
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 26-29 June 

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 with most offices trying to deal with the fallout from a sustained 
cyberattack on the Parliamentary IT system which started on Friday morning and led to the 
complete shut down of the system. At its peak, 200,000 attempts to hack into Parliamentary 
email accounts were recorded. Mercifully it seems the IT security in place stood up to the 
attack, but it may mean there are delays in answering emails as a result of not being able to 
get access over the weekend. 

Monday was the last day before the normal 
Parliamentary agenda of questions followed 
by debates started, so it began with a              
statement from the Prime Minister reporting 
back on the European Council, followed by a 
statement on the Conservative’s agreement 
with the DUP and then an update on the 
Grenfell Tower fire. The rest of the time was 
spent on the next Queen’s Speech debate 
(focussing on foreign affairs and Brexit) and 
an adjournment debate on the Grenfell            
Tower fire. 

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 Parliamentary week started with the fall out from a cyberattack on Parliamentary                  
systems which has left a trail of problems so apologies to anyone waiting for a reply to their 
email, we will get to you. Technical problems aside, the week contained momentous                    
developments with an agreement signed between the Conservatives and the DUP, the                 
Government performing some quick footwork on abortion funding to avoid a defeat of the 
Queen’s Speech and an announcement on proposals for EU nationals . The reality of being a 
minority government dawned. There wasn’t room here to cover everything but hopefully 
this will give you a flavour. I was able to make several contributions to a debate on             
Wednesday afternoon on a range of issues including defence spending and domestic               
violence and on the implications of Brexit on Thursday afternoon. I also attended the annual 
Land Warfare Conference in London and a reception to highlight the needs of carers.  
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European Council 

As is customary, the Prime Minister comes to the House after each European Council meeting to report 
back on discussions with EU counterparts. Theresa May used this occasion to outline in greater detail the 
Government’s proposals for EU nationals living in the UK and  what would be expected for UK nationals 
living in the EU (one of the first issues being dealt with in negotiations). Mrs. May’s contribution covered 8 
points. The full proposal is available here; 

First, we want certainty. I know that there has been some anxiety about what would happen to EU citizens 
at the point we leave the European Union. Today I want to put that anxiety to rest. I want to completely 
reassure people that under these plans no EU citizen currently in the UK lawfully will be asked to leave at 
the point the UK leaves the EU. We want you to stay.  

In response, Jeremy Corbyn raised a number of questions about the offer being made, highlighting some 
of the complexities of developing a policy; 

This is not a generous offer. This is confirmation that the Government are prepared to use people as            
bargaining chips. So can the Prime Minister now confirm what will happen to her offer to nationals in this 
country if no deal is reached? What happens to the rights of family reunion that EU citizens are currently 
entitled to? Does the Prime Minister envisage that the five-year period that EU nationals must accumulate 
here in Britain will be the same for British citizens who want to retain the right to live in other parts of the 
European Union? Were these proposals drawn up to take into account the impact on our public services, 
especially the national health service, where there is already great concern over falling numbers of nurses 
and doctors?  

Setting aside the details of the proposal and how to deal with exceptions, the main sticking point will be 
who enforces these rights; 

Mr John Whittingdale (Maldon) (Con): Does my right hon. Friend agree that 
one of the principal reasons why the British people voted to leave the EU was 
to reassert the supremacy of this Parliament and the UK courts? Will she             
confirm that, when we do leave, that will be the position for all citizens                  
resident in the UK, no matter from where they came? 

The Prime Minister: Yes, I can confirm that. One of the key differences             
between the proposals we have put forward and those of the European Union 
is that it wants the European Court of Justice to continue to have jurisdiction 
over EU citizens, even after we have left the European Union. I think people 
were very clear that they did not want the ECJ to have jurisdiction here in the 

UK. I believe that we have fine courts in this country. They will be able to uphold EU citizens’ rights, just as 
they uphold UK citizens’ rights. 

Background briefing 

By way of background, my researcher attended a briefing on the proposals which give some more detail 
of what the Government is offering. 

EU citizens that have been living continuously in the UK for at least five years will be able to apply for 
“settled status” to remain living and working here. This status is the equivalent of having indefinite leave 
to remain, and those granted it would be “treated as if they were UK citizens for healthcare, benefits and 
pensions”. 

To qualify for indefinite leave to remain, EU citizens will need to have been resident in the UK before a 
specified cut-off date. This date has not been set, although Theresa May said it “shouldn’t be earlier than 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-06-26/debates/8D47DF86-613E-41A1-8263-B4B2CD646592/EuropeanCouncil
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safeguarding-the-position-of-eu-citizens-in-the-uk-and-uk-nationals-in-the-eu
https://goo.gl/NByM7p
https://goo.gl/Co5NHt
https://goo.gl/BytyAY


THIS  WEEK IN PARLIAMENT 2017-19 Page 3 

To get in touch, write to me at: 47 Nolton Street  Bridgend, CF31 3AA   Call:  01656 750002 
Email: moonm@parliament.uk 

Facebook: http://www.facebook.com/madeleine.moon; or visit www. madeleinemoonmp.com 
 

29 March 2017 or later than the date the UK leaves the EU.” 

EU nationals in the UK that fall short of the five-year residency period will be able to apply for temporary 
residency until they reach the five-year threshold, when they will be able to apply for settled status. 
Those who arrive after the cut-off date “should have no expectation of guaranteed settled status.” So; 

 Those EU citizens who have resided in the UK for 5 years can apply for “settled status”. 
 
 Cut-off date yet to be agreed. 
 
 Those who arrive in UK before cut-off date will be allowed to build up five years to apply for “temporary 

status”. 
 
 Those who arrive in UK after the cut-off date, will have to apply for the right to stay under whatever the 

new UK immigration rules will be. 
 
 This applies to all EU citizens equally regardless of nationalities – ensures there is no preferential treat-

ment. 
 
 Relatives joining EU citizens living in the UK after the cut-off date will have to apply under the new immi-

gration law. 

Conservative-DUP agreement 

From one political hot potato to another, it fell to the Deputy Prime Minister, Damian Green, to update 

the House of Commons on the deal agreed between the Conservatives and the DUP.  

Damian Green (First Secretary of State and Minister for the Cabinet Office): The agreement means that 

the DUP will support the Government on votes on the Queen’s Speech, the Budget, and legislation relating 

to our exit from the European Union and national security. It will ensure that we can govern in the               

national interest, strengthening and enhancing the Union, keeping our country safe, delivering prosperity 

for all and securing a departure from the European Union that benefits all parts of the United Kingdom. To 

support the agreement, the Government will chair a co-ordination committee involving both parties.  

The deal has come with a hefty, much debated price tag, which Shadow Foreign Secretary Emily Thorn-

berry questioned the basis of; 

I will not waste time discussing the so-called policy agreement set out today; after all, it was not the DUP 

who forced this Government to ditch their plans to hit pensioners’ income—the British people did that on 8 

June. No, this agreement is all about the money, so let me first ask the First Secretary for some clarity on 

the funding. First, how much extra funding will go to support infrastructure, broadband, health and educa-

tion and tackle deprivation in the rest of the United Kingdom? No one would begrudge the £1 billion extra 

support in those areas for Northern Ireland, but in Scotland, Wales and the English regions, the needs are 

just as great, so when will the rest of the country get its share?  

... 

Thirdly, and most importantly, can the First Secretary tell us this: where is the extra £1 billion announced 

today going to come from? During the election he was fond of telling interviewers that there was no magic 

money tree. So what has happened today? Has he found the key to the secret garden, or is the truth that 

like everything else that this Government say and do, it can all be ditched if it helps them to hang on to 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://goo.gl/fj7cKq
https://goo.gl/hXutSt
https://goo.gl/hXutSt
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power—no matter who the bedfellows, no matter what the manifesto said, no matter where the money 

comes from, no matter the unfairness for the rest of Britain, and no matter the consequences for peace? 

That is no way to lead a Government, and it is definitely no way to run a country.  

Other contributions underlined the variety views of the deal from different parts of the United Kingdom; 

Nigel Dodds MP (Belfast North, DUP): May I warmly welcome the First Secretary of State’s statement? 

This is a good agreement for the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and it is a good             

agreement for all the people of Northern Ireland. All the money that has been outlined, particularly that 

for mental health and hard-to-reach areas, is for every section of the community in Northern Ireland. This 

is a deal that delivers for all the people of Northern Ireland.  

Paul Flynn MP (Newport West, Lab): Is the Minister concerned that his performance today is likely to 

bring crude hypocrisy into some disrepute? The Government have just lost an elec-

tion. They made themselves and the country more unstable and weaker than they 

were before. In order again to correct problems within the Tory party, they are using 

this crude bribe. Is not the answer today that MPs who represent Wales and Scot-

land have to put our countries first, and is not the result of this that the  Government 

are making the United Kingdom more divided than ever?  

Not Short of Money 

The Conservative-DUP deal will have a number of ramifications for many aspects of Parliament over the 

weeks to come, as a development on Thursday will show. One of these is the fact that by not joining a    

formal coalition and taking up Ministerial posts, the DUP remain officially an opposition party and                

therefore receive what is called Short Money which is given to opposition parties to support their work—

more information is available here. The result is worth £1.11m over the next 5 years. 

Tuesday 

In comparison to the volume of subjects covered on Monday, Tuesday was a slightly quieter day, but not 

without its controversies. 

First off, the Health Secretary Jeremy Hunt was forced to come to the dispatch box to answer an urgent 

question on NHS Shared Business Services, who the National Audit Office had found to have failed to               

process correspondence relating to amongst other things, patient test results, in certain parts of England. 

The report is available here. 

Jeremy Hunt outlined the issue; 

As the House knows, on 24 March 2016 I was informed of a serious incident involving a large backlog of 

unprocessed NHS patient correspondence by the company contracted to deliver it to GP surgeries—NHS 

Shared Business Services. The backlog arose from the primary care services’ GP mail redirection service 

that SBS was contracted to run. No documents were lost, and all were kept in secure storage, but my im-

mediate concern was that patient safety had been compromised by the delay in forwarding                     

correspondence. A rapid process was started to identify whether anyone had been put at risk.  

His shadow opposite number, Jonathan Ashworth reflected the concern of many in his response; 

I welcome the Secretary of State to his place, but is it not an absolute scandal that 709,000 letters,              
including blood test results, cancer screening appointments and child protection notes, failed to be                  
delivered, were left in an unknown warehouse and, in many cases, were destroyed? Does not the National 
Audit Office reveal today a shambolic catalogue of failure that took place on the Secretary of State’s 

https://goo.gl/syhyiU
https://goo.gl/Y6uBGJ
http://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/short-money/
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-06-27/debates/5D686E74-A2BD-4164-81B7-E1A928ECDD14/NHSSharedBusinessServices
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-06-27/debates/5D686E74-A2BD-4164-81B7-E1A928ECDD14/NHSSharedBusinessServices
https://www.nao.org.uk/report/investigation-clinical-correspondence-handling-at-nhs-shared-business-services/
https://goo.gl/We5XhB
https://goo.gl/xqPpf3
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As of four weeks ago, 1,700 cases of potential harm to patients had been identified, with this number set 

to rise, and a third of GPs have yet to respond on whether unprocessed items sent to them indicate                     

potential harm for patients. Does the Health Secretary agree that this delay is unacceptable? When will all 

outstanding items be reviewed and processed? 

Confidence and Supply 

The fallout from the Conservative-DUP deal continued with an attempt by an SNP MP to secure an            

emergency debate which is an option open to members under the rule of the House (more information 

on the process is available here). The crux of the application was how the deal related to the Barnett          

Formula which determines funding for the nations of the UK. The decision to grant a debate is down to 

Mr. Speaker, who on this occasion declined the application. 

Pete Wishart MP (Perth and North Perthshire, SNP): The normal arrangements for the funding of the  na-

tions of the United Kingdom have been turned on their head with the disregard 

of the Barnett formula. Had the Barnett formula been applied, Scotland would 

have been entitled to nearly £2.9 billion of additional funding and Wales would 

have got an extra £1.7 billion. The First Secretary yesterday claimed that the 

deal was to be compared to allocations made under city deals. That is not the 

case and that assertion must be tested. City deals in Scotland are match-funded 

by the Scottish Government and local authority partners; and Northern Ireland is 

not a city.  

 

Wednesday 

Wednesday started with time spent at a reception to mark Carer’s Week before I got my chance to                  

contribute to a Queen’s Speech debate on Health, Social Care and Security. 

The Carer’s Week reception sought to raise awareness of the issues carers face 

and the support they need. 6.5 million people in the UK currently have caring  

responsibilities, a number which is unlikely to fall but which means a significant 

number of people in every constituency are caring for someone on a daily basis. 

 

 

 

Health, Social Care and Security 

The grouping for this Queen’s Speech debate was a slightly strange combination of subjects; ranging from 

the demand to end the 1% cap on public sector pay, maiden speeches, including one new MP trying to 

recruit his colleagues to a 6am boot camp, to our defence commitments. I made a number of  interven-

tions and a short speech and have politely declined the boot camp. 

Mrs Moon: I thank the former Chairman of the Select Committee for giving way. He, like me, was at a           
dinner last night at which it was pointed out that at 2%, without pensions and all the other bizarre               
add-ons that the Government add to get this country to 2%, France will be spending €56 billion on            
defence; Germany, when it gets to 2%, will be at €70 billion. We are at £36 billion. How can we hold our 

http://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/emergency-debates/
https://goo.gl/vGpiLR
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-06-28/debates/BC4CBE6F-0750-4939-A277-0745C918E944/HealthSocialCareAndSecurity
https://goo.gl/M8TYpy
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heads up high and say that we can defend ourselves with sums like that? 

 Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East, Con): The hon. Lady is a staunch defender of everything to do with the 
defence of this country, and she is absolutely right. It is a measure of the management downwards of our 
expectations that we are supposed to ring the church bells in triumph at our not falling below the bare 
minimum that NATO members are supposed to achieve. We really have to rethink this. We really should 
be looking at 3% of GDP, and not this bare minimum of 2%. 

... 

Mrs Moon: My right hon. Friend, having served as a Minister with  responsibility for policing, will remem-
ber the inputs of the Ministry of Defence police in providing security and 
stability for much of our most important national infrastructure. Is he 
aware that there is to be a £12.5 million cut in Ministry of Defence policing 
in this year, which means that fewer armed police officers will be available 
to support Home Office police? 

David Hanson (Delyn, Lab): My hon. Friend makes an important point. I 
want to challenge the Government, in the winding-up speeches, to say 
what the Government mean when they talk about an uplift in the number 
of armed police officers. We have a downlift of more than 1,500 armed   
police officers. 

... 

Mrs. Moon: Throughout today’s debate there has been a lot of talk about British values, but what do we 
mean by British values? Do we mean the bravery of those doctors, nurses, firefighters and police officers 
who ran to help those being attacked by terrorists? Do we mean those who ran into Grenfell Tower to help 
people at a time of distress? Do we mean those we have been insulting with a 1% pay rise, year on year, 
driving them into poverty? Do we mean those NHS workers who between 2010 and 2016 have lost £4.3 
billion in cuts from the NHS staffing budget? Is that who we mean when we talk about British values? Or 
do we mean the 42% of NHS workers who do unpaid overtime to keep the NHS going? 

Perhaps we mean the teachers and teaching assistants who have been trying to subsist on that 1% pay 
rise. We rely on them to teach British values and to tell our children about the need for reflection and         
decision making based on the analysis of facts, not personal gratification, and to make judgments based 
on equality, fairness and opportunity for all. Yet today disadvantaged children in this country are, at 173 
percentage points, not ready for school at age 5. The gap grows at every stage in life, from play group to 
university. How can that be part of the British values espoused and promoted by this House? 

British values used to be espoused by our pride in our armed forces and their capacity to provide security 
around the globe, but they have now been hollowed out. The right hon. Member for New Forest East (Dr 
Lewis), my colleague on the Defence Committee, has addressed the massive underfunding of our armed 
forces. We fudge our 2% commitment to NATO by including in it pensions, GCHQ funding and even over-
seas broadcasting. The gap in our defence budget is between £10 billion and £20 billion. Our armed forces 
are being bled dry and our capability to defend this country is diminishing day by day. We need a rapid 
review and a new assessment of the capability of our armed forces and of how we intend to fund them 
and keep our place in NATO. Our place there used to be critical and highly respected, but now, sadly, it is 
viewed as offering little to our allies. Yesterday at the land warfare conference in London, we were told by 
American invitees that “your military is too small. There is no question about that”. That is to our lasting 
shame. 

… 

 

Will the Home Secretary also include in the commissioner’s remit the ability to look at those victims of            

https://goo.gl/d4b1Du
https://goo.gl/zyB7AB
https://goo.gl/7TmAvL
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domestic violence who are subsequently subject to a new form of abuse, namely being constantly returned 
to court by ex-partners demanding extra access to the children? That is a way to intimidate, bully and              
impoverish many of those who have the children in their care. 

Amber Rudd (Home Secretary):  Absolutely. That is exactly the sort of issue that I would expect us to look 
at in the domestic violence Bill, to make sure that that sort of abuse does not take place. We want to be a 
society where domestic abuse is not tolerated, victims feel safe and supported and perpetrators are             
punished, and we look out for situations such as that raised by the hon. Lady. Victims deserve the best 
treatment and justice, and we will make sure that they get it. I very much hope that the Opposition will 
support the Bill. 

Thursday 

Thursday saw the first example of the impact of a Hung Parliament and the tight rope that the minority 

Conservative Government is negotiating; needing to keep the support of its own backbenchers (as well as 

the DUP) to pass legislation. An amendment to the Queen’s Speech that would require the NHS to fund 

abortions for women in Northern Ireland (who currently have to pay privately). Over the course of the 

afternoon, it became clear that Government Ministers believed they would lose a vote on the issue and 

by implication the Queen’s Speech.   

A balancing act 

Labour MP Stella Creasy tabled the amendment on abortion funding, but it was a Conservative MP who 

teed up the announcement by the Chancellor of the Exchequer of a radical change in Government policy 

and underlining just how precarious the administration is; 

Sir Peter Bottomley (Worthing West) (Con): My right hon. Friend has 
dealt with amendment (l). Let me now turn to a non-party-political                
initiative, led by the hon. Member for Walthamstow (Stella Creasy) and 
me, and by most other Members on both sides of the House, and the dis-
cussions that we have been having with the Government about the ques-
tion of the women in Northern Ireland and whether only the poor should 
be denied lawful abortions. Is there anything that the Government can say 
about that? 
 
Mr Hammond: That takes me slightly away from my line of attack, but I 
know that the issue is of great importance to Members on both sides of 
the House, and that my colleagues on the Treasury Bench have been seek-
ing a solution. I understand that my right hon. Friend the Minister for Women and Equalities  either has 
made or is about to make an announcement in the form of a letter to Members explaining that she intends 
to intervene to fund abortions in England for women arriving here from Northern Ireland. I hope that the 
House will consider that to be a sensible way of dealing with the challenge. 
 
Stella Creasy (Walthamstow) (Lab/Co-op): The figure of £1,400 is what Northern Irish women were                 
having to spend to get an abortion here in England, so it is welcome that the Government are now saying 
that they will correct this injustice. However, the Chancellor will know, as everyone knows, that the devil 
will be in the detail. Will he therefore make a commitment on behalf of the Government to meet me and 
representatives of organisations such as Marie Stopes, the British Pregnancy Advisory Service and the  
London Irish Abortion Campaign to look at how we can turn this into a reality, so that those women in 
Northern Ireland who have finally had their voices heard today can use these services as soon as possible? 
 
 

https://goo.gl/WPUfuA
https://goo.gl/7dNtGu
https://goo.gl/7dNtGu
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Mr Hammond: I say to the hon. Lady: please read the letter that my right hon. Friend the Minister for 
Women and Equalities has sent out. We will be giving additional funding to her Department so that she 
can make a grant to the external organisations that will provide those services. I think that the hon. Lady 
will be satisfied when she has read the letter and understood the details. If she is not, I will be happy to 
meet her. 
 

Amendment G 

This was the last day of debates on the Queen’s Speech which ended with a series of votes determining 
whether the Speech would pass and the process of considering the individual bills it contains. As well as 
abortion funding, there was also an amendment on the terms of Brexit, which I supported.                                
The amendment read as follows; 

At end add 'but respectfully regret that the Gracious Speech does not rule out withdrawal from the EU 
without a deal, guarantee a Parliamentary vote on any final outcome to negotiations, set out transitional 
arrangements to maintain jobs, trade and certainty for business, set out proposals to remain within the 
Customs Union and Single Market, set out clear measures to respect the competencies of the devolved ad-
ministrations, and include clear protections for EU nationals living in the UK now, including retaining their 
right to remain in the UK, and reciprocal rights for UK citizens.'. 
 

My reasons for supporting this are clear and remain unchanged from before the election; jobs in the                 
Bridgend constituency are at risk unless access to the Single Market is assured, in particular for                 
manufacturers like Ford. This is not just my position. The Society of Motor Manufactures and Traders 
(SMMT) have made it crystal clear that retaining the benefits of the Single Market and tariff and customs 
free trade with the EU is imperative for the automotive industry. It is a highly integrated global industry 
with vehicles and parts crossing European borders many many times during the assembly process. The 
SMMT said that reverting to World Trade Organisation (WTO) tariffs and customs checks at UK borders 
would significantly increase costs and impact competiveness. They found that a 10% tariff on finished               
vehicles because of WTO rules could cost the industry £4.5 billion which would inevitably increase costs 
for consumers. It has also been estimated that the list price of cars  imported to the UK from the EU could 
increase by an average of £1500. 

I also had the chance to make this point during the debate itself; 

Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): If we are talking about protecting 
jobs in our constituencies, the major employer in my constituency is Ford. I 
am absolutely determined to protect the jobs at Ford, but the Society of 
Motor Manufacturers and Traders has made it clear that retaining the 
benefits of the single market—and tariff-free and customs-free trade—is 
essential for those jobs. How will we have that if we carry on down the 
Brexit route laid before us so far? 

 

 

Robert Neill (Bromley and Chislehurst, Con): It happens that before I came into this House I contested the 
Dagenham constituency on two occasions. It rather fought back, but that experience gave me some 
knowledge of the motor industry. The hon. Lady is absolutely right, and perhaps I can link her point to 
mine. 

In relation to both financial services and manufacturing, particularly when there are complicated and cross
-national supply chains involved, it is critical that we have sensible transitional arrangements that are, 
wherever necessary, as lengthy as they need to be.  

https://goo.gl/oxUT5M

