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Comments on IPSA consultation on MPs expenses

Numbers refer to paragraph numbers in the consultation document

Question 5: para 5.19-5.23 — Publication of claims: This needs careful thought, for
three reasons.

Firstly, it conflicts with the CSPL principle 7 (chapter 2 of the consultation) — “MPs
should be treated in the same manner as other citizens”. In no other walk of life
would the microscopic detail of expenses claims be published with the actual receipts
available for public view. The justification for treating MPs differently is not “explicitly
justified” in the consultation.

Secondly, the recent publication of MPs claims have shown the level of unjustified
ridicule that can result from this. In the context of a scheme that accepted property
maintenance as a legitimate expense Mrs Jacqui Smith’s bathplug (and many other
similar items from other MPs) was an entirely proper and appropriate claim, yet it has
been ridiculed as mean-minded and inappropriate. Legitimate expenses are often
made up of many small items amounting to a meaningful sum, and this will continue
to be so (think of bus fares). Although it will no doubt be interesting and amusing for
the public (and political enemies) to find that an MP did not eat dry bread and water
for their expenses-funded meal, it is hardly in the public interest or the interests of
Parliament.

Whilst it is probably inevitable that IPSA will have to see every receipt, it would be
more appropriate to publish only receipts over, say, £50, aggregating smaller claims
for publication under broader headings

Thirdly, if rejected as well as approved claims are to be published, IPSA will have to
have an effective advice service for MPs as to what will be accepted. The
reputational cost of a rejected claim, even if made in good faith is, as we have seen,
high. Yet under the previous regime many MPs were advised to submit claims that
they knew were too high in order that the administrators could cut them down to the
recommended amount (which was not revealed in advance to MPs).

Question 6: para 5.24 — Annual report: This would seem superfluous, as each
claim is already certified as compliant when submitted. The last thing we need is
MPs spending yet more time producing reports that no-one will read. If this really
must be done then the report should be drawn up in an approved form by IPSA and
given to the MP for signing and publication.

Question 7: para 6.12 - Eligibility for accommodation expenses. Agreed. No
option is perfect, but it is essential to consider time as well as distance from
Westminster, and the availability and frequency of public transport late into the
evening. We do not want MPs who cannot afford to fund a London home themselves
having a dilemma between voting at 10.30 and catching a once-every-hour train,

Question 10: para 6.44 — Accommodation for those with caring responsibilities.
It is absolutely necessary that MPs with dependent children should be able to have a
home in both London and their constituency which is suitable for them to live in with
their family.

Question 11: para 6.51 - Property running costs. It is not clear whether the
reference to “maintenance” in para 51 refers to property or furniture maintenance.
Property maintenance (whether included in rent or not) should not be paid for by the
MP as this could be a significant sum and deter people from entering Parliament.












