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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 

This week began with the Secretary of State for Education at the dispatch box to answer questions.  
 
Brexit Negotiations 

Following this the Prime Minister came to the House for an update on the progress of the Brexit ne-
gotiations. Given the developments over the weekend, Members were keen to ask for clarity on 
what the deal the Government struck is and whether or not it is 
enforceable. 
 
Mr Speaker : Ah, yes—the Member with the bright jumper! I call 
Mary Creagh. 
 
Mary Creagh (Wakefield) (Lab): The Brexit Secretary has captivated 
the House with tales of regulatory impact assessments that do not 
exist. The Chancellor has said that the divorce bill will be paid in all 
circumstances, but the Brexit Secretary contradicted him at the 
weekend, saying that it would be conditional on a trade deal. The 
Prime Minister’s deal with the Taoiseach, promising full regulatory 
alignment, has been dismissed by the Brexit Secretary as a state-
ment of intent. If she cannot even get her Brexit Secretary to agree 
with her, how on earth is she going to get a good deal that protects 
jobs, investment and growth in this country? 
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This week I was away from the House, I attended the Atlantic Council which has the Heads 
of NATO alliance and partner nations meet once a year to discus partnership issues .  
 
It is, therefore, extremely important that Britain is well represented at these meetings to 
give the UK a strong and forceful voice in shaping the direction of NATO and, especially in 
these times, to show the world that Britain still has something to say on the International 
stage. 
 
My absence did not make Parliament any less busy, and the important developments with 
European Union (Withdrawal) Bill mean that Parliament is now central to the Brexit process 
and will have a vote on the final deal.   
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The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): The Brexit Secretary and I—indeed, the whole Cabinet and the whole Gov-
ernment—are behind the agreement, the deal and the progress report that we have negotiated in relation to mov-
ing on to phase 2. We are of one accord on that. The only party that is not of one accord is the Labour party. 
 
After the Prime Minister’s Statement, the Foreign Secretary came to the dispatch box to make a Statement regard-
ing Oman, UAE and Iran. 
 
Finance Bill 
The main business of the day was the second reading of the Government’s Finance Bill. Members were keen to 
question the Government’s approach to the Budget, noting that the problem of low wages and economic growth is 
still a major issue. 
 
Dan Carden (Liverpool, Walton) (Lab): Was my hon. Friend surprised, as I was, that the Financial Secretary did not 
mention wages once? He did not mention that real wages will not return to pre-crash levels for almost a decade. Do 
this Government care about people’s wages? 
 
Peter Dowd (Bootle) (Lab): The answer to the last question is no, they do not. The Budget proved yet again that the 
Government are completely unable and unwilling to recognise the challenges that the country faces. The Chancellor 
and the Prime Minister are instead more concerned about sorting out the Democratic Unionist party and the fringes 
of the Tory party. 
 
Leo Docherty (Aldershot) (Con): The hon. Gentleman is presuming to tell us about the opinion of the electorate, but I 
appeal to him to bear in mind my constituents’ opinion during the rest of his remarks. They fear the unleashing of 
Marxist mayhem by the shadow Chancellor. Can the hon. Gentleman confirm that in 2013, the shadow Chancellor 
said that 

“I’m straight, I’m honest with people: I’m a Marxist”? 

 

Peter Dowd (Bootle) (Lab): The hon. Gentleman can ask as many questions as 
he likes—[Interruption.] And the hon. Member for Croydon South (Chris Philp) 
can say “Yes or no?” But the Conservative party is in a state of chaos, it is as 
simple as that. After seven years, the verdict on Tory austerity is clear for all 
to see. Economic growth stands at its lowest point since the Conservatives 
came to power, and it has been revised down by the Office for Budget Re-
sponsibility for every year of the forecast. The UK has the slowest growth in 
the G7, and the Institute for Fiscal Studies has warned of two decades of lost 
earnings growth. That relates to what my hon. Friend the Member for Liver-
pool, Walton (Dan Carden) said. 
 
The day in the Chamber ended with a debate on a motion for adjournment on 
the tragic shooting of Abdul Karim Boudiaf.  
 

Brexit Deal: Referendum 
 
Away from the Chamber, a debate was held in Westminster Hall on the possibility of a referendum on the final deal 
for exiting the European Union. This debate was called because several online petition together reached well over 
the required 100,000 signature point to obligate Parliament to consider the matter. In part the debate focused on 
the practicalities in ensuring a referendum on the final deal was just that, and that it was properly regulated and 
controlled. 
 
Dr David Drew (Stroud) (Lab/Co-op): I previously supported the referendum. It was the worst time in British politics 
that I have ever known, and some of us have been involved in British politics for rather a long time. Given that there 
is every danger that the debate could get worse rather than better, what safeguards would my hon. Friend put in 
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place to ensure that any referendum at least tries to reach a higher level of political debate than the last one? 
 
Susan Elan Jones (Clwyd South) (Lab): It will have been going on for rather longer. Some people I had communica-
tions from seemed to think that, because I am leading this debate, I would have a 
role in the final Brexit negotiations. That is a nice idea, and I shared my thoughts 
with them in some cases. I think that multi-option is very important, because it 
would bring greater clarity. When I saw the discussion on multi-option, my first 
thought was, “Gosh, this all sounds painfully Lib Dem”—without meaning any dis-
respect to anyone—but the options are complicated and we should dignify the de-
bate and a future referendum by making it multi-option. 
 
Tom Brake (Carshalton and Wallington) (LD): Does the hon. Lady agree that one 
way of ensuring that the referendum is different from the previous one might be to 
appoint an independent arbiter who would look at the claims being made by the 
different camps? If someone came forward with the ludicrous claim that there will 
be £350 million a week for the NHS, the arbiter would be able to say, “That is com-
pletely out of order. You cannot repeat that phrase.” 
 
Susan Elan Jones (Clwyd South) (Lab): I do not think that it will be me making the decision, but that seems like a very 
sensible point. 

Although I am far more sympathetic to the need for a referendum on the final deal than the archbishop was in his 

speech, he made his case powerfully. I have no doubt that in this House today and on other days, many different 

viewpoints will be expressed on Brexit issues. I am sure that will be the case in communities the length and breadth 

of the United Kingdom. One thing that I am far less confident about is that there will be a healing of the divisions 

any time soon on this divisive subject. All of us, wherever we stand on the Brexit spectrum, need to be mindful of 

that. 

Tuesday 

Questions to the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy began another long Tuesday in the 
House.  This was then swiftly followed by the Government’s answer to an Urgent Question regarding the King’s Col-
lege Hospital Foundation Trust. Before a busy morning was rounded off by the presentation of a Bill on Courts and 
the abuse of process. 

European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 

Following this opening, the main business once again focused on the European Union (Withdrawal) Bill. Another 
lengthy session of debate lasting well into the night, this time focusing on the so called Henry VIII powers and the 
amendments that had been proposed by Members to curb the power that the original draft of the Bill proposed to 
give the Government. 

Mr Jim Cunningham (Coventry South) (Lab): We were told that we were bringing powers back to this Parliament so 
that this Parliament could take decisions. Why, then, are the Government trying to introduce something similar to 
the Henry VIII clause? Does it not make a mockery of their promises? 
 
Mr Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): Exactly. People voting in the referendum might have been moved by 
that slogan “take back control”, but I do not honestly think many voters thought that that meant taking back con-
trol from a European Executive and handing it to Ministers of the Crown, outwith the powers and scope of Parlia-
ment to do much about it, yet that is effectively the proposal in clause 7. 

I want to emphasise that this is not simply an exercise in transposing technical and necessary measures. The Gov-

ernment have extended the scope of the Bill into policy-making capability, which brings in the question of diver-
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gence. We have heard a lot recently about concepts of full alignment and this notion of diverging from rules and 

policies. The way clauses 7 and 9 have been drafted would allow Ministers, by order, through negative statutory 

instruments that we rarely get the chance even to vote on in this place, to make policy changes that could affect 

policy functions and the rights of our constituents—perhaps as part of a deregulating agenda—if that is indeed 

what the Government of the day sought to achieve. 

 

Mary Creagh (Wakefield) (Lab): My hon. Friend, like me, will have read in the newspa-
pers about the Cabinet split opening up on divergence, with various Cabinet Ministers 
backing divergence and others not. How does he think this squares with the Prime Min-
ister’s promise to our European partners and the Government of the Republic of Ireland 
that we will stay in full regulatory alignment after we leave? 
 
Mr Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): I suspect that the European Commission 
and the Republic of Ireland Government saw the phrase “full alignment” and thought 
that full alignment meant full alignment. It turns out from the Prime Minister’s state-
ment yesterday that full alignment does not quite mean full alignment. She said it only 
meant aligning the areas in the Good Friday agreement protocol, but of course that 
predates the notion of our leaving the single market and the customs union, so the 
Good Friday agreement did not cover such narrow issues—I say that sarcastically—as 
goods and manufacture trade. The list of issues that she thinks full alignment covers 
does not include trade in goods, which is a staggering thing, because of course if we do 
not cover trade in goods, we end up with that hard border, which is absolutely the point 
we have got to. 
 

Mary Creagh (Wakefield) (Lab): rose— 
 

Mr Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): I do not want to digress at this stage. I want to focus particularly on 

the powers that Ministers are taking in clause 7, if my hon. Friend will allow me to do so. 

John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): rose— 
Mr Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): I cannot resist. 
 
John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): Ministers have assured us that if they want to change policy—if, for instance, 
they see a need for a new fishing policy, or a new customs and trade policy—there will be primary legislation and 
full parliamentary debates in both Houses. Does the hon. Gentleman not understand that? We are dealing with a 
very narrow set of provisions, relating only to statutory instruments to deal with technical matters which, of course, 
the House can ultimately determine in any event. 
 
Mr Chris Leslie (Nottingham East) (Lab/Co-op): It is touching that the right hon. Gentleman takes those assurances 
from Ministers at face value, but the Ministers may not be here for very much longer. Who knows? If we are going 
to make policy changes, that should be done in a Bill that comes before Parliament, or in a statutory instrument 
subject to affirmative resolution. 

I now invite Members to pick up their copies of the Bill, because I want to deal with a couple of provisions in clause 7 

which I think contradict the understanding of the right hon. Member for Wokingham (John Redwood) of the scope 

of the order-making powers that are being taken. It is, in fact, fairly wide. Clause 7(4) states: 

“Regulations under this section may make any provision that could be made by an Act of Parliament.” 

In other words, a provision in a statutory instrument could have the same effect as one in primary legislation. 

Mr Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): When statutes are being considered and Bills are being drafted, there does 
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on occasion come a point at which we must accept that assurances given, for example, at the Dispatch Box will have 
to complement the inevitable small grey areas. However, that should not prevent us as a Parliament from scrutinis-
ing legislation and insisting that, so far as possible, it is drafted in conformity with the purpose for which the Gov-
ernment say that they intend to use it. 
 
The session was then finished off with a debate for a motion for adjournment on mental health provision for chil-
dren and young people.  
 
Defence Select Committee 

Away from the Chamber, the Defence Select Committee sitting focused on the question of the Ministry of De-
fence’s (MOD) policy of acquisition of assets for our Armed Forces and the procurement of those assets. The Com-
mittee, along with many Members from all Parties, are concerned about the MOD’s approach to procurement in 
the wider context of rumored further cuts to Defence. For more on the work of the Committee click here.     

Wednesday 

The Secretary of State for Wales was questioned by Members to begin Wednesday. His stint at the dispatch box 
was then followed by the Prime Minister. The opposition used the chance to question the Prime Minister to focus 
on the Government’s poor record at dealing with homelessness, a point especially pertinent at this time of year. 
 
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): The last Labour Government cut homelessness by two thirds during their time 
in office, and when Labour left office, the number of children in temporary accommodation was a lot lower than it is 
now. I asked the Prime Minister for a pledge to reduce the amount of homelessness next year; that pledge was not 
forthcoming. One hundred and twenty-eight thousand children will spend Christmas without a home to call their 
own—that is up 60% on 2010. It is too late for this Christmas, but will the Prime Minister promise that by Christmas 
2018, fewer children will be without a home to call their own? 
 
The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): I say to the right hon. Gentleman 
again that of course we want every child to wake up in their own home, 
particularly at Christmas. It is incredibly important that people know that 
they can keep a roof over their heads, even in the most desperate circum-
stances. That is why we are making sure that councils can place families in 
a broader range of homes if they fall into such circumstances. Since 2011, 
councils have been able to place families into private rented accommoda-
tion so that they can get a suitable place sooner. We have changed the law 
so that families with children should not find themselves in B&B accommo-
dation, except in an emergency. By implementing the Homelessness Reduc-
tion Act 2017 we are making sure that families at risk can get support be-
fore they find themselves homeless. I have been clear, as I was a few weeks 
ago, that we are going to be a Government who put a clear focus on hous-
ing, on building the homes that people need, on ensuring that people are 
given help to get into those homes, and on acting to prevent homelessness 
before it happens. That is what we are doing, and that is what will make a real difference to people’s lives. 
 
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): The sad reality is that one in every 100 children in this country are homeless 
at any one time. That is a national disgrace, and it is getting worse. For all the Prime Minister says about the private 
rented sector, I shall quote from a letter I received this week from Rachael, who says: 

“I have a knot in my stomach every New Year period when we are due to sign a new tenancy agreement…After 

renting the same flat for ten years, never being in arrears and keeping the property in good order we were given 

notice to quit out of the blue”. 

Will the Prime Minister help people like Rachael and back secure three-year tenancies for all private renters? 

The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): I think the right hon. Gentleman was present in the Chamber for the Budget, 
and that point is precisely why we said that we are looking at ways in which we can encourage longer-term tenan-
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cies. What is important is ensuring that people are able to have the accommodation that they need and that they 
want on the basis that is right for them. That is why, as I have said, we are dealing with the issue of longer-term ten-
ancies. 

The right hon. Gentleman talks about people renting their homes, but his response on renting is to bring in rent con-

trols. Rent controls have never worked. They result in reducing the number of homes that are available for people 

who want to have accommodation and a roof over their own head. It is not just me who says that Labour party poli-

cy will not help people who are renting; Shelter says that it will not help people who are renting. 

PMQs was followed by the presentation of a Bill on short and holiday-let accommodation. 

European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 

Once again overshadowing PMQs was another round of debate on the European Union (Withdrawal) Bill. This was 
perhaps the most crucial debate yet, as it would see a vote on whether Parliament would have a say on the final 
deal enshrined in law. 

Mr Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): I am most grateful to have the opportunity to 
participate in this debate and to follow the hon. Member for Greenwich and Woolwich 
(Matthew Pennycook). I agreed with virtually every word that he said. 

In speaking to amendment 7, in the name of my hon. Friends, myself and other hon. 

Members, I am conscious that it has taken on a life of its own. When the Committee 

stage of the Bill started, it was my intention—and I hope one that I have observed and 

honoured throughout—to try to approach the amendments that I tabled in the spirit 

in which they are intended, which is to try to improve difficult legislation while entirely 

recognising the many challenges that the Government face. Brexit is full of risk and full 

of complexity—legal and otherwise—and the Government are entitled to my support, 

wherever possible, to carry Brexit out as smoothly as they can and with the least im-

pact on the well-being of the citizens of our country. That has been my aim through-

out. 

I very much regret that—as often tends to happen in these matters—while some sessions in Committee have led to 

sensible amendment and the Government considering matters, or going away to look again and making some help-

ful suggestions, in the case of amendment 7 we seem to have run out of road. What happens in those circumstanc-

es, I regret to say, is that all rational discourse starts to evaporate. The purpose of the amendment, the nature of it, 

is entirely lost in a confrontation in which it is suggested that the underlying purpose is the sabotage of the will of 

the people, which it most manifestly is not. That is then followed by a hurling of public abuse; large numbers of peo-

ple telling one that one is a traitor; and, I regret to say, some of one’s hon. and right hon. Friends saying slightly 

startling things. My right hon. Friend the Member for Chingford and Woodford Green (Mr Duncan Smith), for exam-

ple, said that I am grandstanding, when I do not remember ever having suggested such a thing to him about the 

way that he has expressed his views on Europe at any time in his career—including, I might add, when I tried to be a 

loyal member of his team when he was leader of my own party. 

Mr John Baron (Basildon and Billericay) (Con): My right hon. and learned Friend will know that I have never partici-
pated in any of that sort of language. May I gently put it to him that amendment 7 leaves open at least the possibil-
ity that, given that the EU does not want any member to leave and that there is therefore no incentive for it to nego-
tiate a good deal that would be acceptable to this Parliament, we could find ourselves in a permanent state of lim-
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bo, deadlocked in unproductive negotiations? 
 
Mr Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): I note what my hon. Friend has said and I am very grateful to him for the 
way in which he put it, but I happen to disagree with him. If he listens to me he will understand why I think that I am 
right on that point. 

The consequence is that we completely lose sight of what the key issues are, and if I may say so before I move on, 

that matters a lot, because in the course of this, we also lose sight of the fact that we are the Parliament of a deeply 

divided country on this issue. When I go and lecture to sixth-formers occasionally and talk to them, I point out that 

the parliamentary process is not just about the imposition of the will of the majority on the minority; it is the process 

by which we obtain consent for what the majority chooses to do. 

The difficulty with this referendum is that, having invoked the public will, which, I regret to say, is not entirely tem-

pered in its expressions of view by some of the courtesies that we extend to each other here, we run the risk of los-

ing sight of the fact that 48% of the electorate did not wish for the policy that we are currently pursuing and have 

deep concerns about, not trying to reverse it, but the extent to which it will have an adverse impact on their well-

being, and request us as a Parliament to pay as much attention to what they are saying as we undoubtedly have to 

do to those who voted in the referendum and said that they wanted to leave. The most worrying aspect of the de-

bate, as it has progressed, is how we become polarised and so fixated on ends that we fail completely to look at 

means. We look at the top of the mountain, but not at where we are going to put our foot next. As a consequence, 

we run serious risks of badly letting them down—all of them, collectively—by enacting bad legislation and taking 

very foolish decisions. 

Of course, when this confrontation comes along, the negotiations immediately stop, the conversation ceases, the 

Government’s steamroller is invoked, and the atmosphere can suddenly get really quite unpleasant; and I regret it. 

As a consequence—I will come back to this in a moment—I have to tell my hon. Friends on the Treasury Bench that I 

think they have lost a series of opportunities in the dialogue we have had on this to come to a sensible outcome. 

With that, I turn to the issue that is, in truth, under debate. 

The subsequent vote on the amendment was close, but, owing to 11 rebel MPs on the Government’s side, was won 
by the Ayes by 4 votes, 309 – 305. This means that Parliament’s right to a vote on the final deal can now be en-
shrined in law, placing the sovereignty of Parliament at the heart of the Brexit process. 

 

The day ended on a debate on the UK flight ban to Sharm El Sheikh in Egypt.  

 

Exiting The European Union Committee 

Away from the Chamber the Exiting the European Union Com-
mittee conducted its weekly session. This is one of the largest 
Committees in Parliament with 21 Members and carries out 
the difficult and important work of ensuring the work of the 
Department for Exiting the European Union is properly scruti-
nized. This means that the negotiations will be conducted in a 
sensible and transparent manner. The work of the Committee 
recently has been focused on the much talked about Sectoral 
Impact Analysis which Parliament voted to be released to 
Members. The Committee has expressed particular concerns 
about the documents which were released and the comments 
of the Secretary of State regarding them. For more on the 
work of the Committee see here. 
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Thursday 

After an eventful Wednesday night, Thursday morning appropriately began with questions to the Secretary of State 
for Leaving the European Union. Many topics were discussed, but again the question of the sectoral impact analysis 
was raised. 
 
Dr Sarah Wollaston (Totnes) (Con): I recently booked an appointment in the Reading Room. I thought that it would 
be like an inner circle of hell, and that I would be trapped in there for days reading the sectoral analysis. Indeed, I 
was there with the hon. Member for Wakefield (Mary Creagh). In fact, there were only nine pages on health and 
social care, and the documents relevant to my Select Committee took me less than an hour to read in their entirety. I 
believe that in the interests of transparency, these very straightforward documents should be in the public domain. 
Will the Secretary of State publish them? 
 
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Exiting the European Union (Mr Robin Walker): The sectoral analysis 
has already been made available to the Select Committees, as per the motion of the House, and to all Members of 
this House through the Reading Room. The documents contain a range of information, including sector views, some 
of which would certainly be of great interest to the other side in these negotiations. 
 

Following these questions, the Speaker made a statement in order to clarify for Members his position over the alle-
gations of contempt of Parliament surrounding the publication of the Sectoral Impact Assessments. 

Mr Speaker: In view of the interest in the House, and outside, I wish, as an excep-
tion to the general rule, to make a statement about the replies I have sent today to 
those hon. Members who have written to me recently asking me to grant prece-
dence to matters of privilege, relating to the motion agreed by the House on 1 No-
vember covering Brexit impact assessments. 

Several Members have sought precedence to raise an alleged contempt in relation 

to the accounts that Ministers have given over the past 15 months of the sectoral 

analysis and assessment work undertaken by Departments in preparation for Brex-

it. I have carefully considered the representations made to me, as well as discuss-

ing the issue and the practice of the House with the Clerk of the House. I have to 

judge only whether to give precedence to a motion on the Floor of the House. Min-

isters could, with advantage, have been considerably clearer in their statements, 

particularly in challenging lines of questioning in Select Committees that were 

based on a genuine misconception. However, from the evidence I have seen to 

date, I have concluded that the test which I am bound to apply—that there is an arguable case that there has on 

this matter been a contempt of the House—has not been met in this case.  

Other Members have written to me seeking precedence to raise an alleged contempt in relation to the response by 

the Secretary of State to the motion for an address agreed on 1 November. I have carefully considered the represen-

tations made to me, as well as discussing the issue and the practice of the House with the Clerk of the House. I have 

to judge only whether to give precedence to a motion on the Floor of the House. While it was most regrettable that 

the Secretary of State—this is a point that I made to him privately, but now state publicly—unilaterally excised some 

material from the papers he provided, and that it took so long to provide the papers, I also feel bound to pay due 

attention to the formally recorded view of the Committee that the Secretary of State had complied with the order of 

1 November. I have concluded, from the evidence I have seen to date, that the test which I am bound to apply—that 

there is an arguable case that there has on this matter been a contempt of the House—has not been met in this 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/A4B169EF-7979-4CE4-B054-4AC85ADF426A/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://goo.gl/Lpf3Cd
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4091
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/65D94558-0CB0-4170-9724-D02B97773536/SpeakerSStatement
https://goo.gl/EXW8PF


THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT MADELEINE MOON 
Page 9 

With this issue cleared up Members moved on to addressing the Business of the House, before a statement was 
made by the Foreign Affairs Select Committee on the violence in Rakhine state. 
 
Pension Equality for Women 

Backbench Business began with a debate on pension equality for women. This is an important issue for those wom-
en who saw their pension ages arbitrarily raised by the Government with little to no notice or explanation, and it is 
an issue which Members from all sides feel strongly about. 

Mr George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab): My hon. Friend is doing a good job in making his case, but may I put to him 
the words of a retired teacher from Knowsley who was born in July 1954? She says: 

“The boy I sat next to in school was born in November 1953. We left school at the same time and began to pay our 

NI and income tax at the same time but he receives his state pension on his 65th birthday. I have to wait 10 months 

beyond my 65th birthday. How can that be fair”. 

Does she not sum up the position very well? 

Grahame Morris (Easington) (Lab): Absolutely. I am sure that Members on both 

sides of the House can give many examples of WASPI women who have come to 

their surgeries, written to them and sent them e-mails. Every day I receive heart-

breaking letters and e-mails from women in my constituency and further afield 

who have been suffering extreme hardship. 

Tim Loughton (East Worthing and Shoreham) (Con): I am proud to be a co-
signatory of the motion. So far the hon. Gentleman has referred only to WASPI 
but, as we know, there is an awful lot of interest in this whole issue, and only 
some of the groups involved call themselves WASPI. We are actually talking 
about all the women born in the 1950s who are suffering from an injustice that 
has been disproportionately inflicted on them as a result of changes to the pension qualification age. 

Grahame Morris (Easington) (Lab): I agree with the hon. Gentleman, and I welcome the contribution that he has 

made to the campaign. 

Hormone Pregnancy Tests 

The final piece of Backbench Business saw the raising of another important issue with a debate on Hormone Preg-

nancy Tests. This is an issue which has dragged on too long, and Members are in agreement that a final conclusion 

needs to be reached. 

Margaret Greenwood (Wirral West) (Lab): I thank the right hon. Gentleman for giving way. Is he aware that The 
BMJ reported that most of the scientific evidence considered by the working group was from the 1960s, ’70s and 
early ’80s. One expert in the field, Dr Neil Vargesson of Aberdeen University, told The BMJ that there were not that 
many scientific studies available. Does he agree that the Government should fund new research with the aim of ena-
bling a definitive conclusion to be reached? 

Sir Mike Penning (Hemel Hempstead) (Con): Yes, I do, and I will come on to that point. It is vital that we have proper 
evidence, not some historical evidence that was used by the report. More modern evidence was rejected because it 
had not yet been peer reviewed. The whole point about having all the evidence is one reason why the motion under 
debate today, which I hope will be passed unanimously, actually says that there should be a judge-led inquiry so 
that all that evidence can be considered. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/FDD999EE-08D3-4856-B320-FAF01E848C9F/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/A4B8C728-CFCD-43BD-A65F-F7F533BDE6A8/ViolenceInRakhineState
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/94129EFF-1C16-4FA7-90A9-1B78B93E327A/PensionEqualityForWomen
https://goo.gl/3iUJ5R
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=3973
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=114
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=3973
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-14/debates/5B2B4E0A-CF9D-4EC9-8811-D77520131F24/HormonePregnancyTests
https://goo.gl/nuh1pp
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