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INDEPENDENT PARLIAMENTARY STANDARDS AUTHORITY (IPSA)

1 was appalled to learn earlier this week that it will cost an extra
£6.6 million to set up IPSA. This is a waste of public money, especially
at a time of severe financial crisis, since:

(a) The prime purpose of the new Authority is to ensure
that MPs claim for expenses strictly in accordance
with the Rules.

(b) MPs are currently being called upon to repay excessive
claims amounting to only £1.3 million over the past
five years.

(e) This is less than a fifth of £6.6 nillion.

(d) These excessive claims were largely due to
Ei) lack of precision in the Rules,
ii) an attitude by the then Speaker, who controlled
the Fees Office, that the Rules should be interpreted
very liberally, since expenses helped compensate for
what he regarded as the inadeguate sjilaxries paid to MPs.

(e) If MPs and the existing Fees Office became aware of the
stricter Rules and the need to enforce them more rigidly,
1 am sure that the number of excessive claims that
would °slip through the net' would be very small indeed.

Is extra expenditure of £6.6 million really necessary ?

1 simply cannot see the need to spend this huge sum on IT and
0ffice accommodation !

So far as 1 know the present staff in the Fees Office have been
able to pay MPs salaries and expenses without any problems, and
have only been lax in checking expense claims because of the
directions given by the then Speaker.

Therefore there should surely be every justification for

continuding to employ the existing Fees staff (wearing new IPSA hats),
and simply siting members of the IPSA Board and the Chief Executlve
in Offices which can presumably be found for them in Parliament
biailding, and where they are near the Speaker, and the Committee

on Standards in Public Life, with whom they have to consult,

Profusion of Committees and Authorities:

last year the Committee on Standards in Public Life carried out an
extensive investigation into MPs expenses, and produced a 139 page
Report with no less than 60 recommendations.

Concurrently Sir Thomas Legg, the newly appointed Commissioner for
Parliamentary Investigations, was carrying out an almost identical
investigation !

Substantial differences.....






