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Pesplite the numerou=z revelations in respect af
MFs' expenses they have nevertheless approved a scheme by which they
may clalm £25% a night =ub=zistence allowance when staying away from
Lhelr deslgnated main home. Ho recelpbs regquired even though bthers
were assurances to the contrary that expense clalms not supported by
recalpts would be unacceptable. Payments for such itema as mortgage
Intarest, rent; council bax and uwtility billas centinue.

such arrangements and Inflated claims will
continue whilst MPa' are reaponsaible for Eheir own allowances. It
ha=; I suggest, become abundgply clear that no eflfective control 13
peasible within Westminster and that cutside scrutiny and examination
15 esaentlal. There 13 such avallable and 13 highly regarded. It 1s
Lhe Inland Revenue.

Barristers are self-employed and have many of
the same e¥xpenaes as MPs', office rental, steff co=t=, travel, =subsist=
ence, statlonery, poestage, hotel expenses - somebimas for long periods.
Being =zelf-employed ipvolves submitting eannual accountas ol expenses and
income. Zome expenses would be accepted, others not. As 1 was in practice
az a barrister for over 25 years I have some experience of the syatem.

I suggest that llkewlse MPs'" be regarded as self-
employed and as such submib annual accountas to the Inland RBevenua. Such
a aystem would be seen by the publlic as falr and remove them Crom bthe
present cosy arrangempents within Westminster. Every MP would recelve an
annual sum to cover salary and gll expenszez. The present system of allow=
encea, speclial payments, claim= for rent, hotels, mortgages =Le. would
dizappear. Each HMP would decide bow he or zhe wizshed to allocate the
annual payment and make thelr own arrangements for staff and accomm=
cdation, aums properly spéent on pnecessary expenses and approved by the
Inland Revenue would not be a2ubject to tax.It would [ree MPz' from Che
present burden of having to submit claims to the Feea Office, sometimes
for trivial anocunts. It would be approved of by the public alnce the
annual sum pald would be koown to all.



TWwo matters immediately arise for conzideration
1. The amount of the annual sum. There would obvlously bhe consider-
able debate and discussiaon over this. , Iy SUuggeation would be
in the range £150,000 - £200,000. 48 I have statad abhove thepe
Wwould be no other payment or allowance of gaykind, the gum paid
would have to cover all items of gxpenditure, Offlce accommod=-
within Westminater to be provided as now but nething further.

2. Should all MPs' receive the same amount no matter where their
constituency 1s sltuated.Travel costs are increaszed wWith the
distance from Westminater but overall costs af living are lesas.
MPa' are entirely free to choose which constltuency they would
Wwish to represent and have to accept disadvantages as well as
advantages. S0 I suggest that all MPs' receive the =ame annual

S .

To summarise. The present system of MPaz!®
expenses 13 hopelessly flawed and will neobt improve whilst they are
able to submit claims that are considered and approved within West-
minater. Dutside diacipline is ezsential to restore publlic trust and
the Inland Revenue 1s ideally placed to provide this. Having to submlt
annual accounts will placs MPs' in the aame position az many thousands
of self-employed and instead of being able to submit extravagant
claims for approval they will have to manage an annual budget.

Youra Sinceraly,



