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Herewith the 1922 Comniittee’s response to the IPSA consultation entitled: Review of the
MPs’ Scheme of Business Costs and Expenses and IPSA’S publication policy / A
Consultation — May 2016.

At the outset, it is important to note that the consultation contains many sensible and
proportionate proposals. IPSA is to be commended for this. However, there is a central
problem that remains unaddressed. This problem is IPSA’s dual role as both a regulator and
provider of services to those that it regulates. It is the only regulatory organisation in the
United Kingdom that fulfils these twin functions.

As exampled below, on almost all occasions IPSA’s consultation places its regulatory role
ahead of its service provision role.

20. Our draft fundamental principles, which would take effect from April 2017, are as
follows:

1. The Scheme should assure the public that MPs’ use of taxpayers’ money is well-
regulated and that MPs are resourced appropriately to carry out their parliamentary
functions.

The theme of placing its regulatory duties ahead of its service provision duties is repeated
throughout IPSA’s consultation. On page 18, paragraph 41, IPSA states: Our interests are
financial, to safeguard the expenditure of public money. This is a noble and laudable
objective but one that demands the separation of IPSA’s current remit. A separation that
will allow IPSAto become a purely regulatory body, with services delivered by an agency
focused on the needs of the consumer of those services.

In view of the above, the 1922 Committee’s key recommendation is that the legislation
giving birth to IPSA be amended so as to establish this organisation solely as a regulator of
expenditure and not a provider of services.
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Turning to the consultation’s specific suggestions, the Committee makes the following
observations and recommendations.

Staff Travel: IPSA rightly recognises that staff are often required to travel in support of their
employer. These costs should be met upon the production of the required receipts.

European Travel: Given the results of the EU Referendum, for the purposes of travel,
Europe has become a bigger place, with those parts lying outside the EU taking on increased
relevance and importance. IPSA is right to suggest a removal and easing of the current
restrictions in relation to European travel.

Diverted Journeys: The rules surrounding diverted journeys are complicated. The realities of
the job are that when travelling from point A to point B on Parliamentary business a
Member of Parliament may stop off on route to speak at an Association or Ward event. If
there is no additional mileage associated with this stopover, is it still IPSA’s intention to fund
the full cost of getting from point A to point B? Following on from this, where there is a
departure from point A to point B, for political purposes, is it IPSA’s intention not to fund
the additional mileage or travel costs attached to this departure?

In the main, removing and simplifying rules is to be welcomed. There are some rules that
both Members of Parliament and IPSA find fiendishly difficult to interpret. This creates
uncertainty and promotes poor decision-making.

Staff Redundancy: There is no “silver bullet” to the issues of staff redundancy and pay in
lieu of notice. Members of Parliament are the employers of their staff and liability in
employment matters rests with them.

Staff leaving Members’ employment at the last General Election were entitled to receive
redundancy pay and seek new employment, either inside or outside the House of
Commons. Of those who secured new positions with Members of Parliament, each became
an employee of a Member of Parliament - not IPSA or the House of Commons. Therefore, it
is not clear on what basis IPSA could withhold, or clawback, redundancy payments in those
cases where an employee, losing his or her job, found a new job with a different Member of
Parliament. If IPSA pressed ahead in this area the matter could end up in Court. In this
forum arguments would be tested as to whether, for the purposes of redundancy pay, the
Member of Parliament or IPSA was the legal employer.

In relation to redundancy, IPSA suggests that Members of Parliament, who know they are
leaving the House, should be encouraged to give earlier notice to their staff. The timing of
redundancy notices is a matter solely for the Member of Parliament, whose decision will be
influenced by his or her desire to retain established and well-motivated staff up to their
point of departure from the House.



Staff Holiday Pay: IPSA expresses concern about pay in lieu of holiday. Perhaps, it may want
to consider introducing an arrangement whereby a claim for pay in lieu of untaken holiday
must be made at the end of the financial year for which the holiday entitlement remained
unused. This would prevent untaken holiday being rolled forward from financial year to
financial year.

staff Bonuses: The payment of staff bonuses was ended in the previous Parliament. This
decision greatly restricted the ability of Members of Parliament to make discretionary
payments to staff in recognition of excellent service, or as a means of aiding retention.
IPSA’s willingness to revisit this area is one that the Committee welcomes.

Staff Subsistence and Travel Expenses During Dissolution: The Committee supports
measures that will enable staff to have their expenses met when working away from
Westminster during the dissolution of Parliament.

Employment of Connected Parties: The employment of ‘connected parties’ is well regulated
and, despite the occasional half-hearted efforts of the media to whip up a story, the
evidence is that it creates little public concern. Those connected parties who work for
Members of Parliament, and it is mainly spouses and partners that do, already have their
salary bands published. Given this level of transparency and the lack of public concern, there
do not seem to be any reasonable grounds to justify ending the ability of colleagues to
employ a connected party.

Financial Support for Families: Financial support for Members’ families remains a highly
contentious area for colleagues, if not the public. All colleagues are different but, given the
demands of working in two locations for substantial parts of the year, many are
understandably keen to keep their families together. This desire to maintain family life
should be recognised by IPSA, both when it is looking at housing contributions and travel
allowances. In relation to travel, we have parents who, having exhausted their train ticket
allowance, are then required to pile their children into the car to travel up and down to
London. This is not an efficient use of time as, unlike the train, when a colleague is driving
the option of working is removed. In addition to Members’ travel, the Committee hopes
that IPSA will recognise that colleagues often rely on either their spouse or partner to travel
to and from the constituency with dependent children and that this travel should be
properly funded.

Accommodation Costs: In relation to accommodation, renting remains the best and most
cost effective option IPSA is willing to fund. However, the rent allowance has not increased
since 2010, while the cost of renting work related domestic accommodation has risen
significantly. London is an international city with high levels of competition for the available
housing stock. Members of Parliament are required to spend a large part of their time
working and living in London. This is a requirement of the job. Given this requirement, IPSA
should fund accommodation properly. Its suggestions that Members of Parliament be



obliged to live in Zone 3 to “align them more to the experience of most London commuters”,
misses the point that a) most Members of Parliament do not represent London seats and b)
those most aligned with the experience of London commuters are those Members of
Parliament that do represent them from Zones 1, 2, 3 and beyond. Furthermore, many
Members commute very long distances on a weekly basis between their constituency and
Westminster, most London commuters do not.

Those Members of Parliament using their own homes for work related accommodation
should continue to receive reimbursement for running costs. The upper ceiling should be
reviewed to ensure that, in the interests of fairness, colleagues are not being asked to
subsidise their work as a Member of Parliament. Those Members using their own property
in this way are already defraying the cost to the public purse very significantly.

As they seek to fulfil their duties as a Member of Parliament, colleagues who own a home
should not, and could not, be obliged to use that home for their own work related
accommodation. Beyond making the necessary declarations, the utilisation of assets by the
owner is a private matter.

In relation to rental agreements, it seems reasonable for IPSA to encourage Members to
negotiate, where possible, two month break clauses in their rent and office agreements.
IPSA needs to recognise that the relative buoyancy of local property markets will determine
how easy it is to agree a two month break clause.

Funding of Pooled Research Services: IPSA is concerned to strike the right balance between
Parliamentary and political activity. All current colleagues are elected under the banner and
a manifesto of a political Party. Having been elected under that banner they then take their
Party’s Whip. Therefore, it is not possible neatly to separate colleagues’ Parliamentary work
from their work as representatives of their Party.

Colleagues’ high take-up of pooled staffing services is an indication of the value and
importance they attach to these research facilities. IPSA acknowledges that the research
functions carried out by “pooled staffing services” are compliant but it remains worried
about “whether a service dedicated to the MPs of a single party can be wholly free of party
political intent”. In response to this concern, the Committee would say that Parliament is
framed through a battle of ideas, with colleagues’ day-to-day engagements shaped by their
politics. Furthermore, a vast proportion of colleagues’ constituency post bag demands that
they provide details of either Government, Opposition or Party policy. The division between
Parliamentary and political activity may be one that IPSA can define or recognise but it is not
a division for which, wholly understandably, many of our constituents have much regard.

IPSA already has rules in place to prevent what it regards to be the funding of party political
activities. Trying to extend these rules into other more complex areas, such as pooled
research services would create a whole host of new difficulties. For example, it could
potentially bring the content of all constituency correspondence into play. At the extreme,
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requiring all letters generated by a Member’s office to be pre-approved before onward
transmission, lest they contain a political point.

Purchasing of Capital Equipment: There should be no fixed cut-off date in relation to the
purchasing of office equipment. An artificial date simply skews purchasing decisions.
However, in line with IPSA’s preferred option, spending on capital equipment in the months
preceding a General Election should be limited to essential items (naturally, the Committee
would hope that during the course of a Parliament all purchases were essential). It will be
for IPSA, Members, and the House Authorities to decide how best to achieve this.

Winding- Up: In the continued absence of the “resettlement grant” the “winding-up” rules
need to be tweaked not redrafted. With the exception of allowing defeated Members of
Parliament access to part of their “loss-of-office” payment during the wind-up period, there
seems little reason to change a system that IPSA recognises works relatively well.

IPSA’s desire to hurry retiring Members towards the door is flawed. A retiring Member of
Parliament remains a member of the House up to the point of dissolution. During the period
of the General Election, the majority of the retiree’s constituents will still regard him or her
as their elected representative, with the change-over occurring at the declaration on
election night.

For both administrative and financial reasons, the above arrangement may not be to IPSA’s
liking but there is an expectation amongst constituents that their Member of Parliament will
be around until a replacement is elected. IPSA’s desire to accelerate the “winding-up”
period for retiring Members cuts directly across this expectation.

There should be some flexibility in the handling of “loss-of-office” payments. Defeated
Members are quite rightly expected to oversee the successful “wind-up” of their
Parliamentary offices within two months of the General Election. Unlike his or her staff, the
former Member receives no salary during this period. Once the “wind-up” is completed,
with staff having received their redundancy payments, the Member than receives his or her
“loss-of-office” payment. Given that defeated Members receive no salary for the period of
the “wind-up”, it would seem equitable for IPSA to advance them a proportion of their
“loss-of-office” payment before this stage is completed. Alternatively, IPSA might consider
paying defeated Members a salary throughout the two month “wind-up” period to bring
them into line with the entitlements of their staff.

Reporting Repayments and Overpayments: The issue of repayments and the recovery of
over-payments needs to be handled sensitively by IPSA.

IPSA’s narrative around “repayments” is routinely charged with pejorative, as if, without
exception, each repayment secured is money that would otherwise have been
misappropriated or stolen by the Member of Parliament. The overwhelming majority of
repayments are made in good faith and come about as a result of misunderstandings and
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mistakes. Such misunderstandings and mistakes are not unique to Members of Parliament
or, for that matter, IPSA.

There are occasions when there is a legitimate point of dispute between a Member and IPSA
as to the veracity of a claim or a request for a repayment. Earlier in this Parliament, IPSA
released the names of some twenty Members whom it claimed owed the regulator money.
It turned out that some of the sums owed were subject to ongoing dispute. In a few cases
IPSA had made a mistake in its calculations or facts. Mistakes which resulted in IPSA issuing
an apology to each affected Member of Parliament. Apologies that, although welcome,
came after the reputational damage to the named Member had been done.

IPSA has huge power to cause colleagues enormous reputational damage. With this in mind,
IPSA should be judicious in how it exercises that power. Publishing the names of those
Members who IPSA believes owe it money is not acceptable when those repayments are
subject to ongoing dispute or disagreement.

Publication of Business Expenses: It does feel at times that IPSA sees its primary role as
providing copy for newspapers, as opposed to acting as an impartial regulator and provider
of services. Information on Members expenditure should, as far as possible, be published in
real time. Payments made in relation to maternity, paternity and adoption leave should not
be reported in a way that allows them to be construed as an overspend in the staffing
budget. The publication of a specific receipt should be upon request, with the necessary
redactions made as identified by IPSA in its consultation. The security of Members, their
staff and families should never be compromised.

IPSA needs to make sure that its own business practices promote public confidence in an
expenses system that allows Members of Parliament to function in a mature democracy. A
democracy which rightly places great expectations on its elected representatives.

Contingency Fund: Contingency funding should continue to be looked at on a case-by-case
basis. The Committee notes that IPSA no longer approves contingency applications to cover
high volumes of casework. However, the Committee hopes that this decision does not
preclude IPSA from making extra funding available to help colleagues meet a spike in their
workload, precipitated by a one-off event of a serious or catastrophic nature.

London Area Living Payment: The two London Area Living Payments were introduced in
2010 and 2011 to assist with the costs of living and working in London. Since their
introduction the value of these payments has remained unchanged. It is now time for IPSA
to adjust these payments to ensure that they remain fit for purpose and relevant in relation
to their stated objective.



Conclusion: The Commiittee is confident that its response to the May 2016 consultation will
be well received by IPSA and inform its thinking on the important matters under
consideration. The Committee restates its belief that, as a regulator, IPSA should not be the
provider of services to those that it regulates.

Yours sincerely, )
Signature Redacted

Charles Walker OBE MP
Vice-Chairman, 1922 Committee
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RESPONSE TO IPSA CONSULTATION MAY 2016
FROM ALISON RAYNSFORD

Just for background | have been the child of an MP, worked for three MPs, served as a Member of
Parliament for ten years, had to close my office following the loss of my seat in 2015 and subsequently
assisted two new MPs establish their offices post being elected.

Question 1.

Yes - | do agree with your principles but the drive for value for money has to be tempered by an
understanding of what is required for MPs to be able to discharge their duty to their constituents whilst
meeting the needs and to a degree the expectations of those people they represent.

Your principles should also extend to the manner in which you handle the transparency of the information
you hold and need to release. The way in which the press are alerted and the tone which you strike are
important if we are to try through openness to rehabilitate to some degree the way in which those
involved in politics are viewed more widely. All too often the tone of the press releases has quite frankly
been ‘nasty’ — designed not to give information but to titillate and perpetuate the view that MPs are all in
it for themselves and do not behave like everyone else. The recent publication in advance of this
consultation suggesting MPs should have to use the Tube is a case in point. MPs already use the Tube and
buses like everyone else. The release which went out allowed a very negative interpretation because the
wording used was ambiguous. It really doesn’t help and post the Jo Cox murder | do think that we all
have a role to play in not simply denigrating all MPs because of the behaviour of a few and how IPSA word
their press notices is therefore important.

Question 2.

On balance | agree but clearly there has to be sound evidence that there was a need for a staff member to
travel. The changing ways of working including experienced caseworkers not necessarily living in either
the constituency or London, working from home, does require greater flexibility.

Has consideration been given to expecting MPs and staff to declare mileage/car use etc through HMRC as
happens more widely in business? | suspect the problem here has always been the fact that MPs do not
make their tax returns public. The mood is changing on this and it could be that costs like their travel off
sets/claims and even accommodation could in future be put through HMRC as long as there was public
access to the returns. It would certainly drive cost out of IPSA. If this were to happen then it might
require an uplift in the salary which would inevitably be controversial.

Question 3

| am aware that MPs do get invited to international conferences linked to their areas of interest and in a
world where so much is required to happen on a global scale, where new ideas come from overseas
parliamentarians and experts from other countries, that an ability to attend events from time to time is
important and would help people better carry out their role in Parliament. At present acceptance of these
is almost impossible unless you have private means. |think there needs to be greater discretion here and
that trips should be allowed if a strong case can be made. | doubt there would be more than one or two a
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year at most. There is also a case for allowing travel to specific conferences related to MPs parliamentary
duties . That might include local government/health/defence etc — | know | learned a great deal from
attending industry specific conferences but these were restricted often to London or places | could reach at
little cost.

| do think that there needs to be a mechanism to avoid abuse but limiting journeys can in some MPs’
circumstances be detrimental to family life. Staff do need to accompany their MP and | know that there
were times when | paid for a staff member’s accommodation/petrol.

Question 4.

| often diverted because of visiting defence sites, linked to my Shadow Ministerial brief, on the way to or
from my constituency and that had a personal cost if | couldn’t somehow get onto the Plymouth-London
mainline. If you are travelling back to Westminster | do think it should be allowed — they can be scrutinised
because a full explanation will be required and will be public.

Question 5
Yes
Question 6

There is an increasing tendency to work from home and therefore to use your own resources/ or your staff
to support the work of the MP. There are a number of experienced caseworkers who are not based in
Westminster or the constituency/some are temporary infills when there is pressure on an existing office or
perhaps maternity/paternity cover. | suspect, but don’t know, that some MPs may enhance their staff
member’s salary to cover running costs incurred (electricity/wear and tear on printers etc) however |
suspect that not all MPs would even consider their staff could be out of pocket and not all staff members
would be brave enough to ask for these to be met from the allowance.

Question 7

The situation post an election is always chaotic. After losing my own seat and clearing out my own office |
came in to help new MPs set up their offices and felt that there was clearly a role for me to play. Many
had no idea what to expect. It was clearly overwhelming for some initially. | do actually think there is a
role for pre-election training of candidates by the parties. | would not suggest that IPSA takes on this role.

The expectation of new MPs is high and most were clearly unaware that they would have no
desk/phone/computer immediately on arrival and that they would also have to start receiving mail and
emails in their hundreds. | think you do need to bear in mind. In many ways this was the first full IPSA
handover following the lessons learned in 2010 and there were a number of innovations you introduced
which did help MPs. Most MPs | spoke to and watched were finding the process of setting up a new office
in Westminster/setting up in their constituencies having to find accommodation in London etc daunting. |
would actually have been interested in being on the working group looking into this issue.

Question 8.

Whilst | understand the need to bring public sector rules into line | do have serious concerns. A change
could mean that staff wouldn’t get any redundancy pay, despite the fact that they could find that their salary up for
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renegotiation by the new MP, they would lose benefits that had built up in case of future redundancy,
maternity/paternity, sick pay and holiday entitlements [which are all based on length of service] and there would be
a new probationary period with the new MP which whilst wholly understandable will lead to insecurity and obviously
the possibility of being out of work after 6 months. There is no carry over of service as | know having worked for
four MPs now over a period of nearly 20 years. | would not have 20 years length of service should something
happen to my current employer had my service been consecutive. This is an issue which has to be looked at.

| note the comment regarding PILON and MPs giving their staff notice. | would assume that if an MP is standing
down then this can surely be dealt with through a conversation between the HR department and the MP. Where
MPs lost their seats unexpectedly then there is always the possibility of PILON being needed. Staff of MPs who lost
face uncertainty and quite naturally will want to stay in post as long as they can and MPs will also want a smooth
wash up of constituency casework etc and therefore do need to have staff in their offices.

Question 9

Ensuring proper leave records are kept should be a duty for MPs — this is, from my experience extremely hit and
miss. Reward payments should continue to be allowed. | know from personal experience that there are times
when circumstances require existing staff to step up to the plate — for example when you go from being a back-
bencher to a Shadow Spokesperson or onto a Select Committee — the pressure for additional research and diary
arrangements is huge and immediate. Your existing team have to cope with this extra work. Many office cannot
simply hire new people because the budget doesn’t allow that. Those existing members of staff do therefore
warrant some recognition of their efforts.

Question 10

There are clearly issues of concern. | support the ability of MPs to hire family/connected parties. It is often the only
way in which partners can see each other but importantly family members offer a loyalty and an understanding of
the pressures which is unique. Providing that they are qualified to do the job they are being paid for then | really
don’t see a problem. Small businesses up and down the country are family affairs. An MP’s office is like a small
business.

| was surprised to read that connected parties pay increases had been double that of other staff and would suggest
this needs further investigation if this trend continues before we all jump to conclusions. New arrangements if they
are agreed should be introduced and apply to new MPs post the next General Election.

Question 11

| am surprised that the MPs partner can only claim travel costs if he/she is accompanying children. There are
circumstances where the MP may have travelled with their children and the spouse/partner travels later. This
restriction should be changed — partners may well have their own work commitments which cause different travel
times. There should not be an assumption that the partner can simply drop everything to travel with the MP’s
children.

Question 12

| note your concern about wreaths at commemorations/memorials. In Plymouth we bought wreaths on behalf of
the Parliamentarians of the City, and they were signed as such. Although we never claimed that was our personal
choice, | cannot see how this is political. |do think that train fares/travel back to Westminster should be covered
because we are not travelling from our homes to work but from another part of our job back to Westminster.

Question 13

Pooled staff are often only doing what individual staff would have to do if the pool didn’t exist or wasn’t being used.
All our work has a political edge to it. We all received/receive vast numbers of lobbies and some MPs feel that it
does save time if there is a centrally based organisation doing the research and working up replies. Those replies
have by their nature to have a political slant. | know some colleagues who find it very valuable and cost effective. If
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you remove this funding then you will have to up the staffing allowance because they do fulfil the role of a
researcher. | personally did not use the pool as | preferred personal research and individual responses where
possible.

Question 14

No | do not think there is a simple model for accommodation in two places. When | was elected | owned a house in
London, | was selected 5 weeks before the election was called and therefore had very little time to consider anything
other than the campaign. My husband and | opted to sell our London home and buy in Plymouth with the proceeds
with the intention of buying something smaller in London. We did purchase in Plymouth but sadly our marriage
failed and so | ended up renting in London. | opted to claim my mortgage interest because it was very much
cheaper than the London rent and felt this was better for the tax payer. As it turned out it was not the best deal for
me because of the subsequent retrospective changes to mortgage interest arrangements. However this is one
example of a situation where there was already a perfectly good home in London within in travelling distance of
London which | could use. This would still have left me needing a property/home in the constituency and so we took
a decision to buy, to reinvest from our London sale. We like any other family had to consider what was the best
investment in our circumstances not least because being an MP is a precarious position and there was no guarantee
that | would be re-elected. |don’t think hotel accommodation is appropriate work well for those with caring
responsibilities, with partners who are unwell, disabled or with dementia for example. Itis also a very lonely
existence, in my view. There are too many individual circumstances to have a homogenous set of arrangements.

Question 15

| assume this question arises because one MP was found to be charging power usage for outbuildings. This is clearly
not acceptable. Most MPs do not claim excessively and come well within the budget but to restrict the budget
might make it difficult for parents of small children, carers of disabled or elderly family members to meet the costs
they have. They could for example have much higher water costs if they are washing clothing/bedding frequently or
need to use water for bathing more frequently. There is no simple formula in my view.

Question 16

| cannot see why an MP with property in Inner London should need to also rent. They could stay in a hotel on
Monday night, or other evenings when they are staying late for functions to avoid having to travel back late.
Security has to be an issue here. The all night tube service and quieter roads make travel around the Capital
possible. But even in this scenario there will be issues which are individual and where discretion needs to be
available to IPSA because otherwise you may inadvertently be making impossible for some to consider taking on the
challenge of standing for parliament.

Question 17

The existing restrictions work and therefore | would say leave it as it is.

Question 18.

Yes most certainly — it is a long way to Plymouth and expensive and if they are there supporting during the election
campaign with the casework demands which are historic then that should be supported. Some may well be able to
work from home but this is not always possible.

Question 19

This has to be discretionary. Perhaps asking MPs in a defined period to run their proposed purchase past an IPSA
member of staff to get clearance would be sensible. Many would do this in any case. Equipment after 5 years is

likely to start breaking down and so there could well be an entirely reasonable request for a new printer for
example.
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Question 20
This is an area which appears to be working well
Question 21

| would agree that starting the winding up process for MPs standing down earlier would make sense. It would then
also perhaps help with the PILON issue. Insist that all those MPs have a one to one with your team.

The winding up budget arrangement currently works according to those colleagues | have spoken to on this issue.
My problems arose from late notification from IPSA of lost paperwork (some sent three times) which caused serious
worries for staff and for myself when payments on which they depended literally went up to the wire. My own
redundancy payment was very nearly delayed for a further month because IPSA had mislaid paperwork. This would
have put a huge burden on me and those staff members affected. Simply making sure that paperwork supplied is
properly recorded would help because some of my lost paperwork was in fact there but not recorded, at least that
was what | was advised. I’'m sure that lessons will have been learnt from 2015.

Question 22

No comment — was not affected by this

Question 23

| would simply add it into the Budget for new MPs who are starting from scratch. One year only.

Question 24

No Comment

Question 25

| would separate the spending out when publicising the data. It is then clear that it is exceptional or necessary and
not overspend.

Question 26

Yes

Question 27

No

Question 28

| would leave it as it is

Question 29

| would like to comment on the security budget and the demands being placed on MPs regarding who can carry out
work. Finding a master locksmith can prove very difficult and there are cheaper but reputable other options which
are the subject of warranties. Why are you insisting on expensive and sometimes scarce Master Locksmith’s?

Question 30

| would maintain the status quo in the interest of transparency. If we go back to those requested by the public then,
although there is a cost saving, there will be loud voices who say that we are going back to ‘hiding” information.
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Question 31

| would maintain annual data release

Question 32
No you shouldn’t publish monies repaid.
Question 33

No comment

Question 34
Annual publication
Question 35

Yes the names should be visible because they may have a relationship/connection with the MP and that therefore
could be relevant.

Question 36

No Comment

Question 37

No Comment

Question 38

Ensuring that measures designed to save costs do not have unexpected consequences and understanding that MPs
are all individuals, all running separate small businesses with different goals and priorities. They all have different
personal arrangements and partners and families with a variety of needs. Do not bow to pressure from the media to

lump them altogether because it can put people off wanting to become parliamentarians or simply make it
impractical because of arrangements which are put in place.
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Ann Coffey

MP

Email

Received 24/10/2016

Response to consultation on PRS

The service provided by the pooled staffing services is invaluable to me. They provide background information which
enables me to respond to constituents appropriately and quickly.

| receive regularly a high number of emails from constituents who are members of campaign groups. At the moment
| have over 600 constituents who email me regularly. Some of the issues they take up with me can be very specific
but require me to respond in a way that shows | am listening to their concerns. Having a grasp of the detail is critical
in this and shows that even if | disagree with them at least | understand the basic issues.

Without the research services provided by PRS | would have to ask my overloaded caseworkers to do this research
themselves, with less time available to them to resolve difficult and complex problems such as suspension of tax
credits.

| don’t want to choose between the personal needs of constituents and the need to show that | am willing to listen
to wider policy concerns of other constituents.

The services of PRS means that | can more effectively do my job and be seen to be doing my job.

For confidence in the parliamentary system to continue that is important.

Best wishes

Ann Coffey

Regards
Signature Redacted

Member of Parliament for Stockport
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MP

Post

Received 16/05/2016

1'?“!
HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWI1A 0AA

Mr Marcial Boo Tel: 0200 ]

Chief Executive

Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority

4th Floor

30 Millbank

London, SW1P 4DU 16" May 2016

Dear Mr Boo,

IPSA CONSULTATION - CONFIDENTIAL
EU Scheme

Fewer MPs are travelling to learn from the experience of other countries. Fewer are getting out of
the Westminster bubble. That is not good for Parliament's institutional knowledge of foreign affairs
and international relations.

All this at a time when policy makers and legislators need to understand the international context
more than ever and work together more closely.

This reluctance to go and learn from others is in part down to some parts of the media, but it also
in part down to the fact that EU visits now cost all MPs out of their own pockets. This should not be
the case for them just doing their jobs.

| believe the current EU Scheme is a barrier to many MPs travelling. That is not in the national or
public interest.

| recommend the following:

- The Scheme should be based on Council of Europe Members, not restricted to the EU Parliaments
alone.

- The Scheme should also include visiting EU Institutions. There is an EU Institution in each capital.
- The cost of additional taxis should be factored in. Currently, it is restricted to a single taxi to and
from the airport. What about taxis to and from the Parliament and to meetings in other government

buildings? There should be an allowance of a minimum of two taxis per day, as is the case with _

PACE delegations.

- The current subsistence rate is out of date. Capitals are not inexpensive even for everyday meals.
The HMRC daily rates for foreign travel should apply for all meals.

- The scheme should allow for four not three visits per annum to increase Parliament's European
knowledge. e i aiioii
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An effective politician should be local, regional, national and international in their work and outlook.
IPSA's current rules are hindering this.

Without these changes fewer MPs will travel as everyone is out of pocket.

Second Home Support

The scheme needs to be updated as it does not fully recognise the rise in rental prices in regions
like the West Midlands. The RICS index appears to be somewhat insensitive to the differing
situation in different counties in the regions. it is probably 5-8% below where the real rental values

are. This means | am approximately £700 per annum out of pocket. More costs for just doing my
job!

The scheme also needs to look at additional costs for second homes. An example includes:

- Cost of septic tank clearance. This is not included in my lease costs and costs me an additional
£140 per annum. There should be a miscellaneous or maintenance category for hidden additional
costs that are not part of any lease but are nonetheless required under the terms of the lease.
These costs add up quickly

Continuing Professional Development (CPD)

This is an area that IPSA appears to be reluctant to enter into. However, Parliament as a
responsible employer should be ensuring CPD for all its staff, including MPs. If civil servants and
other government employees are encouraged to seek CPD, why not MPs? | hope this is an area

IPSA will seek to investigate.

I hope these points are helpful to IPSA as you seek to design a scheme that is both value for money
but also recognises the unique nature of the work all MPs do.

| do not wish my name to be published, but | am happy for comments to be published, as per the
guidance issued under the consultation.

Yours sincerely,
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Anonymous 2

MP

Email

Received 24/08//2016

I am writing to submit my views on the consultation regarding the MP’s Scheme of Business Costs and
Expenses. All of my comments relate to Chapter 7/Question 14 — working from two fixed locations.

[INFORMATION REDACTED]. Working as an MP has put a severe strain on my family but | have never
complained, or asked for more resources, in any consultation you have done. | knew the situation | was
getting into and that it would not be easy. Many jobs are hard to organise around family life, but there are
some specific challenges to being an MP. Working between two fixed locations is one of them.

What | have done is always try and organise family life around your scheme rules in such a way as to be a
good parent and a good MP. These has required major decisions to be taken on schooling, childcare, on my
wife’s occupation and where we rent in London. All of these decisions would be completely invalidated if
you changed the scheme rules at this stage.

To give you a specific example [INFORMATION REDACTED]. If the rules of the scheme were to change |
would likely have to change my daughter’s school, my son’s nursery, and possibly my wife’s employment. If
they were no longer permitted to reside with me in the week in London, | could not be an effective father
and would have to seriously consider standing down from Parliament.

The possibility that you might change the scheme rules Parliament to Parliament had never occurred to
me. | believed the fundamentals would remain the same and made decisions accordingly. | find even the
possibility it might change to be extremely stressful, and the frequent leaking to the press of possible
changes only exacerbates that.

| would ask you to please consider some stability for those MPs with young families, who are desperately
trying to make a complicated situation work. At the very least, please consider only changing the rules for
new people coming into Parliament. This way those of us who have had to organise our lives around the
existing scheme would have some reassurance and be able to plan accordingly.

With best wishes.

Your sincerely
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Anonymous 3

MP

Email

Received 05/08/2016

IPSA Consultation

In response to Question 14 | wish to suggest that you revisit the decision not to fund interest only
mortgages, but instead, to pay rents.

The comparative cost differences between MPs who have been in the House who were on a mortgage and
present day rents must be huge.

But more worryingly, the lack of security of tenure for MPs is appalling. A number of MPs have moved
several times since the change and it means that instead of concentrating on their workload MPs are
dealing with landlords, removal companies, utility companies and the hundred and one other bodies
involved in house moves. It is stressful, costly, and time wasting.

What | propose is that MPs are allowed to request a property to be bought on their behalf by IPSA. This
would then be theirs to use as if they were the official owner without the worry of being moved out. Any
gain made over the period of their tenure would return to IPSA on the MPs retirement or defeat in an
election.

This would give — almost certainly — a windfall to the state and a secure base for MPs who would not need
to worry that they were being forced out of their accommodation at the whim of their landlord.

In the same vein | find it appalling that you are even suggesting that MPs move out in the summer. Apart
from the obvious upheaval it also would mean that MPs would be scrambling around for accommodation if
they had to come to London during recess for legitimate parliamentary duties. | also believe that the use of
a permanent, secure base is much more appropriate than using hotels and | say that as someone who used
hotels on a much more regular basis from 1993 to 2005 as | use my flat now.

Can | also urge you to look at the real experience of how MPs work? You assume that they are like other
London commuters. You also assume that we only work during the hours that the Chamber is open, i.e.
Monday 2:30pm — 10:00pm, Tuesday and Wednesday 11:30am — 7:00pm and Thursdays 9:30am — 5:00pm.

Nothing could be further from the truth. Select Committee duties, serving on delegated legislation and
Statutory Instrument committees and attendance at All Party Parliamentary Groups all lead to work well
outside of “opening hours”.

Additional responsibilities can also lead to longer working times. Anyone who takes additional
responsibilities from chairing APPGs or taking up roles from PPS to Prime Minister will have to attend many
varied meetings and events. Some of these meetings take place out of “normal hours” which means MPs
have to schedule other time to carry out their usual MP duties.

Meeting constituents, lobby groups and a huge array of other responsibilities all point to a very complex
timetable for all MPs and all of which make us very different from the vast majority of commuters.

With these facts in mind please look again at proposals to only fund accommodation well away from
parliament. Our days are long enough without adding to them.
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Anonymous 4

MP
Email

Received 22/09/2016

| support the principle of the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority, and | think that much
of what IPSA has achieved is positive, but | do have concerns about the fairness of some of the
proposals.

My response should be read within the context of the recent tragic death of Jo Cox MP and the
current climate of intimidation within which MPs are working.

Chapter 2. The Fundamental Principles of the Scheme
Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to
understand? And do you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

The fundamental principles seem acceptable. | agree with the emphasis on value for money, but
this must be seen within the context of the role of an MP and the pressures and threats which
MPs live under. It is important that people from a diverse range of backgrounds and experiences
should be encouraged to stand for Parliament and the funding arrangements for MPs should
reflect this.

Chapter 3. Simplification of the rules - travel and office costs
Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their
staff?

Yes

Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to
limit the number of return journeys to three and to Europe?

Yes

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted”
journeys, along with the cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s
constituency or Westminster?

Yes

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel
to eliminate those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define
concepts, such as commuting, which are commonly understood?

Yes

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?

Yes

Chapter 4. Regulating MPs’ expenditure on staffing

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the
regulation of MPs’ staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

IPSA——,
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Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of
the redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the
staff of MPs who left office after the May 2015 General Election?

| agree that MPs who know that they will be standing down in May 2020 should provide proper
timely notice to their staff about the end of their employment, so as to be fair to both their
employees and the taxpayers who ultimately fund this employment.

| believe however that there is cross party agreement that MPs’ staff must be dealt with fairly in
terms of redundancy payments. If IPSA were to directly employ all MPs’ staff then it could put in
place rules to reduce redundancy payments by redeploying staff where possible, or making staff
redundant when not. There is no guarantee that staff employed by an MP standing down, or
who loses their seat at an election will be employed by another MP. Even if they are able to gain
an alternative position, this is often not on the same pay scale, for the same hours, or even in
the same part of the country. MPs staff are employed on fixed term contracts and it is clearly
not fair to expect them to accept worse terms and conditions than staff in other sectors of
employment.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules
governing MPs’ staffing expenditure?

No

Chapter 6. The boundary between parliamentary and party political activity

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding
purposes? If so, in which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in
doubt, relying on the fact that the claim will be published and MPs held to account?

My concern is that there should be clear guidelines and that MPs and their staff should be able
to rely on IPSA to provide watertight advice in advance of expenditure. | am more than happy to
be bound on this issue, but my experience is that many times | have asked my staff team to
contact IPSA to ask the same question several times and they have received completely
contradictory answers, or the advice is so vague and generic as to be entirely meaningless. This
is not fair to MPs who are seeking advice in good faith to enable them to take the best possible
decisions. It should not be the case that MPs who are seeking to do the right thing by asking
advice can then still be subject to an inconsistent response from IPSA which ultimately could
lead to IPSA not covering costs which had previously been advised to fall within scope.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which
are exclusively subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

I am strongly in favour of this. | subscribe to one of the pooled staffing services and the cost to
the taxpayer is very significantly lower than if | were to employ a member of staff to undertake
this work from scratch in my office. | have estimated that it would cost at least twice as much to
undertake the same level of work in my office, and the level of staff resource available within
the current budget would simply not have the capacity to do this work.

Chapter 7. Working from two fixed locations — MPs’ accommodation costs
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Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for
funding MPs’ accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency
and support MPs in carrying out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

No. The arrangements for funding MPs accommodation must take into account the very long
distances that many members already travel during each sitting week between their
constituencies and London.

Chapter 8. Other issues relating to the Scheme

Question 17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependants which
are specific to the Dissolution period? Should the more general exclusions on campaign
expenditure and funding of party political activity suffice?

Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster
to claim for travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices
on parliamentary business during the Dissolution period?

Yes

Publication of expense details

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget?
Do you think our suggestions would help?

Yes

Question 25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity,
adoption and long-term sick leave should be provided? What is the fairest way of publishing the

resulting spending?

This should be covered by IPSA centrally held contingency budgets. MPs’ staff teams are too
small to have capacity to cover maternity, paternity, adoption and long term sick leave costs.

Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need
to negotiate two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and
clarify the rule allowing MPs to claim for accommodation in the constituency and London in
exceptional circumstances?

Yes

Question 27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area Living Payment?
No

Chapter 9. IPSA’s publication policy for MPs’ business costs and expenses

Question 30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all

receipts, or just those which are requested by the public?

| am writing my reply shortly after the tragic death of Jo Cox MP and in a context where
aggressive threats are regularly being made to MPs, and where low level threats and the

21



deliberate misinterpretation of information about MPs expenses is commonplace (for example,
statements that MPs claimed ‘more than £100,000 of expenses’, implying that these were
expenses personally received by the MP rather than including staffing and accommodation
budgets without which an MP’s office could not function). There is a danger that information
from redacted images could be used to try to trace MPs, that suppliers of services to MPs could
be threatened, or that information could be misinterpreted to fuel further abuse.

Question 32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payment cards which are
eventually repaid by MPs?

No. If IPSA was able to provide reliable and consistent advice then there would be an argument
to be made for this. Currently | routinely ask my staff to seek advice on the validity of particular
claims multiple times of IPSA and routinely receive contradictory information. Budgetary
information is exceptionally poor and error ridden — under the current circumstances it would
inevitably be the case that information would be published about some repayments which were
not the fault of the MP, and it is not fair for MPs to be pilloried without reason.

Question 33. Are there any changes you think we should make to the publication of information
about Northern Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

The security of Northern Ireland MPs is clearly critical. Nothing should be done that could
undermine this.

Question 35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of
individuals who may be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

In the current environment of abuse and intimidation, | have significant concerns about this.
Question 37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?
There is a clear need to publish information on how effective IPSA are at supporting MPs in

carrying out their role. As stated previously | am very much in favour of the aim of IPSA. Too
often however the advice provided is inconsistent and responses are slow.
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Marcial Boo

Chief Executive
IPSA

30 Millbank
London SW1P 4DU

21 September 2016

Dear Mr Boo,
Re: IPSA Consultation
Please find enclosed my response to the IPSA consultation.

While | appreciate that IPSA have given the option for MPs to have their name
redacted from their response to protect their anonymity, IPSA have shown such
incompetence that | do not feel comfortable including my name at all, lest IPSA make
an error and include my name in the publication of responses.

The consultation failed to touch upon a number of additional issues which | feel the
need to further address.

| note that IPSA often prefers to deal with matters by telephone conversation rather
than email. | and my staff have since come to the impression that IPSA do this
because they do not want our office to have an audit trail for IPSA’s mistakes and
inconsistent responses when we call with queries. It would be far more useful for
email to be used more extensively.

When an error is made at IPSA’s end, IPSA seem to always try to blame myself or
my staff for their error.

| find it incredibly unhelpful and unprofessional that IPSA staff members do not have

individual email addresses or phone numbers, particularly given that MPs are
assigned individual contacts. v
i IPSA

22 SEP 2016
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Finally, IPSA have demonstrated a complete general inability to think outside the
box. Given the various different setups of MPs offices, this really ought to be
addressed.

Sincerely,

A Member of Parliament
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Question 1

| agree with the new fundamental principles. | also agree with the concept regarding
value for money. My office has consistently aimed to achieve value for money in
every expense claim.

However, despite value for money being in both the new and old fundamental
principles, IPSA does not seem to practice this principle itself. For example, the
preferred IPSA suppliers (Banner, Commercial, XMA, SCC) are more often than not
far more expensive than other online purchase options. Despite this, MPs and their
staff are encouraged by IPSA, and occasionally forced by IPSA, to use these
preferred suppliers, which has resulted in a number of MPs being attacked by the
press. For example, one MP was criticised in the press for purchasing headsets from
Banner at a higher cost than if the MP had purchased them from an alternate
supplier. Similarly, another was hunted by the press for an order of chairs from
Banner. Due to Banner not listing the individual chairs separately on the order, the
preferred supplier made it appear that the MP had purchased one expensive chair
rather than four separate, less expensive chairs

On this note, IPSA also seems to fail to adhere to the principle of transparency.
Despite my staff asking on a number of occasions, the tendering process for
selecting the preferred suppliers has not been disclosed to either MPs or to the
public.

While | agree with the changes in the fundamental principles, | feel it is hypocritical
for IPSA to require MPs follow these fundamental principles while not following them
itself.

Question 2

Yes, | agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff.

Question 3

Yes, | believe that the current restrictions on foreign travel should be removed,
particularly given the fact that the UK is now due to withdraw from the EU. The limit
for three return journeys to Europe seems appropriate.

Question 4

No, not that unusual to have a diverted journey.

Question 5

Yes
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Question 6

Yes
Question 7

| have serious concerns about the way in which IPSA has standardised contracts. |
have a staff member who has a “combined” role. IPSA required that two contracts
were completed, one for each “role”. Each contract was part time (to add up to a full
time roll), which | found incredibly unusual.

Furthermore, | disagree with the fact that IPSA does not let MPs edit contracts for
staff members. IPSA is not the employer of Parliamentary staff members, the MP is.
The fact that IPSA does not let the employer amend contracts raises questions in
regards to employment law.

Question 8

As IPSA is not the employer of staff, | do not feel it is IPSA’s place to dictate the
terms of redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice, or payment for untaken leave.
Furthermore, | do not feel IPSA fully understands the degree of sacrifice staff
members make when taking a job with an MP in regards to job security. Redundancy
pay, pay in lieu of notice, or payment for untaken leave may be what keeps former
staff members of former MPs able to get by while they look for other work, and IPSA
introducing more rules in this area could compromise the small degree of job security
redundancy pay offers. Furthermore, it is my understanding that the Northern Irish
Assembly, Welsh Assembly, and Scottish Parliament offer redundancy, pay in lieu of
notice, and payment for untaken leave, and as such it would seem logical and fair
that the UK Parliament would also offer similar terms and conditions.

Question 9

The overtime system is convoluted and cumbersome to submit and approve claims,
and should be improved.

Question 10

| believe MPs should not be able to employ connected party. The system, as it
stands, is unjust, and allows nepotism and the “chumocracy” to run rampant in a field
in which meritocracy is already rare. | cannot think of a single reason why MPs would
need to employ connected parties to fulfil their Parliamentary duties, beyond being
able to give potentially highly influential jobs to family members.
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Question 11

| believe the current arrangements are sufficient?

Question 12

IPSA, without question, needs to be clearer in the rules surrounding what it deems to
be “party political”. As of now there is a massive grey area, and both IPSA and the
Commissioner for Standards will not pre-approve expenses in this grey area, which
is frankly completely absurd. If an MP uses their best judgement after being refused
pre-approval by IPSA or the Commissioner, and the Commissioner for Standards
determines that the claim was in breach of the rules, not only could the MP face
sanctions in a Parliamentary capacity, they would also likely be witch hunted in the
press. Either the rules need to be more clearly defined, or IPSA or the Commissioner
for Standards need to pre-approve expenses. The current system, wherein the MP is
refused pre-approval and is told to use their best judgement, to later be tarred, hung,
and feathered in the press after an investigation by the Commissioner for Standards
is opened, is completely unacceptable. Furthermore, claims in these “grey areas” are
routinely used as a political weapon by opposing parties or by the press. Surely it
would be both more clear cut, and fairer, to simply get rid of the grey areas.

In addition, the IPSA rules surrounding what is and is not party political are at
variance with definitions in devolved administrations. For example, the Scottish
Parliament allows MSPs to send non-party political newsletters to constituents,
which are pre-approved by the allowances team.

Question 13

As MP’s staff are required to adhere to specific IPSA contracts and job descriptions,
it would only be fair if pooled staff members also have to adhere to specific IPSA
contracts and job descriptions, as the funding for both come from the MP’s staffing
budget.

Question 14

| do not believe that any of the alternatives set out in the consultation paper are
viable. Restricting the accommodation budget to when Parliament is in session
would mean that MPs from outside the London area would be required to stay in
hotels, rather than rent a flat. Allowing MPs to rent a flat in London gives them some
sense of normalcy, as living in a hotel for long periods of time, away from your
friends and family, is incredibly unpleasant and not particularly conducive to mental
health. | believe lowering the accommodation budget to reflect the cost of a flat in
Zone 3 is incredibly unfair- MPs’ working hours are vastly different from those of
“‘most London commuters”, and as such MPs do need to be able to rent
accommodation nearby to Parliament. In addition, the current accommodation
budget and arrangements with Chambers Travel allow MPs to stay in hotels within
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walking distance to Parliament, so surely those who stay in rented accommodation
should be allowed to stay within walking distance to Parliament.

Question 15
Yes, you tell us.
Question 16

Yes, | believe it is a private matter.

Question 17

No, there does not seem to be a need for special rules.

Question 18

Yes, they should be able to claim.

Question 19

The current system seems sufficient.

Question 20

Yes, this seems simpler and more straightforward, and helps to eliminate “grey
areas” as discussed in my answer to question 12.

Question 21

Yes, it should be amended to the normal budget for two months. However, it seems
that IPSA is over-reliant on averages, and does not take into consideration the
varying circumstances of MPs across a variety of constituencies. From my own
personal knowledge, it took more than two months for departing MPs to wind-up in
2015.

Question 22

Yes, the restrictions currently in place seem incredibly unfair. MPs are working
during the winding up period, yet not getting paid if they had not completed their
financial affairs, which may be a breach of employment law. Furthermore, the sheer
incompetence of IPSA means that the loss-of-office payments to MPs could be
unfairly withheld due to IPSA administrative errors, which occur on a shockingly
regular basis.
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Question 23

No, | believe the budget as it stands is sufficient and simple enough to understand.

Question 24

Do MPs have responsibility for managing their own budgets? IPSA seems to be
involved in this Budgetary process.

Question 25

The cover should be provided centrally. | do not think that the cost of maternity leave
for individual MPs staff should be published, as this is incredibly discriminatory as it
actively discourages hiring women and goes against the principles of equality (as
MPs would understandably be afraid of press attacks if a female employee requires
maternity cover). Maternity leave is a human right, and IPSA actively allowing MPs to
be attacked in the press for being compliant with the ECHR is irresponsible and
unfair. Rather, either a total or anonymous average spend should be published, in a
similar way in which security expenses are anonymously published.

Question 26

No, | believe IPSA should cover the penalty cost of breaking rental contracts if an
MP is not re-elected. The lack of support IPSA provides when it comes to
constituency offices is, frankly, absolutely appalling. IPSA is completely
Westminster-focused. The budget for renting in the constituency is already low, and
many MPs have struggled to find office space at all within the budget. Expecting
MPs to somehow be able to negotiate break clauses, when these are not at all
standard in many parts of the UK, is completely absurd.

Yes, clarification of this rule would be welcome, given the general lack of clarity from
IPSA as a whole.

Question 27

Yes, the payment should be uplifted to reflect inflation and the rising cost of living in
London.

Question 28

The contingency funding process seems both subjective and arbitrary. Furthermore,
| am of the understanding that, in the past, MPs who have had applications for
contingency funding approved have continued to incorrectly receive payments from
IPSA beyond the contingency period, due to an administrative error on the part of
IPSA, and have then been required to re-pay this money, despite the error being on
IPSA’s part. This seems to be unfair.
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Question 29

IPSA should re-assess both the security measures it takes itself, and the security
measures scheme. | have found IPSA incredibly unhelpful when it comes to
providing security measures for myself and my staff. For example, my staff preferred
ordering separate security measures online, at a much lower price, than the alarm
systems which were advertised on the Parliamentary estate. However, IPSA has not
indicated how we are to pay for these measures, despite my office asking on several
occasions.

In addition, | believe that IPSA needs to enhance security measures when it comes
to expenses more generally. The fact that IPSA publishes details of which trains MPs
and staff take to Westminster (which are usually regular journeys), the hotels they
and their staff regularly stay at, the places at which staff members usually purchase
food when traveling to Westminster, and other specific details of MPs and staff
members’ travel habits seems incredibly irresponsible. It is not in the public interest
to know these specifics, and the publication of these details makes it easy for MPs
and staff members to be targeted by those who wish to harm them. It seems more
than sufficient for more general wording, such as “London Hotel” or “Train to London”
and the cost of the travel to be disclosed, rather than the particular details.

Question 30

| believe IPSA should only publish images of receipts on request. As noted, 920
requests were put in between April and December 2015, and the vast majority of
these were likely to be from members of the press on a witch hunt. No other public
servant or individual working for a Quango or largely publically owned company is
open to a fraction of the scrutiny MPs are in regards to expenses. Publishing images
of the receipts would only fuel the frenzy. It would also compromise security, given
the level of incompetence IPSA has already demonstrated, and | do not trust IPSA to
properly redact sensitive information.

Question 31

| believe IPSA should publish bi-annually (e.g. every 6 months), and that the current
bi-monthly system is too frequent. As stated by IPSA on page 44 of your
consultation, “Public interest can be taken into account, but data, amongst other
things, must not be used in ways that have unjustified adverse effects on the
individuals concerned.” IPSA publication of expenses results in a feeding frenzy
amongst the press, and the current rate of publication means that MPs, and their
staff members, need to take undue time out of their working day to deal with the
press feeding frenzy, which could otherwise be used to serve constituents. In
addition, from my knowledge and personal experience, the press feeding frenzy after
an IPSA release often means that staff need to work extra hours to deal with the
fallout (as the press have a penchant for phoning at 5pm on the dot on a Friday), but
staff often feel unable to make overtime claims, as the overtime system is convoluted
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and complicated, and the fact that overtime claims may lead to further press
criticism. This can almost certainly be categorised as “unjustified adverse effects on
the individuals concerned”.

Question 32

No, as it does not cost the taxpayer money should it be published?

Question 33

No, | do not think this should change. In fact, | think the system for Northern Ireland
MPs should be in place for all MPs. IPSA has shown a gross lack of regard for the
security of MPs in their constituencies, and given the death of Jo Cox MP, and the
massive increase in the amount of threats against MPs, it seems irresponsible for
IPSA to publish the travel patterns of MPs, given that many MPs take regular trains
and other transport to and from Westminster. By publishing travel patterns, IPSA are
putting MPs security at risk. As stated on page 44 of the consultation, “public interest
can be taken into account, but data, amongst other things, must not be used in ways
that have unjustified adverse effects on the individuals concerned.” Again, putting
MPs lives at risk by publishing their travel patterns almost certainly counts as
‘unjustified adverse effects”.

Question 34

No, this should not be published.

Question 35

Yes, as much information as possible should be redacted in order to protect the
safety of MPs, staff, dependents, and those they interact with.

Question 36
Yes
Question 37

| believe the details of the procurement process for preferred suppliers should be
published, as should the annual cost of running IPSA.
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Question 38

| believe the current maternity leave arrangements are discriminatory and discourage
employment of female staff members. | do not think that the cost of maternity leave
for individual MPs staff should be published, as this is incredibly discriminatory as it
actively discourages hiring women and goes against the principles of equality (as
MPs would understandably be afraid of media reporting if a female employee
requires maternity cover). Maternity leave is a human right, and IPSA actively
allowing MPs to be attacked in the press for being compliant with the ECHR is
irresponsible and unfair. Rather, either a total or anonymous average spend should
be published, in a similar way in which security expenses are anonymously
published.
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IPSA Consultation: MP Response

Chapter 2

1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to
understand? And do you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

The key principles of IPSA are welcomed but it is important that restrictions on MP and staff
do not becomes so tight that that new people are not put off from getting into politics. With
regards to new draft principle 3 which states that ‘MPs should, where possible, be treated in
the same manner as other citizens' is welcome but caution should be taken to not reduce
the funding and resources available to office holders.

| also agree that the scheme should be administered by IPSA in a cost effective way.
However, one improvement which could be made on this is to ensure that all IPSA staff have
exactly the same understanding of the rules and guidance that IPSA offers. On numerous
occasions my office and | have called IPSA with a query and it has been answered differently
by different staff. It would reduce the workload of IPSA if they were able to offer coherent
and simplified responses to queries from MPs offices. Also, if IPSA worked the office hours
of most MPs offices this would be more effective.

Chapter 3

2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?
| do agree as on many cases, it is important for a member of staff to travel with their MP for
administrative or indeed safety of the member when they carry out visits as part of their
duties. The current limit of 96 journeys for staff is sufficient in our eyes but removing a cap

will reduce the administrative burden on MPs, their offices and of course IPSA.

3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit
the number of return journeys to three and to Europe?

Yes
4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journey,
along with the cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s

constituency or Westminster?

Yes
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Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to
eliminate those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-
define concepts, such as commuting, which are commonly misunderstood?
Housekeeping of the rules would be beneficial. At the moment there are a number of
options which travel could come under. If this was simplified into basic categories, it would
reduce the administrative burden on both IPSA and the MPs office.

6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?
| have no views on this.

Chapter 4

7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the
regulation of MP’s staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential advice?

The MP should have greater flexibility to decide cn this.
8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of
the redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for undertaken leave
made to the staff of MP’s who left office after the May 2015 General Election?

IPSA should oversee this rather than the MPs.

9. Are there any other exchanges that you think we should make to the existing rules
governing MPs’ staffing expenditure?

No.

Chapter 5

10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected
parties? If so, when should we introduce any new arrangements?

1 do not employ any connected parties but | understand why some MPs do and do not think
that this should be changed.

11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs
in respect of their families?

No.

34



12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding
purposes? If so, in which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a
matter is in doubt, relying on the fact that the claim will be published and MPs held
to account?

i do not think that tightening the rules in this aspect is necessary. MPs are aware of the rules
of what they can and can’t do. The fact that everything is published to the public does
encourage MPs to monitor their own work to ensure that they do not breach these
spending rules. Further restrictions will just create more confusion — especially as some IPSA
staff on the phone already have different interpretations of the rules. Adding another level
of administration will only complicate the issue for both sides.

13. What views do you have on funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are
exclusively subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

Pooled services such as the PRU are important for MPs to carry out their duty. Due to the
amount of campaign material which is sent in to us, MPs and their staff do not have the
time or resources to be able to draw up responses to this material alone. Pooled services
enable us to quickly respond to the mass mailings and allow us to focus on the important
correspondence from constituents who are in actual need of our help. If this is removed
then the staffing budget for MPs should be increased.

Chapter 7

14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for
funding MPs’ accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security,
transparency and support MPs in carrying out their parliamentary functions in two
locations?

We understand that Zone 1 accommodation which many MPs rent is expensive. However, it
is important that MPs remain close to Parliament for a number of reasons. Firstly, there is
no need to worry about commuting when the House sits until very late. If the house dos not
rise until midnight or 1am as it may sometimes do, MPs are abie to walk back to their flats.
However, should they be moved out to zone 3 as recommended in the consultation
document, MPs would have to incur further costs to get home as the tube will not be
running during the week and night buses may have security implications for the safety of
members. Security of members living in Zone 3 would also have to be considered as some
areas are not necessarily as safe as the Westminster / Pimlico / Vauxhall area. Groups of
MPs travelling back to their accommodation at the end of the night is an unnecessary risk to
take.

Being able to get a licenced taxi for 650 members after a late vote at 1am would be
incredibly challenging and would mean MPs all leaving the estate together in order to get
back to their accommodation. Cars would also be an issue for MPs as, when the palace goes
under refurbishment, car parking spaces would be at a premium so there will be no room
for members of either house to park. This means that taxis would be the only option for that
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timé&of night. MPs are extremely on edge at the moment and feel very vulnerable since the
horrific events of June this year where our colleague, Jo Cox, was murdered. The idea of
having to travel further afield late at night is not something that MPs would feel safe doing.

Also, the increased travel times will mean that MPs will have less time to focus on the
increased responsibilities that the boundary changes will bring. The reduction in MPs will
save over one million pounds in accommodation costs alone so the overall costs of MPs
accommodation have already been significantly reduced. This does not take into account
the savings from the various office, staffing and travel budgets on top of that.

15. Do you think that we should continue to allow MPs to claim for associated costs, such
as utilities and council tax, on properties they own? If so, what should the budget be?

Yes — the current budget works fine but should increase in line with inflation.

16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for a rent
on a property from IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of
property is a private matter for MPs and that IPSA should treat all MPs’ eligibility for
funding equally? '

IPSA should treat all MPs equally.

Chapter 8

17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependents which
are specific to the Dissolution period? Should more general exclusions on campaign
expenditure and funding of party political activity suffice?

The current rules are fine.

18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to
claim for travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency
offices on parliamentary business during the dissolution period?

Yes — allowing Westminster based staff to claim for travel to and from the member’s
constituency would be highly beneficial and would not leave staff out of pocket for carrying
out their responsibilities to their MP.

19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment
is kept to essential purchases in the months preceding a general election?

The current rules are fine.

20. Should we alter the rules on campaigning in elections so that they capture the
purpose of the activities which cannot be claimed for, rather than relying on those
activities being construed as campaign expenditure as defined by the Political
Parties, Referendums and Lections Act and election expenses as defined by the
Representation of the Peoples Act?
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21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and
staffing budgets for another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about
how to make the process simpler?

22, Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to
MPs (and which replace the current resettlement payments) in future general
elections?

23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do
you think our suggestions would help?

It would be better for the start-up budget to be added to the original office costs. This way,
MPs would not have to worry about which Budget a cost is coming out of. This wouid not
only make monitoring the budgets easier for MPs and their staff but it would also reduce
the amount of times an office had to contact IPSA to ensure that something came out of the
correct budget. | think having Office, Stationary, Accommodation and Travel budgets are
enough to monitor.

24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs and
preventing budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for
managing their own budgets?

25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity, adoption
and long-term sick leave should be provided? What is the fairest way of publishing
the resulting spending?

26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to
negotiate two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements,
and clarify the rule allowing MPs to claim for accommodation in the constituency ond
London in exceptional circumstances?

Clarity from IPSA is always welcome.

27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area living payment?

37



28. Do you have any suggestions about how to improve the process for contingency
funding?

29. Are the any other changes to the Scheme which you think we should consider? Are
there any aspects of MPs’ budgets, which have not been covered elsewhere, to which
you would like to draw our attention?

Chapter 9

30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all
receipts, or just those which are requested by the public?

Receipts should only be published if they are requested and even then, should be redacted
to the extent where, in the case of hotels or transport, any information that could give away

the address of the MP is removed for security reasons.

31. How frequently do you think we should publish information on MPs’ claims and other
aspects of their funding expenditure?

Information should be published in line with the tax year.

32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payments cards which are
eventually repaid by MPs?

No. Information on the IPSA cards should only be published should an MP not be able to pay
it. If this information is published regardless, this can often cause unnecessary interest and

sometimes criticism from the public.

33. Are there any changes we should make to the publication of information about
Northern Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

34. What are your views on the publication of overdue money owed to IPSA by MPs?
Should we publish this regularly, and how frequently?

Yes unless this is disputed by the MP and being investigated.

35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of
individuals who may be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

36. Are there any other issues relating to the publication of MPs’ business costs and
expenses which you wish to raise?
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37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?

IPSA should publish the wages of its management and staff so that it is in line with those of
Parliamentary offices. It is unfair that MPs and their staff have every receipt and claim
published whilst IPSA officials do not. If IPSA become fully transparent, they will understand
the pressure that Parliament is under on a daily basis. | think that IPSA’s annual rent and
running costs should also be published.

Chapter 10

38. What likely or actual impact do you believe the Scheme and matters raised in this
consultation may have on equality and diversity in relation to MPs and their staff?

Any Other Feedback:

| understand fully that measures had to be put in place foliowing past scandals but the
current system only adds a very timely, and costly, administrative burden on MPs and their
staff. Systems need to be simplified and published statistics and costs need to redacted or
simplified so not to put MPs or indeed their own staff at risk. This does not seem to be a
priority for IPSA at the moment and needs to be addressed.

The system needs to be simplified overall and IPSA staff need to be clear on what everything

means as we often receive different answers and interpretations of the rules depending on
who we speak to.
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Good afternoon,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IPSA scheme consultation. | would appreciate my
comments remaining anonymous.

As | understand it, the ‘staff bonus’ was removed without any consultation at all and this seems grossly
unfair.

In the same way that MPs pay is increased as a matter of course, MPs staff should also receive an annual
increment to reflect increasing workloads and work hours.

Staff who were employed pre-IPSA still receive an annual bonus of several hundred pounds per year,
regardless of performance or whether their workload has increased — and | think this is unfair too.

The overtime system as it stands is not very useful — | did not receive any payment for overtime worked last
year as “...there was no money in the pot” at the end of the financial year. | wonder whether a one off
payment to buy us out of overtime might be an option.

The staffing budget has to take into account our salary, pension payments and employer’s Nl is there
scope to increase this?

Also | believe there should be an increase in the budget to cover office costs. But with an increased onus
on the MP to justify the spending. Constituency staff outside the Parliamentary estate have to cover rental
and telephone for example, whereas those with offices solely in the House of Commons do not have to
meet these costs.

I hope this is helpful to you and thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute.

Yours sincerely,
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Please find my response to the consultation below:

I have worked for an MP for almost five years and feel there is a lot of misunderstanding as to how MPs staff

work. Firstly, | would say that it appears to be quite a unique job with very little protection or security.

I would note that working for an MP is a very busy job and would hypothesise that most who do so could easily earn
more for their skills in the private sector, | believe this is something that should be reflected on. | enjoy working for an
MP and feel proud of the public service | provide, yet | have none of the level of security, level of pay, bonuses or
pension rate that civil servants enjoy. Indeed, many of my colleagues have moved in to the private sector after a year
or two. | would also highlight here that the reason so many staff are young is that payscales for MPs staff do not go
very high (comparative to civil servants and other public sector workers) so many find that once they have to support
a family the pay is no longer tenable for the work.

I realise you are looking in to the issue of staff who receive redundancy pay and then get employed by another MP at
elections. | understand what you are getting at with this and realise measures have been put in place to prevent this
in other public sector jobs. However, | would again highlight that most other public sector jobs enjoy far more
generous pay and pensions and security. There is no guarantee of keeping your job come an election and even less
guarantee you will be taken on by another MP, as such | do not see how you can implement a system which removes
this right to redundancy pay without fundamentally changing the manner by which MPs staff are employed.

With regard to MPs employing family members, | am pleased to work for an MP who will not indulge in this. | do
think this does not help the perception of MPs staff as professionals and though | am sure there are some spouses
who do a good job in the office, | fear many of them are riding the gravy train on the highest salary available to

them. In short, | would support the removal of MPs rights to employ family members.

MPs staff are generally hard working and want to make a positive difference to this country, however for the most
part it is a thankless job with little recognition. | realise we are paid for by the tax payer and must provide value, but |
do not wish to see us demonised. Realistically, there are maybe a couple of thousand people in the country doing
these jobs and | really feel we slip through the cracks a bit, with no real formal union or representation and we are in
the unhelpful position of your direct employer being your manager, judge, jury and executioner. | am very lucky to
work for an MP who is an excellent employer, | fear others are not so lucky.

In addition, most do not seem to understand that MPs staff come under expenses and think MPs are spending a huge
amount when actually they are just paying staff. | would suggest something could be done to make it clearer to the
public what office costs are.
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I believe that the staffing budgets for some MPs are being used inappropriately, especially where
Members have employed someone under two roles, effectively giving them two salaries.

| believe that budgets given to MPs for their staff do not allow for pay progression reflective of
similar roles in other industries. The progression generally from Junior to Senior in whatever role
is dependent on those above you in the ‘pecking order’ restricting reward for work and salary
increase.

With the way in which work is increasingly becoming more remote, those based outside of
Westminster should have pay reflective of this and should have salaries reviewed if they are
working from home.

Many thanks for your time.

Kind regards
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Dear IPSA,

| would like to feed into the Consultation my frustration that extended travel for MPs staff is not allowed by the
current scheme.

Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

In the course of supporting the work of my Member | recently travelled to and from Westminster to an embassy in
London to drop off and then collect a visa for an overseas visit they were making. | do not have a Travel card as | do
not ordinarily use the bus or tube for my commute to work. IPSA informed me that | am not able to reclaim the cost

of the tube journeys that | incurred.

It is very unusual, if not illegal, for employees not to be able to reclaim legitimate business expenses from their
employer and | am now out of pocket.

| do wonder who my employer is —is it IPSA or is it the Member? Also | wonder whether IPSA allow their staff to
reclaim legitimate travel expenses they incur?

It was suggested by IPSA staff that | could feed in to IPSA’s Consultation that extended travel for staff is not possible.
However as an employee | will remain financially disadvantaged on this occasion as | have not been able to reclaim
these genuine business travel expenses.

Please do not publish my name or personal details.

Yours,
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Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to understand? And
do you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

The wording of principle 7 should be amended to make clear that this only relates to expenditure which is paid
for by the taxpayer —i.e. not their only personal expenditure. Otherwise, | am in agreement with the principles.

Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

Yes. In particular the rule limiting the amount of staff journeys between the constituency and London has been
problematic for our office in the past. As the Office Manager for both offices and Senior Caseworker, travel from my
usual place of work [Westminster] to the constituency office for management purposes and surgeries was made
more difficult by this rule. We have had to resort to different less effective ways of working [online by telephone and
posting things between offices] as well as having to pay for journeys to the constituency myself due to this
limitation. Allowing staff members to make more journeys between constituency offices and London may reduce the
cost to the taxpayer by allowing the Member to employ only one member of staff who travels between both offices,
instead of an additional person in each location.

Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit the number
of return journeys to three and to Europe?

Yes, this seems sensible.

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journeys, along with
the cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s constituency or Westminster?

No — this would result in MP’s being faced with a decision between making an unnecessary and time consuming
trip back to the constituency or Westminster in order to then claim for their Parliamentary journey, or making
the Parliamentary trip at their own expense which is unfair. This does not fit with the new principle of MPs not
being disadvantaged financially. MPs should be allowed to make a claim for the equivalent cost of having made
the journey without the diversion.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to eliminate
those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define concepts, such as commuting,
which are commonly understood?

Yes.
Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?
Yes.

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the regulation of MPs’
staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

IPSA should play more of a role in relation to HR given that decision made by the MPs often have a financial
implication. The MP should undertake a ‘line manager’ role with responsibility for who to hire, but IPSA should
have more say when it comes to issues such as salary, job descriptions and disputes etc. For example, IPSA
being involved in all salary reviews would reduce the likelihood of MPs giving large salary increases to family
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members. A number of MPs also employ staff on a low pay scale job description but then require them to do
work which is in the job description of a higher band job. A HR role for IPSA would help to ensure that staff
members are paid for the work which they actually do.

It would also mean that MPs would have to justify large salary increases with evidence — this is particularly
relevant where a staff member has been given a new job title to increase their salaries. There is currently a HR
vacuum in Parliament with staff members left in a very difficult position if they have disputes with their MPs,
leaving IPSA open to costs associated with employment tribunals. Many MPs do not have the relevant HR
knowledge to ensure that HR matters are undertaken in the correct way and employing a small HR department
within IPSA is surely more cost effective than MPs contracting out HR advice, or acting incorrectly and opening
up legal challenges.

Finally, staff are currently in a very difficult position when it comes to incorrect use of Parliamentary resources
where they have been directly ordered to do so by their MP. If asked to do something wrong by the MP, they
are left with no HR mitigation or other authority to intervene — instead they are left with the choice of obeying
the order and breaking the rules, or defying the person asking them to do so who also has full responsibility for
their continuing employment. Such situations would be helped by having a HR Department to arbitrate in a
confidential manner.

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the
redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of MPs who left
office after the May 2015 General Election?

Redundancy payments — these payments are entirely fair, even when a staff member is subsequently employed by
another MP. The general public would expect to receive their redundancy pay from one employer even if they were
then employed by a different employer shortly afterwards. It is also worth noting here that working for an MP is an
unusual job — it is likely that staff may lose their employment with little warning [for example if a by-election was
triggered or an MP stood down] and through no fault of their own. If IPSA were to stop such payments in the event
of being subsequently employed by another MP then other contractual rights should transfer over with the staff
member to the new MP’s employment — the redundancy payment reflects the fact that these rights are lost when
starting work with a new MP — for example, having worked for my MP for 8 years, my redundancy pay is based on
the length of time | have worked for them. If | were to be made redundant and move immediately to another MP’s
employment [thereby sacrificing the redundancy pay under new rules], the clock would restart, and any subsequent
redundancies would not take the 8 years of employment with the first MP into account. In addition starting
employment with a new MP would no doubt result in a new probationary period and reduced entitlement to
maternity/paternity pay and sick pay and other contractual rights. It is very clear that whilst MPs are the employer
rather than IPSA, redundancy payments should apply in these circumstances.

PILON — where an MP has publically announced in advance that they intend to stand down, the MP should be
responsible for giving timely notice to their staff and should be liable for the cost of not having done so, rather than
IPSA. However, there are often cases where the MP did not decide to stand down until last minute or circumstances
arose to change their minds about standing. Such MPs should not be penalised for having made a decision late. The
question feeds into my earlier point about IPSA employing a HR department. | suspect many of the MPs in question
did not realise that they had to give such notice to their staff. Given that there is a financial implication to IPSA for
the MP not having done so, this strengthens the argument that IPSA should take on a bigger HR role and should take
on this responsibility from the MP once a decision to stand down has been made.

Payment for untaken leave — again this highlights the need for IPSA to be involved in HR aspects. Either IPSA should
take MPs at their word that staff have untaken leave that needs to be paid when their employment ceases
[particularly where the staff concerned were made redundant as a result of the general election results and could
have reasonably expected to have been able to take the annual leave post-election] because the MP is the employer,
or IPSA should take on a more active HR role and authorise holiday in conjunction with MPs.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules governing MPs’
staffing expenditure?
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No

Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected parties? If so,
when should we introduce any new arrangements?

IPSA should be involved in the employment process and any salary discussions relating to connected parties.
MPs should have to advertise such roles and justify that their connected party was the best candidate for the
job — IPSA should take on a further HR role in relation to this by being able to have a say on whether the
connected party should be employed or not. MPs should not be involved in setting the salary of a connected
party given that this is open to abuse — IPSA should take on this role after discussions with the MP and
connected party regarding what the role involves and bearing in mind average salaries for the role across other
MPs offices.

Changes should be made with immediate effect for any changes. All new connected parties taken on, or any
existing staff being given pay increases should be dealt with in this manner. Existing staff should not have to
have their position justified, but should be subject to IPSA involvement with any salary increases.

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs in respect
of their families?

No —the current situation seems to strike the right balance.

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding purposes? If
so, in which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in doubt, relying on the fact that
the claim will be published and MPs held to account?

No — the balance here seems to be correct.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are exclusively
subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

Yes — IPSA should continue to fund this. By nature some casework results from party political policies. l.e. people
write in to ask what the Party line is, or about a policy that a Party has announced. Pooled staffing services allow
some MPs to better utilise staffing resources. If IPSA were to stop funding many MPs would either have to stop
responding to such casework, or take on additional staff to deal with it at a higher cost to the taxpayer.

Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for funding MPs’
accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency and support MPs in
carrying out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

It would not be viable to rent serviced apartments but have to move out over summer- this would mean that the
many MPs who do come into Westminster over the summer for meetings and other work would have no
accommodation whilst doing so. It would also be unfair to create that level of instability — having to move out every
summer would be stressful and time consuming for MPs.

Reducing the MPs accommodation budget to reflect when Parliament sits also works on the assumption that MPs
are only working whilst they are sitting in the House of Commons Chamber. Other meetings and work does go on
and this could cause other difficulties. For example, an MP may base their caseworker in their London office due to
the advantage of being in the same office with them four days a week. Not being able to claim for accommodation
over the recess periods may mean that the MP is not able to be in London for other meetings. In addition, some MPs
hold surgeries from their London office — this is particularly relevant for constituencies in the commuter belt where it
may be more convenient for a constituent who works in London to meet at Westminster during a lunch break
instead of having to take a whole day off to meet in the constituency office.
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Reducing accommodation budget to zone 3 rental costs would not be practical. By nature Parliamentary business is
unpredictable and the hours are unusual. There are occasions when there is not much notice of an item of
Parliamentary business for example an Urgent Question being called. This would mean that MPs working from their
London home may not have the time available to get in for an Urgent Question or Statement they want to speak in
due to commuting times as they had only become aware of it with a small amount of notice. There are also times
when the House sits late and public transport links are not running at well or at all. The House often sits late without
much notice and therefore quality of life would be affected. For example a late sitting may be followed the next day
by early meetings due to not being able to foresee the late sitting. This would also have a disproportionate effect on
MPs with families by adding additional commuting time and therefore reducing the amount of time an MP can be at
home.

The current situation seems to be working well.

Question 15. Do you think that we should continue to allow MPs to claim for associated costs, such as
utilities and council tax, on properties that they own? If so, what should the budget be?

Yes, the final option of using the same budget as for overall accommodation appears to be the best option.

Question 16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for rent on a property
from IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of property is a private matter for MPs
and that IPSA should treat all MPs’ eligibility for funding equally?

This is a private matter for MPs. Not allowing MPs to claim if they already own another London property is
effectively asking them to subsidise the taxpayer. If they have privately purchased a property to rent out using
their own funds as an investment then they should not be financially disadvantaged by not then being able to
claim for accommodation, or being forced to sell their rental property in order to claim.

Question 17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependants which are specific
to the Dissolution period? Should the more general exclusions on campaign expenditure and funding of party
political activity suffice?

No —the general exclusions should suffice.

Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to claim for
travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices on parliamentary business
during the Dissolution period?

Yes. Contractually staff are allocated a usual place of work. It is not fair to expect staff to fund the cost of travel
to the constituency if it is not their usual place of work and no other options are available to them, nor is it
reasonable to require staff to take all of their annual leave during an election period due to a lack of office
accommodation. It is the employer’s responsibility to provide a place to work. MPs and staff should explore all
options such as working from home where possible, but if this is not feasible then they should be allowed to
claim for travel, subsistence and accommodation to work from the constituency office [provided that they do
not then undertake campaigning activity]. IPSA should also consider providing a London office space for staff to
work out of doing Parliamentary work which may be cheaper that hotel costs and travel, particularly to further
away constituencies. Travel costs should be limited to the cost of a journey from their usual place of work
[Westminster] to the constituency office i.e. not the cost of the journey from their home to the constituency
office if this is higher.

Question 19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment is kept to
essential purchases in the months preceding a general election?

This rule was not practical nor enforceable. Guidance should be issued, but ultimately it should be up to the MP to
decide whether an item is needed. The rule gave rise to difficulties in many offices — we were effectively asked to
guess what we may need to continue to function normally and then made to do without or pre-approve items if we
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had guessed incorrectly. In particular this was a problem for our office when our constituency office all in one
photocopier/scanner/fax machine broke. This is an essential piece of kit for the constituency office and we were
unable to replace it immediately due to the need to pre-approve the purchase with IPSA. This rule may also in fact
have led to higher claims by creating anxiety over what could or couldn’t be ordered. People may have ordered
things ‘just in case’ that they did not then turn out to need during the dissolution period because they knew this rule
would prevent ordering during dissolution.

Question 20. Should we alter the rules on campaigning in elections so that they capture the purpose of the
activities which cannot be claimed for, rather than relying on those activities being construed as campaign
expenditure as defined by the Political Parties, Referendums and Elections Act and election expenses as
defined by the Representation of the Peoples Act?

Yes, this seems reasonable.

Question 21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and staffing
budgets for another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about how to make the process
simpler?

Yes, and | agree that those MPs who know they are standing down should start the winding up process earlier.
Staff in these cases should be given notice prior to the election and offices should be wound down to the
deadline of the General Election if the MP knows they are not standing.

Question 22. Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to MPs (and
which replace the current resettlement payments) in future general elections?

These are two separate issues. IPSA should not be blackmailing MPs into winding up quicker by withholding
such payments. If it is IPSA’s view that winding up could be more efficiently handled then this could be achieved
by creating a shorter deadline for winding up. The loss of office payments should not come into it. In addition,
some of the financial affairs that are being ‘wound up’ during this period are not within the control of the MP —
an example of this would be notice to staff. MPs are contractually obliged to give notice to staff and it may
therefore not be possible for an MP to wind up in a shorter timeframe. This rule unfairly penalises MPs whilst
they comply with their legal obligations.

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do you think
our suggestions would help?

There is no need for a start-up budget. The same result could be achieved by making clear that new MPs could
claim from the contingency budget for such items if they overspend on their office budget.

Question 24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs and
preventing budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for managing their own
budgets?

The current system seems to work well.

Question 25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity, adoption and long-
term sick leave should be provided? What is the fairest way of publishing the resulting spending?

Such cover should be provided from a central contingency fund specific to cover of maternity, paternity, adoption
and long-term sick leave. The full spend on the contingency fund should be published by IPSA centrally as one figure,
alongside the number of MPs who have made claims from this pot. The individual MPs should not be named in
relation to this fund given that it is a legal obligation for them to provide the leave and the claim is not within the
control of MPs i.e. they cannot control when a staff member may need to take maternity/paternity/sick leave etc.
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Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to negotiate
two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and clarify the rule allowing MPs
to claim for accommodation in the constituency and London in exceptional circumstances?

Yes, this should be made clear to MPs at the time of negotiating a contract. This should not be retrospective
and any current contractual agreements which do not abide by this rule should be honoured.

Question 27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area Living Payment?

This payment should be abolished. The general public do not receive assistance for living in London and it is not
right that MPs do. London area MPs should not have any need to claim for accommodation costs given that
they are able to travel back to their main home. Transport in London — particularly the tube is readily accessible
and there should be no additional costs to the MPs that would warrant this payment given they already have
their main home based in London.

Question 28. Do you have any suggestions about how to improve the process for contingency funding?

The current process is sufficient. It allows the necessary flexibility to cater for exceptional circumstances which
not every MP will experience, but requires an adequate about of justification to ensure good value for the
taxpayer.

Question 29. Are there any other changes to the Scheme which you think we should consider? Are there any
aspects of MPs’ budgets, which have not been covered elsewhere, to which you would like to draw our
attention?

No

Question 30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all receipts, or just
those which are requested by the public?

In order to reduce IPSA’s workload and the cost to the taxpayer, IPSA should continue to only publish the redacted
images of receipts which are requested by the public. IPSA also owe a duty to MPs to ensure that personal data is
effectively redacted — the volume of publication increases the risk that IPSA will miss something which should have
been redacted and therefore harm the MP or staff member in question.

Question 31. How frequently do you think we should publish information on MPs’ claims and other aspects
of their spending in future?

Monthly, provided that this allows MPs the opportunity to check what is being published in advance of publication.

Question 32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payment cards which are eventually
repaid by MPs?

Yes. MPs should only use these cards for claimable transactions.

Question 33. Are there any changes you think we should make to the publication of information about
Northern Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

Yes. All MPs are naturally more ‘high risk’ when it comes to security. It is not fair or consistent to allow Northern
Ireland MPs extra secrecy in this regard in order to enhance their security when other MPs could be evenly at risk.
IPSA should instead publish all claims in the same manner, but make provision for MPs to apply to have their
journeys redacted if they can show a legitimate security concern as a result of the publication of their travel claims.

Question 34. What are your views on the publication of overdue money owed to IPSA by MPs? Should we
publish this regularly, and how frequently?
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Yes, this should be published monthly after an initial warning letter to the MP allowing them the opportunity to
repay by the next pay day. IPSA should charge interest on any amounts outstanding after this time.

Question 35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of individuals who
may be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

Yes, every care should be taken by IPSA to ensure that this information is removed so as not to disadvantage or
put at risk any other individuals who have details mentioned on receipts.

Question 36. Are there any other issues relating to the publication of MPs’ business costs and expenses
which you wish to raise?

No

Question 37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?

No

Question 38. What likely or actual impact do you believe the Scheme and matters raised in this consultation
may have on equality and diversity in relation to MPs and their staff?

No
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IPSA CONSULTATION - response from an MP’s staffer.

Question 2

Yes but I'd also like clarification on what these rules are, as they are like nailing jelly to a
wall. If you are going to endlessly ‘tighten up’ (your phrase) on taxis and mileage, then
you should issue clear and fresh rules about what is, and is not, allowable.

Question 4

No - you've already changed it once, for goodness sake, now you're suggesting
changing it back again. MPs often lead complicated lives, particularly those who do not
live in London and/or do not have traditional relationships. So long as the diverted
journey doesn't cost more, what difference does it make if the MP is still going to
Westminster or the constituency to pursue her parliamentary duties? Why make life even
more complicated?

Question 8

| would like to point out that | gave up my previous long standing and more
advantageous contract for an IPSA contract, on the clear understanding that | would be
entitled to better redundancy terms and conditions. If you decide to renege on that
arrangement, | shall take legal advice about getting my former contract reinstated. |
don't, after all, work for the likes of British Home Stores or the Maxwell Group, or do |?

Question 10

| don't understand why you keep revisiting these issues every couple of years — hasn't
IPSA got enough to do or something? The system works perfectly well and no, | don't
think it should be changed and workers thrown out of their jobs just because a few ill-
informed people think it's dodgy. Or, why not employ connected parties (any everyone
else if you like) directly by IPSA? And no, | am not a connected party, but | do see
several around the place who seem to work as hard as anyone.

Question 13

If you do away with these (and again, why are you revisiting an already well examined
issue?), you will have to increase staffing budgets and associated costs, and provide
bigger offices, more computers etc. The use we make of our pooled service is easily
another member of staff, but one that doesn’t take holidays, go sick, lose their key/oyster
card/pass/cat, get pregnant or disappear at short notice.

Question 14
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No - | hope this isn’t code for the endlessly regurgitated nonsense about finding some
kind of hostel for MPs and shuttling them around on a mini bus.

Question 15

If an MP isn’t claiming rent, | don't see that her reasons for not doing so are anyone
else’s business. But if you pursue the idea of not letting MPs claim associated costs on
existing properties, they will simply rent instead and it will cost the taxpayer more. If
IPSA is really about saving the taxpayer money, ie, as opposed to punishing MPs, their
families and their staff, which is how it generally feels, you would leave things alone.

Question 16

See above. Why is it ok to have, say, £600,000 in the bank or antiques and claim for a
flat but not ok to own a property worth the same amount? The idea of means testing
MPs for their expenses is abhorrent.

Question 18
Yes — casework doesn't stop just because there’s an election.
Question 21 & 22

Yes. | am confident IPSA neither knows nor cares about the terrible shock it can be to an
MP, her family and staff to lose at a General Election, but | think you have a
responsibility to make it as easy as possible. It can even be traumatic for those standing
down after a long tenure.

Question 30

Why not let us scan our own receipts? Then we wouldn't have to photocopy and post
them and find them again when IPSA routinely loses them. You could still order
occasional lightening audits if you wanted. Ditto petty cash — how much money does
IPSA waste fiddling around with receipts for less than a fiver?

But details of suppliers should be redacted in some instances. For example, a
workman/supplier might come under pressure to reveal details of an MP’s office
layout/staff routines etc which could be of use to someone wishing to harm the MP and
his staff.

Question 34

You shouldn’t publish anything until you've checked your facts, which doesn’t seem
always to be the case.
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To IPSA
Re: Consultation K .
Redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and untaken leave

45. The 2015 General Election was IPSA's first. We successfully set up the budgets and provided
support for 182 new MPs while simultaneously winding down the financial affairs of 182 MPs who
left Parliament. On 12 April 2016 we published a report on the administrative lessons we learned

during the General Election, and the results of a survey of MPs on IPSA’s work during this period.

46. We also saw that there were significant staffing costs related to the General Election, as can
be seen in our report at Annex B. The redundancy payments for the staff of MPs leaving office
were £4.4 million; the cost to the taxpayer of pay in lieu of notice (PILON) paid to MPs’ staff was
almost £650,000; and payments for untaken leave amounted to just over £743,000. All of this
expenditure was compliant with the rules, but three significant concerns emerged:

- Of the redundancy cost, £975,000 was paid to 125 staff who were re-employed by other MPs
within 10 weeks, sometimes in the same constituency in the same role. They were not obliged to
return any redundancy payments. This is because each MP is a separate employer, so there is a
legal break in the employment of the staff concerned. In some parts of the public sector, such as
in local government and the NHS, rules have been changed to ensure that people cannot receive
redundancy payments on losing a job if they are soon re-employed in another part of the sector.

- Of the cost of PILON, we estimate that between £380,000 and £435,000 of the cost to taxpayers
could have been avoided if the former MPs had given their staff more timely notice. This
especially applies to MPs who knew in advance of the General Election that they were to stand
down.

- As for untaken leave, IPSA is unable to verify the payments made to MPs’ staff because we do
not have records of MPs’ staff members’ holidays. This is a matter for MPs who are the legal
employer. Nonetheless, IPSA made payments to some individuals for unpaid leave as high as
£5,500. Our role as a regulator of public money requires us to assure ourselves that these sums
are properly spent. On the basis of the current arrangements, we cannot do so.

47. By highlighting these concerns, we do not in any way imply wrongdoing by individual MPs or
their staff. However, in terms of value for money for the taxpayer, we believe these concerns need
to be addressed. We seek views on how we should do so.

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in
respect of the redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave
made to the staff of MPs who left office after the May 2015 General Election?

Response from a connected party, so wishes to remain anonymous.
Dear IPSA

In defence of staff (both connected and unconnected), you report this as if these staff members
had any say in the matter.

MP's staff don't plan for their employing members to lose an election and neither do they

persuade the member to stand down. These events and outcomes are out of the control of MPs’
staff.

Page 1 of 2

53



An arrangement that may help, could be, that staff members’ “accrued” rights to redundancy
payments through length of service, should be transferrable between employments (MPs’ offices)
and in the event of a collapse of their new employment arrangement, for whatever reason, they
should still have an option to take their redundancy at a later date, should the new MP or new-
employing MP agree that the role wasn’t working (Within a reasonable timescale of course).

Working for an MP is not necessarily a standard job, and while a staff member may be well suited
and ideal for the working of one member, they may not necessarily fit into the desired way of
working for another/ new MP.

By highlighting this in the consultation you are victimising staff for being re-employable and a
ready-fit for a new or another MP.

Employing new staff every time an MP changes could add delay in the ability of a new member’s
office to be up and running. Employing experienced staff allows for a smoother flow of work for
the benefit of constituents. New MPs receive little enough support as it is.

Why “reinvent the wheel” every time when many constituency office functions such as admin and
casework carry on the same despite a change of MP.

Re Holidays

why don't you set up a “holiday request/record” spread sheet - like the staff time sheets on the
IPSA system - so that holiday can be managed and recorded by IPSA independently? Authorised
by the MP and confirmed as taken by the staff member of course.

A similar system for TOIL as we used to call it could be set up if necessary.
These should be accessible for any individual staff member to fill in also, and MPs to authorise.
Correct relevant holiday allocation, earn and accrual could be automatic.

Thank you

Page 2 of 2
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PLEASE FIND BELOW AN ANONYMOQUS RESPONSE TO THE IPSA CONSULTATION FROM A MEMBER OF
PARLIAMENT. THE MP WISHES TO REMAIN ANONYMOUS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS
CONSULTATION.

Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

Yes. All should be encouraged to use the most cost-effective travel options, where possible. 1 also
believe staff should be able to claim for diverted journeys, as it would be useful, on occasion, if my
staff could attend events outside my constituent either with me or on my behalf,

Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit
the number of return journeys to three and to Europe?

| have no strong opinion on this, as any overseas travel | have undertaken thus far has been due to
committee or APPG work, and is therefore not something | have claimed for.

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journeys,
along with the cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s constituency or
Westminster?

I believe the removal of ‘diverted’ journeys would be workable, so long as there is a provision for
MPs to be able to claim for a journey to Westminster or back where they are not returning to their
constituency directly.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to
eliminate those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define concepts,
such as commuting, which are commonly understood?

No. Precise definitions - even ‘over defining’ — remove the element of risk of having misinterpreted
rules. Some rules may seem obvious, but removing them could lead to a return of grey areas which
would then be open to exploitation. It acts as a layer of protection by removing any doubt as to what
is intended by the scheme.

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?
Not applicable.

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the
regulation of MPs’ staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

| believe, from discussion with my staff, that it would be useful to streamline the two services. At the
moment, there appears to be a real lack of HR support for staff — both as individuals and in their
roles in managing my team. | had reason to ask my office manager to speak to the HR team but they
would not speak to my office manager without my express permission which, given the situation was
urgent, was inconvenient and potentially placed my office manager in a difficult position with
regards to the behaviour of another staff member. | believe staff are entitled to access an effective
and supportive HR system, which currently seems to be lacking as the current system appears to
support MPs but does not provide much support for their staff. There is a lack of clarity in the
current system, and | believe it would be helpful if this was streamlined, particularly in li
evidence of difficulties and grey areas when it came to the last election.
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Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the
redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of
MPs who left office after the May 2015 General Election?

| believe that it is for the MP to determine what level of PILON is appropriate. The MP, and not IPSA,
are ultimately the employer, according to the current contractual arrangements, and as long as that
remains the case, | believe this is for the MP to decide, not IPSA - as is normal with any employer
and member of staff relationship.

With regards to the length of notice, again, that is something that is dealt with internally by most
businesses and again, | believe it should be for the MP to determine what period of notice to give
staff.

I am also not convinced of the case to introduce a new rule regarding redundancy pay. Working for
an elected member is not necessarily a secure job — Parliament may have a 5 year term but there is
no guarantee that each term will last that length of time {indeed we saw significant speculation of an
early election this year which was deeply unsettling for staff of MPs). | do not believe roles in other
public bodies are comparable to those of MP staff, as individuals in those organisations are not faced
with the very real prospect of redundancy on the same regularity as MPs’ staff and | believe current
redundancy arrangements are sufficient.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules
governing MPs’ staffing expenditure?

| believe there should be some changes in terms of the publication of the data. Where MPs choose
to employ contractors for additional services, that amount is listed on the IPSA data as if it were a
separate cost which led to some criticism in the media in recent weeks of MPs for being ‘expensive’
as these staff costs were listed as if an additional amount had been spent by the MP. In reality, this
amount came from the MPs’ staffing budget. But because staff salaries are not disclosed (and indeed
should not be), this is not obvious from the publication of the data. | believe IPSA needs to change
the way contracted staff are accounted for in the listed expenses to make it clear that these costs
are met from an existing budget, are not over and above what other MPs are spending and are
incurred in a fashion that is not detrimental to the tax payer.

Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected
parties? If so, when should we introduce any new arrangements?

The current rules are sufficient.

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs
in respect of their families?

No.

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding
purposes? If so, in which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in doubt,
relying on the fact that the claim will be published and MPs held to account?

| believe the current rules are sufficient.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are
exclusively subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?
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| believe this is a sensible structure and provides MPs with a research base which is reliable. A non-
partisan service already exists in the form of the House of Commons Library. The Parliament
recognises, via short money, that some funding of research is required for large political parties and
pooled staffing arrangements compliment this, particularly for smaller parties which do not receive
vast amounts of short money funding.

Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for
funding MPs’ accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency
and support MPs in carrying out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

No

Question 15. Do you think that we should continue to allow MPs to claim for associated costs,
such as utilities and council tax, on properties that they own? If so, what should the budget be?

Yes.

Question 16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for rent on
a property from IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of property is a
private matter for MPs and that [PSA should treat all MPs’ eligibility for funding equally?

1 believe the current position is appropriate.

Question 17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependants which
are specific to the Dissolution period? Should the more general exclusions on campaign
expenditure and funding of party political activity suffice?

Current rules appear sufficient.

Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to
claim for travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices on
parliamentary business during the Dissolution period?

Yes. If they are required to travel for work, they should be compensated in the same way that
constituency based staff are compensated for their travel and accommodation costs when travelling
to Westminster.

Question 19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment
is kept to essential purchases in the months preceding a general election?

MPs should be required to return equipment bought with parliamentary allowances. The Scottish
Parliament, | believe, operates a scheme where phones, laptops and tablets are provided to the
members and upgraded every two years. However, Members are required to return these items to
the Scottish Parliament at the end of their term. The same rule applies to staff — they retain the item
until they leave employment. This system works well, controls the amounts being spent on such
items, and ensures that they continue to be used for parliamentary purposes.

Question 20. Should we alter the rules on campaigning in elections so that they capture the
purpose of the activities which cannot be claimed for, rather than relying on those activities being
construed as campaign expenditure as defined by the Political Parties, Referendums and Elections
Act and election expenses as defined by the Representation of the Peoples Act?

Current rules appear sufficient.
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Question 21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and
staffing budgets for another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about how to make
the process simpler?

Current rules appear sufficient, but | do think greater guidance needs to be provided to offices which
are in the ‘winding up’ process.

Question 22. Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to
MPs (and which replace the current resettlement payments) in future general elections?

I am not familiar with these payments.

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do
you think our suggestions would help?

| believe simply awarding new MPs an extra £6000 on their office costs could be useful. However
there is a danger some MPs could get ‘used’ to having that amount and it could cause accounting
difficulties. The benefit of the extra, separate budget is that it is very clear that this is a one-off
amount and should be excluded when calculating on-going income and expenditure.

Question 24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs
and preventing budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for managing
their own budgets?

The suggestion that there should be clearer information on the expectation for MPs to manage their
budgets is a sensible one — however, | think it is important that IPSA is transparent with MPs about
how it will seek to recoup overpayments — this in itself may act as a deterrent.

Question 25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity, adoption
and long-term sick leave should be provided? What is the fairast way of publishing the resulting
spending?

I believe publishing this information as an uplift is unhelpful, given the potential issues outlined in
the consultation document. | feel it would be better if this information was published separately,
rather than as a part of the MP’s account of spending.

Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to
negotiate two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and clarify
the rule allowing MPs to claim for accommeodation in the constituency and London in exceptional
circumstances?

Yes.
Question 27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area Living Payment?

Yes. | think it needs to keep pace with current London costs which are significantly higher than in
other parts of the country.

Question 28. Do you have any suggestions about how to improve the process for contingency
funding?

No.
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Question 29. Are there any other changes to the Scheme which you think we should consider? Are
there any aspects of MPs’ budgets, which have not been covered elsewhere, to which you would
like to draw our attention?

| am deeply uncomfortable with the current payment arrangements to MPs and their staff. | am not
happy that, where my staff have to claim for costs incurred in the office {e.g. recycling, cleaning, etc)
that cannot be put on the payment card, they either have to make the payment themselves, or wait
for a claim to be processed by IPSA. It means staff are often out of pocket and | feel this places an
unfair burden, particularly as | cannot always be there to make payment.

In addition, | think any system which results in payments being made to the MP's account prior to
being paid to external organisations is very inappropriate. IPSA should either provide an account for
each MP from which BACS can be made to external bodies, or direct payments should be
introduced. | understand this has been raised by staff at training courses with IPSA and has been
rejected out of hand. This is very surprising — most comparable large organisations would never
dream of using a system involving a member of staff’s private bank account, yet this is what happens
routinely with IPSA payments. Most comparable organisations would also use a system of direct
payments and | do not accept that the Parliament is too large to make this happen. The Scottish
Parliament’s Allowances Department employs a small team {much smaller than IPSA) yet manages to
operate an effective direct payment system for all 129 MSPs, reducing the burden on staff and MSPs
alike. | simply do not understand why this option is not being actively investigated and explared.

| also feel that the IPSA system is difficult to navigate and not responsive to the needs of MPs when
it comes to being able to interrogate it for our current finances. The processing of receipts, requiring
the originals to be supplied instead of scans or copies, is very out of date and can cause significant
challenges for staff in processing them. The proxy system is poor — my proxy has had issues from day
one with signing in and so | have to sign my staff member in, which is cumbersome and can slow

things up.

Question 30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all
receipts, or just those which are requested by the public? Question 31. How frequently do you
think we should publish information on MPs’ claims and other aspects of their spending in future?

| believe the current quarterly cycle is sufficient, and | believe redacted receipts should only be
provided where requested. Given all receipts are supplied to IPSA, it is for IPSA to determine what
would be appropriate in this regard.

Question 32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payment cards which are
eventually repaid by MPs?

No.

Question 33, Are there any changes you think we should make to the publication of information
about Northern Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

No opinion.

Question 34. What are your views on the publication of overdue money owed to IPSA by MPs?
Should we publish this regularly, and how frequently?

| believe once the money has been outstanding for a reasonable period (eg a quarter) without being
settled, publication is appropriate on a quarterly basis. Obviously, it should be updated as soon as
the repayment is made.
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Question 35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of
individuals who may be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

Guidance on how much information to provide is, at times, poor. It has led to situations where my
office have provided what was deemed ‘too much’ information, particularly in relation to
constituency mileage, which then meant all claims had to be checked to ensure no personal details
were published. It would be helpful if IPSA could identify where an address has been supplied and
automatically redact where it is more information than required.

Otherwise, | believe individuals’ names and addresses should continue to be redacted on claims.

Question 36. Are there any other issues relating to the publication of MPs’ business costs and
expenses which you wish to raise?

None, other than that raised above about how outsourced staffing costs are published as an
apparently additional figure. | understand it is necessary to be transparent where such an
arrangement is in place, but | do not believe it is fair that MPs who choose to use such an
arrangement then appear to have spent more than their counterparts.

Question 37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?

No.
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MP Staff
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I am a member of staff working in an MP's constituency office and am familiar with the operation of IPSA systems
Q1 | agree with the fundamental principles and that value for money is important.

Q2 | agree the same rules for travel should apply to staff as apply to MPs. It is wrong that staff can be
disadvantaged and have to cover work travel costs from their own pockets.

Q3 No view

Q4 Agree that this rule is confusing. Principle should be that the 'diversion' is not refundable but normal journey is,
so any additional cost to the regular Westminster to constituency cost is not claimable

Qs 5 & 6 Noview
Q7 In my view the current arrangements work pretty well - will be interested to see the working group proposals

Q8 Redundancy payments should not be made if a member of staff is employed immediately or very soon
afterwards by another MP, particularly if it is in the same constituency. This plainly constitutes continuing
employment to the public, even if the employer has changed. Where MPs are standing down and do not give timely
notice of redundancy to their staff they should have to fund any excess costs themselves. IPSA and the HoC give
good guidance to MPs on this matter so there would need to be exceptional circumstances to warrant the public
purse carrying additional cost. The situation is of course somewhat different where MPs lose their seats at a general
election. On the question of unpaid leave, IPSA could require MPs to provide records of leave taken by employees
before sanctioning such payments. Whilst this could not be incontrovertible, it would at least give some
reassurance.

Q9 | agree that the ban on bonus payments should be lifted.

Q10 Noview. Ithinkitisreasonable to allow one connected party to be employed but that the current additional
scrutiny of this is vital.

Q11 Only where an MP is the sole carer for a dependent (of any age) should it be necessary to give additional
financial support such as uplift in rental costs. | do not think that taxpayers should have to pay additional amounts
for rental or travel costs of family members relating to the second home. However, where partners are required to
attend parliamentary events with the MP it seems to me to be reasonable to fund their travel.

Q12 This is a difficult area but my experience is that when faced with an actual example it is generally quite easy to
decide what constitutes parliamentary and what party political expenditure. Where MPs rent office space from a
political party and the costs are lower as a result it clearly makes sense to allow this arrangement.

| think the current arrangements are reasonable except in relation to wreaths at memorial services. MPs attending
remembrance services do so in their capacity as Members of Parliament, not as private individuals. In my
experience the organisers do not allow wreaths to be laid by political parties at the formal ceremony nor do they
invite political parties to participate in any way at these services. The wreaths are badged with the crowned
portcullis, not with party logos. In my view the whole purpose of the MP laying the wreath is that they are doing it
on behalf of Parliament - and demonstrating the respect of our legislators for the sacrifice of individuals for their
country. Wreaths laid by local Mayors are funded by councils, not by the councillors themselves. As many MPs
attend several such services around their constituencies they have to buy several wreaths and incur considerable
cost. Thisis an instance where MPs are quite clearly acting in a parliamentary capacity on behalf of all their
constituents - and indeed their colleagues and MPs from earlier days - and in my view they should be able to charge
this to their office costs. This should apply only in relation to national memorial services.
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Q13 Provided the pooled funding is available to all parties to support their work in Parliament | have no problem
with this.

Q14 | believe that there should be a scheme where it is possible - where it represents value for money - to purchase
property provided the costs are within the limits set by IPSA but that the property in question would not belong to
the MP but to IPSA or some other public body. It could be for the exclusive use of that MP during his or her term of
office but would be given up at the end of their term with them being responsible for any repairs etc. Incoming MPs
could take over such properties or choose another, with those no longer required being sold on the open market and
any profits returning to the public purse. In this way there would be a supply of publicly owned property which -
whilst needing some administrative support - would in the long term offer far better value for money than the
current arrangements.

| do not support a scheme of hotel accommodation. Too much staff time would have to be used to make and
manage bookings as inevitably late changes would have to be made, incurring unnecessary charges. |thinkin
practice it would be a difficult approach for some MPs in terms of personal possessions etc. | agree that the widely
embraced scheme of a hall of residence is ridiculous.

In practice MPs' families live in the main home and | do not support public funding for them to travel with the MP
between London and the constituency except where and when exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated or
where the MP is the sole carer. | can't think of many private businesses that would pay for a family or partner to

travel with an employee in such circumstances.

Does the £0.9 m saved by restricting rental costs to Zone 3 equivalents take into account travel costs? If not then
this simply passes another item of expenditure to the MPs themselves.

Q15 Associated costs should be the same for rental properties and for owned properties, although this would need
to have references to services provided by landlords which are paid through the rental charges.

Q16 Agreed. However, the public are understandably outraged by the notion that two MPs who both own
properties could rent them to each other and both claim rental costs. This sort of abuse needs to be investigated.

Q17 Noview
Q18 Yes, agree

Q19 Arigorously enforced pre-approval system should be applied. It is important to be able to replace broken
equipment, but new expenditure should be closely scrutinised.

Q20 Don't know.

Q21 Yes | agree with the proposed change.

Q22 | think the scheme is fine as it currently stands

Q23 Agree with this proposal

Q24 No view

Q25 | don't think it really matters how the additional costs are funded and can see that the system used makes
sense. The reason should be clearly stated when the expenditure is published. Personally | don't think that staff
costs should be confused with MP expenses. They should be published separately with explanations where
unusual circumstances have resulted in higher than expected costs.

Q26 Yes and yes.

Q27 No view
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Q28 No suggestions
Q29 No

Q30 Favour continuing with current practice. It's not an enormous additional expense, but one that is unnecessary
and carries a slight risk of revealing confidential information.

Q31 No view

Q32 When this has been done in error and is repaid quickly | do not think it should be published. If a great deal of
effort is spent recovering the sum then perhaps there is an argument for publishing. It is possible that an error is
made by a staff member and it does not seem right that the MP is 'punished' for a simple staff error.

Q33 No view

Q34 No view

Q35 Must be in line with Data Protection rules otherwise no further concerns

Q36 No

Q37 No view
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Chapter 2. The Fundamental Principles of the Scheme
Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to understand? And do
you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

Yes | agree with the new principles. They are easy to understand and the emphasis is clear.

Chapter 3. Simplification of the rules — travel and office costs
Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

Yes, to an extent. | do not feel that staff should be able to travel abroad. However, they should be able
to travel beyond the constituency for solely constituency matters.

Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit the number
of return journeys to three and to Europe?

| don’t see how travelling beyond Europe helps with their parliamentary functions. | feel the current
ruling is fine.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to eliminate
those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define concepts, such as commuting,
which are commonly understood?

| feel that the travel rules are too complex. They should be simplified whilst allowing publication to
clearly state the purpose of the journey.

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?

With the current rules it seems that figures are guessed and estimated for part time staff. For example,
someone working 8 hours a week but claiming 100% of all their bills should not be allowed, but it is. |
feel that we should consider restricting claims to a percentage that relates to the hours they work.

Chapter 4. Regulating MPs’ expenditure on staffing
Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the regulation of MPs’
staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

| feel that HR advice is difficult to give whilst also considering value to the tax payer. It would be a
conflict of interest to advise MPs in circumstances of PILON, for example, whilst also considering cost
effective solutions.

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the redundancy
payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of MPs who left office after
the May 2015 General Election?

All staff should be on IPSA contracts. IPSA should also be stricter in making MPs give notice as PILON is
often avoidable. PILON should always be paid as the staff are entitled to it, but if it was avoidable it
should be listed as money owed against the MP.
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| also feel that holiday should be logged and noted with IPSA payroll staff, so that they know it is
legitimate.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules governing MPs’
staffing expenditure?

| feel that the budget should be higher. Staff salaries are low and a higher salary would result in a higher
calibre of personnel. An investment the tax payer and constituents would benefit from.

Chapter 5. Employment of connected parties and financial support to MPs’ families
Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected parties? If so,
when should we introduce any new arrangements?

| do not think connected parties should be employed. This would reassure the public whilst also saving
money, we know from the work carried out for this consultation that connected parties cost more than
other staff. We also know that the increase in their salaries occurs at a faster rate than other staff.

The only argument in favour of connected parties is the trust element. But signing disclosure contracts
or things or a similar nature will protect MPs.

Employing a connected party directly influences the MPs household income and should not be allowed.
The only alternative, to ensure funds are being used correctly is too intrusive and is disproportionate.
Only banning them altogether ensures that MPs cannot gain a financial advantage.

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs in respect of
their families?

| agree that more could be done to make life easier for MPs with families, particularly women. However,
| am not sure that this is as a result of the funding, more the culture. It is not in IPSA’s remit, however
they could possibly look at funding childcare and the implications of this freeing up time for MPs.

Chapter 6. The boundary between parliamentary and party political activity

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are exclusively
subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

This is, in my view, political and should therefore not be funded.
Chapter 7. Working from two fixed locations — MPs’ accommodation costs
Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for funding MPs’
accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency and support MPs in carrying
out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

| feel that IPSA should keep the rules as they are, with one change. If the MP already has a home in

London they cannot rent another one with tax payer’s money.

Question 16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for rent on a property
from IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of property is a private matter for MPs and
that IPSA should treat all MPs’ eligibility for funding equally?

No. If an MP has a property they should not be allowed to rent another with tax payer’s funds. This
gives the MP an direct financial advantage and is against principle 3.

Chapter 8. Other issues relating to the Scheme
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Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to claim for
travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices on parliamentary business
during the Dissolution period?

Yes. Provided there is still a restriction on the number of staff journeys.

Question 19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment is kept to
essential purchases in the months preceding a general election?

They should have to requested pre approval.

Question 21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and staffing
budgets for another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about how to make the process simpler?

| think 2 months is sufficient times to wind up their affairs. | do feel that the budget itself is too large (on
average MPs only spending 58.7%) and that as a result some MPs took advantage of paying staff large
PILON and unclaimed holiday amounts. IPSA should consider a smaller budget with a contingency
element for very large costs.

The budget should be reduced and large costs, such as PILON, should have to be granted through
contingency.

Question 22. Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to MPs (and which
replace the current resettlement payments) in future general elections?

They should be made once the MP has wound up their affairs and amounts should be deducted from it
if anything is owed.

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do you think our
suggestions would help?

Yes. It should not run for 365 days, instead within a financial year. A simple uplift to the OCE budget
should be applied.

Question 24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs and preventing
budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for managing their own budgets?

The payment card should be managed differently. The MP should use the card, to ensure they are not
out of pocket, then claim expenses for the costs incurred and use the money to pay off the credit card.
They would have at least 30 days to do this, as the normal citizen would.

The current process of asking them to reconcile causes a huge amount of money owed, that actually is
solved with the submission of evidence.

The payment cards rightly allows MPs to have a cash flow, but they should be responsible for ensuring it
is repaid. This would reduce amounts owed as well as times for IPSA, ultimately saving money.

Secondly, MPs and their staff should be provided with forecasting tools and training to ensure they are
able to self-serve. Possibly provided by IPSA, or the House of Commons Learning and Development

department.

Finally, the Scheme should give IPSA more authority to recover amounts via salary deductions. This
allows for a quicker recovery.
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Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to negotiate
two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and clarify the rule allowing MPs to
claim for accommodation in the constituency and London in exceptional circumstances?

Yes, this could not only be clearer, but enforced better.
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Dear Sirs,

| would like to make representations on the current MPs’ Scheme of Business Costs and Expenses.

My specific concern relates to Accommodation and Travel Expenditure. In my view, the London area
has been ill-defined to include a large number of constituencies that are not actually in the London
area. Indeed, an MP can live a sizeable distance from Westminster, within his or her constituency
and still be defined as a ‘London area’ MP. The consequence of this is to prevent these MPs claiming
hotel accommodation or taxi fares even when the House is expected to sit late.

Often MPs have a rough idea of how late the House is likely to sit but these timings can be uncertain
and the current scheme does not adequately cater for this. Neither does it cater for situations when
the House rises well before an MP's Parliamentary commitments conclude.

When the House is expected to sit late, a hotel room cannot be booked as a non-refundable cost will
be incurred if the House adjourns earlier than expected. It therefore leaves the MP in an impossible
situation where they cannot book a hotel even when they reasonably expect the House to sit Iate. In
additicn, the £80 limit on taxi fares does not cover the journey home for many of these MPs. This
leaves these MPs in a situation where they are forced to travel home on public transport late into
the night. This is also the case if the House does not sit late, but an MP's other Parliamentary
commitments keeps them in Westminster late in to the evening. The security implications of this are
obvigus.

It is worth noting that Commons staff are able to claim for accommodation when they live more
than 25 miles from Westminster and the House sits beyond 10.30pm. This is clearly felt necessary
for them for their own health and safety reasons, yet MPs do not have an equivalent arrangement.

There have been some very positive steps carried out by IPSA and the house authorities to provide
extra security for MPs in the form of personal alarms and assessments of household and office
security. These changes, however, should not be undermined by an expenses system that forces
MPs to place themselves in vulnerable situations leaving the Commons late at night.

| am seeking a common-sense approach by IPSA so that the Scheme recognises the current situation
is failing to provide adequate provision for ‘London area’ MPs when the House sits late or their
pariiamentary commitments keep them in Westminster |ate into the night.

Anonymous
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Received 16/10/2016

Dear Sirs,

| am responding to this consultation in my own personal capacity, although | am director in industry

with directorships registered at Companies House. | am also a senior lawyer. | have experience of
managing UK and international ethics and compliance schemes and am experienced in the private sector
in terms of what is usual for expenses and allowances, both domestic and in relation to foreign travel.

I am not responding question by question, but rather have five high level observations on the matter | would
like to set out to you:

1. MPs Salary

The MP salary is too low - we are a leading nation and it is not inappropriate for our MPs to earn as much
as others in similar leading democracies. | believe the current low level is extremely off-putting for the key
ranks of professionals (lawyers, business leaders, headteachers, doctors etc) who would otherwise like to
engage in politics as elected MPs. Continuing with such a low salary level means that only career
politicians, the poor or the wealthy can become politicians. It is fine for the likes of David Cameron etc to
make a big show of how they are forgoing pay increases and bonuses etc when they already have millions
in the family / bank etc, but for the average professional this is not at all realistic.

An MP may represent 100,000 people - it is right that they receive salaries that approach similar positions
of responsibility in the civil service and across health and education and also NGOs. You need to find the
courage to recognise a better salary level, rather than the recent trend of being seen to espouse a low level
that promotes mediocrity and privilege in candidates. We need to attract the best people based on merit,
and they should be paid a proper salary for it, rather than having to rely on private family wealth.

The reality is that many of these persons will be earning salaries of 100k/150k+ and having to reduce their
income to the current MP levels make it impossible for such persons to enter politics. For a long time, as an
unwritten policy and promoted by the likes of Margaret Thatcher etc, MP salaries were kept low for public
consumption, on the basis that expenses would be liberal. Now that MP expenses are controlled, the
historic error on salary serves to promote mediocrity and privilege, not merit.

2. MPs Expenses

MPs must be given proper allowances and expense policies - their submissions should also be

audited. But it is a very sorry state of affairs when each MPs' individual expenses amounts and

also individual receipts are published. MPs need to travel - it is right they should be allowed first class
travel on trains to allow a degree of convenience for their important work. MPs may need to travel abroad
regularly as part of their job - it seems absurd that they are criticised in the press for running up large travel
and overseas costs when such travel is crucial for their work and our country. In short, | do not believe that
individual expense items or totals should ever be published as a matter of routine, it allows immediate
partisan and ill-informed criticism, without any recognition of the true purpose of the visit, cost or trip.

A procedure based on excessive transparency can ultimately impact and damage the business the official
is supposed to be carrying out - for instance they may forego an important visit or face-to-face meeting,
simply to avoid undue criticism based on the ill-informed scrutiny of the incumbent costs.

3. MPs Second Homes

It is hard enough nowadays to run the cost of one family home, let alone two. MPs must be given full cover
for the cost of a London apartment, with additional rooms depending on their family size so their family can
visit.

A proper allowance with potential for genuine costs subject to strict guidance policies and audit is all that is
needed, this is what any corporation will have in place, supported by disciplinary procedures in response to
any breaches.

69



Audit results could be published, allowing guidance and sometimes castigation of individuals to follow
where the policy has been breached - however it is entirely inappropriate to publish as a matter of course
those individual expense items that are clearly within policy guidelines - again it promotes ill-informed
partisan criticism and is extremely off-putting for successful professionals who would like to enter politics.

You must find the courage to adopt a more sensible practice than that which we have seen in recent years,
which seems to have allowed MPs to be criticised for matters such as buying a bath plug for their
necessary second home - such levels of transparency are excessive and damage our democracy.

4. Publication of private Tax Returns

We have laws regarding privacy and data protection - it is absurd and unfair to require party leaders to
publish their own private returns. Sometimes persons may have sensitive family matters such as
inheritances and unforeseen costs and losses in their businesses - the timing of these events in general
cannot be foreseen, and it is not fair to expect an individual to ever have to make public their

private personal financial / family affairs - although the requirement does not come from you, | believe you
should set out guidance that recognises that no politician or civil servant should ever be required to do this
outside of a court or official regulatory process, nor should they seek to set a precedent or make political
capital by publishing their own.

Yet again, such practices serve as a strong deterrent to anyone considering entering politics - the financial
privacy and personal data of the individual is becoming compromised, despite being protected in law, and
public figures are becoming exposed to those with no income or assets who wish to make political capital
by setting unfair precedents in publishing their own financial affairs, demanding publication of matters
properly protected as personal data.

5. Personal Security expenses

You must set generous and undisclosed expense levels to protect the personal security of all MPs and their
families.

Thank you for taking the above into account.
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[ am writing in a personal capacity. I am pleased that IPSA have offered to preserve the
anonymity of representations and in the interest of frankness I would prefer my
observations to remain anonymous.

Overview

The establishment of IPSA against the backdrop of the MPs expenses scandal set a tone
which has shaped relationships between MPs and IPSA ever since. IPSA have held MPs
in low regard. While ever we continue to be so diminished, our ability to act on behalf of
constituents is undermined. This is bad for parliamentary democracy and
accountability. I would like for IPSA to reflect on this. While ever IPSA continue to have
policies and public facing messages which cause MPs to continue to be held in low
regard, no amount of expenses will strengthen our ability to represent our constituents.

It should be remembered that two thirds of the House of Commons were not elected in
2010. The MPs expense scandal has nothing to do with us. Yet we routinely receive
jibes an abuse about our expenses. My expenses are for my staff and the running of my
office. Nothing more. The National Audit office has found that 90% of MPs subsidise
their job. You would not know this from the tone of IPSA’s communication

Against this background I was very disappointed by the tone taken in this consultation
document. It is unnecessarily negative and hostile. Repeatedly using the phrase ‘we
found no evidence of misuse’ reflects an attitude that MPs are guilty till proven innocent.

A Member’s individual reputation is of high importance to us. We live in the public eye,
we have to offer ourselves for election and judgement by the public we serve on a regular
basis. Reputational damage is destructive to our careers. We would not wilfully inflict
reputational damage on ourselves. IPSA should remember that the damage caused to
Parliament by the expense scandal was as much about the system and the rules. As the
rules are now stricter and clearer there is much less risk of any questionable expense
claims. Consequently there is absolutely no need for the unremitting negativity from
IPSA which is fuelling ongoing cynicism on the part of the public.

I[PSA’s role is “to assure the public that MPs use of taxpayer’s money is well regulated
and their MPs are resourced appropriately to carry out their Parliamentary functions.” I
think that IPSA ought to do more to make the case that on the whole we are well
regulated and highly compliant and that on the rare occasions something is wrong
it will not go unpunished.

London Area MPs

I am an MP whose constituency lies just outside the London boundary. It is classed by
IPSA as a London area constituency. The London area constituencies were conceived on
the basis that many constituents commute therefore why shouldn’t MPs? Consequently
for those whose constituencies are less than 20 miles away from Westminster, London
Area Living Payment is paid and Members are not entitled to second home allowance.

71



As a principle this is reasonable. It is fair to say that around normal working hours the
train service from my constituency to London is good, but MPs do not work normal
hours. The rules around London area MPs give rise to some anomalies which means
some Members are not treated fairly under the scheme.

I spend 2-3 hours a day commuting. Since I do not like to be traveling home alone late at
night at a time when MPs need to be conscious of their personal safety, I usually
commute by car. The crude 20 mile limit is not based on connectivity. I know of
colleagues who live further away but as their connections are better they spend
considerably less time travelling than I do largely because connections going west are
infinitely better than going east by either rail or road. Indeed I know of some colleagues
who are entitled to claim second home allowance but whose journey time is less than
mine. Equally I know of some colleagues who live further out and choose to commute.

Where there is a particular problem is on Mondays and Tuesdays. Business doesn’t
complete until 1030 and the House resumes at 11 am the following morning. However
Bill Committees, Select Committees and DL committees all sit from as early as 855 on
the Tuesday, with business going on until after 7pm. It is physically gruelling to go
home, sleep, and return in time to prepare for the days business. Since London’s roads
are routinely closed after 10pm for roadwork I can find myself getting home some time
after midnight on a Monday with a need to leave at 6am the following morning and not
returning home before 9pm. On these occasions I choose to sleep in my office. I do not
believe we should expect MPs to experience working conditions which would not be
tolerated elsewhere and are arguably unsafe. They ought to be compared with other
public servants whose working hours might require long hours. By way of comparison,
House of Commons staff who are required to be on duty after 11pm are entitled to a taxi
to take them home. Furthermore, the House of Commons provides bedrooms for staff
who have a need if they are on duty after 730 pm and are required for duty before 830
am.

IPSA should look at the rules as they affect ‘London area MPs’ who live outside
London. It would make a considerable difference to my quality of life if I were able
to claim a hotel on those occasions when business continues after 10pm. This
would be broadly consistent with the terms and conditions for House of Commons
staff

Employing connected parties

Employing connected parties is good value for money. Every MP does the job
differently and their jobs generate different needs based on the needs of their
constituents and the interests of the Member. This is not a 9 to 5 job and it needs much
evening and weekend working. Given the efforts that MPs take to get there, the personal
investment and the impact that has on their own lives it would be most unusual if
families were not involved in many cases.

[INFORMATION REDACTED]

[INFORMATION REDACTED]. He is also responsible for managing relationships in the
constituencies. It would be difficult to find anyone better qualified to do so as he knows
the patch and the people as well as both of the members he works for. As a Member in a
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high profile marginal seat my political opponents have often tried to get the press excited
about the fact I employ my partner but the local press are simply not interested because
they see at first hand that he does a real job.

There should be no change in the rules for employing connected parties.
Pooled resources

I subscribe to the PRU. There is no doubt that this is good value for money. Without it
the efforts would be replicated in 650 MPs offices at substantially greater cost.
Payments for pooled services should continue to be approved business expenses

MPs owning property in London & claiming second home allowance

I own one home and it is the home in which I live. It is located in my constituency
outside London so I have no interest in this point. However I think it very unfair that
MPs who own property in London which is rented out should be criticised for claiming
for a second home. At the time that IPSA was created there was a change in terms and
conditions of employment which left many sitting MPs with properties with large
mortgage liabilities. It is entirely appropriate that they should move them to the rental
market. Furthermore, MPs should be entitled to invest their money just like anyone else
and if they have chosen to invest their income in the London property market then that
is no less appropriate than investing in anything else. If MPs are expected to have a
home in London and one in the constituency and it is a term of employment that
the costs of one of those homes should be met by IPSA, then MPs are entitled to
that regardless of their personal circumstances.

Employment of Staff

MPs remain responsible for their staffing arrangements with the salaries paid by
I[PSA. It should be noted that IPSA is not the employer.

The consultation raised a number of issues regarding the employment of staff and
turnover following a general election. Overall I do not believe there should be any
changes to the terms and conditions of staff. There is a case however for MPs to be
reminded of their responsibilities to ensure value for money for the taxpayer.

When Parliament is dissolved there are no MPs and consequently no Parliamentary
duties. Staff based at Westminster cannot attend their place of work. I cannot see any
legitimate reason why staff would claim expenses or have any work during this period,
unless they were concerned with winding up the office of a retiring MP. In truth staff are
being given a month’s gardening leave as there is no work once Parliament is

dissolved. My Westminster based staff were employed on one year contracts and were
given notice ahead of dissolution.

The turnover of staff at a general election does raise some issues with regard to
payments in lieu of notice and redundancies. IPSA note that some staff were employed
by other MPs after receiving a pay-off. However, although these people are still being
paid by IPSA they do not retain the same employment rights. Legally they have joined a
new employer.
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In order to secure the value for the taxpayer we should not be looking to weaken
employment rights of staff. We should however hold MPs responsible for upholding
value for money. MPs should be reminded of their obligations to secure money for the
taxpayer when leaving office and that this can be investigated by the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Standards.

So, MPs standing down have no excuse for not giving notice to their staff. Clearly those
who lose their seats are in a different position. There is no doubt that staff there have
become redundant. In truth staff are being given a month’s gardening leave as there is
no work once Parliament is dissolved.

MPs should be reminded of their obligations under the code of conduct for value
for money and suitable advice ought to be given to those MPs who are standing
down voluntarily about how they should manage the exit of their staff

Conduct of IPSA re ‘naming and shaming’

IPSA have adopted a policy of publicly naming MPs who they say owe IPSA money. In
practice, these monies are sums which have been paid by IPSA and then reclaimed. The
reclaim can be for any number of reasons. It could be a wrongful claim. It could be a
typo. Quite often these claims are disputed by the Member.

It is quite wrong then for IPSA to name those MPs where there is an ongoing
dispute. Being named by IPSA is most injurious to a Member’s reputation.

In my own case a claim was submitted in June this year with a typo which led to an
overpayment of £6. In July IPSA demanded repayment. The repayment was
immediately made and the payment banked by the Finance team. However the
compliance department was not advised. I picked this up when reviewing my financial
statement but had IPSA named and shamed me for overclaiming as it had done with
colleagues before, I would have suffered reputational damage for an error in IPSA’s own
systems. This would have been most unfair and quite wrong.

Ultimately non-compliance with IPSA rules is not compatible with the MPs code of
conduct. Where an MP is in dispute with IPSA over whether something is a
legitimate expense, the matter should be referred to the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Standards

I hope these observations are helpful and I look forward to seeing the outcome of the
consultation
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IPSA Consultation response

I would like to include the following as my response to the consultation on the review of the scheme of business
costs and expenses;

Question 1. Yes, particularly that the principles note that MP’s should be resourced appropriately to carry out their
duties effectively and hopefully this will be more balanced with the value for money principle.

Question 2. | agree, it is important now more than ever that MP’s travel on Parliamentary business is not done alone
as much as is possible therefore staff should be accompanying visits etc which will obviously incur costs.

Question 3. | think removing the restrictions will make the scheme easier to understand.

Question 4. | agree, the current rule for diverted travel is confusing so it will clarify the rules going forward if
removed.

Question 5. | agree, any work which can be done to simplify the rules will help make them clearer and easier to
adhere to.

Question 6. No comment.

Question 7. | feel strongly that the current level of involvement that IPSA has in staffing is enough and that IPSA
should not go further. IPSA are able to set the overall budget and even now have parameters as to how much each
individual staff member can be paid. | feel that further involvement is not necessary and that gaps in HR advice
should be met by the House of Commons rather than IPSA.

Question 8. | do not think that this area of the rules should be changed at all. Staff are at risk at each election of
losing their employment, as are MP’s, and they are only entitled to redundancy for the number of years they have
been employed by that particular MP as the MP is the employer. If changes were made to prevent these members of
staff from receiving redundancy payments then changes would be required to ensure that they receive tenure for all
their years working in an MP’s office regardless of the MP. This would entail a change to the current employment
situation where staff would be employed by IPSA centrally which quite rightly has been considered and dismissed.
Staff who lose their employment with one MP are most likely to seek employment with another MP due to their
work experience and interests therefore it is not surprising that many of those who lost their job found a role in
another MP’s office. However, when they did they would have done so as a new member of staff, with no years
tenure, possibly on a probationary period, probably without the full annual leave entitlement they enjoyed
previously, and if this was in the same constituency as previous there is a high risk that they may not be employed
permanently. It would be interesting to look at how many staff who remained employed in constituency after a
change of MP lasted more than 6 months. Established staff can often be used to ensure a smooth changeover but
once the new MP’s office is set up and running they are let go. These members of staff have no protection of tenure
once they are employed by a new MP and they would lose their right to any redundancy at all if this was to happen
under suggested new rules. In other agencies such as the civil service and the NHS redundancy payments would not
be paid but this is because staff are essentially redeployed, they would be re-employed whilst retaining previous
tenure and the benefits that brings such as pay scale increments levels, amount of annual leave entitlements and
future possible redundancy payments. This model would not fit due to the fact that the MP as an individual is the
employer. | feel strongly that the current model of employment by the MP directly should stay as it is and if it does
then changes to the redundancy, PILON and unpaid leave cannot be made without seriously affecting staff. Surely
the cost of having a pool of staff administered and controlled by IPSA centrally would be much higher and therefore
would not give the tax payer value for money.
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Question 9. | think that the rules regarding use of volunteers are useful and clear. The reward and recognition
payments rules are not very clear in terms of the difference between them and a bonus therefore to remove the ban
on bonus in the new rules, or specifically the term bonus, and simply have the rewards and recognition rule standing
alone will be helpful. The overall staffing budget could be looked at in terms of the different needs of different
constituencies as some constituencies seem to generate a great deal more work than others therefore would require
more staff to manage this work and a larger budget.

Question 10. No comment.
Question 11. No comment.

Question 12. | feel that currently the rules are too tight in areas such as newsletters and constituent surveys where it
can be useful to keep residents updated on issues being raised or addressed by an MP yet would be considered as
party political even if not politically branded. As the cost would be published and the MP is therefore accountable
surely this could be allowed.

Question 13. The ability to tap into pooled staffing services is vital for the effective and efficient running of MP’s
offices. To lose the ability to use PRS, PRU or PST would be severely detrimental and would lead to additional
pressures on the remaining staff. However if the staffing budget was increased this could possibly be absorbed but it
would require a hefty uplift.

Question 14. | feel that the consideration of using a rental cap to zone 3 is a ridiculous idea when security is such a
high priority. If MP’s are leaving the House of Commons after 10pm which is quite frequently, then it is not
acceptable to have them travel so far out. The concept that all MP’s could move out of London for the summer will
also not work based on the fact that landlords will not accept that therefore it would be impossible to find
accommodation. Hotel accommodation is unacceptable as some MP’s have young families and this type of
accommodation would not accommodate families.

Question 15. | would agree to using the same budget for overall accommodation for simplification and clarity and
agree it would be unlikely to incur additional costs to current.

Question 16. No comment.
Question 17. The current rules need to be clearer rather than change.

Question 18. | agree as this would make more sense than having staff working from home or on extended enforced
leave as they have no workplace.

Question 19. Possibly pre approval of spend would help ensure genuine needs.
Question 20. | feel the current rules are acceptable.
Question 21. Yes, it would be much easier by continuing the office costs budget beyond the general election.

Question 22. Could the loss of office payment be paid in instalments with the final payment being given at the
conclusion of winding up.

Question 23. Merging the budgets would make the start up budget easier to use.

Question 24. | think that overpayments should be addressed to MP’s initially with an option as to how they may
repay, either on invoice, via salary, possibly a contingency fund application or via another budget if appropriate. If
they are not repaid within an allocated amount of time then further claims blocked.

Question 25. Surely sick pay, maternity, paternity or adoption leave could be published as a separate figure.

Question 26. | feel that when IPSA inspect tenancies, leases or contracts before approving payments initially they
should simply not approve if there is no such clause and provide advice regarding what is required rather than
penalise MP’s later.

Question 27. No comment.

76



Question 28. No Comment.
Question 29.

Question 30. | think that the protection of sensitive information should be prioritised and redacted images of
receipts only be sent if requested to avoid any security risk.

Question 31. | think it would take more time for staff within the office who are responsible for the expenses to check
before publication if the data is published more regularly and with possible changes to the IT system likely to
increase workload within MP offices this would add too much although would be useful to the public.

Question 32. | feel that if there is no cost to the tax payer these items should not be published.
Question 33. No comment.

Question 34. | think that is money owed by MP’s to IPSA was to be published it should be only over a certain
amount, say £500, to allow for the month to month repayment of such things as partners train tickets. So only
substantial amounts are released.

Question 35. | would have concerns where publication may cause a security risk, for example, the name of a hotel on
a receipt that may be used regularly.

Question 36. | feel that publishing the class of travel is not helpful. Quite often a train ticket can be as cheap booked
in advance in first class or cheaper than a standard class ticket. It is value for money to book the cheaper ticket yet
MP’s would choose not to as they do not wish to publish that they have dared travel first class, there is no place to
demonstrate that the ticket was cheaper than standard. If the important issue is the cost then surely there is no
need to publish the class of travel.

Question 37. No comment.

Question 38. No comment.
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Response to questions in consultation document.

Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to understand? And do you
agree with our emphasis on value for money?

In the main yes.
Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

| agree that the same rules that current apply for MP’s should also apply to staff for travel costs, this would
simplify the system for both IPSA and the member.

Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit the number of
return journeys to three and to Europe?

| believe the current restriction should be removed, given some of the businesses in my constituency it is quite
possible that | would be expected to visit Europe in my role as MP and see no reason why this should not be
funded through IPSA if there is no alternative funding provided.

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journeys, along with the
cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s constituency or Westminster?

| do agree the rule for diverted journeys should be removed, it over complicates claims that are made on journeys
for parliamentary business.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to eliminate those
which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define concepts, such as commuting, which are
commonly understood?

I do think the initial rules were a reaction to the expenses scandal, quite rightly so, which could now be tidied up
and replaced with much clearer guidance.

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?
Do not have home office so have no experience of how the rules work.

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the regulation of MPs’ staffing
expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

The initial paperwork provided by IPSA when employing a member of staff is of a good standard and very
welcome. However, HR advice and paperwork would be very useful. Whilst it is important that MP’s retain the
employment of their staff there should be full HR support provided to members in the form of access to ongoing
paperwork such as induction forms, annual reviews and access to advice on disciplinary procedures and other
legal employment issues.

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the redundancy
payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of MPs who left office after the
May 2015 General Election?

With the very nature of the job staff need to feel secure in the fact that if their member loses their seat then they
will still receive what is due to them in the form of redundancy and outstanding leave payment. If some of them
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are fortunate enough to be able to find employment with another MP then good luck to them but if none of them
came back to work for another MP you would still have the same outlay of redundancy and leave payment.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules governing MPs’ staffing
expenditure?

Wage increase and the awarding of a bonus should be at the discretion of the member and | see no reason for
bonuses not to be allowed if the member has good reason to pay one.

Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected parties? If so, when
should we introduce any new arrangements?

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs in respect of their
families?

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding purposes? If so, in
which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in doubt, relying on the fact that the claim will
be published and MPs held to account?

| feel the rules are tight enough as they are and IPSA are there to provide guidance, if needed, on what is
allowable. In fact there should be more discretion given to MP’s to make the decision on “would I have to
do/spend this if | wasn’t doing it in the role of MP”, as you say the claims would be published.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are exclusively
subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

The pooled staffing services provide a timely, efficient service and | am only aware of it having been used for
parliamentary services, never party political services. Whilst the Library provide a service, which we use to full
advantage, it cannot be called timely service. The assumption that the pooled service MAY be misused is certainly
not reason enough to remove funding of the service from members who use it as it should be.

Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for funding MPs’
accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency and support MPs in carrying out
their parliamentary functions in two locations.

The alternatives in the consultation document are certainly not viable. The suggestion of only paying rental for
the days parliament sit is out of the question, no landlord would agree to those terms and what happens when
parliament is recalled or a member has to be in Westminster on parliamentary business during recess? The idea
of only funding zone 3 accommodation to reduce costs is false economy, this would only lead to increase travel
costs and taxi fares for members when finishing late in parliament. Also the suggestion that it would give
members the experience of commuting, | can assure you the majority of us experience that every week when
travelling between constituencies and London. The main issue is that the allowance has not risen in line with
rental property in London and this is causing problems in finding an appropriate property in London.

Question 15. Do you think that we should continue to allow MPs to claim for associated costs, such as utilities and
council tax, on properties that they own? If so, what should the budget be?

Question 16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for rent on a property from
IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of property is a private matter for MPs and that IPSA
should treat all MPs’ eligibility for funding equally?

Question 17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependants which are specific to the
Dissolution period? Should the more general exclusions on campaign expenditure and funding of party political
activity suffice?

If the rules in place prevent further misunderstanding during dissolution then there can be no harm in them being
kept in place.
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Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to claim for travel
and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices on parliamentary business during the
Dissolution period?

Travel and subsistence should absolutely be paid to Westminster staff who work in the constituency office during
dissolution. It should in fact include travel from home to constituency as a number of staff have to make totally
different travel arrangements during that period.

Question 19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment is kept to essential
purchases in the months preceding a general election?

Question 20. Should we alter the rules on campaigning in elections so that they capture the purpose of the activities
which cannot be claimed for, rather than relying on those activities being construed as campaign expenditure as
defined by the Political Parties, Referendums and Elections Act and election expenses as defined by the
Representation of the Peoples Act?

| found the rules to work well at last election and see no real need to change anything unless it would make things
even clearer for members.

Question 21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and staffing budgets for
another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about how to make the process simpler?

Continuing with the budgets would certainly make it easier to ensure claims are made correctly.

Question 22. Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to MPs (and which
replace the current resettlement payments) in future general elections?

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do you think our
suggestions would help?

Question 24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs and preventing
budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for managing their own budgets?

There is little wrong with the current process for overspend and although it is the member’s responsibility to
ensure there is no overspend or that it is repaid promptly | would expect IPSA to raise a warning if the staffing
budget were looking as though it would go over the limit.

Question 25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity, adoption and long-term sick
leave should be provided? What is the fairest way of publishing the resulting spending?

It needs to be made much clearer when publishing spending that part of the cost is for specific cover, it should
perhaps be published in two parts, firstly the cost of normal staffing and secondly the cost of cover for sick leave
etc.

Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to negotiate two-
month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and clarify the rule allowing MPs to claim for
accommodation in the constituency and London in exceptional circumstances?

Insisting on a two month break clause in London accommodation will almost certainly make it harder than it
already is to find suitable accommodation.

Question 27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area Living Payment?
Question 28. Do you have any suggestions about how to improve the process for contingency funding?
As it seems to have worked well so far | see no reason to change.

Question 29. Are there any other changes to the Scheme which you think we should consider? Are there any aspects
of MPs’ budgets, which have not been covered elsewhere, to which you would like to draw our attention?
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Question 30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all receipts, or just those
which are requested by the public?

There is always the concern that not all data would be redacted, the cost of redacting and then publishing must
surely high. The way IPSA currently provides data is more than satisfactory.

Question 31. How frequently do you think we should publish information on MPs’ claims and other aspects of their
spending in future?

| feel every quarter would be more than enough for publishing information and would surely cut down the
workload for IPSA.

Question 32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payment cards which are eventually repaid by
MPs?

No, spending on the card that is repaid can be done for a number of reasons, same items on one invoice, incorrect
card used in error, uncertainty of qualifying expenditure. Publishing this information could be seen as publishing
private or personal spending.

Question 33. Are there any changes you think we should make to the publication of information about Northern
Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

Question 34. What are your views on the publication of overdue money owed to IPSA by MPs? Should we publish
this regularly, and how frequently?

This should only be published at the end of the financial year in which it occurs.

Question 35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of individuals who may
be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

Question 36. Are there any other issues relating to the publication of MPs’ business costs and expenses which you
wish to raise?

Question 37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?

Question 38. What likely or actual impact do you believe the Scheme and matters raised in this consultation may
have on equality and diversity in relation to MPs and their staff?
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Dear Ms Evans,

Thank you for giving MPs the opportunity to engage with IPSA in this in-depth
consultation.

Since my election in[ ] my experience with IPSA has been positive and
straightforward, but | welcome the chance to offer my opinion on several aspects

which | believe could be improved.

The Fundamental Principles of the Scheme

| agree wholeheartedly with the Fundamental Principles of the Scheme and agree
that they act as a guide to MPs and their staff when making claims. | also appreciate
why IPSA is unwilling to create a rule book as it would be very lengthy indeed.
However, if there are to be no clear rules, | fear that MPs offices will continue to
interpret the principles differently. This creates discrepancies and unfairness so to
counteract this and make MPs and staff alike feel more confident in what can and
cannot be permitted, | would like to see more information publicly available.

Perhaps a FAQ section for staff or, when you phone for advice, to see if something is
eligible, there should be guidance and a log made so there is a concrete record of
who was told what, when and by whom. (There is a log when you phone with an IT
problem, so why not something similar, so that consistent advice can be given?)
Some of the current guidance is not entirely clear and | know that we as an office
have had to telephone for clarification as the principles are open to interpretation so
there is confusion.

Travel

As a London MP, the travel issues do not apply to me personally. However, when it
comes to my staff there is confusion about what can be claimed for and what cannot,

1
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so clearer guidance on eligibility would be helpful. In London, travel these days uses
Oyster or Contactless payments, it is unrealistic to expect staff and MPs to buy
individual tickets per journey, (which will be more expensive) especially when most
will have monthly travel cards, or just use contactless payments. Please can we have
a better system for submitting evidence of journeys?

Staffing Costs

This is the area that in my opinion, is the most problematic.

The IPSA contracts and job descriptions are very rigid and do not reflect the diversity
and the variety of how each of the 650 MPs run their offices and the differing duties
each will expect of their team members.

IPSA, are in a way, Parliament’s only HR resource but the limited “tick box contracts”,
do not provide the means of putting in how an employee’s performance will be
measured, a guide to expected standards, process to monitor or a reward system for
good performance. Thus | have had to use the IPSA Contracts with their tick box list,
and then provide a fuller job description of what the role will involve and what
measures of success | am expecting. If you were applying for a job in business you
would have the job description in the advertisement, and then you would have a full
contract explaining the purpose of the role and the requirements and expectations
within it. MPs as employers, should follow normal business requirements and
practices.

I would suggest that IPSA look at other regional assemblies, for example, the Greater
London Authority. Their staffing pay grades, contract system, and what HR support
and training they offer their employees.

In MPs offices, there are usually three to five members of staff per office, but the
turnover of staff is quite high as pay is often not comparable to other institutions
such asthe|  |and good members of staff move on as getting a pay rise or bonus
for long service or outstanding work is not usually possible. | think IPSA’s suggestion

of removing a ban on bonuses is sensible as long as it continues to be completely
transparent.

Perhaps MPs could be given a budget as a whole — and it is up to them how to
manage it? It could help with staffing, computer and office needs if individual MPs
can decide how to allocate this money within an agreed total. Some may spend
more on experienced staff, others may decide fewer staff are needed but spend
more on office set up and kit, giving the choice to the MP how to manage their own
preferred office and staffing.
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I think it should be possible to vire amounts between budgets eg: staffing and office
costs, or a percentage of these costs? Say up to 20% could be vired? Could this be
reviewed? All within an agreed total expenditure.

The lack of a real HR team for both MPs and particularly staff is an issue, there is no
specialist resource if either the MP or a member of their staff has a problem
internally. | think that MPs staff should also be eligible for some free, parliament
wide training courses, and role enrichment training. If people could see there was

career progression | am sure it would focus the mind, and encourage greater
commitment.

Maternity, paternity and long term sick leave should ideally be paid centrally as it is a
huge drain on the MPs staffing budget especially as these are very tightly controlled.
MPs have no possibility of paying maternity pay, for example, AND a replacement
member of staff. This would not be the case in a commercial environment, where
there would be flexibility.

It is also very difficult to get a “job share” arrangement set up, which is becoming
increasingly common, but the limit on the number of passes makes this difficult, and

it does not easily fit the “tick boxes” provided by IPSA for employing staff.

Parliamentary or Political Activities

The Conservative MP’s pooled research service, the PRU, is one of the most vital
services we have. Itis paid through our allocated staffing budget and provides
additional researchers, without anywhere near the cost of employing several other
members of staff. If this service was not available, | would need to employ extra
members of staff to reply to all the automated, circular campaign emails, and
correspondence each MP receives, and general enquiries from constituents on
technical subjects that require researched political responses. The current budgets
or number of staff passes permitted do not allow further sophisticated researchers
to be employed.

It would be a waste of resources and indeed taxpayer money for 650 MPs to employ
teams of researchers when this can be a pooled resource. It is both cost saving and
highly efficient. When Iworked. ~ |we had a pool of Conservative
researchers who would assist with correspondence, they could all deal with general
correspondence and would also take on specialisms — eg taxation, transport,
environmental matters, education, NHS and so forth. The complexity of legislation
and the legislative process means that constituents have plenty to ask about and
would be extremely disappointed if they felt their elected representatives were not
able to reply in a timely and appropriate manner. Frankly if they don’t get a detailed
answer, they write again, so you must have a properly researched letter first time
around!
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IPSA do not provide sufficient money in the staffing budget to employ senior
researchers, so if there were no PRU, it would mean constituents not getting a
proper researched reply to their questions. If someone asks me a technical and
detailed question on party policy, we get a well-researched and informative response
on the Government’s position, which can be promptly sent to the constituent.

The briefings provided by this service for debates and bills are superb and allow me
as a MP, more time to dedicate to constituents and meetings.

Whereas in other Government departments and assemblies you would have access
to several specialist researchers, MPs have only a few members of staff and this

shared resource is essential, as | imagine most MPs of all parties would agree.

Communication

In order for an MP to keep all constituents up to date on their activities in Parliament
and how to contact them for surgeries and so forth, MPs must use their own
websites, and databases.

IPSA do NOT pay for newsletters, but not everyone has access to the internet or
email. | believe there should be a small, nominal budget for a once a year ‘annual
review’ which each MP could send out to all residents. Many residents have no idea
of the work of the MP and how to contact them and seek support, no wonder we get
such a bad press. We are constantly urged to engage more people in the electoral
process, but we do not have the wherewithal to do this. The number of residents in
a constituency is a known figure, so IPSA could make an allowance per year for an
Annual Report for each MP.

There is also a cost of using “mail chimp” or emailing out to databases, and again |
think that a nominal sum should be eligible to assist two way communication with
constituents.

Security

| am grateful for the way IPSA now deals with security for both MPs and their staff. It
is efficient and very re-assuring that IPSA takes seriously the threat and has re-
evaluated what measures are available and will now be provided.

Equipment

The range of computer equipment available to MPs is rather limited and more
expensive than we can buy “on the high street”. For example the choice of laptops is
not broad and those on the list are more expensive that the average price on the
open market. | understand security is important but there must be an alternative
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way of accessing equipment that allows for faster delivery, especially to new MPs
post-election and that is more cost efficient to the tax payer. Flexibility on this issue
would be most welcome.

| appreciate that the IT department want to ensure that people are not bringing in
viruses etc, so all kit would need to be checked before it was connected to the
system, but the lack of competition —ie only one supplier means that we are not
buying printers and IT kit as keenly as we should, as there is no incentive NOT to buy
the maximum. Again if budgets could be vired then | have no doubt it would reduce
the office kit costs. Could this be re-examined?

Refreshment Budget for constituent’s visits

If you go to a meeting ata business or government department you would usually be
offered a tea, coffee, water or so forth. Whilst it is right that IPSA wish to keep the
cost of MPs to a minimum and | agree with this sentiment, if you have a group of
constituents visiting or perhaps are entertaining members of a charity or voluntary
group and wish to give them all a drink (tea, coffee, water), there is no easy and
inexpensive way of doing this. | recently invited a group of carers into parliament,
and wanted to give them tea or coffee, but there was no simple way of doing this.
Could IPSA look at some way of enabling MPs to be reimbursed, perhaps up to £2.00
per head for entertaining such visits and groups? Itis very important to enable
constituents to visit parliament at nominal cost to the constituent, so they have a
little more idea about the work of an MP, and this continues to break down the
barriers.

Maybe one of the meeting rooms could just have a coffee machine and some chairs,
so that MPs could book it for say 30 minutes and then they can take their residents
on a tour or whatever? Could some limited or constrained basic refreshment budget
or allocation be considered or trialled?

Could IPSA have a look at how they could help visiting constituents who often come
in groups — even if they have paid for their own coach ride, it would be nice to offer
them some basic hospitality. Many MPs cannot afford to keep buying groups
expensive professionally produced catering.

IPSA Website and Submissions

The website for submitting claims and evidence has improved immensely over the
last few years but my staff who use the system most frequently, still report that is
can often crash and is not the most user friendly. It would be very useful if the RSA
token was available on more than one user’s profile or computer.
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Thank you for giving us this opportunity of commenting on IPSA and what could be
done to assist in the smoother running of the relationship between MPs and IPSA. |
know others have contributed comments and you have also heard oral evidence

from Party meetings, so | look forward to reviewing the outcome of this consultation
in due course.

Thank you.

| would appreciate if you were 1o withhold my name when this consultation is made
public.
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Anonymous 23
MP Staff
Email

Received 24/10/2016

I am responding to this consultation in my role as Office Manager [Redacted]. | have experience working within
the IPSA rules and this is reflected in my responses below.

Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to understand? And do
you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

Yes, agree largely with new principles and with emphasis on value for money. However, having worked for
[Redacted] my view is that they and their staff are acutely aware of the need to minimise public expenditure.
Compared to my experience working elsewhere in the public sector and in the private sector, the standard of office
accommodation, furnishings and services (eg cleaning) in MPs’ offices is greatly inferior, as a result of the drive to
keep costs low.

Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?

Yes, it is wrong in principle that staff should have to fund their own costs for accompanying MPs to events if MPs can
be reimbursed for attending the same event.

| support the rejection of the lump sum for travel costs — this needs to reflect the nature of the constituency. The
current rules for claiming travel costs are in my view adequate to ensure that claims is legitimate.
Question 3. Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit the number of

return journeys to three and to Europe?

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journeys, along with the
cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s constituency or Westminster?

| find this rule extremely confusing and would appreciate greater clarity.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping” of the rules on travel to eliminate those
which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which overdefine concepts, such as commuting, which are
commonly understood?

Agree. This would be welcome.

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of IPSA in relation to the regulation of MPs’

staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

Agree that MPs should remain responsible for recruiting their own staff. They do need to be able to access HR
advice as well as information about staff pensions etc so it is important that IPSA has some involvement in this area.
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In our view it was extremely disappointing that the most recent change in staff pensions was initially poorly
communicated to staff and created an impression in our office that staff pensions were regarded as less important
than MPs’ pensions.

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the redundancy
payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of MPs who left office after the
May 2015 General Election?

Agree that there should be better rules about what constitutes continuing employment, but it is important to
recognise that the circumstances of losing a seat unexpectedly are very different from an MP stepping down.

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules governing MPs’
staffing expenditure?

Agree that MPs should be able to pay bonuses to staff, within certain constraints. It would be possible for IPSA to
impose a limit of a certain percentage of annual salary for example. |am aware of instances where staff have
worked far beyond what would normally be expected — in the case of ill health of colleagues for example, and
believe that MPs should be able to reward such efforts.

Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected parties? If so,
when should we introduce any new arrangements?

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs in respect of
their families?

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding purposes? If so, in
which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in doubt, relying on the fact that the claim
will be published and MPs held to account?

This seems to me to be the most difficult of areas as different people have differing views of what constitutes
parliamentary work and it is an area where press scrutiny has been fierce. It is the case that MPs, by virtue of their
positions, incur significant expenditure that is not reclaimable — as an example, when attending a charity event in the
constituency, there is an expectation that they will contribute generously. To some extent staff are drawn into this
as well - in our office, staff provide tea and coffee that is offered to visitors for example.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are exclusively
subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

It makes sense to pool some funding to provide services that are common to all MPs in a political party and means
that staff in individual offices can benefit from the provision of briefings from others.

Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for funding MPs’
accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency and support MPs in carrying
out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

The current system, although not perfect, seems to work reasonably well. MPs do much of their work in London so
need accommodation there. They remain MPs during the summer recess and it may be that they need to be in
London for some of that time also (for example emergency recall), so retaining accommodation all year round is not
unreasonable.

89



The cost of staff time in booking hotels would need to be added to the costs of such an option, were this to be
considered as an alternative. In my view staff would not welcome having to make such arrangements!

The current arrangements mean that MPs do not have live out of a suitcase when working in London.
| would not support the suggestion of limiting costs to Zone 3 rentals. As a taxpayer | would like my MP to spend
less time travelling rather than more, and more time attending to the needs of the constituency and the nation.

Many already spend a great deal of time travelling, so allowing them to live within reasonable distance of their place
of work seems worth paying for in my view.
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Anonymous 24

MP

Email

Received 24/10/2016

24 October 2016

Scheme Consultation

Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority (IPSA)
4t Floor

30 Millbank

London SW1P 4DU

Dear Sir/Madam

SCHEME CONSULTATION
I wish to respond to Q10 regarding connected parties.

IPSA suggests that there is public concern about employment of connected parties. | would
argue that most impressions about MPs and abuse of office/expenses is a lasting impression
dating back to 2009, rather than any widespread experience of abuse post-2010.

Furthermore, IPSAs has not explained what the public concern is based on that leads them to the
conclusion that this matter should be re-opened.

Here are the reasons why the connected party rule works.

a) It recognises that MPs do an unusual job — spending four days of their working week in
Westminster for 40 weeks of the year, travelling on a weekly basis from Carlisle, Coventry or
Cumbernauld.

b) MPs also fulfil a lot of Friday and weekend commitments in their constituencies.

c) MPs face considerable public pressure and having their partner or close relative working with
them is, for some, fundamental to the support mechanism and assists in the balancing work
and family life.

d) IPSA’s own research suggests that an MP’s connected employee only earns more because of
the longevity and, therefore, seniority of their role in their office. Many would earn similar or
greater salaries if they had not committed to this role. IPSA received examples of this during
their first consultation. There is little reason to believe that the motivation of public service
has been replaced by a desire for financial reward in the time since IPSA’s founding.

e) MPs fulfil parliamentary commitments that take them far and wide. One recent
parliamentary commitment at the end of a working week involved a 3 hour evening journey,
then the same to return. My spouse will often drive/attend with me, whatever time of the
week; something I could not ask a Westminster-based researcher to do.

f)  The same applies to the wide-range of weekend visits and functions an MP performs all year
round. | have no doubt this enables an MP to be more effective, and provide a better
service to their constituents, at no extra cost to the taxpayer.

g) | would argue that we want even more MPs to be drawn from a wide variety of backgrounds.
Being able to rely on the support of your family, for example, having your
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h)

husband/wife/partner working alongside was a factor for me, and others, and has helped to
diversify the House of Commons. In an era where London-based former advisers and party
officials have a head start in gaining parliamentary seats, the participation of potential MPs
from ordinary backgrounds should not be under-estimated.

There is one further factor which IPSA cannot regulate without becoming big brother, and
that is relationships. Over many years, MPs have formed relationships with those who work
closely with them. Some go on to marry/cohabit with someone in their office. MPs would be
forced to hide these relationships for fear of falling foul of IPSA’s new rule, which would add
an unhealthy and unseemly line of investigation into IPSA’s work. If the rules remain as they
are, MPs would simply register the new relationship as a connected party.

If IPSA were to introduce a new rule, but leave existing connected parties in post, they will
stigmatise those staff and the MP and leave them open to continual criticism and cynicism
for doing something that has been accepted since IPSA’s founding and long before. This
would be unfair.

In conclusion, whilst there will always be members of the public who assume the worst about
MPs, or who see corruption or preferment around every corner, there is no evidence that the
employment of a connected party is in anyway unsavoury. Being an MP is like being a start-up
small business. Many successful small businesses succeed because of the support and
involvement of couples/family members. In Parliament, there is no suggestion that the
employment of a relative undermines MPs’ work, the relationships with other staff members, adds
to the cost for the public purse, or brings Parliament into disrepute. | therefore, believe strongly
that the present rules should remain in place, for the public good.

Yours sincerely
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Anonymous 25

MP

Post

Received 25/10/2016
From:
Sent 24 October 2016 15:46
To: info@parliamentarystandards.org.uk
Subject Chapter 2. The Fundamental Principles of the Scheme

IPSA
15 0CT 2016

Dear IPSA,

I enclose my responses to your MPs consultation.

1do not want my name published under any cercistances or in any form to reveal my identity.

Please can I have acknowledgement that my identity will be protected and withheld as promised for
filling in this consultation.

Chapter 2. The Fundamental Principles of the Scheme

Question 1. Do you agree with our new fundamental principles? Do you find them easy to understand? And
do you agree with our emphasis on value for money?

T agree that MPs need a watchdog that process claims correctly and that is all. I do not agree that this
watchdog, IPSA encroaches into every aspect of the MPs role such as travel restriction, Staff HR, MPs
security. And payment of wages. The Compliance officer must be an external body linked to the Speakers
office or Standards as I do not agree that such an officer should be based in an office the same as IPSA and
be part of the same organisation. This officer exercises powers of a semi judicial role that can cause MPs to
be arrested. To have this officer as part of IPSA is in effect being judge and jury when IPSA feel fit. This
position as it currently stands is far from impartial.

Chapter 3. Simplification of the rules — travel and office costs

Question 2. Do you agree that the same rules for travel costs should apply to MPs and their staff?
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No. £2000 flat rate for travel in their Constituencies is inadequate. Some MPs have vast rural Constituencies
and some are based in cities and do not drive. IPSA will be giving these MPs an extra £2000 a year. This is
an example where IPSA have not thought through the job of an MP by trying to apply a one size fits all
approach. The best approach would be a fuel card dedicated and accountable to mileage. This is how other
expenses are administered in large organisations.

1 agree with reforms to staff being allowed to travel with the MPs as outlined in 27 to 29.

Question 3, Should we remove the current restrictions on foreign travel, while continuing to limit the
number of return journeys to three and to Europe?

Yes.

Question 4. Do you agree that we should remove the rule allowing claims for “diverted” journeys, along
with the cost restriction on claims for journeys back to either the MP’s constituency or Westminster?

Yes.

Question 5. Do you agree that we should carry out some “housekeeping™ of the rules on travel to eliminate
those which are not necessary to mitigate financial risk, or which over-define concepts, such as commuting,
which are commonly understood?

Yes. Why not allow MPs to have a yearly travel train ticket so they can move around at a fixed price to the
taxpayer and when world events occur. It is inconceivable that MPs have to travel off peak as stated when
world events are continuous. It is really like asking world events occur in off peak times which defies
reality.

Question 6. Do you agree that we should simplify the rules on home offices?
Yes, even though I do not claim for one.
Chapter 4. Regulating MPs’ expenditure on staffing

Question 7. Have you any views on the roles and responsibilities of [PSA in relation to the regulation of
MPs’ staffing expenditure and the need for any consequential HR advice?

I think that IPSA should not have any other input in the responsibilities of any Member of Parliaments staff
other than their payment and ancillary insurances.
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My experience of IPSA in an HR role is purely of irrelevance and inconsequential interference. Often their
advice has no authority and is contradictory to the HR division that already exists in the Palace of
Westminster. In all cases the onus and responsibility in regard to staff issues is on the Employer who is the
MP and no responsibility is ever admitted by or apportioned to IPSA when they give pontificating advice so
why do they need to be involved?

Question 8. How do you think we should address concerns about value for money in respect of the
redundancy payments, pay in lieu of notice and payment for untaken leave made to the staff of MPs who
left office after the May 2015 General Election?

I think that the standard employment laws of the UK are adequate. This is another example where [PSA try
to overcomplicate and interfere with existing legal employment practices without any legal basis leaving the
MP vulnerable to tribunal. IPSA never admit any liability for their advice so why do they need

involvement. '

Question 9. Are there any other changes that you think we should make to the existing rules governing MPs’
staffing expenditure?

Chapter 5. Employment of connected parties and financial support to MPs’ families

Question 10. Should we make any changes to the practice of employment by MPs of connected parties? If
so, when should we introduce any new arrangements?

No.

Question 11. Do you have any suggestions about how we should provide financial support to MPs in respect
of their families?

leave it as it is to stop further angst amongst MPs and the taxpayers as over complicating a policy that has
been I place for 7 years.

Chapter 6. The boundary between parliamentary and party political activity

Question 12. Should we tighten our rules on what we do not consider parliamentary for funding purposes? If
S0, in which areas? Or should we give MPs more discretion when a matter is in doubt, relying on the fact
that the claim will be published and MPs held to account?

All MPs have different Constituencies of differing demographics and geographical sizes with differing
needs. IPSA is of the view that one size fits all which is not appropriate to the individual MPs and their
constituents. The funding of political activity on the taxpayer which is not really an issue from 2010
onwards really should not be arbitrated by IPSA but the Commissioner for Standards. IPSA in any case
have no one qualified to make these decisions. The estabilished rules of Parliamentary Standards of the past
7 years work well enough.



Apart from processing claims efficiently and on time within the normal 5 days, IPSA should not be
engaging in policing the MPs activities unless they fall outside of the scheme or releasing any information
unless requested.

Question 13. What views do you have on the funding by IPSA of pooled staffing services which are
exclusively subscribed to by MPs of a single political party?

This is a very bad idea.

Chapter 7. Working from two fixed locations — MPs’ accommodation costs

Question 14. Do you think that there is a viable alternative to the current arrangements for funding MPs’
accommodation? It would need to provide value for money, security, transparency and support MPs in
carrying out their parliamentary functions in two locations.

Until a workable system of a fixed amount given to MPs to either buy or realistically rent a property in
central London is enacted there always will be problems. [t is interesting that IPSA equates value for money
with inadequate budgets. The budget for accommodation and bills are less than that for social housing rent
in London legislated for currently at around £21000. MPs cannot access social housing yet IPSA expect
MPs to live in the dearest part of London and service a flat with all bills for £20,000. How can this be
achieved? IPSA are failing MPs and more importantly their constituents.

A Member of Parliament should be entitled to privacy and security as any other citizen of the UK.

It can be argued that they should have more security and privacy given the sensitive nature of what their
occupation entails. [PSA should not be taking it upon themselves or be involved in where MPs should live
in London when they are carrying out their Parliamentary duties. The rent in London MPs are allocated
should be linked to that of the average in Westminster where they work and not on the cheapest 20 miles
away. This puts the MP at risk when travelling to and from Westminster.

In any case IPSA should not be in charge of any rental agreements other than confirming that the landlord is
not a connected party of the London accommodation as outlined in the scheme and release no information
that could detect the address of the MP other than the rent the MP claims. This sensitive information should
only be covered by the security situated within the Parliamentary Authorities only.

Question 15. Do you think that we should continue to allow MPs to claim for associated costs, such as

utilities and council tax, on properties that they own? If so, what should the budget be?

I cannot comment as I do not own a London address and my circumstances are different. But there should
be a bigger budget for rent and bills for MPs who don't own a London home to live near where they work
for security as MPs work late into the night.
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' Quesﬁon 16. What are your views on MPs, who own property in London, also claiming for rent on a
property from IPSA? Do you agree with our current position that ownership of property is a private matter
for MPs and that IPSA should treat all MPs’ eligibility for funding equally?

Yes. Some MPs are claiming more for rent in rented accommodation than the properties they own in
London which they now have to rent out due to a very ill conceived knee Jerk reaction to the expenses
scandal. The rules were applied retrospectively to those who already owned properties under the previous
scheme and they should have been accepted as such. I have no vested interest in stating this as I came in
post expenses scandal but this vexatious move only serves costs the taxpayers more.

Chapter 8. Other issues relating to the Scheme

Question 17. Do you think there is any need for travel rules for MPs and their dependants which are specific
to the Dissolution period? Should the more general exclusions on campaign expenditure and funding of
party political activity suffice?

IPSA should not interfere or be involved with Party Political funding or adjudicate on it. That's what we
have the Electoral Commission for.

Question 18. Do you agree that we should allow MPs’ staff who normally work at Westminster to claim for
travel and subsistence while travelling to and working in MPs’ constituency offices on parliamentary
business during the Dissolution period?

Only if it is to do with their duties to Constituents and within their employment remit.

Question 19. What is the most effective way of ensuring that MPs’ spending on capital equipment is kept to
essential purchases in the months preceding a general election?

The ruling that MPs can only change computers after every election or 5 years makes a laughing stock of
their professional standards. Every other Government department change on average every 3 years. Even in
local Government it is the norm. So the legislators are penalised from new equipment when the equipment
becomes defunct and obsolete. It also poses a question of cyber security.

Question 20. Should we alter the rules on campaigning in elections so that they capture the purpose of the
activities which cannot be claimed for, rather than relying on those activities being construed as campaign
expenditure as defined by the Political Parties, Referendums and Elections Act and election expenses as
defined by the Representation of the Peoples Act?

97



Itis niy experience at IPSA that no one understands the legalities of election expenditure or any of the acts
involved, only self arbitrate their unqualified opinion that saves IPSA any potential embarrassment. They
always unnecessarily escalate a threat to involve scrutiny by the Parliamentary Standards Commissioner on
the MP.

IPSA should not have an opinion or unqualified arbitrary stance. If a matter looks to fall outside of the
scheme, advice should be sort by the electoral commission and handled sensitively not to embrace the MP
or publish any information until a misdemeanour has been correctly investigated and adjudicated upon and
then if necessary involve the Parliamentary Standards Commissioner.

Question 21. Should we make the winding up process simpler by continuing with office cost and staffing
budgets for another two months? Do you have any other suggestions about how to make the process
simpler?

- Yes.

Question 22. Should we make any changes to the timing of the loss-of-office payments made to MPs (and
which replace the current resettlement payments) in future general elections?

Yes.

Question 23. Do you agree that we should try to simplify the operation of the start-up budget? Do you think
our suggestions would help?

When an MP becomes first elected there should be no start up budget to set up two offices in two different
locations in different regions of the country only the budget that is already available and it should be
realistic and reflective of the market of the Constituency. The start up budget is often treated as a loan which
is a ludicrous situation for a newly elected MP to be in.

If for whatever reason the budget is expected to be exceeded IPSA should help the MP before this happens
to adjust the budget reasonably to reflect setting up a new operation. Bear in mind MPs service 71000 +
constituents and the allocated Office costs budget is currently insufficient to reflect this responsibility.

Question 24. Do you have views on the most effective way of recovering overpayments to MPs and
preventing budget overspends, bearing in mind that MPs have responsibility for managing their own
budgets?

IPSA should not act as third rate debt collectors and penalise an MP if they feel it is appropriate without
thorough investigation. IPSA should also be accountable for their mistakes and not force the MP to
reimburse IPSA due to their negligence. This is more common than publicised. The scheme liabilities
should also be limited to Parliaments and not indefinitely. If an investigation is signed off by an IPSA
official the matter should be closed. Not reopened as I have had experienced years after the signed off event
by IPSA due to IPSAs own negligence that the scheme eglgws them to never accept. The fact that IPSA pays



' MPs means that they can recover their mistakes at source which is wrong, MPs should have an external
"union style panel" to deal with IPSA and not the current one set up by the Speaker as it is ineffective.

Any matter of such sensitive nature should not be publicised and kept confidential. IPSA have recovered or
agreed any outstanding overpayment in error that should be final not threaten the MP with publication of
any losses perceived, and made public for the MP to clear later with IPSA which often happens.

Question 25. What are your views on how funding for the cover of maternity, paternity, adoption and long-
term sick leave should be provided? What is the fairest way of publishing the resulting spending?

Follow the current legislation and do not tinker outside of it as IPSA will take no responsibility for the MP
following their amended guidelines that carry no legal weight. Why do IPSA have to publish anything if it is
within budgets set and lawful?

Question 26. Do you agree that we should introduce a rule to make clear to MPs that they need to negotiate
two-month break clauses in accommodation and office rental agreements, and clarify the rule allowing MPs
to claim for accommodation in the constituency and London in exceptional circumstances?

In reality there are very few landlords that will comply with this proposal. Elections could be called early
and if not there are fixed term Parliaments. IPSA will not take responsibility with any tenancy problems, it
is the sole responsibility of the MP as stated in the scheme. This is an unworkable proposal.

Question 27. Do you think any adjustment should be made to the London Area Living Payment?

I always find it amusing that London based colleges who don't claim accommodation can claim London
living payment but those of us who represent constituencies outside of London and who live in London 4-5
days a week depending on responsibilities cannot be applicable. Why?

Question 28. Do you have any suggestions about how to improve the process for contingency funding?

Yes, actually have s contingency fund and not a mythical fund that is totally nondescript with unrealistic
and ambivalent criteria a to access it. Set out clear guidelines other than "contact us if you think you may
exceed your budget” as sometimes IPSA allocate funds wrongly to different budgets causing overspending.
This is when funds are needed, not claim it back from the MP due to IPSA negligence.

Question 29. Are there any other changes to the Scheme which you think we should consider? Are there any
aspects of MPs’ budgets, which have not been covered elsewhere, to which you would like to draw our
attention?

IPSA must stop trying to cut and freeze budgets in real terms. In the 6 years I have been an MP the markets
have caused prices to increase at a higher rate than the budgets. We are certainly underfunded for
accommodation and office costs. 99



Chapter 9. IPSA’s publication policy for MPs’ business costs and expenses

Question 30. What are your views on whether IPSA should publish the redacted images of all receipts, or
just those which are requested by the public?

The whole ethos for creating IPSA was to scrutinise and take responsibility for processing correct claims.
IPSA established budgets allow claims to be paid within that budget so why do they have to publish the
receipts and ofien personal details such as what hotels we stay in and when. All is needed is to report the
cost to the taxpayer within that budget.

Question 31. How frequently do you think we should publish information on MPs’ claims and other aspects
of their spending in future?

Once a year.

Question 32. Should we publish information on transactions on MPs’ payment cards which are eventually
repaid by MPs?

No. Please see previous reasoning.

Question 33, Are there any changes you think we should make to the publication of information about
Northern Ireland MPs’ travel claims?

Yes. Northern Ireland MPs should be given more consideration to the logistics of travel and their security.
IPSA do not do this. It must be realistically addressed.

Question 34. What are your views on the publication of overdue money owed to IPSA by MPs? Should we
publish this regularly, and how frequently?

IPSA should first agree the amount to be recovered and when it will be paid. If any publication is shown it
must be in realtime and not the full amount owed from the date of overspend as the amount is often nearly
paid off but this is not reflected in publication. It must be noted that no MP wants to be in the media and
does not want to pay back an overspend. So why do or should they overspend? Often they get in trouble
because the IPSA scheme is so complicated and rules are ever changing and in flux. IPSA should also
explain if they are at fault.

Question 35. Do you have any particular concerns about publication or redaction of details of individuals
who may be named on receipts, invoices and other documentation?

Yes, all that is needed is that the items all were accoun within budget and the cost. Printing hotel bills
and redacting the name and details of the hotel is a security threat



Question 36. Are there any other issues relating to the publication of MPs’ business costs and expenses
which you wish to raise?

The league table of spending is a morally wrong situation. All MPs are different and they have different
challenges and constituency demographics. To compare is irresponsible and shameful on IPSAs behalf.

Question 37. Is there any further information that we should be publishing about IPSA?

Yes. What are the increases in budgets and empire building have IPSA engaged in since 2010. IPSA have
moved offices on numerous occasions costing millions but only increased each MPs office cost budget to
look after their constituents by £1200 each over a 6 year period. That's £200 per year and the printer ink
goes up more than that per year. It must be explained by IPSA why MPs have high office costs. For
example, we have to use very expensive printers that are supplied and procured through parliament that
have to come out of our budgets without any choice. We then get criticised for buying over expensive kit.

How many staff work at IPSA? What is the staff turnover? Apart from the odd report in the paper of [PSA
costing to much to operate, no detail or accountability is ever forthcoming from IPSA without the
newspapers doing an FOI

Chapter 10. Equality and Diversity

Question 38. What likely or actual impact do you believe the Scheme and matters raised in this consultation
may have on equality and diversity in relation to MPs and their staff?

T'honestly think that this is just a PR exercise for IPSA and nothing more. This will be published to show
that MPs have engaged with this process and in so, change the scheme to a more draconian and complicated
one that is currently in place.

The fact that this consultation had to be cut and paste and put into hard copy to compile and is not an online
survey which is the norm in 2016, indicates that IPSA do not want many MPs to engage with this survey.

IPSA should take and accept responsibility for their actions within the remit they were originally conceived;
which is to scrutinise claims and stop infringing without authority on the mechanisms that Parliament
already have in place to deal with MPs security and HR.

The Speakers committees that supposedly oversee IPSAGdve allowed this to happen in the spirit of fear
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IPSA in reality is an expensive expenses claims processor that is being allowed to become a police and
employer of MPs. When I first became an MP I always thought that this was the sole domain of our
Constituents and I still do. It is them we are accountable to not an invisible inefficient "employer"called
IPSA.

Sent from my iPhone
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Please find below my responses to the consultation

1) Chapter 2

| really struggle to understand the rationale behind many of the proposals. In my previous work we
were never able to claim for expenses and so this is very new to me. | find the whole expenses
scheme very time consuming and keeps me from doing my job in parliament and in the
constituency. | am not able to delegate expenses managements to staff as the consequences if the
expenses are claimed wrong is too great. The staff at IPSA are very helpful but the whole scheme is
very difficult to manage.

2) Chapter3

| feel if staff were paid more they would not have to claim travel at all. The staffing budget is so small
it is difficult in the SE to find staff and it is very time consuming putting in their travel claims. If the
staffing budget could be expanded then we would not have to do claims at all. | certainly don’t want
to spend more time on claiming expenses for staff

| don’t claim for any travel and so | am unable to comment on travel claims for MPs.

However for overseas travel the restrictions are too tough. | have a ferry link to [REDACTED] where
we have regular meetings with local government officials in France but | am unable to claim for
these although they are vitally important for the future of the ferry in the town. Considering | claim
no travel expenses these rules seem very inflexible and give the ferry fare is less expensive than a
train fare to London this seems unreasonable.

| don’t work from home so unable to comment on these changes.

3) Chapter4

a.

| would have liked some advice on how the changes to NI and pensions affects my staff budget. |
went to a drop in session but the staff there were unable to advise me. So | am not confident this
year in my staffing costs.

| do not think there should be changes to staff payments after an election. Other employees outside
parliament are provided with these benefits when they leave employment and as the job of a staffer
is so insecure because of elections and because they are paid so poorly it is not unreasonable to
offer these payments.

| really think the staffing budget needs to be increased and particularly a SE allowance like London.
The SE is as expensive as London and many other employers offer a SE enhancement to compensate.

4) Chapter5

a.

| strongly disagree with changes to connected party rules. | started with no connected parties
being employed but due to constant staffing difficulties which was affecting my ability to work, my
partner took a £20k pay drop to work for me. | need to be confident that the person running my
office is thorough and has my complete interests at heart and | could not find an office manager to
do this and so after nine months from being elected | employed my partner. Previously bills were
unpaid, expenses wrongly submitted and | could no longer take the risk and employed a connected
party who has as much to lose if expenses are not dealt with correctly.
[INFORMATION REDACTED]I need a member of staff with me at late night meetings and on
Saturdays and Sundays. Given employees are paid so poorly and given that these meetings would
take them well outside their contracted employment hours, employing a connected party was the
only way. | work in excess of 90 hours a week and so does my partner so he does well in excess of
the hours he is paid for. He manages my office, bills, tours and diary and accompanies me to all
engagements. | completely resent the fact that this is seen as a way of milking the system. He has
taken a huge pay cut to help me and this is often ignored [INFORMATION REDACTED] it is very
common for husbands and wives to work together and no one questions their ability to do their job
just because they are related. In business connected partners frequently work together and employ
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members of their family. As long as a fair process has been followed for recruitment then | really
don’t see the issue. To refuse someone employment based on their family status would go against
employment law if they are qualified to do the job.

| have had death threats, tyres slashed on my car and graffiti at my office and | very much feel | need
someone to accompany me on engagements. The staffing budget is so small that there are not
enough hours to ask non connected parties to accompany you. You get huge value for money from
employing a family member as they work well in excess of their hours and currently they cannot
benefit from the bonus scheme, which | agree with, but that certainly sets them apart from other
staff.

5) Chapter6

a.

Again | ask you not to change this. We are already not able to claim for newsletters informing our
constituents about local issues and keeping them up to date on the work we are doing. Other
elected officials from councillors to MEPs have a budget for this. If you make it any more difficult
there will be no point communicating with constituents at all. It is very frustrating currently.

b. | would be against a pooled system as | need staff in my constituency office to help with surgeries,
meeting constituents and a pooled system jut would not work. They need to know the constituency
inside out to respond to queries and help with casework.

6) Chapter?7

i. 1don’t claim for accommodation even though | could. Talking to other MP’s the system does
not provide enough money to rent places in London and is difficult. | would rather commute
by train. | often get home after midnight as a result and then have to leave about 6am the
next day when the house is sitting. | would welcome any IPSA staff who want to experience
this to spend some time with me.

ii. |do agree if you own a property in London you should not be able to claim rent for another.

7) Chapter 8

a.

With regard to changes during dissolution if staff were paid adequately they would not need to claim
travel expenses at all. The same applies to MPS.

The start up budget was very helpful and simple to follow and made the process of finding an office
much easier.

Yes to the London living area questions. Many employers pay a SE premium, not just a London one

8) Chapter9

a.

Yes details should be redacted on receipts due to security issues. Having had a number of death
threats and tyres slashed | do not want my personal details available any more than they already
are.

| have no problem with the way expenses are published

| don’t think you should publish information where payments are repaid by MPs on their cards. The
system is very difficult and if the payment was paid by the MP and not claimed then it seems unfair
to publish it. Staff also use the payment card to purchase stationary etc and make genuine mistakes.
The system is supposed to give transparency to claims and not be a weapon to embarrass people
who make genuine mistakes.

9) Chapter 10

a.

IF you change the connected parties rule this could breach employment law as you could be denying
someone a job who may be the most qualified and experienced person for that job apart from the
fact they are related to you.

Final comment. As a new MP | have found the expenses system very difficult. It should be a transparent way of
facilitating constituency and parliamentary business. Instead it is a system which feels like it is constantly trying to
trip you up and catch you out. | do not claim many of the expenses allowed such as travel and accommodation
because it is so time consuming. The system will be a big factor in whether | stand again because as someone who
worked in other sectors before becoming an MP | have never known a system which takes up so much time and is
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adversarial in nature. | came in to politics to work hard for my local area and instead feel the system does not work
for me, my staff or my constituents.

105



Anonymous 27

MP

Email

Received 24/10/2016

| travel away from my family, my wife and three young daughters each week that the House of
Commons is sitting. | therefore work away and by necessity live away from home, in London, to
be able to fulfil the role of representing my constituents, making and scrutinising the law and
scrutinising the work of Government.

To therefore even propose that MPs, who are already living away from home, should in future
be forced to live in outer London is extraordinary.

These proposals fly in the face of two important things that IPSA said they would do. First of all
they completely fail to understand or appreciate the reality of life for constituency MPs who
travel away from their homes and families, sometimes hundreds of miles away, to attend
Parliament. Secondly they show a worrying pandering to populism of trying to make changes
that are not sensible or reasonable but can be used to suggest that IPSA are somehow forcing
MPs to be "more like ordinary people" and to cut costs of the necessarily of being an MP.

We as a family live in a 3 bedroom terraced house in [REDACTED] , my children attend a local
school, my wife works as a teaching assistant in a local school. We are an ordinary family, with
the one exception that unlike most people | as an MP have to travel to and work in London for
most of the working week, so to somehow suggest MPs are not "ordinary" unless they also
then have to live in a London suburb with which they have no connection, simply because
commuters in the south east have to travel into London, is absurd. These commuters (and if
they have them, their partners and families) live in greater London or the south east.

So let me reiterate the basic fact that IPSA seem to have chosen to ignore: the majority of MPs
commute from their homes in their constituencies and spend 3-5 days away from their
families.

The Houses of Parliament are based in central London, in Westminster and therefore a basic
essential part of MPs travelling from all over the UK is that we work and therefore need to be
able to stay in central London.

No equivalence can be made with MPs who do travel home at the end of each sitting or day to
areas of outer London or the Home Counties; they are travelling to their home and their
families and | am sure are grateful to do so (and they can get to their home, which is why they
don't need accommodation in central London). The rest of us clearly do.

| certainly do not ask for luxury nor would | accept it, | only ask for what is needed to do the
job which is a one bedroom flat within half an hour walking distance of the Houses of
Parliament. | am then able to return home.

106



If MPs were absurdly only able to rent a flat in zone 3 then there would be a necessity for MPs
more often to get taxis when parliament sat late or for reasons of personal security. This would
be the case on Mondays especially when usually the houses rises at 10:30/40pm and sometimes
later. At a time when IPSA claims to be taking the issues of the personal safety of MPs
seriously, to be suggesting we all have to move out to zone 3 flies in the face of that
commitment.

This seems an excuse for not proposing what in the end, over time, would save a huge amount
of money to the taxpayer, which is for IPSA on behalf of the taxpayer to start purchasing basic
one bedroom flats for MPs within half an hour's walk of Westminster. These need not and
should not be in one block, they could and should be in many different locations. Although the
outlay would be considerable, the savings over time would be huge and parliament and the
taxpayer would own property.

In addition, in the end if IPSA were serious about saving money it would suggest abandoning
Westminster altogether and moving the UK Parliament to one of the UK's core cities!

So this proposal is clearly not really about saving money but is instead it seems to be about
IPSA trying to show it is cutting the cost of politics, by wrongly and unfairly suggesting that MPs
are somehow not "ordinary" useless those of us living many miles away from our homes and
families have to double commute and move to zone 3!

The suggestion also that somehow costs should only be paid when MPs are in parliament is
also nonsensical, as a flat can only be rented for a year. So it would force most MPs to use
hotels which would not be cheaper than renting a flat, would deny MPs the opportunity to
occasionally have their families in London and would take up additional time for MPs staff
having to book (and often amend) bookings in hotels that were affordable, under the limit. It
would mean living out of a suitcase all the time in London, when it is known which weeks the
House of Commons sits and when most of us would wish to at least have some suits and
toiletries in a flat rather than constantly having to travel with such items.

If it came to it | would be forced to reduce my attendance in Parliament and or travel to and
from my constituency more than once in a week which shows that if these changes were
brought in, they would actually undermine the roles that MPs do - precisely what IPSA said
they would not do, when they clearly said they would ensure MPs were supported in their
role.

My wife has said this "l am frankly disgusted that IPSA are now suggesting that MPs might be
forced to move out to suburbs of London. My husband is away for most of the week leaving
me to look after our children as well as work, which is very challenging with no support, but |
and we accept that this is an inevitable part of the important job of being an MP. We as a
family are lucky if we manage to visit him in London twice a year and when we do, the children
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all sleep in the lounge of his flat but are happy to do so. To now be suggesting that he can only
have a flat in a London suburb, nowhere near where he actually works is disgraceful and |
would worry even more about his security. We are an ordinary family but not many ordinary
people spend most of their working week in another place without having appropriate
accommodation provided for them within reasonable distance from their family home. My
husband IS already commuting, he already works away from his home, and it would be
outrageous to insist that he has to commute from two locations just to give some false
impression that MPs may not be ordinary"
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Scheme Consultation

Feels generally that it 'costs a lot of money to be an MP' - feels he spends a lot of his own money on enabling
parliamentary duties that he shouldn't have to such as some travel, and significant amount on meeting basic living
requirements away from home that are beyond control due to the nature of parliamentary life, and being captive on
the parliamentary estate. Does not expect IPSA to pay for all MPs' living costs and basic requirements, but could
perhaps recognise the challenges that MPs face and offset costs on a receipted basis to address the very mobile
nature of the job.

Boundary Review

MP’s constituency, post proposed changes, will be approximately the same geographic size as [REDACTED]. He feels it
will be very challenging to meaningfully serve constituents across such a large and rural area with poor infrastructure
and an almost total lack of public transport. It is also the case that electronic communication is impossible in much of
the proposed constituency due to lack of technological infrastructure. IPSA must recognise that geography proposed
and the highly differentiated communities across the proposed constituency, particularly considering the rural,
remote and ‘spread out’ locations they live in and the diverse demographic. It is the case that multiple constituency
offices would be required in addition to staff to manage and maintain them. Costs of travel, equipment and postage
would all increase beyond the level that is currently required. No person would seriously suggest that one MP cover
the whole of Northern Ireland or Wales but that is what the Boundary Commission is now suggesting for parts of
Scotland.

109



Anonymous 29

MP

Email

Received 17/05/2016

Here are my views.

Question 8 — Assuming a fixed term parliament | think that all staff could be put on notice 3 months’
notice prior to the election. There should be rules about carrying over leave entitlement and not
building it up beyond 5 days from year to year, this is beneficial to the wellbeing of the staff as well
as the financial issues,. Staff should be informed not to have any more than 5 days leave remaining
unallocated prior to the 3 months’ notice period before a general election. | think it would also help
if MPs were called to report Annual leave data quarterly to ipsa to assess if it is building up. (this
system would need to remain as it is for sudden elections being called ect and will only work on the
basis of fixed term parliaments)

Question 9 — | don’t see the need for a bonus payment scheme. | think staff should be able to make
claims for hours beyond their contracted hours as overtime but this should be preapproved before
they do it by the MP.

Question 10 — | understand the public concerns and this could be open for dishonesty. | employ my
husband and would find it very hard to be an MP without us doing it together. | am sure | would
cope. It allows for his to work in London when we are their with my children, it allows flexibility for
us to arrange our life. | think that pay rises for connected parties should not exceed those of other
members of staff, although this would be very complicated to manage as their job might actually
change.

11 — I think there should be evidence to prove that you are spending the uplift on your children’s
accommodation. | have the uplift in order to allow me to have 2 bedroom flat. | could easily prove
this was their room and it was solely used for them to stay with me in London.

14 — | already live on the border of Zone 2/3 in order to afford a bigger flat for my kids to live in. |

think living much further away from Parliament would be difficult especially as a woman travelling
on my own on sittings until 10. Our working days are ridiculously long without the need to add an

hour commute either side of it.

The option of providing us with hotel accommodation instead of a flat would be awful for m