
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 11-14 September 2017 

Welcome to my This Week in Parliament, my weekly newsletter on events and 
developments in Parliament. Your feedback is always welcome! 

T
H

IS
 W

E
E

K
 I

N
 P

A
R

L
IA

M
E

N
T

 M
A

D
E

L
E

IN
E

 M
O

O
N

 M
P

 

Monday 

The House started where it had left of last Thursday with the Second Reading of the EU

(Withdrawal) Bill. The focus of the debate continued much as before, focussing on the           

powers that the Bill could confer on Ministers and moving the balance of power from               

Parliament to the Government (a theme which carried into other business later in the 

week). There were a great many shades of opinion; those who expressed support for the Bill 

full stop, those who said they would support its second reading but were clear that it                

needed amending and those who would vote against. Before, proceedings started, Mr. 

Speaker gave an insight into the scale of the debate ahead, underlining what is ahead. The 

Second Reading is one step in a long process, so you can expect many hours of debate in the 

coming months. 

Before I call the right hon. Member for Basingstoke (Mrs Miller), 

who will open the debate and be subject to a six-minute limit, may 

I please make a plea? I ask colleagues not to come to the Chair, or 

cause someone to come to the Chair on their behalf, with any of 

the following inquiries. “Am I on your list?”—if you applied, you 

are. “Am I going to be called?”—you might be, or you might not. 

“If so, when will it be?”, “May I repair to the Tea Room for a cup 
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This week was dominated by the next step in the Brexit process with the Second Reading of 
the EU (Withdrawal) Bill which is about how we leave the EU. I was not present for the               
Second Reading as I was nominated to attend a meeting of the NATO Parliamentary                 
Assembly in South Korea.  Considering the worrying escalation in the posture of North Korea 
and their nuclear weapons capability, it was felt important to have a British  representative 
present during meetings with our South Korean counterparts. I was paired with a                     
Conservative MP by the Whips so my absence did not affect the outcome of the vote. The 
Party Whips, from both Labour and Conservative, can designate a Member of each party to 
abstain from voting. This essentially cancels out both votes if Members are required to 
attend other business. My position on issues related to Brexit remains unchanged, if I had 
been able to attend the vote, I would have voted with my Party against the Bill. The House is 
now in recess for the party conferences so the next edition will be on or around October 
13th. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-11/debates/B10868CD-F096-47A2-84EE-A902C8A271BE/EuropeanUnion(Withdrawal)Bill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-11/debates/B10868CD-F096-47A2-84EE-A902C8A271BE/EuropeanUnion(Withdrawal)Bill
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https://goo.gl/nfZHQ4
mailto:madeleine.moon.mp@parliament.uk


 

Page 2 THIS  WEEK IN PARLIAMENT MADELEINE MOON MP 

of tea and a biscuit?”, or “Is it in order for me to go to the loo?”—for which I read, “Am I about to be 

called?”. Please, colleagues, I will do my best, but there are  approximately 90 people wanting to speak. 

Some might be disappointed; I am afraid that is parliamentary life. I will make my best endeavours. 

The contributions that follow attempt to illustrate the shades of opinion and the complexities of the      

issues that will need to be addressed; 

Cheryl Gillan MP (Chesham and Amersham): The Ministers on the Front Bench will be particularly aware 

of my battles against HS2, which are well documented, and it is worth noting that even former very senior 

civil servants now virtually acknowledge that the Government went ahead with that monstrous project 

against advice. What the project has done is throw into sharp relief the need for environmental                          

protections to be effective and maintained, so that we do not take any backward steps. Where the EU has 

done some good work, it has been on environmental safeguards. I think it is right to remind Ministers on 

Second Reading that any changes to these areas must be thought through so as not to dilute the                        

protections and the promotion of environmental law, and I seek assurances on those matters.                                                                                                                                                                  

Wayne David MP (Caerphilly): Although I campaigned and argued for this country to remain a part of the 

European Union, I fully accept that that is not the majority view of the country. But I would argue that this 

is the wrong way to leave the European Union. This is not a general enabling Bill; it is a poorly                          

thought-out, complex and undemocratic piece of legislation. One of the most fundamental problems with 

the Bill is that it amounts to—yes—a power grab by this Government. That power grab takes several 

forms, but I want to focus on just two aspects. 

First, there is the widespread use of Henry VIII powers, allowing the Government effectively to bypass      

Parliament and change primary legislation through secondary legislation. That has, of course, happened in 

the past, but not on such a huge scale as is planned now. As a result of this Bill, we will see extensive use 

of those undemocratic powers, because some 12,000 EU regulations will be brought into UK law. Some of 

them will make changes for technical reasons, but, as the most recent paper from the House of Commons 

Library states, it is anticipated that others will enable “substantive policy changes” to be made by the  

Government. So changes are likely to be introduced through Committees, which is why the Government 

are doing their best to pack those Committees with their own MPs, against the established procedure of 

the House. 

Vicky Ford MP Chelmsford, Con): In my constituency of Chelmsford there are about 
2,000 jobs in the insurance sector. The UK is home to the world’s largest insurance 
market, and we provide insurance for airline crashes, cyber-attacks and even to clear 
up after the horrific hurricane that is raging across the Atlantic today. Our insurance 
companies can offset such risks by re-insuring with others in the industry, and the 
industry is governed by the European regulations. Our companies do not want to 
scrap their rulebook, and the Bill will enable those rules to be moved into UK law; it 
will help avoid a legal vacuum, which is important. Many laws cannot be directly 
copied across; technical changes are needed, and Ministers need the powers to make 
those technical decisions. 

The Bill is not perfect; there are many areas where decisions are not technical and 

policy decisions will need to be made. In the insurance sector we see that the devil is in the detail. Article 

16 of the insurance distribution directive says that European insurers can only redistribute their risk to    

others that are  regulated in the EU. We cannot just cut and paste that into our rulebook, as it would cut 

us out of our own market. Dealing with such examples is not straightforward; policy decisions are needed, 

https://goo.gl/AAHihf
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and they could affect real jobs. The companies concerned want to be consulted, as will regulators in other 

countries, and such decisions deserve proper scrutiny. 

As has been mentioned before, one of the overriding concerns about the Bill is the powers it will transfer 

to Ministers to amend legislation and the weakness of the existing system. The following extracts                 

illustrate this; 

Chris Bryant MP (Rhondda, Lab): The Bill, at several points, makes it 

quite clear that the Government will hold powers to bring in regulations 

under secondary legislation through the negative process. The whole 

point about the negative process is that the statutory instrument comes 

into law unless it has been  annulled, and the only process by which it can 

be annulled is if the Government themselves allow time for us to debate 

the matter and to have a vote. I would be happy to trust the Government 

if in recent years—I do not know why the Under-Secretary of State for               

Exiting the European Union, the hon. Member for Wycombe (Mr Baker) is 

looking up at that point; he never used to trust the Government until he 

became a Minister—they had been happy, since 2010 or 2015, to honour 

the traditional doctrine of the House, which is that if the Leader of the Opposition demands a vote and a 

debate in this Chamber there will be one. They have, however, consistently refused to do that. Enormous 

changes to our law, affecting student nurses and every student in the land, and affecting benefits for all 

our constituents, have been driven through via secondary legislation. It should never have been used for 

such measures, without us ever  being able to insist on having a debate or a vote. The worst of it, to which 

I have already referred, is that when we do have a debate, the Government get to decide whether it 

should be in Committee or on the Floor of the House. If it is in Committee, all we get is a motion stating 

whether or not we have debated the matter in hand.  

Sarah Wollaston MP (Totnes, Con): The delegated powers in the Bill will touch every aspect of our lives, as 
many colleagues have said—their use could be unprecedented in scale, scope and constitutional                         
significance—so I am glad to hear that Ministers are in listening mode. I will support the Bill tonight in the 
expectation that it will be amended in Committee and that there will be support for reforming the way  
delegated legislation is handled, so that Parliament, rather than the Government, can decide the               
appropriate level of scrutiny. Without that, we simply will not be able to bring control back to Parliament. 

It may be useful to those who are following the debate from outside this place if I explain how delegated 
legislation works and why it is important that we amend it. I was first introduced to Delegated Legislation 
Committees when I was appointed to one dealing with draft double taxation relief and international tax 
enforcement orders. I thought there must have been a horrible mistake, so I sent a note to the Whip to ask 
about my duties. I received the following three instructions: “Turn up on time, say nothing and vote with 
the Government.” 

People might argue that no one died as a result of my ignorance of international law on double taxation 

relief in Oman and Singapore, but what makes the system so absurd is that the very next Committee due 

to sit was a Delegated Legislation Committee examining the draft Medical Profession (Responsible                    

Officers) Regulations 2010. It might be argued that, as someone who had just come to the House having 

been teaching junior doctors and medical students and having been an examiner for the Royal College of 

General Practitioners with an interest in doctors who were failing, I was better placed to be on the second 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
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Committee. It seems to me that there is an expectation that Members should not have any expertise at all. 

I think the general public would find that absolutely extraordinary; they expect Members to be able       

genuinely to scrutinise legislation. 

Tuesday 

There was a rare moment of peace seeming to break out on Tuesday when the Secretary of State for    

Digital, Culture, Media and Sport came to the House to give an update on the proposed merger of Sky and 

Fox and whether she had decided to refer the case to the Competition and Markets Authority. The issue 

has been rumbling for sometime, primarily around whether the implications such a merger would have 

for media plurality in the UK, but also on broadcasting standards, particularly in the context of the phone 

hacking scandal. 

Karen Bradley (Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport): 

I turn, first, to media plurality, and I can confirm that none of the                   

representations received has persuaded me to change my position.             

Accordingly, I can confirm my intention to make a referral on the media 

plurality ground to the CMA.  

… 

I have taken careful account of all relevant representations and Ofcom’s 

advice, and I have today, as required by the legislation, written to the  

parties to inform them that I am now minded to refer the merger to the 

CMA on the grounds of genuine commitment to broadcasting standards. I 

will now set out the technical reasons for that decision.  

She went on to outline the next steps in this process; 

Before I come to a final decision, I am required, under the Enterprise Act 2002, to allow the parties to 

make representations on my proposed decision, and that is the reason why my decision remains, at this 

stage, a “minded to” one. I have given the parties 10 working days to respond. Following receipt of any 

representations from the parties, I will aim to come to my final decision in relation to both grounds as 

promptly as I can.  

There then followed a friendly exchange with her opposite number, Tom Watson MP. This offered an            

update on when we might know more about the implementation of the second part of the Leveson                

inquiry (about which many constituents have been in touch) and which relates to how the media re-

sponds to complaints. 

Tom Watson MP (West Bromwich East, Lab): I welcome the Secretary of State’s decision—or, I should 

say, the fact that she says she is minded to make such a decision—to refer the bid on broadcasting stand-

ards grounds, as well as on media plurality grounds. This is the first time that a Minister in the current 

Government has ever stood in the way of what the Murdochs want—and, frankly, not before time. So well 

done, and as they say in the Black country, “She’s a good ’un.”  

... 

As I have said, the Secretary of State has done almost everything we asked her to do. The one thing we still 

want, and we have said this time and again, is that we need to get properly to the bottom of the scandals 

at the Murdoch empire—part 2 of the Leveson inquiry. She has now shot her fox with the Murdochs. She 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-12/debates/B9DF2812-377E-4006-8B3D-3F82AEC0A89B/SkyFoxMerger
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-12/debates/B9DF2812-377E-4006-8B3D-3F82AEC0A89B/SkyFoxMerger
https://goo.gl/vBwA4z
https://goo.gl/Qh6aYT
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has burned her boats, and they already do not like her—I know what that is like—but that liberates her. 

Go on, Secretary of State, do the right thing: go ahead with Leveson 2.  

Karen Bradley: I am a little unsure about whether I have been damned with faint praise. I do not know 

that I will ever again hear such good words from the hon. Gentleman across the Dispatch Box.  

… 

On the matter Leveson, I will shortly come to the House with the responses to the consultation about it 

that we have carried out. The hon. Gentleman will perhaps understand that this summer has been fairly 

busy, with the need to review significant amounts of evidence.  

When a minority might be a majority after all 

The power grab theme on Monday continued into Tuesday with a fractious debate about a Government 

plan to ensure they have a majority on Standing Committees known also as General Committees. These 

are the Committees which consider Government legislation—you can read more about them here. The 

issue emerged last week when the Leader of the House tabled a motion that would ensure the                  

Government had a majority of one, which would ensure if amendments to a Bill debated in Committee 

and then subject to a vote would not run the risk of getting permanently stuck because the Government 

could never win a vote. As ever there were two sides to this; centring on the interpretation of whether 

the Government has a majority or not. The motion was passed. 

Valerie Vaz MP (Shadow Leader of the House): Perhaps the Government are relying on democracy. That 
is disingenuous, because the Government did not win the election. This is a minority Government. They did 
not get a mandate. The British people gave us their verdict, and what they wanted was to rein back the 
Government, and for the Opposition to scrutinise the Government and make them accountable. Public Bill 
Committees are where the British people expect us to reflect the views of our constituents, business,             
science, the financial system, the legal system and our fundamental rights—all the things that make up 
this thriving democratic country, with its devolved Governments that make up the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Many hon. Members said yesterday, “Don’t worry about the powers reserved to Ministers; we can make 

amendments in Committee.” They cannot. With this motion, Back Benchers cede the power to the                  

Government to select Members and ensure the Government have the majority on Standing Committees. It 

will be impossible to amend the Bill. The Government are packing the Committees—the Whips are one 

step ahead of them all. 

Pete Wishart MP (Perth and North Perthsire, SNP): So there we have it: “Great 

power grab 2”, the sequel, the return—“Then they came for our Committees.” 

This is an incredible, totally undemocratic power grab from a Government who 

do not command a majority in this House. Not content with giving themselves 

unprecedented powers under the repeal Bill, the Government are now trying to 

manipulate the  Committees of this House in their favour. The nation should be 

very worried about what is going on,  because this Government are showing 

nothing other than contempt for democracy in their desire to ignore and                  

circumvent the democratic verdict of this country.  

This minority Conservative Government have 317 Members out of the 650 

Members available in this House; that amounts to 48.7% of the membership of this House. What they are 

therefore entitled to is 48.7% of the membership of the Committees of this House. But that is not the case 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-12/debates/1D3E1BE1-8C0D-4F9C-849B-B3A7738A0A55/NominationOfMembersToCommittees
http://www.parliament.uk/about/how/committees/general/
https://goo.gl/f68U5m
https://goo.gl/HSCKBE
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for this Government; for them, democracy is a mere impediment as they grimly hold on to power and ensure 

they get their way in everything they try to undertake. This is a Parliament of minorities, and the structures 

and arrangements of this House must reflect that reality and that fact.  

Mark Harper MP (Forest of Dean, Con): I hesitate to start talking about spreadsheets on the Floor of the 

House, but the hon. Gentleman has tempted me (referring to Pete Wishart). It is true that the Conservative 

party does not have a majority by itself—[Interruption.] That is not a revelation. But the Government                     

command a majority because they have the support of a smaller party. If we take those two together, which 

is all that we are talking about, we do have a majority. The official Opposition party does not command a 

majority in the House either, but the hon. Gentleman is suggesting that that should be the case.  

Wednesday 

Wednesday saw the first Opposition Day debates in the Chamber for six months following the pause for the 

General Election. Two subjects were selected; NHS Pay and student fees in England. While both important 

subjects, they also proved to be a test for the agreement between the Conservatives and DUP. The DUP 

members openly declared their support for the Labour motion on NHS pay, which had the debate ended in a 

vote would have resulted in a Government defeat. To avoid this, the Conservatives did not force a vote 

(their MPs abstaining in both cases) thereby avoiding that outcome. It is the first time this has happened and 

given comments by Mr. Speaker in the press on his concerns about the message it sends about                        

Parliamentary votes, it will be interesting to see whether this happens again. 

NHS Pay 

Jonathan Ashworth MP (Shadow Secretary of State for Health): Given that the 

Government are now briefing that the cap is being abandoned, I trust that they 

will accept the motion in the name of the Leader of Opposition and myself and not 

divide the House later today. If they are indeed abandoning the cap, let us put 

them on notice that it must apply to the whole public sector, including the 55% of 

workers not covered by pay review bodies. We also put them on warning that we 

will not accept a divide-and-rule approach that plays one set of public workers off 

against another. Nor will we let Ministers get away with presenting                            

below-inflation pay offers as amounting to a fair pay rise when that is still, in 

effect, a pay cut.  

… 

Over the past seven years, a public sector worker on the median public sector wage has seen the value of 

their wage drop by £3,875. That is more than the cost of feeding the average family for a year. Given what 

we know about inflation, on the figures published yesterday and on the Treasury’s own inflation forecast, if 

this cap was to remain in place until the end of the Parliament, a public sector worker on the median wage 

since 2016 will have seen their pay drop by at least another £2,200.  

Maria Caulfield MP (Lewes, Con): I declare an interest as a nurse who has worked for over 20 years in the 
NHS, and who still works as a nurse on my hospital bank. I worked through 2010 to 2015, when the pay 
freeze and then the pay cap was introduced, so I know exactly how difficult it is to manage on a nurse’s wage 
and not see an increase. Inflation is now close to 3%, so it is becoming increasingly difficult. Seven years is 
enough for anyone to have lived with a pay cap or a pay freeze, so I support the RCN’s campaign to scrap the 
cap. 

No political party comes out of this unscathed. There was a recognition among colleagues back in 2010 that 
we in the public sector had to tighten our belt if we were to protect jobs and frontline services. We               

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-13/debates/2E5B0D05-5F8D-4AFF-8B8A-E436A2593F8A/NHSPay
https://goo.gl/Tn79r1
https://goo.gl/YytGQd
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recognised that we had to step up to the plate and play our part, and we did. However, we were promised by 
those on the Government Benches that that would be for roughly a five-year period. The Government have to 
take responsibility for not having tackled the deficit completely and for keeping the pay cap going. It is not 
fair on frontline staff that they are the ones still picking up the pieces of the mess the last Labour               
Government left the country in. 

It is time now to scrap the cap. Nursing has changed dramatically over the last 20 years. It is now a gradu-
ate-only-entry profession. Nurses are taking more advanced roles, including nurse prescribing, and extended 
roles, such as biopsies and minor ops. Today is National Sepsis day. In A&E, it is often a nurse who sees a pa-
tient and, if they suspect sepsis, cannulates, takes blood, does the blood cultures and, if they have done their 
prescribing course, starts the first line antibiotics. That is done long before the doctor ever sees the patient. 
That is not because nurses are becoming mini-doctors; it is because they are extending their role, improving 
outcomes for patients and improving patient experience. 

I want to send a message to Ministers: there are two myths doing the rounds at the moment about nurses’ 
wages. The first is that nurses are on an average of £43,000 or even £37,000. That is completely untrue. 
Most nurses are in bands 5 or 6, the average wage for which is £27,000—for an experienced nurse—and the 
starting salary roughly £21,000. The banding system is used to downgrade nurses and pay them as little as 
possible. When I do a hospital bank shift, I am on the lowest band 5 wage—after 20 years of working as an 
experienced cancer nurse who is chemo and intravenous-trained. 

The incremental rise we hear about is also a myth. The banding system is used to start nurses on the lowest-

possible salary. They have to wait seven years—each year going up a little bit—till they reach the top of their 

banding. In no other profession would that happen. We do not see MPs in the 2017 intake being paid less 

than those in the 2015 intake because they are less experienced or new to the role, but that is exactly what 

we do to nurses, and then we tell them they should be grateful for that incremental rise. They should be paid 

what is due for that job, not wait seven years to get the actual pay the job is worth. We do not say to the edi-

tor of the Evening Standard, “You’ve never been a journalist before, so you should be paid less than any other 

journalist in this country.” 

Ian Paisley MP (North Antrim, DUP): I have already alluded to the fact that I am delighted that the Labour 

party secured this afternoon’s debate. We will support the motion if this matter goes to a vote tonight, but it 

will be interesting to see whether we actually reach that point. Maybe the House will agree that the points 

that have been raised today are such that we should send out a clarion call from this House that we agree 

with what has been said on both sides of the Chamber today, despite some of the party political divisions 

that might have informed some of the debate.  

Higher Education 

The comments of the newly elected Chair of the Education Select Committee were of particular interest in 

this debate; 

Robert Halfon MP (Harlow, Con): Over the summer, the issue of vice-

chancellors’ pay has consistently been in the headlines, and we need to exam-

ine the salaries of the senior management of universities. It cannot be right 

that 55 universities are paying their vice-chancellors more than £300,000 and 

yet a recent survey found that just 35% of students believe their higher educa-

tion experience represented “good” or “very good” value for money. I am wor-

ried about the seemingly Marie Antoinette approach taken by some vice-

chancellors, who are living in their gilded palaces and saying, “Let the students 

eat cake”, as they receive almost obscene amounts of pay.  

https://goo.gl/mzpcQx
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-13/debates/6F228384-FBFC-4EA0-B2EF-C70E8DC1AF98/HigherEducation(England)Regulations
https://goo.gl/xQjDaL
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Thursday 

Earlier in the week, the Home Office released a written statement on police pay. On Thursday, there was an 
urgent question on this announcement over concerns that while a pay rise had been announced, it would be 
unfunded, so no additional funds will be released by central government to cover the cost of it, funding is 
expected to come from reserves. 

Sarah Newton (Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Home Office): We have accepted the             
independent recommendations. Police officers will receive a 2% pay increase. The hon. Lady’s key point was 
about affordability. Let me address this head-on. On the latest audited figures, every single police force in 
this country has reserves of at least 6% of its general budget. The costs of delivering on the extra 1% are a 
very small fraction of all the police funding this year—less than 0.5%. This is absolutely affordable for forces. 
They were planning on a 1% increase; the extra 1% they are going to be finding—let me be absolutely clear—
is less than 0.5% of the budget. Their reserves are increasing; they are running up to £1.8 billion.  

 

Chris Elmore MP (Ogmore, Lab): On Wednesday, the National Police Chiefs Council said that 

“without better real terms funding protection from government, an award above one per cent will inevitably 
impact on our ability to deliver policing services and maintain staffing levels.” 

Does the Minister think that the unfunded pay deal will lead to a reduction in the number of officers, or is she 
suggesting that the council is making this up? 

Sarah Newton MP: I say to the hon. Gentleman, as I have said to a number of his colleagues, that if we take 
the police budget as a whole, the extra 1% is less than—I repeat, less than—0.5% of the budget. All police 
forces are sitting on reserves of at least 6% of their annual funding, so these pay rises are affordable. I think 
they are richly deserved by frontline officers, and I thoroughly support the independent pay review bodies 
that made these recommendations.  

 

Business Questions 

Following this debate, in Business Questions, the House returned to events of the previous evening; 

 

Valerie Vaz MP (Shadow Leader of the House): Yesterday was                      
absolutely jaw-dropping. I heard the numerous points of order at the end of 
our first Opposition day, for which we had waited for so long. It                  
became clear that the Government had cynically decided not to vote for or 
against the motion. It is clear, and has been said on social media, that this is 
what the Government are going to do with every Opposition day motion. I 
would like you, Mr Speaker, to have a meeting with the business managers 
to work out exactly how to take this forward,   because it makes Parliament 
look ridiculous. 

In reply, the Leader of the House did not get drawn into the issue, but if as is thought the Government                
pursues the strategy of not voting, this issue will be returned to when the House sits again in October. 

Andrea Leadsom MP (Leader of the House): The hon. Lady talked about yesterday’s Opposition day de-
bates. Let me say to all Members that we take incredibly seriously the issues underlying tuition fees and pay 
for public sector workers. As Members will know, there have been many statements, many briefings to the 
House—both written and oral—and many discussions about those subjects in recent months, during, for              
instance, urgent debates initiated by the Opposition, and business questions.  

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-14/debates/AAD4428B-500F-422F-BE95-4B325E110815/PolicePayAndFunding
https://goo.gl/CAJR29
https://goo.gl/iFgtFU
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-09-14/debates/D2AB9373-AB00-4921-A403-B71A38097BF7/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://goo.gl/wzmzLv

