
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 13– 16 March 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 main event on Monday was the final stages of the EU (Notification of Withdrawal) Bill 
which after a small amount of toiing and froing, passed into law. Prior to that, I chaired a 
debate in Westminster Hall on April’s Law. A petition, started by the family of April Jones,  
signed by over 120,000 people called for a number of changes to the law relating to sex 
offenders was the origin of the debate. A breakdown provided by the Petitions Committee 
indicated that over 500 people from the Bridgend constituency signed the petition. As Chair, 
I was unable to intervene in the debate. 

Catherine McKinnell MP opened the debate by describing the measures it seeks to                     
introduce; 

The petition that April’s family established calls for all sex 
offenders to remain on the sex offenders register for life, 
for service providers and search engines to be better      
policed regarding child abuse images, and for harsher   
sentences for those caught with indecent images of             
children.  

I would therefore appreciate it, as would those following 
the debate, if the Minister clarified the circumstances that 
allow someone to be taken off the register and whether 
any  monitoring of activity is undertaken for those who are 
no longer subject to notification requirements. Indeed, just 
how many sex offenders have had their indefinite             
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The main event of the week was the final stages of the EU (Notification of Withdrawal) Bill 
and its passing into law on Thursday when Her Majesty the Queen signed it. Like everyone 
else, Parliament now awaits the Prime Minister invoking Article 50. The Exiting the EU Select 
Committee took evidence from the Mayor of London and the Secretary of State for Exiting 
the EU and the Chancellor of the Exchequer had an uncomfortable time explaining the             
decision to withdraw proposed increases to Class 4 national insurance contributions. I had a 
debate on police widows pensions, which was cut short by the Minister who gave an usual 
reply of just 7 minutes. Due to technical problems with the Parliament TV website this week, 
please accept apologies in advance if some of the links to audio clips do not work on your 
browser. Unfortunately this is beyond our control. 
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notification requirements overturned on review following the Supreme Court ruling? What certainty can 
she provide to April’s family—  indeed, to all the families up and down the country whose lives have been 
torn apart by sex offenders—that the Government are doing everything in their power to stop those                 
criminals from posing a danger to society? 

E-petition 166711 also calls for search engines and internet service providers to be better policed on child 
abuse images. We have seen some progress in recent years with Google, for example, reporting an 
eightfold reduction in child sexual abuse image searches since it changed its algorithms to ensure that           
indecent images and videos do not appear in results. However, we can clearly do more to pressure              
organisations to avoid becoming complacent. 

As is customary, a Government Minister replied to the main points raised in the debate; 

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department (Sarah Newton): I want to answer some 
of the questions that have been asked. The first set of questions were about what we are doing about who 
is on the sex offenders register. I understand why people think that anyone who has committed any such 
crime should go on the register and stay there for life without any reconsideration. I understand that 
strong sentiment, but the Supreme Court ruling in 2010 has been mentioned, and I want to go into a bit 
more detail about it. It prevented us from not giving sex offenders the opportunity to be removed from the 
register: we were told that there must be opportunities for that to be reconsidered. There was an                  
objection about human rights and the offenders being denied the right to a family life. At the time, the 
Government were disappointed by the ruling, and we remain disappointed  today. I am sympathetic to the 
demands of the petition and the concerns of the Jones family. I understand why they feel that the petition 
is necessary. 

It is precisely because we are determined to do everything we can to protect the public from predatory 
sexual offenders that we made the minimum possible changes to the law to comply with the Supreme 
Court ruling, while ensuring that the police and others can protect the public from the serious and                    
appalling sorts of crime that have been committed by individuals on the register. That means that no 
offender comes off the register automatically. The most dangerous offenders—those we cannot afford to 
leave unmonitored in this country—will stay on the register for life; they do not have a right to request  
reconsideration of their status on the register. 
 
The petition that we are debating today also calls for better policing of search engines and internet service 
providers. I agree that that is absolutely critical. Under the Protection of Children Act 1978, it is illegal to 
take or distribute an indecent photograph of a child under 16. The penalty can be up to 10 years’                       
imprisonment. Possessing indecent photographs of children is an offence with a maximum sentence of five 
years’ imprisonment. However, we know that more can be done. 
 

Ping Pong 

The twists and turns of the EU (Notification 
of Withdrawal) Bill have kept both Houses 
of Parliament occupied of the last 6 weeks; 
after hours of debates and two notable de-
feats for the Government, the Bill passed 
into law unchanged from when it was first 
published back on 26 January. The final 
stages on Monday evening involved the 
progress of ping pong. The amendments 
passed by the Lords were considered by the 
House of Commons, who, as widely                  
predicted them. The Bill was then returned 
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to the Lords, who after further debate, returned the Bill without further amendment. All that remains is 
for Her Majesty the Queen  to give Royal Assent and for the Prime Minister to invoke  Article 50.  

The debate in the House of Commons focussed entirely on the two amendments—on Parliament having a 
meaningful vote on any agreement and the status of EU citizens. Previously the Government had given an 
assurance that such a vote would be granted, but  would not go so as far as to include it in the Bill; 

 
Nicky Morgan (Loughborough) 
(Con): My right hon. Friend is a 
Member of long standing in this 
House, and he recognises—as, I 
think, other hon. Members do—
that Parliament will find a way to 
have a say, whether a deal is 
reached or whether no deal is 
reached. If he recognises that, does 
he agree that it would be better for 
the Government officially to              
recognise that position from the 
Dispatch Box? 
 
 
 

David Davis MP, Secretary of State for Exiting the EU: I reiterate the point: of course, Parliament can, if it 
wishes, have a vote and debate on any issue. That is a matter for Parliament. It is not for a Minister to try 
to constrain that, least of all this Minister, who has used those opportunities before this day. But let me 
get to the point behind this. I agree with my right hon. Friend, but what we cannot have—I am coming to 
the second aspect of this amendment—is any suggestion that the votes in either House will overturn the 
result of the referendum. That is the key point. 

 

Nick Clegg MP (Sheffield Hallam, Lib Dem): I must declare an interest, because the political is personal for 
me on the issue of EU citizens in the United Kingdom, as I suspect it is for many other Members in this 
House. The two most important women in my life—my mother, who is Dutch, and my wife, who is                 
Spanish—are directly affected by this. While they are of course special to me, I none the less think that 
their fate, and the uncertainty that they have endured, is typical of the constituents of many across the 
House. My mother has lived here for more than 50 years. She has raised four children. She has worked as a             
teacher. She has paid her taxes. My wife loves this country—most of the time. She does not love the 
weather, but she loves this country. She is raising children, paying taxes, and working as a lawyer. It simply 
beggars belief that people like them and millions of others have had a question mark placed over their   
status, their piece of mind, and their wellbeing in our great country because of the action, or rather the 
shameful inaction, of this Government. 
 
I have one observation that I want to press the Secretary of State on. Even if he gets the deal on the issue 
of EU citizens here and UK citizens there, which I sincerely believe he wishes to seek, and even if that goes 
as smoothly and quickly as he has suggested today, there is no earthly way that this Government can            
separate the 3 million EU citizens who are already here from the millions who may, after a certain cut-off 
date, want to live, study, and work here without creating a mountainous volume of red tape. 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://goo.gl/ScPg0E
https://goo.gl/ScPg0E
https://goo.gl/BC5OWS
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 Tuesday 

Due to the timetable on Monday, the usual Parliamentary schedule was shuffled slightly, so the Prime 
Minister’s set piece report back on the latest European Council meeting at the end of last week was 
moved to Tuesday instead of its normal slot of Monday lunchtime.  She used the occasion to outline what 
would happen next on Article 50 and to update the House on wider issues included Russian activity in the 
Balkans. 

The Foreign Secretary will be visiting Russia in the coming weeks, where I expect him to set out our          
concerns about reports of Russian interference in the affairs of the Government of Montenegro. We will 
provide strategic communications expertise to the EU institutions to counter disinformation campaigns in 
the region, and we will host the 2018 western Balkans summit. In the run-up to that summit, we will                 
enhance our security co-operation with our western Balkans partners, including on serious and organised 
crime, anti-corruption and cyber-security. 

Finally, last night the Bill on article 50 successfully completed its passage through both Houses unchanged. 
It will now proceed to Royal Assent in the coming days, so we remain on track with the timetable I set out 
six months ago. I will return to this House before the end of this month to notify when I have formally              
triggered article 50 and begun the process through which the United Kingdom will leave the European            
Union. This will be a defining moment for our whole country, as we begin to forge a new relationship with 
Europe and a new role for ourselves in the world. 

 

The debate that followed included contributions on the various different aspects of Brexit which have 
been rehearsed before; access to the Single Market, the land border with the Republic of Ireland and the 
announcement by the First Minister of Scotland that she will seek a second independence referendum.  

 

Chuka Ummuna MP (Streatham, Lab): On single market membership, in their 
2015 manifesto the Prime Minister and her party made an unconditional                  
commitment to “safeguard British interests in the Single Market.” 

She castigated my hon. Friends the Members for Wirral South (Alison McGovern) 
and for Pontypridd (Owen Smith) for raising that issue, but on 26 May 2016 she 
told an audience of Goldman Sachs bankers, in relation to single market                 
membership, that 

“the economic arguments are clear. I think being part of a 500-million trading 
bloc is significant”. 

Why is she waving the white flag and starting these negotiations without even trying to keep our                 
membership of the single market, with the reforms she seeks? We are the second-biggest economy in           
Europe and the fifth-biggest military power in the world, and she is waving the white flag before the                 
negotiations have started. 

The Prime Minister: I am doing nothing of the sort. The hon. Gentleman needs to recognise that there is 
a difference between access to the single market, between protecting our ability to operate within the            
single market, and membership of the single market. Membership of the single market means accepting 
free movement, accepting the jurisdiction of the European Court of Justice and, effectively, remaining a 
member of the European Union. We have voted to leave the European Union, and that is what we will be 
doing. 

Lucy Frazer (South East Cambridgeshire, Con): The right hon. Member for Moray (Angus Robertson) quite 
rightly started his questions by emphasising the importance of jobs and the economy. Given the                    
circumstances, with Scotland’s trade with the UK being worth £50 billion—four times less than its trade 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-03-14/debates/B5826F13-CE59-42DD-9DE4-ACDEA7E308DA/EuropeanCouncil
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-03-14/debates/B5826F13-CE59-42DD-9DE4-ACDEA7E308DA/EuropeanCouncil
https://goo.gl/56NFip
https://goo.gl/n96RvD
https://goo.gl/jtmEOE
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with the EU—does the Prime Minister think there is a good economic case for Scotland to remain in the 
UK and to ensure that together we work for the best deal with Europe? 

The Prime Minister: My hon. and learned Friend is absolutely right, and the figures are very clear: the 
single market that is most important to Scotland is the single market with the United Kingdom. 
[Interruption.] The right hon. Member for Gordon shouts “frictionless borders” at me; of course, Scotland 
has a frictionless border with the rest of the United Kingdom, which is the most important single market it 
is a member of. 

 

Mayor of London 

Away from the Chamber, the Exiting the EU Select Committee took evidence this week from the Mayor of 
London, Sadiq Khan and on Wednesday morning, the Secretary of State for Exiting the EU. The Mayor of 
London addressed a range of issues, from immigration to the financial sector. He also had an interesting 
exchange with one committee member, Michael Gove, echoing a remark made in the referendum                 
campaign about the value of experts; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Seema Malhotra: Could I just ask you this question as well?  There was a report that came out today.  It 
was ManpowerGroup’s employment outlook survey.  It is a survey of over 2,000 employers and it suggests 
that employment optimism in the capital has slipped to 3% below other parts of the country, particularly 
with some concerns about the financial sector.  The spokesperson for the group has said Brexit uncertain-
ty is beginning to bite for London’s employers.  Is that something you recognise and could give one or two 
specific examples of what employers may have said to you that is contributing to uncertainty and to a 
slowdown in hiring? 

Sadiq Khan: There definitely is an uncertainty.  If you were to ask me what the biggest causes are, the 
two biggest causes are the lack of an interim deal, so what happens two years plus one day should a deal 
not be done?  Secondly, is the rights of 1 million Londoners, and they are Londoners, who are EU                      
citizens.  The uncertainty is causing them problems and, by the way, some of them have children born 
here, are married to Brits and their families are Brits.  That uncertainty about their future feeds into their 
businesses.  

Businesses are delaying making decisions because they are not sure what is going to happen in two years 
and one day, but also some of their staff, who work incredibly hard, are thinking of going back.  By the 
way, some of them are going back to their country of origin because they fear there could be large                 
numbers going back to country origin should the guarantees not be given, so they would rather go back to 
country of origin first and have a head start.  That is not good for us because we rely upon these talented 
people. Like I said, 1 million of the 8.6 million Londoners are Londoners originally from the EU. 

 Michael Gove: We were talking earlier about potential opportunities as well as challenges that you 
have outlined in your document.  With respect to financial services, there is a directive, CRD IV, which               
covers the capital requirements of banks.  CRD IV implements the Basel rules and the Basel rules are             

http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/exiting-the-european-union-committee/the-uks-negotiating-objectives-for-its-withdrawal-from-the-eu/oral/48820.html
https://goo.gl/zGHxoC
https://goo.gl/zGHxoC


international rules.  They are not EU rules.  CRD IV implements them more tightly than is required by                 
Basel.  In particular, it specifies tier one and two tier capital with a greater degree of specificity and it also 
has   specific requirements in relation to remuneration, which are unnecessary according to  Basel.  Do you 
think that the City would benefit by having a more relaxed regime than that which currently applies under 
CRD IV? 

Sadiq Khan: I am not an expert in that area, Michael, but I am sure you could get an expert to answer 
that question. 

Michael Gove: With respect again to deregulation, it is the case that the alternative investment market 
financial directive and MiFID have been criticised in the past for being unnecessarily regulatory and                 
inhibiting both consumer choice and market dynamism.  Do you see an opportunity if we are outside the 
EU for changing those or other regulations in order to have a more dynamic banking sector? 

Sadiq Khan: Again, I am not an expert in that particular area.  What I would say is this.  Do not forget 
there are opportunities everywhere.  Do not forget, part of the terms upon which we do business with 
those businesses in the EU and countries in the EU is having a minimum standard of regulation.  Subject to 
us not losing with our left hand what we are gaining with our right hand, I see in principle no objection to 
trying to use every opportunity given to us.  

 

Wednesday 

MPs can apply for short debates in Westminster Hall  on any subject; the allocation of the slots is done by 
ballot, so success is entirely down to luck of the draw. My name came out of that hat for a 30 minute           
debate on Wednesday morning on the subject of police widows pensions. The focus was on a group of 
police widows who risk losing their deceased spouse’s pension if they remarry or cohabit. The MP leading 
the debate has 15 minutes to speak, taking interventions from other MPs. The second 15 minutes is given 
over to the Government minister replying. Unusually, and frustratingly, the Minister on this occasion 
spoke for 7 minutes. I will be writing to the Minister to express my disappointment at the length and            
content of his reply, particularly as many campaigners had travelled to see the debate. 

 

Madeleine Moon MP: This important issue was 
brought to my attention by a constituent of mine, 
Diane, who sadly lost her husband in the line of 
duty when he was serving as a police officer. Years 
down the line, Diane met another man and fell in 
love. The couple decided they wanted to be togeth-
er. They found that the position was that Diane 
had to choose between their future happiness and 
maintaining her eligibility for her late husband’s 
pension. She is not alone in her predicament;              
hundreds of other widows and widowers are left to 
make the same decision. 

Fortunately, in 2014 Cathryn Hall, who is here today, started a petition entitled “Grant Police Widows          
Pensions for Life—Don’t Make Them Choose Between Future Happiness and Pensions”, which says it all. 
Cathryn has bravely shared her story so I am not breaching any confidentiality in recounting it. She be-
came a widow at 24 years old following the death of her husband Colin, who served in the West Midlands 
police force for 21 years. Some years later, Cathryn was left with a difficult decision: should she maintain 
her eligibility for the pension, into which her late husband had contributed 11% of his salary, or move in 
with a new partner and lose it? 

I ask the Minister to end this incomprehensible, unfair and, quite honestly, blatant inequality. Let us give 
the families back the money they are due. All these men and women are asking for is a level playing field 
instead of a harsh financial penalty. For me, this boils down to a simple issue: we have to stop putting a 
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price on love. The Government have to make sure that widows, widowers and their children have access to 
the pension rights that were put there to protect them in the future. By right and by legitimacy, they 
should have them. 

 

National Insurance Contributions 

In the Chamber, the Chancellor of the Exchequer  made a statement on the Government’s decision to 
abandon, at least temporarily, part of the Spring Budget announced last week. The proposed increase in 
Class 4 national insurance contributions, largely affecting self-employed people,  (as widely reported) was  
controversial as it appeared to break a manifesto pledge made by the Conservatives at the 2015 election. 
Mr. Hammond faced a difficult session in explaining the reason for the change of mind; 

The measures I announced in the Budget sought to reflect more fairly the differences in entitlement in the 
contributions made by the self-employed. The Government continue to believe that addressing this                  
unfairness is the right approach. However, since the Budget, parliamentary colleagues and others have 
questioned whether the proposed increase in class 4 contributions is compatible with the tax lock                 
commitments made in our 2015 manifesto. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Having made his opening statement, he then made the following comment about who had first raised a 
potential problem with his plan; 

I have made a statement today about the Government’s intentions: no national insurance contribution 
rate increases for the remainder of this Parliament. I am not making a statement about the Conservative 
party’s manifesto for the next general election; the right hon. Gentleman will have to contain himself for a 
while on that particular issue. On the question of who first raised the issue of the manifesto, I think, to give 
credit where credit is due, that it was Laura Kuenssberg on the BBC shortly after my comments in the 
Budget speech. 

Yvette Cooper (Normanton, Pontefract and Castleford) (Lab): May I just confirm the slightly astonishing 
thing that the Chancellor said a few moments ago—that the first person to raise the Tory manifesto with 
him was the BBC’s Laura Kuenssberg? Is it actually the case that nobody in No. 10 and nobody in No. 11 
checked the Conservative manifesto before he wrote the Budget? 
 
Mr Hammond: I did say that, but let me be clear: I think that Laura Kuenssberg was the first person 
after I spoke to raise the issue outside. The Government have always been clear, as I said on Wednesday 
evening and on Thursday, many times, and the Prime Minister said on Thursday evening, that we have al-
ways regarded the legislated tax locks as being the commitment we were working to. Our whole approach 
in the Treasury—all the work we do—is based around the tax locks that are in place. I accept, however, 
that there is a gap between the specific tax locks that were legislated and the wording that was used in 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-03-15/debates/8C87BBE6-1F11-44F8-A01E-1D99ECBD0ACA/Class4NationalInsuranceContributions
https://goo.gl/4SGEu3
https://goo.gl/qgJneU


the manifesto. We have today accepted that the more expansive interpretation should be the one that  
prevails, and that is why I have made the statement that I have. 
 

Exiting the EU Select Committee 

Following the in the wake of the Mayor of London, the Secretary of State for Exiting the EU appeared in 
front of the Exiting the EU Select Committee on Wednesday morning. The full transcript is here.  He          
covered many issues, including the eventuality of no deal; 

Chair (Hilary Benn MP): I am just going to finish on the point about no deal.  You are saying that you 
have not done a further assessment.  You have confirmed to the Committee this morning that: no deal 
would mean tariffs and non‑tariff barriers, and the level of tariffs in the case of the two examples I gave; 
there would need to be further checks across the border between Northern Ireland and the Republic; we 
would no longer be a part of the EU‑US Open Skies Agreement; passporting rights would be lost; UK citi-
zens may well lose their EHIC cards; and there is uncertainty about data adequacy.  Given that, I have a 
very simple question.  Do you think that leaving with no deal would be a bad outcome for the Unit-
ed Kingdom? 
 
Mr Davis: I think I have effectively given you the answer at this stage.  
 
Chair: What is it? 

 
Mr Davis: Let me answer it properly, Mr Chairman.  I have just said to you that, at this stage, until we 
have worked out all the mitigation procedures, we could not quantify the outcome.  You have not asked 
me about the upsides, by the way.  The fact is that, for roughly 60% of our trade, we could relax these 
things the other way, whereas this is referring to 40% of our trade. The other thing I would say to you is 
that the Prime Minister said, in terms, that no deal is better than a bad deal.  Why did she say that?  She 
said that because, in the emotional aftermath of the referendum, there were lots of threats of punishment 
deals and all the rest of it.  Let me be clear that we could manage this in such a way as to be better than a 
bad deal, and that is true.  I cannot quantify it for you in detail yet.  I may well be able to do so in about a 
year’s time, but it is certainly the case.  Frankly, Mr Chairman, it is not as frightening as some people think, 
but it is not as simple as some people think.  
 

Thursday 

I used Business Questions on Thursday morning to return to the issue of           
police widows pensions and the inadequacy of the Minister’s reply.  

I had a Westminster Hall debate yesterday, which a number families                
travelled from across the UK to attend. The debate was also attended by six 
MPs from majority parties throughout the House. We were debating police 
widows’ pensions, as the widows lose their pensions should they remarry or 
cohabit. It is basically a tax on love. Unfortunately, the Minister for Policing 
and the Fire Service only gave a   seven-minute response—including taking 
an intervention—in the 15 minutes that he had in which to speak. Can we 
now have a debate here in the main Chamber so that a further and fuller 
answer is provided to those families, who feel they are facing a terrible            
injustice? 

David Lidington MP (Leader of the House): I am sure that the hon. Lady would acknowledge that the 
Minister, since he speaks last in such debates, only has such time as is available from the 90 minutes or 60 
minutes that has been allotted for that particular debate. I am sure that she will be able to air her concerns 
further if she seeks the opportunity to raise this matter at Home Office questions, via the Backbench           
Business Committee or in an Adjournment debate. 
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