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Dear Sir,
In response to the consultation I would like to make the following observations.

QI. Agree that CSPL’s prmmp!eb should form the basis of the new expenses system,

but with regard to the g™ principle, it is vital that the new system does not cost more than
the current regime. The cost burden for taxpayers’ should not increase in this respect.
Nor should a system of excessive bureaucracy be allowed to force up initial and on-
going costs for any new expenses system.

Q2. Yes, the proposals should only focus on expenses. Allowances should be dealt with
separately.

Q3. I agree that their should be annual limits that can be spent from public funds,
however the limits must be set at a realistic level which accurately reflects reasonable
costs.

Q4. The proposed system on the submission of claims has the potential to become a
bureaucratic and security nightmare. Firstly due to the level of detail that is likely to be
required and secondly because of the insecure nature of submitting sensitive information
in an on-line format. We already know that even the most secure computer networks in
the world — the Pentagon to name but 1 — are not and never will be 100% secure. Such
security breaches could result in sensitive personal information becoming available in
both the public domain and to criminals.

Q5. The same concerns exist about the security of personal information if reporting of
expenses is through Parliament’s website.

Q6. The production of an annual report as suggested would be a further unnecessary
cost and yet another layer of bureaucracy, especially if it replicates the information that
is already going to be made available through the House of Commons website. If a
member of the public is genuinely interested in the expenses issue they will look for it
on Parliament’s website, or even be fully informed through reports in their local press.
Otherwise the document risks becoming yet another useless piece of junk mail that drops
through your letter box, glanced at and summarily thrown in the bin.

Q7. Yes, I agree that MPs living in a reasonable travelling distance of Parliament should
not qualify for accommodation expenses. Qualification should be based on travelling
time not distance. Half an hour from Parliament to doorstep is | would suggest
reasonable.












