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NHS Winter Crisis 

On Monday, the House of Commons debated 

an Opposition motion calling for the             

Government to run rail services under public 

sector operation. 
 

In 2016, the Government said it aimed to     

create a flourishing, competitive rail market 

with high-performing value for money services 

for passengers. The Government has clearly 

failed to meet these objectives and is unable 

to accept that the franchise model is letting 

down the public, passengers and those who 

work in our rail industry. 
 

On its own terms, the rail franchising system 

is failing. Since 2010, the Government has 

raised regulated fares by the Retail Price     

Index, which has ensured above-inflation price 

rises each year. Passenger growth is slowing 

across the railway, amid weaker consumer 

confidence, rising fares and changing work 

patterns. In addition, rail passenger usage 

has fallen as passengers have been priced 

out, threatening the sustainability of the       

network as a whole. These factors also        

undermine the growth forecasts that are     

central to the Government’s franchise model 

and the undeliverable bid assumptions of    

operators. 
 

The public continue to suffer substandard   

services and ever higher fares and I believe 

enough is enough. We should take railways 

back into public ownership as franchises      

expire, using savings to cap fares, and         

upgrade and expand the rail network. 
 

The House of Commons unanimously           

approved the Opposition’s motion on rail    

franchising. I believe this reflects the will of 

MPs, and the Government should now clarify 

how it will implement the will of the House. 

Rail Franchising 

(Opposition Day  

Debate) 

On Monday, the Shadow Health Secretary asked the     

Government to make a statement on the NHS winter      

crisis.  More than 75,000 patients, including many elderly 

and frail, were stuck in the back of ambulances for over 

30 minutes in the winter cold this December and January. 

A&Es were forced to turn patients away 150 times,      

elective operations have been cancelled until                 

mid-January, and sanctions on mixed sex wards have 

been suspended. 

Despite the best efforts of all NHS staff working flat out at 

what is an extremely difficult time, the Government       

continues to starve the NHS of resources – district nurses 

have been cut; walk-in centres have been closed; 15,000 

beds have been cut; and the NHS remains understaffed 

and overstretched. 

I believe the Government is entirely out of touch with the 

reality of the NHS winter crisis. Many hospitals have      

reported 100% bed occupancy rates, yet on Monday the 

Government said that there were “seats to sit on” if beds 

were not available. Placing sick patients in chairs because 

of acute bed shortages is clearly not acceptable, yet      

hospitals cannot cope and are being forced into these   

intolerable situations. 

With 100,000 vacancies across the NHS, alongside the 

biggest financial squeeze in its history, patients are        

paying the price for Ministers’ neglect of the NHS. As the 

NHS enters its 70th year, the Government must explain 

why it has allowed underfunding and cuts to health and 

social care to continue. 

On Wednesday, MPs unanimously supported an             

Opposition motion which condemned the Government for 

its failure to adequately resource the NHS, and called on 

Ministers to increase funding this year to enable hospitals 

to resume a full service to the public. I believe the        

Government must report to the House of Commons       

before the end of the month to explain what steps it is 

taking to address this crisis. 



Taxation (Cross-border 

Trade) Bill (Second Reading) 

On Tuesday, the Justice Secretary made a 

statement on the Parole Board and victim      

support. This followed reports that the           

convicted rapist, John Worboys, had had his 

release from prison approved by the Parole 

Board with “stringent” licence conditions. 
 

John Worboys was convicted of 19 offences in 

2009, and received an indeterminate sentence 

of imprisonment for public protection (IPP), with 

a minimum term of eight years in custody.     

Under IPP sentences, the offender is eligible for 

review by the Parole Board after the expiry of 

the minimum term. The Board reviewed his 

case at a hearing on 8 November 2017, and 

the subsequent decision for release was       

communicated to the Ministry of Justice on 3 

January 2018.  
 

The Justice Secretary said that the Government 

would conduct a review to consider the case for 

transparency in the process of parole decisions 

and how victims are appropriately engaged in 

that process, and to consider the case for 

changes in policy, practice, Parole Board rules 

or other guidance in this area. This review is 

expected to conclude before Easter. 
 

Current legal restrictions on the Parole Board 

mean that we do not know why the decision for 

release was taken. The Worboys case clearly 

underlines that there is a need for greater 

transparency. The Government must therefore 

guarantee that its review will be about how to 

achieve greater transparency, not about    

whether it is needed. 
 

The review must also cover how the case was 

handled from the very start, from first reporting 

to the police right through to the Parole Board 

hearing. The police have linked Worboys to 

about 100 other cases, and the public are 

questioning why there were no further          

prosecutions. 
 

On informing victims about the parole hearing, I 

believe the Government must consider    

amending the victim contact scheme so that 

victims opt out, rather than opt in. 
 

I believe that our criminal justice system must 

have the interests of victims at its heart at all 

times. It is clear that the victims of John       

Worboys’ vile crimes feel that in this case it has 

failed to do so. 

Parole Board and  

Victim Support  

On Monday, the House of Commons considered the   

Taxation (Cross-border Trade) Bill, which aims to allow 

continuity in UK customs and trade policy after Brexit. 

We need a customs regime that is accountable and 

workable, and that protects the interests of not only 

consumers, but also businesses and working people. 

However, in my view the Government’s proposals do not 

remotely measure up to that mark. I therefore voted 

against the Bill making further progress and instead 

voted for a reasoned amendment which set out some 

key concerns.  

First, there must be much more parliamentary oversight 

of our future customs and tariff regimes than is          

currently offered. As with the EU Withdrawal Bill and the 

Trade Bill, the Taxation (Cross-Border Trade) Bill       

transfers significant powers to the Government without 

any parliamentary oversight or scrutiny. 

The second problem is that the Bill fails to offer        

businesses and manufacturers the certainty that they 

desperately need about the UK’s future customs        

regime.  

Third, I am concerned about the burden of these new 

approaches on customs arrangements for HMRC. The 

Government must recognise the urgent need to hire 

more border and customs staff to implement the new 

customs and tariff regime. 

Finally, I am deeply concerned about the Government’s 

untried, untested and undemocratic approach to trade 

remedies. Trade remedies are about defending against 

unfairly priced imports flooding the UK market and     

driving our manufacturers out of business. They are an 

important part of a fair and open global trading system. 

The Government has not provided anywhere near       

sufficient detail on the powers and provisions of the 

Trade Remedies Authority that will be charged with     

ensuring that our vital British industries are protected.  

The Government should have put forward a Bill that set 

out a clear path to creating a functioning institutional 

framework for the handling of customs that provided 

the proper powers of scrutiny to Parliament. I was        

disappointed that the existing Bill passed its Second 

Reading on Monday and hope that it is significantly 

amended during its Committee Stage. 



Defence (Backbench  

Business Debate) On Tuesday, the House of Commons              

considered the Trade Bill. 
 

The Bill aims to allow the UK to continue its  

existing trade policy as far as possible after 

Brexit. To this end, it enables the Government 

to: implement trade agreements with non-EU 

countries that we currently have EU trade 

agreements with; establish the UK’s               

independent membership of the World Trade 

Organisation’s government procurement    

agreement (GPA); and establish a Trade Reme-

dies Authority (TRA) to take steps against unfair 

competition from foreign imports. It also gives 

HMRC power to collect and share trade data. 
 

On leaving the EU, the UK will need effective 

legislation to allow us to maintain strong      

trading ties with countries that we have had 

agreements with through the EU. It will also be 

vital to create a TRA, establish independent 

membership of the GPA and be able to collect 

and share trade information. However, I am 

concerned at the way in which the Trade Bill 

attempts to achieve these aims. 
 

For example, the Bill fails to protect                

parliamentary sovereignty in the implementa-

tion of trade agreements with countries that we 

currently have trade agreements with as part of 

the EU. While the Government argues that the 

EU agreements with these countries will have 

already gone through parliamentary scrutiny, 

there is no guarantee that the new trade     

agreements will be the same. I am also         

concerned that the Bill fails to make the TRA 

answerable to Parliament or representative of 

the full range of stakeholders. 
 

Even worse, the Bill fails entirely to provide    

appropriate parliamentary scrutiny of future 

trade agreements. While the Government      

argues that the Bill is not concerned with new 

trading agreements, we were told in June last 

year that it would provide the framework for an 

independent trade policy after Brexit. Instead, 

trade policy will be left entirely in the hands of 

Government Ministers, with no opportunity for 

proper parliamentary scrutiny. 
 

On Tuesday, I voted for a reasoned amendment 

setting out these and other concerns. Unfortu-

nately, the amendment was defeated and the 

Bill will now proceed to its Committee Stage. 

Trade Bill 

On Thursday, MPs debated a backbench motion relating 

to defence. The motion called on the Government to 

maintain current levels of expenditure on defence and 

ensure that the number of regular serving personnel 

across the Armed Forces is maintained. 

This is a time of immense uncertainty for defence and 

in my view, the Government has shown it cannot be 

trusted to run our Armed Forces. It has broken          

promises, made mistakes and mismanaged the          

defence budget. While managing emerging threats – 

including cyber-threats – is an important element of our 

security, I believe we must ensure that we adequately 

maintain, fund and equip our Armed Forces. 

The falling size of the Armed Forces therefore continues 

to be a concern. It is very disappointing that the 2017 

Armed Forces Continuous Attitudes Survey showed a 

further decline in satisfaction with Service life. The offer 

to our Service personnel must be appealing to our best 

and brightest and I will continue to call for a better deal 

for our Armed Forces. 

The courage and dedication of our Service personnel 

represents the very best of what our country stands for. 

I pay tribute to all those who serve, and particularly 

those who were separated from family and loved ones 

over Christmas and the new year. 

The defence budget faces significant funding gaps, with 

fears of cuts to the Royal Marines and our amphibious 

capability. That uncertainty puts thousands of jobs in 

our world-class defence industry at risk and threatens 

to undermine our skills base and sovereign capability.  

I believe the funding formula for defence should be 

looked at carefully. It is vital that the defence budget 

ensures our Armed Forces are properly equipped for the 

challenges of the future.  

I will also continue to advocate for a defence industrial 

strategy that supports our defence industry, gets good 

value for the taxpayer and gets our Armed Forces the 

equipment they need in a timely manner. 

The motion passed unopposed on Thursday and I hope 

the Government will take it into account. 


