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Data Protection Bill  

(Report Stage and Third Reading) 

On Wednesday, the House of Commons considered the Data Protection Bill.  

The Data Protection Bill sets out a new data protection regime for Britain, giving people more 

control over their data.  

I believe the Bill is necessary and therefore did not oppose it.  

However, I believe it has also been a missed opportunity to correct the sins of the past on the 

Leveson inquiry and to look at how we should begin to deal with the future of data capitalism 

and its impact on people in the new digital age. 

I believe there was a strong case for proposals for a data bill of rights that would have given           

individuals legally enforceable rights. I therefore supported a new clause that would have       

enabled the Government to introduce such a bill of rights.  

I also supported amendments to protect individuals from automated decisions that could     

affect fundamental rights and to remove the wide exemption to data protection regulations 

given to the Home Office when processing the data of newcomers to this country. I was             

disappointed that all of these amendments were defeated with the support of  Government 

MPs. 

My biggest disappointment, however, concerns part two of the Leveson inquiry.  

It is vital that we learn the truth about police-press collusion and how we improve our press 

regulation in the future, so that we have not just a free press but a clean press.  

Lord Leveson should be given the right to  finish the job he was commissioned to do by the 

last Prime Minister.  

For that reason, I voted for an amendment that would have forced the Government to launch 

the second stage of the Leveson inquiry within three months to look into allegations of data 

protection breaches by national news publishers.  

Disappointingly, the Government also opposed this amendment and it was defeated. 

The Bill passed its third reading and will now proceed to the House of Lords.   

I hope that the Government will continue to engage on these issues as it does so, and I will 

continue to press it on citizens’ data rights. 



On Tuesday, 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. 

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. 

I supported amendments to the Bill which would have given certainty on the support that victims of 

domestic abuse will get as a result of this legislation, including extending the Bill’s provisions to housing 

associations to help ensure that there is appropriate accommodation available for victims of domestic 

abuse in areas with little or no council housing. I also supported a new clause which would have       

allowed for a review of co-operation between England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland in      

circumstances where victims of domestic abuse need to move country within the UK. Disappointingly, 

the Government did not accept these amendments. 

More widely, victims of domestic abuse face all sorts of barriers to leaving abusive partners, including 

financial pressures. I therefore voted for an amendment to the Bill that would have given local                       

authorities discretion not to apply the bedroom tax if someone fleeing domestic violence is offered a 

new tenancy with a spare bedroom. I am disappointed that the Government opposed this amendment 

and it was defeated. The Bill passed its report stage and third reading and will now become law. While 

I believe there is a clear need for a new radical and credible approach to housing and refuges, this Bill 

will provide more security to many domestic abuse victims across the country. 

Secure Tenancies (Victims of Domestic Abuse) Bill 

(Report Stage and Third Reading)  

Private Members’ Bills: Money Resolutions  

On Thursday, the Leader of the House of Commons was asked to make a statement on the                    

Government’s policy on introducing money resolutions for Private Members’ Bills.  If a new Bill                

proposes spending public money on something that has not previously been authorised by an Act of 

Parliament, the House of Commons must agree a money resolution for the Bill to proceed. Money 

resolutions are normally put to the House after the Bill has passed its second reading. However, the 

Government has refused to bring forward a money resolution for the Parliamentary Constituencies 

(Amendment) Bill, despite it having passed its second reading in December last year. 

The Parliamentary Constituencies (Amendment) Bill would amend the instructions given to the 

Boundary Commission for conducting the review of parliamentary constituency boundaries. It would 

reverse the Government’s instruction for the Boundary Commission to reduce the number of                

constituencies to 600 and it would require the review to be based on the electoral register at the 

most recent general election.  The will of the House of Commons on the Bill was clear: it passed its 

second reading. It is therefore unreasonable for the Government not to introduce a money resolution 

for this Bill, while granting money resolutions for others behind it. This issue goes to the heart of our 

democracy and the ability of MPs to represent our constituents. The Government should make clear 

when it will bring forward a money resolution for the Bill. 



On Wednesday, the House of Commons 

debated an Opposition motion calling on the 

Government to annul regulations which 

would scrap bursaries for postgraduate 

nursing students. 

The Government has already scrapped the 

nursing undergraduate bursary, leading to a 

sharp decline in nursing applicants in                  

England. In 2016, before the abolition, there 

were more than 47,000 nursing applicants in 

England. In 2018, the figure fell to about 

31,000.  

The Government has stated that it would fill 

the gap in nurse numbers by recruiting 1,000 

apprentices. However, only 30 apprentice 

nurses have started the course. In addition, a 

nursing apprentice will take four years to 

become a registered nurse, meaning there 

would not be any new qualified nurses on 

our wards through this pathway until 2022. 

The Department for Education’s assessment 

of the changes to the bursary said that it 

would disproportionately affect women and 

ethnic minority students. The Department 

of Health and Social Care found that the 

change could make women, older students 

and students with lower incomes less likely 

to participate in postgraduate nursing     

courses. Despite these warnings, Ministers 

pressed ahead with the changes. We have 

seen the consequences of this not just in the 

number of applications, but in who has                

applied. 

I voted in favour of the motion, which I 

hoped would make the Government rethink 

its cuts and restore the bursary.                       

Unfortunately, it was defeated with the              

support of Government MPs. 

Nuclear Safeguards Bill 

(Lords Amendments) 

On Tuesday, the House of Commons considered 

amendments made to the Nuclear Safeguards Bill by 

the House of Lords. The Bill seeks to provide a    

domestic legal framework for a nuclear safeguarding 

regime and ensure the UK can meet international 

obligations on nuclear safety following our                  

departure from Euratom – the European Atomic 

Energy Community. 

I believe that the best way to maintain nuclear                

safeguards and to protect our nuclear industry is to 

remain a member of, or achieve an equivalent              

relationship with, Euratom. Nevertheless, if it does 

not prove possible to remain a member of Euratom, 

we will need a robust domestic regulatory                 

framework. I therefore do not oppose the Bill. 

However, I had a number of serious concerns about 

aspects of the Bill as it proceeded through                

Parliament. I therefore welcome the Lords’               

amendments that limit the power of Ministers to 

define civil nuclear activities and the period during 

which the Bill’s Henry VIII powers can be used to 

amend existing legislation retrospectively. I also       

welcome that the Bill now includes a clause                     

requiring the Government to report to Parliament 

on nuclear safeguarding every three months. 

I was disappointed that the Government opposed 

an amendment that would have required it to                   

request a suspension of the UK’s withdrawal from 

Euratom if international agreements necessary for 

our nuclear safeguarding are not in place before the 

withdrawal date. While the Government proposed 

its own amendment to address this issue, this made 

the requirement to request a suspension dependent 

on the Government’s opinion four weeks before 

the withdrawal date of whether agreements were 

likely to have been signed in time. I believe this is a 

significant flaw and therefore supported the original 

amendment. Unfortunately, it was defeated and the 

Government’s proposed amendment will now be 

considered by the House of Lords. 

Education (Student 

Support)             

(Motion to Annul) 

 



On Thursday, the House of Commons considered a 

backbench motion on the conduct of banks, specifically 

the Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) Global Restructuring 

Group (GRG), and the Financial Conduct Authority 

(FCA). 

In February, the House of Commons Treasury select 

committee published a copy of a report carried out for 

the FCA on the GRG. GRG dealt with small companies 

that were in financial difficulty. The report reveals the 

extent to which the relationships between GRG and its 

business customers were abused. For example, the                   

assets of distressed businesses were in some cases               

purchased by RBS staff themselves, demonstrating the 

conflicting incentives within GRG. The report appears to 

demonstrate that certain bank employees felt they could 

act with impunity toward their customers. 

I believe that this issue demands a full, independent     

public inquiry. Given the revelations exposed in the                  

report, there must be a comprehensive examination of 

whether criminal liability has occurred and those                

responsible must be held to account. An objective                 

assessment should also be made of whether certain               

individuals involved in GRG’s management remain fit to 

work in senior positions in British banking. 

Beyond this, I am also concerned at the effectiveness of 

the existing system of regulation on this issue. Under 

normal circumstances the full report for the FCA would 

have remained confidential. I am particularly concerned 

about this since there is a discrepancy between the full 

report and a heavily sanitised FCA summary of it                 

published in November 2017. We need processes that 

are transparent and fair, commanding the confidence of 

everybody. 

Small businesses are the backbone of our economy. The 

restoration of trust in business banking is therefore           

essential. However, it will not come without the                  

Government taking decisive action. It should begin with 

a public inquiry, redress for victims, accountability for 

those responsible and a new independent system of                    

redress. 

Banking Misconduct and the 

FCA  

On Wednesday, the Foreign Secretary 

made a statement on the future of the 

Iran nuclear deal, officially known as the 

joint comprehensive plan of action 

(JCPOA). This followed a statement by 

President Trump on Tuesday announcing 

his decision to withdraw the United 

States from the deal and reimpose    

American sanctions on Iran. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the                

Government regretted President 

Trump’s decision but that the UK would 

remain party to the JCPOA for as long as 

Iran continues to abide by it. 

The agreement, reached in 2015, has 

seen Iran relinquish 95% of its                       

low-enriched uranium; place two thirds 

of its centrifuges in storage; remove the 

core of its heavy water reactor, closing 

off the plutonium route to a bomb; and 

allowed the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) to undertake the most 

intrusive and rigorous inspection regime 

ever. The Foreign Secretary said that 

these constraints imposed by the deal 

remained vital for national security and 

the stability of the Middle East.  

Those still party to the JCPOA must now 

provide urgent legal and financial                   

protection for companies and banks in 

their countries engaged in trade and                

financial transactions with Iran to ensure 

they can continue to do so. While efforts 

are rightly being focused on trying to              

salvage the deal,  

I believe we must also be alert to                

stopping further escalation towards a        

potential US-Iran confrontation.  

Iran Nuclear Deal 

(Government               

Statement) 

 


