
THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT 16 - 20 April 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 

Windrush Children (Immigration Status) 

The week began with Questions for the Home Office, the Secretary of State remaining at the Dis-
patch Box to answer the subsequent Urgent Question on the issue of the Windrush Children. 
The terrible way in which these British Citizens have been treated ignited passions from many cor-
ners of the House. 

Mr David Lammy (Tottenham) (Lab): The relationship between this 
country and the West Indies and the Caribbean is inextricable. The first 
British ships arrived in the Caribbean in 1623, and despite slavery and 
colonisation, 25,000 Caribbeans served in the first and second world 
wars alongside British troops. When my parents and others of their 
generation arrived in this country under the British Nationality Act 
1948, they arrived here as British citizens. It is inhumane and cruel for 
so many of that Windrush generation to have suffered for so long in 
this condition and for the Secretary of State to be making a statement 
on the issue only today.  

Can the Secretary of State tell us how many people have been deport-

ed? She suggested earlier that she would ask the high commissioners, but it is her Department that 
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A tumultuous week in Parliament has seen the Government’s foreign and domestic policies 
come under attack. The Government suffered a humiliating defeat in the Lords over their 
Brexit Bill. Tory rebels voting with the opposition to force a debate on staying in the Cus-
toms Union. The debacle over the Windrush Generation has only added to the Govern-
ment’s woes, making the rhetoric around “Global Britain” look quite empty and hollow. Rev-
elations into Council cuts hitting Labour areas hardest only made a bad week worse for the 
Government. 
The airstrikes in Syria over the weekend caused plenty of controversy in the House. Alt-
hough a legitimate case can be made either way in regard to taking action, many Members 
have been rightly concerned of the lack of consultation with Parliament. 
I have spent the week in the Balkans with the NATO Parliamentary Assembly. This visit gave 
Members of the Alliance the perfect opportunity to further the network building and en-
gagement in the region and to monitor the progress the area has made since the wars which 
ravaged the Countries so recently.  A task in which British delegates can play vital role. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/5E545437-9FD6-4A7F-901A-C0790C18A628/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/7234878F-ACEE-48DD-A94C-9013B38FA465/WindrushChildren(ImmigrationStatus)
https://parliamentlive.tv/event/index/618c6ebe-5584-4d5e-bae5-62348bcf96c4?in=15:43:15&out=15:46:53
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has deported those people. She should know the number. Can she tell the House how many have been detained as 

prisoners in their own country? Can she tell us how many have been denied healthcare under the national health 

service, how many have been denied pensions and how many have lost their jobs? This is a day of national shame, 

and it has come about because of a “hostile environment” and a policy that was begun under her Prime Minister. 

Let us call it as it is: if you lay down with dogs, you get fleas, and that is what has happened with the far right rheto-

ric in this country. Will the Secretary of State apologise properly? Will she explain how quickly the team will act to 

ensure that the thousands of British men and women who have been denied their rights in this country on her watch 

in the Home Office are satisfied? 

The Secretary of State for the Home Department (Amber Rudd): I share the right hon. Gentleman’s admiration for 
the people who came here from the Caribbean and contributed so much to our society in many different ways, and 
that admiration remains in place. I am concerned that the Home Office has become too concerned with policy and 
strategy and sometimes loses sight of the individual. This is about individuals, and we have heard the individual sto-
ries, some of which have been terrible to hear. That is why I have acted. That is why I have put a clear limit on the 
amount of time it will take to correct the situation. That is why I am so committed to ensuring that there is no cost 
involved. That is why I am so committed to making sure that we can work across Departments. We hope to be able 
to get the necessary information ourselves in the same way that we are looking ahead to the EU settled status, 
when we will be able to engage with other Departments to look at national insurance numbers. We will share things 
and will take the responsibility for finding the evidence, so that we can get the documents for those who need them. 

Finally, on one other point that the right hon. Gentleman raised, I am not aware of any specific cases of a person 

being removed in these circumstances. That is why I have asked the high commissioners if they know of any cases, 

and they should bring them to me. If anyone here knows of any such circumstances, they should bring them to the 

Home Office. 

Syria 

The Prime Minister then came before the House to give a Statement on the recent airstrikes in Syria. 

The airstrikes have proved controversial, but the use of chemical weapons anywhere in the world is a red line which 

no civilized State should allow to be crossed. On this basis, the case for a limited strike on a regime which has re-

peatedly used these weapons was strong, and with a Russian veto protecting the Syrian regime in the UN, inde-

pendent action by like mind States in order to preserve this International norm was the only option left open. This 

view had broad consensus in the House, however, many Members were concerned that Parliament was not con-

sulted first. 

Mr Kenneth Clarke (Rushcliffe) (Con): I fully support the proportionate, targeted action 
that we have taken against these sites, and I hope that the Government will consider sim-
ilar action in future if anyone is so foolish as to repeat chemical weapons attacks. We can 
all debate these matters, but it takes a real Prime Minister to actually face up to the 
grave responsibility.  

As for the question of the parliamentary role, I think that the Prime Minister was not rely-

ing on the archaic narrow interpretation of the royal prerogative, which no Government 

have invoked in this country for more than 50 years. Governments will always come to 

Parliament for debate, and votes if possible, on any military action. The Prime Minister 

said that there was a problem of time, but surely once President Trump had announced to 

the world what he was proposing, a widespread debate was taking place everywhere—

including among many Members of Parliament in the media. However, there was no debate in Parliament.  

https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=3983
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/92610F86-2B91-4105-AE8B-78D018453D1B/Syria
https://parliamentlive.tv/event/index/618c6ebe-5584-4d5e-bae5-62348bcf96c4?in=16:52:23&out=16:56:01
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Would the Prime Minister consider establishing, once the immediate issues are over, a cross-party commission of 

some kind to set out precisely what the role of Parliament is in modern times in the use of military power against 

another state, and what exceptions, if any, there can be to the usual rule that the Government need parliamentary 

approval before taking grave actions of this kind? 

The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): Let me first thank my right hon. and learned Friend for his comments about 
the action that was taken in Syria by the United States, the United Kingdom and France. He referred to the parlia-
mentary position. The decision to act was made on this basis: first of all, obviously, an effort was made in the United 
Nations Security Council to propose and pass a resolution that would have enabled investigation and enabled ac-
countability for the chemical weapons to be determined. That was vetoed by the Russians, so it was not possible to 
follow that diplomatic route, but the timing enabled proper planning to take place so that this was a targeted and 
effective set of strikes, it was done in a timely fashion and it maintained the operational security of our armed forc-
es. Any Prime Minister who commits any of our armed forces into action of this sort must have a care for their safe-
ty and security in doing so. 

I also refer my right hon. and learned Friend to the written ministerial statement in 2016 on the war powers conven-

tion, which concluded: 

“After careful consideration, the Government has decided that it will not be codifying the convention in law or by 

resolution of the House in order to retain the ability of this and future Governments and the armed forces to protect 

the security and interests of the UK in circumstances that we cannot predict, and to avoid such decisions becoming 

subject to legal action. 

We will continue to ensure that Parliament is kept informed of significant major operations and deployments of the 

Armed Forces.”—[Official Report, 18 April 2016; Vol. 608, c. 11WS.] 

That is what I have done today: I have come to Parliament with a statement on the action that took place. As I said 

in my statement, Parliament will hold me to account for the decision that has been taken. 

Following Easter Recess, the Leader of the House gave a Statement on the future Business of the House.  

Syria was quickly back on the agenda as an Application for an Emergency Debate concerning Parliamentary Approv-

al of Military Action Overseas was heard. 

The day in the Chamber ended with an Adjournment Debate on Cyber-Bullying. 

Tuesday 

 

The day began with Questions to the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The House then moved on to the First Reading of 
a Bill concerning Substance Testing in Prisons. 

 
Military Action Overseas: Parliamentary Approval 

Following Monday’s application for and Emergency Debate, the House hosted a Motion on 
whether the need for more Parliamentary oversight of Military deployments was needed. 
The debate centred on whether a formal War Powers Bill was needed, guaranteeing a vote 
before any action was taken. Although Members agreed that Parliament should be able to 
scrutinise the Government’s decisions on military action, many felt that a formal act would 
constrain Britain’s freedom of action when in need of flexibility as well as put our Armed 
Forces under undue risk through sensitive information being scrutinised in Parliament. 

http://www.madeleinemoonmp.com/
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/column?VolumeNumber=608&ColumnNumber=11WS&House=1
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/459482C8-4420-4126-9B9A-B6777E9698C1/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/30C5FAB7-0A56-47D4-A899-DEEC512857E3/MilitaryActionOverseasParliamentaryApproval
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-16/debates/276C2D2F-444E-48DC-8AED-AAACB31E0860/Cyber-BullyingYoungPeople%E2%80%99SMentalHealth
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-17/debates/636C7DD8-B6E4-49C8-B561-CA6352BE04DF/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-17/debates/FF7096E4-876E-4B58-B56E-28F24E067DD5/Prisons(SubstanceTesting)
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-17/debates/EF164C0A-E0F5-40B6-A718-DD8693A2490C/MilitaryActionOverseasParliamentaryApproval
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Mr George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab): I start by saying from a purely personal point of view that I accept that, on 
occasions, the use of military force is necessary to achieve humanitarian aims. Regardless of which Benches we sit 
on, I think most of us in this House accept that that probably has to be correct as a principle. What most of us are 
now debating are the circumstances in which we take such decisions, and in the few minutes available to me, I will 
concentrate my remarks on that specific point. 

It is worth starting from the perspective—a lot of right hon. and hon. Members have argued this—that the United 

Nations should be front and centre in the decision-making process. In principle, that sounds like a good thing. My 

right hon. Friend the Member for Leeds Central (Hilary Benn) quoted articles 3 and 28 of the universal declaration of 

human rights, which the UN General Assembly adopted in 1948, and they bear repetition. Article 3 states: 

“Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.” 

Article 28 states: 

“Everyone is entitled to a social and international order in which the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration 

can be fully realized.” 

They are laudable objectives that all of us could easily subscribe to. The difficulty we have with the United Nations, 

however, is that the way in which Russia can exercise its veto at the Security Council—as it does regularly and re-

peatedly—means that the achievement of the high ideals set out by the United Nations in 1948 becomes increasing-

ly difficult when one permanent member of the Security Council effectively prevents those ideals being carried out in 

practice through the use of a veto. 

Sir Oliver Letwin (West Dorset) (Con): The right hon. Gentleman is making an extraordinarily central point. Does he 
agree that the whole structure of the P5 essentially depends on the assumption that all permanent members of the 
Security Council have it in mind to enforce the international rules-based order? When that breaks down, we have a 
fundamental problem. 
 
Mr George Howarth (Knowsley) (Lab): I am grateful to the right hon. Gentleman, who I think is just saying what I 
said using different words. In so far as that is the argument that I am using, I accept what he is saying. 
 
The debate ended on a minor controversy when the Leader of the Opposition elected to vote against his own Mo-
tion. 

Nick Boles (Grantham and Stamford) (Con): Forgive me, Mr Speaker, but I was here when you ruled on the point of 
order from my hon. Friend the Member for North East Somerset (Mr Rees-Mogg) on the question of the Leader of 
the Opposition laying a motion and then urging people to vote against it. This is not the first time that has hap-
pened. I would appreciate some guidance on when that is permissible and when it is not. 
 
Mr Speaker: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his point of order. First of all, it is not 
the first time it has happened. Secondly, it is entirely orderly. Thirdly, there is a 
widespread misunderstanding of the constitutional position. The position is this: 
votes should follow voice. The Speaker collects the voices before deciding whether 
a Division is required. A Member must not vote in opposition to the way in which 
he or she shouted. That is not the same as a Member being obliged to vote in a 
particular way on the basis of having moved or spoken to a motion. There are his-
torical precedents that demonstrate that Members often move motions to facili-
tate debate and, for a variety of reasons, there is no breach of order. I hope that 
that is helpful to the hon. Gentleman. I say that on the basis, to some degree, of 
my own knowledge, buttressed and reinforced by having consulted the scholarly 
craniums of our expert Clerks. I hope that that is helpful to the hon. Gentleman and 
to the House. [Interruption.] It may be long, but it has the advantage of being true. 
[Interruption.] Odd? I apologise to the right hon. Member for Broxtowe (Anna Sou-

https://goo.gl/wTzqSD
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=247
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=481
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=3995
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=17
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bry). Well, I am odd! We are all odd. It may be slightly odd, but it has the advantage of being factually correct as a 
description of our arrangements. We will leave it there. No further gesticulations in the direction of people thought 
to be odd will be required at this stage of our proceedings, but I am grateful to the right hon. Lady and to the hon. 
Gentleman, who flagged up an important point. 
 
 
Anti-Semitism 
 
A General Debate on Anti-Semitism was held directly after, called because of the increasing alarm amongst Mem-
bers as this horrible phenomenon has reared its ugly head once again in some circles.   

 
John Mann (Bassetlaw) (Lab): When my family helped to form the Labour party in Leeds 
in 1906, they suffered terribly because of that. The Jewish community in Leeds stood 
alongside them and supported them. That is why 13 years ago I took on the role of chair-
ing the all-party group against anti-Semitism. I did not expect today, when Labour Mem-
bers stand in solidarity with our Jewish colleagues and with the Jewish community, not 
just no solidarity but to be targeted by an organisation called Momentum, which has 
happened to all of us who stood in solidarity. But worse than that, there is explicit tar-
geting of Jewish members of the parliamentary Labour party because they are Jewish. 
That is what is going on at the moment. 

When I took on this voluntary cross-party role, I did not expect my wife to be sent, by a 

Labour Marxist anti-Semite, a dead bird through the post. I did not expect my son, after 

an Islamist death threat, to open the door, when he was in the house on his own as a 

schoolboy, to the bomb squad. I did not expect my wife, in the last few weeks, from a leftist anti-Semite in response 

to the demonstration, to be threatened with rape. I did not expect my daughter similarly to have to be rung up in 

the last few weeks by special branch to check out her movements in this country. No, I did not expect any of that. 

I will tell you the principles we have operated on, from the very first speech I made on this 13 years ago in this 

Chamber: every party in this House should look after its own backyard first. I have said that repeatedly on hundreds 

of occasions since. I have specifically, in private letters to every party in this House, repeatedly challenged anti-

Semitism. For years, action was taken, and it was painful action. I am not sure that people in all parties welcomed 

getting the letters and the discussions that they had with me, but that was the principle that we have operated on, 

and we have worked cross-party. 

I recall that Jewish people used to say when I held meetings, “Is it true that there is a growth in anti-Semitism?” We 

identified 13 years ago the three forms of anti-Semitism: Islamist anti-Semitism, traditional right anti-Semitism, and 

the anti-Semitism of the new left. That was all documented and has all been discussed in here. It is not new, and 

those who say that it is a smear to raise this issue need to publicly apologise and to publicly understand what they 

are doing, what they are saying and the dangers. It does not end with me and my family. It does not end with Jewish 

Members of Parliament here. Where this stuff ends is with what happened in Copenhagen, in Brussels and in France 

repeatedly, including four weeks ago: people murdered because they are Jewish. That is where this ends, and we 

know where history takes that. That is the reality now.  

Stephen Doughty (Cardiff South and Penarth) (Lab/Co-op): My hon. Friend is making an incredibly powerful speech, 
which I wholly associate myself with. Does he share the deep shame that I, and I think many people within the La-
bour party, feel that incidents have been repeatedly reported—over and over and over again—and yet action has 
quite often not been taken? 
 
John Mann (Bassetlaw) (Lab): It is constant. This weekend in my constituency and last night in my constituency—it is 
constant. There is explicit anti-Semitism, and then there is the bigger group—the excusers of anti-Semitism, the peo-

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-17/debates/9D70B2B4-39D7-4241-ACF8-13F7DFD8AEB2/Anti-Semitism
https://goo.gl/g3tk8w
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4264
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=1387
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ple who say, “This is something to do with who the leader of the Labour party is and challenging him.” No, it is not—
in the 13 years I have been doing this—and what Jewish people say to me now is different from what they said 13 
years ago, when they asked, “Is it true that there is growth in anti-Semitism?” Five years ago, Jewish people would 
come up to me and say, “We are concerned that there is a rise in anti-Semitism.” I am stopped in the street every-
where I go now by Jewish people saying to me, very discreetly, “I am scared.” Young people and old people say, “I 
am scared.” We see what happened in France, in Belgium and in Copenhagen and we understand why people are 
scared. 

People—young Jewish members—are scared to go to a Labour party meeting with me, because they are fearful that 

they will be intimidated and threatened and that their identity will be challenged. Any Jewish person is entitled to 

say that they are, to define themselves as, an anti-Zionist, or a non-Zionist, and I have no right to challenge them. 

Any Jewish person, as the vast majority do, is entitled to say, “I am a Zionist,” and I have no right to deny them that. 

Those that do are racists. Just a change in language—in the use of the word “Zionist” as a pejorative insult—by the 

Labour party would alter the dialogue in this country in a very big way. 

We all have a choice in what we do. Stand in solidarity with the Jewish Members of Parliament under attack today. 

That is the role of parliamentarians. 

The day in the Chamber ended with an Adjournment Debate on Livestock Worrying: Sussex. 
 
Defence Committee 
Away from the Chamber, the Defence Committee took evidence from the Ambassadors of Estonia, Latvia and Lithu-
ania on the MoD’s Modernising Defence Programme. Specifically, Members were looking to establish what the Pro-
gramme needed to do in order to reassure and further support our allies. 

Wednesday 

The Secretary Of State For International Development was at the Dispatch Box to open proceedings on Wednesday. 
 
Prime Ministers Questions 

The Prime Minister was then Questioned by Members on a range of issues. Members let their continued anger over 
the Windrush scandal be known and called into question the Government’s general approach to immigration. 
 
Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): This is not about illegal immigration; this is about Commonwealth citizens 
who had every right to be here. Cases such as Mr Thompson’s have occurred because it was Home Office policy in 
2012 to create “a really hostile environment” for migrants, and the right hon. Lady was the Home Secretary who 
sent Home Office vans around Brent telling migrants to go home. On Monday, the Immigration Minister said that 
some British citizens had been “deported in error”. The Home Secretary did not know, and then asked Common-
wealth high commissioners if they knew of any cases. Does the Prime Minister know how many British citizens have 
been wrongly deported and where to, and what provision has she made to bring them back home to Britain? 
 

The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May): As the Immigration Minister has made clear, 
we apologise unreservedly for the distress caused to anyone who has been told incor-
rectly that they do not have the right to be in the UK. We are not aware of any spe-
cific cases of a person being removed from the UK in these circumstances and we 
have absolutely no intention of asking anyone to leave who has the right to remain 
here, but the Home Office will work to reach out to those from the Windrush genera-
tion who do not have the necessary documentation to ensure that that is provided. 
There will be no cost to them; nobody will be out of pocket as a result. There is a 
difference between the Windrush generation, who are British, are part of us and have 
a right to here—we want to give them the reassurance of that right—and those other 
people who are here illegally. It is absolutely right that the Government make every 
effort to ensure that people who access our services have a right to do so and that we 
take action against people who are here illegally. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-17/debates/3D0D6E3B-C852-422B-B5BA-70883E24B32C/LivestockWorryingSussex
https://www.parliamentlive.tv/Event/Index/b6185bfd-3cde-4386-ae31-abc87af7f538
https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/defence-committee/news-parliament-2017/modernising-defence-programme-evidence/
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/431D3DEE-8552-4FD7-9A1D-0E689ED56B70/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/7AC4C401-CE7F-4F4B-BD08-A9526818E2F3/Engagements
https://goo.gl/LKWBHz
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=8
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The Government then moved on to answer an Urgent Question on the Gender Pay Gap. 

Leaving The EU: Scotland and Wales Continuity Bills 

A further Urgent Question on the settlement for Scotland and Wales upon leaving the EU was then asked. The 
question of the Devolution settlement post Brexit has caused multiple legal questions with no simple answers. 
Members from Scotland and Wales are keen to ensure that Brexit is not used as an excuse for a power grab by the 
Government. 

Susan Elan Jones (Clwyd South) (Lab): The Minister says he is hopeful. The Minister says 
he is heartened. Why can the Minister not actually be helpful and recognise that in 
Wales we now have a reserved powers model? We know perfectly well that agriculture, 
for instance, is to be decided in Wales. Why on earth can he not recognise that and why 
are the Government seeking to pick a fight with the Welsh people? Why do they not just 
get on and recognise it? 
 
The Attorney General (Jeremy Wright): No, I am afraid the hon. Lady cannot have that. 
First, the Government of Wales Act 2006 applies here, not the current devolution settle-
ment with Wales. Secondly, the Government have not picked a fight with anybody. What 
has happened is that particular Bills have been passed—on an emergency basis, by the 
way—in both the Welsh Assembly and the Scottish Parliament, which raise very serious 
questions about the competence of each to pass them. That is not just our view; it is the 
view of others as well. It is therefore the responsibility of the Law Officers to determine 
how that should be resolved. The way in which it gets resolved, as set out in the devolu-
tion settlements, is by reference to the Supreme Court. If we can avoid that, we would all like to do so. The negotia-
tions that are under way—the reason I am optimistic and heartened is that I hope they will be successful—are a 
better way to do that. 
 
The House then moved on to the First Reading of a Bill on Access to Fertility Service and the Second Reading of the 
Laser Misuse (Vehicles) Bill. 

A General Debate on Industrial Strategy was held before the day in the Chamber ended with an Adjournment De-
bate on Thameslink Upgrades. 

Thursday 

The Secretary of State For Transport was at the dispatch Box to answer Members Questions beginning Thursday’s 
sitting. The Secretary of State was followed by the Leader of the House who announced the upcoming Business for 
Members. 
The morning ended with a Statement on the Private Rented Sector by the Housing, Communities and Local Govern-
ment Committee. 

Backbench Business 

Surgical Mesh 

Two important issues were up for debate during Backbench Business this week. The first of these was In regard to 
Surgical Meshes. Following the announcement of a retrospective audit, Members were keen to ensure that 
measures were also taken to ensure scandals such as this do not happen again. 
Owen Smith (Pontypridd) (Lab): The hon. Lady is making an extremely important point. Does she agree that the is-
sue here is that all one effectively has to prove for a follow-on device is its equivalence with the original device? 
There is therefore a fundamental flaw in how we license devices versus the far more rigorous way in which, for ex-
ample, we license molecules. 

Dr Sarah Wollaston (Totnes) (Con): I absolutely agree. It strikes me that there has been a kind of wild west out there, 
with representatives saying, “Why don’t you try this one? This is probably going to be better”, without organisations 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/0A14F7EA-F208-4930-83BA-2736F61F5335/GenderPayGap
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/7EBC6648-C6E8-4E91-929F-D9A06222CDAF/LeavingTheEUScotlandAndWalesContinuityBills
https://goo.gl/F9MJGF
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=1560
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/64AB06A9-1769-4F31-BCFD-77F466A12B0B/AccessToFertilityServices
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/5CB2ED4F-E6C0-438E-8BA0-D036DDD6F826/IndustrialStrategy
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/5CB2ED4F-E6C0-438E-8BA0-D036DDD6F826/IndustrialStrategy
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/7C21BA31-FB50-4850-BEAC-1C26D672175E/ThameslinkUpgrades
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-18/debates/7C21BA31-FB50-4850-BEAC-1C26D672175E/ThameslinkUpgrades
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-19/debates/91A93B7C-E636-47F9-9CF1-A70AE1833CCC/OralAnswersToQuestions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-19/debates/A4267F19-AE44-4357-9CBD-35BB1694CA97/BusinessOfTheHouse
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-19/debates/FB067280-0831-41CD-B2AE-73D1BEFDDE22/HousingCommunitiesAndLocalGovernmentCommittee
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-04-19/debates/C5B94EB2-2398-4F0E-BE9E-D502ACEBFA62/SurgicalMesh
https://goo.gl/wQHRCy
https://hansard.parliament.uk/search/MemberContributions?house=Commons&memberId=4073


THIS WEEK IN PARLIAMENT MADELEINE MOON 
Page 8 

setting up clinical trials from the start so that we could compare different devices, and without women giving 
properly informed consent that a different kind of device would be used. Lessons have to be learned not just for 
mesh surgery, but for other medical devices. Just because something sounds like it might be better, it does not mean 
to say that there will not be serious complications. Those complications may also happen at a late stage. We need 
databases such as EUDAMED so that we have access to the widest possible population base and clear device track-
ing. 

Cancer Treatment 

The House then moved on to consider Cancer Treatment. The debate was focused on ways health data could be 
shared more effectively and the better use of clinical trials. 
 
Joan Ryan (Enfield North) (Lab): May I join my hon. Friend in paying tribute to the courage and bravery of our friend, 
Baroness Tessa Jowell, and particularly her significant decision to make her medical data available? Does my hon. 
Friend agree that, given the low level of participation in clinical trials, if we are to achieve much better results for 
patients, the Government and all of us must do much more to encourage participation in these trials in all of our 
local areas and in our national politics? 

 
Mr Steve Reed (Croydon North) (Lab/Co-op): I thank my right hon. Friend for that 
well-timed intervention. We absolutely need to boost participation in clinical trials. 
Only 6.4% of adults with this particular form of cancer take part in those trials, 
whereas over 61% of people with leukaemia participate, so there is a clear need for 
a major increase in the numbers participating in these trials if we are to get the da-
ta we need to learn. I join my right hon. Friend, too, in congratulating Baroness Jow-
ell on her historic decision to become the first patient to consent to share her data 
fully and openly, in order to speed up the discovery of new cures and ways to help 
other people; she is an example to so many people in so many ways, but here again 
we need to learn from Tessa’s example, because that is how we will help to find a 
cure for this terrible form of cancer. 

I say to Ministers, who will be responsible for regulation as well as funding, that it is 

important that regulation is not drawn so tightly that it does not allow for innova-

tion and for new treatments to be developed. We must be open to doing things in different ways and to learning 

from failure as well as success; we cannot regulate against failure, but we can always learn from it so that we can 

improve. 

We must increase the funding going into the kind of research that will find a cure for this form of cancer and put it 

on a par with other, perhaps more high-profile, forms of cancer that have attracted levels of funding that are mak-

ing a bigger difference. In that respect, I put my name on record in welcoming and congratulating the Government 

on the increase in funding of £45 million —I believe that is the figure—announced since the very moving debate, 

which many of us attended in the House of Lords, led by Tessa Jowell. 

Tessa has been a fighter all her life and now she is in the fight of her life, but how typical it is that she has turned it 

into a fight to allow others to live well, live better and live longer. Every one of us in this Chamber, and many others 

beyond, are proud to stand with Tessa today. I would like to say this to her, if I may: Tessa, you have all our love and 

all our respect. Please keep going and keep being the inspiration to all of us that you have always been. 

The day in the Chamber ended with an Adjournment Debate on Fire Safety Remedial Work. 
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