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On Tuesday, the House of Commons 

held an emergency debate on the roll-out 

of Universal Credit (UC). 

Last week, Parliament voted to pause and 

fix UC during an Opposition Day debate. 

Since the debate, the Government has 

not responded to the vote, nor made a 

statement on the issue. I believe that the 

Government’s decision to ignore Oppo-

sition Day debate motions puts us in dan-

gerous territory, and should be viewed 

within the context of the Government’s 

attempts to increase its own powers and 

circumvent accountability as we leave the 

European Union. The Government must 

take action to explain how it intends to 

respond to the concerns raised about 

UC, or face constitutional questions. 

Key issues remain with UC such as the 

six-week wait for new claimants; the cuts 

that were introduced in 2015, which 

have reduced family work allowances and 

frozen social security rates; and a      

number of implementation flaws.  

The Government should end the initial 

six-week wait for payments, ensure alter-

native payment arrangements are offered 

to all claimants, and reconsider Jobcentre 

closures. The House of Commons has 

made its view clear on this issue – it is 

now time for the Government to act.  

On Monday, the Prime Minister updated MPs on            

discussions at the European Council meeting last week. 

I share concerns raised by the Prime Minister over the   

arrests of EU nationals and others defending human rights 

in Turkey. Imprisoning journalists and lawyers is not       

acceptable and we must underline the importance of     

respect for human rights and democracy in that country.  

The Prime Minister also welcomed new EU sanctions 

against North Korea and noted the Council’s firm       

commitment to the Iran nuclear deal. 

The Prime Minister’s statement was also an opportunity to 

review the progress of the ongoing Brexit negotiations, 

covering citizens’ rights, Northern Ireland and the financial 

settlement in phase one.  

Last week’s meeting was meant to mark the start of the 

second phase of negotiations, dealing with trade and our 

future relationship with the EU. However, the             

Government missed this important target.  

These are the most crucial negotiations in our country’s 

recent history and it is increasingly clear that the         

Government is unable to deliver the deal we need.  

The longer there is paralysis in the Brexit process, the 

higher the risk of no deal being reached. The biggest 

threat of no deal, though, is the infighting and instability in 

the Government. 

No deal would be catastrophic for jobs and living       

standards. It would mean the return of tariffs, queues at 

our ports, higher prices in shops, continuing uncertainty 

for EU and UK citizens, and a hard border in Northern 

Ireland. This is why I have consistently said that no deal 

should be rejected as a viable option. 



On Wednesday, the House of Commons        

debated an Opposition motion calling on the 

Government to take urgent action to address 

the social care crisis.  

The Association of Directors of Adult Social 

Services has found that, by the end of this       

financial year, £6.3 billion will have been cut 

from adult social care budgets since 2010.  

The Health Foundation has also said that that six 

years of real-terms reductions in social care 

budgets have left 400,000 fewer people          

receiving essential help.  

Social care was an important issue at the      

General Election.  

The Government’s social care proposals were 

widely criticised and described as a “Dementia 

Tax”. Four days after the announcement of the 

policy, the Government was forced to U-turn 

on its decision to abandon the cap on care 

costs.  

In contrast, I stood on a manifesto that        

committed £8 billion in funding for social care, 

with an additional £1 billion in the first year to 

address the immediate funding gap.  

I believe the Government should provide the 

urgent funding needed to close the social care 

funding gap for this year and the rest of the    

Parliament.  

It should also remove the threat of further cuts 

to local authority budgets and fines on local    

authorities for not meeting unrealistic Delayed 

Transfers of Care targets. 

The House of Commons unanimously approved 

the Opposition’s motion on social care.  

I believe this reflects the will of MPs and the 

Government should now make clear how it will 

respond. 

Social Care (Opposition 

Day Debate)  

On Wednesday, the House of Commons        

debated an Opposition motion calling on the 

Government to halt its plans to cap help with 

housing costs for tenants of supported housing. 

Housing benefit cuts that were due to take      

effect in April 2019 would have risked closing 

thousands of supported housing schemes,       

including homelessness hostels, sheltered      

housing, specialist accommodation for former 

members of the Armed Forces, and refuges for 

victims of domestic violence.  

The National Housing Federation reported that 

the threat of these changes had already led to an 

85% drop in new supported housing               

development. 

I therefore welcome that, under pressure from 

the Opposition, the Prime Minister announced 

on Wednesday that the Government would not 

be capping supported housing costs at the local 

housing allowance rate. 

I believe the Government should now adopt a 

system which safeguards the long-term future of 

supported housing.  

This should build on the recommendations of 

the Joint Report of the Communities and Local 

Government and Work and Pensions Select 

Committees.  

Amongst their recommendations, backed by 

many in the sector, is a new “supported housing 

allowance”. This would be set at a higher rate 

than the local housing allowance, and better    

reflect the costs of running supported housing. 

The House of Commons unanimously approved 

the Opposition’s motion on Wednesday.  

After this unanimous backing, any new          

Government proposals must reflect the clearly 

expressed will of Parliament. 

Supported Housing 

(Opposition Day Debate)  
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On Thursday, my colleague the Shadow Brexit      

Secretary asked for urgent clarification on the    

Government’s policy on giving Parliament a       

meaningful vote to agree the final withdrawal    

agreement with the European Union. 

The previous day, while appearing in front of the 

Exiting the EU Select Committee, the Brexit        

Secretary said that Parliament may not get to vote 

on any withdrawal agreement with the EU until    

after the UK has left in March 2019. 

This is directly contrary to assurances given by the 

Government earlier this year during the passage of 

the Article 50 legislation. Back then, the Govern-

ment said that both Houses of Parliament would 

have a vote on the withdrawal deal before the Euro-

pean Parliament. Under Article 50, this would need 

to take place before we officially leave the EU. 

It would be unacceptable in my view for the         

European Parliament to vote on the withdrawal deal 

before it is concluded but not the House of      

Commons. We need a cast-iron guarantee that this 

will not happen. 

Instead of just having to accept the Brexit           

Secretary’s word, I believe the Government should 

accept amendments to its EU Withdrawal Bill to put 

a meaningful Parliamentary vote on the withdrawal 

agreement into law and ensure that everyone 

knows where they stand. 

Leaving the EU:  

(Urgent Question) 

On Tuesday, the House of Commons        

considered the Smart Meters Bill.  

I support the overall aims of the roll-out of 

smart meters. I therefore did not oppose the 

Smart Meters Bill on Tuesday. However, I 

have a number of concerns both about the 

specific provisions of the Bill and the smart 

meter programme overall, particularly       

concerning delays and the cost to consumers. 

The first clause of the Smart Meters Bill       

extends the Government’s powers to         

implement and direct the roll-out of smart 

meters from 2018 to 2023.  

However, the Government is committed to 

the installation of smart meters for all energy 

customers by 2020. Research suggests that 

meeting this deadline would require the      

installation of 40,000 smart meters every day. 

I am therefore concerned that the extension 

of Government powers until 2023 suggests 

that the end date for the smart meter roll-out 

will slip beyond 2020. 

The Smart Meters Bill also establishes a 

“special administration regime” for the        

national smart meter communication and data 

service provider (DCC) in the event of its    

insolvency. Given the centrality of DCC to 

the smart meter system, it is clear that we 

need a plan in case of its insolvency.         

However, I am concerned that the Bill places 

the costs of an insolvency onto energy       

customers. This is particularly worrying given 

that consumers are already bearing the cost 

of the smart meter rollout. 

The Smart Meters Bill passed its Second 

Reading and will now be considered in      

Committee where I hope its provisions will 

be closely scrutinised and improved. 

Smart Meters Bill 

(Second Reading) 

 



In light of the recent announcement by North Tyneside Clinical Commissioning Group that the 

overnight closure of the Urgent Care Centre will remain in place whilst the CCG undertake a 

further procurement exercise to find someone to run their proposed Urgent Treatment Centre, 

here is a joint statement Mary Glindon and myself put out earlier this week; 

 

“The CCG proposal as it stands is unacceptable. Effectively the temporary closure of the 

Urgent Care Centre at Rake Lane is to become permanent, without proper consultation 

but with a so called "engagement exercise" instead.  Residents across North Tyneside will 

be receiving a lesser service than patients at Wansbeck and Hexham where a 24 hour    

service has resumed, despite them being less busy centres.  The reason for that is entirely 

the fault of North Tyneside CCG who took the decision not to reopen, at the last minute. 

The proposal will leave urgent care at Rake Lane open for even fewer hours than now and 

it isn't clear whether patients will be able to walk in or will need an appointment.  The 

NHS is there to serve the needs of patients not the needs of the CCG. 

Instead of directing people from Cramlington - which caused the need for closure in the 

first place - the will instead be pushed to Cramlington or Newcastle.  The irony is that this 

announcement came on the same day as the Ambulance Trust warned that waiting times 

could be longer.  The rest of us will be left with an inadequate 111 telephone service or a 

return to a discredited locum service. 

If as the CCG says it has a duty to spend taxpayers money wisely did they waste so much 

money on the flawed first procurement exercise?  This appears to be financially driven and 

the CCG are hiding behind new Government guidelines which are themselves driven by 

the chronic underfunding of the NHS.  We thought CCG's were there for patients and not 

to do the Government’s dirty work. 

We strongly believe that the Urgent Care Centre at Rake Lane should return to 24 hour 

opening to relieve pressure on Cramlington and in line with Hexham and Wansbeck.  We 

also need the service to be based at Rake Lane as residents said and there must be full and 

proper consultation. 

The CCG says that the did a detailed consultation before but now intend to ignore it.  That 

consultation supported a "one stop shop" and said it must be at Rake Lane.  Instead our 

constituents face a downgraded service at Rake Lane or at worst none at all, and all that 

without proper consultation.  That represents a gross failure by the CCG in almost every 

regard.” 

 

Update on local NHS changes 

 


