
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT– 17-20 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 

The week started with questions to Home Office ministers during which rare government 
support was offered for a Private Member’s Bill which was considered on Friday. Private 
Member’s Bills very rarely become law because without government support they stand 
little chance of getting through the legislative process. You can read more about here. On 
this occasion, the Bill being proposed by Chris Bryant MP – Assaults on Emergency Workers 
(Offences) Bill was given Ministerial approval which can be considered as a major step for-
ward. You can read more about the Bill here.   

Chris Bryant (Rhondda) (Lab): Emergency workers are there to pro-
tect all of us, so an attack on an emergency worker is an attack on us 
all. Surely the law should therefore come down heavily on any assail-
ant. Will the Home Secretary confirm for the avoidance of doubt that 
the Government will support my private Member’s Bill on Friday? 
Will she ensure that magistrates understand that, when they say 
that police officers and other emergency workers should have to put 
up with a certain amount of violence in their jobs, that is completely 
untrue? We should protect the protectors. 

Nick Hurd (Minister for Policing and the Fire Service): The hon. Gen-
tleman will know, certainly if he listened to the Home Secretary’s 
conference speech, that the Government are extremely supportive of 
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This week has not been the busiest of legislative weeks In Parliament, but it has seen some 
controversy. The Government was defeated in an opposition day motion to pause the roll 
out of Universal Credit. The Government whipped their MPs to abstain from the motion, 
resulting in the motion passing 299-0.  This was seen as an attempt to subvert the function 
of Parliament and also demonstrated a lack of respect for the institution. Prominent 
amongst the Governments critics was the Speaker of the House himself,  who made  the 
point to the Government that they cannot refuse to participate in a debate and then 
attempt to claim that they did not lose the vote. Away from these controversies, the House 
also sat on Friday to discuss two Private Members Bills, the first of which was on tougher 
sentencing for people who attack emergency service workers. This had wide support from 
all sides of the House, even gaining endorsement by the Government. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-16/debates/9F641FD7-45AF-4983-98BE-5DDE5150E208/TopicalQuestions
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the spirit of his Bill and included such measures in our manifesto. Any drama around the Government’s 
accepting the principle of his Bill is therefore of his manufacturing, as he well knows from our conversa-
tions. We want to support the Bill because we want to send the strongest possible signal that assaulting 
emergency workers is intolerable and anyone who does that should feel the full weight of the law. As with 
all private Members’ Bills, there will be detail to work through, but he knows that we support the principle 
of his Bill, on which we congratulate him. 

Questions were followed by an Urgent Question on the Iran nuclear deal which has been put in jeopardy 
by President Trump’s decision to decertify the agreement. The concern about this decision was widely 
shared, particularly about the message it sends to the rest of the world 

Emily Thornberry (Shadow Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs): The nuclear deal 
with Iran stands out as one of the most successful diplomatic achievements of the last decade, and let us 
be clear: the deal is working. What could today have been another North Korea-type crisis in the heart of 
the middle east has instead been one problem that the region does not have to worry about. For Donald 
Trump to jeopardise that deal—for him to move the goalposts by linking it to important but utterly extra-
neous issues around Iran’s wider activities in the region; for him to play these games—is reckless, mindless 
and downright dangerous. It makes a reality of Hillary Clinton’s prophecy that putting Donald Trump in the 
White House will create a real and present danger to world peace. 

Alistair Burt (Minister for the Middle East): Clearly we disagree with President Trump’s assessment. We 
do not fail to understand the United States’ concerns about Iran’s activities in the region, and we have 
made that clear, but we also believe that those matters need to be dealt with outside the agreement, 
which is why the agreement is so important. To have gone through all that and got something that works, 
in a world where it is quite difficult to get agreements that work, and then to put it to one side would not 
help the wider situation. We will continue to work our counsel with the United States and other parties to 
the agreement, and we will continue to work with the Iranian Government on matters of mutual interest, 
including those things about which we have concerns, to see if we can use the agreement as a possible 
springboard to future confidence, knowing that these things do not come quickly, but knowing also that 
signatures on deals matter. That is what the UK will adhere to. 

Hilary Benn (Leeds Central, Lab): As the right hon. Gentleman can already tell, the Government’s strong 
support for the deal is widely shared on both sides of the House. Does he agree, however, that among the 
consequences of President Trump’s announcement are, first, that it will undermine confidence in interna-
tional agreements of this sort—and, as we have already heard, this agreement was painfully and pains-
takingly negotiated by many people including Baroness Ashton—and, secondly, that it will enable the less 
than moderate forces in Iran to say to the more moderate forces, “We told you that you could not trust 
the United States of America”, which is not in anyone’s interests? 

 
Alistair Burt (Minister for the Middle East): The right hon. Gentleman 
speaks with great experience. Of course there is a risk that an agreement 
signed by one Administration and not followed through by another in its 
full terms will lead to exactly the consequences that he has described. In 
defence of its position, the United States has made it clear that the Presi-
dent was elected having said what he had said about the agreement, 
which had not been ratified by Congress, and he stands by that. 

I think that we should focus less on what was said last week by one party 
to the agreement than on what is being said by all the other parties to it: 
that is, we recognise its importance, and we recognise the need to adhere 
to an agreement if it is working and is certified on all sides. It is the United 
Kingdom’s view, and that of all the other signatories bar the United States, 
that the International Atomic Energy Agency has certified that Iran is living 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-16/debates/CB6656F4-3663-4BDD-9083-644A983670FB/Iran
https://goo.gl/L97xA2
https://goo.gl/2eq82d
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up to its obligations under the deal, and that that is the basis on which we should work. Certainly, if we 
want to encourage others to sign deals that may not benefit all elements of a regime, adhering to a deal is 
extremely important. 

Monday also saw the Second Reading of a Brexit related piece of legislation. The Nuclear Safeguards Bill 

establishes a legal framework which will replace what exists already as a result of the UK’s membership of 

Euratom. There has been a debate about whether Brexit means the UK has to end its membership of Eur-

atom, but the Government has decided that it does and therefore is proceeding with this Bill. You can see 

more information about the Bill here. For reasons of space, I have not included extracts from the debate, 

but the transcript is available here. 

Tuesday 

The Foreign Secretary has been the subject of many a headline in recent weeks, primarily around Brexit 
toings and froings, but also on some remarks he made about Libya. In Foreign Office questions on Tues-
day, he did not escape scrutiny on either subject. 

Fabian Hamilton (Leeds North East) (Lab):  When challenged about his recent “clear the dead bodies” re-
marks, the Foreign Secretary said that his only critics were those with 
 
“no knowledge or understanding of Libya.” 
 
Can he therefore respond to Guma el-Gamaty, the head of the Libyan Taghyeer party, who said: 
“Libyans fought and died fighting Islamic State in Sirte…Many remain where they fell…It is insensitive to 
talk about those bodies as if they are some obstacle to British businessmen enjoying beer and sunbathing. 
The very least he should do is apologise to the families of the young men who died”? 

Will the Foreign Secretary now directly apologise to those families 
today? 
 
Boris Johnson (Foreign Secretary): By far the best thing this Gov-
ernment and this House can do is to get behind the plan this Gov-
ernment are promoting to bring security to Libya and to Sirte, 
which would do honour to all those who fell fighting Daesh in Libya. 
That is the way forward for that country, and that is the course we 
are promoting. 
 
Bad tempered Brexit 
 
Emily Thornberry (Islington South and Finsbury) (Lab): At our last 
session of questions, the Foreign Secretary agreed with the hon. 
Member for Kettering (Mr Hollobone) that if the EU demanded a 

single penny in the Brexit divorce bill, then they could “go whistle”. A month later, the Foreign Secretary 
said—[Interruption.] I appreciate that accountability is difficult for the right hon. Gentleman, but he ought 
to listen. He said: 
 
“We are law-abiding, bill-paying people” 
who will “meet our legal obligations as we understand them”, 
 
so can he clear up this issue today? Does he accept that there will be a divorce bill or not, and if so, how 
much should the bill be? 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://services.parliament.uk/bills/2017-19/nuclearsafeguards.html
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-16/debates/84828D23-EAA6-4855-99D0-4C47BD5D3633/NuclearSafeguardsBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-17/debates/F4A1FA8D-BB38-4A09-BB24-CD1B5CE77705/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://goo.gl/VZWPHr
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-17/debates/0BDB6BB8-AD16-4BA9-9C51-10E09C865684/TopicalQuestions
https://goo.gl/AT97fj
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Boris Johnson (Foreign Secretary): I must very humbly and apologetically correct the right hon. Lady, 
because she is not faithfully representing what I said. [Hon. Members: “She is.”] She is not. What I said in 
answer to an hon. Friend on these Benches was that some of the sums I had heard spoken of were, in my 
view, or in the view of my hon. Friends, eye-watering and far too high. The figure I heard was €100 billion. 
Would Labour Members cough up €100 billion? Would you, or you, or you? I think they would, the supine, 
protoplasmic, invertebrate jellies. I think that is the sort of money they would readily fork out. I think it is 
too much. 
 
Mr Speaker: I hope the Hansard reporters caught the full flavour of that. We will inspect the Official Re-
port tomorrow. 
 
Emily Thornberry: Let me just quote again from the last session of Foreign Office questions, when the 

Foreign Secretary told the House: 
“There is no plan for no deal”.—[Official Report, 11 July 2017; Vol. 
627, c. 141.] 
Five days ago, he said that 
“we must make the right preparations…for a no-deal scenario.” 
We know that the Cabinet cannot stop fighting about the Brexit 
that they want, but it would be a start if our flip-flopping Foreign 
Secretary could stop fighting with himself. 
 
I have not asked the question yet, Boris. Which is it: the Telegraph 
article or the Florence speech—the lion roars or the lion wants to 
stop this malarkey? Apart from his own fading ambitions, what 
exactly does the Foreign Secretary believe in? 
 
Mr Speaker: The right hon. Lady should not refer to the Foreign 
Secretary by his first name. It is rather vulgar. 
 

Emily Thornberry: I do apologise, Mr Speaker. 
 
Mr Speaker: Not the name, but merely the mention of it. It is unseemly and insufficiently reverential.  
 
Boris Johnson: I would not dream of calling the right hon. Lady by any name other than Lady Nugee. 
May I say to her that, in fact, there is a ruthless and an iron consistency that applies not just to everything 
I have said, but to all the statements made by Conservative Members? We are united behind the principles 
of the Lancaster House speech, the article 50 letter and every jot, tittle, comma, syllable and every other 
item of punctuation in the Florence speech. I suggest that she adopts it as well. 
 
The issue of Brexit was on the agenda again later in the day when the Secretary of State for Exiting the 
EU, David Davies MP, came to the House to give an update on the latest round of negotiations. Concerns 
about the apparent slow progress of the talks and the prospect of no deal.  
 
Mr Pat McFadden (Wolverhampton South East) (Lab): I have sympathy with the Secretary of State be-
cause he has to come here every month to report on negotiations that resemble the holding pattern at 
Heathrow airport, where the planes go round and round but never actually move forward. May I return 
him to this crucial issue of no deal? Members of his party have spent the past two or three days touring TV 
studios saying that they are relaxed about that outcome, yet the Resolution Foundation and the Interna-
tional Trade Policy Observatory have today published a report saying that it would mean added costs for 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/column?VolumeNumber=627&ColumnNumber=141&House=1
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/column?VolumeNumber=627&ColumnNumber=141&House=1
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-17/debates/33F0A459-B60E-41EF-931F-51756CFFAF94/EUExitNegotiations
https://goo.gl/hEBoCr
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families of between £250 and £500 per year, with the burden falling most heavily on families in the mid-
lands and the north. Is he relaxed about that kind of additional burden on hard-working families? 
 
Mr Davis: If I thought it reflected the reality, I would not be relaxed about it, but the simple truth is that 
it does not. It does not reflect the effect of free trade and the free trade deals, and it does not reflect what 
we would have to do in those circumstances. 
 
Nicky Morgan (Loughborough) (Con): The Secretary of State said in his statement that 

“we cannot fully resolve the issues without also addressing our future relationship”. 

He is obviously right in saying that, but is it not also the case that it is impossible to address the future re-
lationship if talks do not take place? Will he therefore resist the siren voices who are tempting him to say 
that if there is no progress this week, we should get up and walk away? If we get up and walk away, we 
will never solve the issues that he talked about in his statement. 

Mr Davis: There are no plans to get up and walk away. 

Moving away from Brexit, the House turned its attention to the humanitarian crisis in Myanmar and the 
plight of the Rohingya people. There were many impassioned contributions 
 
Rushanara Ali (Bethnal Green and Bow, Lab): There are now almost 1 million Rohingya refugees in 
Bangladesh: the 582,000 joined the 400,000 who had already fled there following previous periods of tar-
geted attacks, notably in 2012 and 2016. There is a further influx of refugees from Myanmar who are be-
ing driven out of Rakhine state because food markets in the west of the region have been shut down and 
crucial aid deliveries restricted. Today, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees said that be-
tween 10,000 and 15,000 Rohingya people have been stranded since Sunday night at the Anjuman Para 
border crossing point between Bangladesh and Myanmar. These border pathways are particularly danger-
ous; Amnesty International accuses the Myanmar Government of having laid landmines in the path of flee-
ing women and children only a few weeks ago. 
 
Despite Aung San Suu Kyi’s election victory, her renowned endeavours as a human rights and pro-
democracy campaigner and her own sacrifice and fight for democracy for her fellow countrymen and 
women, many have expressed grave disappointment at her failure to speak out and raise her voice on be-
half of the persecuted minorities of her country, particularly the Rohingya. I share that sadness and disap-
pointment, as someone who, like many in the House, grew up admiring her fight for democracy and cour-
age, but alongside that disappointment we need to focus on the military Government, who hold the bal-
ance of power and control the military, defence, policing, local government, the civil service and many oth-
er aspects of power. While the media rightly focus attention on Aung San Suu Kyi, an important interna-
tional figure, we should not let the military and the generals off the hook; let us both hold the civilian Gov-

ernment and particularly the military to account. 
 
After the opening statement, one of the most interesting con-
tributions came from Conservative MP, Anne Main, who along 
with a small group of MPs, visited refugee camps in Bangla-
desh, and could talk first hand about the plight of the refu-
gees; 
 
 
 
Anne Main MP (St. Albans, Con): I pledged to the people 
whom I met in the camps—mostly women and children—that 
if nothing else, we would come back and give them a voice 
that could be heard. We went with a delegation from the Con-

https://goo.gl/nPGBvT
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-17/debates/85ADE193-5E40-4798-B15F-F916C81CD87D/TheRohingyaAndTheMyanmarGovernment
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-10-17/debates/85ADE193-5E40-4798-B15F-F916C81CD87D/TheRohingyaAndTheMyanmarGovernment
https://goo.gl/9FSz3G
https://goo.gl/6LYytx
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servative Friends of Bangladesh, and we spent two days in Cox’s Bazar. We were not prevented from 
speaking to anyone. We went there with Bengali Sylheti speakers who could translate very well for us, and 
we asked questions of anyone we liked. Their stories were all the same. There were stick-thin children who 
looked as if they were literally within days of dying. There were women who were unaccompanied by their 
menfolk because they had been slaughtered, brutally attacked or separated from them, beaten up and 
taken away. 
 
I must emphasise that the stories we heard were consistent. Any claims in the newspapers that the Roh-
ingya are doing this to themselves are lies, fabrications and absolute fantasy. That is not true. No woman 
wants to trek with eight small children after one of her sons has been stabbed through the chest, her 
breasts dried up because she cannot feed her child, and with only some semolina to keep her going for 
days. The Rohingya are not doing this to themselves. If the world sucks up that nonsense, that lie, that fab-
rication, we are complicit; and we cannot be complicit. 
 
In his response, the Foreign Office Minister went further than before in considering what has happened as 
ethnic cleansing. 
Mark Field (Minister for Asia and the Pacific): It is because the phrase “ethnic cleansing” is loaded with 
great emotion and a sense of finality that I have been relatively reluctant to use it. That is not in any way 
to disrespect the Rohingya, but we still maintain hope that many of them will be allowed to return safely 
to Burma—it may be a forlorn hope. However, I accept that the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 
has said that the situation seems like a textbook case of ethnic cleansing. I conclude, I am afraid, that that 
appears to be an increasingly accurate description of what has happened. 
What is essential now is that the Burmese Government and the security forces enact the positive measures 
announced by State Counsellor Aung San Suu Kyi on Thursday evening. That includes the establishment of 
a new civilian-led body to oversee the return of those who have fled and the development of Rakhine into 
a state, perhaps with martial aid, in which all communities can live together sustainably. The security forc-
es should ensure that the Rohingya feel safe to return. They must, in my view, permit a massive upscaling 
in international humanitarian relief in Burma that is desperately needed to reach those who remained in 
Rakhine or, we hope, will return there. 
 

Wednesday                                                            

As ever Wednesday was a busy day in the house seeing two important events taking place in the House. 
The first key event was of course Prime minister’s questions, this week’s session saw a focus on the econ-
omy with questions ranging from the NHS pay cap to energy prices. Jeremy Corbyn then went on to attack 
the Government’s entire record on the economy. 

Jeremy Corbyn: It is very interesting that the Prime Minister talks 
about what happened 10 years ago. Her former friend George Os-
borne said earlier this week: 

“did Gordon Brown cause the sub-prime crisis in America? No.” He 

went on to say that “broadly speaking” the Government “did what 

was necessary in a very difficult situation”. 

Under this Prime Minister, we have a weak economy. UK growth is 

currently the worst among the 10 largest EU economies. We are the 

only major economy where wages are lower today than they were 10 

years ago. Even without the risks posed by this Government’s bun-

https://goo.gl/cjLwZa
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-18/debates/AD795368-71E0-450D-A138-CB43998361E3/Engagements
https://goo.gl/zu4Skq
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gled Brexit negotiations—it is very interesting to see that the Home Secretary is necessary to keep the two 

protagonists apart—we now have weak growth, falling productivity, falling investment, and falling wages. 

How does the Prime Minister have the nerve to come here and talk about a “strong economy” when the 

figures show the exact opposite? 

The Prime Minister: I have to say to the right hon. Gentleman that the OECD says about the United King-
dom that we have the most efficient, accessible healthcare system, that fiscal sustainability has improved, 
that important steps have been taken to improve educational outcomes, and that jobs and earnings are 
good. That is what the OECD says about the strong economy under this Conservative Government. The 
way to get a weak economy is to borrow £500 billion like the Labour party is proposing. The way to get a 
weak economy is to ensure that you are promising spending after spending after spending and people are 
going to have to pay for that. The only way we get money to put into public services, and the only way we 
can give people tax cuts to help them with the cost of living, is to ensure that we deal with the deficit, get 
our debts down, and deal with Labour’s great recession which put us into this position in the first place. 

 Universal Credit Roll-out 

Somewhat overshadowing Prime Minister’s questions this week was the opposition day debate on the 
pausing of the roll out of Universal Credit. Due to the broad ranging effect of Universal Credit, the debate 
got quite heated at times. Perhaps the strangest, and most telling, event of the whole debate was the 
government’s whipping of its MPs to abstain from the vote, resulting in the motion passing with 299 in 
favour and 0 against. Topping this off was that one Conservative Member even crossed the House and 
defied the Government. The opposition party MPs point was made by several different speaks from vari-
ous parties. 

Anna McMorrin (Cardiff North) (Lab): It is obvious once again that this Government care more about sav-
ing face than serving the people of this country. This Conservative Government say that they are improv-

ing the lives of working people and getting people back into work, 
yet they are ignoring pleas from across this Chamber and the 
country to halt the roll-out of this shambolic universal credit sys-
tem. We are being told that people should “get up, work hard and 
get on in life”, but these are hard-working people—families and 
their children—bearing the brunt of many years of Tory economic 
failure and austerity cuts.…The reality is that this accelerated and 
aggressive roll-out will see an increase in debt, rental arrears, food 
bank usage, and homelessness—people struggling to make ends 
meet, with real-life consequences. I know of one family who have 
had their two children taken into care because they were forced to 
move into a tent in a park after being evicted when their housing 
benefit was not paid on time. These children were taken away 
from their parents not because they were not loved, not because 

they were not cared for, but because this Government failed them.It is clear that the current universal 
credit process is not fit for purpose. It is due to be rolled out in my constituency early in the new year, and I 
am already getting many people coming to me truly scared about how this is going to affect them. We are 
seeing an increase in homelessness in Cardiff, especially among young people, with an 18% increase in the 
past year.…We are also seeing 475 needless deaths every year across Wales alone because vulnerable 
people are unable to afford to heat their homes. Homelessness and fuel poverty are set to get worse under 
this system. We have a Welsh Labour Government tackling it, but their arms are tied behind their backs 
with this roll-out of universal credit. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-18/debates/1AFAAEAD-A28E-4037-A38F-7D4CC41CC049/UniversalCreditRoll-Out
https://goo.gl/GmjrEa
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I am deeply concerned about the effect that this will have on single-parent families, who make up one in 

eight households, with significant hardship through delays, errors, fluctuating payments, and payments in 

arrears. At a time when child poverty in single- parent families is forecast to sharply increase, this system 

must be fixed. Do not let homeless, evictions, debts and misery pile up. Do not allow destitution to get 

worse in the 21st century. The Secretary of State says that he wants to test and improve the system; he 

should listen to the overwhelming evidence and halt this. 

Mhairi Black (Paisley and Renfrewshire South) (SNP): 

…I find myself in a bizarre situation: I am going to stick up for the principles behind a Tory policy. Universal 
credit is a simplified online-only way of receiving benefits. It rolls together six benefits, including unem-
ployment benefit, tax credits and housing benefit, into one personally tailored payment. It makes sense. 
For a lot of people, social security used to stop altogether once they began to earn above a certain 
amount. Universal credit seeks to remedy that by slowly and steadily declining as people earn more 
through their job, rather than suddenly stopping altogether.…I thank my hon. Friend for raising that point 
because I want to say to Conservative Members that none of us is lying about our experiences. We are not 
making things up. We are coming to the House with genuine problems that the Government are failing to 
address.DWP figures show that around one in four new claimants waits longer than six weeks to be paid—
a 25% failure rate: staggeringly alarming given that universal credit is still in its early days. Benefit delays 
remain a primary reason for the increase in the use of food banks. Citizens Advice has found that, from 
52,000 cases, those on universal credit appear to have, on average, less than £4 a month left to pay all 
their creditors after they have paid essential living costs. 

The debate also saw interventions from Conservative MPs voicing discontent over the implementation of 
Government policy. Most notably from Dr Sarah Wollaston MP who was also the Member to defy the 
Government whip. 

Dr Sarah Wollaston (Totnes) (Con): I support the principles behind universal credit. My question is this: 
why are we undermining a policy with the potential to change lives for 
the better by not addressing a fundamental flaw at its heart? 

I know that Members on this side of the House will be abstaining tonight. 

Personally, I do not agree with that. The House should have an opportuni-

ty to express its view, and there have been occasions on which these de-

bates, even though they are advisory, have led to changes in policy.  

Heidi Allen (South Cambridgeshire) (Con): I am fortunate to have served 

on the Work and Pensions Committee since my election in 2015, and that 

has given me a really detailed understanding of universal credit. To reiter-

ate my question to the Prime Minister last week, I believe that universal 

credit will be the most significant positive transformation of the benefit 

system in decades. The principles of universal credit are different and the 

support provided by work coaches is different, but that must not detract 

from the concerns that I and many Members from across the House have with the design of universal 

credit. I am disappointed that the Government did not pause the roll-out of this service while some of the 

system build flaws are resolved, but the Secretary of State has already given the commencement order, 

and that moment has passed. There is, however, another one-month roll-out delay in January, so all eyes 

will be on that. 

hhttps://goo.gl/5d7Atk
https://goo.gl/fY8JFP
https://goo.gl/FVXymD
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Thursday 

The day began with questions to the Secretary of State for Transport followed by an urgent question on the Gren-
fell Tower inquiry. The Business of the House saw continued discontent in the House at the Government’s approach 
to the opposition day motion on the pause to the universal credit roll out. MPs were unhappy as the Government 
had seemed to flout the etiquette of the House by whipping their Members to abstain from the vote and so effec-
tively refusing to engage in the debate, the very point of Parliament. 

Valerie Vaz (Wallsall South) (Lab):  I thank the Leader of the House for the forthcoming business—again, it is just 
for one week, not two—and also join her in wishing everybody peace and prosperity for Diwali. I also thank her for 
providing an advance copy, which I got via email on Tuesday, and the Vote Office in Portcullis for having hard copies 
of it for Members on Monday. 

This week, the sky darkened, a hurricane hit our islands, and the Government continued with their game playing 
both here and in Europe. I want to reiterate what you said after the motion yesterday, Mr Speaker, which was that 

“the Leader of the House has to be the House’s representative in the Government.”—[Official Report, 18 October 
2017; Vol. 629, c. 956.] 

I am sure that the Deputy Leader of the House, who was in his place yesterday, will have informed the Leader of the 

House about the outcome. There were seven points of order following the debate. Member after Member—and you, 

Mr Speaker—wanted to know what the position is when the House votes 299-0. As the shadow Secretary of State 

for Work and Pensions said in her point of order, if the Government have retreated on certain aspects of a policy, 

the Minister should come to the House and explain. 

The dissatisfaction with the Government’s behaviour even spread to some of their own MPs. 

Sir Edward Leigh (Gainsborough) (Con): May I put to my good friend the Leader of the House a Conservative long-

term point of view about the events of last night? It may be that in future we have a 

minority Labour Government. They may produce a policy that we think is deeply con-

trary to our personal liberties. We may muster a majority in Parliament against it. 

What happens if that future Labour Government then say, “We’re sorry—you’ve set 

the precedent, this is only an expression of opinion, and we’re going to ignore Parlia-

ment”? Frankly, the road to tyranny is paved with Executives ignoring Parliament. I 

therefore urge my right hon. Friend to listen to Parliament. I believe that the Secre-

tary of State should come and make a statement, and it should be a statement full of 

meat. Parliament does matter. If we, as Conservatives, live by the sword now, our 

Conservative values might die by the sword in future. 

Mr Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): On rare occasions, I have been in trouble with the Whips for not voting for 
Government policy. Yesterday would have been the first time that had I voted for Government policy, I would have 
been in trouble. We cannot ignore the will of the House. This is about not just Opposition days, but Back-Bench busi-
ness days—and what if a motion put forward by the Government is lost, because the Government ignore it? 

The fact is that we have to have a mechanism whereby the Government formally come back and explain what ac-

tion they are going to take as a result of a vote in this House. May I suggest to the Leader of the House that she con-

siders that proposal this week, and that she comes back next week and says that that is exactly what is going to 

happen? Will she tell us that within 12 weeks of a vote, a Minister—perhaps even the Leader of the House—will 

come back and explain what action has been taken? [Interruption.] I said within 12 weeks. [Interruption.] Oh, tsk—

stop! That could perhaps be called the Leadsom convention. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-19/debates/798A7DEF-37C4-4B16-891B-E0F3150DBE18/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-19/debates/497411E0-DD36-4C50-9869-B73AE7C695C9/GrenfellTower
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-19/debates/497411E0-DD36-4C50-9869-B73AE7C695C9/GrenfellTower
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-10-19/debates/83A9A509-2C9D-4870-AB64-484FD1847097/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://goo.gl/yVGcJd
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/column?VolumeNumber=629&ColumnNumber=956&House=1
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/column?VolumeNumber=629&ColumnNumber=956&House=1
https://goo.gl/p4Yztf
https://goo.gl/ZPv7Wh
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Friday  

Every so often the House sits on a Friday to hear Private Member’s Bills. This Friday was one of those oc-
casions and the Bill which was most anticipated was the Assaults on Emergency Workers (Offences) Bill, 
introduced by Chris Bryant MP. This Bill was introduced to help better protect emergency workers from 
attack. When opening the Bill, Chris Bryant paid a fitting tribute to PC Keith Palmer. 
Chris Bryant 
I start from a simple premise. An assault on anyone is wrong, but an 
attack on any emergency worker—whether that is a police constable, a 
paramedic, an ambulance driver, an accident and emergency doctor or 
nurse, a fire officer, a prison officer, someone working in search and res-
cue, or someone working on a lifeboat—is an attack on us all. And when 
we are all attacked, we all stand firm together. 

It is not just that many of these people show daily acts of bravery; they 
put their lives on the line. We know that here in Parliament, where PC 
Keith Palmer was murdered earlier this year. We owe him a phenomenal 
debt of gratitude. London knows it… It is incomprehensible that people 
should attack our national heroes like this. It is amazing that those staff 
still go the extra mile on behalf of the British public. It is time that we did 
everything in our power to protect them. 

…. 

I do not often say something like this, but many Conservative colleagues have helped me to get as tough a 
Bill as possible out of the Government parliamentary counsel… I very much hope that the Bill will have 
unanimous support. I hope, too, that the public who are watching will not think it an anti-climax if there is 
no vote. That simply means that the view of the House is unanimous: we will not put up with assaults on 
emergency workers. 

On some occasions there is cross-party support for Bills and I was pleased to see that this Bill had the 
backing of Labour as well as Conservative Members. The Second Reading passed without a vote which sig-
nalled that the House unanimously supported the principles of the Bill. 

 

Finally, there was one other Private Member’s Bill which received cross party support. This was the Paren-

tal Bereavement (Leave and Pay) Bill. For those who find themselves in the harrowing situation of losing a 

child, this Bill would help to support them by creating legal entitlement of  two weeks paid leave to any 

employed parent who loses a child under 18.  

Kevin Hollinrake (Thirsk and Malton) (Con) 

The successful passage of the Bill will ensure that we are able to put in 

place a new provision and level of protection so that those who find them-

selves in this awful situation in future know that, at a minimum, they will 

be entitled to time off work to grieve, without their suffering any detri-

ment. We know that there are some brilliant, supportive and flexible em-

ployers out there, and I commend them for the support that they provide 

to their employees when these circumstances occur. But we also know 

that some employers operate at the other end of the spectrum, and it is 

those employers we need to consider when putting this legislation in 

place.  

http://www.parliament.uk/about/how/laws/bills/private-members/
https://goo.gl/zgGDJH
https://goo.gl/19jzyP
https://goo.gl/19jzyP
https://goo.gl/zgGDJH

