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On Wednesday, the Secretary of State 

for Transport made a statement on the 

Government’s proposals for Britain’s rail-

ways, updating on plans to bring together 

the operation of track and train, and to 

reopen some rail routes. 

The Secretary of State said the proposals 

included in the ‘Connecting People: A 

Strategic Vision for Rail’ publication will 

create a new generation of regional rail 

operations with a focus on passengers 

and communities.  

While I agree that our rail network is in 

need of investment and increased capaci-

ty, and I welcome the commitment to 

reopen branch lines, including Ashington 

to Blyth, I believe that our current rail 

system is broken.  

The announcements provided on 

Wednesday are a smokescreen, as the 

real issue is that the east coast franchise 

has failed again and the taxpayer will have 

to bail it out.  

The Government’s proposals offer noth-

ing to commuters on overcrowded trains 

who are facing a fare hike of 3.4% in Janu-

ary, on top of the 27% rises since 2010. 

I believe that the public want our rail-

ways to be run under public ownership 

and that only the Opposition has the vi-

sion and courage to deliver the railway 

system that the public deserves.  

On Tuesday, the House of Commons concluded its       

debate on the Autumn Budget, considering the future 

economy. 

I believe the Government’s Budget is a “nothing has 

changed” Budget that fails to reflect the reality of people’s 

lives or offer any plan to improve them. It offered no     

radical investment, nor any lasting solutions for the    

growing difficulties facing our country. 

In fact, the most important announcement made last week 

was not the Chancellor’s policies, but the analysis of the 

Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).  

The OBR lowered its forecasts for UK growth, business 

investment, productivity rates and wage growth for the 

next five years. Furthermore, the UK budget will not be in 

surplus until 2030, a full 15 years after we were told the 

deficit would be eliminated, while workers who have al-

ready experienced a decade of stagnant wages will not see 

their pay return to pre-financial crisis levels until 2025. 

The Chancellor’s Budget speech last week rightly focused 

on the UK’s productivity crisis. Our economic growth   

depends upon our ability to raise productivity rates. Yet 

there was nothing of any substance in the Budget to solve 

this problem.  

The Government continues to fall short in delivering the 

infrastructure and investment that our regions need, while 

its industrial strategy is lacking in detail and ideas. 

I believe we need a Government and industrial strategy 

that will bring the private and public sectors together to 

deliver the skills, infrastructure, business and people      

policies which will transform our economy and get growth 

back for this country. 



On Wednesday, the House of Commons debated an 

SNP motion on improving transitional arrangements 

for women born in the 1950s who have been         

adversely affected by the acceleration of the increase 

to the state pension age.  

The Government argues that it is taking forward-

looking action to protect the long-term sustainability 

of the state pension. It also says that it wants to en-

sure economic security for people in retirement, 

while maintaining fairness between generations. 

However, I believe that the Government has         

mismanaged equalisation of the state pension age, 

and I am deeply concerned that it is persisting with a 

policy that is pushing huge numbers of women born 

in the 1950s into financial difficulty and distress.     

Furthermore, I am frustrated that the Government 

has not taken action to fix this problem.  

To restore faith and dignity, and to alleviate the 

toughest circumstances for the most vulnerable 

women affected by the increase in the state pension 

age, I believe we must extend pension credit to those 

who were due to retire before the increase in the 

pension age.  

I also believe that women affected should be allowed 

to receive their state pension up to two years early 

at a reduced rate, to ensure they can choose what 

works best for them. 

I supported the motion on Wednesday which called 

on the Government to improve transitional           

arrangements for women born on or after 6 April 

1951 who have lost out because of the accelerated 

increase in the state pension age. 

The Government did not oppose the motion and it 

was therefore approved by the House of Commons. 

I would now like the House to be allowed to vote on 

a motion that would be binding on the Government 

to deliver the relief that these women desperately 

need. 

State Pension Age: Women 

(SNP Opp Day Debate) 

On Monday, the Business Secretary made a 

statement on the publication of the Govern-

ment’s industrial strategy White Paper. 

The Business Secretary said that the Govern-

ment’s vision was for the UK to be the 

world’s most innovative economy; to have 

good jobs and greater earning power for all; 

to make a major upgrade to our infrastruc-

ture; to be the best place to establish a    

business; and to have prosperous communi-

ties across the country.  

I welcome that the White Paper seems to 

acknowledge many of the fundamental      

problems facing our economy. However, I 

fear that overall it amounts to little more 

than a repackaging of existing policies and 

commitments. 

For example, the White Paper simply         

restates the Government’s existing plans for 

a £31 billion national productivity investment 

fund. It also repeats a commitment to raise 

total research and development (R&D) 

spending to 2.4% of GDP.  

While this is a step in the right direction, it is 

far less ambitious than the target of spending 

3% of GDP on R&D that I believe is neces-

sary. Furthermore, many of the policies focus 

on a handful of already successful sectors and 

will do nothing for the millions of people 

working in low-wage, low-productivity sec-

tors such as retail, hospitality and care. 

Overall, the Government’s industrial strategy 

may be a start, but it falls short on details, 

ideas and investment.  

I hope that over the coming months the 

Government will listen to businesses and 

trade unions, and take the opportunity to re-

set our economy. 

Industrial Strategy 

(Government Statement) 

 



On Monday, the House of Commons continued to consider the Autumn Budget with a debate fo-

cused on international affairs and defence. 

Last week the independent Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) cut its growth forecast for the 

UK economy. This has a real impact on our spending on international development and defence. 

It is welcome that the Government is maintaining the commitment to spend 0.7% of gross national 

income (GNI) on international development. However, overseas development aid budgets have now 

been adjusted to reflect the OBR’s revised GNI forecast, resulting in a cut of £375 million in 

2018/19 and £520 million in 2019/20 - almost £1 billion overall. 

On defence, the UK’s target is to spend at least 2% of gross domestic product (GDP). At a time 

when growth is being downgraded, the Government must not use this target as a cap or as an ex-

cuse to cut budgets for the Armed Forces. Indeed, I am worried about reports of Government pro-

posals to reduce the size of our Army to below the 70,000 mark by cutting 12,000 troops from cur-

rent plans. In my view, this would be nothing short of a scandal. I also believe the Government must 

provide additional money to ensure that much-needed and long-overdue pay increases for our 

Armed Forces are not paid for by further cuts in personnel, equipment or living conditions. 

As dreadful as the OBR’s forecasts may be, it is worth noting that they assume there will be a deal 

on future trading arrangements between the UK and the EU. The Government has said it will con-

duct precautionary preparations for the prospect of a no deal Brexit, and the Chancellor announced 

an additional £3 billion for this work in this Budget. I believe that as part of those preparations, the 

Government must ask the OBR to assess the likely economic and fiscal impact of a no deal Brexit 

and that this should be published as soon as possible so that Parliament and the public can fully un-

derstand the costs of such a scenario. 

Global Britain (Budget Resolutions) 

 

On Tuesday, the Shadow Brexit Secretary asked the Government to make a statement on the re-

lease of Brexit impact assessments to the House of Commons Committee on Exiting the EU. 

On 1 November, the House of Commons unanimously passed a binding motion requiring the Gov-

ernment to hand over the 58 economic impact assessments arising from sectoral analyses. On Mon-

day, the Department for Exiting the EU provided the Committee with the relevant information after 

three weeks spent collating it. However, the Brexit Secretary confirmed that the documents provid-

ed do not include “commercially, market and negotiation sensitive information.” 

When the House of Commons carried the motion on 1 November it asked for all the reports to be 

handed over to the Committee - not some of them or redacted copies. The Government did not 

attempt to amend or vote against the motion at that time and the Brexit Secretary cannot now 

choose to ignore it or only give the Committee documents he chooses. 

This is the most important set of decisions that our country has taken for decades and they must be 

subjected to proper scrutiny. The impact assessments should have been shared in full, without re-

daction, and I believe the Brexit Secretary is treating Parliament with contempt. 

Leaving the EU: Sectoral Impact Assessments 
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On Wednesday, the House of Commons debated 

an SNP motion calling on the Government to 

make a unilateral decision to safeguard the rights 

of EU nationals living in the UK. 

I have long believed that the Government should 

unilaterally guarantee rights for EU nationals and 

seek reciprocal rights for UK citizens in the EU. 

EU nationals make a huge contribution to our 

country and some 80% of British citizens who live 

in other EU countries are working in those coun-

tries. 

The Immigration Minister said on Wednesday 

that the Government values EU nationals’ contri-

bution to our country and he reiterated the an-

nouncement in June of a “settled status” that EU 

nationals will be able to apply for. Rather than 

guaranteeing EU nationals’ rights, the Govern-

ment is offering them the opportunity to reapply 

for them. I believe the Government must stop 

acting as though this “settled status” is a settled 

matter and urgently improve its offer. 

The debate on Wednesday also served to high-

light how important it is that we avoid a no deal 

exit from the EU, which would mean continuing 

uncertainty for EU and UK citizens. We need cer-

tainty for EU citizens in the UK, for UK citizens in 

the EU, and for the businesses and communities 

in which they have built their lives. 

The motion passed unopposed on Wednesday 

and the Government must now follow up its 

warm words with action. 

EU Nationals 

 

On Thursday, the House of Commons       

debated a Backbench Business motion on 

mental health and suicide within the autism 

community. 

While autism is not a mental health          

condition, mental health problems and      

suicide rates are disproportionately high 

among the autistic community. 

In its report, ‘Personal tragedies, public     

crisis’, autism research charity Autistica 

highlighted research from Sweden which 

suggests that suicide is a leading cause of 

premature mortality in autistic people in 

that country and called for action in the UK 

on premature deaths.  

I am concerned that there are too often    

significant barriers to accessing the right 

treatment, and it is unacceptable that some 

people are waiting as long as 125 weeks for 

an autism diagnosis. 

The Five Year Forward View for Mental 

Health recommended that NHS England   

develop an autism specific care pathway to 

help people find treatment that is more    

suitable for their needs. I believe the      

Government should commit to this and    

outline how this is going to be developed. 

The motion on Thursday called on the   

Government to ensure that NHS England 

works closely with the autism community to 

develop effective and research-based mental 

health pathways. It passed unanimously.  

I will continue to support efforts to improve 

mental health services for people living with 

autism. 

 

Autism Community:   

Mental Health and       

Suicide  


