
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 9-12 October 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 

As MPs returned after a frenzied Conference period, Parliament begun with Work and               
Pensions Oral Questions. This was dominated by questions over postponing the                           
controversial roll-out of Universal Credit (UC).  

UC has been plagued by funding issues and administrative problems. According to the                
Government’s own figures, almost a quarter of claimants wait longer than 6 weeks for their 
payment.  Some families even wait 12 weeks or more, pushing many into rent arrears or a 
spiral of debt as their income from UC is too low to pay off their loans. 

Following indications that the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, David Gauke, was 
to accelerate plans to rollout UC from 5 job centres a month to 50 job centres a month, MPs 
have called on the Government to pause the expansion to allow for time to rectify issues. 12 
Conservative MPs, led by Heidi Allen MP, even wrote to Mr Gauke to raise their concerns 
regarding the impact on claimants already in receipt of UC in trial areas. However, at the 
Conservative Party Conference, he announced the roll-out would continue as planned. 

During Oral Questions, this understandably was the source of many Members’ questions. 
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Parliament returned this week following the Conference Recess. The programme continues 
to be light on legislation with attention being focussed on issues related to Brexit and the 
House catching up with issues that have developed since September including the ongoing 
problems surrounding Bombardier and the collapse of Monarch Airlines. Universal Credit 
and the negative impact it is having on claimants featured heavily, with concerns being 
voiced by both Labour and Conservative MPs. It will be the subject of an Opposition Day   
debate next Wednesday; it will be interesting to see if the Conservatives decide to vote on 
this occasion. As for Brexit, the EU (Withdrawal) Bill has not come back to the House of 
Commons yet and is not on the programme for next week either. Its next stage is the              
Committee stage, which unusually will be conducted by the whole Chamber rather than a 
small committee of MPs. There is some suspicion that it is being delayed by the Government 
due to the threat of defeat on a number of amendments—to date they number 300. You 
can follow its progress via this link. There will no doubt be some long sittings ahead... 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-09/debates/892AF2A7-7BB3-47D0-8BF7-E59B2BC803EB/OralAnswersToQuestions
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-09/debates/892AF2A7-7BB3-47D0-8BF7-E59B2BC803EB/OralAnswersToQuestions
mailto:madeleine.moon.mp@parliament.uk
https://services.parliament.uk/bills/2017-19/europeanunionwithdrawal.html
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Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth) (Lab): As we have heard, univer-
sal credit is causing debt, rent arrears, and even homelessness up and down the 
country, with many claimants already in work. Given that housing associations are 
saying that over 80% of rent arrears are down to UC, and that the Mayor of Greater 
Manchester is predicting that rough sleeping will double as a result of UC roll-out, 
how many more families does the Minister estimate will be made homeless this win-
ter as a result of the Government’s refusal to pause UC roll-out? 

 

Mr Gauke (Secretary of State for Work and Pensions): Let us be clear: no one needs to go six weeks with-
out financial support when there is a system of advances in place. I make the point to all right hon. and 
hon. Members that if they are aware of constituents who have not received an advance, they can make it 
clear to them. Let us be realistic: the fact is that we are now moving towards a welfare system that does 
not put in place barriers to work and does enable people to make progress. It is no good Labour Members 
saying they are in favour of the principles, but then trying to obstruct the delivery of a reform that will give 
250,000 more people a job. 

 

Margaret Greenwood (Wirral West, Lab): According to the Trussell Trust, food bank referrals have           
increased at more than double the national average in areas where the universal credit full service has 
been rolled out. Does the Secretary of State agree that the social security system should prevent people 
from having to visit food banks, rather than exacerbating need? 

Mr Gauke: We are very keen to ensure that the advances system means that people can access funds so 
that they do not have to visit food banks. In recent months we have seen an increased use of that system, 
because we have done more to publicise it, and I want to go further on that. I think that is an important 
part of a system that, when we step back and look at it, is ensuring that more people are able to work and 
to progress in work, and that should not be forgotten. 

Along with trepidations over UC, another issue which the Government were hard pressed on was about 
ensuring that Personal Independence Payments (PIP) assessments are undertaken fairly and efficiently. I 
was pleased that the Shadow Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, Debbie Abrahams, spoke of              
exempting people with degenerative diseases whose symptoms worsen over time. Subjecting people with 
MND or other terminal illnesses to reassessments can cause significant distress and financial burdens. 

 

Debbie Abrahams (Oldham East and Saddleworth) (Lab): PIP is causing misery for thousands of disabled 
people. Two disabled people who were in my surgery this Saturday are threatened with destitution             
because the money that they got as part of their lifetime award under the disability living allowance was 
stopped following their PIP assessment. The conditions they have had since birth have not and will not 
change. Why will the Government not exempt people with lifelong or progressive conditions from ongoing 
PIP assessments, as they are doing with the work capability assessments? 

Penny Mordaunt (Minister for Disabled People): The hon. Lady is right that we 
have made that change in employment and support allowance. I give her one               
example: about 84% of people with motor neurone disease are on the highest rates 
for PIP, but 16% are not. It is therefore perfectly possible that someone will not be 
receiving the maximum amount of support but that as their condition progresses, 
they will need additional support. As I said earlier, we are trying to reduce the              
burden on individuals going through assessments, but some people will still need to 
have assessments for PIP because their need becomes greater. 

As Chair of the All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Motor Neurone Disease 

(MND), I have been working closely with the MND Association on an inquiry into 

https://goo.gl/vsyCKS
https://goo.gl/Ettcfk
https://goo.gl/S3yE1Y
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access to PIP for people with MND. I  sincerely hope the findings of our inquiry provides the Government 

with the impetus to stop reassessing those with the most severe life limiting conditions. 

Monarch Airlines 

The collapse of Monarch last week was an awful blow for the company approaching its 50th anniversary. 
The Government has managed to organise a response seeing 80,000 of the 110,000 tourists stranded 
abroad repatriated in what was the largest peacetime repatriation operation in British history.  

However, when the Secretary of State for Transport made a statement on the progress of this operation, 
some questions needed to be asked of how this situation was allowed to develop in the first place. 

Lilian Greenwood (Nottingham South) (Lab): In 2014, the CAA recognised the fragility 
of Monarch’s finances and insisted on ATOL protection of flight-only bookings, but that 
requirement was dropped in December 2016. Monarch’s administrators cite cost            
pressures and increasingly competitive market conditions as contributing to its           
collapse. Given that the fall in the value of the pound and the loss of tourism in Egypt 
and Tunisia predate that decision, passengers will rightly ask why the requirement for 
ATOL protection was removed. Will the Secretary of State explain the process for decid-
ing to drop ATOL protection of flights, the Department’s part in that decision, and how 
much the decision will ultimately cost UK taxpayers? 

Chris Grayling (Secretary of State For Transport): The ATOL scheme counts as public expenditure                
whatever happens. The impact on public finances, whether or not this was covered entirely by the ATOL 
scheme, remains the same because of how Government accounting works. I take advice from the CAA on 
the steps we need to take. Last year, Monarch had a big injection of cash, and in the first part of this year 
it looked like things were back on the straight and narrow. What changed this summer was the price war, 
which undermined the company’s revenues and led to a position where its losses were mounting week by 
week. That was the real issue. I have no doubt that the hon. Lady and her Committee will want to deal 
with these matters in greater detail, and I look forward to talking to her. She has every right to scrutinise 
what we have done. We sought to do our best for the travelling public and to take the decisions we were 
advised to take at the right time. 

UK Plans For Leaving The EU 

The main business for the day centred on a statement made by the Prime Minister about the UK’s plans 
for leaving the EU. This included an update on the progress of the negotiations and the Government’s      
intent for the future beyond 29th March 2019. 

Despite the Prime Minister’s Florence speech and the repeated assertions from the Cabinet that they 
have a clear objective which they are all united behind, questions remain about the transition period 
which were the focus of this debate and remerged later in the week with the apparent divergence of 
opinion between the Prime Minister and the Chancellor.     
 
Alison McGovern (Wirral South) (Lab): The Prime Minister’s statement has been confusing. Can I get to 
the heart of that confusion? She says she wants the benefits of exactly the same terms of trade with the 
EU as we have now, for which we need regulatory equivalence. She also says we want the benefits of not 
being bound by EU rules in perpetuity, for which we need regulatory divergence. It is a simple matter of 
logic that equivalence is the opposite of divergence. She says we want a thing and its opposite. How will 
she resolve this obvious contradiction? 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-09/debates/D27444A9-86D6-4E2B-A675-8D7A1DD15FF8/MonarchAirlines
https://goo.gl/Wy65xd
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-09/debates/B119A163-5708-4B76-847A-0F8AFE4CD5F9/UKPlansForLeavingTheEU
https://goo.gl/3V9gSa
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The Prime Minister: When two countries enter into a trade agreement, both sides agree the set of rules 
and regulations pertaining to it, but they also agree how disputes will be resolved and what will happen if 
either side chooses to change or diverge from the rules and regulations. That is the position regarding our 
trade agreement with the EU, except that we already operate on the basis of the same rules and                       
regulations. The European Union (Withdrawal) Bill will bring the EU acquis into UK law, so the key                  
question, which will be part of the negotiations, is how we manage divergence on either side after that. It 
is the same as with any trade agreement. 
 

Tuesday 
Tuesday started with an Urgent Question on the planned job losses at BAE Systems as well as two                   
Ministerial Statements. BAE Systems is the UK’s largest defence contractor. It makes the Eurofighter                    
Typhoon jet and Britain’s nuclear submarines so their plans to cut up to 2,000 jobs is a damaging blow to 
the manufacturing sector. 

Nia Griffith (Llanelli) (Lab): Employees and families across the country will be hit hard by the news that 
has come from BAE today. The loss of nearly 2,000 highly skilled jobs is nothing short of devastating for 
communities and local economies that have a proud history of defence manufacturing. Moreover, if these 
redundancies go ahead, there is a very real risk that these skills will be lost forever, with a knock-on impact 
on this country’s manufacturing capability. What support will the Government be offering to those highly 
skilled workers who have lost their jobs, and how will the Government support the communities affected? 

A vibrant defence industry is vital for the security of this country and it brings immense economic benefits. 
In its statement, BAE points to uncertainty in future orders as a reason for the job cuts, and we know that 
the Government have pursued a stop-start approach which has not given the industry the long term                
stability that it desperately needs. Will the Minister now agree that it is time for the Government to come 
forward with a proper defence industrial strategy to enable the sector to plan ahead? I know from my       
conversations with those in the industry that they are very concerned about the gaping funding holes in 
the MOD’s defence equipment plan. What action are the Government taking to address those and to give 
the industry confidence? 

 

A telling off 

In between this Urgent Question and the two Statements, a Point of Order was raised about the SNP’s 
Official Spokesperson leaving the Chamber early. Mr Speaker did not take too kindly to the Member’s 
flouting of Parliamentary etiquette. 

 

Mr Speaker: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his point of order. The position is 
extremely clear—at least it has always been so—but I am happy to take this 
opportunity to reiterate it. If the representative of a party speaks for that                  
party as a spokesperson, he or she remains in the Chamber for the remainder 
of the exchanges—no ifs, no buts. The only circumstances in which I would 
regard it as excusable to leave—and in those circumstances, the person would 
make a request—would be if they were suddenly indisposed. It is not                      
acceptable for somebody to leave the Chamber because he or she has finished 
and thinks, I have other commitments; I need to go somewhere else. 

 
I do not mind telling the hon. Gentleman that I was asked yesterday “would it be all right if” the Member 
left to attend to commitments elsewhere, and my answer was no. Let me say in terms that brook of no 
contradiction that I do not expect official spokespersons or their representatives to come to the Chair and 
seek to engage in protracted conversations or attempted negotiations on that matter. I say to the SNP 
Chief Whip in terms unmistakable that it is a rank discourtesy for a Front-Bench spokesperson to speak 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-10/debates/361D754D-49B8-4A2D-8C06-9BFCD47E709D/BAESystemsMilitaryAirAndInformationSitesJobLosses
https://goo.gl/6EGeuf
http://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/point-of-order/
http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-10/debates/C5698BF0-EF8C-42D8-B898-656CF7B38465/PointOfOrder
http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-10/debates/C5698BF0-EF8C-42D8-B898-656CF7B38465/PointOfOrder
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and then leave apparently on the grounds of being very busy, having many commitments, having a very 
full diary or having to be somewhere else. No, that is not acceptable. 

 

There two other important statements that followed on the Race Disparity Audit and Bombardier. On 
the Race Disparity Audit, the Minister explained some of the findings and found that:  

 

Damian Green (First Secretary of State and Minister for the Cabinet Office): It tells us in which public              
services there are the largest disparities and whether those are increasing over time or diminishing, and 
about the influence of poverty and gender on the wider picture. For example, black people were over three 
times more likely than white people to be arrested and more than six times more likely to be stopped and 
searched. 
 
… on some measures there are very significant differences between ethnic minority groups. Education 
attainment data show that there are disparities in primary school that increase in secondary school, with 
Asian pupils tending to perform well and white and black pupils doing less well, particularly those eligible 
for free school meals. Finally, on other measures, it is white British people who experience the worst                  
outcomes, such as in relation to self-harm and suicide in custody, or smoking among teenagers. 

You can read the full report here:  

The report has received mixed reviews however there is value in collating such data to identify problem 
areas. Most importantly is how the Government responds to these findings and how they act to address 
the disparities and injustices exposed. 

Immediately after this, the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Greg Clark, 
made his statement on the Bombardier issue. 

Greg Clark: I would like to make a statement on Bombardier, updating the House on the trade dispute 
brought by Boeing against that company. The case has serious implications for the workers at Bombardier 
Aerostructures & Engineering Services—Short Brothers—in Belfast, where the wings for the C Series              
aircraft are manufactured. 

Following a complaint by Boeing, the US Department of Commerce has made two 
provisional  determinations in the case, calculating duties of 220% in relation to 
alleged subsidies for Bombardier and of nearly 80% in relation to alleged                 
mis-selling by Bombardier into the US market. These initial determinations are 
bitterly disappointing, but they are only the first step in the process: a final ruling 
in the investigation is due in February and would be subject to further appeal, 
were this to be upheld. This Government have been working tirelessly to bring 
the case to a satisfactory resolution and we will  continue to do so. 

In filing the petition, Boeing asserted three claims: first, that without Canadian 
and UK Government  subsidies Bombardier would have been unable to develop 
the C Series; secondly, that Bombardier is selling at or below production cost its C 

Series aircraft in the US; and thirdly, as a result, that this is causing the threat of imminent material injury 
to the US domestic aerospace industry. This action followed Bombardier securing an order from Delta              
Airlines for 75 aircraft. 

The Boeing petition makes allegations about funding support from the Canadian federal Government and 
the Government of the Province of Quebec for the C Series. It also alleges that the UK’s provision of £113 
million of repayable launch investment funding, committed to Bombardier Short Brothers in 2009 to                   
support the development of the composite wings, contravened trade rules. We strongly and robustly                 
refute that allegation. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-10/debates/4BB04020-2D72-4BAB-BE01-B9424C4DA6F4/RaceDisparityAudit
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-10/debates/92BCBE8B-21EF-401D-890D-4FF97994E93A/Bombardier
https://goo.gl/MA6bHB
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/650723/RDAweb.pdf
https://goo.gl/Uy5P8m
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This situation is deeply concerning for workers in Northern Ireland and despite phone calls from Theresa 
May to Donald Trump, Boeing has not dropped its complaint. The Shadow Business Secretary provided a 
concise overview of the potential impact the decision could have for Bombardier. 

Rebecca Long Bailey: This decision has catastrophic ramifications for Bombardier, the 4,000 staff it            
employs directly in Northern Ireland and the 20,000 staff employed throughout the UK in supply chains. Not 
only does this jeopardise the livelihoods of thousands, but the Northern Irish economy also faces a serious 
threat, as Bombardier represents 8% of Northern Ireland’s GDP and about 40% of manufacturing output, so 
the danger to jobs, the future of Bombardier and the Northern Irish economy because of these decisions in 
the US is very real. 

Wednesday 

Wednesday welcomed a return of Prime Minister’s Questions and unsurprisingly concerns surrounding    
Universal Credit (UC) were prevalent. Jeremy Corbyn called on the Prime Minister to abolish the 55p per       
minute cost from a mobile claimants are charged for calling the UC helpline. Interestingly, wider concerns 
about the impact of UC were also raised by one of the Prime Minister’s own backbenchers. 

 

Jeremy Corbyn: The last Labour Government lifted a million children out of poverty. 
Gloucester City Homes has evicted one in eight of all of its tenants because of                      
universal credit. The Prime Minister talks about helping the poorest, but the reality is 
a very, very different story. Not only are people being driven into  poverty but,                  
absurdly, the universal credit helpline costs claimants 55p per minute for the privilege 
of trying to get someone to help them claim what they believe they are entitled to. 
Will the Prime Minister today show some humanity, intervene and make at least the 
helpline free? 
 

The Prime Minister: I have made it very clear that we continue to look at how we are dealing with this and 
ensuring that we get this system out in a way that is actually working for people. The performance is                    
increasing, and it is working because more people are getting into work on universal credit than were doing 
so on jobseeker’s allowance. [Interruption.] I do want people to be able to find work. I want people to be able 
to get better jobs, to earn more and to get on without Government support. That is why it is so important 
that we help businesses to create jobs. Perhaps when the right hon. Gentleman stands up he would like to 
welcome the fact that 3 million more jobs have been created due to a strong economy under a Conservative 
Government. 

 

Heidi Allen (South Cambridgeshire) (Con): I am afraid I must return to the subject of universal credit, but 
perhaps the difference between Government Members and Opposition Members is that we believe in                   
universal credit’s transformative properties and want it to work. And work it will, but we have to get it right. I 
thank the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions for promising on Monday to advertise more widely that 
advances are available to claimants, but many of us on the  Government Benches feel that more people tak-
ing up those advances must surely mean that the in-built six-week wait just does not work. Will the Prime 
Minister please consider meeting me so that I can explain to her why, if we reduce that six-week wait, we will 
do a better job of supporting those just about managing families who are struggling to make ends meet and 
who have no savings to cover them over that period?  
 
The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend makes the important point about the fundamental benefits of universal 
credit, but she is of course right, and that is why the DWP is continuing to look at the performance of                     
universal credit and how it is operating. I am happy to meet her to look into the issue. She mentioned the           
advance payments; as she said, it is important that those who need those payments are aware of them, so it 
is about not only advertising but making sure that jobcentre staff are trained and are being retrained to            

https://goo.gl/cNvpBY
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-11/debates/853E0598-0872-46DA-8734-360429BA8232/Engagements
https://goo.gl/Y8n1mR
https://goo.gl/BYnXL7
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ensure that they are aware of what they can do to help people. The advance payments can be with people 
within five days or, in an emergency, on the very same day. I am happy to meet my hon. Friend to discuss 
them. 
 
Before Prime Minister’s Questions, there was a much covered appearance by the Chancellor of the                
Exchequer in front of the Treasury Select Committee where he faced questions about amongst other things, 
preparations for Brexit. He used the occasion to make clear he would not be committing large sums of            
money to preparations for arrangements if there was no deal on Brexit until it became absolutely necessary. 
You can watch his appearance here. The Prime Minister appeared to disagree with him in response to a 
question in Prime Minister’s Questions, fuelling stories of a rift. 
 
Mr Iain Duncan Smith (Chingford and Woodford Green) (Con): On Monday, my right hon. Friend was clear 
about her negotiations, saying that it remains the Government’s priority to get a very good free trade             
arrangement with our European friends and partners before we leave. She also made it clear that, alongside 
that, we would make plans and all necessary arrangements to depart under World Trade Organisation terms 
should no such agreement be available. Will she confirm, then, that all moneys necessary will be allocated to 
this project as and when required? 

The Prime Minister: I am happy to give my right hon. Friend that confirmation. We are preparing for every 

eventuality. We are committing money to prepare for Brexit, including a no-deal scenario.  

 

Thursday 

As usual, there are Business Questions on a Thursday, where the Leader of the House sets out the Business 
of the House for the coming week. It also allows Members to raise various issues on the floor of the House. 
The Shadow Leader of the House gave us an apt reminder that Sunday is the last day to use the old £1 coin, 
so remember to use them up or have them changed for the new coin! 

 

Valerie Vaz (Shadow Leader of the House): Yesterday was World Mental 
Health Day, and I will be presenting on your behalf, Mr Speaker, a                    
Speaker’s School Council Award in the 17-to-19 category to Queen Mary’s 
Grammar School in my constituency for its “change your mind” project. 
The aim of the scheme is to increase awareness and discussion of poten-
tial mental health issues, particularly for those in years 6 and 7 who are 
making the transition to senior school, and that message has already 
been taken out to six primary schools. 

Sunday is the last day for the old £1 coin, and David Pearce, a pupil at 
Queen Mary’s, was the winner of the contest to design the new coin. The 
winner was chosen by George Osborne, who in a nice move actually telephoned David to tell him. I am sure 
that the House will join me in wishing headteacher Tim Swain, the teachers, the parents and, of course, the 
pupils for their continued success and commitment to public service.  

 

Energy Cap 

The much heralded energy cap which was promised during the General Election and then appeared to be 
dropped, reappeared on Thursday morning with the publication of draft legislation that would give the            
regulator Ofgem, the power to impose a cap on the standard variable rate. You may recall that the Labour 
Party announced a similar policy back in 2015 and were castigated for it by the Conservative Party. As you 
can imagine, the Labour Party did not miss the opportunity to remind the House that the Government were 
now pursuing an almost identical policy. 

http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/1296d5ca-75b9-4de1-a737-a9d308bbd4e4
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-11/debates/853E0598-0872-46DA-8734-360429BA8232/Engagements
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-12/debates/411AB172-EF2A-43BA-9E2C-F3198824EE3B/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://goo.gl/1bbnU5
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Rebecca Long Bailey (Salford and Eccles) (Lab):  Just two years ago, the then Prime Minister criticised              
Labour’s energy price cap policy, saying we wanted to live in a Marxist universe. Well, we certainly are in 
strange political times, that’s for sure. It has taken an extraordinary amount of time to get to this stage and 
enormous pressure from the shadow Front-Bench team and hon. Members on both sides of the House. It is 
impossible, however, for the price cap to protect families this coming winter. Ofgem has indicated it would 
take about five months after the Bill’s Royal Assent for the regulator to enact a price cap. Owing to the                    
Government’s dithering, the 4 million households in fuel poverty, almost 1 million of which include a disabled 
person, will now face another winter of cold homes or astronomical bills. Will the Secretary of State explain 
why it has taken so long? Labour has been consistently calling for action and clarity on the Government’s           
position since the election and for a price cap for several years, but even today several issues require further 
clarification. 

Edward Miliband (Doncaster North) (Lab): Given that this policy was once de-

scribed from the Dispatch Box as “a con”, “a joke”, “disastrous” and “living in a 

Marxist universe”, it would be churlish not to welcome the Secretary of State’s 

conversion to it today. Well done. He is very welcome to the party. However, I 

still think his voyage into the Marxist universe is a bit slow, if I can put it that 

way, because this is a draft Bill. It is four months since the general election. He 

said that there would be help this winter. He could have chosen to fast-track 

this measure with the Opposition Front Bench and get the help in now. Why so 

slow? Why not do it now? 

 

 

UN Inquiry 

Thursday ended with an Adjournment Debate on the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with                 
Disabilities, which was led by the SNP MP, Deidre Brock. The UN inquiry has been highly damning of the UK 
Government and that they are failing to uphold disabled people’s rights across a range of areas. You can 
read more about the report here. 

 

Deidre Brock (Edinburgh North and Leith, SNP): Against that background, the United Nations Committee on 
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities reported in August on the progress that the UK has made towards              
fulfilling its obligations under the convention on the rights of persons with disabilities. It is fair to say that the 
committee was not complimentary to the UK Government. It praised the Scottish Government and gave 
some praise to the Welsh Government, but it did not feel able to say much in favour of the UK Government’s 
efforts. I really hope that the Minister will be able to reassure us that there will be better news in future        
reports. 
 
The United Nations report criticised the austerity fetish, condemned the cuts to funding offered to people 
with disabilities for independent living, and called on the Government to backtrack. The tally of the                                  
committee’s recommendations for the UK exceeded 80 and covered a huge range of areas in which we have 
simply failed people with disabilities, in which Parliament has not protected them, and in which the                   
Government have assaulted them. It is, as the chairperson of the UN committee said, a human catastrophe. 
The Government have totally neglected people with disabilities. 

 

At the end of last year, the same UN committee said that UK Government policies and cuts amounted to                    
systematic violations of the rights of people with disabilities. The Government’s response appears to have 
rested on saying that the committee misunderstood, and that they were improving and building on the             
support available to disabled people. I hope that the Minister will offer us a little more than that today. 

https://goo.gl/jWcDKq
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