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Thank you for the cpportunity to respond to vour consultation on MPs’

Broadly T welcome the proposals, though there is one issue of principle
ch I believe they get wrong and there ars I trers of detail

could be improved.

On the principle, 1 believe MPs should not be able to profit from the
expenses they receive by azcguiring assets which they personally own and
can then sell, whether that is property to

or egquipment to use at home or for

in, property to work in

However, 1in the list of squested principles it is only perscnal profit
that is derived from “exploiting” the system which is banned.

This is ambiguous and CJJ_d e taken to imply that perscnal profit
which flows from foL“ wing the system in an above the board way would
be acceptable. It should not be.

Therefore, in answer to guestion 1, I believe principle number three
should be amended accor iingly and this principle should be followed

through in all the detailed recommendations.

On guestion 6, the details in the full report impl a printed
version of MP reports is envisaged (due to the reference to costs of
production}. For such a report to be meaningful, r MPs not to
have the cpportunity to decide to bury any versio ch contained
unpopular information, distribution would alse have to be paid for and

forced. This rapidly builds up in to an expensive process of dubiocus
value. Instead, as all the data will have been gathered i
electronically by the Parliamentary authorities, they should publish
each year a report for each MP, along with overall totazls and averages
for comparison purposes.

If this information is made available in a helpful data fo rmat, it is
extremely likely that existing third party services such as those run
by MySociety will then take the information and further analyse and
publicise it, similar to the way in which they have significantly
expanded the spread of information from Hansard. This will be a more
effective way of making expenses transparent and public.

Under guestion 12 I Lo raige an apparent loophole in the
proposal in paragra vy much welcome the intenticon to ensure
that if an MP inten vutside their constituency and also
away from Westminst ravel costs from homs to these
locations should ne future.

i mermits the
Wwith travel within t constituency, 1 :
stituency home to constituency office co be reclaimed. This
jous to the normal commuting costs wh jobs people

ay tor themselves, and it should not be claimable by MPs.

Under guestion 19, I would like to raise the isszue of office costs
varying considerably around the UK. The property costs for offices in
Londen, for example, are si E ey the those for offices in
rural Wales., The current in arsas of the







