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Foreword 

This is the fifth and final Annual Report which I shall submit as Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards. My five year term finishes at the end of December 2012. The 
process of appointing my successor started in May. I look forward to welcoming the new 
Parliamentary Commissioner to this office later this year. 

It has been a tumultuous five years. This started in the early weeks of my tenure, following 
the Committee’s Report about a Member who claimed against parliamentary expenses for 
a member of his family who was in fact a full-time university student in the North of 
England at the time. The pressure of complaints built during the course of that first year, 
reaching new levels of prominence when I inquired into a complaint against the then 
Speaker (which I did not uphold) and complaints against a number of members of the 
Cabinet, not all of which I upheld. It reached its zenith during the expenses crisis starting 
in the Spring of 2009. Each morning for some 25 days, the public, individual Members and 
the House were brought low by what was being published. Not all the matters reported 
were heinous or amounted to misconduct, but there was enough to be clear that the House 
had lost its bearings on expenses.  

With the new Parliament elected in May 2010, and with the work of the Independent 
Parliamentary Standards Authority (IPSA) on expenses now settling down into a more 
established, more experienced and better understood structure, I hope that those bearings 
have now been re-established. I believe Members should be able to receive without rancour 
the level and type of expenses they and their offices need to support them in their 
parliamentary and constituency duties. Anything less than that is a disservice to our 
citizens. Anything more is a waste. 

Following the House’s agreement in December 2010 to increase the amount of published 
information about the Commissioner’s work, in the last year I have published monthly 
updates on my webpages of statistics about the complaints I have received and my current 
inquiries. I have also published my determination letters and the supporting evidence for 
cases which I have rectified or where I have not upheld a breach. These changes have 
resulted in one of the highest degrees of transparency in any parliamentary or other 
disciplinary system. The necessary confidentiality of inquiries in progress has not been 
compromised, but the public can now see for themselves which Members are subject to 
inquiry and are now able to judge for themselves the fairness and thoroughness of the 
House’s disciplinary system. 

Meanwhile, the number of new complaints coming into my office continued to fall. That 
was to be expected, not least because expenses matters in the current Parliament are for the 
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Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority and its Compliance Officer to resolve. 
Nevertheless, I received over 100 formal complaints against 93 Members and former 
Members and many more e-mailed complaints, most of which fell outside my remit, often 
because they objected to the way a Member handled the constituent’s case or to a 
Member’s views and opinions. Both are properly matters for the Members’ own judgement 
in respect of which they can be held to account by the electorate. Quite properly they are 
not matters for the Commissioner. Of the 12 complaints I resolved this year, almost 60% 
were about conduct in previous Parliaments. All of those concerning conduct in this 
Parliament related to parliamentary matters such as registration, declaration and the use of 
stationery, none of which suggested that those Members had exploited the House for any 
private or personal benefit.  

Nevertheless, the reputation of the House remains at risk. Trust once lost will take time and 
a consistent and continued record of maintaining high standards of conduct before it can 
be restored. That is true of any national institution. It is particularly true of the House. As 
the expenses crisis showed, unless apparently minor breaches of the rules of conduct are 
challenged and remedied, they can all too easily become endemic and inflamed and so 
seriously damage the reputation of the House from within. I would urge Members and 
their offices to make sure they are familiar with all the relevant rules and regularly to check 
on their compliance. No Member should take these matters for granted. I, and my office, 
are always ready to provide advice or assistance to Members. 

With fewer complaints inquiries, I have been pleased to be able to concentrate more fully 
on the standards framework within which the House operates. The House now has a 
revised and updated Code of Conduct. That is the outcome of the consultation and review 
I completed last year and of the report to the House on my conclusions by the Committee 
on Standards and Privileges. I was pleased that the House accepted almost all of the 
recommendations for a revised Code. As a result, except in one respect, I believe the House 
has a clear, practical, principled, relevant and easy to understand Code. 

I was disappointed that the House decided to prevent the Commissioner from 
investigating the conduct of any Member in their private and personal lives which had 
significantly damaged the reputation and integrity of the House or its Members generally. 
The result is that the House is either powerless to protect fully the integrity of Parliament, 
on which our democracy depends, or it has no recognised structure of independent 
investigation for such matters. In my judgement that is bad for the reputation of the House 
and equally bad for any individual Member involved. I hope that before too long the House 
might find an opportunity to consider this matter further, in the light of the proposal made 
by the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges which I refer to in Chapter 1 of 
my Report.  
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My Report also identifies the consultative work I have carried out this year on a new Guide 
to the Rules to underpin the new Code. This will give the House the opportunity to review 
the rules on lobbying by Members and to agree to a shorter and clearer set of requirements 
for the registration and declaration of interests. My Report also identifies the work I have 
done to simplify and update the previous procedural notes, creating one comprehensive 
note reflecting my current procedures. 

My aim in all this work has been to use my experience as Commissioner to support the 
House in having relevant, up-to-date and accessible rules of conduct. At the same time I 
have sought to ensure that the supporting rules and procedures give the best prospect of 
assisting Members in complying with the rules and of resolving problems fairly when they 
may not have done so. I aim, therefore, to pass on to my successor a system for Members’ 
conduct which meets both the needs of Parliament and the expectations of the public. 

I know that the new Commissioner will be greatly assisted by the excellent staff in the 
Commissioner’s Office and by a new Committee on Standards which will oversee the new 
Commissioner’s work. If the House is as well served by that Committee as I believe it has 
been by the Committee on Standards and Privileges under its successive Chairs, then the 
new Commissioner will be in the best position possible to carry out the duties of this office 
with the confidence that the Commissioner has, as he or she must have, the full support of 
the whole House. 

I will leave this office at the end of this calendar year very grateful to the House for the 
honour of serving it and the wider public in this important role. 

 

26 June 2012 John Lyon CB 
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1 Review of the year  

1.1 In the second year of this Parliament I have focused on strengthening the systems for 
sustaining high standards among Members. The role of the Commissioner is far more than 
intervening when things have gone wrong. In my view it is even more important that the 
Commissioner supports the House and all its Members to prevent problems before they 
arise. As part of my contribution to this important work, in the last year I concluded my 
review of the Code of Conduct for Members of Parliament to ensure it continued to reflect 
the standards expected of all Members. As a result I consider that the House has, except in 
one respect, a Code which meets today’s expectations of Members and sustains the 
reputation and integrity of Parliament.  

1.2 The existence of a Code of Conduct is in my view an essential requirement for any 
democratic institution. But alone it is not sufficient to ensure public confidence in the 
probity of its Members. People need to have confidence that the principles will be 
consistently met and that standards will be upheld. 

1.3 The publication, in November 2011, of the Committee on Standards in Public Life’s 
survey of public attitudes was a timely, if sobering reminder of the size of the task still 
before the House. This was the fourth survey of public attitudes to the standards of conduct 
of public office holders in the UK and, as previous surveys, included public perceptions of 
Members of Parliament. It was undertaken between December and January 2010. As the 
Committee on Standards in Public Life said, the results make stark reading: while public 
confidence in those holding public office has been on a long term decline since 2004, the 
2010 results suggest that the rate of decline may have increased. The Committee on 
Standards in Public Life noted that MPs fell short of what people expected of them on all 
the dimensions covered in the survey–with the exception of not taking bribes. While there 
was no change in levels of trust in Ministers and MPs in general the proportion who 
considered that most Members told the truth fell from 26 to 20 per cent and only 8 per cent 
felt they owned up when they made a mistake.  

1.4 It is fair to point out that this was a survey of the public perception of Members’ 
conduct. It does not purport to be an accurate reflection of the conduct itself or of the 
current standards followed by Members. There were also some more positive signs, for 
example the survey found that the proportion believing the authorities will generally 
uncover wrongdoing by those in public office rose from 39% to 44% and confidence that 
the authorities would punish those caught doing wrong increased from 33% to 36%. And 
fewer people believed that MPs based their decisions on what would make their party 
popular (9%) or what might affect their political career (8%). Nevertheless, the survey was a 
sobering reminder, if any were needed, that Parliament suffered heavy blows to its 
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reputation in the final years of the last Parliament and it will take some considerable time, 
and a record of continuing probity, to restore and to strengthen the public’s perception of 
their elected Members. 

1.5 In the light of the findings of this survey it was perhaps timely that the House had the 
opportunity to consider and agree a new Code of Conduct. My review of the Code of 
Conduct enabled me to consider whether the Code needed some revision in the light of 
public expectations and the experiences of the last Parliament. And it enabled the House as 
a whole to commit the current Parliament to the Code’s purpose and expectations. 

1.6 This is not the first time that the Code has been revised since it was first agreed by the 
House in 1996. The Committee on Standards in Public Life recommended in 2002 that it 
should be reviewed once in each Parliament.1 I think this is valuable advice. The Code 
should expect to have some longevity, but should be revisited, from time to time—both to 
be sure that it still meets public expectations and to provide Members of the Parliament at 
the time with an opportunity to consider and commit to their Code. Having consulted 
widely, including past and present Members and the current Committee on Standards in 
Public Life, I submitted my conclusions to the Committee on Standards and Privileges in 
October 2011. The Committee submitted its report to the House the following month. 

1.7 Overall, I endorsed the main tenets of the Code. In my view it is right that it should set 
out the expectations at a relatively high level of principle rather than turning itself into a 
detailed rule book. It is right that the Code should commit Members to the seven principles 
of conduct in public life established by the Committee on Standards in Public Life as far 
back as 1995. And it is right that it should establish some key high level rules of conduct to 
which all Members are expected to adhere. But I thought that the Code could usefully 
distinguish more clearly between the general aspirations and the specific rules, that some of 
the rules could be rephrased to ensure they could be better understood and more 
objectively judged and that the principle that Members should be accountable for adhering 
to these rules should be more clearly established. Under the Code, that accountability is 
exercised through inquiry by the Commissioner, who reports to the relevant select 
Committee, who itself reports to the House.  

1.8 I recommended also that the Code should normally be confined to conduct which 
related in any way to membership of the House, and that it should not routinely continue 
to apply to all aspects of a Member’s public life. This was because I did not believe that a 
parliamentary code was the place to regulate Members’ other public activities, such as their 
work as a barrister or on the board of a public company, particularly given there were 
separate regulators for that.  

 
1 Recommendation R1(a) of the Eighth Report of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, Standards of Conduct in the 

House of Commons, Cm 5663, November 2002. 
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1.9 But that narrowing of the remit of the Code needed in my view to be balanced by a 
provision which I recommended and which would have allowed Members to have been 
made accountable for any actions undertaken in any capacity which had the effect of 
significantly damaging the reputation and integrity of the House of Commons as a whole 
or of its Members generally. The events of the last Parliament well demonstrated how the 
actions of individual Members can affect the reputation and integrity of the whole House. 
Democracy and good governance depend crucially on maintaining confidence in the 
House of Commons as an institution. It is right in my view that the institution should be 
able to take action against a Member whose conduct has demonstrably and significantly 
damaged Parliament itself.  

1.10 With one drafting amendment, the Committee endorsed my recommendations in 
full. It submitted in November 2011 a revised Code for the House’s approval. The revised 
Code was considered by the House in a debate on 12 March 2012.  

1.11 In explaining the revised code to the House, the Chair of the Committee, the Rt Hon 
Kevin Barron MP, said the following: 

“In approving the Code of Conduct today, the House will be setting the framework for 
the rules that will, I hope, last for the remainder of this Parliament and into the next. It 
is important to be clear about what the Code is for. It is not a rule book that sets out 
precise instructions about what is and is not permissible in each case..... The Code has a 
broader function: it helps us to ensure that we behave in way that is consistent with the 
seven principles of public life—the Nolan principles, which are part of the Code and 
which underpin its provisions. Where appropriate, the Code is supplemented by more 
detailed statements of some of the rules, such as the guide to the rules, and the rules on 
the use of House facilities, but Members have ultimate responsibility for ensuring that 
they abide by the principles of the Code.”  

1.12 I was pleased that after debate the whole House agreed without division to the revised 
Code, with one exception. The House agreed to an amendment to the Code which prevents 
the Commissioner from investigating a specific matter which allegedly has caused 
significant damage to the reputation and integrity of the House or of its Members generally 
if that matter related only to the conduct of a Member in their private and personal lives. 
The result is that the Code—and the House—has accepted that Members’ conduct in their 
private and personal lives could exceptionally cause such damage, but the established 
means of resolving fairly and independently such matters cannot be invoked. In my 
judgement this leaves the Code in an unsatisfactory and unsettled position. In such wholly 
exceptional circumstances where, by definition, the pressures on the House to act are likely 
to be immense, the House would either be unable to act or would have to try to initiate 
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some unprecedented procedure without the involvement of the independent 
Commissioner appointed by the House to do this work. 

1.13 I recognise the House’s concern about any intrusion into a Member’s private and 
personal life. Like anyone else, Members are entitled to a private and personal life and for 
that to remain private. Any intrusion into that should be both necessary and proportionate. 
There needs to be a very clear public interest in such intrusion, recognising, as the rule in 
the Code itself says, that any conflict between the private and public interest must be 
resolved in favour of the public interest. I recognise that the House may wish to satisfy itself 
that in such circumstances an investigation is necessary to protect the reputation and 
integrity of the House before the Commissioner embarks on such an investigation. I hope 
that before too long the House might find an opportunity to consider further this matter 
and the resolution proposed by the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 
which would require the Commissioner to seek the agreement of the relevant Committee 
of the House before exceptionally instituting such an inquiry.  

1.14 In addition, on 12 March 2012, the House agreed a motion in respect of the 
appointment of lay members to a new Committee on Standards. This followed an inquiry 
by the Procedure Committee published in November 2011 into a previous 
recommendation from the Committee on Standards in Public Life in November 2009, 2 3 
which had been endorsed by the Committee on Standards and Privileges and then the 
House in December 2010.4The House agreed to create two separate Committees, one on 
standards and one on privileges, with at least two and no more than three lay members 
being included on the Committee on Standards. The House agreed that lay members, who 
cannot be former Members of Parliament, will be able to participate fully in evidence 
taking and informal consideration of draft reports. While they will not have full voting 
rights, any written opinion of a lay member must be published as part of its report and the 
Committee on Standards cannot conduct any business unless at least one lay member is 
present. Lay members could be appointed for the remainder of one Parliament and 
reappointed for a period of up to two years in a new Parliament. Once the new 
arrangements are in place, my work will be considered by the Committee on Standards.  

1.15 I value this development. I hope that the necessary appointment procedures for the lay 
members will result in the establishment of a Committee on Standards with lay members 
before too long. If this were to be before the end of this calendar year I stand ready to give 
any assistance necessary to the new Committee and its lay members in fulfilling their 
responsibilities. 

 
2 Procedure Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2010–12 Sixth Report, HC 1606 

3 Committee on Standards in Public Life, Twelfth Report, MPs’ expenses and allowances (Cm 7724, November 2009) 

4 Committee on Standards and Privileges, Second Report of Session 2009–10, HC 67 
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1.16 In January 2012 I published a consultation paper on the more detailed Guide to the 
Rules. The Guide relates principally to the rules in the Code of Conduct dealing with the 
registration and declaration of Members’ financial interests and to lobbying. It provides 
fuller details about these rules and about the procedure for complaints. The current Guide 
is much longer than the Code itself and, in my view, can be quite difficult to follow. This is 
principally because the Guide is the result of a series of motions and resolutions of the 
House, plus some interpretation of these motions and resolutions, which have grown up 
incrementally over some 16 years. This is the first time that the opportunity has arisen to 
consider the Guide to the Rules as a whole, including both its structure and content.  

1.17 In respect of its structure, I have proposed in the consultation paper a full redraft of 
the Guide reducing its length by 25% and setting out its provisions and the requirements 
on Members in what I hope is a clearer and more logical way. 

1.18 In respect of the content, I have consulted on reducing the number of categories 
under which Members are required to register their interests, thus I hope simplifying that 
task, harmonising some of the financial thresholds for registration and potentially 
tightening the rules on lobbying in relation to both present and past Members. I am now 
considering the responses I have received and the issues raised in the consultation paper 
before submitting a report on the Guide to the Committee for their consideration. I expect 
my work on this to be complete by the end of this calendar year.  

1.19 In addition to the Code and the Guide to the Rules, the Commissioner has previously 
published with the Committee’s approval a note on the procedures for complaints and 
inquiries. There were seven such notes, mainly for specific recipients such as the Member, 
witnesses or the press. Many of them dated back to 2003 and they needed updating. In the 
course of the year I therefore worked on a single procedural note which reflected my 
current procedures and which is now available to all interested parties, as well as the wider 
public. The new note gives procedural guidance to anyone involved at each stage of the 
complaints procedure enabling them to see where they fit into the overall process. The 
Committee approved this new procedural note in April 2012 and I published it on my 
webpages. It will apply to all inquiries started after that date.  

1.20 There have been two developments in relation to All-Party Parliamentary Groups. In 
November 2011 the Registrar of Members’ Financial Interests proposed to the Committee 
on Standards and Privileges that those who held House of Commons passes because of 
their work on the secretariat of any group should have to register financial interests in the 
same way as the staff of Members do. This was necessary to fill a gap in the registration 
structure following a decision by the House authorities to issue passes to members of any 
secretariat who were not already part of the staff of a Member of either House. Further 
information on this new requirement is in Chapter 4. 
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1.21 In November 2011 the Speakers of both Houses established a cross-House working 
group to review Parliament’s arrangements for All-Party Groups. The working group was 
established to consider the current operation and funding of All Party Groups and produce 
some pathfinder recommendations. In a statement published on 28 November 2011 the 
Speakers made clear that they wished the working group to look at the implications of the 
growing number of All-Party Groups; the extent to which there is a risk of confusion with 
formally constituted Select Committees of both Houses; whether Groups should be 
required to publish minutes and accounts; and the funding of Group activities. I was 
pleased to have been asked by the Speakers to be an adviser to that working group. The 
working group submitted its Report to the Speakers and it was subsequently published in 
June 2012.  

1.22 The year saw some changes to the staffing in my office. In April 2011 the Registrar of 
Members’ Financial Interests, Ms Alda Barry, moved to other duties in the House. She had 
been Registrar for almost 10 years and is widely respected in the House for her expertise 
and wise advice. She was succeeded by Ms Heather Wood, who was the Commissioner’s 
complaints officer. Over the course of the year, I was able to reduce my own normal 
working week from four to three days, although I worked additional days when the work 
required it and continued to be available at all other times. 

1.23 In addition to the work on which I have been centrally engaged and these changes to 
my office, I have also been engaged with a number of initiatives and activities undertaken 
elsewhere. 

1.24 In September 2011 the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority and their 
Compliance Officer agreed their joint statement on working with the Commissioner. It is a 
statutory requirement on IPSA and the Compliance Officer to produce a statement on how 
they will work with the Commissioner, the Metropolitan Police Service and the Crown 
Prosecution Service. In respect of the Commissioner, the joint statement says that, where 
either IPSA or the Compliance Officer considers that a Member’s conduct justifies it, they 
shall refer that Member, with the relevant evidence, to the Commissioner for him or her to 
decide whether to inquire into a potential breach of the Code or rules.   

1.25 Following the publication of this joint statement, and with the agreement of the 
Committee, I published in November 2011 a procedural note setting out my procedures 
for handling a referral from either the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority or 
its Compliance Officer. This stated that I would not consider any such reference until after 
any avenue of appeal available to the Member under IPSA’s statutory procedures had been 
exhausted. It also made clear that I would expect to accept the outcome of any investigation 
undertaken by the Compliance Officer relating to his or her remit and would not, 
therefore, expect to reopen the Compliance Officer’s investigation or its final outcome. 
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This note has now been incorporated into the updated and consolidated procedural note 
referred to above. 

1.26 In September 2011 I provided at his request written evidence about the work of the 
Commissioner to Lord Justice Leveson’s inquiry into the culture, practice and ethics of the 
press. 

1.27 In December 2011 the Government published a draft bill which would give the public 
the right to recall their local Member of Parliament where there was a finding of serious 
wrongdoing against the Member. The proposals set out two triggers for a recall petition. 
The first would be linked to a Member receiving a custodial sentence of 12 months or less 
(a sentence over 12 months already attracts automatic expulsion from the House). The 
second would be when the House of Commons resolved, through a vote, that a recall 
petition should be opened. The Government considered that the draft Bill would work 
alongside the House’s own disciplinary arrangements and that the House could be invited 
to agree to a recall petition where the Committee on Standards and Privileges had found 
the Member guilty of serious wrongdoing.  

1.28 In January 2012, with the Chair, I gave evidence on these proposals to the 
Constitutional and Political Reform Committee which was conducting pre-legislative 
scrutiny of the Bill. My own view is that the Commissioner should not be required to 
determine in his investigation whether the serious wrongdoing threshold for recall had 
been met because that would involve him, in effect, in recommending a sanction on a 
Member. I would not welcome an extension of the Commissioner’s remit into 
recommending what sanction the House might impose as a result of my investigation: that 
is too wide a band of responsibility for one person. The current process properly separates 
the person who conducts the investigation from any decision about the penalty. And under 
the new provisions of the current Code, of course, the Commissioner would not be able to 
engage in any investigation if it involved only a Member’s conduct in their private and 
personal lives, for example an offence committed abroad on holiday, since the Code 
specifically prevents him from investigating such matters. 
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2 Looking outward: information and 
advice  

Publication of information about inquiries 

2.1 In accordance with the procedures agreed by the House I publish on my webpages 
each month the statistics in relation to the complaints I receive and resolve, and I 
identify the name of the Member in respect of any cases I am inquiring into. Where I 
resolve an inquiry without it going to the Committee, then my resolution letter, and the 
evidence on which it is based, are published on my parliamentary webpages. My reports 
to the Committee with all the relevant evidence supporting them are published on the 
Committee’s webpages.   

Responding to enquiries from the general public 

2.2 During the year my office continued to receive, and to respond to, regular enquiries 
from the general public by telephone, e-mail and letter. To those who approached my 
office with concerns about individual Members, we responded explaining my role and, as 
appropriate, the extent of my remit, and the procedure for submitting complaints, 
including the need for complainants to supply sufficient evidence to justify an inquiry. To 
those who asked about particular inquiries, my office replied in accordance with the 
guidance approved by the Committee, directing enquirers to published information where 
available or confirming, when asked, whether or not a specific complaint against a 
particular Member had been received and was under inquiry.5 In response to comments or 
questions about parliamentary processes, or about Parliament as a whole, my office 
directed enquirers to those best placed to respond. 

Freedom of Information requests 

2.3 During the year the House of Commons received nine requests for information relating 
to my work under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. The House responded to these 
requests in accordance with the statutory procedures. Five of these requests related to 
complaints about or investigations into Members or Members’ staff; two were about the 
registers of interests; one asked for information about an All-Party Group; and one 
concerned briefings for Members. A full or partial disclosure was made in all cases except 
two where the House either did not hold the information or did not confirm or deny 

 
5 Procedural Note, April 2012 http://www.parliament.uk/documents/documents/Procedural_Note-April_2012.pdf  
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whether information was held by virtue of the exemption in the Act for personal 
information.  

Responding to enquiries from the media 

2.4 My office responded to 140 media enquiries during the year. The majority of these 
related to complaints or matters under inquiry. In such cases my office confirmed, when 
asked, whether or not a specific complaint had been received and whether a matter was 
under inquiry, including referring to the information on my webpages updated monthly 
setting out my current caseload.6 My office does not comment on the progress of particular 
inquiries while they are in train but, once inquiries are completed, the course and 
chronology of each inquiry is available in each memorandum I submit to the Committee 
or otherwise on my webpages.  

Relations with other standards bodies 

2.5 I am pleased to report that during the year my office continued to maintain our 
contacts with the Standards Commissioners for the devolved administrations. In particular 
I was grateful to them for their contributions to my consultations on reviewing the Code of 
Conduct and its associated Guide to the Rules. We have also maintained our close working 
relationship with the Electoral Commission with regular contacts at working level and 
meetings when required.  

International work and other presentations 

2.6 My office has continued to provide presentations and discussion sessions to visiting 
parliamentarians and parliamentary staff. This year, in December 2011, I accompanied a 
Member of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to the Parliamentary Assembly of 
the Council of Europe’s Committee on Rules of Procedure, Immunities and Institutional 
Affairs where I gave a presentation on the role of the Commissioner. Alongside the Chair 
and the Clerk of the House I gave evidence to the Australian House of Representative’s 
Privileges and Members Interests Committee. In the course of the year I met with 
Tasmania’s Parliamentary Standards Commissioner and gave a presentation to interns 
from the University of Hull. In addition, members of my office had meetings with 
representatives from Angola, Mexico, Vietnam, Uganda and the Isle of Man.  

2.7 Finally, I spoke in February 2012, at Oxford University’s ‘Lessons in Government’ 
seminar series. In that speech I set out my views on the parliamentary standards 
framework established on the four pillars of clarity, openness, accountability and support 

 
6 Procedural Note, April 2012 http://www.parliament.uk/documents/documents/Procedural_Note-April_2012.pdf 
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and describe how this framework fits into the wider context of standards in public life. The 
text of the speech is at Appendix 2.  

Advice to Members and others 

2.8 My office provides, as a core part of its work, confidential advice to Members either by 
telephone, letter, e-mail or face-to-face. This includes advice on registration and 
declaration and on wider issues which could raise questions of propriety. The Registrar and 
Executive Assistant advise on the Register of Members’ Financial Interests and the 
Assistant Registrar on the Registers for staff, All-Party Groups and Journalists. Such advice 
is confidential. It is disclosed only in the event of its becoming relevant to one of my 
inquiries.  

2.9 In addition, during the year the Registrar continued the programme of briefings about 
the registration requirements for both Members and their staff. Between March 2011 and 
March 2012, she held two seminars for Members and five for their staff. Further sessions 
are planned for 2012–13.  
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3 Inquiries Into Members’ Conduct 

Overview 

3.1 In the year beginning 1 April 2011 I received 109 formal complaints or allegations 
against 93 Members and former Members.7 This was slightly fewer than in the previous 
year. While most of these complaints fell outside my remit, and others could not have 
constituted a breach of the rules, I accepted eight complaints for inquiry. 8  

3.2 In the course of the reporting year, I concluded work on 12 complaints or allegations 
including six carried forward from the previous year. The twelve complaints included two 
inquiries which, with the agreement of the Committee, I closed following the conclusion 
of court proceedings and one which I closed on medical grounds. None of these three 
Members was still a Member of the House and each of the inquiries had been subject to a 
considerable period of suspension. I reached conclusions, therefore, on nine inquiries. At 
the end of the year I carried forward to 2012–13 two inquiries which were active, and two 
which remained suspended.9  

Complaints received and considered in 2011–12 

3.3 I carefully considered each of the 109 complaints I received in 2011–12 to see whether 
they came within my remit and if so if the complainant had provided sufficient evidence 
to justify me initiating an inquiry. Each complainant received a response from me or my 
office and almost all of these responses were issued within five working days of receipt of 
the complaint.  

3.4 Under the procedures agreed by the Committee on Standards and Privileges, I do not 
accept complaints unless they are signed and in hard copy. In addition to these formal 
complaints which I record in my statistics, my office receives each year a number of 
complaints by fax or e-mail. In the last year this amounted to just over a hundred. Each 
received a substantive response, usually within five working days of receipt. When the 
subject matter of these complaints appears to come within my remit, my office invites the 
complainant to submit their complaint formally in writing with their evidence so that I 

 
7 In the context of this chapter, complaints include allegations referred to me by the Member themselves (“self-

referrals”).  

8 The House has decided that the Committee’s remit should not cover policy matters, a Member’s views or opinions, a 
Member’s handling of or decisions about cases (whether or not they were constituents), or matters which relate 
wholly to the conduct of Members in their private or personal lives. The Commissioner does not consider complaints 
about expenses matters in the current Parliament (which are for the Independent Parliamentary Standards 
Authority) or alleged breaches of the Code of Conduct for Ministers. 

9 Both of these suspended inquiries had been first suspended in 2010–11. 
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can consider them further. Those which were so submitted are recorded among the 109 
formal complaints I received.  

3.5 Table 1 sets out on a quarterly basis the number of complaints accepted during the 
year and the number not accepted for inquiry, with reasons. As in previous years, the 
largest category of those I was unable to accept were where the complaint fell outside my 
remit. Under the provisions agreed by the House, my remit does not include a Member’s 
handling of or decision about an individual case (whether or not the individual is a 
constituent of the Member), the expression of a Member’s views or opinions, or policy 
matters. Complaints on these matters formed a substantial proportion, almost 75%, of the 
formal complaints I received.  

Table 1: Complaints considered in 2011–2012  

 

Quarter 1
Apr-June 

2011 

Quarter 2 
Jul-Sept 

2011 

Quarter 3
Oct-Dec 

2011 

Quarter 4 
Jan-Mar 

2012 
Total 

1.Formal complaints 
received 

23 16 36 34 109 

2. Complaints subject of inquiry: 
(a) Complaints under 
inquiry and brought 
forward from 2010-11 

- - - - 4 

(b) New complaints 
accepted for inquiry 

0 0 6 2 8 

(c) Inquiries suspended at 
quarter end 31 3 2 2  

3. Complaints not inquired into: 
(a) because complaint 
fell outside remit 

18 15 14 342 81 

(b) because complaint 
did not concern a breach 
of the rules 

4 1 10 0 15 

(c) because insufficient 
supporting evidence was 
provided 

0 0 2 0 2 

(d) because a similar 
complaint had already 
been accepted 

1 0 1 0 2 

(e) because inquiry not 
justified following self-
referral 

0 0 1 0 1 

Total complaints not 
inquired into 

23 16 28 34 101 

 
Note 1: One further suspended inquiry was brought forward from 2010–11 and closed in the first 
quarter 
Note 2: Two of these complaints were received in Quarter 3.  
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Self referrals 

3.6 One Member referred himself to me for inquiry in 2011–12. Under the procedures 
agreed by the House, I may only accept a self-referral in exceptional circumstances and 
with the agreement of the Committee. I did not consider that the matter referred to me 
by the Member, involving a late registration, met that threshold. I did, however, 
subsequently receive a complaint about the same matter which I was able to accept and 
resolve. One of the four cases I brought forward from 2010–11, and concluded in 2011–
12, was a self-referral.  

Suspended inquiries 

3.7 I brought forward from 2010–11 four suspended inquiries. During 2011–12 I closed 
two of these. I carried into 2012–13 two cases which had been suspended: one on account 
of criminal proceedings; and the other on account of possible criminal proceedings. 

Complaints inquired into and resolved in 2011–12 

3.8 Table 2 sets out on a quarterly basis the numbers of complaints which I concluded 
during the year and how they were resolved. Of the nine complaints on which I 
concluded inquiries, in all but one I upheld the complaint in whole or in part, or 
identified and resolved a related breach. I did not uphold the remaining complaint.  
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Table 2: Complaints resolved in 2011–12  

 Quarter 1
Apr-June 

2011 

Quarter 2 
Jul-Sept 

2011 

Quarter 3
Oct-Dec 

2011 

Quarter 4 
Jan-Mar 

2012 

Total

1. Complaints upheld:  

(a) resolved through the 
rectification procedure 

0 11 1 2 4 

(b) subject of a 
memorandum to 
Committee on Standards 
and Privileges5 

1 1 0 2 4 

Total complaints upheld 1 2 1 4 8 

2. Complaints not upheld: 

(a) without a formal report 
to the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges 

0 0 0 1 1 

(b) subject of a 
memorandum to 
Committee on Standards 
and Privileges5 

0 0 0 0 0 

Total complaints not 
upheld 

0 0 0 1 1 

3. Other complaints submitted to the Committee on Standards and Privileges 

(a) Consideration of 
memorandum postponed 
because of possible 
criminal proceedings2 

0 0 0 0 0 

(b) Inquiry closed 23 0 14 0 3 

   

Total complaints inquired 
into and resolved 

3 2 2 5 12 

 

Note 1: In this case the complaint was not upheld but other matters were rectified. 
Note 2: Consideration of one memorandum submitted to the Committee in 2010–11 remains 
postponed.  
Note 3: Following the conclusion of court proceedings—both had been subject to a period of 
suspension, one from 2009–10 to 2011–12 and the other from 2009–10 to 2010–11 
Note 4: Following suspension on medical grounds.  
Note 5: Where complaints are submitted to the Committee, these are recorded as concluded on the 
date when the Committee publishes its report on the case.  

Complaints not inquired into  

3.9 It is in the nature of most complaints systems that a large number of the complaints 
received raise matters which cannot be proceeded with. That has been the position with 
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complaints sent to the Commissioner since this office was established, and this year has 
been no exception. Of the 109 complaints I received in 2011–12, 81 fell outside my remit, 
for example because they concerned such matters as the time taken by a Member to 
respond to constituents’ letters, or the way the Member had handled their case. Other 
complaints concerned the views or opinions expressed by a Member or the actions of 
Government Ministers, all of which are outside my remit.  

3.10 It is understandable that many complainants are not familiar with the rules of the 
House. I therefore receive a significant number of complaints where the allegations, if 
substantiated, would not constitute a breach of the rules. There were 15 such complaints 
last year. Some of these involved misunderstandings about the provisions in the Green 
Book on Members’ allowances from previous Parliaments, or about the requirements of 
the House in relation to apparent conflicts of interest. The House does not prevent 
Members undertaking paid employment outside the House, but it does require them to 
register and when relevant declare those interests openly.  

3.11 In just two cases complainants wrote making allegations that Members had breached 
the rules of the House, without providing sufficient evidence to substantiate their claims. 
My office replied reminding the complainant that my remit is to consider complaints 
where the complainant has provided sufficient evidence to justify an inquiry into whether 
a particular Member has breached the rules of the House. In two further cases 
complainants wrote to me to make a complaint against a Member against whom a similar 
complaint had already been accepted. Finally, in one case where a Member referred 
himself to me for inquiry, I did not consider that the self-referral exceptionally justified 
an inquiry and did not, therefore, initiate an inquiry into it.10 

Frivolous or vexatious complaints 

3.12 If I receive a complaint which appears to be frivolous or vexatious I will draw this to 
the attention of the Committee on Standards and Privileges. I am pleased to say that in 
this reporting year, as with each of the last seven years when this has been separately 
reported, I have not needed to report any such complaints to the Committee. In my 
review of the Guide to the Rules relating to the conduct of Members I have consulted on 
whether this special provision for frivolous or vexatious complaints should continue.  

Analysis of complaints resolved during the year 

3.13 Chart 1 shows the principal subject matter of the twelve complaints I resolved in 
2011–12 including the three which were closed following court proceedings or on 

 
10 I did, however, subsequently inquire into this matter following a complaint. See also paragraph 3.6 
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medical grounds. Four cases (33%) related to the registration or declaration of the 
Member’s financial interests. Four cases (33%) were about the Member’s use of the 
Additional Costs Allowance relating to the cost of their overnight accommodation in 
previous Parliaments.11 I resolved two cases (17%) which were about the Member’s use of 
House of Commons stationery and pre-paid envelopes or the misuse of House 
communications facilities. And I resolved two cases (17%) concerning the use of the 
Incidental Expenses Provision—relating to a Member’s office costs.12  

Chart 1: Principal subject matter of inquiries resolved in 2011–12  

Note 1: On 1 April 2009 the categories for claims in the last Parliament were renamed as follows:  
⎯ Incidental Expenses Provision (to meet the cost of: accommodation for office or surgery 

use; equipment and supplies for office or surgery; work commissioned or other services; 
and certain travel and communications) became Administrative and Office 
Expenditure; and 

⎯ Additional Costs Allowance (to reimburse Members for necessary costs incurred when 
staying overnight away from their main home for the purpose of performing 
parliamentary duties) became Personal Additional Accommodation Expenditure. 
 

3.14 Seven allegations resolved this year related to conduct in previous Parliaments. Five 
other allegations were about the Member’s actions in the current Parliament.  

 
11 I closed two of these, following the conclusion of court proceedings against the former Members. 

12 I closed one of these, involving a former Member, on medical grounds. 

Additional Costs
Allowance

33%

Registration or
Declaration of

Financial
Interests

33%

Incidental
Expenses
Provision

17%

Use of House
stationery or

communications
facilities

17%
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Reports to the Committee 

3.15 During the year I submitted to the Committee four memoranda on a total of three 
complaints and one self-referral. I upheld allegations in each of these cases. In all the 
memoranda I submit I identify the allegation of a breach of the rules which I have 
received, the relevant rules relating to that allegation, the inquiries I conducted, with all 
the relevant evidence submitted to me as a result, my findings of fact (which I aim to 
agree with the Member who is the subject of the inquiry) and my conclusions on whether 
the Member has been in breach of the rules and, if so, how serious I consider that breach 
to have been. It is for the Committee to decide whether to accept my conclusions and, if 
so, what action, if any, to recommend to the House. The Committee accepted my overall 
findings in each of the four cases they considered before deciding what action to take or 
to recommend.  

3.16 Two memoranda related to Members’ claims for overnight costs in previous 
Parliaments. One of these memoranda also related to the use of parliamentary office 
facilities. One further memorandum related to a Member’s use of pre-paid envelopes and 
House stationery. And one memorandum was about the registration and declaration of a 
financial interest.  

3.17 The first memorandum which I submitted to the Committee concerned a self-
referral by the Member requesting an inquiry into his arrangements for renting 
parliamentary funded accommodation from his partner until 2009.13 I initiated the 
inquiry on 3 June 2010, soon after the general election. Since I am required to seek the 
agreement of the Committee before inquiring into a self referral, or a matter going back 
more than seven years, I sought and obtained the new Committee’s approval as soon as it 
was appointed.  

3.18 The rules of the House had been changed in 2006 explicitly to prohibit claiming for 
the costs of renting from partners and family members and at the conclusion of my 
inquiry I found that the Member was in breach of those rules in the claims he had made 
from July 2006 to July 2009. I concluded that, although there was no specific prohibition 
in place earlier, the Member’s claims prior to that date had not been above reproach 
because the lodging agreements which he had submitted to the House authorities gave a 
false impression of his arrangements.  

3.19 I also considered other aspects of the Member’s arrangements which had not been 
part of the self-referral but which were drawn to my attention by the Member’s evidence 
during the inquiry. I found that the Member’s designation of his main home in 2001 was 
correct, but that over time, the Member had come to spend more nights in his 

 
13 Fifteenth Report of Session 2010-12, HC 1023 
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parliamentary funded accommodation and was, therefore, in breach of the rules from 
April 2005 in continuing to identify his constituency property as his main home. I found 
also that the Member had claimed for a higher rent than was justified, that he had 
wrongly claimed some £2,000 for building works which should have been covered by the 
rent charged and that the costs of the telephone line in his main home and of his mobile 
telephone should not have been claimed against the Additional Costs Allowance. I 
considered that these breaches were serious but noted that I had no evidence that the 
Member made the claims with the intention of benefiting himself or his partner. Finally, I 
concluded that there was a clear public interest in Members reporting their living 
arrangements fully and accurately to the House when those arrangements were relevant 
to their claims against public resources. The Member had a conflict between his private 
interest in secrecy about his life and the public interest in his being open and honest 
about his expenses claims. I considered that in accordance with the Code he should have 
resolved this conflict straightaway and in favour of the public interest.  

3.20 The Member accepted complete and personal responsibility for these breaches and 
apologised. The Committee agreed with my findings. The Member had already repaid 
£56,592, the sum of his full ACA claims for the period from 1 July 2006 to 31 July 2009. 
The Committee noted that this repayment included £6,770 for food costs which would 
have been incurred whatever the validity of his other claims, and that the maximum 
overpayment for rental claims and incorrect claims for telephone usage fell below £6,770. 
It, therefore, did not recommend repayment of those sums. The Committee concluded 
that the Member was guilty of a series of serious breaches of the rules, over a considerable 
time, and recommended that he be suspended from the service of the House for a period 
of seven sitting days and that he apologise to the House by way of a personal statement. 
In doing so, the Committee noted that the Member’s behaviour since May 2010 had been 
exemplary; that he had quickly referred himself to me; had already repaid allowances 
from 2006 in full; and had co-operated fully with my investigation. His behaviour 
influenced their recommendation. The House agreed to the recommended suspension 
and the Member made his apology.  

3.21 The second memorandum which I submitted to the Committee concerned a 
complaint that a Member had used House of Commons pre-paid envelopes and House of 
Commons stationery to send unsolicited letters and that the content of those letters 
constituted party political activity. The Member had sent 295 common format letters to 
council group leaders from a different political party to his own in advance of their spring 
conference. In the letter he sought to persuade these council leaders that the coalition 
Government’s health policy, of which their party was part and which their Conference 
was to debate, was not in accordance with their party’s policy. Under the then rules, 
Members were permitted to use such envelopes to reply to individuals and organisations 
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about issues on which they had already contacted the Member, but not for updates of 
more general concern, and only for the purpose of a Member carrying out his or her 
parliamentary duties. The definition of parliamentary duties in force at the time expressly 
excluded activities a Member carried out for party political purposes or for personal 
reasons. Upholding the complaint, I concluded that this use of House of Commons pre-
paid envelopes was in breach of the rules of the House, both because the letters were 
unsolicited and because they constituted party political activity, and were not therefore 
part of the Member’s parliamentary duties. I did not regard this breach of the rules as at 
the serious end of the spectrum. But while the Member accepted that the letter was 
unsolicited, he did not accept that the letter constituted party political activity. I therefore 
submitted a memorandum to the Committee. The Committee agreed with my 
conclusions. It recommended that the Member make a written apology to the House. The 
Member did so. It noted that the Member had paid back the cost of the postage and the 
notepaper which had been financed through the IPSA parliamentary expenses scheme, 
rather than provided by the House of Commons, and had given a commitment that in 
future he would not send unsolicited letters using House provided stationery. The 
Committee noted in its report that the House of Commons Commission was examining 
the rules on House envelopes and stationery and that the Member was sharing his views 
with them. The Committee said it hoped that the revised rules would remove ambiguities 
and perceived ambiguities in the definition of parliamentary duties. 

3.22 The third memorandum I submitted to the Committee concerned complaints that 
the Member had failed to register in time payments he received in respect of his 
employment with a trade union and that he also failed to declare that interest on six 
occasions.14 The Member, who had entered the House at the 2010 general election, had 
on 4 June 2010 registered his employment with the union stating that he was leaving the 
position and had declined his salary in the meantime. I found that later that month, 
however, the Member decided that he would accept a monthly salary until formally 
leaving this employment. No change was made to his Register entry until in July 2011 the 
Member registered that he had received an ex gratia payment of £30,000 on leaving his 
employment. In October 2011 he submitted a further Register entry which said that he 
had received £27,867 in salary between the general election and 30 October 2010 (when 
his employment ended). 

3.23 In upholding the complaint I concluded that the Member had failed to register in 
time the payments he received in respect of this employment from June to November 
2010, his use of a company car and company mobile telephone and the ex gratia payment 
he received from the union in November 2010. I found that the Member was also in 

 
14 Twenty-Second Report of Session 2010-12, HC 1766 
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breach of the rules for not notifying my office within four weeks of the ending of his 
employment with the union and for failing to provide all the information required to 
complete his registration entry for this employment. I also concluded that the Member 
had breached the rules of the House in failing to declare this interest when making 
contributions to parliamentary proceedings on two of the six occasions identified by the 
complainant. I did not consider that declaration was required on the other four 
occasions. I considered that the Member’s failure to register interests, including within 
the required time period, were serious matters, as too were his failures to declare relevant 
interests in debates. But I considered it relevant that the Member concerned was at the 
time new and seeking to establish himself in the House and in his constituency. I noted 
that he had cooperated fully and openly with my inquiry and had taken the first 
opportunity to acknowledge his breach of the rules and to apologise. I had no evidence 
that the breaches were intentional. The Committee agreed that the matter was serious. 
The Committee also acknowledged the Member’s co-operation with the inquiry, and his 
immediate and repeated apology. They recommended that the Member apologise on the 
floor of the House (which he did by way of a personal statement). The Committee also 
recommended that he update his entry in the Register in the terms already agreed with 
the Registrar. This update appeared in bold, italic type with an appropriate footnote. It 
will remain in that form for 12 months and until it has appeared in one printed Register, 
if that is later. 

3.24 The fourth memorandum I submitted to the Committee concerned a complaint that 
a Member had in 2002–03 allowed another person to live in accommodation, the costs of 
which were being met by parliamentary resources, that he allowed that person to use that 
accommodation for business purposes and that from 2003 to 2009 he allowed his 
parliamentary office to be used for non-parliamentary purposes.15 With the Committee’s 
agreement I included in my inquiry those aspects of the complaint which went back more 
than seven years. In respect of the use of parliamentary funded accommodation, the rules 
were revised in June 2003, clarifying existing practice that the allowances should not be 
used to meet the living costs of anyone other than the Member. I concluded that the 
Member was in breach of the rules in that his claims from his parliamentary allowances 
from October 2002 to October 2003 did not take account of the living costs of his friend 
who was living there. I found no grounds for suggesting that the friend had used the 
accommodation for business purposes and therefore did not uphold that aspect of the 
complaint. I noted that in weighing the seriousness of this breach it was relevant that 
there was no evidence that significant extra costs were incurred from parliamentary 
resources as a result of this arrangement and that the breach occurred nearly ten years 
ago, when the House was only in the early stages of starting to tighten its procedures.  

 
15 Twenty-Third Report of Session 2010-12, HC 1887 
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3.25 In respect of the use of his office, I concluded that the Member was in breach of the 
rules from September 2003 to June 2009 in permitting an outside organisation to use his 
parliamentary offices. I considered that this breach was serious; however, it was 
substantially mitigated by the fact that the House authorities had failed to respond on two 
occasions when the Member had reported to them the use of his office by the outside 
organisation. The Committee agreed with these findings, and noting that it was 
impossible to be exact about the breakdown in spending, recommended that the Member 
repay £3,000 to cover half the costs for the period in which his friend stayed in the 
Member’s parliamentary funded accommodation after the revised rules had put the 
matter beyond doubt. They also recommended that the Member apologise in writing for 
both breaches, noting that they would have proposed a higher penalty in respect of the 
use of the parliamentary office had the Member not raised the matter with the House 
authorities. The Member made a written apology and the appropriate repayment.  

Complaints Rectified 

3.26 The rectification procedure is set out in subparagraph 3 of Standing Order No 150. 
This provides that no report to the Committee shall be made by the Commissioner:  

“(a) in any case where the Member concerned has agreed that he has failed to register 
or declare an interest, if it is the Commissioner's opinion that the interest involved is 
minor, or the failure was inadvertent, and the Member concerned has taken such 
action by way of rectification as the Commissioner may have required within any 
procedure approved by the Committee for this purpose; and 

(b) in any case involving parliamentary allowances, or the use of facilities or services, if 
the Commissioner has with the agreement of the Member concerned referred the 
matter to the relevant Officer of the House for the purpose of securing appropriate 
financial reimbursement, and the Member has made such reimbursement within such 
period of time as the Commissioner considers reasonable.” 

3.27 I normally consider whether to institute this procedure in circumstances where the 
Member accepts that there has been a breach of the rules of the House, where there is no 
clear evidence that the breach was intentional and it was at the less serious end of the 
spectrum. I also consider whether the Member has taken appropriate action to rectify the 
matter, including any financial recompense, and steps to avoid a recurrence. The 
Committee expects the Member to tender an apology. I then write to the complainant 
explaining the actions the Member has taken. I report the outcome to the Committee, at 
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the same time conveying the Member’s apology. As I explained in Chapter 2, I publish on 
my webpages my determination letters and the relevant evidence which I have received.16 

3.28 During the year I resolved four inquiries by means of this procedure. Three of the 
four concerned either the registration or declaration of Members’ financial interests, 
including in one case, both registration and declaration. The remaining case concerned 
the Member’s claims for the costs of his office. 

3.29 In the first case, I investigated the Member’s claims for his constituency office 
premises in 2006–2007. The Member had claimed £5,000 in that year, a significantly 
higher sum than the preceding and following years, for what the invoice said was the hire 
of rooms in the constituency office for surgeries. In fact, I found that this had covered the 
cost of other services which the Member had received, including the staff who supported 
him, and that not all of these costs had been charged in other years. I concluded that there 
was no evidence that the costs claimed by the Member were other than necessarily 
incurred in support of his parliamentary duties and did not, therefore, uphold the 
complaint. But I found that the invoice lacked sufficient detail. And, while not part of the 
complaint, I also found that a contract for the services provided by the constituency 
association had not been lodged with the House authorities, as required by the rules, 
although the Member thought this had been done. The Member fully apologised for these 
breaches, which I accepted were not intentional.  

3.30 In the second of these cases, I investigated a complaint about the late registration of 
an overseas visit made by the Member in 2007. The Member became aware in October 
2011 that he had not registered this visit and so made a late registration in that month. He 
fully accepted that he should have registered the visit within the required 28 days of 
undertaking it in July 2007. He believed it was simply overlooked during a particularly 
busy time. The Member apologised for his breach of the rules and took action to avoid a 
recurrence. I upheld the complaint and the Register entry was amended. The late entry in 
the Register was transferred to bold, italic type with an appropriate footnote. It will 
remain in that form for 12 months and until it has appeared in one printed Register, if 
that is later. 

3.31 The third case related to a complaint about the Member’s failure to declare during a 
parliamentary debate a relevant financial interest arising from his work for a healthcare 
provider. I found that the Member had intended to declare his interest, but that in the 
heat and excitement of the debate he had overlooked doing so. His speaking note for the 
debate had included a reference to the Register. In the course of the inquiry the Member 
identified a second occasion where the same mistake had occurred. In addition, I found 

 
16 http://www.parliament.uk/mps-lords-and-offices/standards-and-interests/pcfs/publications/inquiries/matters-rectifiied/  
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that one quarterly payment received by the Member from the healthcare provider was not 
registered within the required four weeks of it having been received. The Member 
accepted and apologised for these breaches, which I accepted were inadvertent. I upheld 
the complaint and the late entry in the Register was transferred to bold, italic type with an 
appropriate footnote. It will remain in that form for 12 months and until it has appeared 
in one printed Register, if that is later. 

3.32 The fourth case was about a Member’s failure to register within the required time 
period of four weeks all of the payments he received from an outside employer. The 
Member had in June 2010 registered this employment. In September 2010 the first 
Register of the Parliament, therefore, recorded his employment and the band into which 
his annual salary fell. Later that month the Member registered the first and only payment 
he had received to date. However, despite advice from my office to his office about the 
need to register the details of each payment received by the Member, no further 
registrations were made until February 2012. I found that the Member was in breach of 
the rules in not registering in time 16 payments he had received from that employer since 
the general election, together with the hours worked in respect of those payments. The 
Member told me that his office had forgotten the advice given by my office. He believed 
that a genuine misunderstanding had grown up in the mind of his staff. The Member 
accepted full responsibility for his breaches of the rules and apologised. I upheld the 
complaint and the Register entry was amended. The 16 entries were transferred to bold, 
italic type with an appropriate footnote. They will remain in that form for 12 months and 
until they have appeared in one printed Register, if that is later. In the course of my 
inquiries I also established that while the Member had lodged with my office as required 
an agreement with this employer for the provision of services, this had since expired. The 
Member provided an updated version of this agreement.  

Complaints not upheld 

3.33  In 2011–12 I did not uphold one complaint which I inquired into. This was 
because, upon inquiry, the facts did not substantiate the complaint made. The complaint 
alleged that a parliamentary e-mail account and telephone line had been used to support 
a party political campaign. The parliamentary e-mail account and telephone line had 
been identified as contact points in a briefing pack prepared by the Member’s office for 
distribution to Opposition MPs. I agreed with the judgement of the House authorities 
that these references were within the spectrum of what was acceptable. I considered that 
this was because the pack, intended for Members of Parliament and relating to legislation 
going through Parliament, formed part of the Member’s parliamentary duties.  
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Trends in complaints from 2006 to 2012 

3.34 Table 3 sets out statistical information about complaints received in this office in 
each of the six years from 2006–07. It shows that in 2011–12 the number of complaints I 
received was slightly fewer than in the previous year. It was the lowest since 2003–04. 
This followed a substantial increase in the number of complaints during the expenses 
crisis. Over the last year I resolved 9 of the 11 complaints which were under active 
inquiry. I resolved two cases in less than a month, a further four cases in less than four 
months, and a further two cases in less than seven months. The one remaining case was 
concluded in just under a year. Just over two thirds of these active cases were therefore 
resolved within four months. (This excludes the three cases suspended for significant 
periods because of criminal proceedings or on medical grounds.) 

3.35 I have compared these volumes in the early years of the last Parliament with the 
same period in this Parliament. This shows that the number of complaints and inquiries 
at the start of this Parliament was lower than the numbers in the first two years of the 
previous Parliament, and it has not increased in the second year as happened in the 
previous Parliament. It is too early to tell whether the current low level will continue, or 
whether the trend will start to mirror previous Parliaments, with an increase in the 
number of complaints received and accepted during the latter years of the Parliament.  

3.36 The fall in the last two years in the number of complaints which did not provide 
sufficient supporting evidence is likely to be a consequence of the change in the type of 
complaint received following the establishment of the Independent Parliamentary 
Standards Authority: a higher proportion of the complaints now reported to the 
Commissioner relate to matters drawn from published and easily available sources, such 
as the Registers or the Official Report. 
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Table 3: Complaints received from 2006–07 to 2011–12 

 
2006–

07 
2007–

08 
2008–

09 
2009–

10 
2010–

11 
2011–

12 

1. Formal complaints against a named Member 176 226 192  317 115 109 

2. Complaints subject of inquiry  811 71 54 80 37 14 

3.Complaints not inquired into       

a) because complaint fell outside remit 87 94 83 105 82 81 

b) because complaint did not concern a breach of the 
rules 

- - 32 76 17 15 

c) because insufficient supporting evidence was 
provided 

- - 27 53 6 2 

d) because a similar complaint had already been 
accepted 

- - 18 11 0 2 

e) because inquiry not justified following self-referral - - 0 0 0 1 

Total complaints not inquired into2 95 155 160  245 105 101 

4. Complaints resolved       

a) upheld by means of rectification procedure 10 7 16 14 14 4 

b) upheld by means of a memorandum to Committee 
on Standards and Privileges 

38 15 17 20 10 4 

c) Complaints not upheld (where no memorandum 
was submitted to the Committee) 

11 29 13 16 2 1 

d) Complaints not upheld (where a memorandum was 
submitted to the Committee)  

15 0 3 1 5 0 

(e) Consideration by Committee postponed because 
of criminal proceedings 

    1 0 

(f) Inquiry closed     1 3 

Total complaints resolved 74 51 46 51 33 12 

 

Note 1: Fifty of these related to a series of complaints by the same two Members about dining clubs. 
Note 2: Before 2008-09 the Commissioner’s office did not maintain detailed statistics on the reasons 
why complaints were not inquired into. 
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4  Registers of interests for Members, 
Members’ Secretaries and Research 
Assistants, Journalists, and All-Party 
Groups  

Introduction  

4.1  The Commissioner’s office is responsible for the compilation of the four registers of 
interests required by the House, namely the Register of Members’ Financial Interests, the 
Register of Interests of Members’ Secretaries and Research Assistants (commonly called the 
Members’ Staff Register), the Register of Journalists’ Interests and the Register of All-Party 
Groups. The registers provide a publicly available record of the interests which might be 
thought to influence the actions of a Member in his or her parliamentary capacity, or the 
actions of other holders of a parliamentary pass. 

4.2 The Members’ Register is published in hard copy once every twelve months, usually in 
January, except in election years and those immediately following when different 
arrangements apply. The first printed Register of the 2010 Parliament was published on 6 
September 2010, and the second on 13 January 2012. Every item appears in at least one 
printed edition to ensure the availability of a complete historical record, in hard copy, of 
every Member’s entries. Between printed editions, updates are published electronically on 
the parliamentary website every two weeks during sitting periods. 

4.3 The other three Registers are also published electronically on the parliamentary 
website. Print-outs of the current edition of each Register are also available for public 
inspection, by appointment, and arrangements can be made to see those earlier editions of 
the Registers which do not appear on the parliamentary webpages.17 

Register of Members’ Financial Interests 

4.4 The main purpose of the Register of Members’ Financial Interests is:  

“to provide information of any pecuniary interest or other material benefit which a 
Member receives which might reasonably be thought by others to influence his or her 
actions, speeches or votes in Parliament, or actions taken in his or her capacity as a 

 
17 This can be arranged by calling 020 7 219 3074. 
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Member of Parliament, and such other information as the House may from time to 
time require.”18              

4.5 The printed Register of January 2012, at 379 pages, is over 20 pages longer than its 
predecessor, and the longest Register published to date. This is largely because of the 
amount of detail Members are required to provide when they register any remunerated 
employment under Categories 1 (Directorships), 2 (Remunerated employment, office, 
profession etc) and 3 (Clients). Since 1 July 2009 Members have been required to include 
the precise amount of each payment received, the nature of the work involved, the hours to 
which the payment relates and the name and address of the person or organisation paying 
them.19 The requirement was however modified on 7 February 2011 when the House 
reintroduced financial thresholds for these categories. These are now, for individual 
payments, 0.1% of a Member’s salary (currently £66); and for the cumulative total of 
payments from the same source in a calendar year, 1% of salary (currently £660). I consider 
that this has been helpful in removing from the register comparatively modest payments in 
money or in kind which could not reasonably be thought to influence a Member. 

4.6 Under the Resolution of the House of February 2009, Members are required to submit 
their entries for the Register within one month of the date of their election, and thereafter 
to register any change to their registered interests within four weeks of that change 
occurring.20 Between printed editions the Register is updated online, at fortnightly intervals 
while the House is sitting and less frequently during recess. During 2011–12 my office 
published 18 such updates on the parliamentary webpages. A typical update contains 
between 150 and 200 new items.  

Register of Interests of Members’ Secretaries and Research Assistants  

4.7 Those holding a parliamentary pass as a Member’s secretary or research assistant are 
required to record their details in the Register of Interests of Members’ Secretaries and 
Research Assistants. Such staff are required to register any other occupation from which 
they receive income of more than 0.5% of a Member’s salary (currently £329) in the course 
of a calendar year, if that occupation is in any way advantaged by the privileged access to 
Parliament afforded by their pass. They also have to register any tangible gift (e.g. 
glassware) and any other benefit (e.g. hospitality, services or facilities provided) which they 
receive, if the value of the gift or benefit exceeds that sum and the gift or benefit relates in 
any way to their work in Parliament.  

 
18 HC Deb 27 March 2008, Col 382-394  

19 Resolution of the House of 30 April 2009 

20 HC Deb, 9 February 2009, Cols 1114-1227  



Report of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 2011–12 33 

 

 

4.8 The number of registered staff on 31 March 2012 was 1,784, a little up on the 1,680 staff 
who were registered on 31 March 2011. The number of those staff with registered interests 
was 352 on 31 March 2012, again up on the 299 staff with registered interests on 31 March 
2011. My office published eight editions of the Staff Register in 2011–12. 

Register of Journalists’ Interests  

4.9 Those holding a pass as a lobby journalist accredited to the Parliamentary Press Gallery 
or for parliamentary broadcasting are required to record in this Register any occupation or 
employment, other than that with their sponsoring organisation, from which they receive 
income of more than 1% of a Member’s salary from the same source in the course of a 
calendar year (currently £657), if that occupation or employment is in any way advantaged 
by the privileged access to Parliament afforded by their pass.  

4.10 The number of registered journalists on 31 March 2012 was 410, slightly fewer than 
the 417 registered on 31 March 2011. The number of those journalists with registered 
interests was 62 on 31 March 2012, rather fewer than the 74 who had registered interests 
on 31 March 2011. My office published eight editions of the Journalists’ Register in 2011–
12. 

Register of All-Party Groups 

4.11 The membership of All-Party Groups (APGs) consists mainly of backbench Members 
of the House of Commons and Members of the House of Lords but may also include 
Ministers and non-parliamentarians. There are two types of group: subject groups and 
country groups.  

4.12 In general, the number of Groups registered is at its lowest soon after a general 
election, when all Groups have to re-register, and rises during each Parliament. This trend 
can be observed in the 2010 Parliament: on 31 March 2011 there were 501 registered 
groups, comprising 127 country groups (25% of the total) and 374 subject groups (75% of 
the total). This had risen to 568 registered groups on 31 March 2012, of which 136 were 
country groups (24% of the total) and 432 were subject groups (76% of the total).The 
number of groups with registered financial or material benefits has also increased: there 
were 401 such groups on 31 March 2012 compared to 305 on 31 March 2011. My office 
published eight editions of the Groups’ Register in 2011–12. 

Recent changes to the rules on All-Party Groups  

4.13 In the last year my office implemented the changes to the rules on All-Party Groups 
which were agreed by the House on 7 February 2011 to increase transparency about the 
Group’s membership and support. Groups are now required to provide more information 
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about their secretariat. To implement these changes my office contacted every group with 
information about the changes, which represented a considerable increase in the 
registration requirements. The first Register to carry this additional information was 
published on 23 June 2011. 

4.14 On 12 March 2012 the House agreed a further change to these arrangements. The 
Registrar had explained to the Committee on Standards and Privileges in November 
2011 that while Members’ secretaries and research assistants have to record their own 
financial interests in the staff register, those who held a pass because of their work for an 
APG were not subject to the same requirement. The Committee therefore proposed to 
the House, and the House agreed, that in future people who hold a pass because of their 
work for an APG should have to register their own interests. They suggested that the 
information should be included in the APG register. As a consequence, the Member 
who is the Registered Contact for each Group, although still required to register the 
name of the Group’s staff, is no longer responsible for registering the staff member’s 
financial interests. My office published the first Register with this additional 
information on 4 May 2012.  
 
4.15  There may be further changes in prospect. I refer to the work of a cross-House 
working group established by the Speakers of both Houses in Chapter 1.21 My office 
stands ready to support this with any follow-up work required. 

Complaints relating to the registration and declaration of interests in 
the Staff, Journalist and All-Party Group Registers 

4.16 Complaints alleging that a Member’s secretary or researcher, a journalist or an All-
Party Group has breached the rules governing the Registers are in the first instance 
considered by the Registrar of Members’ Financial Interests. 

4.17 During 2011–12 my office received five complaints about failures to comply with the 
registration rules for Members’ secretaries and research assistants. Three of these 
complaints, all concerning allegations of failures to register external employment, were 
considered and resolved by the Registrar. The other two, both concerning passholders who 
had left the House, were not accepted for inquiry since they were not accompanied by 
sufficient evidence to justify such an inquiry. 

4.18 In the first case, alleging a failure to declare external employment, the staff member 
concerned had not remembered to update the Register when he was elected to the 
positions of town councillor and district councillor. When this was brought to his notice, 

 
21 See paragraph 1.21 
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he apologized and asked to make a late registration. Under the rectification procedure, 
the necessary entry was made in the Register in bold italic text, and remains in that form 
for a period of twelve months. 
  
4.19 The second case alleging a failure to register external employment concerned a staff 
member who was employed through his own company. He explained that since he 
became a passholder, he had not undertaken any external employment, apart from the 
work he undertook for his own political party. This was funded by Short Money, which 
is provided by Parliament for the support of opposition parties. Since Members’ staff are 
not required to register any work for which they are paid from parliamentary funding, 
he was not in fact required to register such work. The Registrar therefore did not uphold 
this complaint.  

4.20 The third case concerned an alleged failure to register external employment 
between August and December 2010. The person concerned explained that his 
employment by a Member had ended in May 2010, at the general election, and that he 
had had no paid employment at all between August and December 2010. He said that 
although during the period in question he still held a parliamentary pass, he had barely 
used it in any capacity and had not used it to advantage any external body. The Registrar 
accepted the evidence and did not uphold this complaint. 
 
4.21 During 2011–12 my office received no formal complaints about entries in the Register 
of Journalists’ Interests or in the Register of All-Party Groups. 
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5 Resourcing the work 

5.1 The table below shows the cost of running my office in 2011–12 compared to previous 
years. 
 
Table 4: Costs of running the Commissioner’s office between 2006–07 and 
2011–12 
  2006–07 2007–08 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 2011–12

£ £ £ £ £ £ 

Staffing etc 
379,609  419,816  494,005  578,300  584,579  450,00022 

Other 
running 
costs  

6,939  5,881  5,850  10,256  15,071  6,871 

Total  386,548  425,697  499,855  588,556  599,680  456,871 

 
5.2 I have been able this year to reduce substantially the costs of my office, which are 
overwhelmingly staff costs. This lower resource requirement enabled me still to manage 
my reduced inquiries caseload while undertaking comprehensive reviews of the Code of 
Conduct and the Guide to the Rules and maintaining and in some cases extending the 
registration service. Overall, there was a reduction in my resource requirement of just 
under 25% from the last financial year. On 31 March 2011 my office had a staff equivalent 
to 7.5 full time employees, including myself. In 2010–11 I had already reduced my staff 
complement by three full time equivalents. During the current reporting year, I was able to 
reduce my staff further by the equivalent of two full time posts. On 31 March 2012 my 
office comprised the equivalent of 5.5 full time staff, including myself, down from the 10.5 
full time staff employed in April 2010. 

5.3 Table 4 shows that my other running costs during 2011–12 were lower than in 2009–10 
and 2010–11. This was because I had no occasion to draw on expert advice to help me with 
my inquiries, as I had in each of the previous two years. The £6,871 shown in the table 
above relates only to the costs of printing two documents: the Register of Members’ 
Financial Interests in January 2012, and my last annual report to Parliament in July 2011. I 
was able to make some savings in these costs by adopting more modest printing formats. I 
also ended the practice of sending a hard copy of my Annual Report to each Member; 
instead I now send this to each Member electronically.  

5.4 I was grateful to the House authorities for their assistance in helping me realise these 
savings while preserving the necessary levels of service to the House and the public. 
 
22 Includes estimate for secondment costs of one member of staff not yet invoiced  
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6 Conclusion and forward look 

6.1 In the coming months, I aim to complete my consideration of the Guide to the Rules 
relating to the conduct of Members and submit to the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges a revised Guide taking account of the consultation responses I have received. 
This has been a major piece of work involving the Registrar of Members’ Financial 
Interests and others in my office. I hope that the Committee and the House will welcome 
the opportunity it provides to produce a shorter, clearer and easier to implement set of 
rules relating to the registration and declaration of Members’ interests, and on lobbying, 
and that it will also be of value to the wider public. 

6.2 I am ready to assist the House as necessary in other possible developments affecting the 
work of my office. In particular, it is possible that my office will be involved in the 
implementation of any proposals approved by Parliament for the recall of Members of 
Parliament who are found to have committed serious wrongdoing. I will also be ready to 
assist the Committee and the House on any follow up to the work of the joint working 
group on the establishment and registration of All Party Parliamentary Groups. 

6.3 I will continue to take opportunities to balance my investigatory work with more 
preventative work, including presentations, explanations and advice on the Code of 
Conduct and the Guide to the Rules. I hope that the briefings we will continue to offer 
Members and their staff, particularly on registration, will help to prevent breaches of the 
rules which, although they may in themselves be shown to be comparatively minor, can 
nevertheless damage the reputation of individual Members and the overall perception of 
standards in the House. Once any changes to the Guide to the Rules have been agreed by 
the House, there will be a renewed opportunity to brief Members and their staff on the 
requirements and on the importance of ensuring that the rules are met.  

6.4 As in any year, my office will continue to produce the Register of Members’ Financial 
Interests and the other three registers at regular intervals, as well as providing individual 
advice to Members on their own entries. I will also continue to respond to individual 
allegations against Members and to conduct any inquires which are necessary. 
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6.5 I will be succeeded at the end of the calendar year by a new Commissioner. I and my 
office will be preparing in the latter part of the calendar year to welcome and to brief the 
new Commissioner. This person will be the fifth Commissioner appointed to a role which I 
know to be an essential part of the structures which underpin the most important 
democratic institution in our country, the House of Commons. I will leave this office at the 
end of this calendar year very grateful to the House for the opportunity to serve it and the 
wider public in this important role. 

 
 

  
26 June 2012           John Lyon CB 
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Appendix 1: Standing Orders Nos 149 & 150, as amended by the House 
on 7 February 2011 

149.—(1) There shall be a select committee, called the Committee on Standards and Privileges—  

(a) to consider specific matters relating to privileges referred to it by the House;

(b) to oversee the work of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards; to examine the arrangements 
proposed by the Commissioner for the compilation, maintenance and accessibility of the Register of 
Members’ Financial Interests and any other registers of interest established by the House; to review from 
time to time the form and content of those registers; and to consider any specific complaints made in 
relation to the registering or declaring of interests referred to it by the Commissioner; and 

(c) to consider any matter relating to the conduct of Members, including specific complaints in relation 
to alleged breaches in any code of conduct to which the House has agreed and which have been drawn to 
the committee's attention by the Commissioner; and to recommend any modifications to such code of 
conduct as may from time to time appear to be necessary.  

(2) The committee shall consist of ten Members, of whom five shall be a quorum. 

(3) Unless the House otherwise orders, each Member nominated to the committee shall continue to be a 
member of it for the remainder of the Parliament.  

(4) The committee shall have power to appoint subcommittees consisting of no more than seven Members, 
of whom three shall be a quorum, and to refer to such subcommittees any of the matters referred to the 
committee.  

(5) The committee and any subcommittee shall have power to send for persons, papers and records, to sit 
notwithstanding any adjournment of the House, to adjourn from place to place, to report from time to time, 
to appoint legal advisers, and to appoint specialist advisers either to supply information which is not readily 
available or to elucidate matters of complexity within the committee's order of reference.  

(6) The committee shall have power to order the attendance of any Member before the committee or any 
subcommittee and to require that specific documents or records in the possession of a Member relating to its 
inquiries, or to the inquiries of a subcommittee or of the Commissioner, be laid before the committee or any 
subcommittee.  

(7) The committee, or any subcommittee, shall have power to refer to unreported evidence of former 
Committees of Privileges or of former Select Committees on Members' Interests and to any documents 
circulated to any such committee.  

(8) The committee shall have power to refuse to allow proceedings to which the public are admitted to be 
broadcast.  

(9) Mr Attorney General, the Advocate General and Mr Solicitor General, being Members of the House, may 
attend the committee or any subcommittee, may take part in deliberations, may receive committee or sub-
committee papers and may give such other assistance to the committee or subcommittee as may be 
appropriate, but shall not vote or make any motion or move any amendment or be counted in the quorum.  

 

150.—(1) There shall be an Officer of this House, called the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, 
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who shall be appointed by the House.  

(2) The principal duties of the Commissioner shall be—

(a) to maintain the Register of Members' Financial Interests and any other registers of interest 
established by the House, and to make such arrangements for the compilation, maintenance and 
accessibility of those registers as are approved by the Committee on Standards and Privileges or an 
appropriate sub-committee thereof; 

(b) to provide advice confidentially to Members and other persons or bodies subject to registration on 
matters relating to the registration of individual interests; 

(c) to advise the Committee on Standards and Privileges, its sub-committees and individual Members 
on the interpretation of any code of conduct to which the House has agreed and on questions of 
propriety; 

(d) to monitor the operation of such code and registers, and to make recommendations thereon to the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges or an appropriate sub-committee thereof; and 

(e) to investigate, if he thinks fit, specific matters which have come to his attention relating to the 
conduct of Members and to report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges or to an appropriate 
sub-committee thereof, unless the provisions of paragraph (3) apply. 

(2A) In determining whether to investigate a specific matter relating to the conduct of a Member the 
Commissioner shall have regard to whether in his view there is sufficient evidence that the Code of 
Conduct or the rules relating to registration or declaration of interests may have been breached to justify 
taking the matter further. 

(3) No report shall be made by the Commissioner: 

(a) in any case where the Member concerned has agreed that he has failed to register or declare an 
interest, if it is the Commissioner's opinion that the interest involved is minor, or the failure was 
inadvertent, and the Member concerned has taken such action by way of rectification as the 
Commissioner may have required within any procedure approved by the Committee for this purpose; 
and 

(b) in any case involving parliamentary allowances, or the use of facilities or services, if the 
Commissioner has with the agreement of the Member concerned referred the matter to the relevant 
Officer of the House for the purpose of securing appropriate financial reimbursement, and the Member 
has made such reimbursement within such period of time as the Commissioner considers reasonable.  

(4) The Commissioner may at any time in the course of investigating a complaint, and if so requested by the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges shall, appoint an Investigatory Panel to assist him in establishing the 
facts relevant to the investigation.  

(5) An Investigatory Panel shall—  

(a) consist of the Commissioner, who shall be Chairman of the Panel, and two assessors, one of whom 
shall be a legally qualified person appointed by the Commissioner and the other shall be a Member, who 
shall not be a member of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, appointed by the Speaker; and 

(b) meet in private. 
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(6) The Commissioner—

(a) shall determine the procedures of the Panel, subject to the provisions of this Order; and 

(b) may appoint counsel for the purpose of assisting the Panel. 

(7) Any report that the Commissioner may have made to the Committee on Standards and Privileges in 
relation to the complaint before the appointment of the Panel shall be made available to the Panel by the 
Committee.  

(8) Any Member who is the subject of the complaint under investigation shall, if he so requests, be heard by 
the Panel; may call witnesses; and may examine other witnesses.  

(9) When the Panel has completed its proceedings—

(a) the Commissioner shall report as in paragraph (2)(e);

(b) the legal assessor shall report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges his opinion as to the 
extent to which its proceedings have been consistent with the principles of natural justice; and 

(c) the Member assessor may report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges his opinion as to the 
extent to which its proceedings have had regard to the customs and practice of the House and its 
Members.  

(10) The Commissioner shall report each year to the House on the exercise by him of his functions.  

(10A) The Commissioner shall have leave to publish from time to time –

(a) Information and papers relating to –

(i) Matters resolved in accordance with paragraph (3) of this order; and 

(ii) Complaints not upheld; and 

(b) Information about complaints received and matters under investigation.  

(11) The Commissioner may be dismissed only following a resolution of the House, moved for by a Member 
of the House of Commons Commission, after the Committee on Standards and Privileges has reported to 
the House that it is satisfied that the Commissioner is unfit to hold his office or unable to carry out his 
functions; and any such report shall include a statement of the Committee's reasons for its conclusion.  
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Appendix 2: Keynote Address by the Commissioner: “Lessons in 
Government” Oxford Seminar—Thursday 9 February 2012 

1. Standards in public life. Let me begin by reading to you brief extracts from another lecture, given just over a 
year ago. Here’s what the speaker, Lord Patten said: 

“The greatest threats to peace and security come not from states that are strong but from states that are 
weak...What makes them especially dangerous to the rest of us is that their sovereignty is often up for 
sale... Corruption buys havens for organised international crime and terrorism... The Yakuza have done 
that in Japan, the Mafia in Italy. ... A ball and chain that China, India and Russia in particular drag 
behind them is corruption...India has a corrective.... It is called democracy.” 

2. As we come today to discuss standards of conduct in the United Kingdom Parliament, at least in as much as 
they affect the House of Commons, it might be worth bearing in mind Lord Patten’s internationalist 
comments and some general lessons which I suggest might be learnt from them. 

3. First, political corruption and the corruption of the state are worldwide concerns. Transparency 
International, who sponsored Lord Patten’s lecture, put the UK 16th out of 183 countries in their latest 
corruption perceptions index. 

4. Second, the degree of corruption is not solely a function of the wealth or poverty of each nation state. 
Rather it may be more a reflection of the strength of a country’s democratic structures.  

5. So, if that is right, it follows that the nation’s health depends crucially on the strength, integrity and 
authority of its democratic institutions. Institutions of which in this country Parliament forms the apex. That 
is why, in my judgment, the standards which Parliament adopts for itself, and its performance in maintaining 
those standards, affect not just the reputation of the House and not just its ability to set an example for others 
to follow—important though these are—but high standards are essential to the health and prosperity of the 
country as a whole.  

6. So, standards in Parliament are more than a matter of administrative or technical process. They go to the 
state’s ability to uphold the rule of law and to maintain its economic and social health. In short, parliamentary 
standards matter.  

7. Now let me quote from another speech, this time from the House of Commons. Here is what the speaker 
alleged:  

“Even very recently, distinguished Members of this House have, on account of the influence exercised by 
them in Parliament...received remuneration in money for their services.” 

8. There are few more serious allegations to make of Members of Parliament than that they take money in 
return for their votes and it was made as long ago as 1858. Despite the problems of parliamentary corruption 
which he identified, the speaker, Sir James Graham, was arguing against having a specific parliamentary rule 
outlawing paid advocacy—since he thought publicity was sufficient punishment for anything short of a gross 
violation of what he called the law of Parliament. His view won the day but was to lose the battle. Just two 
months later, on 22 June 1858, the House agreed to outlaw paid advocacy in the terms of a resolution which 
remains in force to this day.  
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9. So what lesson do I draw from that bit of history? Well, concerns in the United Kingdom about 
parliamentary standards are not new. They have been there – and rightly so – as long as we have had a 
Parliament with power and authority.  

10. So with that in mind, what have we in the United Kingdom done in recent years to provide a framework 
of standards within which Members of Parliament are expected to conduct their affairs on our behalf?  

11. I want to suggest to you that our structure for parliamentary standards today is sustained by four main 
pillars. The first pillar has carved on it the word clarity. The second, openness. The third, accountability. And 
the fourth support.  

12. Let me explain what I mean. 

13. The first pillar: clarity. I don’t believe you can require standards of conduct from Members of Parliament 
unless you have established first what those standards are to be. People need to know what is expected of them 
with clarity and consistency. That is all the more important as our society becomes more diverse and less 
homogenous. Less can be left to presumption. More must be captured in prose. So, clear standards require, in 
my view, a written Code: a Code of Conduct for Members of Parliament.   

14. I was asked the other day whether it would help if corruption were more fully defined in the Code so that 
Members of Parliament would better know how to conduct themselves.  

15. My answer was that I would expect Members of Parliament to know what corruption was when they saw 
it. They did not need a technical definition or a detailed list. What they needed in the Code was a clear and 
unequivocal statement of principle. And the importance of this statement of principle should not be obscured 
by masses of technical detail.  

16. The more detailed the rules become, the more conduct becomes a question of technical compliance rather 
than ethical behaviour. It risks turning standards from an ethical issue into a regulatory one. 

17. I think Members of Parliament should be expected to apply the principles to their own circumstances, and 
to make their own judgements about their conduct. But, as I shall explain, they should then be answerable for 
those judgements. It is important, therefore, that there should be a principles-based framework within which 
to work.  

18. In the House of Commons, that framework is set out in a written Code of Conduct. While standards are 
not a 21st century invention – bribery of a Member has been prohibited since as far back as 1695 – the first 
time that a set of principles to guide a Member’s conduct was brought together into a single Code was in 1996. 
The Code was based on the recommendations of a Committee established 2 years earlier by the then Prime 
Minister, Sir John Major. The Committee was the Committee on Standards in Public Life, and it remains in 
being to this day.  

19. The genesis of the Committee is worth noting. It did not arrive out of some altruistic or academic view 
that it would be a good idea to have an independent committee of wise people advising on standards in our 
public life. It was not a far-sighted precautionary insight. It was instead a direct response to a parliamentary 
scandal. Two Members were found to have asked parliamentary questions of the Government of the day in 
return for cash payments. In other words cash for questions. That brought a response which has had a lasting 
and I believe positive effect on conduct in our public life ever since. Some good therefore came out of the bad. 

20. The Code of Conduct for Members of Parliament is comparatively short at just three pages. The specific 
rules in relation to Members’ conduct are set out in just about one page. But they are backed up by more 
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detailed rules and guidance in relation to such matters as the registration and declaration of interests, lobbying 
and the use of expenses and House facilities.  

21. The current Code covers only a Member’s public life – their parliamentary and other public work. It does 
not cover what Members do in their purely private and personal lives. Perhaps reflecting the cash for 
questions legacy from which it arose, the Code deals principally with financial matters. So it provides rules 
about resolving conflicts between a Member’s public and personal interests at once and in favour of the public 
interest. It outlaws paid advocacy – the 1858 provision – which prevents a Member taking a payment to argue 
their paymaster’s case in the House. The Code prohibits Members taking bribes. It prohibits Members 
exploiting for their own financial gain, information received in confidence. It requires them to follow strictly 
the rules on expenses, allowances, facilities and services. It requires them to register financial interests and 
orally to declare their relevant interests in the House, and in communications with Ministers and others. 
Finally, it tells Members not to undertake any action which would bring the House of Commons, or its 
Members generally, into disrepute.  

22. A breach of any of these rules can lead to disciplinary action against the Member. 

23. In addition to these rules, the Code reminds Members of the seven general principles of conduct in public 
life which were also established by the Committee on Standards in Public Life in 1995. The seven principles 
are selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and leadership. The importance of 
these principles is that they apply to everyone in public life, from Parliament downwards. They are therefore, 
in my view, strong statements of principle which are the stronger for having remained in place, unchanged, 
over the past 16 years.  

24. The Code of Conduct itself, however, has been reviewed from time to time. The Committee on Standards 
in Public Life recommended in 2002 that it should be reviewed once in each Parliament. And that is good 
advice. It suggests that the Code should have some longevity. It is not meant to be rewritten in perhaps an 
overhasty response to any particular incident. But every few years it should be revisited: to be sure that it still 
meets public expectations. And to provide Members of the Parliament at the time with an opportunity to 
consider and commit to the current Code. It is after all their Code. They need to understand it. They need to 
commit to it. And above all, they need to own it for themselves. 

25. I undertook a review of the Members’ Code of Conduct last year. I consulted widely, including past and 
present Members and the current Committee on Standards in Public Life. I then submitted my conclusions to 
the House of Commons Committee on Standards and Privileges, which oversees my work.  They submitted a 
report to the House in November. 

26. In my proposed revisions, I have tried to make the Code clearer and easier to read and to understand. That 
in my view is important for Members and for the wider public.  I think it is equally important to make its 
operation and effect as predictable as possible. I have proposed, therefore, that the Code should distinguish 
clearly between its aspirational sections which identify in general terms what is expected of Members, 
including those seven principles of conduct, and the more specific rules to which all Members must adhere. I 
have also suggested making clearer in the Code how Members are to be held accountable for any alleged 
breach of those specific rules.  

27. More controversially, perhaps, I have recommended that the Code should normally be confined to 
conduct which relates in any way to membership of the House, and that it should not continue to apply to all 
aspects of a Member’s public life. This is because I do not believe that a parliamentary code is the place to 
regulate Members’ other public activities, such as their work as a barrister or on the board of a public 
company. There are separate regulators for that. 
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28. But I have recognised also that being a Member of Parliament is not a 9-5 job but more a way of life. As a 
Member of Parliament, you are never off-duty. So, I have argued that in extreme circumstances, a Member’s 
conduct, even if it is unrelated to their membership of the House, could in practice cause significant damage 
to the reputation and integrity of the House as a whole or of its Members generally. To protect Parliament, the 
House should not be powerless to respond. Instead, I have advised that in such extreme circumstances, the 
House of Commons should be able to take action, including disciplining the Member. I have no doubt that 
this recommendation will be a matter of considerable interest to the House. Some Members will fear that it 
could justify invasion into their private lives. And, they may fear that it could drag the Commissioner and the 
House into acting as some sort of moral arbiter. We shall see.23  

29. Meanwhile, I have just published a consultation paper on the more detailed Guide to the Rules relating to 
the registration and declaration of Members’ financial interests and to lobbying. My aim is to make the Guide 
a clearer and more straightforward document. More controversially I am consulting on the possibility of 
tightening the rules on lobbying in relation to both present and past Members. 

30. So, there is our first pillar which is there to uphold standards in the House of Commons. Clarity on what 
the standards are. A clear but principles-based Code of Conduct. Clear and accessible rules. 

31. The second pillar is openness. During the expenses scandal, the House of Commons Commission—which 
is a group of senior Members of Parliament chaired by the Speaker of the House—rewrote the rules on 
Members’ allowances and expenses. This was before the responsibility was given to an independent authority. 
The Commission drafted a number of questions which they suggested all Members should ask of themselves 
before making an expenses claim. One of the questions the Member was to ask him or herself was this: “How 
comfortable do I feel with the knowledge that my claim will be available to the public under Freedom of 
Information?” 

32. Put more colloquially, how would you feel about reading of your claim in the Sunday press? 

33. It has been argued, not least by a previous contributor to this seminar series, Rt Hon David Cameron MP, 
that transparency is the best disinfectant. I agree. Although I would suggest it is best to apply the disinfectant 
before rather than after the event. Properly applied, transparency and openness help prevent scandals and 
misbehaviour, before either has even started. But I know as well as anyone the downside. Openness provides a 
ready quarry for critics, apparently eager to think the worst of our parliamentarians. It is difficult objectively 
and dispassionately to explain a decision in response to a public frenzy. The internet, Twitter and such like has 
made the building of these campaigns all the more easy. And everyone has a right to a private life, even a 
Member of Parliament.  

34. But my view is that we all live now in a much more open society. Facebook and Twitter are a reflection of 
that – many people are prepared and apparently keen to be much more open about their own activities. And 
so we need to recognise people’s expectations now of much greater openness too from their elected 
representatives. It is better to build a constructive response to those expectations than to try to mount an 
ultimately doomed rear-guard action. It is commonplace that the House of Commons got this wrong on 
expenses. But elsewhere, I believe the House should be given credit for supporting a high degree of 
transparency, not least in requiring Members to identify their financial interests. Again, this is not a recent 
development. Members were first required to register their financial interests as far back as 1974 – and long 
before that they were expected to declare them orally in debate. 

 
23 The new Code was considered on a motion of the House on 12 March 2012 (see paragraphs 1.5 to 1.13). 
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35. Now, every fortnight when Parliament is sitting, and a little less frequently when the House is in recess, my 
office publishes an up to date Register of Members’ Financial Interests. It is broken down into 12 registration 
categories. I won’t go through all the categories, but they cover Members’ outside employment; the donations 
or sponsorship they receive in cash or in kind; any gifts or hospitality they receive from here or from overseas; 
any land or properties other than their own homes which they hold or let out; significant shareholdings; 
overseas visits paid for or supported by others; and any preferential loans or credit agreements which they 
may have. They must also register any family members whom they employ and pay for through parliamentary 
expenses.  

36. In addition, Members are required to declare any relevant financial interest when initiating or taking part 
in proceedings of the House of Commons and in their dealings with others, including Ministers and officials. 
The test for registration and declaration is the same. It is not whether the Member in receipt of the benefit 
thinks it will influence him or her. Rather, it is whether someone else might reasonably think it influences a 
Member’s actions, speeches or votes. In other words, it is the perception that counts.  

37. The result is that people following debates will know when a Member has a financial interest in something 
they are debating. They can also check online the financial interests of all Members. And in my experience, the 
press as well as constituents regularly do so.  

38. Of course, the results of these registrations and declarations do impinge on the Member’s privacy and, in 
some respects, that of their family. But I agree with those who argue that openness is a strong protection, as 
well as a strong disinfectant. Usually it is a protection for the public, and that is clearly a priority. But it is also 
a protection for the Member. It is hard to accuse a Member of some shady financial dealing when it is 
published for all to see in the Members’ Register. It may also be some help in a Member deciding whether to 
accept some financial gift or benefit to know that it will need to go in the Register and be open to public 
inspection. 

39. An area of perhaps lesser transparency until recently was the conduct of my complaint inquiries. In 2003, 
the House of Commons agreed that the Commissioner should publish an annual report. And that Report 
contained statistics about the Commissioner’s work and summarised the cases which the Commissioner had 
submitted to the House of Commons Committee on Standards and Privileges, and they to the House. But it 
was impossible to know on a more frequent basis what was happening to the Commissioner’s case load; and it 
was impossible to know how the Commissioner resolved cases which did not come to the Committee, for 
example because he had dismissed them. The Commissioner’s work became a matter for haphazard 
speculation, with confidence-sapping suggestions of leaks and off the record briefings. 

40. I judged that more transparency was needed about my work if it was to keep public confidence at a time, 
including during the expenses crisis, when that confidence was, to put it mildly, in very short supply.  

41. I was glad, therefore, that the House of Commons agreed in December 2010 to a much more open policy 
in respect of my complaints work. Now I put on my webpages each month the statistics in relation to the 
complaints I receive and resolve, and I identify the name of the Member in respect of any cases I am inquiring 
into. Where I resolve an inquiry without it going to the Committee, then my resolution statement, in the form 
of a letter, and the evidence on which it is based, are published on my web pages. My reports to the 
Committee with all the relevant evidence are also published.  People can see the judgements I form, the 
evidence on which I base those judgements, and can come to their own conclusions.  

42. My experience has been that this greater openness has led to less damaging speculation about complaints 
against Members and about my processes and decisions. Secrecy breeds suspicion and my processes are now a 
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matter of public record. Any criticisms now should at least be well-informed. Which brings me to the third 
pillar, accountability. 

43. In my view, proper accountability is a necessary and essential part of the structure which supports the 
House’s standards system. Put simply, you can have a set of rules; you can have the disclosure of sufficient 
information to know if those rules are being broken; but, without a means by which Members can be held to 
account for abiding by those Rules, the system would be fatally flawed. Flawed because there would be no 
means of redress. A Code without consequences is in my view only halfway there.  

44. I think the Committee on Standards in Public Life in 1995 well recognised that. So its report which 
established the seven principles of conduct in public life, and which proposed a Code of Conduct for 
Members of Parliament, also recommended the appointment of a Parliamentary Commissioner for 
Standards.  

45. The first Commissioner was appointed in November 1995. I am now the fourth such Commissioner. The 
terms and conditions for the Commissioner have developed over those years, principally to ensure the 
independence of my post, which I hold very dear. Indeed, I see that this seminar series is called “Lessons in 
Government”. Well, the first lesson I would hope you take away from this afternoon is that the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards has nothing to do with the Government. The Government has no say in my 
appointment, my terms and conditions, or my work.  

46. The position is that the Commissioner is appointed by the House of Commons, now for a single term 
contract of 5 years. It is not renewable. That means, of course, that no one should have any suspicion that the 
Commissioner’s decisions and actions are in any way influenced by his or her hope of a further term. Because 
it cannot happen.  

47. I was appointed in January 2008. So my 5 year period of office comes to an end at the end of this year. 
Nothing – or almost nothing – I say or do will affect that either way.  

48. I say “almost nothing” because, as well as a fixed term contract, I am appointed on a Motion of the whole 
House of Commons. I can only be sacked by a Motion debated and agreed on the floor of the House where it 
can be shown that I am either unfit or unable to do the job. 

49. So while I am an official of the House, I do not report up the management chain. My work is overseen by 
the Committee on Standards and Privileges. But they have no say in the decisions I make about complaints, 
including decisions about whether or not to institute an inquiry, how that inquiry should be conducted, or the 
conclusions which I reach. Nor can the Committee amend, delete or redact, the conclusions which I submit to 
them. The Committee forms its own view, but my view must be published at the same time and in full.  

50. And unlike other Commissions, I am a sole trader. I do not have a body of Commissioners advising me. I 
do not have investigative teams conducting their own investigations which I supervise. I have one assistant to 
support me on complaints work. Most of the work of the rest of my office is on registration matters, for 
Members, their staff, for lobby journalists and All-Party Groups. The full complement of my office is currently 
the equivalent of a little over 5 full-time staff. 

51. So the Commissioner has considerable independence in the way he or she carries out the work. And, in 
respect of complaints, it is very much a personal commission.  

52. So how are Members held to account? My role in this respect is principally that of a complaints 
investigator. I am not an inspector. I am not an auditor. I am a complaints investigator. The trigger for most 
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of my inquiries therefore is a complaint either from a Member of Parliament or from a member of the public. 
But since December 2010 I have also been able to initiate an inquiry, on my own account without having 
received a formal complaint, where I consider that sufficient evidence has come to my attention to justify an 
investigation. This new provision was principally to enable me to receive referrals from the new statutory 
expenses body, the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority (IPSA). While that authority deals with 
alleged breaches of its expenses rules, it can subsequently refer serious matters to me to consider whether to 
initiate a disciplinary inquiry. I would then report my conclusions, not to IPSA, but to the Standards and 
Privileges Committee of the House. 

53. And finally, Members can refer themselves to me, in which case, if I think that exceptionally an 
investigation is justified, I need to seek the agreement of the Committee on Standards and Privileges. Before 
2008, a self-referral had only been made and accepted in one case. At the height of the expenses crisis – in 
2009-10 – I accepted 12 self-referrals. They were exceptional times. In contrast, in this Parliament, I have 
accepted only two.  

54. When I receive an allegation, I have two questions to answer. First, does this matter come within my 
remit? If it falls outside the Code, it falls outside my remit. If it relates to the Code of Conduct for Ministers or 
to Members of the House of Lords, it is not for me. If it relates to the way a Member has handled a particular 
case, including constituency cases, then the House has decided that this is for the electorate to judge and not 
for me. Equally, if it is about a Member’s views or opinions, however expressed, again that is for the electorate.  

55. But, if the matter does come within my remit, then the second question I must answer is whether the 
allegation has come with sufficient evidence to justify my instigating an inquiry. And that inquiry is into 
whether the Code of Conduct and its associated rules have been breached. So I do not go after seeing if I can 
substantiate some unsupported allegation, however colourful, however eye-catching. I do not trawl through a 
Member’s business in the hope of finding something untoward. I read the evidence. And then I decide 
whether or not to start an inquiry. And that is a decision which I alone take. 

56. The conduct of any inquiry again is entirely a matter for me. I always identify to the Member the allegation 
which is against them as briefly and clearly as I can; I identify the rules which it is alleged they have breached; 
and I look to the Member to provide me with the information I need to resolve the issue. It is an inquisitorial 
and not an adversarial process. The Member is required and expected to cooperate as I try to establish what 
the factual position is and then whether, in the light of those facts, the conduct complained of was or was not 
within the rules of the House. Members may seek legal advice, but I always ask to hear direct from Members 
themselves. I do not conduct inquiries through third parties. I will follow up with other witnesses where 
relevant, and seek the views of officials in the House of Commons. On occasions, I will conduct interviews 
with the Member or with other witnesses. I then identify all the evidence I have received and provide a 
statement of the facts which I seek to agree with the Member concerned. I then come to my own conclusion 
on whether, on the basis of those facts, the rules have been breached, and, if so, how serious I consider that 
breach to have been.  

57. At any stage in my inquiry, I can come to the conclusion that the evidence is not sufficient to sustain the 
allegation. If so, at that point I will bring the matter to an end by telling any complainant that I do not uphold 
their complaint. The matter is then closed. It is a decision for me. I do not need to get separate authorisation 
from the Committee.  

58. In cases where there has been a breach, but it is at the less serious end of the spectrum, I can resolve the 
case myself with the agreement of the Member. In such cases, I do not submit a formal memorandum to the 
Committee. Usually the matter can be rectified by the Member apologising and taking some appropriate 
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action – for example correcting their entry in the Register, or apologising for a non-declaration, or paying 
back the cost of facilities they should not have used.  

59. Where I submit a memorandum to the Committee, usually on more serious matters or where there is a 
wider point of interpretation or policy, it is for the Committee to come to its own conclusions and to decide if 
necessary on any sanctions it wants to recommend to the House. I have no say in that decision. I make no 
recommendation or indication to the Committee of any possible sanction. That is solely a matter for the 
Committee and the House. 

60. Let me give you some idea of volume. At the height of the expenses scandal, in 2009–10, I received over 
300 formal complaints and I accepted 72 for inquiry. Last year the number of formal complaints I received 
had dropped to 115, and I accepted 12 for inquiry. In that year I concluded 33 inquiries—the majority from 
the previous year. I upheld 24 of the complaints; I did not uphold 7; and the other 2 went to court.  

61. So, in common with other complaint investigators, I receive many more complaints than I conduct 
inquiries. Most complaints fall outside my remit because they relate to the Member’s handling of a 
constituency matter. But in considering whether I should initiate an inquiry on a matter that is within my 
remit, I recognise how important that decision is for the Member concerned. Members are very dependent on 
their reputation, not least for integrity and financial probity. They are under constant surveillance by their 
political opponents. Even the fact that I am inquiring into a Member’s conduct can adversely affect their 
reputation. Under those circumstances, I believe it is right that I should only initiate inquiries when the 
evidence justifies it. And I am certainly very conscious in conducting my inquiries and in drawing my 
conclusions that not only the outcome but the words with which I choose to express that outcome can have a 
very serious effect on a Member’s reputation, and future political career.  

62. So I attach some importance to the fourth pillar which sustains our standards structure in the House of 
Commons. That is support for Members. Such support is an integral part of the work of my office. It comes in 
the form of the confidential advice my office gives to Members about the application of the Code and 
questions of propriety. Whenever I give a presentation to Members about my role, I always emphasise that I 
would much prefer to spend time advising them on how to keep the rules than on investigating allegations 
that they have not done so. If the stable door needs to be closed, then it is best done when the horse is still 
inside.  

63. So I, and my colleague the Registrar of Members’ Financial Interests, are always available to help Members 
on the interpretation of the rules, their obligations under the rules, and any wider questions of propriety. I 
recognise that there is a risk that I may be thought to be conflicted if I advise a Member and then they are 
subject to a complaint. But that risk seems to me preferable to refusing to advise a Member and then 
investigating them for a breach which could easily have been avoided. 

64. And I would not wish to over-emphasise the risk of a conflict in my functions. After all, I advise Members. 
I don’t authorise them. I don’t instruct them. I think it very important that Members should be responsible for 
their own decisions in abiding by the Code. I can discuss the interpretation of the rules. I can identify 
precedents. I can talk through the issue with them. But ultimately, no Code of Conduct will work if it is 
imposed on those who are required to keep to it. This is true of any code. It is particularly true of the Code of 
Conduct for Members of Parliament since Parliament is sovereign and I would be deeply against any 
suggestion that a Commissioner should usurp, or should be thought to be usurping, the sovereignty of 
Parliament.  Members must decide for themselves. They should be able to ask for advice. Then they should 
expect their decisions to be public and to be held to account for them.  
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65. I also give more general support to the House on standards and propriety. At present, the Government has 
brought out proposals for the recall of Members of Parliament. Late last month, at the end of January, I gave 
evidence to the Constitutional and Political Reform Committee in the House which is considering the 
Government’s proposals. The role of the Commissioner in such matters is not to peddle their own views on 
Government policy, but to set out how Government policy might affect the work of the Commissioner and 
the operation of standards in the House.  

66. I am also advising a joint working group of Members from the House of Commons and House of Lords 
on the options for closer regulation of All-Party Groups. There are some 500 such groups in Parliament at 
present, taking an interest in other countries and in a wide range of policy issues.  My office registers these 
groups. There is a potential concern that lobbyists and others may be thought to have undue influence 
through the support they give them. 

67. So the structure of standards in the House of Commons is upheld by these four pillars: clarity in a Code of 
Conduct, openness in the publication of interests and complaints, accountability through the investigation of 
allegations against Members, and support in giving Members and House Committees advice on the rules and 
wider questions of propriety.  

68. This is, in my view, a robust structure, capable of serving the House of Commons, its Members and the 
public. It is an essential part of ensuring the effectiveness of Parliament in keeping corruption at bay and so in 
maintaining the strength and effectiveness of our parliamentary democracy on which our well-being depends. 
The Commissioner is there to provide an independent element in that structure. But ultimately it is for the 
House, its Members, and for those who elect its Members, to ensure that high standards are expected of our 
elected representatives and that those standards are consistently met. 

 
 

 
John Lyon CB        9 February 2012 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards  
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