
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT 15 - 19 January 2018 

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 Secretary of State for Defence faced his second grilling by Members during Defence questions to 
begin the day. I took the opportunity to question the Minister on the efficiency of spending in a time 
when budgets are tightening. 
 
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): In 2013, the regular to reserve 
scheme was introduced. Since then, we have paid out more than £29 
million and benefited by only 480 deployable reservists. Would it not 
have been better to use that money to improve the conditions, the pay 
and the benefits of those in our regular forces and to retain them? 
 
The Minister for the Armed Forces (Mark Lancaster): I am not quite sure 
whether I agree with the hon. Lady’s figures, but I will go away and 
look at them, because I do not have them to hand. I absolutely defend 
what we have done quite successfully in increasing the size of the re-
serve. Compared with where we were three or four years ago, we now 
have a usable reserve, which is a very positive thing. 
 

The Defence Secretary found himself staying at the dispatch box after his first grilling to face the fur-
ther wrath of Members answering an Urgent Question on the National Security Capability Review. 
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Yet another week in Parliament was dominated by the progress of the European Union 
(Withdrawal) Bill. The Bill has made its journey through the Commons, and despite the 
growing concern amongst opposition Members about the Government’s approach, it has 
made its progress relatively unchanged. The Lords will now add their scrutiny to the Bill.  
 
Elsewhere, the week was an interesting one in terms of Defence, Members once again 
getting the chance to grill the new Secretary of State. An increasing consensus amongst 
Members on all sides over the Government’s underfunding of the Armed Forces is seeing 
the MoD coming under ever closer scrutiny. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-15/debates/ADD0DEE7-5080-415F-92CD-D26CA740EC14/OralAnswersToQuestions
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Members were concerned about the Review’s implication for Defence in a time when the struggles of recruitment 
and retention are ever more apparent. Uppermost in concerns, however, was when Members would actually be 
able to see the review published, a question the Minister appeared unable to answer. 

 

Stewart Malcolm McDonald (Glasgow South) (SNP): Who would have thought that a national security review would 
become a proxy Conservative leadership contest between the Secretary of State and the Chancellor? 

Will the Secretary of State answer the question that he has been asked by the Opposition and by Government Mem-

bers? Is the review being split up into defence and security, is defence expected to come later in the year, and if so, 

when will that happen? What size will the Marines be by the time this concludes? Does he not agree that given all 

the speculation, and given that the SDSR is now effectively out of date because we are leaving the EU and because 

of major currency fluctuations, what is needed is a proper SDSR that he, at least, would be able to get a grip of? 

 

The Secretary of State for Defence (Gavin Williamson): I apologise, Mr Speaker, but the hon. Gentleman seems not 
to have been listening to my previous answers. I am not in a position to comment on his question, but I have prom-
ised the Committee that I will update the House as soon as I am able to do so. Quite simply, I am not in a place 
where I can pre-empt the decisions of the National Security Council, and the national security and capability review 
is ongoing. As soon as I am in a position to be able to update him, I will certainly do so. 
I then took the opportunity to make the Minister aware of our allies in NATO’s expectations and concerns, affecting 
our important relationships with our allies. 
 
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): Had the Secretary of State been able to join us last Thursday, he would have 
heard across the House a cry for reassurance. Many of us here are also members of the NATO Parliamentary Assem-
bly and represent this House and this country across the NATO alliance. I have to tell the Secretary of State that that 
cry for reassurance, that demand to know that we are able and capable and have the people, the personnel and the 

equipment to defend the NATO alliance, is shared by our allies. They are also 
desperate to hear the results of the national security capability review. Are the 
Secretary of State and the Government aware of that and of the need to reassure 
our allies? 
 
The Secretary of State for Defence (Gavin Williamson): Yes. We need to reassure 
our allies that Britain will continue to play a pivotal role not only in the defence 
of Europe, but in actions in every part of the world, where we bring unique capa-
bilities—the ability to make a difference, as we have done throughout our histo-
ry. I am as keen as the hon. Lady to bring the national security capability review 
to a conclusion, so that we can set out our clear vision for our armed forces. They 
are the best in the world. We have to continue to invest in them. We are increas-
ing the amount of money we spend on our armed forces, and we need to make 
sure that the whole world understands our commitment to delivering a global 
Britain. 
 

Carillion 
The heat in the Chamber was in no way reduced when the Government made a statement on the announcement 
that Carillion was to go into liquidation. 

The Chamber then calmed down as the business of the day proceeded. The Second Reading of a Bill on the Space 
Industry brought forward by the House of Lords was next on the agenda. This was followed closely by an adjourn-
ment debate on the Misuse of Xanax to finish off the day. 

 

 

https://goo.gl/xoaAAx
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4108
https://goo.gl/mEAWVg
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4108
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-15/debates/306F27F3-1475-4270-9CC6-4777601ECD57/Carillion
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-15/debates/634CCF88-39CE-429A-9850-FCFD5D386376/SpaceIndustryBill(Lords)
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-15/debates/32F081A1-E08F-408E-B3F5-B74ABCE87335/MisuseOfXanax
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Tuesday 

The Chancellor came before the House to answer questions from Members to begin the day. Questions ranged 
from Inheritance tax to Government borrowing. However, of interest to all Welsh Members were answers to ques-
tions about spending in Wales. 
 
Jonathan Edwards (Carmarthen East and Dinefwr) (PC): What assessment he has made of the effect of autumn 
Budget 2017 on public spending in Wales. [903299] 
 

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Robert Jenrick): Decisions announced by 
the Chancellor in the autumn Budget resulted in an increase of £1.2 billion to the 
Welsh Government’s budget. For the first time, this included more than £65 million 
thanks to the new Barnett boost agreed with the Welsh Government’s fiscal frame-
work. This ensures that the Welsh Government’s block grant will increase in real 
terms over the spending review period. 
 

Jonathan Edwards (Carmarthen East and Dinefwr) (PC): The headline-grabbing an-

nouncement in the Budget was the alleged £1.2 billion uplift to the Welsh public 

finances, which the Minister has just repeated in his answer. It was an example of 

financial trickery best suited to the Foreign Secretary’s big red buses. Is it not the 

case that more than half that money will be in the form of repayable loans—in oth-

er words, financial transactions? 

 

The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Robert Jenrick): I do not agree with the hon. Gentleman’s analysis or with 

his slightly cavalier attitude to £650 million of taxpayers’ money. This money is at the disposal of the Welsh Govern-

ment and can be used for important things such as helping to support businesses and helping people to get on to 

the property ladder through Help to Buy. 

 
Michael Fabricant (Lichfield) (Con): Given that the tolls on the Severn crossing went down last week for the first time 
ever, there is going to be greater demand for use of the M4. However, since 2012 the Labour Welsh Government 
have done nothing about using the public money available to them to extend the M4. Is it not the case that public 
money should be spent on that, and that it has been made available to Wales from this Government? 
 
The Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury (Robert Jenrick): My hon. Friend makes a good point. As I said in my answer 
to the previous question, we have increased the budget for the Welsh Government. How they choose to spend that 
money, and how wisely they do that, is another question. 
 
Questions were followed by the presentation of a Bill on Citizenship in British Indian Ocean Territory. 
 
European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 
 
The European Union (Withdrawal) Bill entered its final stages in the House of Commons before it is sent down the 
corridor to the House of Lords. 
 
John Redwood (Wokingham) (Con): Does my right hon. and learned Friend agree that the best guarantee of the fun-
damental rights of the British people is the will of the British people as expressed through the Parliaments they 
elect? That is the system I thought we all believed in. I know of no threats to these important rights coming from 
this Parliament. There are not people proposing that they are watered down, and there would be no majority to do 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-16/debates/A35F70BC-2ED7-4169-AE4A-85E687CE9DFE/OralAnswersToQuestions
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http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-16/debates/756419D0-DD6F-43BB-906A-812F1B1D61BF/BritishIndianOceanTerritory(Citizenship)
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so. The guarantee to the British people is that their Parliament will look after their rights. 
 

Mr Dominic Grieve (Beaconsfield) (Con): May I gently say to my right hon. Friend 
that if his analysis were accurate, no statute would ever have been enacted by 
Parliament, at any stage in its history, providing additional protections to peo-
ple’s rights over and above the common law? That must be the end point, be-
cause the whole point about the Human Rights Act was that it added to protec-
tions enjoyed under the common law and did so in a way that was compatible 
with this House’s sovereignty. All I am saying to Ministers is that given that, for 
40 years-plus, we have been involved in an international organisation that in 
practice has entrenched certain rights, it must now be for Ministers to come for-
ward with a sensible proposal as to how those rights, in so far as the Govern-
ment consider that they are in fact rights, will be protected in the future. 

I am afraid that I disagree with my right hon. Friend the Member for Woking-

ham (John Redwood). Nice as it is to rely upon the Executive’s good will, 21 years 

in this House—heaven knows, my right hon. Friend has been here far longer—

persuades me that that good will is not something that we should always rely 

on. I am afraid that I have seen a number of instances—particularly when I was in opposition, I might add—where it 

did not seem very wise to do so. 

The day in the Chamber ended with an adjournment debate on patient transport services. 
 
Defence Committee 
Away from the Chamber, the Defence Committee held a session looking into the annual report on the Military Cov-
enant. The Military Covenant is a statement of intent by Parliament to look after those who serve in our Armed 
Forces, as a result it is important that the Covenant is properly scrutinized and maintained. For more on the work of 
the Committee see here.  
 

Wednesday 

Questions to the Secretary of State for International Development were followed by an eventful Prime Minister’s 
questions, which even the press agreed, saw both leaders engage in an exciting political joust. 
 
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): When Carillion went into liquidation, many contractors were still unpaid. The 
company was a notorious late payer, taking 120 days to pay and placing a huge burden on small companies. That is 
four times longer than the 30 days in the prompt payment code that Carillion itself had signed up to. Why did the 
Government allow a major Government contractor to get away with that? Will the Prime Minister commit to La-
bour’s policy that abiding by the prompt payment code should be a basic requirement for all future Government 
contracts? 
 
The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): Of course we look at the behaviour of companies that we contract with in 
relation to payments. The question of prompt payments has been brought up in this House for as long as I have 
been in this House, and work is always being done on it, but the right hon. Gentleman has raised an important point 
about the impact of Carillion’s liquidation on small companies. That is why the Business Secretary and the City Min-
ister held a roundtable with the banks this morning to discuss credit lines to small and medium-sized enterprises and 
to make it clear that SMEs are not responsible for Carillion’s collapse. The Business Secretary has also held further 
roundtables today with representatives of small businesses, construction trade associations and trade unions—
workers’ unions—to ensure that we are on top of the potential effects on the wider supply chain. It is right that we 
look at those very carefully and that we take action. It is also right that, through the Department for Work and Pen-
sions, we put in place support for any workers who find themselves no longer employed as a result of this. 
 
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): It is a bit late for one subcontractor. Flora-tec, which was owed £800,000 by 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=16
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-16/debates/0F429C62-4C8F-45BC-AE19-47B6C1CCDD26/PatientTransportServicesNorthernLincolnshire
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/7c97fd19-75fb-44d3-99d8-837f692b38f3
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/defence-committee/
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-17/debates/0A490445-C4BD-46CE-8E33-DFD9B6AA5872/Engagements
https://goo.gl/4BFTxt
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=185
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Carillion, has already had to make some of its staff redundant because of the 
collapse. This is not one isolated case of Government negligence and corporate 
failure; it is a broken system. Under this Government, Virgin and Stagecoach can 
spectacularly mismanage the east coast main line and be let off a £2 billion pay-
ment, Capita and Atos can continue to wreck lives through damaging disability 
assessments of many people with disabilities and win more taxpayer-funded 
contracts, and G4S can promise to provide security for the Olympics but fail to 
do so, and the Army had to step in to save the day. These corporations need to 
be shown the door. We need our public services to be provided by public employ-
ees with a public service ethos and a strong public oversight. As the ruins of Ca-
rillion lie around her, will the Prime Minister act to end this costly racket of the 
relationship between Government and some of these companies? 
 
The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): I might first remind the right hon. Gen-
tleman that a third of the Carillion contracts with the Government were let by 
the Labour Government. What we want is to provide good-quality public ser-
vices delivered at best value to the taxpayer. We are making sure in this case 
that public services continue to be provided, that the workers in those public services are supported and that tax-
payers are protected. What Labour opposes is not just a role for private companies in public services but the private 
sector as a whole. The vast majority of people in this country in employment are employed by the private sector, but 
the shadow Chancellor calls businesses the real enemy. Labour wants the highest taxes in our peace-time history, 
and Labour policies would cause a run on the pound. This is a Labour party that has turned its back on investment, 
on growth and on jobs—a Labour party that will always put politics before people. 
 
PMQ’s was immediately followed by the presentation of a Bill concerning Private Landlords (Registration), before 
the house moved on to the main business of the day. 

European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 

The Withdrawal Bill was once again before the House for its third reading. Among Members chief concerns was the 
question of clarity of Britain’s positon during and even after a transition period, an issue the Government is yet to 
provide an explanation for. 

 

Chuka Umunna (Streatham) (Lab): With regard to the issue of transition or implementation, as the Government call 
it, does my hon. Friend agree that while it is of course necessary in particular to give time for our businesses to pre-
pare, transition or implementation is no safe harbour if this Government are determined to pursue the extreme 
break from our relationship with the EU which have set out with their red lines? That is no safe harbour to jumping 
off a cliff; it just delays it, in fact. 
 
Matthew Pennycook (Greenwich and Woolwich) (Lab): I absolutely agree; and the unpicking of, or wheeling back 
from, some of the progress we felt had been made in the Florence speech is one of our concerns. 

The Bill before us was drafted before the Florence speech, but rather than amend the Bill to reflect the evolution of 

Government policy outlined by the Prime Minister in that speech, the Government chose instead to fashion a legisla-

tive straitjacket for themselves in the form of enshrining “exit day” for all purposes in the Bill as 11 pm on 29 March 

2019. Let us be clear: bringing forward amendments to stipulate that exit day for all purposes of the Bill had nothing 

to do with leaving the EU. The article 50 notification made our departure from the EU on 29 March 2019 a legal cer-

tainty, so, for the purposes of the Bill, exit day could be left in the hands of Parliament. 

 

Peter Grant (Glenrothes) (SNP): The hon. Gentleman just used the phrase “legal certainty” in referring to our depar-
ture from the EU on 29 March 2019. Does that mean that he has seen legal advice that article 50 cannot be re-
voked? Is the Labour Front-Bench position that it is impossible, as opposed to politically inexpedient, to consider re-

http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-17/debates/B9079166-58AE-48D1-9982-9C7B17B829A8/PrivateLandlords(Registration)
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-17/debates/3B790638-0ABB-4CF2-BB80-9F417D843D98/EuropeanUnion(Withdrawal)Bill
https://goo.gl/97XL4L
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4520
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4466
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voking article 50? 
 
Matthew Pennycook (Greenwich and Woolwich) (Lab): The hon. Gentleman tempts me down an avenue that has 
nothing to do with the point I am making, which is that it remains unclear why the Government tabled three exit 
day amendments to their own Bill which have sown further confusion. We do not know why they did that—whether 
it was driven by Tory party management considerations or some other reason. The effect of those Government 
amendments would have been to end the jurisdiction of the ECJ on 29 March 2019, thereby preventing agreement 
on a transitional period on current terms. 

The Government clearly soon realised their mistake and to save face enlisted the right hon. Member for West Dorset 

(Sir Oliver Letwin), who is not in his place, to table amendments to loosen the legisla-

tive straitjacket they themselves had created. But his amendments, which the Gov-

ernment have accepted, only provide a limited form of flexibility. Ministers may now 

amend the definition of exit day in clause 14 for the purposes of the Bill if the date 

when the treaties cease to apply to the UK is different from 29 March 2019. Howev-

er, there is good reason to argue that that power might not be sufficient to facilitate 

transitional arrangements after 29 March 2019 on the same basic terms as now. If it 

is not—this might end up being the most bizarre aspect of the Bill’s curious parlia-

mentary process—the Government will find themselves in the ludicrous position of 

having to amend this Bill when they bring forward the withdrawal agreement and 

implementation Bill later this year. 

Overall the third reading of the Bill was passed with a majority of 29. 

The day drew to a close with an adjournment debate on the Paradise Golf Resort in 

Morocco. 

Exiting The European Union Committee 

Away from the Chamber, the Exiting The European Union Committee held an evidence session looking into the pos-
sible trading arrangements for the UK after we exit the EU. In particular they took evidence from those involved in 
negotiating the EU-Canada trade deal, hearing of the difficulties involved in its conception and the negotiators opin-
ion on the UK’s desire for a “Canada plus” arrangement. For more on the work of the Committee see here.  

Thursday 

The Secretary of State for Transport was at the dispatch box to answer questions to begin Thursdays Sitting. 
Members asked questions ranging from transport infrastructure to the Government’s position on renewable fuels. 
This lively questions session was followed by the Leader of the House announcing the Business of the House for the 
following week. I took the opportunity to ask for the Government to act on the issue of period poverty. 
 
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): My constituent Gemma Hartnoll founded the charity Wings Cymru to tackle 
period poverty. Too many young people in schools, homeless people and those who need food banks cannot afford 
sanitary products. May we have a debate in Government time on how we can tackle this very personal and intimate 
crisis? 
The Leader of the House of Commons (Andrea Leadsom): I share the hon. Lady’s concern about this issue, which can 
be humiliating for young people. I absolutely empathise with her point and encourage her, at least in the first in-
stance, to seek an Adjournment debate so that she can hear from a Minister what more can be done. 
 
Business questions were followed by an update on the Rohingya Crisis from the International Development Com-
mittee. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4520
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-17/debates/866B059C-4777-4F4B-B9D6-3B7536A9C66D/ParadiseGolfResortMorocco
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/6f0b07b4-0d5a-4c07-8a28-c6f2b835f577
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/exiting-the-european-union-committee/
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/BEE04E99-2AE5-49D2-83D0-B25194C509B0/OralAnswersToQuestions
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/743A7FF4-463F-4813-A330-40EDDD19236C/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://goo.gl/nX2VuU
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4117
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/EB067E4F-FF9D-464E-A039-DFA7F37C208E/SelectCommitteeOnInternationalDevelopment
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RBS Global Restructuring Group and SMEs 

Backbench business this week focused on an important issue affecting people up and down the Country. The recent 
restructuring of RBS has seen the threat of local branch closures all over the UK and Members were keen to voice 
the adverse effects this would have on their constituents. 

As The proposer of the debate, Clive Lewis, spoke to the Bill. 

Clive Lewis (Norwich South) (Lab): I beg to move, 

That this House is deeply concerned by the treatment of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) by the Global 

Restructuring Group of the Royal Bank of Scotland; notes that there are wider allegations of malpractice in financial 

services and related industries; believes that this indicates a systemic failure to effectively protect businesses, which 

has resulted in financial scandals costing tens of billions of pounds; further believes that a solution requires the col-

lective and collaborative effort of regulators, Parliament and Government; and calls for an independent inquiry into 

the treatment of SMEs by financial institutions and the protections afforded to them, and the rapid establishment of 

a tribunal system to deal effectively with financial disputes involving SMEs... 

 

Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): If we do not agree today that there is going to 
be justice for all those people who have been damaged by the banking crisis—by the 
illegal actions that have taken place across the banking sector and among the organisa-
tions that worked alongside the banks, including the valuers and surveyors—all the dis-
trust of this House will be valid. It is in our power to give those people justice, and that 
justice must start today. 

My constituent, Mr Smith, ran a small engineering company and had banked with Nat-

West for 12 years. He took out a £180,000 mortgage on a new building. He reduced the 

mortgage because his company was doing well; in fact, it was worth £220,000 fairly 

quickly. He decided to invest in new equipment to help him to expand. Unfortunately, 

when the bank agreed to fund the investment in new equipment, it put a second charge 

of £80,000 on his home, assuring him that it was not a problem because the bank 

would always negotiate with him if his company had any difficulty. 

There were rumours that the bank needed money, so Mr Smith asked the bank manager whether things were okay, 

but he was assured that it was as safe as houses. As we know, though, the bank collapsed, and within weeks the 

flow of work into Mr Smith’s company also collapsed. A contract worth £30,000 was closed down literally overnight. 

Mr Smith then had a problem with the Royal Mint, which was supposed to make a payment into his bank account 

on the Wednesday but rang at the last moment to say it would be made on the Thursday. Unfortunately, Mr Smith 

had arranged to pay suppliers on that same Wednesday. Instead of doing what it had always done previously, which 

was to act reasonably and say, “Don’t worry about it,” the bank charged him £600, adding to his financial problems. 

The situation quickly became a huge problem for Mr Smith. He started to get phone calls from a few departments at 

the bank. [Interruption.] I am sorry about my phone ringing, Madam Deputy Speaker! In fairness, it did seem like it 

was RBS calling. The bank was calling Mr Smith to ask him to come in to discuss his loans. That was when he en-

tered the GRG bracket. In the end, he was forced to close his business. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/662C3FBE-7CAA-47F9-A63A-D01564E21B44/RBSGlobalRestructuringGroupAndSmes
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4500
https://goo.gl/cRkF2Z
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Despite Mr Smith’s attending court on numerous occasions and being a litigant in person, RBS often did not send 

people, or appeared badly prepared. It was only when I finally managed to get through to the bank and criticised its 

actions that it agreed to a meeting with Mr Smith. The bank actually said to Mr Smith’s wife, “It is not a matter of if 

we will take your home, but when.” 

Mr Smith and his family have gone through hell. Like many of the companies that have been discussed in the de-

bate, they would have been a cornerstone of Britain’s economic recovery. Instead, trust, confidence and belief in the 

British banking system has been systemically destroyed. 

Backbench Business was concluded with the annual Holocaust Memorial Day debate, an important issue which is 

rightly highlight and reflected on every year by the House.  

 

Finally the House turned to an adjournment debate on Musgrove Park Hospital Surgical Centre. 

 

Supported Housing 

Away from the Chamber, Westminster Hall played host to a crucial debate on supported housing and the implica-

tions throughout the Country of the Government plans for the future of these programmes. 

 
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): I apologise, Mr Sharma, for the fact that I 
will need to get back to the main Chamber, and so cannot remain for the rest of 
this debate. However, I wanted to speak on behalf of my Emmaus community in 
particular. 

There is only one Emmaus community in Wales, and I am fortunate to have it in 

my constituency. As many Members know, Emmaus was started in 1991. It pro-

vides accommodation, training and meaningful work for those who are homeless 

or especially disadvantaged. In 2015-16 Emmaus supported more than 1,100 

individuals, 12% of whom moved on into employment. According to estimates by 

the New Economics Foundation, the return on every £1 invested in Emmaus is 

£11 in social, economic and environmental benefits. There are savings to the De-

partment of Health on hospital and emergency admissions, to the Ministry of 

Justice from keeping people out of prison and reducing crime and reoffending, and to local government on hostel 

accommodation and drug and alcohol services. The stability and rehabilitation provided to Emmaus companions is 

crucial in enabling them to rebuild their lives and move into paid employment. 

The chief executive of Emmaus South Wales, Tom Clarke, has talked to me about his very real concerns about the 

Government’s new commissioning model, which he fears could undermine the excellent support Emmaus provides. 

There is a lot of concern about the uncertainty over the security and stability of funding for short-term accommoda-

tion providers such as Emmaus. It would be shameful if its work had to cease in 2020 because it could not secure the 

necessary funding. 

The bulk of Emmaus income is generated from its core business activities of collecting, refurbishing and selling do-

nated furniture and household goods. That brings in about £5 million per year. But Emmaus also needs the contribu-

tion of housing benefit—that is £5 million per year—to help transform the lives of the vulnerable people who rely on 

its support. Emmaus needs complete certainty that the ring-fenced funding for short-term supported housing will be 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/74DD6E76-8A7C-4522-80CB-853EA6B69745/HolocaustMemorialDay
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/291E8842-E3C8-4C20-9E67-4F8886BC38BF/MusgroveParkHospitalSurgicalCentre
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-18/debates/304F1EF4-B151-40DE-B839-18876FF7FD09/SupportedHousing
https://goo.gl/KcxDj4
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There is no limit on the length of time an individual may remain in an Emmaus community, but those who are ready 

to move on are supported to do so. 

Emmaus’s pioneering approach saves the taxpayer money—we would be investing to save. Emmaus takes £9,000 in 

housing benefit for each one of its companions, whereas the cost to the public purse of one rough sleeper for 12 

months is estimated by Crisis to be about £20,000. That is a huge saving for the Treasury, which likes to save money. 

We must learn the lessons of the practices implemented by Emmaus. If the Government are truly to meet their stat-

ed objectives of securing the supply of supported housing and strengthening the focus on outcomes and oversight, 

they should heed their own guidelines and look to support the Emmaus communities. It is essential that bodies such 

as Emmaus are not damaged by Government proposals. I am sure that the Government have no desire to damage 

Emmaus, but they might, unless they are aware of the unique Emmaus funding model. In return for work, people 

get food and accommodation, and Emmaus gives that in return for just one benefit, provided by the state: housing 

benefit. 

Friday 

The House sat on Friday for the first time in 2018 this week. The day began with a Statement by the Government on 
the transparency of the parole board. 
In total 11 Private Members Bills were on the schedule for the day, however, with limited time available, it was un-
likely that the House would get the chance to debate all of them. 

Homes (Fitness for Human Habitation and Liability for Housing Standards) Bill 

The first Bill to be debated by the House was on the fitness for human habitation of homes. This is an issue which 
has seen a lot of attention right across the Country, especially in the light of the Grenfell Tower tragedy last year.  

Sir Edward Davey (Kingston and Surbiton) (LD): The hon. Lady is being generous in giving way. I strongly support the 
Bill. She made an important point about enforcement. The House is good at making regulations, but often they are 
not enforced properly to help the most vulnerable people, and I believe that enforcement agencies and local author-
ities need more support. She made a point about retaliatory evictions when local authorities take action, and in my 
experience local authorities that take action often do not also help the tenant to ensure that the landlord does not 
behave badly. I would welcome the hon. Lady’s comments on that. 

Ms Karen Buck (Westminster North) (Lab): There are a number of issues in respect of supporting tenants that are 
outwith the scope of the Bill and on which I will continue to make representa-
tions, including retaliatory eviction. The reality is that local authorities are in-
creasingly cash-strapped. That is one of the reasons that environmental health 
departments are not able to enforce. In an ideal world, local authorities would 
be able to fund advice services and tenancy liaison officers. I have seen some 
very good practice by tenancy liaison workers, including in Westminster, across 
the parties—when work is good, I am happy to acknowledge that. I am in abso-
lute agreement with the right hon. Gentleman, however, that it is inadequate 
and patchy, which is exactly why we need to make sure that individual tenants 
can exercise a direct remedy in law when the other services we would all like to 
be in place are not up to the job. 

 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-19/debates/9657089B-B0E4-4124-9759-E543395BAAA6/ParoleBoardTransparencyAndVictimSupport
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-19/debates/8B42756A-B334-4C72-AD8D-BF437FE1C66B/Homes(FitnessForHumanHabitationAndLiabilityForHousingStandards)Bill
https://goo.gl/kRc4wu
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=199
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Stephen Timms (East Ham) (Lab): I congratulate my hon. Friend on her Bill. On the role of local authorities, does she 
welcome, as I do, the Government’s recent decision to reauthorise Newham Council’s selective licensing scheme? 
She has rightly pointed out that it is a small minority of landlords who are the problem. Does she believe that local 
authorities more generally should have those selective licensing powers? 

Ms Karen Buck (Westminster North) (Lab): I do, although that issue is also out-
with the scope of the Bill. The Bill proposes one important tool for tenants, but 
there are many others, some of which are being introduced. We will continue to 
lobby for others in the future. I certainly congratulate Newham Council on its 
active work in respect of its rogue landlord sector. 

Rebecca Pow (Taunton Deane) (Con): I thank the hon. Lady for making a strong 
case on an issue about which she is very passionate. Is it not key to the Bill that 
social tenants currently have no effective means of redress over poor conditions, 
as local authorities cannot enforce the housing health and safety rating system 
against themselves? The Bill will give them a tool to compel local authorities to 
carry out the repairs. 

The Bill was passed on its second reading. 

With the passing of the Habitation Bill, Members were able to move on to debate several others. This began with a 
Bill on Stalking Protection. This was then followed by a debate on the School Holidays (Meals and Activities) Bill.  
 
The session ended with an adjournment debate on Rail Connectivity. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=163
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=199
http://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4522
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-19/debates/5790FBB0-8E5E-4FD1-AE3C-665095381180/StalkingProtectionBill
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-19/debates/CD1F89D8-ACE1-4C2C-924C-D672E9E99B23/SchoolHolidays(MealsAndActivities)Bill
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-01-19/debates/112A5C1C-830A-4156-9FF5-566C270BF199/RailConnectivity

