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Cambridge Analytica: Data Privacy (Urgent Question)  

On Monday, the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport was asked to make a                  

statement on the alleged breach of data privacy by Cambridge Analytica, and the powers of the               

Information Commissioner to investigate such incidents. 

At the weekend, the Observer revealed that 50 million Facebook profiles had been harvested of data 

for Cambridge Analytica (CA), a data analytics firm that worked with Donald Trump’s election team 

and on the winning Brexit campaign. Just last month, both Facebook and Alexander Nix, CA’s chief 

executive, told the DCMS Committee, as part of its inquiry into fake news, that CA did not have or 

use private Facebook data. 

The Secretary of State said on Monday that the Information Commissioner was already investigating 

CA as part of a broader investigation into the use of personal data during political campaigns, and 

that she would be looking at whether Facebook data was acquired and used illegally. The Secretary of 

State also said that the Data Protection Bill would strengthen legislation around data protection and 

give the Information Commissioner tougher powers to ensure that organisations comply with                

requests for information. 

If the allegations against CA are proven to be true, they would represent not only a massive breach 

of data and trust, but also a breach of rights. I believe this is an utter indictment of the permissive                

environment the Government has created, which allows data giants in this country to be both               

careless and carefree. Moreover, it is obvious that voluntary codes of conduct for social media              

companies, like those proposed in the Government’s Digital Charter, are completely unfit for the 

way these companies operate. 

On Wednesday, the Government was asked to make a statement on NHS pay following the            

announcement that it is ending the pay cap for NHS staff.  I believe this is long overdue. With 100,000 

vacancies across the NHS and more nurses leaving the profession than joining, the pay cap should 

have been scrapped years ago. Yet at the General Election last year Ministers refused to do just that. 

Staff, royal colleges, trade unions and the Opposition have all been united in calling for a pay rise for 

NHS staff. Indeed, the Royal College of Nursing estimates that, since 2010, there has been a                  

real-terms drop in earnings of 14%. This new pay deal should be fully funded with new money. Staff 

need assurances that the Government will not be giving with one hand and taking away with the              

other, and with inflation projected to rise, staff should not face a real-terms pay cut in any year of this 

three-year deal. 

Questions remain about wider frontline public-sector workers who have suffered from real-terms pay 

cuts for too long under this Government. I believe we must now see an end to the pay cap once and 

for all across the whole public sector. 

NHS Staff Pay (Urgent Question) 



Last Thursday’s BBC Question Time was filmed in Dover. A member of the audience had asked 

whether the area would become the lorry park of England after Brexit. In response the Transport            

Secretary promised that there would be no customs checks on goods vehicles passing through UK 

ports following our exit from the European Union. However, my colleague the Shadow Brexit                    

Secretary pointed out on the show that if we don’t have a customs union, there will be queues. 

On Monday the Chair of the House of Commons Brexit Select Committee sought clarification from 

the Government on its position. He asked the Financial Secretary to the Treasury an urgent question 

on customs clearance arrangements at UK ports after the UK leaves the EU. 

The Transport Secretary’s comments on Question Time stand in complete contradiction to the                

Government’s wider position that it will not seek to form a customs union with EU member states 

after the transition period. The Government was rightly pressed on what its plans were to manage our 

trade relationships, to protect our businesses and to uphold environmental protections, without either 

a customs agreement or border enforcement. 

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury did not properly answer the questions put to him on Monday. 

It remains for the Government to set out clearly what its policy is on customs clearance arrangements 

at UK ports after the UK leaves the EU. 

Leaving the EU: UK Ports (Customs) (Urgent Question) 

 

Leaving the EU: Fisheries Management                       

(Urgent Question)  

On Tuesday, the Environment Secretary responded to an urgent question on future fisheries                 

management after the UK leaves the EU. 

Last weekend, the EU negotiating team and the UK secured an agreed text on the nature and length 

of the transition period as the UK leaves the EU. The Environment Secretary explained that the UK 

had pushed to be able to sit alongside other coastal states as a third country and equal partner in 

crucial annual fishing quota negotiations during the transition period. However, he said the EU was 

unwilling to move on this.  

The Environment Secretary said he was disappointed that the UK did not get everything it wanted, 

but that the EU had agreed that the UK’s share of quotas would not change during the transition 

period. 

The announcement that the UK’s share of the total allowable catch will remain unchanged during 

the transition period contradicts all other previous Government statements on post-Brexit                     

fisheries. The Environment Secretary and Fisheries Minister have been promising the fishing industry 

that the UK would take back absolute control of our waters from day one of leaving the EU. We 

now know that the rest of the Government has been having very different conversations with the 

EU27. It is understandable that fishing communities feel so angry and let down.  

I believe the Government must now be clear about who is leading these negotiations on fishing, the 

Environment Secretary or the Prime Minister, and be completely honest with the fishing industry 

about what this means for transition and beyond. 



On Monday, the Minister for Security 

and Economic Crime was asked an 

urgent question on the Government’s 

action to address dirty money being 

laundered in the UK. 

The National Crime Agency estimates 

that £90 billion from the rest of the 

world is still laundered through the 

City of London each year, and the 

United Nations estimates that $100 

billion has been lost in the British 

overseas territories.  

Not enough action has been taken in 

recent years, and there is still a major 

problem. 

It is estimated that around £4.4 billion 

of suspicious wealth is owned in the 

UK, of which around one-fifth is held 

by Russians.  

The Government needs to ensure 

that the enforcement agencies are             

fully resourced to tackle this problem 

in our society. 

The Sanctions and Anti-Money                  

Laundering Bill is currently making its 

way through Parliament.  

I welcome that the Government has 

said that it is willing to incorporate 

the Opposition’s proposals around 

tougher sanct ions for those                  

responsible for violations of human 

rights.  

It is important that there should be 

discussion and co-operation on the 

drafting of the new rules.  

Money Laundering 

(Urgent Question) 

On Tuesday, the Minister for Business, Energy and                 

Industrial Strategy made a statement on the Government’s 

consultation paper on corporate governance and                      

insolvency. 

The Minister said that the Government proposed to                

require directors to have greater regard to the future    

consequences of the sale of an insolvent or near-insolvent 

company. He said that it would consult on measures to 

give insolvency practitioners additional powers to claw 

back money siphoned off through complex financial                 

arrangements.  

The Minister also said that the Government would use its 

consultation to seek views on areas where it could 

strengthen the rules within which UK companies operate, 

including improving controls within complex company 

group structures and strengthening the stewardship role of 

shareholders. 

I am concerned that the Government’s proposals do not 

match the level of detail and action required. It is unclear, 

for example, how its plans for clawback of assets and               

disqualification of directors add to existing powers. It is    

also unclear what other much vaguer promises – such as 

giving the Insolvency Service new powers to investigate  

directors of dissolved companies or improving the               

framework for making decisions on dividends – mean,              

beyond platitudes. 

 I am also concerned that it has taken the Government so 

long to begin to act on this issue and that it is still only 

consulting rather than taking real action. 

I believe we need a much bolder approach to corporate 

governance, and proposals that would have stopped the 

scandals we have seen at BHS and Carillion. Large                     

companies are not simply the toys of directors and               

shareholders, but the product of the hard work of employ-

ees and suppliers.  

The Government needs to be clear how it will safeguard 

their long-term interests, for the good of their workers 

and the public. 

Corporate Governance and      

Insolvency                        

(Government Statement) 
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On Tuesday, the Northern Ireland Budget 

(Anticipation and Adjustments) Bill passed all of its 

Commons stages.  

It has been 14 months now since the Assembly was 

suspended and this Bill reflects the instability in 

Northern Ireland. I believe it is a poor substitute for 

the sort of scrutiny we would have if a Stormont  

Executive and Assembly were setting a budget.        

However, I support the technical measures and                

provisions that are outlined. 

There were areas of public expenditure not included 

in this budget, including the inquiry into historical  

institutional abuse, which recommended that the 

hundreds of men and women who survived historical 

abuse be compensated. The abuse suffered by these 

individuals was heinous, and I believe a way must be 

found to compensate them – the impasse in                  

Northern Ireland cannot get in the way of that. The 

Northern Irish civil service is preparing legislation on 

this and will ask the UK Government to introduce it, 

if an Executive is not restored in time. The Secretary 

of State expressed concern about the constitutional 

implications of Westminster taking decisions about 

something set up by a devolved institution but said 

she would consider any request. I believe these            

people have waited long enough and I hope the          

Secretary of State will reflect on this. 

 

Northern Ireland Budget 

(Anticipation and                 

Adjustments) Bill                

(All Commons Stages) 

On Monday, the House of Commons               

considered the Secure Tenancies (Victims of 

Domestic Abuse) Bill.  

Provisions in the Housing and Planning Act 

2016 will soon require local authorities in 

England to only offer fixed-term tenancies.  

This short Bill will ensure that certain victims 

of domestic violence retain a right to a 

“lifetime” secure tenancy after these                    

provisions come into force. 

Housing insecurity has a massive effect on 

women’s ability to leave abusive relationships 

and to start rebuilding their lives after                 

managing to leave. By providing security of 

tenure to those who previously held old-style 

secure tenancies, this Bill will remove a key 

barrier that prevents victims of domestic              

violence from leaving an abusive relationship 

and rebuilding their lives.  

While I support this Bill, I believe it is only 

necessary because the Government is                 

planning to ban councils from offering secure 

tenancies to most council tenants.  

Rather than allowing councils to offer a              

secure, stable home to those who need it and 

building a sustainable amount of social                 

housing, the Government is making social 

tenancies more insecure.  

I believe it should drop this ban for everyone, 

not just victims of domestic abuse. 

The Bill passed its Second Reading and will 

now progress to a Public Bill Committee. 

 

Secure Tenancies 

(Victims of Domestic 

Abuse) Bill              

(Second Reading) 

 


