
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 20-25 February 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 

A day does not go by without mention of the new American President and what he has said 
or done. The House returned to a debate on two petitions—for and against a state visit by 

Mr. Trump— which between 
them had attracted a record 
breaking number of signatures. 
The two petitions were reflect-
ed in the contrasting opinions 
on the merits of such a visit; 

Paul Flynn (Newport West) 
(Labour): Only two Presidents 
of the United States have been 
granted a state visit since 1952, 
yet we are in the extraordinary 
and completely                            
unprecedented position in 
which, seven days into his             

presidency, President Trump has been invited to have the full panoply of a state visit. We can 
dwell on the reasons for that, but they are nothing to do with the fact that we in this             
Chamber all hold in great respect the United States’s presidency,  constitution and                     
presidential history, which is part of our history. We know how closely our cultures have 
melded together in the arts—in entertainment, film and cinema we are  merging almost into 

House of Commons 
London 
SW1A 0AA 
Westminster: 020 7219 0814 
Bridgend: 01656 750 002 
madeleine.moon.mp@parliament.uk 

I also produce regular email updates on: 
- Welfare and Benefit Reforms 

- Environment and International Development 
- Policing and Criminal Justice 

- Defence 
To subscribe to any of these, simply email me 

The House of Commons had a non-Brexit dominated week as the EU (Notification of            
Withdrawal) Bill moved to the House of Lords for consideration. It meant other subjects 
ranging from the invitation to President Trump, the Government’s decision to close the 
transfer of refugee children under the Dubs amendment and police funding were given an 
airing. An update on the Brexit Bill from the House of Lords is included.  I left for Brussels on 
Friday 17th February to  attended a NATO PA meeting over the weekend then flew to           
Norway on Sunday 19th  returning late on Saturday 25th.  I was in Norway with the Defence 
Select committee looking at Royal Marines cold weather training and meeting with                     
Norwegian military and Border guard units to discuss relations with neighbouring Russia as 
part a new report being written by the Committee.  

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-20/debates/34847E5C-8B14-46E6-8251-AE99526CC011/PresidentTrumpStateVisit
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/85c7c283-d353-4863-8628-3a012a80b2f5
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/85c7c283-d353-4863-8628-3a012a80b2f5
mailto:madeleine.moon.mp@parliament.uk
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one nation—but we have a direct interest in the presidency of the  United States because the President is 
also the leader of the free world. 

The question that the petitioners put as a main point is the situation as far as Her Majesty is concerned. A 
former permanent secretary of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Lord Ricketts, reacted to the            
invitation by arguing: 

 “There is no precedent for a US president paying a state visit to this country in their first year” of office. He 
is quite right. He said: 

“It would have been far wiser to wait to see what sort of president he would turn out to be before advising 
the Queen to invite him.” 

James Cartlidge (South Suffolk) (Con): What we are debating here is UK foreign policy, which is best 

served by following the national interest, not through gestures or knee-jerk reactions. We need calm, 

effective diplomacy done in the old-fashioned way, often behind the scenes. We need to work towards a 

long-term strategy, rather than something redolent of student politics and gestures that get us nowhere. 

We need to focus on the strategic points, to which there are two parts. The first is the recognition that we 

need to be as close to the US Administration as possible. If we have concerns—hon. Members clearly have 

concerns about President Trump—we should be trying to shape his Administration rather than rescinding 

an offer that was sent and accepted in good faith. 

Tuesday 

Planning for any visit by Mr. Trump may need to take into account the apparent physical resemblance of 

the Foreign Secretary with the new American President as this exchange in Foreign Office questions 

demonstrated; 

Alex Salmond MP (Gordon, SNP): Was it the Foreign Secretary’s idea to offer a state visit to President 
Trump after seven days in office? Given that the Foreign Secretary once famously declared that he would 
not go to New York in case he was mistaken for Mr Trump, is there any chance that President Trump will 
not come to London on a state visit in case he is mistaken for the Foreign Secretary?   

 

Boris Johnson (Foreign Secretary):  I am embarrassed to say that I was 
mistaken for Mr Trump in—I think—Newcastle, which rather took me 
aback. It also happened in New York, which was a very humbling               
experience for me. I   cannot say who was the exact progenitor of the 
excellent idea to accord an invitation to the President to come on a state 
visit, but the invitation has been issued. It is a wholly appropriate thing 
for the British Government to do, and it will be a great success. 

 

 

Motion of confidence 

Related to the state visit issue, a small but vocal campaign to pass a vote of no confidence in Mr. Speaker 
had gathered some momentum during the Parliamentary recess. The motion was put forward as an Early 
Day Motion (EDM) by James Duddridge MP. EDMs are a mechanism which enables MPs to express     
opinions. They are very rarely the catalyst for a debate on their own and so many are tabled, that they 
have lost the impact they may have once had. I made a conscious decision several years ago not to sign 
them as they are largely ineffective, but expensive to process. The EDM tabled by James Duddridge 
(available here) attracted 5 signatures, but did lead to this exchange with Mr. Speaker; 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-21/debates/014D0385-32C4-4734-998C-B61805B78DDB/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://goo.gl/UxDuhR
http://www.parliament.uk/edm/2016-17/943
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-21/debates/612EC1FE-3738-4DB1-819C-B9ECE670F4C6/PointsOfOrder
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James Duddridge (Rochford and Southend East) (Con): On a point of order, Mr Speaker. Thank you for 
taking this point of order. Notwithstanding the underwhelming support for my vote of no confidence in 
you, have the Government or indeed the Backbench Business Committee contacted you in any way to  
allocate time for this unresolved matter to be debated and, indeed, voted on? 
 
Mr Speaker: The short answer is no, and there is absolutely no reason why they should have done, a 
point which I can say from my own head and heart fortified in the knowledge that it is also the sound   
advice of the experienced Clerk of the House, who has been working in the service of the House for 40 
years. 
 
Managing the Defence Estate 
In November last year, the Ministry of Defence announced plans to sell off land it owns; the assets include 
bases, barracks, airfields and storage sites. The plan is outlined here. Since then, concerns have been 
raised about the rationale behind the sale and these were the focus of a debate in Westminster Hall on 
Tuesday afternoon. 

 
Opening the debate, Helen Grant MP, outlined the impact the closure 
of a large barracks in her  constituency is likely to have; 
 
One of the barracks earmarked for closure in 2027 is Invicta Park            
barracks in Maidstone, in my constituency. The Government argue that 
their aim is to improve military capability and rationalise the estate. We 
are told that decisions have been taken based on military advice and 
extensive engagement. I have serious concerns relating to the nature 
and extent of the advice and engagement, and to the lack of                    
information regarding costs, benefits and environmental safety. 

First, site closure will affect thousands of service and civilian personnel 
and their families, who still do not know what it means for them. Will 
they need to commute further, move house, or move their children from 

schools? Will they have a job at the end of it all? That uncertainty washes over everyone in the family. It 
also impacts socially and economically on local communities 

Large garrisons with many shared facilities will become the norm. They will be separated from local                 
populations and distant from specialist training bases. There will be no jobs for wives and no girlfriends for 
soldiers. The quality of life will decline. It will do nothing for morale or recruitment, which comes from the 
good liaison between the Army and the local population. 

The Defence Minister replying to the debate set out the reasons for the proposed sales; 

Mark Lancaster (Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence): The estate is vast and vital, but it 
is also too inefficient. To give hon. Members an idea, our estate costs £2.5 billion a year to maintain, 40% 
of our assets are more than 50 years old and, because of long-standing budgetary pressures, we simply 
have not been able to spend enough on maintenance in recent years through successive Governments. 
Many units are housed in bases and locations that are not fit for purpose and that are neither                            
geographically nor logistically efficient. What is more, while the armed forces are 30% smaller than they 
were at the end of the last century, the estate has reduced by only 9%. 

 
 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://goo.gl/79Za1L
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=17
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/better-defence-estate-strategy
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-21/debates/CCB90AB8-13B1-4AEB-8F71-6B80DFBCC305/ABetterDefenceEstateStrategy
https://goo.gl/jVOcIf
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 EU (Notification of Withdrawal) Bill 
The Bill giving the Prime Minister the power to invoke Article 50 continues on its legislative journey 
through Parliament. This week, it had its Second Reading in the House of Lords, where like in the           
Commons, attempts were made to amend the Bill, it passed to the next stage (the Committee Stage)            
unchanged. The debate will continue next week. 
 
Debates in the House of Lords tend to have a different, less confrontational style than their counterparts 
in the House of Commons, although the issues discussed remain the same as the selected extracts below 
demonstrate. The Second Reading ran over two days; the transcripts are available online—Monday and 
Tuesday. 
 

Lord Maude of Horsham (Con): Having said that, of course a decision 
has been made, not an expression of preference or view, by the public 
in the referendum. They were invited to make a decision and they did 
so. Therefore, it is completely appropriate that there should be a full 
debate, as is happening in this House, but it is totally inappropriate 
for the Bill to be significantly amended, and I hope that this House will 
think again. To me it would be a double affront to democracy to seek 
to overset both the verdict of the public and of the elected Chamber 
on this issue. 

Of course, as many of your Lordships have said in the course of this 
debate, the eventual arrangements are not in our sole gift; these are 
to be negotiated. We hope that collective economic self-interest 
among us and our 27 current partners will prevail and that there will 
be sensible arrangements which benefit all, but we know that                  
rationality does not always obtain in politics. 

There must of course be control over immigration, although I suspect that the actual number of                    
immigrants is unlikely to fall by much, although its composition may well change. 
Will economic self-interest prevail and outweigh the desire that there clearly is in some parts of the EU to 
hurt the UK and to make sure, as my noble friend Lord Tugendhat said, that the UK cannot be seen to be 
better off afterwards than it was before? 

My last point is this: what is within our unilateral gift is to set the environment for business to take place in 
this country. It needs to be unequivocally welcoming, and we need to make this, as it has been for much of 
my lifetime, the go-to destination for people who want to put to work their expertise, their energy, their 
money and their ideas. 

 

Lord Triesman (Lab): I opposed leaving for lots of reasons, notwithstanding 
the EU’s irritating characteristics. There are a number of reasons why it is 
important to consider what we might say in the context of the Bill 

I believe that we will be worse off on a number of fronts: the economic              
future; the staffing of the NHS and care homes; the excellence of our                  
universities; in defence, where our key counterpart in the White House is an 
isolationist and, at least on the question of Sweden, a fantasist; on Europol; 
on Euratom; on the environment; on employment protection; on               
Ireland and hardened borders; and on the security of the  United Kingdom 
as a union, which is something I have always supported. I think that we 
have problems, and the referendum debate on both sides did not throw much useful light on those issues. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-02-20/debates/30224DBB-4C77-4D65-A591-699EB7F99981/EuropeanUnion(NotificationOfWithdrawal)Bill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-02-21/debates/5061080A-55F6-4500-91D4-10EC50BBC33C/EuropeanUnion(NotificationOfWithdrawal)Bill
https://goo.gl/PvnUjf
https://goo.gl/XrqqHg
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I know that others disagree with me: they think I am wrong; I think they are wrong; and that is absolutely 
fine. However, none of us knows what it will be like in two years’ time. Of course we do not know what the 
conditions or the final settlement will be. In those circumstances, it is perfectly fair to say that the final 
terms need to be approved by a future Act of Parliament and we should consider that amendment. I also 
believe that it should go back to the people, exactly for the reasons described by the noble Lord, Lord               
Butler. If there is no agreement, it must be open to Parliament and the people of this country to consider 
whether they want any kind of system to replace the one from which they will be departing. Those are             
fundamental, existential issues for our country. 

Wednesday 
 

The first business of the House on Wednesday was International Development Questions. This can often 
cover the various problems people around the world are facing such as famine or the impact of conflict 
and how the UK is working to alleviate suffering. With the focus of the international community being 
quite rightly fixed on events in Syria and Iraq, crises elsewhere inevitably receive less attention. One of 
those is the situation in the Donbass region of the Ukraine; 
 
Tom Blenkinsop (Middlesborough South and East Cleveland, Lab):  
Russian aggression in the east of Ukraine has resulted in the internal 
displacement of 1.6 million Ukrainians. Russian aggression is now 
heightening in the east of Ukraine. Apart from seeking a resumption of 
the ceasefire in the east of Ukraine, will the Government commit to 
providing additional support to the Ukrainian Government to deal with 
such numbers of internally displaced people? 

Rory Stewart (Minister of State): The British Government                   
currently provide support to Ukraine in two ways. First, we provide           
support directly to the Ukrainian Government and governance                      
programmes. Secondly, through the International Committee of the Red 
Cross and People in Need, which is a Czech organisation, we provide hu-
manitarian assistance. We must be clear that this conflict in Ukraine was caused and is sustained by Rus-
sian aggression. 

Great Get Together 

This week a new initiative was launched by the husband of Jo Cox which aims to bring communities         
together. One MP used Prime Minister’s Questions to raise awareness; 

Michael Tomlinson (Mid Dorset and North Poole, Con): Q4. Brendan Cox will meet today with the Duch-
ess of Cornwall to launch plans to bring communities together over the weekend of 17 and 18 June to 
mark the first anniversary of our colleague Jo’s death. The aim of this Great Get Together, as it has been 
called, is for more than 10 million people across the country to come together as communities and neigh-
bours for events such as street parties, picnics and even bake offs. Will the Prime Minister join me in 
agreeing that such events and moments of national reflection and celebration in our communities will be 
a fitting tribute to Jo and will remind us all that, as she herself said, we have far more things in common 
than things that divide us? 

The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend raises an extremely important point, and I am very happy to agree 
that what is becoming known as the Great Get Together is a fitting and important tribute to our late              
colleague Jo Cox. I commend her husband, Brendan—I am sure that everyone across the House would 
wish to do so—for the work that he has done. 

More information about the event is available here. 

 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-22/debates/1585EE72-F97E-4959-ABEA-25113B3790F9/Donbass
https://goo.gl/xOMsQt
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4137
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-22/debates/F11A13C9-39CE-4378-9A5F-B94301F5CD86/Engagements
https://goo.gl/kGRasD
https://greatgettogether.org/


Police Funding 

On Wednesday afternoon, the House of Commons was asked by the Home Office to give approval to the 
funding settlement for police forces and England and Wales for 2017-2018. Some police forces have 
faired better than others—the full detail is available via this link. There are concerns that cuts to the  
budgets for some forces will affect frontline policing; 

Gerald Jones (Merthyr Tydfil and Rhondda, Lab): Does my hon. Friend agree that the 4.9% real-terms cut 
in Gwent police and 5.3% real-terms cut in South Wales police will put frontline policing at risk in those 
areas? I have spent some time with frontline police as part of the police service parliamentary scheme, 
and the frontline officers I have met certainly do not recognise the rosy picture painted by the Minister. 

Carolyn Harris (Swansea East, Lab): I certainly do agree with my hon. Friend. I appreciate the work that 
he has done with the police service parliamentary scheme and understand that he understands what real 
policing is really all about. 

No wonder that only last week the outgoing head of the Metropolitan police said: 

“It’s getting difficult…The bottom line is that there will be less cops. I can’t see any other way…There’s only 
so much you can cut and make efficiencies and then you’ve got to have less police…I’m not sure that's 
wise”. 

We do not believe it is wise either. 

Concerns were also expressed about how the settlement is calculated and whether it takes sufficient               
account of local need; 

Richard Drax (South Dorset, Con): There is probably as much poverty hidden in the depths of Dorset as 
there is in his constituency. All I am saying is that Dorset needs a fairer share of the cake. Larger                       
metropolitan areas can achieve far greater economies of scale in any funding—whether it be in education, 
the NHS or the police—than we can in Dorset. 

We suffer from the fact that the police force has great difficulty in getting around a huge rural mass.            
People in my constituency and that of my right hon. Friend the Member for West Dorset (Sir Oliver Letwin) 
do not often see a police officer. I am concerned by the comment, which I occasionally hear, that if one 
does not see a police officer, that is a very good thing. If the goodies say that, I am sure that the baddies 
say, “There are no police officers in rural Dorset. This is a nice soft touch—let’s go for a day out.” That,         
unfortunately, happens all too frequently. 

Thursday 

The House returned to the controversial subject of the Government’s decision to end the transfer of            
refugee children under the auspices of the Dub’s amendment during one of the Backbench Business            
Debates. Alison McGovern, who opened the debate, set out the disappointment shared by many at the 
Government’s decision. 

Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): Lord, Alf, Dubs of   Battersea arrived 
in Britain a refugee as part of the Kindertransport—one of the proudest mo-
ments in the history of our country. He is living proof that refugees are not a 
burden to our country or our culture, but a part of us—a part of the British 
family. But now this: 350 children and the door slams shut. That is only 
about half the number of children that one man, the great Sir Nicholas Win-
ton, managed to bring to this country. Is that really it? We in this House 
were led to believe that at least 3,000 children would arrive under the Dubs 

scheme. Honestly, that was not enough for me, but it was a good start. 
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https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-22/debates/7B394BF0-F226-47AF-8C71-E56D7B716F1F/PoliceGrant
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588196/Police_Grant_report_2017-18_Accessible.pdf
https://goo.gl/Vhnv1O
https://goo.gl/3Z0KPT
https://goo.gl/R2DRD4


I am sure that I speak for many when I say that I am angry that the Government have let us all down. 
Worse than that is the fate of children in Europe today who thought that they were coming to Britain—
children from Syria, Somalia and Darfur who have told journalists that they may as well clamber on to           
lorries to get to safety now, as they have given up on our country keeping its promises. 

In response, the Minister for Immigration, Robert Goodwill, set out what the Government has done; 

The Minister for Immigration, Mr Robert Goodwill: Let me start by making one thing clear: the                   
Government are absolutely and fully committed to helping and supporting the most vulnerable children. In 
the past year, we have given refuge or other forms of leave to more than 8,000 children, and in the first 
two weeks of this month alone we have resettled more than 300 refugees in the UK, about half of whom 
are children. Indeed, just today 80 Syrian refugees arrived in Ulster as part of the Syrian vulnerable person 
scheme. The Government have certainly not, as some have suggested, closed their doors. 

One of the issues surrounding this debate is whether local authorities have been consulted on their            
capacity to accept children. The Chair of the Home Affairs Select Committee, Yvette Cooper MP raised 
this; 

Thirdly, it has been said that local authorities do not have capacity, but that was not what the Select           
Committee heard in evidence yesterday. The Local Government Association said that it had not been            
consulted specifically on Dubs; it had been consulted on the national transfer scheme. We should have 
more detailed consultation on Dubs. We heard from local councils that they wanted to offer more places 
but those places had not been taken up, and that if local authorities all met the 0.07% target that the              
Government have said is appropriate, there would be 3,000 more places on top of those already taken by 
those children who have arrived spontaneously. 

Friday 

The House of Commons does not sit every Friday and when it does, the sittings are dedicated to Private 
Member’s Bills, which as the name suggests are sponsored by backbench MPs. The system is not  without 
its faults; these Bills are very rarely successful because they do not have Government support (those that 
make it get Government backing), Bills can be lost due to a lack of time and to be passed, a minimum 
attendance of 100 MPs is required. As Fridays are constituency days, with commitments booked well in 
advance, it is not always easy to meet this condition. On Friday, a Bill requiring the Government to ratify 
the Istanbul Convention, an international agreement requiring countries to implement measures against 
domestic violence was debated. The Bill had attracted the necessary Government support and enough 
MPs were present, but an apparent attempt was made to use up time by one Member, Philip Davies., 
who spoke for 92 minutes and tabled around 54 amendments. He argued that the Bill should cover                
violence against men. The attempt did not  succeed and the Bill now goes to the House of Lords for                  
consideration. 

Philip Davies (Shipley, Con): I made it clear on Second Reading that I do not 
agree with the Istanbul convention because it is discriminatory, but at least I am 
up front and honest about that and about  opposing the Bill and seeking to stop 
it going forward.  

In preparation for this debate, I tried to get figures on countries that have rati-
fied the convention to ask them if they had seen a reduction in violence since 
ratification. We should want to test whether it will actually make any difference 
at all. Unfortunately, the House of Commons Library told me that it did not have 
any such figures and that these figures did not exist. So anybody who stands up 
today and says that passing the Istanbul convention will reduce levels of vio-
lence against women is doing so in the full knowledge that they have no evi-

dence at all to support that claim—unless, of course, they have done what I did.  
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https://goo.gl/mKbO3y
https://goo.gl/lrjxKY
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-24/debates/23E43D16-C6C6-4EE8-8BDA-34E3D9585F4D/PreventingAndCombatingViolenceAgainstWomenAndDomesticViolence(RatificationOfConvention)Bill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-02-24/debates/23E43D16-C6C6-4EE8-8BDA-34E3D9585F4D/PreventingAndCombatingViolenceAgainstWomenAndDomesticViolence(RatificationOfConvention)Bill
https://goo.gl/NGCyDY

