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CHAPTER 14: ASSURANCE AND TRANSPARENCY

Guidelines and forms
KPMG provided evidence to the Committee on the practices commonly adopted in the public and private
sectors to promote understanding of expenses policies. They include:

B An expenses policy which is clear and easy to understand.
®  Simple claim forms — usually with guidance on how to complete them.
® A helpline, usually to a finance department, to advise on completion of the claim form.5

The Committee would expect the independent regulator to take clear steps to communicate details of the
new scheme to individual MPs. It is important to the integrity of the system that MPs understand the new
rules.

The Jones Review has recommended mandatory induction training for AMs. The Committee was also
told that the Scottish Parliament puts:

“Quite a lot of effort into Members’ induction. In the first days of a new election we have a whole series of
meetings and road shows where Members go around the various offices and are given information.” ¢

A short induction session on the new expenses scheme could help to explain the new rules and
standards. We suggest that the independent regulator should offer a briefing or training session on the
expenses scheme to every MP. These sessions, which should take no more than a couple of hours,
should be mandatory.

MPs should also ensure that any members of staff who can incur expenditure or complete an expenses
claim form on their behalf also have access to these induction sessions.

The Committee has considered what should happen if an MP refuses the offer of an induction session,
in particular whether the independent regulator should withhold payments until an MP completes the
induction. We recognise that withholding payment of an expenses claim could make it extremely difficult
for an MP to discharge their parliamentary duties and is therefore not an option to be considered lightly.
On the other hand, continuing to make payments to MPs who have not been briefed by the independent
regulator on the new scheme increases the risk of payments being made in contravention of the rules.

In light of this, the Committee has concluded that the independent regulator should consider deferring
payments due under the scheme where an MP has not completed the induction session within a
reasonable period — such as within three months of the new scheme being introduced or of an MP’s
election.

Recommendation 55

An induction session on the new scheme should be offered to all MPs. If an MP does not
undertake the induction session within the requisite period, the independent regulator should
consider deferring payments due under the scheme until the induction session has been
completed.

The Committee has given careful thought to the terms of the declaration that MPs should sign in making
a claim for an allowance or reimbursement of an expense. Different views were expressed in the evidence
about the significance of the declaration that MPs have had to make in the past — that expenditure was
‘wholly, exclusively, and necessarily’ incurred in the course of their parliamentary duties. The Comptroller
and Auditor General suggested that such a declaration could be ambiguous and subjective in the
absence of clear rules:

“The problem with a declaration like that, is that unless it relates to extremely clear rules, it is not really
very binding because, if you make a declaration and you quite honestly look at the rules and judge them
to mean that whatever it is you have done is appropriate, you can make that declaration [...] you can say,
‘Well, | thought this was necessary because...’.” 7
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Another witness pointed out that it was difficult to apply the test to second home expenditure:

“The wholly, exclusively and necessarily adage which is imported, | think, from tax law sits logically,
comfortably and squarely upon any claim that a member is making in terms of their office budget, their
travel budget, even their communications budget. It is an unusual construct when placed upon a claim for
running a second home.” 8

HMRC, on the other hand, told us that there was a clear understanding of the phrase ‘wholly, exclusively
and necessarily’ in the tax world:

“In the tax world, that is standard, if you like, as to whether something can be deducted in computing tax,
or not.” ®

The evidence from the Institute of Business Ethics also suggests a similar basis for claims for
reimbursement of expenses in the private sector.X

The Committee takes the view that in the context of the principles and structure of the new scheme

for expenses recommended in this report, the terms ‘wholly, exclusively, and necessarily’ are clear and
unambiguous. They are similar to the terms used in the Scottish Parliament and the National Assembly
for Wales. They also mirror expectations in other walks of life that expenses are claimed for legitimate
business purposes only. Our recommendations on the provision of accommodation deal with the
concerns about the appropriateness of the declaration for accommodation expenditure. There is therefore
no valid objection to MPs being able to make such a declaration. Accordingly we suggest that, in addition
to the annual statement confirming that claims made over the previous year are in accordance with the
rules (Recommendation 54), an MP should, at the point at which they submit a claim for reimbursement
of funds, be required to declare and sign or countersign, that sums claimed were incurred ‘wholly,
exclusively and necessarily’ in the course of their parliamentary duties and, for the avoidance of doubt, in
compliance with the rule book.

Recommendation 56

MPs should be required to sign a declaration on every claim that each item of expenditure was
incurred wholly, exclusively and necessarily in the course of their parliamentary duties and that
it complies with the principles and rules that are set out in this Report.

Documentary evidence

Following a resolution of the House of Commons on 30 April 2009, receipts or other documentary
evidence are now required as proof of all expenditure, except for the overnight subsistence allowance and
car mileage claims below the threshold.

Most of those that expressed a view on this point argued that receipts should be required for every claim
for reimbursement. This was also the view of the participants in the Committee’s focus groups.

KPMG have told the Committee that employees are generally expected to submit original receipts to
support expenses claims in both the public and private sector.!* Asking for proof of expenditure helps

to reinforce the fact that the system is designed to reimburse expenditure legitimately and reasonably
incurred, and that there is no automatic entittement. The Committee takes the view that receipts or other
supporting documentary evidence (including a journey log supporting travel claims) should therefore be
required to support all claims by MPs.

Recommendation 57

Receipts or other documentary evidence should be required for all claims.
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Processing and verifying expense and allowance claims

The Committee would expect the independent regulator to check that all the necessary documentation
has been completed and submitted, and to review all claims. The ability to challenge and/or reject a claim
should be seen as a key part of the control framework. Such challenges should be accepted by MPs as
a proper discharge of the independent regulator’s responsibilities and of the professionalism of its staff. In
evidence, an official from the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body described the relationship between
staff administering the scheme and MSPs as one in which:

“Staff still, of course, treat all Members with courtesy but there is perhaps more of a willingness to
constructively challenge Members.” 2

The Committee would like to see a similar relationship develop between the independent regulator and
MPs.

The independent regulator should also undertake periodic assessments of the effectiveness of its control
regime.

Audit committee

At the heart of the assurance arrangements in most organisations is an audit committee. The purpose
of an audit committee is to provide independent assurance of the adequacy of internal management
controls. It is not a substitute for the proper discharge of the responsibilities of MPs, the House
authorities, the independent regulator or internal and external auditors.

Under our proposals, the independent regulator will have responsibility for the determination and
payment of pay, pensions and expenses. The House of Commons will have continuing responsibility
for procurement and provision of House facilities and for HR support for MPs’ staff. Accounting officer
responsibility for the expenditure on supporting MPs will therefore be divided between the Clerk of
the House and the independent regulator’s chief executive. Responsibility for imposing parliamentary
sanctions for departures from the rules will continue to rest with the House of Commons.

As a result, the assurance arrangements for MPs’ expenses, staff payments and facilities will need to
cover the arrangements in the independent regulator and the House of Commons.

Arguably, one of the factors that contributed to the situation in which claims went unchallenged was
the lack of clarity over responsibility. As has been pointed out earlier, it seems that no one in Parliament
had an overview of the types of items for which MPs were seeking reimbursement. There is no doubt in
the Committee’s mind that the confusing array of internal bodies with responsibilities for MPs’ expenses
contributed to this lack of overall oversight.

Ordinarily, the assurance arrangements would involve two separate audit committees, one for the
independent regulator and one for the House of Commons. But the arrangements for payment, facilities
and support for MPs are so closely intertwined that there is the risk that, if the House of Commons and
the independent regulator were to establish distinct audit committees, a lack of coordination would
continue to blur accountabilities. To address this, the accounting officers of the independent regulator and
the House should develop a memorandum of understanding so that their respective responsibilities and
areas of common interest are clearly defined, and there is a vehicle for working in partnership in areas of
common interest.

In addition to this, the Committee believes that the House of Commons and the independent regulator
should establish a joint audit committee. A joint audit committee would ensure clear responsibility for
opining on the effectiveness of the overall control framework as well as on the separate responsibilities of
the two accounting officers.

The audit committee should be responsible for advising the independent regulator and the House of
Commons on the effectiveness of their internal controls, including the system for verifying and processing
claims, and for confirming that sums paid out were indeed incurred ‘wholly, exclusively and necessarily’ in
the course of parliamentary duties. The joint audit committee would be expected to review and approve

115 .



14.35

14.36

14.37

14.38

MPS’ EXPENSES AND ALLOWANCES

the internal and external audit plans of both organisations, review the adequacy, competence and
independence of audit resources, receive reports from both the internal and external auditors, and ensure
that any weaknesses or deficiencies in the control framework are addressed. We would also expect the
joint audit committee to publish an annual report providing an overview on the effectiveness of control
arrangements in each individual body as well as across both organisations.

The Committee has already noted that the concerns of the two independent members of the Members
Estimate Audit Committee about the system for MPs’ expenses, first raised in 2004, went unheeded.

It will be important to ensure that any advice and comments from the new joint audit committee do not
suffer a similar fate. We believe that this would be best achieved if the chair of the new audit committee
and the majority of its membership were to be independent, that is not drawn from the membership of
the independent regulator or the House of Commons, with the balance of its membership drawn from the
independent regulator and the House of Commons. The equivalent bodies in Scotland and Wales have an
independent chair and a majority of independent members.

There may be a concern as to whether the appointment of an independent chair and members to the
joint Audit Committee represents a departure from precedent. The existing Members Estimate Audit
Committee has external membership (although a minority and not holding the chair). The Tebbit Review of
Management and Services of the House of Commons in 2007 recommended that the Audit Committee
of the House of Commons Commission should be chaired by an external member, because having a
member of the House as chair was “not fully consistent with the principles of external scrutiny”.® The
House of Commons Commission response to this recommendation did not raise any concerns of
principle or parliamentary privilege:

“The Commission and the Members Estimate Committee have decided not to make any immediate
change to the chairmanship but will re-examine this recommendation when it next falls vacant.” *4

Recommendation 58

The independent regulator and the House of Commons should establish a joint audit
committee to oversee the assurance arrangements for MPs’ expenses, facilities and support
arrangements. The chair and the majority of the membership of the audit committee should
be independent of Parliament. The joint audit committee should publish an annual report on
its activities and its opinion on the effectiveness of the system of internal controls of the new
independent regulator and the House of Commons.

Whistleblowing

Effective whistleblowing arrangements — that is, arrangements by which staff may, in confidence, raise
concerns about possible improprieties in matters relating to expenses — could also help to provide
assurance. Elizabeth Filkin, the former Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, pointed to the lack of
formal whistleblowing procedures in her evidence:

“There are not proper whistleblowing arrangements, such as you need to have, but of course there were
channels that people could have used [...] You have to have external private whistleblowing facilities as
well to allow you, or the auditors, to investigate, to pick up concerns and to find out if that is just malicious
or if there is some substance to it.” *°

To address this, the independent regulator should develop effective whistle-blowing procedures.
Responsibility for investigating concerns raised by a whistleblower should be assigned to a senior officer.
The new policy should be communicated widely within the new regulatory body and the House of
Commons. The audit committee should oversee the effectiveness of the whistleblowing procedures as
part of its oversight of the assurance arrangements.
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Recommendation 59

Effective whistleblowing procedures should be introduced by the independent regulator and
by the House of Commons.

Independent audit

The expertise and reputation for independence of the National Audit Office (NAO) are a vital part of the
overall assurance arrangements. The NAO, in line with its usual practice, would be responsible for reviewing
the whole control environment including the effectiveness of the management controls and management
assurance arrangements. The NAO’s reviews will no doubt be proportionate and risk-based. The
Committee expects the NAO to test a sample of transactions and for its reviews to extend to the assurance
arrangements in constituency offices. An initial area of focus ought to be staffing and administrative and
office expenditure in view of the risks highlighted in Chapters 6 and 7 of this Report. We would suggest that
the NAO'’s audit should review the adequacy of the controls to ensure that the staffing and AOE allowances
do not confer benefits on political parties. To the extent that such matters are not covered by International
Auditing Standards, they should be the subject of a separate specific agreement with the NAO.

Openness and transparency

14.40

14.41

14.42

14.43

There is widespread agreement that openness and transparency ought to be key principles which
underpin the new scheme of expenses. The most recent scandals came to light through the leak

of information about details of MPs’ expense claims to the media, following attempts by the House
authorities to prevent their disclosure. Many have claimed that transparency would have prevented a
number of the questionable practices such as ‘flipping’.

“I think that transparency will deal with a lot of the problems in the public domain recently. The knowledge that
every claim you make will be in the public domain together with the invoice, | think, is a real incentive against
making the sort of claims that have got the House into difficulties recently.” ¢

“When the Scottish Parliament moved to total transparency, two things happened — the scandals and the
embarrassments stopped because information was volunteered and, secondly, Members of Parliament behaved
accordingly because they knew it was going to be published every three months.” ¥

“The problem has been solved. Essentially you solve it when every claim that every Member of Parliament
makes is exposed to public scrutiny.” 18

“Transparency must be at the heart of any future system, not just to ensure that MPs abide by the rules in
future, but also to allay the concerns of the public. A high degree of openness may feel intrusive to MPs,
but it is essential if Parliament is ever to regain the trust of the people.” ¥°

While there is universal support for the principle of transparency, views differ on how to translate this
principle into practice.

Some argue for the complete publication of all details of individual claims made and of accompanying
documentary evidence. Others are in favour of a more restricted form of publication on privacy or security
grounds. For others still, the issue is cost and proportionality. They question whether the publication of all
receipts, for example, is necessary. It has also been suggested that only details of claims paid, and not of
claims made, should be published.

The Committee welcomes the decision of the House of Commons to publish information on claims made
by individual MPs in 2008-09 and later in “a new searchable format...with less blanking out of details in
receipts”.? The Committee takes the view that the amount of information published should be sufficient
to enable members of the public to judge both the propriety and utility of the item claimed for an MP’s
parliamentary duties. That would point to full disclosure down to receipt level.
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The Scottish Parliament published full receipts for one year, but then switched to publishing detailed
information on the amounts claimed. The general view from the focus groups we consulted was also that
it was not necessary to publish individual receipts, providing a full account of claims made was published.
The Committee has therefore considered whether the independent regulator should continue to publish
receipts as a matter of course. We take the view that, in the wake of recent history, the publication of
receipts is vital to restoring public confidence. The then Chairman of the Committee on Standards and
Privileges took the same view:

“| personally would be slightly cautious, certainly in the short term, about substituting publication of
receipts with some sort of spreadsheet. | think that until public trust is restored we will probably have to
stick to the regime we have got at the moment.”

The Committee recognises the concerns that have been expressed in relation to data protection and
security.?? We believe that the balance between the protection of privacy and transparency should be
struck by publishing receipts or documentary evidence of all claims, with only personally sensitive data
or details of security measures removed.

The changes the Committee has recommended on accommodation expenditure reduce the importance
of the disclosure of addresses. Under the scheme we have proposed, it would no longer be possible to
make claims for white goods, furnishings or maintenance of properties. We have also recommended that
the independent regulator apply an objective test to the question of what is a second home. However,
during the transition period until all eligible MPs move to rented accommodation or hotels, the publication
of the first part of a postcode should enable members of the public to see if an MP has changed the
designation of their second home.

We note the concerns about the cost of publishing receipts. However, the Committee takes the view
that an IT system could be developed to administer and process claims as well as to publish information,
which should reduce the costs.

Recommendation 60

The independent regulator should continue to publish, at least quarterly, each individual claim
for reimbursement made by MPs with accompanying receipts or documentary evidence. The
information published should not be confined to claims actually reimbursed.
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CHAPTER 15: FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Chapter 15
Financial implications

151  The Committee made it clear when it launched this inquiry that one of its guiding principles would be
value for money for the taxpayer. This chapter provides an overview of the financial implications of the
Committee’s recommendations.

152  On 19 May 2009, the then Speaker of the House announced that all the party leaders had committed
to accepting the Committee’s proposals, provided that three tests were met. One of those tests was
that the Committee’s recommendations reduced costs for the taxpayer — the other two were increased
transparency and accountability.

153  The Committee is confident that its proposals satisfy all three tests, including a reduction in costs.

154  That said, while we understand the importance of reducing costs, particularly in the current economic
climate, we also feel strongly that a simple cost-cutting exercise which took no account of the impact of
the proposals on the ability of MPs to fulfil their responsibilities or on the robustness and propriety of the
system would serve neither our democracy nor taxpayers well in the long term.

155  The exact size of the savings which will be generated by the proposals is difficult to calculate — partly
because of deficiencies resulting from the way in which the House has collated information about
expenses in the past, and partly because the committee is proposing very substantial changes to the
current arrangements.* The Committee cannot be sure how these changes will affect the behaviour and
spending patterns of individual MPs.

156  Significant savings should, however, be generated in the following areas:

®  Accommodation: There could be a saving of around £2.7 million arising from a reduced range of
claimable expenditure and a reduction in the London costs allowance for Greater London MPs, based
upon 2007- 08 spending patterns.?

®  Communications allowance: Abolishing the allowance would lead to a first round saving of £5.1 million
based on 2007-08 expenditure. This would be reduced to the extent that some communications
expenditure which would previously have been funded by the allowance is financed instead from
office budgets. But even in the unlikely scenario that every MP had spent all the remaining part of their
administrative and office budget on communications, a minimum saving of £2 million would still have
been realised last year.

® Resettlement grant: Tightening the eligibility criteria would have realised savings of £2.6 million had the
Committee’s proposals been in place at the time of the 2005 General Election.

157  In addition, further, more difficult to quantify savings will include:

®  Accommodation: Additional savings will come from the simpler administrative system, from recovering
capital gains, and from a greater number of MPs being expected to commute to Parliament on a daily
basis.

® Travel: The Committee would expect savings from the proposals that MPs should pay for daily home
to work commuting themselves.

®  Administrative and office expenditure: Savings should result from retaining office equipment in public
ownership and encouraging greater centralised provision of equipment.
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There will be some offsets:

®  Accommodation: The agency employed to help MPs source accommodation will charge a handling

fee, though that could be offset by improved efficiency and other factors. The costs of renting
accommodation may in some individual cases be higher than the costs of mortgage interest, although
exact costs will depend upon the standard of accommodation and level of support provided by the
proposed agency.

Staffing: A small cost is likely from enhancing the HR support provided to MPs and their staff, though
this could lead to a more efficient allocation of resources overall. There will also be a one-off cost at
the time of the election after next in the form of redundancy packages for employed family members,
though many of these would have been entitled to redundancy pay at some point in the future
anyway.

Audit and assurance: There may be some additional costs incurred in setting up the new assurance
and audit arrangements. The improvements we have recommended seek to embed standard
management practice and if implemented in the most effective way, should involve minimal additional
costs. In the long term, audit will help safeguard the use of public money and may also identify further
cost-saving measures.

References

1

For example, estimates of potential savings from the new accommodation arrangements are based upon an analysis of a sample of 50 MPs’

expenses claims, provided by the House of Commons.

2

This figure excludes the savings of approximately £270k arising from outer-London MPs no longer receiving the second homes allowance.
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Secretariat

The Committee is assisted by a Secretariat: Ruth Alaile (Secretary); Peter Hawthorne (Assistant
Secretary); Martin Adams (Senior Policy Advisor); Rachel Finlay (Policy Assistant); Anju Still, (Business
Manager); Matthew Dowding (Secretariat Co-ordinator); and Maggie O’Boyle (Press Officer). Gloria
Durham also provided assistance to the Committee for part of the inquiry. The Secretariat provides policy
advice, drafting and all aspects of the organisational and logistical support required by the Committee to
operate effectively.

Costs of the inquiry

The estimated expenditure on this review is £393,000. This includes staff and Committee costs, the cost
of the public hearings, research and external advice, administrative costs, and the cost of printing 3,000
copies of this report and the executive summary.
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List of witnesses who gave oral evidence

Day 1 : 16 June 2009

Professor Anthony King, Millennium Professor of Government, University of Essex
Rt Hon Harriet Harman MP, Leader of the House of Commons

Alan Duncan MP, Shadow Leader of the House of Commons

David Heath CBE MP, Shadow Liberal Democrat Leader of the House of Commons

Day 2 : 23 June 2009

Peter Oborne, Journalist

Peter Facey, Director, Unlock Democracy

Alexandra Runswick, Deputy Director, Unlock Democracy
Matthew Elliott, Chief Executive, The Taxpayers’ Alliance
Mark Wallace, Campaign Director, The Taxpayers’ Alliance
Nick Harvey MP

Sir Stuart Bell MP

Andrew Tyrie MP

Rt Hon Ann Widdecombe MP

Day 3 : 29 June 2009

Sir Philip Mawer, Former Parliamentary Commissioner

Rt Hon Sir George Young MP, Chairman of the Committee on Standards and Privileges
Elfyn Liwyd MP, Leader, Plaid Cymru Westminster Group

Dr Tony Wright MP, Chair of the Public Administration Committee

Angus Robertson MP, Scottish National Party Westminster Group Leader

Elizabeth Filkin, Former Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards

Day 4 : 30 June 2009

Ms Lorely Burt MP, Chairman, Liberal Democrat Parliamentary Party
Peter Riddell, Journalist and Chairman of the Hansard Society

Dr Ruth Fox, Director, Hansard Society

Dan Whittle, Chair of Unite Parliamentary Branch

Kevin Flack, Branch Secretary, Unite Parliamentary Branch

Amy Normand, Chair of the Liberal Democrat Staff Association

Sian Norris-Copson, Chair of the Members and Peers Staff Association
Heather Brooke, Freedom of Information Campaigner

Tom Steinberg, Director, MySociety
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Day 5 : 1 July 2009

David Gordon, Journalist, Belfast Telegraph

Dawn Purvis MLA, Progressive Unionist Party

Danny Kennedy MLA, Ulster Unionist Party

Alex Maskey MLA, Sinn Féin

Kieran Kearney, Sinn Féin

Alban Maginness MLA, Social Democratic & Labour Party (SDLP)
Peter McClenaghan, Social Democratic & Labour Party (SDLP)
Day 6 : 7 July 2009

Bill Cockburn CBE TD, Chairman, Senior Salaries Review Body

Keith Masson, Senior Salaries Review Body

Tony Lloyd MP, Chair of the Parliamentary Labour Party

Martin O’ Donavan, Secretary, Parliamentary Labour Party

Roger Gale MP

Suzy Gale

Amyas Morse, Comptroller & Auditor General, National Audit Office

Dave Hartnett CBE, Permanent Secretary for Tax, HM Revenue and Customs

Day 7 : 8 July 2009

Richard Reeves, Director, Demos

Sonia Sodha, Head of Capabilities Programme, Demos

John Drysdale, Chairman, Transparency International UK

Chandrashekhar Krishnan, Executive Director, Transparency International UK
Charles Cotton, Adviser, Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
Philippa Foster Back OBE, Director, Institute of Business Ethics

John Chaplin, Director, Employment Taxes, KPMG

Rt Hon John Gummer MP

Gregory Campbell MLA MP, Democratic Unionist Party

Andrew Mitchell MP
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Day 8 : 13 July

Ms Elizabeth Peacock, Vice Chair, Association of Former Members of Parliament

Ms Julia Drown, Former Member of Parliament

Hugo Summerson, Former Member of Parliament

Gary Lewitt, Director, Service Personnel Policy Service Conditions, Ministry of Defence
Group Captain Carol Smith, Ministry of Defence

Oonagh Gay, Honorary Senior Research Associate, University College London

Barry Winetrobe, Parliamentary & Constitutional Consultant & Honorary Senior Research Associate, University
College London

Professor Dawn Oliver, Emeritus Professor of Constitutional Law, University College London
Professor Patricia Leopold, Head of School of Law, University of Reading

Rt Hon Don Touhig MP, Chairman of the Committee on Members’ Allowances

Rt Hon Michael Jack MP, Member of the Committee on Members’ Allowances

Fiona Mactaggart MP, Co-Chair, Parliamentary Labour Party’s Women’s Committee
Natascha Engel MP, Parliamentary Labour Party’s Women’s Committee

Sally Keeble MP, Parliamentary Labour Party’s Women’s Committee

Barry Quirk, Chief Executive, London Borough of Lewisham; former Chair of SOLACE
Dr Bob Chilton, Chairman, Standards for England

Paul Hoey, Head of Strategic Relations, Standards for England

John Ransford, Chief Executive, Local Government Association

Day 9 : 16 July 2009

Benedict Brogan, Chief Political Commentator, Daily Telegraph

Stewart Gilfillan, Assistant Clerk/Chief Executive, The Scottish Parliament

Huw Williams, Head of Officeholder Services and Allowances Policy, The Scottish Parliament
Rt Hon Jack Straw MP, Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice

John Lyon CB, Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards

127 .
























APPENDIX 4

Appendix 4
Additional material considered by the Committee

Brudnick, I. A (US) (August 2007), CRS Report for Congress: Congressional Salaries and Allowances, [Online].
Available from: http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL30064_20070830.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Child, S. (2002), Politico’s Guide to Parliament, 2nd edition (London: Politico’s)

Coghill, K., P. Holland & R. Donahue (September 2007), Parliamentary Accountability to the Public — The Role
of Professional Development Programmes for MPs. [Online]. Available from: http://www.parliament.vic.gov.
au/aspg/papers/Ken%20Coghill,%20Peter%20Holland%20&%20R0ss%20Donohue,%20’Parliamentary%20
Accountability%20t0%20the%20Public%20%E2%80%93%20the%20role%200f%20professional%20
developmen.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Commission to review allowances of Members of Parliament (Canada) (1998), Supporting Democracy: Vol.
2. [Online]. Available from: http://pco-bcp.gc.ca/docs/information/Publications/supdem-serdem/supdem-
serdem_1-eng.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Committee on Standards and Privileges (UK) (January 2008), Publications funded from the Communications
Allowance: Third Report of Session 2007-08. (London: The Stationary Office).

Committee on Members Allowances (UK) (May 2009), Appeals over Members’ Allowances: Committee on
Members Allowances — Practice Note 1. [Online]. Available from: http://www.parliament.uk/mpslordsandoffices/
finances/appeals.cfm [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Department of Finance and Administration and the Serjeant at Arms Department (UK) (April 2007), The
Communications Allowance and the use of House stationary. (London: Print Services, Vote Office, House of
Commons).

Department of Resources (UK) (April 2009), House of Commons: Staff Handbook. [Online]. Available from:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/hofchandbk.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

European Parliament (March 2009), Rules of Procedure. [Online]. Available from: http://www.europarl.europa.
eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+RULES-EP+20080218+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
[Accessed 24/04/2009].

Gay, O. (March 2006), Sinn Fein, allowances and access to Commons facilities. [Online]. Available from: http://
www.parliament.uk/commons/lib/research/briefings/snpc-01667.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Gay, O. (November 2007), In Brief: Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards. [Online]. Available from: http://
www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/hofchandbk.pdf [Accessed 24/09/2009].

Hansard Society (UK), The Challenge for Parliament: Making Government Accountable, Summary of Hansard
Society research. [Online]. Available from: www.hansardsociety.org.uk/files/folders/757/download.aspx
[Accessed 24/09/2009].

HM Revenue and Customs (UK) (2005), MPs, Ministers and tax. [Online]. Available from: http://www.hmrc.gov.
uk/freedom/mps-leaflet.pdf [Accessed 22/09/2009].

House of Commons: Members Estimate Committee (March 2008), Review of Members Allowances: Issues,
Second Report of Session 2007-08. (London: The Stationary Office).

House of Commons: Members Estimate Committee (June 2008), Review of Allowances: Third Report of Session
2007-8, Volume | & II. (London: The Stationary Office).

135 .





















The Committee on Standards in Public Life °
35 Great Smith Street / !

London SW1P 3BQ

FSC
Tel: 020 7276 2595 i
FaX: 020 7276 2585 vec’ycledwood or fiber

Cert no. TT-COC-002414
www.fsc.org
© 1996 Forest Stewardship Council

Internet: www.public-standards.gov.uk
Email: public@standards.x.gsi.gov.uk

November 2009

Published by TSO (The Stationery Office) and available from:

Online
www.tsoshop.co.uk

Mail, Telephone Fax & E-Mail

TSO

PO Box 29, Norwich, NR3 IGN

Telephone orders/General enquiries 0870 600 5522

Order through the Parliamentary Hotline Lo-Call 0845 7 023474
Fax orders: 0870 600 5533

E-mail: customer.services@tso.co.uk

Textphone: 0870 240 3701

The Parliamentary Bookshop

12 Bridge Street, Parliament Square,

London SWIA 2JX

Telephone orders/ General enquiries: 020 7219 3890
Fax orders: 020 7219 3866

Email: bookshop@parliament.uk

Internet: http://www.bookshop.parliament.uk

ISBN 978-0-10-177242-6

TSO@BIlackwell and other Accredited Agents

Customers can also order publications from

TSO lIreland

16 Arthur Street, Belfast BT | 4GD o I7801011772426

028 9023 8451 Fax 028 9023 5401






