at whether the Government 
will confirm their intention not to proceed with the policy for funding social care that they put forward 
during the general election. You may remember this was dubbed as the “dementia tax”. 

 

Barbara Keeley 

The number of people—1.2 million—living with unmet care needs will 
inevitably rise without an injection of new funding. A lack of publicly 
funded care means that the task of meeting care needs falls more heavi-
ly on unpaid family carers. Many carers have to give up work because of 
the demands of caring, with a real impact on their finances and future 
career prospects. The case for listening to carers and giving them more 
support is overwhelming. We were expecting a new carers’ strategy this 
spring, or, at the latest, in the summer. Some 6,500 carers had taken the 
time over and above their caring responsibilities to respond to the Gov-
ernment’s consultation. However, the Care Minister told me that the responses will merely be taken for-
ward into a new consultation on social care. 

… 

https://goo.gl/w7vKrh
https://goo.gl/TqHcwe
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The social care crisis is a direct result of the cuts that this Government have chosen to make. The King’s 
Fund, the Health Foundation and the Nuffield Trust estimated that there would be a funding gap in social 
care budgets of £1.9 billion for this year, but the extra funding in the Budget was only £1 billion, so there is 
still a funding gap of £900 million this year. Labour pledged an extra £1 billion for social care this year to 
start to deal with that funding crisis. However, the Government have chosen instead to put the pressure 
on local authorities and hard-pressed local council taxpayers to deal with that social crisis, which was 
made in Downing Street. 

There was an interesting exchange below which exposed why the Conservatives dementia tax was so ca-
lamitous.  

Huw Merriman (Bexhill and Battle) (Con) 

The hon. Lady talks about a squeeze in funding. On that basis, does she agree that it would be right to ask 
those who do have the means to contribute more towards their social care in the home? 

 

Barbara Keeley 

No, I do not agree with the hon. Gentleman. That is one of the reasons why his party’s dementia tax policy 
failed so badly. Suddenly to bring hundreds of thousands of people into means-testing using their homes 
was one of the biggest flaws in the policy that the Conservative party floated. 

 

After the debate, in a similar move to last week’s vote on Universal Credit, the Government again refused 
to vote on Labour’s motion. This highlighted the fragility of the Government, their slim majority and a lack 
of confidence in their own position on this issue. It is reported that Theresa May has repeatedly told her 
MPs not to vote on motions tabled by Labour, this is to avoid risking embarrassing defeats due to her 
small majority. 

 

The debate which followed was due to call on the Government to halt its current plans to cap help with 
supported housing costs. However, earlier at PMQs the Prime Minister made a U-turn before this debate 
and told MPs that the Government were not going ahead with their welfare changes. 

 

The Prime Minister 

I can also say today that as part of our response to the review, we will not be applying the local housing 
allowance cap to supported housing; indeed, we will not be implementing it in the wider social rented sec-
tor. The full details will be made available when we publish our response to the consultation. 

 

Following this climb-down from the Government, the Shadow 
Housing Minister, John Healy, said: 

 

This is the third Labour-led debate to confront the Government 
about their plans for supported housing. Perhaps it is a case of 
third time lucky, after the Prime Minister announced at Prime 
Minister’s questions this morning that the Government had 
backed off from capping help with supported housing costs at the 
local housing allowance rate. I am really glad, as I was in previous 
debates, to see so many Members from all parts of the House in 
the Chamber. The Prime Minister’s announcement was certainly 
welcome, and it was good to see Labour yet again winning the 

https://goo.gl/TqHcwe
https://goo.gl/TqHcwe
https://goo.gl/TqHcwe
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He went on to say the Government now needed to adopt “a system that safeguards the long-term future 

and funding of supported housing”. 

Thursday  

Keir Starmer tabled an Urgent Question following David Davis’ suggestion that MPs could get a vote on 
the final Brexit Deal after the UK actually leaves the EU. 

 

Keir Starmer 

What a mess! We get one thing one day and another thing the next. 
Yesterday, the Secretary of State was asked in the Brexit Committee, 
“Could the vote in our Parliament be after March 2019?” The answer 
he gave was, “Yes, it could be.” Later in the day the Prime Minister 
had a go at correcting him, and then his own spokesperson had to 
clarify his remarks. Today, he says that the vote will be before the 
deal is concluded. That is not good enough. May I remind him that the 
commitment he has just referred to, made at the Dispatch Box, that 
we would have a meaningful vote was made when the Government 
were on the verge of losing a vote on a Labour amendment to the ar-
ticle 50 Bill to give Parliament that vote? That commitment cannot 
now casually be dispensed with. 

 

The text of article 50 is clear: there can be no deal until the European Parliament has approved it and vot-
ed on it. The nonsense we heard yesterday about “nanoseconds” has to be put in that proper context. It 
would be wholly unacceptable if time was found for the European Parliament to vote on the deal before it 
is concluded but time was not found in this House. Does the Secretary of State expect us to sit here watch-
ing on our screens the European Parliament proceedings while we are told that we do not have time? I do 
not think so. We need a cast-iron guarantee that that will not happen. 

 

Mr Davis went on to say that “we will vote on this in this House before the European Parliament does. 
That stands.” However, my colleague Chuka Umunna made a powerful point about why we should trust 
the Secretary of State about this: 

 

Chuka Umunna (Streatham) (Lab) 

The Foreign Secretary went around this country in a big red bus, saying 

that £350 million extra per week would go to the NHS if we voted to 

leave. That will not happen. The Environment Secretary said that the 3 

million EU citizens in this country would be automatically granted the 

right to remain. That has not happened. This Secretary of State said that 

this House would get a vote on our withdrawal arrangements before we 

leave, and that does not look like it is guaranteed to happen either. Why 

should we believe anything that is said at this Dispatch Box? Clearly, we 

have to take what they say with a lorry load of salt. 

 

 

 

https://goo.gl/VgsQ81
https://goo.gl/VgsQ81
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As usual, Business Questions took place and we finally found out that two of the days of debate on the 
European (Withdrawal) Bill will be taking place on 14 and 15 November. In total there will be only 8 days 
to debate the Bill, however the dates for the other days of debate are yet to be confirmed. 

 

The Leader of the House also issued a Written Statement about the Government’s response to Opposition 
Day Debates. This was following the lack of a Government reply to last week’s vote on Universal Credit 
where 299 MPs voted to pause the roll out and no one voting against the motion, yet the Government 
gave no response to this defeat. As a result, Andrea Leadsom said that “Where a motion tabled by an op-
position party has been approved by the House, the relevant Minister will respond to the resolution of the 
House by making a statement no more than 12 weeks after the debate.” 

 

However there were still concerns across the House of these meek proposals. 

 

Valerie Vaz 

As the Leader of the House said, Ministers will make a statement no more than 12 weeks after the passing 
of an Opposition day resolution. Will she please say whether Ministers will actually be attending in the 
Chamber? I had understood that that was the purpose of wind-ups. 

 

Andrea Leadsom 

The hon. Lady asks whether a Minister will attend the House. It is intended that Ministers will attend in 

person wherever possible, but it is possible that a written ministerial statement will be provided from time 

to time. It is also intended that 12 weeks is the maximum time before a ministerial response is provided. 

 

 

 

https://goo.gl/yRmNR5

