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Minutes of Evidence
TAKEN BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INFORMATION

WEDNESDAY 18 MARCH 2009

Present Billingham, B Methuen, L
Erroll, E Renton of Mount Harry, L (Chairman)
Gibson of Market Rasen, B Selsdon, L
Jones of Cheltenham, L St John of Bletso, L
Kalms, L Taylor of Warwick, L

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Dr Ruth Fox, Director of the Parliament and Government Programme, Dr Andy Williamson,
Director of the eDemocracy Programme, and Mr Michael Raftery, Director of the Citizenship Programme,

Hansard Society, examined.

Q1 Chairman: Welcome to all three of you and thank
you very much for coming to this meeting of our
Information Committee. As you know, we have set
ourselves an inquiry on the subject of People and
Parliament and we are very grateful that you have
come as our first witnesses, and it is absolutely
appropriate that you should given that it was your
Commission, which Lord Puttnam chaired, which in
a sense started some of this debate. I have particular
regrets from Lord Puttnam today that he could not be
here. He is actually, I think, judging up in Scotland on
which is the best museum in Britain. That is the
impression I got from him on the telephone this
morning. He sends his apologies and his last message
to me was to “keep the smoke going up”. I would just
like to say to you that this is a public evidence session.
There will be a full transcript of it and it will be posted
on the website and published in our Committee’s
eventual report, but a draft will be sent to you shortly
for you to look at so that if you feel anything has been
misquoted or misrepresented you will have an
opportunity to change it. Dr Fox, would you like to
make any statement before we start? You are very
welcome to do so if you would like to, or either of
your colleagues? Perhaps you would like to introduce
yourselves.
Dr Fox: Yes, thank you very much. I have a very
short statement really just to explain who the three of
us are. I am sure all of you know that in terms of the
Hansard Society we are an education and research
charity and we have several programmes of work. All
three areas which the Committee wanted to look at
cut across some of our programmes of work, so we
thought it would be more helpful for all three of us to
be here as directors of our respective programmes
than just myself. If I could introduce my colleagues,
Dr Andrew Williamson to my left, who is the
Director of the eDemocracy Programme at the
Hansard Society, and to my right Michael Raftery,

who is Director of the Citizenship Programme, and
myself, Director of the Parliament and Government
Programme. Just to confirm that we do plan to
submit written evidence to the inquiry so that we can
follow up on any other issues which are not covered
today. We would just like to say very briefly that we
welcome the inquiry and an opportunity to update on
the progress since the Puttnam report and the
Modernisation Committee’s Report. We applaud
Parliament for a lot of progress which has been made
in the year since the Puttnam Commission, but we
think there is still room for further progress and we
will discuss the areas today, but we certainly urge
Members to grasp the nettle and not rest on their
laurels in terms of progress and do not take our
positive comments today as a reason to sit back. We
urge you, as Lord Puttnam said, to keep the grey
smoke going! Very recently we published some
research in a document called Parliament and the
Public Knowledge, Interest and Perceptions and that
really confirmed that in the five years since the
Puttnam inquiry there has not been a lot of progress
in terms of how the public sees Parliament. There are
still 32 per cent of people who agree that they have a
good understanding of the way Parliament works.
That is only 32 per cent. Only 19 per cent of people
agree that Parliament is working for them. Those
sorts of figures indicate that there is still a huge
challenge to grapple with as we go forward.

Q2 Chairman: Thank you. We will go on then to the
questions and I know that you have been sent these
in advance for you to have a look at. We may stray
from them, we may not, but we will start with them.
We know the sorts of information, obviously, we are
looking to have but this can be enlarged, et cetera. Dr
Fox, you have just said that you did not think all that
amount of progress had been made since the Puttnam
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report. What is lacking? What has not happened that
might have happened?
Dr Fox: Just for clarity, I think there has been a
considerable amount of progress but I think there are
some areas where more progress is needed. On the
communications, whilst there is a communications
strategy and there is, in eVect, a media oYce and
staYng for both Houses, and whilst there is
cooperation between the Houses and between the
staV and there is the bicameral membership of the
Group for Information on the Public, we are still
concerned that one of the recommendations of the
Puttnam Commission in terms of a joint committee
to deal with communications has not been followed
through.
Chairman: You say that, but, after all, our
Parliamentary Information and Communication
Technology service is a joint organisation and it is
actually working much better now than I think it
used to.

Q3 Earl of Erroll: Information, Systems and
Technology.
Dr Fox: It has now been separated out. Our concern
is not that in terms of the staYng level there is not
progress, there is, and there are very considerable
changes there. Our concern would be in terms of the
strategic oversight and the pushing of the agenda
from Members in both Houses and we still feel that a
joint committee would be helpful. I do not think there
has been much progress on issues of access in terms
of language, terminology and procedures. There have
been some areas of progress but in our view not
enough. We still think that there is a concern about a
risk-averse culture in both Houses. My colleague,
Andy Williamson, will say something about the
website, but we still think there are considerable
grounds for improvements. We know that there is
going to be a further roll-out in April of some
redevelopment and redesign, but there is still a lot of
ground there for further work and we still think there
is a lot of work to be done around the media and the
broadcasting side of things. In terms of the Puttnam
report, this is one area where there has been limited
progress compared with the others, the broadcasting
side of things.

Q4 Chairman: We will come on to the details shortly
and in relation to questions from my colleagues we
will go into more of the detail, but again in generality
what do you see as the most important development
areas for the future and how could the Hansard
Society help us in these?
Dr Fox: Perhaps we could cover the three areas
separately, so if Andy wants to refer to the website.
Dr Williamson: I think for me it requires a cultural
change, to look at the way Parliament is not simply
providing information to the public but becomes a

repository of information which the public can access
on its own terms in its own way. The way the internet
is developing at the moment is much less about a
central website which makes information available in
a format that you choose and much more about
making available the data as an open standard that
other people can then choose to reproduce and
access. I think that would be a big step forward. I
would caveat that by saying the progress you have
made in terms of the use of the internet for
Parliament is significant, in fact I think it is probably
the greatest success area in terms of what has
happened since Puttnam. There has been significant
progress there. Secondly, I think it is about the reverse
of providing information, listening, and I think there
is much more opportunity for Parliament to be seen
as receptive to public opinion and public input into
the process, and again in the role which digital
technology plays in that there is certainly a number of
opportunities there.
Mr Raftery: There have been some fantastic leaps
taken in terms of the education provision, especially
for young people and teachers and the support of
education in schools as regards Parliament, especially
through Parliament’s educational service, which has
had such a big impact and grown considerably, and
the burgeoning Peers in Schools project and the
establishment of outreach oYcers in pilot regions.
That has been fantastic and is definitely work that
can be expanded upon, and that is something we
would very much like to work with Parliament in
doing, especially being involved potentially in the
national roll-out of the House of Lords outreach
strategy, because obviously it is just at the pilot stage.
We have an awful lot of experience in terms of
running national projects and when you finish your
pilot stage you just need to be slightly cautious that
you are tooled up in absolutely everything you need
to know in order to roll something out on a national
basis. So I think we could potentially add some value
there. We are also currently working with Parliament
in developing our Parliamentary schools pack, which
provides information for schools to support visits
from peers and MPs as well, which is work we
continue. An area which we have looked at with one
of our publications, A Year in the Life, is the
induction process which new Members, primarily
MPs, get when they arrive at the House and there
does not seem to be a particularly coherent strategy
for inducting the new Members of the House of
Commons, so something we would love to have
discussions about and involvement in is perhaps
developing a process which could support Members
as they join and look at potentially what lessons the
newer Members have to teach the Members who are
already here because a lot of the experimental
technology and a lot of the outreach and engagement
methodology that Parliament has been working
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towards over the last few years is probably being used
by prospective candidates in their campaigning. It
would be quite good to have a 360 degree induction
process whereby the new Members learn all about the
procedures of the House and how it works, and also
following that up with potentially what lessons can
be taught by these newer Members to the institution
as a whole.
Dr Fox: Just addressing the other element would be
the broadcasting side of things. As I said, I think it is
one area where there has been limited progress
compared with the others. Certainly from the
Hansard Society’s perspective we would be keen to
provide any help and support we could towards
trying to move that agenda forward, given our
contact obviously across Parliament and
stakeholders in the media. We recently, towards the
end of last year, did a study for GIP, part of which
looked at media coverage and select committees in
the House of Commons and we have been looking to
expand that and look more widely at not just the
coverage of select committees but the coverage of
both Houses generally and broadcasting access as we
go forward.
Chairman: We are now going to move on in more
detail. We will take the subjects in detail and
broadcasting actually is the last. I think at this point
I will pass over to my colleagues. Let us talk
particularly about the outreach work.

Q5 Lord Selsdon: I have an interest in this. My
grandfather introduced television historically. Often
things happen accidentally. The best thing in
outreach has been because the Parliamentary channel
is next door to Sky, on number 82, by accident people
are hitting the button more regularly than we would
have believed, and this is going worldwide, often
right the way throughout the night! My first question
is, if we have to have outreach, who do we in the
House of Lords represent? I think we represent
anyone we want to represent, therefore we should
represent Members of the House of Commons and
communicate with them, we should represent
members of local government, irrespective of party,
parish councils and even through them the Church,
so that it is set down to say how many people are there
that you can outreach, and within that framework
you have 103,630 people who actually also at a local
level represent people. So I thought one of the things
we should look at is outreach to the institutions.
Mr Raftery: Yes, absolutely. I would completely agree
with you. In my opinion, the best way for any House
of Lords outreach programme to approach it would
be to try and cover the UK as a whole and use the
expertise which there obviously is within the House
to take the message of how Parliament as a whole

operates and to educate people in that way. That is
one of the things that is so exciting about the outreach
strategy which the House of Lords is developing,
albeit at the pilot stage currently. The only challenge
to that is how do you get entire geographic coverage
of the whole of the UK. The challenge there will be
making sure that all areas of the UK are going to be
covered equally, and that will just be one potential
hindrance because it obviously depends upon where
peers are going to be geographically based and people
will need to be mobile. If there is a request from an
organisation in Doncaster, for instance, how is that
going to be serviced as compared with a school that is
out in Essex, or something like that? It is just thinking
those sorts of things through in terms of any kind of
outreach strategy, because if it is going to be called a
national strategy it needs to touch all four corners of
the UK really.
Dr Fox: If I can just add to that. We had one thought
in terms of outreach and looking at things in a slightly
diVerent way and that is a mentoring scheme. We talk
about institutions across the UK and how do we
reach out to them given the variety and number of
them, and one option would be a mentoring scheme.
The reality is in the House of Commons there are a
number of schemes available where MPs can go out
to other organisations as a form of mentoring, to the
Armed Forces, to business, to science and industry,
and so on, for small periods of time. It is getting
experience of real life in those domains and it seems
to me there is no reason at all why the House of
Lords, and indeed the House of Commons, could not
invite people from other institutions and
organisations into the House of Lords on to a similar
scheme as a means of providing some form of contact
with a number of organisations over the course of
the year.

Q6 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: To take up
that last point you made, Dr Fox, there is one thing
we have to be careful of here and that is not to
trample on the toes of the MPs when we go into their
constituencies. I say that because in the outreach
programme in relation to schools I have said that I
will go to schools in Lincolnshire because there are
not that many people in the House of Lords who
know that area. Now, I have to be very careful that
obviously I let the Members of Parliament know if I
am going to their schools, so I think there is that
element we have to think about too. You mentioned
people actually letting us know more about their
views and I wonder how you think that could be
expanded. At the moment, I have been to speak to
Women’s Institutes and to schools and I am pleased
to say that from the schools in particular I have had
visits back here and one from the WI, but how can we
actually encourage that sort of contact more and
expand that element?
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Dr Fox: Just on the issue about trampling on the toes
of MPs, I think it is an important issue and it goes in
part to the comments earlier from my colleague
about induction. The reality is that quite a lot of the
Members of Parliament simply are not aware of a lot
of the outreach work which has been done by the
peers and I think there is an education and outreach
programme to be done with MPs as well to try and
make them more aware of what is going on. I know
the authorities are trying to do that in respect of the
new intake for the next General Election and I think
some really serious thought has got to be put into that
to get that right. I think that would ameliorate some
of the concerns you highlight. Andy, do you want to
say something about the outreach?
Dr Williamson: Yes. In terms of turning it around and
how people can engage better with the House of
Lords, I think there is a number of strategies there.
An overall communications strategy is vitally
important. Obviously my bias is towards the internet
and the digital side of things and it certainly is an
opportunity. It is worth mentioning Lords of the
Blog, which is a project the Hansard Society has
worked on with the House of Lords very successfully.
Lord Taylor of Warwick, you are one of our bloggers
and it is nice to see you. We celebrate our first
birthday today and I think that project has been
hugely successful in ways we had not imagined. It is
not simply a website where people go and put
comments up and other members of the public
respond, it is actually building a dialogue. But
equally, when you think about that, the concept of
the website does not work because most people do
not go to the website to read it. It gets distributed
through a number of diVerent means, not just digital
ones either. It gets reported in the press, so it does
extend the coverage and the visibility of Members of
the Lords very successfully. That is never going to
work for everybody and digital is only ever going to
be one part of the equation, but certainly the new
tools, the social networking tools, are all the fashion
at the moment, and we look at Twitter or Facebook.
I will try not to use too much jargon. Those are the
tools the public are using and to me the answer to the
question is, find out which tools the public are using
and use those appropriately. They will not all be
appropriate and I think it is safe to say a lot of digital
tools are perishable, they will rise and fall and new
ones will emerge, but it is about being responsive and
seeing how the public wishes to engage and then
trying to do that with them.
Chairman: Well put!

Q7 Lord St John of Bletso: If I could just ask a
supplementary to what Lord Selsdon was saying,
that many of the public do not understand who the
House of Lords represents. I suppose on the issue of
eVectiveness, when you say that 32 per cent of the

public understand what Parliament does, my
question to you is how can we in the House of Lords
more eVectively communicate to the public as to the
eYcacy of what the Lords does in the sense of being
a persuasive body, not a directive body? I say this just
by way of example: I took Westminster Under School
around here on Friday, I had 60 of them, and the
questions were coming fast and furious. Some of the
questions which came forward were, “What does the
House of Lords do in its European Select
Committees? We hear of the House of Lords being
the Upper House. How eVective is the House of
Lords in blocking the will of the House of
Commons?” but more specifically, “What work do
you do in your sub-committees?” That is an area
where I would be interested in knowing how we can
better communicate that work.
Mr Raftery: I think you need to build almost a base
level of knowledge for people to then pursue the more
in-depth knowledge and real investment in things like
outreach can bear exactly those sorts of fruit. It kind
of relates to the earlier point about getting more
information flowing back. Information has to be
going away and there has to be an investment in
educating and going out there and proving that as an
institution it is a body that wants to tell you about
itself but also to hear from you as well. I think it is
investment in things like outreach programmes and
having MPs and peers involved fully with those
outreach programmes, so rather than it being
necessarily a starting issue about parliamentary staV
taking the message out there potentially MPs and
peers are the best ambassadors for the message of
how the respective Houses work. I think that once the
process is rolled out there is no reason why the
outreach scheme could not support things like
committees pursuing their inquiries through links
that have been developed through outreach. So if
there are specific groups which have had an outreach
session, when it comes to specific committees holding
certain inquiries that network of connection can then
ensure that organisation knows that this committee is
taking place and the flow of information can then
come back. In terms of the education element as well,
obviously with citizenship education, democracy and
justice is an element of that so it should be delivered
in schools, but the material needs to be there and the
information needs to be there for teachers to deliver
lessons. That is something which the House of Lords
is obviously on the cusp of really rolling out, so it is a
funny time to be having this conversation, but it will
be great to see how the outreach strategy as it rolls out
achieves exactly what you hope it does.
Chairman: Very good. Thank you. We will move on
to online communications and engagement and I will
ask Lord Erroll to start us on that.

Q8 Earl of Erroll: You said that the House of Lords
is on the cusp of rolling out things for education.
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Mr Raftery: The outreach, yes.

Q9 Earl of Erroll: I thought we had been doing it for
several years. There has been some very good
educational material and I have had packs of slides,
for instance, for doing presentations for several
years now.
Mr Raftery: Yes, sorry, I am referring to the outreach
programme, which is at the pilot stage in two
diVerent regions.

Q10 Earl of Erroll: I just wanted to clarify that it was
not entirely new to the Lords. I know the Commons
has not had this before. What I want to know is with
the online stuV, because since the Puttnam report
there have been lots and lots of suggestions which I
think have mostly rather been put on the back burner
by the follow-up people, but there has been
considerable investment in the use of the online
communication channels with the parliamentary
website and there have been some social networking,
social media tools, blogs—Lords of the Blog we have
mentioned—there is YouTube now, the Lord Speaker
and Youth Parliament seem to be quite eVective.
There are virtual tours of Parliament to give you an
idea of how things work and we are even Twitter-ing
away as well. What do you think of all these things
has worked well and what could be made to work
better, and what about other ideas like petitions and
online evidence taking and stuV like that?
Dr Williamson: I think everything that has been done
to date is great. I think it is a considerable
improvement on what was there only a couple of
years ago and further improvements are about to be
rolled out. We are seeing the use of the internet in
Parliament maturing very nicely, so what I am going
to say is not a criticism of what has been done, I am
very complimentary of what has been done to date.
My problem—and I have said this before—is that I
think Parliament still views the website as a
communications channel, it is a way of
communicating with the public, and any
communications channel, just like this building, has
rules and regulations and ways of operating it. Now,
I as a member of the public may not wish to work in
that way or may indeed not think in that way, so one
of the challenges with the website is that it only works
for the person who designs it and the people who
think like the person who designs it. Now, the
designers can think about multiple people but they
still cannot think of everybody, and indeed if they did
it would cost an awful lot of money to do it. What
would be much more sensible is to consider the
information that Parliament produces, and
Parliament produces a considerable amount of data
as open data which the public should have access to
in whatever way it seeks and chooses. So my first
recommendation in terms of where Parliament can go

with the internet is to look at really pushing open
standards for data so that anything which is
published, Hansard, committee notes, this meeting,
for example, it could be video, audio or textual but it
needs metadata standards that describe how it looks,
what it is and what it contains and it needs interfaces
building so that anyone else who has a specific
requirement can come along and take that data in just
the way that YouTube works. YouTube is not a
website, YouTube.com. That does not make it
valuable. That is simply one channel into the
information. The value of YouTube is the fact that
you can upload a video to their data repository and
access it from anywhere. You can put it on your
website, put it on Facebook, link to it from Twitter,
and that means that I now have control over how I
find that information and what I do with the
information. It is freeing up data so that it works for
the individual.

Q11 Earl of Erroll: So what do you think of what
MySociety is doing? They work for you.
Dr Williamson: Excellent! I think it is very, very good.
I think a lot of the work mySociety has done and is
doing it should not have to do. Parliament could do
a lot more itself.

Q12 Earl of Erroll: Is it not probably more inventive,
and going to happen quicker because of the
budgetary constraints and the long-term planning of
Parliament, if actually we do what you first
suggested, which is to allow sites like mySociety to
hook into it rather than us trying to design what we
are probably not in a prime position to do?
Dr Williamson: That would be one approach, but I
would also recommend that Parliament perhaps
learns a more innovative approach and perhaps
learns from organisations like mySociety. IT projects
do not have to be huge great elephants that cost
millions, they can actually be quite quick and done
dynamically, and they can fail quite legitimately and
you learn and move on. It would be really good if
Parliament was to take a more entrepreneurial
approach to its presentation of content and data and
engagement.

Q13 Earl of Erroll: You have, of course, got the issue
then of copyright. At the moment I think all the
material is Crown copyright and protected very
jealously, partly in case of misuse once the image is
released, et cetera. Do you think we should be
moving to GPL or a Creative Commons licence?
Dr Williamson: Yes, absolutely. I think the myth
about copyright on the internet is a myth. What are
you going to do if someone misquotes you? In reality
there is very little that can be done. By the time
something has been misquoted and virally
distributed on the internet, it is like chasing a flock of
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sheep really, you have no chance of catching it, and to
do so is futile. In fact, if it is something which
promotes misinformation the best strategy really is to
ignore it, because as soon as you start to do
something about it you increase the knowledge and,
therefore, the distribution of it. It is actually self-
defeating.

Q14 Earl of Erroll: Would you also have other
channels of communication back to Parliament?
Dr Williamson: Yes. I think that is very, very
important. You did mention ePetitions and I am a
cautioned advocate of ePetitioning. I think
ePetitioning is useful for two reasons. One is that it is
a good on-ramp to democratic engagement in that it
is the thing that the public is more likely to do and it
is easy to do. However, its eVectiveness is relatively
limited and if it is to be implemented then the key to
ePetitioning, and in fact any other engagement tool,
is not the technology but the processes that lie behind
it, which need to be clear and transparent to the
public and eVective to the institution. I would also
encourage Parliament to look at engagement not
simply in terms of consultation through the
parliamentary website but what party tools there are
to engage through. You mentioned Twitter. Twitter is
a way of getting responses it. It is a conversation, not
a very structured conversation, but there are other
tools and it is a viable tool. Facebook is another way
if you wish to engage younger people.

Q15 Lord Taylor of Warwick: One experiment
which seems to be working is Lords of the Blog and
I really enjoy being involved with it. The bloggers are
almost members of my family now, to be honest with
you, but I cannot believe you think it is perfect. I have
a view, for example, that the very name Lords of the
Blog is a bit heavy and dour, but that is a personal
opinion. I also have a view that the visual look of it
could be improved. Looking at that particular thing,
which appears to be working, on the assumption it is
not perfect, how would you improve that?
Dr Williamson: Lords of the Blog is a classic example
that you do not need millions of dollars to build a
successful IT project. It runs oV free software. I hate
to admit this in a public forum, but we are not graphic
designers and so, yes, the look and feel of it is not the
best. We could improve it and we are looking at doing
that. The project will shortly become oYcially live
after running for a year as a pilot. One of the things
we are going to do there is improve the usability and
the user interface. I think the name we are stuck with
actually. I do not know where it came from originally.
I do not remember the history of that, it is before my
time, but it has certainly taken oV and has established
itself as quite a nice brand, so I think it has probably
created its own monster there.

Q16 Lord Taylor of Warwick: I have empirical
evidence of asking four young people, and they all
said it was a bit heavy.
Dr Williamson: Yes, but I think it does work as a way
of engaging. It is one of the few examples I have seen
where a member of the public can actually put a
question to a Member of the Lords and get a
response.
Chairman: I was asked whether I worked on Sunday
when I went on the blog, and indeed I sent a response,
but perhaps to take up your point about the
heaviness, of course “blog” is a heavy word, is it not,
but I have always thought that it worked rather well,
the name. You are doubtful.

Q17 Lord Taylor of Warwick: You mentioned
Facebook, for example. One of the attractions of
Facebook appears to be the visual impact, the
photographs. I personally feel that we should have
more photographs on Lords of the Blog because after
all, yes, it is about data, information, but it is about
people at the end of the day and they need to
understand that there are personalities in the House
of Lords, people they can actually relate to.
Dr Williamson: Yes. There is a video going up as soon
as it is available about the work of this very
Committee which will contribute somewhat to it.
Chairman: Good.

Q18 Lord St John of Bletso: A very sort
supplementary. What work has the Hansard Society
done in terms of what other European parliaments
have been doing to embrace online communications?
Dr Williamson: Most of our work is around the UK
Parliament. We have certainly looked at the Scottish
Parliament and the Welsh Assembly and I have had
some informal conversations with the Bundestag. We
also have some colleagues in France we are talking to
about political communication, but we have not
published any formal research on that. We have
published formal research on how MPs in the UK
Parliament are using online technologies.

Q19 Lord St John of Bletso: I say that simply in the
context that I wonder whether we are missing a trick
or two, what other European parliaments are doing
or the Scottish Parliament is doing, whether they
have better communication tools?
Dr Williamson: Anecdotally, I would say not. I think
we are very well positioned in the UK.
Dr Fox: I just want to add to that that my parliament
and government programme is currently undertaking
a report for GIP which is looking at how other
parliaments abroad are meeting the challenge of
engagement across a whole gamut of ways in which
parliaments engage with their public and the digital
engagement side is one element of that, so there will
not be great depth but there will be some coverage in
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that report and certainly at the moment—and, as I
say, we have got a way to go yet with the research—
we are generally ahead of the game, broadly
speaking.
Chairman: Good.

Q20 Lord Methuen: With regard to the national
aspects, do you take any notice of the EPRI
proceedings where they have held a number of
international and European conferences? I have been
on several and I have found those very useful for
getting an idea, and our IT director has also been on
these, so we do get some information on what is going
on on the parliamentary perspective across Europe.
Dr Williamson: Yes, that does inform our work.
Chairman: Thank you. We will come on to the press
now.

Q21 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: One of the key
relationships which Members of Parliament need to
develop is with journalists of newspapers and
magazines. How can we encourage sensible media
coverage, because there is a lot of nonsensical media
coverage and we would like to improve it? This is a
trick question!
Dr Fox: I think it is about the House of Lords playing
to its strengths and in a sense there are two strengths
that particularly stand out. One is the individual
Members. Peers have a high level of experience and
skills and contributing to that is then the second
strength, it draws from the experience and skills, and
that is the scrutiny process in the House of Lords.
Those are really the two distinguishing features of the
Lords. I think it is about building a media and
communications strategy around those two
strengths. The Lords has an advantage in one respect
that the Commons does not in the sense that you have
not got constituencies, so you can range more
broadly, but it means, for example, that peers do not
have staV in the same way that MPs do. MPs are
supported by a media operation in Parliament, but
they also have their own individual staV. Every MP’s
staV will have some element of responsibility for press
and media nationally, regionally and locally. So I
think if you compare the two Houses there is an
imbalance in terms of press and media support which
I think is worth looking at and addressing.

Q22 Chairman: Just on that, if we took that up and
said that we needed more money in order to follow
this line, how do you think the public would react
to that?
Dr Fox: I think better than probably you would
expect because certainly at the time of the Puttnam
Commission and certainly the work we did on
Parliament and the Public research last year in terms
of people’s understanding of Parliament there was an
appreciation in that research that investment in

communicating what Parliament did and then
knowing more about it was something they were
interested in and supported. I think people do
appreciate that you cannot have democracy on the
cheap. There is a diVerence between how people see
positive investment for good outcomes as opposed to
things they consider a waste of money, or an abuse of
money, and I think it is important that you keep them
separate. Certainly our research and evidence base
would suggest that if they could see an improvement
in the way information was provided and the
engagement that took place they would support that.

Q23 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: So do you think that
the House itself, this Committee perhaps, should
regularly invite journalists in? We are inviting some of
them in, but they have to meet us in the morning, on
Wednesdays, because they are reporting Prime
Minister’s questions in another place. Do you think
it is important for the House or this Committee to
invite them in just to let them know what is going on,
because a lot of what you read in the newspapers
seems to be made up?
Dr Fox: Yes, I think building that relationship is
important. You should not underestimate the
importance of developing a coherent narrative, a
story about what the House of Lords does and what
individual committees do. It is through the story-
telling, if you like, that you get the message across
and engage people. If you think about the people who
are covering the Lords, in a sense you have got a press
gallery of very generalist political reporters, most of
whom are focused on the House of Commons, that is
just the reality, and they are struggling to get space for
material about the House of Lords past their editors
onto the pages of their papers. I think one of the
routes possibly around this is two-fold. One is dealing
much more with specialist media. The specialist
media bring a level of expertise and specialism which
the generalist media do not have and they will have a
greater understanding and appreciation of, and
interest in, many of the areas of work of each
individual committee of the House. Another goes to
the issue of the resourcing of the media operation in
the House of Lords, but to also look in terms of
regional and local media and not always try to go
through national media. A lot of members of the
public get their information not always through the
national press but through local and regional press.
That is why MPs spend so much time on their local
papers and focus on getting stories in their local
papers. Certainly one of the areas which might be
worth thinking about is a regional and local press
strategy. I know it is diYcult in terms of Members of
this House not having a constituency, but most
Members have some links or associations with a local
area or region and you could have almost a regional
press list within the House where Members sign up to
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the regions they are prepared to work with, link it into
the outreach work and be available to deal with the
local and regional press in those particular areas
when issues of relevance come up.
Chairman: Thank you very much. We must move on,
but still on the subject of the press.

Q24 Lord Methuen: Is there or should there be
someone who can act as a spokesperson for the
House of Lords and respond quickly to breaking
stories?
Dr Fox: Our view is, yes, there should. I think the
diYculties around recent stories since Christmas
illustrate the need for that. The Hansard Society
recognises that there are some political issues and
sensitivities around this, but we really do think there
should be, otherwise you end up in the situation
where you can have individual peers responding, you
can have the Leader of the Lords responding and you
could have the Lord Speaker responding. Our view is
that there is a diVerence between the Lords as a stand-
alone institution, separate from the Executive and its
needs and projecting its interests, and the interests of
its Members collectively across all party lines, and the
interests of obviously the Executive position in terms
of policy and future reform. Whilst there needs to be
coordination between the Leader of the Lords and
the Lord Speaker, we do think in terms of promoting
the image of the Lords and its interest in the media
domain the Lord Speaker role would be the right
approach to take.

Q25 Lord Taylor of Warwick: I have had the
privilege of appearing with Baroness Billingham
regularly on Sky News to review the newspapers and
I hope she will agree with me that we can often use the
opportunity to bring out what is actually happening
in the House of Lords in a reasonably fresh and
engaging way. It is that question. Often when I read
about the procedures in the House of Lords it is a bit
dull sometimes and I am just wondering if there are
strategies we could use which are thinking “out of the
box” to present our work to journalists but in a
fresh way.
Dr Fox: I think this goes to some of what I said in my
earlier answer about a diVerent approach, diVerent
mediums, rather than always going through the
national press. It is also about peers promoting not
always necessarily the work, not necessarily taking it
through the committee side of things, but what you
said earlier about individuals. Individual peers have
extremely interesting backgrounds, particular levels
of expertise and knowledge, and so on, and it is that
sort of—it is a horrible phrase—soft focus human
interest approach that will often interest a wider
array of media. There will always be stories that
emerge out of committees that are of interest—public
interest and human interest. The Lords Constitution

Committee, for example, recently got quite a bit of
coverage of its report on a surveillance society, but
there is work of other peers individually that would
attract attention. Lord Morris’s inquiry—I know it
was not done through the House of Lords, but in a
sense it reflects well on the House of Lords—into the
NHS blood problem. It is picking out and promoting
the work of individual peers across a range of policy
areas that are of interest.
Mr Raftery: If I could come in there, this will
hopefully be helped by the very outreach strategy we
have spoken about because it will give more
opportunity for more creative and potentially
interesting dynamic events for the press to cover as
well, for meetings with schools or businesses, or
institutions, but also there is something to be said for
not just having those opportunities but maximising
them as well. There have been about 187 visits, as I
understand it, with the Peers in Schools so far and I
know that there has been press work in and around
those, but just making sure that where there are these
opportunities and this fantastic stuV going on,
especially in and around schools because the press
tend to love that angle anyway, these opportunities
are really seized upon. That is a really important vein
for any outreach strategy to have because that is a
kind of pay-back for the Lords as well. It is just
making sure that in addition to generating and doing
all this work for the people who directly benefit there
is also a good PR come-back for the House itself.
Chairman: Thank you very much. We will move on
finally to broadcasting.
Baroness Billingham: If I am slightly bleary-eyed, my
Lord Chairman, it is because I was in a television
studio at midnight last night. I was doing the papers
at Sky. I know how I got involved in broadcasting
and it was perhaps accidental, but I think there is a
huge untapped resource in the House of Lords of
people who could and should be first of all aware of
the opportunities and, secondly, be helped to find an
obvious partnership. If we are a House of experts—
and Heaven knows there is huge expertise—there
ought to be a way of somebody drawing up a list of
the availability of spokespeople who are prepared to
and who want to do that sort of PR work to tell
people what is going on in the Lords and further
afield. I would have thought that is an area which
perhaps we should be exploring. Another thing I
would like to ask you is that we have another very
unusual structure here in the House of Lords and in
the House of Commons and that is the all-party
groups. Those all-party groups indicate a certain
level of involvement, interest and enthusiasm in
certain areas. I am looking at Lord Kalms. Only last
week we had a meeting of the Bridge Club with the
Bridge Association, trying to get schoolchildren
involved in playing Bridge at school.
Chairman: Some of the parents might object,
speaking as a Bridge player myself!
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Baroness Billingham: Maybe. You could be right. I
am also looking at Lord St John. We have 60 “playing
Members” of the all-party tennis group in the Lords
and Commons. We do a lot of promotional work
with the LTA because we committed ourselves as a
club to helping grass roots sport. There are loads of
other clubs. I am just wondering, are people in the
media aware? Is Radio 5 Live aware that there are
people such as Lord St John who can come on and
talk with great enthusiasm and knowledge on golf,
and all the way through if you look down the list of
groups I think there is an opportunity there for a lot
more people, given the opportunity, given a bit of a
helping hand from the Hansard Society to start
publishing this, to sign up and say, “Yes, I’ll have a
crack at that if you want me.” Then maybe we will get
some responses from outside.

Q26 Chairman: There you are! That is a challenge.
Dr Fox: We certainly agree and I think it comes down
to a more strategic approach towards tackling the
problem. It does come down to a little bit more
resourcing on the media side in terms of the House of
Lords, I think, to help put that together. Certainly the
other side of the coin, I think, is better educating the
journalists about what is available. We talked about
induction and one of our concerns—and it was one of
the concerns of the Puttnam Commission—is that
there is no induction for journalists. There has been
no progress on that and it seems to me there should
be. If you had some kind of induction process for
journalists, they would be better aware of what is
available.

Q27 Lord Kalms: I must have missed it somewhere,
but do you not record your successes? Do you have
data analysis of how successful you are? Do you have
that type of data, the number of people who go onto
your site? How do you record your successes? Is it just
your instinct about it? That is just one question.
Dr Williamson: I think there are two ways in which
you can record statistically the number of people.
Take Lords of the Blog, for example. We can record
and track the number of people who visit the site each
day. We track that, we have tracked it for the last year,
and we also can look at individual stories.

Q28 Lord Kalms: How many? Give me an example
of what you consider a successful hit rate.
Dr Williamson: Our record is 2,000 unique visitors in
one day.

Q29 Lord Kalms: That is your record. What is your
average?
Dr Williamson: The average, that is a very good
question, actually. It does change over time.

Q30 Lord Kalms: You gave me your high figure.
Give me your low figure.
Dr Williamson: 150 to 200, and it drops oV at the
weekends. That is why it is a hard one to answer,
because it definitely peaks during the week and drops
oV at the weekend.

Q31 Lord Kalms: Yes, but you can form graphs and
data on a variation of inputs. Do you concentrate on
that? You are very comfortable, listening to you, but
I did not get any sense of a challenge in penetration.
Dr Williamson: No. I am more interested in the
qualitative side.

Q32 Lord Kalms: That is not enough. You cannot be
the best if no one is listening to you. It is quantity as
well as quality. If you only talk about quality, that just
misses the point completely. It is like being in a lead
circle where everyone says it is terrific but no one
looks at it except the few elitists.
Dr Williamson: Oh, absolutely, yes.
Lord Kalms: The other thing which occurred to me
while you were talking was that you were rather
comfortable. You were trying very hard to please the
Committee. You were reaching out to them and
tending to agree with them. You were sort of grasping
good ideas and tossing them up and sending them
back, as if to say, “Yes, we’ll do that.” That is not
really the purpose. The purpose is to show the overall
things. You very clearly talked about some of the
glamorous things, the important, high-profile
projects of the Lords, but actually that is not what the
Lords is about. It is about the mundane things. You
must not go for the highlights. A lot of the best work
is in boring, uninteresting committees doing really
basic things. So you have to be fair about it. The
glamour and the eloquent speakers is really not what
we are about. It is about the process of dealing with
hum-drum things which actually make this country
tick and I did not get that sense when you were
talking. I thought you were just trying too hard to
please us instead of sticking more to a precise brief!

Q33 Chairman: I should say, of course, that you were
in a sense answering questions we had sent you, but
equally Lord Kalms raises a very interesting point.
We are doing for a lot of the time very hum-drum
work, obviously.
Dr Fox: I think that is right, but the reality is that the
hum-drum is not necessarily going to engage people.
It is not necessarily going to interest people and it is
certainly not necessarily going to interest the media.
Going back to my earlier point about how you
interest the media, for example, you have to think
creatively about how you do that and in the nicest
possible way things like delegated legislation, unless
it is on a very, very significant topic of public interest,
are not going to do that. If we are going to
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concentrate on the hum-drum we are not going to
make a lot of progress. I think we have got to think
more creatively about what the interesting areas are
going to be and to think both in terms of outreach
and in terms of the education.
Lord Kalms: I did not say “concentrate”, I just think
it has to be an important part of it. You concentrate
on a range of things. Everything is important,
everything is a priority, that is the model you have in
business. Everything has to be done with equal speed
and equal importance and nothing has a priority, so
it is not concentrating on but bearing in mind the
weight of the importance of some of the work we do.
I think it is not fair to put this to you right at the end
of the evening, but I was listening patiently and I
thought I would just throw it in at the end.

Q34 Chairman: I think Dr Williamson has one more
thing to say about this before I close this session
because we have to move on.
Dr Williamson: It is actually one of the great successes
of Lords of the Blog. In some ways some of the posts
on there are about the boring, hum-drum things.
Some of Lord Norton’s posts in particular can be
extremely procedural but he does write them in a way
that makes them relevant, educational and
interesting, and I think the challenge with any kind of
outreach or communications strategy is that you
have got to have the tease and the interest to get
people interested, involved and engaged, but also you

Supplementary memorandum by the Hansard Society

The Hansard Society is the UK’s leading independent, non-partisan political research and education charity.
We aim to strengthen parliamentary democracy and encourage greater public involvement in politics.

Outreach

— Provide for greater investment in internal communications to ensure MPs and Peers are aware of
what is being done/what is oVered in terms of outreach.

— Implement a post-general election outreach induction plan for members and their staV, as well as
parliamentary oYcials.

— Establish a robust knowledge and information strategy for regional outreach teams, with co-
ordination between the House of Commons and House of Lords oYcers.

— Commission a rigorous evaluation of the outreach programme’s two pilot regional projects as it
transitions to a national programme.

— Expand existing mentoring and workshadowing schemes, inviting people from a wide range of other
walks of work (eg education, health, business, industry etc) to spend time in Parliament.

— Encourage House of Lords committees to make greater use of outreach resources for their inquiries.

— Do more to badge the work of the Parliamentary Outreach Service—internally and externally—as an
integrated bicameral service in the future.

Online Communication and Engagement

— Promote open data standards for all parliamentary content.

— Make digital content free and easy to virally circulate and re-post elsewhere.

have to provide that information and say, “This is
actually what happens.” I think Lords of the Blog has
been successful in doing that. It is not just about the
interesting, glamorous side of it, it is also about the
everyday business and this is actually what the House
of Lords does.
Chairman: Yes, I would agree with that statement
about the Blog.
Baroness Billingham: One of the most interesting
things when you have watched a football match is to
see Alex Ferguson, or whoever, giving us a summary
at the end of it. I am just wondering, maybe you have
got to reflect some of the boring things but to put
them into user-friendly ways of telling people, “This
is important.” It may sound totally unimportant if
you just see it, but let us put a bit more life into it and
say how it can aVect all our lives, and I think that
perhaps if we become a bit more interpersonal and we
get Alex Ferguson and the special one, whoever, then
we might get a bit more response from the people who
are looking at us.
Chairman: Thank you very much. It is good that we
should end on a rather sparkling note! Thank you
very much, all three of you, for coming this
afternoon, for the time you have given us, and if there
is anything you have not said or that you have
thought of, either on the basis of Lord Kalms’s
questions or Lady Billingham’s, or whoever, that you
would like to put in writing to us over the next few
weeks, please do so. Again, thank you very much for
your attendance this afternoon.
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— Adopt a system of e-petitioning with a clear focus on the need for well-developed and transparent
processes and outcomes.

— Develop an active digital engagement strategy including real engagement and consultation with
committees through the use of social media tools, websites and internet video for evidence giving.

— Establish a digital innovation budget to fund small, rapid deployment of Web 2.0 projects.

Press, Webcasting & Broadcasting

— Invest in more press/media oYcers to proactively promote the work of the House of Lords including
the appointment of a new post to focus on features and factual programming.

— Establish a regional/local press strategy for the House of Lords.

— Provide greater support for specialist journalists, including the provision of temporary media passes
to facilitate access to particular debates/committees.

— Provide formal induction for all journalists joining the press gallery.

— Explore what support the House of Lords might provide to accredited journalism training providers
across the country.

— Encourage members of both Houses to provide links to the parliamentlive.tv site from their own
websites and blogs.

— Treat the video archive as a distributed dataset that can be embedded on third party websites.

— Provide greater contextualisation of coverage on the website.

Introduction

In 2005 the Hansard Society established the Commission on the Communication of Parliamentary
Democracy, chaired by Lord Puttnam, which looked at the issue of how Parliament communicates with the
public. The Commission report, Members Only? Parliament in the Public Eye, made 39 recommendations
detailing how Parliament might improve its communications. A subsequent follow-up report was published
in 2006, Parliament in the Public Eye 2006: Coming Into Focus, detailing the response to these
recommendations and what measures, if any, were being taken to implement them.

The Hansard Society report, Parliament and the Public: Knowledge, interest and perceptions, published last
year, shows that:

— Just 32 per cent of people agree that they “have a good understanding of the way Parliament works”;

— Only one in two members of the public are confident that Parliament is not the same thing as
government;

— Only 19 per cent of people agree that Parliament is “working for them”;

— Only 26 per cent of the public feel that they have at least a fair amount of knowledge about the House
of Lords, whilst just 42 per cent say the same about the House of Commons.1

Although a lot of progress on the Puttnam agenda and the subsequent report by the Modernisation Committee
has been made, there remains a huge challenge to engage the public with the workings of Parliament and the
House of Lords.

Outreach

1. Greater investment in internal communications is required to ensure MPs and Peers are suYciently aware
of what is being done by/on oVer from the outreach team.

2. A post-general election induction programme for new MPs, Peers and their staV as well as parliamentary
oYcials needs to be put in place in order to ensure they are all made aware of the outreach work and know
how to get involved. Preparations for a new Parliament and a new group of MPs and staV has traditionally
been poor.2 Much of the outreach work that is now being done by Parliament did not exist in 2005. A fresh
and comprehensive approach to induction and the provision of information to new members and staV is
therefore required.

3. Parliament’s outreach oYcers attend some of the Hansard Society’s Citizenship Programme Teacher
Conferences. We therefore see solid evidence of their work and eVective relationship building. However, each
regional team needs to ensure that a robust knowledge and information strategy is adopted to ensure that the
1 S. Kalitowski (2008), Parliament and the Public: Knowledge, Interests and Perceptions (London: Hansard Society).
2 G. Rosenblatt (2006), A Year in the Life: from member of public to Member of Parliament (London: Hansard Society).
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contacts and relationships that are developed are not lost in the event of, for example, staV turnover. This
knowledge and information strategy then needs to be constantly reviewed and updated in order to maintain
its relevance—this is particularly important for the outreach programme as it expands from a three region pilot
to cover the whole country.

4. There is currently no evaluation data on the impact of the work of the outreach oYcers so far, but
anecdotally our impression is that they have had a positive impact. However, to ensure an eVective transition
from a two region pilot to a national programme we believe an independent evaluation of their eVectiveness
is now required.

5. MPs and Peers are encouraged to join external mentoring/workshadowing schemes to learn about the “real
world”, for example, with the military, business and industry etc. Operation Black Vote currently runs a
Member of Parliament Shadowing Scheme and the Royal Society has an MP-Scientists Pairing Scheme. Both
schemes enable people from the outside world to learn more about the work of MPs. We believe there is a case,
as part of the outreach agenda, to extend these schemes, through the establishment of a bicameral
Parliamentary mentoring scheme to encourage a range of people—from, for example, the education and
health fields, business, third sector civil society groups—to spend some time in Westminster, shadowing MPs,
Peers and parliamentary oYcials. The scheme would enable the participants to learn more about Parliament
and its work and to be a “goodwill ambassador” for Parliament in the future.3

6. There are currently insuYcient opportunities for the public to make their views known to Members of the
House. The lack of a constituency is a serious hindrance for Peers. There is a lack of awareness in the public
domain about what the House of Lords is and does, and whether and how Peers can be contacted.

7. The House of Lords could make much greater use of its committees to engage with the public and seek their
views. The Public and Parliament Inquiry has, appropriately, been perhaps the most innovative undertaken
by a House of Lords Committee in terms of outreach and consultation with the public. We would encourage
the other committees to adopt this pro-active approach more regularly.

8. If the public are to be engaged and asked to make their views known, the House of Lords must ensure that
the public is aware of the consultations, provide proper means to facilitate dialogue with them and make their
involvement eYcacious. The Hansard Society pilot project, Citizen Calling, conducted with the Home AVairs
Select Committee in 2006, demonstrated that members of the public are unlikely to be aware than an inquiry
is taking place unless it is proactively promoted; that the sort of people a parliamentary committee might wish
to hear from may not be politically aware and know of the inquiry or how to respond; that the target group
may be less willing or able to express their ideas on paper; and that potential witnesses are often unsure about
what Parliament can do about a particular issue. These same concerns apply as much to the House of Lords
as to the House of Commons and should be taken into account when organising outreach activities.4

9. Linked to this, the Hansard Society has general concerns about the organisation of committee inquiries
within Parliament and the eYcacy of them as a result of the limited planning and organisation that often takes
place. Inquiries are established very quickly, and the timetable for submission of evidence is often very tight.
This is a problem for members of the public or for small organisations that may want to give evidence but are
ill-equipped and resourced to do so on such a tight timetable.

10. The House of Lords should invest in more media oYcers to promote the work of its committees. If the
House of Lords wants to engage more widely with the public then it needs better resourcing in this area of
work.

11. Parliamentary outreach currently operates through the bicameral Parliamentary Outreach Service. We
welcome this development but would suggest that further work is still needed to more clearly badge the work—
internally and externally—as part of an integrated bicameral service in the future.

Online Communication and Engagement

12. The Hansard Society has co-developed with the House of Lords the Lords of the Blog pilot project. More
than ten Peers blog on a public website which is designed to increase public understanding of the workings of
the House of Lords. A recent evaluation of the pilot conducted by the Hansard Society shows that the site is
valued by visitors both as an information resource and also as a way of engaging in discussion with Peers. The
interactive and educational nature of the site has seen it receive excellent reviews in the press and it has proven
popular amongst members. Lords of the Blog is important because it creates a two-way conversation between
members of the House and the public.
3 The Royal Society’s MP-Scientist Pairing Scheme may be a good starting point for examination. See http://royalsociety.org/

page.asp?id%6998
4 R. Ferguson & L. Miller (2006), Citizen Calling: Using mobile phones to promote engagement in select committee inquiries (London:

Hansard Society).
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13. The Hansard Society’s recently published MPs Online research identifies how MPs are using digital media
to connect and communicate with constituents. While it shows that 92 per cent of MPs use email, 83 per cent
have a website and 23 per cent use social networking tools, it also highlights that MPs are largely in “send”
mode.5 They do not take advantage of the bi-directional opportunities available to engage directly with the
public online but are instead more inclined to treat the internet as a “digital newsletter”. This is not entirely
the fault of MPs. The sheer volume of communication they face and the need to adhere to parliamentary
protocols and ensure that a correspondent is a constituent present significant challenges for MPs when using
digital media.

14. Digital media has yet to become established as “business as usual” right across Parliament. It is important
that digital media is viewed as a tool to enhance communication and engagement, rather than simply viewed
in a technology-context. To engage online it is important to act and think like the target audience. This requires
a cultural shift in the way that Parliament communicates.

15. Parliament must get better at making digital content available ranging from the provision of transcripts
of Hansard to digital video. This requires a shift to a culture of open information, distributed and re-packaged
through a variety of formal and informal channels.

16. Parliament.uk has undergone a number of significant overhauls and redesigns, not only in terms of the
quantity and quality of content but also—and as importantly—with regard to usability. Parliament must
commit to continuously review and improve its website navigation by considering further usability
enhancement and, particularly through a wider range of visitor scenarios. The site is now more user-friendly
and provides additional resources for visitors as well as aggregating links to a range of formal content on
external sites. The recently re-designed site has delivered a number of improvements. For example, the
previous site provided an interface to online consultations with parliamentary committees but these were
poorly sign-posted and ongoing consultations were not mentioned on the “home page” or the site map. This
has been partially rectified on the new site. The re-design has rightly reflected a broader range of assumptions
about how users might navigate the site.

17. However, the website assumes a rather proprietary nature, providing information as either HTML
(standard web-page) or Adobe Acrobat Portable Document Format (PDF). It would be beneficial if metadata
standards were developed and a supporting sub-layer of eXtensible Markup Language (XML) data was
available across the whole site. This is particularly important in the following key areas: Hansard; bills before
the House; submissions to committees and inquiries; and committee reports. The importance of this is already
emphasised through the provision of Hansard searches on third-party websites such as TheyWorkForYou
(theyworkforyou.com) and Parliament Parser (ukparse.kforge.net). The Irish Dáil also publishes its
parliamentary Hansard in XML.

18. Parliament should therefore promote open data standards for all parliamentary content. It should ensure
that Hansard is available in XML format with schemas and a suitable application programming interface
(API) so that third-party developers can integrate searches of Hansard into their own web applications. It
could be possible to adopt work already undertaken by a third-party. For example, MySociety, creators of
TheyWorkForYou.com, have received funding to undertake an independent version of this project and
significant work in this area has already been undertaken by PICT.

19. Parliament.uk is also, to a large degree, a traditional information delivery website. New web technologies
have created a raft of interactive websites which are not simply publishers and distributors but places where
user-generated content can be created. Examples of this include YouTube (video), Flickr (photographs),
Facebook (social networking) and Twitter (a cross between micro-blogging and social networking). Whilst the
functionality of such websites is usually defined in terms of the ability of users to create content, the other key
feature is that they are all in eVect embedded technologies. This means that content from these sites can be
distributed and displayed elsewhere through a range of APIs. The value of YouTube video is not so much that
it sits on the YouTube website but that it can be virally distributed and embedded (linking directly to one
original source) on many other sites.

20. Parliament, including the House of Lords, has been successful in using YouTube to produce and distribute
outreach videos and other information videos. However, it should commit to make digital content free and
easy to virally circulate and re-post. This requires that procedural issues for streaming digital video be resolved,
including making more video footage available more easily and cost-eVectively to third-parties (including
Members). This is sensible in light of advances in the use and reach of streaming video and the potential
benefits of being able to widely disseminate video content through a range of sources ranging from the formal
(Parliament’s website), to informal (independent third-party websites).
5 A. Williamson (2009), MPs Online: Connecting with Constituents (London: Hansard Society).
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21. The Procedure Committee has recommended that the House of Commons adopts a system of electronic
petitioning (e-petitioning). Petitions are an important part of the historical and contemporary democratic
process. The Hansard Society’s Audit of Political Engagement shows that the public are more likely to sign a
petition than they are to engage in any other form of democratic activity.6

22. E-petitioning will supplement rather than replace traditional paper petitions and it has several benefits in
a parliamentary context: it reasserts the primacy of Parliament as the place to which the public can petition;
it provides greater access and transparency to the public; and the overall value of petitioning as a tool for
democratic engagement can be enhanced through improvements in the management and transparency of the
petitioning process.

23. The term “e-consultation” by committees is somewhat misleading as these fora tend to be simply places
to post comments, questions or observations. There is no clear process or structure for Parliament to respond
to them or to include content from posts made in select committee deliberations.

24. A negative aspect of e-petitions is that they can appear inconsequential and achieve little. To some degree
this can be mitigated by ensuring that systems and processes are well developed, clear and transparent and that
e-petitions achieve some response and outcome and that this is communicated to the petitioners. Experience
in Scotland and Wales suggests that petitioners still see the system favourably even when their petition does
not achieve the original aims so long as processes are clear, reasons are given and there is good communication
between Parliament and the petitioners.

25. Parliament should therefore adopt a system of e-petitioning with a clear focus on the need for well-
developed and transparent processes.

26. As joint-pilot projects between Parliament and the Hansard Society, such as Tell Parliament, have shown,
significant potential exists to use digital media to engage more widely around the work of select committees.7

This can be through the more active use of e-consultation, the use of mobile technologies or the provision of
two-way streaming video. The potential to submit evidence to a committee from a remote location via internet
video, for example, has the potential to overcome some barriers to access for members of the public as well as
oVering potential cost savings.

27. Parliament should therefore develop an active digital engagement strategy. This should include the use of
real engagement and consultation with committees through the use of social media tools, websites and
internet-video for evidence giving. The processes for engagement should also be clarified and publicised
through e-consultation tools and better promotion of the availability of such facilities through the
parliament.uk website.

28. Web 2.0 means fast, viral and iterative. Ideas rise, thrive and fall away, meaning that products stay in beta
and new ideas emerge quickly. To work in this space, Parliament must adopt a Web 2.0 culture when it comes
to engagement and information distribution, which allows users to generate original content and provides a
programmatic interface to that content. The use of Web 2.0 must support a broader communications and
engagement strategy, not simply be the use of technology for the sake of it. The evolutionary and rapidly
emergent nature of the web means that it is important to take a more innovative and entrepreneurial approach
to digital content. The timescales and nature of Web 2.0 are better suited to fast response and rapid prototyping
than they are to traditional systems development life cycles.

29. A Web 2.0 culture needs to accept some basic risks: that the tool won’t work; that the tool doesn’t enhance
communication or engagement as was expected; or that users fail to adopt a tool. Rather than planning to
avoid such risk, the low cost and rapid nature of Web 2.0 means it is better to try something and then reject
it than spend time and money investigating the theory. Web 2.0 is about light-weight and ultra-rapid
development and deployment.

30. Given the above, it is diYcult and perhaps counterproductive to suggest which Web 2.0 technologies
should be tried next. Rather, the Parliamentary web-team and others should continue to watch for emergent
trends and to trial new tools as and when they appear to oVer benefits within the wider context of Parliament’s
communications and outreach strategies.

31. A digital innovation budget should therefore be established to fund small, rapid deployment Web
2.0 projects across Parliament. This should adopt the lessons of commercial venture capital funding, assuming
a reasonably high attrition rate (8/10 projects will fail) and an acceptance that learning from failure bolsters
successful projects and generates new ideas.
6 Hansard Society (2009), Audit of Political Engagement 6 (London: Hansard Society), p.27.
7 R. Ferguson (2005), TellParliament.net (London: Hansard Society).
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32. Parliament should continue to work with and adopt innovative external web-tools that can enhance
engagement and outreach. Examples of this include TheyWorkForYou.com and TweetMinster.co.uk
(aggregation of MPs’ Twitter feeds).

Press

33. The House of Lords needs to be more proactive and less risk-averse when engaging with the media. It
should focus on promoting the best work of the House of Lords in all areas, giving staV the freedom to develop
relationships with the press so that they can promote stories proactively. Stories that most engage the media
are those where there is human interest or easily demonstrable public interest. The work in the Chamber and
committees is important but there is scope for covering the interests and work of Peers more widely as well.
The House of Commons media and communications service has recently established a new post to focus on
features and factual programming. The House of Lords should consider doing the same.

34. MPs generally have a personal staV of between one and four people, at least one of whom is likely to have
responsibility for acting in a press/media role, responding to inquiries and proactively seeking to gain press
coverage of their Members views and work. In addition, the parliamentary work of MPs in select committees
is also supported through the Commons Media and Communications Service. In contrast, most peers do not
have personal staV to help them respond to media inquiries or to proactively develop media engagement
strategies. That is why there is scope and need for improved staYng in the press/media field in the House of
Lords to support the work of all members. Two press oYcers simply do not provide suYcient resource capacity
to convey the full scope and nature of the work of the House of Lords, the depth of its scrutiny of legislation,
and the changes it secures through debate and committee work. More often than not, a limited staV such as
this is going to be working on a reactive rather than a proactive basis.

35. The House of Lords’ engagement with local and regional media is limited, largely because of the lack of
a constituency link around which to organise. However, each peer has some local/regional roots. A regional
press system should therefore be established with each Member invited to sign up, indicating their willingness
to actively engage with local/regional media in a specified region. Each region should have an assigned press
oYcer who co-ordinates the press/media work with the Peers. The regional press oYcer(s) should also co-
ordinate with the House of Lords outreach oYcers in order to secure improved coverage of their work.

36. Attendance by journalists at House of Lords debates and committees is often sparse. But what eVorts are
made to facilitate them? Peers should routinely make themselves available before and after debates and
committee sessions to talk to journalists. They should consider proactively holding open press sessions and
invite the press to come in and talk to a particular committee’s members, or a group of members with a
particular policy interest. Committee chairs, for example, might consider holding a press briefing at the start
of each parliamentary session/or each committee inquiry. This approach should become the norm rather than
the exception.

37. In order to secure improved coverage of the House of Lords the media strategy should play to the strengths
of the second chamber: the experience, skills and knowledge of the members and the detailed scrutiny of policy
and legislation that is undertaken. However, most press gallery journalists are general political
correspondents—they do not have specialist understanding of policy issues and are not there to cover the
specialist angle. Greater access should therefore be provided for specialist journalists, for example through the
provision of temporary media passes to facilitate access for particular debates and committees, and through
the provision of specialist briefing sessions.

38. The Hansard Society’s Puttnam Commission recommended that Parliament provide a formal induction
for journalists joining the press gallery. There has been no progress in implementing this recommendation. If
any induction does take place it is entirely informal. There seems to be an assumption that in most cases
journalists joining the press gallery are joining an established team of colleagues from their paper and that this
team will provide the induction. This is ad hoc, and relies on others to convey information about Parliament
and the work of both Chambers—information that may not be provided in a positive and objective fashion.
The Committee should be concerned not with whether there is “demand” for a formal induction but rather
that such induction would be beneficial for the House and should therefore be established as the norm. This
will require systems and protocols to be developed to ensure that such induction is enforced perhaps, for
example, by linking the taking of an induction course to the provision of a parliamentary pass.

39. The House of Lords should also explore how it can ensure that journalism training schemes across the
country are oVered support in covering the House of Lords eVectively as part of their training programme.
Accredited courses include components on Parliament and Government and some students do visit
Parliament and the press gallery during their training. The House should contact the head of each Journalism
school and oVer support/visit opportunities/speakers to support their work during the year. This will have
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long-term benefits in educating the next generation of journalists about the role and work of the House of
Lords.

40. parliamentlive.tv provides complete coverage of all proceedings in the Chambers and Committees, with
up to 18 live simultaneous streams per day, providing coverage to anyone who wants it, free, round the clock
and all year round. Although it also provides for virtual tours of Parliament there is considerable scope for
improvements in this area, linked to enhanced educational provision.

41. Securing clips of feeds by MPs/Peers via the Parliamentary Broadcast Unit is diYcult, time-consuming
and costly, so members should be encouraged to provide links to the parliamentlive.tv site from their own
websites and blogs. Consider the development of the ability to oVer members and oYcials the opportunity to
“embed” content from parliamentlive.tv in the way that they can at present with YouTube.

42. The video archive should be treated as a distributed dataset that can be embedded on third party websites
(as per YouTube). This also requires consideration of copyright of material and whether the existing formal
copyright mechanisms are appropriate; our recommendation would be to consider the use of appropriate
Creative Commons licensing for the digital content as this both reflects the reality of the internet and
acknowledges that information is there to be shared and distributed.

43. We understand that there are plans to undertake work to make archived footage available as an academic
research tool. We support this objective and urge the authorities to engage on an ongoing basis with the
academic and media communities to discuss how they are likely to want to use this archive in the future for
research purposes. We also urge Parliament to undertake research to determine how the archive can be used
for wider mainstream education purposes, particularly in the context of the citizenship curriculum.

44. Broadcasting rules were relaxed by the House of Commons Broadcasting Committee (now the
Administration Committee) to provide for some contextualisation of coverage: for example, the provision of
audio feed during voting divisions to give a sense of the atmosphere of the Chamber and this has been helpful.

45. However, on the web there is more scope for contextualisation through links to Order Papers, Bills,
biographical information about speakers etc. At present contextualisation is limited due to a technical
problem: the metadata collection for the audio/visual feeds is not suYcient to do much more than the
captioning. There needs to be a richer search environment. We understand that the WebCentre team and the
Parliamentary Broadcasting Unit are currently procuring a new web content search system. We hope that this
new system will address the technical barriers.

27 April 2009

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Mr Sam Ellis, Chair, Board of Trustees, UK Youth Parliament, and Ms Petergaye Palmer, Chair
of Brent Youth Parliament, examined.

Q35 Chairman: Welcome, Mr Ellis, and thank you
very much for coming this afternoon. I think you
were probably here during our hour with your
predecessors so you know what sort of people we are
and how diYcult we are, or not. I gather that Ms
Palmer is not with you. Is she on her way or do you
not know?
Mr Ellis: I am not too sure, to be honest. I apologise,
I have not been able to get hold of her.

Q36 Chairman: All right. It is very good of you to
come. As you will have heard me say before, we are
on the record and you will be sent a draft copy of our
conversation and if there is anything in that that you
would like to correct, please do so. It will all be posted
on the website and published with our Committee’s
report. I will start oV on a general note, but is there
any statement you would like to make to us first?
Mr Ellis: Firstly, I would just like to thank you all for
inviting us to be here today. I think this is actually a
perfect example of what you are looking into, how

you can engage with young people in youth
organisations, inviting them to a consultation about
this, to events like this, and actually listening to what
we as an organisation have to say. I am the Chair of
the Board of Trustees of the UK Youth Parliament.

Q37 Chairman: Could you just tell us on that,
because I do not know but I was present at that very
good day in our Chamber last year, what does the
Board of Trustees do actually? What is your job as the
Board of Trustees?
Mr Ellis: The Board of Trustees is made up of over
half young people aged 18 to 25, one from each
region. I am from the East Midlands region and I
have been on the Board since 2005. We also have
representatives from each of the three main political
parties in the House of Commons, the Labour Party,
the Conservative Party and the Liberal Democrats. It
is our role as the Board to ensure that as a charity and
as a company we are fulfilling our obligation under
our legal papers to make sure that we have proper
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procedures in place for our staV and that our finances
are up-to-date and we are compiling them for
Companies House and the Charities Commission
because not only are we a charity, we are also a
company.

Q38 Chairman: Thank you. That is helpful. You
have seen the suggested questions. We may stray
from them, but it gives you an idea of the sorts of
points we would like to cover with you. I will start.
Were you yourself involved? Were you in the UK
Youth Parliament event in the Lords in May 2008,
and if so what did the experience mean to you, and
indeed to any of your fellow colleagues, other MYPs
who were there?
Mr Ellis: As a member of the Board I was not able to
actually sit in the Chamber and take part in the
debate, but I was able to watch from the public
gallery and, as someone who has been involved in the
UK Youth Parliament in one way or another since
2003, I was extremely proud to see young people
debating in the House of Lords. Not only was I proud
of our young people, I was proud of our Parliament
for allowing that to happen. I think that was an
amazing achievement. I know it is the second time it
has happened in the House of Lords and I think it
should keep happening. I think you should keep
having diVerent organisations in the Chamber. It
highlighted more to young people what the House of
Lords was. Of course, as our members are Youth
Parliament the only engagement they will probably
have with Parliament is with their local MP and this
is the House of Lords Chamber. You would probably
only see it on a tour normally, but at that point they
actually got to sit in the Chamber, it was chaired by
the Lord Speaker, and for them it felt like they were
really a part of something and they were really being
taken seriously.

Q39 Chairman: I am very glad to hear you say that.
I listened and I did think it was a tremendous
occasion and I am very interested to hear now that
the House of Commons has agreed that you will have
your annual meeting in their Chamber in two
months’ time or something like that.
Mr Ellis: We have an annual sitting, which usually
goes over four days, and this year we are going to be
in Canterbury, so what we are hoping to do is on the
last day have everyone come to London and
hopefully have it then. There are still a lot of details
to be worked out, but again I am very amazed that we
are going to be the first ever non-parliamentarians
who will be sitting in that Chamber. I really could not
be happier and I kept pinching myself Monday night
when I found the debate on. I was channel hopping
and I was tempted to go to BBC Parliament for some
reason and I saw the debate taking place, because we
had no knowledge. We knew the motion was being

put up every day, but to see it happening and to see it
being voted on with such a large majority was so
reassuring to us as an organisation to know that we
are being taken seriously by Parliament.

Q40 Chairman: That will impact tremendously, will
it not?
Mr Ellis: Yes, and I do not think it would have
happened had the House of Lords not let us in last
year.

Q41 Chairman: That is very tactful of you to say
that!
Mr Ellis: You have led the way.
Chairman: I quite agree with you and it will be on the
record! Thank you.

Q42 Lord Methuen: How do you think the event in
the House of Lords has impacted on MYPs’
understanding and knowledge of the House of Lords,
and of Parliament in general?
Mr Ellis: Members of the Youth Parliament who I
spoke to in Nottinghamshire—that is where I am
from—said they had had no interaction with the
House of Lords before and they only ever really took
an interest in the House of Commons, their MP, and
they actually said to me they wanted to find out about
the House of Lords and it encouraged them more to
actually look into what the House of Lords is and
what the House of Lords does. They did that by going
onto the website. I think for young people it is the
impact in terms of knowledge. It has made them look
into what Parliament is. I think when young people
join the Youth Parliament they are worried that they
are just going to be part of a talking shop, they do not
think they are going to be taken seriously—and I will
continue saying this over and over again—and they
realise that Parliament is going to listen to them, so
they had better find out what it is all about, and they
did. I know the House of Lords has gone up in the
estimation of so many young people throughout the
country.
Chairman: Thank you.
Lord St John of Bletso: One of the great features and
qualities of the House of Lords is the fact that it is a
multi-disciplined Chamber representing all interest
groups. My question in terms of the outreach with its
diverse skills set is what activities do you think we can
do in order to broaden that outreach to the public on
not just the role of the House of Lords and its
functions but also the general work of the House of
Lords in terms of debate? I speak under correction
here, but I understand that the House of Lords’
Hansard is more widely read than the House of
Commons’ Hansard?

Q43 Chairman: Is that so? I have never heard that
before.
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Mr Ellis: I think because you have got Members of
the Lords who have not run for oYce, they may have
been appointed to the Lords for their lifelong
experience in their own particular field, it might make
them more appealing to certain groups of young
people, for example, who might want to go into that
particular field and if they are going to be approached
by a Member of the Lords who might be widely
known because of his own industry—Lord Winston,
for example, or Lord Puttnam—they are probably
more willing to engage because they are going to
recognise those people and what they have done.
With the outreach work, I think what the House of
Lords should do, and one of the most simple ways of
doing it, is actually just speaking to young people. I
think the modern social networking sites, Facebook
and Twitter, are all very well but actually going to
young people and speaking to them face to face,
saying, “We do this. What would you like from us?”
has to remain a very important part of the outreach
programme.

Q44 Lord St John of Bletso: We have a Member of
the cross-benches, the Earl of Listowel, who makes a
point of always speaking on behalf of young people’s
interests and I suppose it would be helpful to have
more people knowing the work that he does and the
passion with which he takes up his duties.
Mr Ellis: Exactly, I think that would be important,
and I know that the Earl does work with the APPG
for children and he works very closely with one of my
colleagues on the Board, Ashley Swinland, and I
think we need to develop that a lot more. As an
organisation we hold events and Members of the
Lords do attend and I know Lord Taylor of Warwick
attended our Circles of Influence event when we
looked at intergenerational work and I think that is
what is important because they are actually meeting
Members of the Lords as a collective body. More so
because the House of Commons is very political, I
think, very party political, and I do not think that
really exists in the Lords and that could be more
appealing to young people to get engaged with. I
think if you had one collective person who
represented everyone on that particular issue then
they would know who to go to without, of course,
stepping on the toes of the MPs.

Q45 Chairman: Actually, that is a very interesting
point you make. It obviously is arguable because I am
an ex-MP myself, I was one for many years, but you
could argue that in a way however tasking a time it is
at Prime Minister’s questions to hear just what is
going on over the box, equally the sense of conflict
that is there in a political sense will always attract
quite a lot of people because yesterday, today in
Parliament, or whatever, it is exciting often, even if
here from our rather older stance it can be a bit

aggravating. What could we be doing helpfully in this
Committee that would be most attractive and
interesting to your group?
Mr Ellis: I think what the Committee could do and
will help with this is basically what we are doing now,
engaging more with young people in inquiries like
this in the other select committees, not only in this
House but in the other House, where young people
will know they are being listened to and their
opinions do matter. Without them actually having to
go out of their way to contact an MP or a Member of
the House of Lords, they are being approached. That
is what is important because they are going to feel
that they are sitting here, they are being taken very
seriously by other people, professionals who have
been doing their job for 40, 50 years, they are on the
same path at events like this.

Q46 Chairman: Ms Palmer, it is very nice to welcome
you. I hope you did not have too much diYculty in
getting here.
Ms Palmer: I found it a bit diYcult, but eventually I
got here!
Chairman: It is very good to see you.

Q47 Baroness Billingham: I have a straightforward
question here which I shall read out to you, but then
I am going to ask you an interesting question which
is not down here! What do you think the House of
Lords needs to consider when communicating with
young people? To a certain extent I think you have
started to answer that, but before you answer can I
just throw into the pot, would it not have been great
if the House of Commons had really refused you
access? You could have been out there with your
placards, “This is the People’s Parliament”! You had
such a glorious opportunity. You must be terribly
disappointed, because really the only thing that ever
gets into the media about anything—we know this
and we are still stinging from things that are
happening here—is the bad news. So we could have
created for you, you know, “Get behind the Youth
Parliament” and you would have been made, but
there we go!
Ms Palmer: First of all, what we all need to
understand is the age diVerence and the generation
diVerence because, speaking from a young person’s
point of view, if a lot of the older generation approach
us, very business-like, it is going to be very hard for
us to correspond because as young people we are
going to think that we cannot speak to them because
they are higher than us and they are not going to get
what we are saying. So I think the best thing you
should keep in mind is that you should come down to
our level to a certain extent and be able to speak to
us, because there are language barriers, try to simplify
your vocabulary so that young people themselves can
understand and interact with you so that they are not
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afraid to open up. I am a sociology student and I have
heard of other experiments that people are doing, I
think it was in Harlem. As an example, there was a
white, middle-class gentleman who went to Harlem
and tried to speak to a young child. He was very
suited and everything and the young child would not
respond to the gentleman. Then another observer
saw what was going on. He just went dressed
normally, casually, and started speaking to the child
and heard the child. He could not get the child to stop
speaking. So it is appearance and the language
barrier and the way the older generation comes
across to young people.

Q48 Earl of Erroll: The trouble is my son says, “A
hoodie doesn’t suit you”!
Ms Palmer: I think it suits everyone. I think it is the
way you dress it up.

Q49 Earl of Erroll: I will quote you tomorrow!
Mr Ellis: I think we have to be careful that it does not
come oV as patronising because it could end up as a
really embarrassing situation both for you and the
young person involved, and then the whole system
could break down and you might not have any hope
of recovering. So it is striking that balance that is
very diYcult.

Q50 Chairman: Ms Palmer, can we be a bit personal
about you at the moment? Have you been to
Parliament before? When did you come, last year?
Would you like to? What is your feeling about
Parliament, quite frankly?
Ms Palmer: My feeling about Parliament on the
whole is that it is wonderful but not a lot of young
people get the opportunity I have to come in and put
my views across, so I think Parliament should let in
more young people to get more experience and I
think it would be much better. A lot of people say this
about young people, we are the future, and I know a
lot of things that are being discussed at the moment.
I know a lot of things will not happen, say, in five
years, and in five years’ time young people my age are
the ones who are going to benefit from decisions that
are being made right now, so I think in everything
Parliament does there should be a young person’s
point of view because we are the ones who are going
to benefit from the decisions most in the future.

Q51 Lord Selsdon: I have only been here since I was
25! What is a young person? The fascinating thing I
have found is that the young get older quicker than
the old get ancient, and therefore grandfathers often
have a better relationship with young people than
parents! I think this place should represent anyone.
Could we not represent the young and could you tell
me what age group it is?

Ms Palmer: Yes. I am from Brent and when they open
opportunities to young people it is always from the
age of 25 and under, so those are the opportunities
they give, and mostly from ages ten to 25, or 25 and
under, so from the way my community puts it
towards me I would think age 25 and under.
Mr Ellis: I think that is the problem, there is not a
single age when you stop being a young person under
the eyes of the law, for example, and under European
law a young person is under the age of 25 because the
Scottish Youth Parliament, for example, have their
members up to the age of 25, whereas here at the UK
Youth Parliament our members are aged 11 to 18. In
the Connexions service in Nottinghamshire they
begin with people aged 13 to 19, but if you are
disabled you go up to 25. There is no one singular age.

Q52 Lord Selsdon: As a useless statistic, do you
realise that this institution, the House of Lords, has
the oldest average age group of any institution in the
United Kingdom?
Ms Palmer: No.
Lord Selsdon: You live longer here because you keep
your mind active!

Q53 Chairman: I am glad you mentioned the
Scottish Parliament. Have you discussed this and
other issues with similar groups in other countries?
Have you been able to?
Mr Ellis: As the Youth Parliament you mean?

Q54 Chairman: I mean as the Youth Parliament or
others of the matters we are talking about in the same
context. Is there an international exchange of views
between the likes of you?
Mr Ellis: A few years ago the UK Youth Parliament
was involved actively in international work in
Bahrain, Oman and Indonesia and I know work was
done then. I have not personally been involved in that
work. I know that work has existed and we do work
in Scotland and the Scottish Youth Parliament has an
absolutely fantastic relationship with Parliament and
they have regular engagement with the First Minister
and regular sittings inside the Chamber.

Q55 Baroness Billingham: I have a follow-up to your
very good question, if I may, my Lord Chairman. I
am just wondering whether in fact you can be a very
good resource. Are you making people aware that
this is their Parliament and that they do have access
here and they should come here? I meet adults who
think they cannot come here for some reason and I
am just wondering if you could spread the good news.
I would love to see parties of schoolchildren of all age
groups coming here. We can put them all up around
the gallery and I promise you, I have spoken to them
and they have said, “I’ll never look at Parliament on
the telly again in the same way, because I now know
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because I’ve actually witnessed it first-hand.” I just
wonder if you could see a role for yourself there?
Ms Palmer: I never knew that the Houses of
Parliament accepts visitors until today, because my
sister is there, and when we were coming through I
said, “Can anyone just come?” because I thought it
was too exclusive and prestigious. I never knew that
you could invite visitors. I think it is a good way,
because in our Parliament—I am Chair for the Brent
Youth Parliament—a lot of MYPs are not aware that
they can come, so I think it is the best way to just
spread the word, because a lot of people would love
to have this opportunity to come and be here.

Q56 Earl of Erroll: I have actually got another
question about online access, but do you learn about
groups like the mock United Nations much?
Ms Palmer: No.

Q57 Earl of Erroll: My daughter when she was
younger, when she was about 18, took part in that
and they had a big debate.
Mr Ellis: I know we have had people who were
members of the Youth Parliament go along to the
World Youth Congress, for example, in Sydney the
other year and some have taken part in the mock
United Nations, I think over in Geneva. We, as an
organisation, only tend to oVer the opportunity if we
get approached to do it.

Q58 Earl of Erroll: She did it over here, she did not
disappear oV abroad or anything like that.
Mr Ellis: I think we would love to get involved as
much as possible.

Q59 Earl of Erroll: I just wondered, because one of
the challenges is getting this around enough to the
young because you are doing a good job in your area,
but to be able to replicate that everywhere is quite
diYcult, I imagine, getting enough people involved?
Ms Palmer: Yes.

Q60 Earl of Erroll: The question I wanted to ask is
more about the electronic world. Would you and
other young people like to, and if so how would you
like to, interact with Parliament or Members of the
House of Lords, or whatever? Would you like to
follow us on Twitter, would you like to be able to send
us things, petition us?
Ms Palmer: I think it is very, very evident that young
people are very much into social networks and they
are into MSN Messenger—now the age diVerence
comes in—for anyone who is old enough to have
access to MSN Messenger and anyone old enough to
go on chat lines, and I am learning from experience
there are many occasions when sometimes I would
just like to ask a question that lots of people around
me cannot answer, like legal questions, I think on the

House of Lords website there should be a link to a
young people-friendly site where every Member
could have a chat and on various diVerent occasions
diVerent Members could come in and young people
could have a chat session where young people can put
their questions across, and also on MSN Messenger
you could have it in the comfort of your own home,
like during your break or anything, because they have
got oZine messaging as well. So whether you are
online or oZine a young person could ask a question
and you could reply. That is the best way, possibly, I
think.
Mr Ellis: If I could just come in on that. The question
you have got to ask yourselves when you are doing
that is, what are you going to engage about? Are you
just going to Twitter for the sake of it or are you just
going to set up random Facebook profiles or groups?
Is there a particular aim you are wanting to get young
people’s views and opinions about? Is it a particular
bill? Is it a particular function that you might want to
change and you want young people’s views? Is it a
particular consultation? I think when you know what
it is you exactly want to ask, then it is easier to decide
how you are going to consult, because if you are
expecting a lot of replies I do not think something like
Twitter is the best way to do it. I am not on Twitter
myself, but from what I understand it is very fast
moving and very fast paced.

Q61 Earl of Erroll: No, I do not think Twitter would
be any good for consultation, it is just for people who
are interested in what people are up to day by day. I
personally have not had time to do it.
Mr Ellis: I know as an organisation UK Parliament
does have—

Q62 Earl of Erroll: Someone I had lunch with the
other day, she Twitter-ed in the middle of lunch! I
think the point you make is very valid, which is that if
there is a purpose to it, it will happen and people will
bother to reply. I think one of the challenges is that
there is a lot going on and, as usual, it is the people
who are sitting on committees and who are doing a
lot of other things as well—which is why they are able
to contribute to committees—and there is not a lot of
time to just sit there and have random chats on MSN
or any chatroom, but if there is a purpose to it then,
like the Lords of the Blog—have either of you tried
having an exchange with either of these two on Lords
of the Blog?
Mr Ellis: I have read it, I have not tried to have an
exchange, but I think I am going to have to try that.
I think as well, especially with young people, modern
technology is a perfect way of engaging, but then of
course not every young person might have access to
that sort of technology and it is not as easy for young
people to come down to London as it might be for
anyone else, especially if you are involved in a local
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youth forum because then they would need to sort it
out with their local youth support worker. I know it
was discussed in the previous session about them not
wanting to tread on the toes of MPs. I think what is
needed from Members of the House of Lords is to go
outside London and actually go and speak to the
young people in their own areas.

Q63 Earl of Erroll: If there is a network of
government video conferencing sites—because one
of the challenges is, of course, time in both
directions—where you could go into somewhere
which was part of local government and had a good
video conferencing system back to Parliament, would
that be a useful thing, to have a debate and join in
discussions like this without having to come all the
way down?
Ms Palmer: Yes.
Mr Ellis: Yes, because that would be easier for them,
especially if they were in Newcastle or Lancashire, or
Scotland. It is not as easy for them to come down to
London, so that would be a perfect way of doing it
and it is new technology. It is something exciting for
them to be able to take part in.

Q64 Earl of Erroll: Are you on Skype?
Mr Ellis: No.
Ms Palmer: No.

Q65 Lord Taylor of Warwick: I just wanted to pick
up something that Petergaye mentioned briefly a little
while back about language, because language can
connect but it can also be a barrier. When I had the
privilege of hosting a UKYP debate a few months
ago I was so impressed by the directness of the
language and I just wondered with our procedures,
which can be a bit antiquated, what scope you think
there is for improving our procedures and language
to communicate more directly to young people
without dumbing down or talking in language which
is alien, but being more direct with our speech? I am
not sure whether in the House of Commons they still
wear top hats on occasions, but I think it is only
recently that they have abolished the law which
forbade you to wear a suit of armour to the House of
Commons. That law has only just been abolished so
it seems that perhaps there is scope there that you
might like to comment on.
Ms Palmer: I think what you should take into
consideration is—I am not sure if you are aware of
it—the way you say a lot of things a lot of young
people would not know because you have to do
certain subjects to know the actual meaning of
certain words. So I think it is just to keep the
vocabulary very basic, which does include speaking
in slang or anything like that, just keeping the
vocabulary very basic. It is a very easy way between
you and the young person, just a fluent conversation

without them responding in a diVerent way or not
understanding what certain words mean and feeling
very embarrassed to ask what that word means. So it
is best to just keep the vocabulary very basic.

Q66 Lord Taylor of Warwick: I was asked if
“quantitative easing” is a form of laxative!
Mr Ellis: Perhaps I could just answer that. I think it
is important to speak simply when you are actually
speaking directly with young people, but not to
approach them wearing oven gloves! You have got to
remember that young people are people, they are not
something special that you must approach with care!
I am sure the vast majority of you have probably got
children, grandchildren, or nieces or nephews, and
you would approach them as normal people. I think
that is what has to happen when you are engaging
with young people outside that particular issue.
Lord Taylor of Warwick: It is getting the balance.

Q67 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I think the idea that
Petergaye gave us of having somewhere where
questions could be asked, either online or put in a box
where we eventually get round to answering them,
has a lot of merit and in fact it could be two-way. We
could send that either to individual UKYP members
or to the organisation as a whole. So here is a
question for you, Ms Palmer. When you are Prime
Minister in 20 years, what is the first thing you
would do?
Ms Palmer: The first thing—there are a lot of things,
but I think the first thing I would do—it is not
because I am a young person at this present moment
but I would definitely get young people on board,
whether I am campaigning or things like that,
because I think young people are very, very, very—I
cannot stress it any more—important to society and
it is very sad how a lot of older people stereotype us
in a very, very rude way, which I think is very uncalled
for. So I think if—when, not even if—when I become
Prime Minister, I would definitely, definitely have a
young person, for the young persons themselves to
give their ideas and not me just going oV on my own,
thinking, “Yeah, I think like a young person” because
time changes a lot and 20 years from now a lot of
young people will not be thinking the same way that
I am at the moment. I think that is the first thing I
would do, just get a young person on board.

Q68 Lord Kalms: I have to say that really intrigued
me and I thought Petergaye presented her point of
view with absolute wonderful clarity. Sam, you are
probably a few years older, I suspect, five years older
or maybe a bit more, which I will not probe into. I just
wonder if you could tell me in a few moments where
you have moved from Petergaye’s age to where you
are, because she made some very basic statements.
Have you moved from her point of view in the few
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years’ diVerence, because it is quite important that
between, say, 19 and 25, 17 or 19, those years are very
formative years. Have they impacted on you?
Mr Ellis: I am 22 now and I got involved with the UK
Youth Parliament when I was 16. I look on things
now very diVerently. I think, if I take a step back, I
was very idealistic—I like to think I am a bit idealistic
now—but you become more realistic, I think, as you
get older and you think, why should we especially go
out of our way to engage with young people? Surely
it should be taken as a matter of course that we are
engaging with young people as well as everybody
else.

Q69 Chairman: Could I go back to a general
question for a moment which has been partly
covered. Do you think that in the House of Lords,
because of our tradition, because of the strange
clothes we sometimes wear because we are older, do
you think it is inevitable that we should have greater
diYculty in getting on with and reacting with people
of your and Petergaye’s age than the House of
Commons? I know you were kind enough to say that
because we did not fight so much over the Dispatch
Box that was in our favour, but equally we do come
over as a pretty old lot, inevitably. Should we try and
do anything about that?
Ms Palmer: First of all, I think you started just now
by getting a young person in to get a young person’s
point of view so I think you should get a group of

young people or a young person on a regular basis
and you can get questions you would like to know
and just ask them to answer from a young person’s
point of view, so that it is very interesting because a
lot of people I know do not watch the Parliament
Channel because they think it is very boring and stuV
like that. They just skip past it really quickly, they do
not even make it show on the t.v. So to make it more
interesting, I think it is not a good way for all of us to
just gather up and start talking, just one generation
getting younger generations involved, so what keeps
them interested, things that you should do to keep it
like very high and not on a low all the time, it is all
about young people. Just get their views and see what
they think about the whole situation.

Q70 Chairman: Thank you both very much indeed
for coming and if there is anything more you would
like to say that you have not, do write and tell us, and
I would very much like it if you would like to tell
other MYPs about our Committee’s inquiry, the fact
that we are going to have a web forum on which, as
you will have heard earlier, we are going to encourage
questions and answers and we very much hope that
you and some of your friends will participate in that.
Mr Ellis: We will definitely make sure that gets out
there.
Ms Palmer: Yes, definitely.
Chairman: But, above all, thank you very much for
finding the time to come and talk to us this afternoon.
We very much appreciate it. Thank you.



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:39:27 Page Layout: LOENEW [SO] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG2

23people and parliament: evidence

WEDNESDAY 1 APRIL 2009

Present Billingham, B Kalms, L
Coussins, B Methuen, L
Jones of Cheltenham, L Renton of Mount Harry, L (Chairman)

Examination of Witnesses
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Deputy Editor of Conde Nast’s Wired UK magazine, Mr Tim Hood, CEO of Yoosk, and Mr Tom Loosemore,

Head of 4iP, Channel 4, examined.

Q72 Chairman: Very many thanks to the five of you
for coming this afternoon. I am particularly grateful
that when we lost the Minister, because he was
involved in the G20 preparations for tomorrow, you
were able to change the time from 5.00 to 4.15. We are
very grateful for that. I am sorry if we kept you
waiting for a little while. Could I just remind you that
we are now in public evidence session and that a full
transcript of the public evidence session will be taken,
which will be posted on the website and published
with the Committee’s report. We will send you a draft
of it so that if there are obvious mistakes in it, or
corrections which you wish to make, you will have an
opportunity to do so. That is the normal process for
inquiries. Can I suggest that you each say just a few
words, who you are representing, who you are, and if
any of you would like to make a short statement
before we get down to the questions, please do so. We
will start with you on the left, Ben.
Mr Hammersley: I am Ben Hammersley and I am the
Associate Editor of Wired magazine, which is the new
magazine on innovation and technology, and so on
from Conde Nast, which launches tomorrow, but
previously I was a technologist for the Guardian, for
the Times, for the BBC, for the Foreign OYce, and
for many private clients.
Mr Bowen: I am David Bowen. I work for a company
called Bowen Craggs. We are a very specialist small
consultancy which helps large organisations,
principally in the private sector but some public
sector as well, to work out what they should be doing
online. So I am a consultant. My background,
however, is in business journalism.
Mr Gormley: I have just directed a film about
participatory culture and government and I work at
a company called thinkpublic and we work in the
public sector trying to involve the users of public
services more in the way they are designed and
delivered.
Mr Loosemore: I am Tom Loosemore. I work for
Channel 4. I am Head of 4iP,which is a new public
service website initiative. Previously I worked for
many years helping to run a BBC website and in my
spare time I have helped launch a number of
eDemocracy initiatives, including a site called
TheyWorkForYou.com.

Mr Hood: My name is Steve Hood. I am the Manager
of Yoosk.com. It is a web platform which allows the
public to interact directly with politicians. Prior to
that, I worked for the British Council and I did some
social media consulting for how the British Council
could build relationships with people overseas.

Q73 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed. As
you know, this inquiry is about Parliament and
people and how we feel we could relate better with
people, particularly from the House of Lords, and we
very much wanted to get evidence, views and ideas
from you all to see if people can come up with things
so that we say to ourselves, “Why didn’t we think
about that?” It is up to you who wants to get in and
talk. Which aspects of Parliament’s online
communication work well and enable better
engagement between Parliament and the public? So
there we are looking at the good side of it. What
works well? You must have something to say that is
good!
Mr Loosemore: There are some elements on the site
that explain the basics of how Parliament is meant to
work, okay to good. I would not say they are best of
breed, but some of the guides about how this
institution is meant to function are useful.
Mr Bowen: I think some of the educational stuV is
quite good and also there is the intention of having
interactive stuV. There are forums around the place,
things like Lords of the Blog. If you look hard
enough, you can find them, so there is plenty of good
intention there.

Q74 Chairman: How did you learn about the
intentions?
Mr Bowen: Well, I look and see what there is and then
guess. If they are going something, they have
probably got the intention to do it.

Q75 Chairman: Do you look on the Web and see
what we are advertising?
Mr Bowen: Yes, you look around. You start oV by
going into the Parliament website and then look
around. Maybe if you do not find something, you
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skip over to Google and look that way, which I think
is probably the way a lot of people would do it.
Mr Hammersley: To be fair, though, we would do that
because we are interested in finding the thing in the
first place. I do not think anybody is ever going to
have a look at the House of Lords website because
they are bored one Friday morning.

Q76 Baroness Billingham: You never know. Come
on!
Mr Hammersley: You are right, you never know.

Q77 Baroness Billingham: We might have some good
movies on there!
Mr Hammersley: That is true, and there could be some
good gossip. People who are very interested in civil
society and who are part of this sort of community
may well search it out and may well be
knowledgeable about the subject, but the average
person on the street?
Mr Bowen: I suspect a lot of journalists would go
there. There is a piece of paper with huge amounts on
MPs’ expenses.
Mr Hammersley: They are paid to do that.
Mr Bowen: Exactly, but there is a lot of raw material
there if you are prepared to go and dig around and
look for it.
Mr Gormley: Quite a lot of people must be looking at
it. It comes up pretty high on Google, I think, above
the Wikipedia entry for the House of Lords, so you
must be doing something right to be able to get
those hits.
Mr Hood: I think it is fair to say that the website
seems to have embraced most of the newest
innovations in Web 2.0, Twitter, Facebook,
YouTube, et cetera. What is very encouraging is that
they have started to blog on the development of the
parliamentary website, which suggests a great deal of
openness and it gives a very positive image as well. I
would also add to what David has said that the
education section is very strong, I think, partly
because they probably have a little bit more freedom
to experiment. The stakes are not so high in terms of
reputation.
Chairman: Lady Coussins, I know that, sadly, you
have to leave us in a few minutes.

Q78 Baroness Coussins: Yes. I am sorry about that,
but I would like to get a couple of questions in first.
It does sound to me as if we have got exactly the right
people here, I think, judging by your introductions,
so I am glad to have the opportunity. The first thing
I want to ask is about our visibility online. What
should we be doing to make ourselves—by which I
mean Members of both Houses—more visible and
also more accessible for online dialogue or
interchange of any kind? Should people be able to ask

us questions online? How else should we be
interacting with them and be visible online?
Mr Hammersley: I think there is going to be a theme
throughout the evidence everybody here gives, which
is—if I might pre-empt everybody else—that there is
a core of stuV which the Members of both Houses do,
the business that you do, which is the fundamental
things that should be dealt with first, the legislation,
expenses, all of the core stuV like your day to day
work. That is the core thing that everybody is
interested in, which you are just not doing at the
moment. The stuV around the outside, the “How can
I interact with you? How can we be seen to be
friendly? Should I have my picture much bigger on
my home page?” all that sort of stuV is trivial, utterly
trivial to me technologically, utterly trivial to me
socially and basically meaningless. The core stuV, the
really important stuV, the civically important things,
the fundamental basics that we should be talking
about—the agenda, the Open Day, that sort of
stuV—that is also technically very easy to do, it is just
that in terms of the business of Parliament nobody
has ever done it before and it would cause a few
resignations, but that is the core thing that we are
going to have to get to the heart of.
Mr Loosemore: I would like to add to that as an area
to start with. I would like to reiterate what Ben said
about there being a core of information that you have
to get right and I would just like to stress what I think
that information is. It is the legislation you are
passing, the legislation you have passed, the debates
you are having, the votes you are taking, the
information essence of Parliament. I think there is
more to it than taking a sort of digitised analogue of
the printed version of Hansard and putting it online,
which is what you currently do. That is useful, but it
is about an order of magnitude less useful than it
could and should be. So if I come to the
parliamentary website I would want to see everything
that Baroness Coussins has done and said within
these Houses, and I cannot do that. I have to look in
20 places.

Q79 Chairman: You would like to know exactly
what she is talking about, what is her background,
where she comes from?
Mr Loosemore: Online nowadays it is utterly
inconceivable that I could not do that.
Mr Hammersley: Yes, and it is not a matter of liking,
it is your responsibility as our representatives in
Parliament. It is not only inconceivable that you do
not, it is actually morally and ethically wrong that
you do not.

Q80 Baroness Coussins: But can you not do that?
You can click on any peer’s name and get a whole list
of every question we have ever asked.
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Mr Loosemore: No, you cannot.
Mr Hammersley: No, you cannot.
Baroness Coussins: I can.

Q81 Lord Methuen: That is not true. You can. The
latest Hansard does enable you to search by name. I
have been able to look up all the speeches of my
ancestors.
Mr Loosemore: That has not got your biography, it
has not got your photograph, it has not got your
voting record.

Q82 Lord Methuen: But your biography is available.
Mr Loosemore: It is all over the place on the website.
It is all there, but it is just scattered, and unless you
know where to look, which nine times out of 10
people do not, it might as well not be there. The fact
that I could not find a list—I spent half an hour
looking again and I know the parliamentary website
reasonably well—that you are doing the sorts of
things –

Q83 Chairman: I have great sympathy with your
point because I often think it is very hard to find the
information about the House of Lords and yet I am
told by the experts, some of whom are sitting here,
that it is all there. But I do find it hard to find.
Mr Loosemore: If you cannot find it, it might as well
not be there. That is one of the essences about the
Web.
Lord Kalms: You can get our pictures all right, can
you not?
Baroness Billingham: On Wikipedia!

Q84 Chairman: Some of us do not want our pictures!
If I may pick you up on one thing. You referred to us
as “our representatives”. You do feel that we in the
Lords are your representatives, do you?
Mr Hammersley: I am talking about both Houses

Q85 Chairman: But I am actually asking you about
the Lords. I was an MP for 23 years and I knew I was
a representative then, but do you feel that about us in
the Lords?
Mr Hammersley: You have a position where you eVect
legislation which aVects every member of this
country’s daily life and therefore whether the word is
representative or overseer, or watchman, whatever
the word is, the debate and the deliberation that
happens in this room and all of the other committee
rooms, and in the House of Lords itself, is my
property as a citizen of the United Kingdom.
Everything you say, everything you do, every change
to any piece of legislation, any draft, the thought
process itself, belongs to me because you are in a very
specific position as being a servant of the people and
as a member of the people, I want my stuV. Not only

do I want it, it is morally and ethically irresponsible
of you to not give it to me in its complete form in a
way that we can take it and do with it what we want.
Chairman: Do you all agree with that? Do all five of
you feel the same?
Lord Kalms: Hansard promotes copyright.
Baroness Coussins: I wish I did not have to go, but I
am afraid I do, but I shall read the transcript.

Q86 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I think it is a very
powerful set of principles, which I think I agree with
and I just wonder whether I can push you a little bit
further into how do we facilitate your ability to
electronically, probably, put your ideas before us
before we actually make the decisions to amend
legislation or bring in new legislation?
Mr Hammersley: I think you have got two stages to
this. The first one is just showing what you are doing
in the first place. The second one is inviting public
interaction. The inviting public interaction I will
leave to other members of the panel because there is
more expertise there, but the first part I can definitely
address. There is a concept that is very natural to
journalists and also very natural to programmers,
and we have a panel here of such, which is called the
change lock. Every document and specifically any
computer program you write has a document which
comes with it which shows you every single change
that has ever been made to it. It is kind of like fast
forwarding and rewinding on a video tape. You can
watch the document evolve or reverse the process.
These are called the “diVs”, the diVerences. We want
to see the diVs for every single document, every single
bit of legislation. When I write a computer program
and share it with, say, Tom, the diVs are signed so you
can see every change that has ever been made, who it
was made by and when. All of that information is not
available on Hansard. It is not published anywhere.
We can go on about that sort of open data. The
second thing is, the data is not published in a way
which is reusable. Yes, Hansard does publish the
data, but it publishes it in a way which makes it very,
very diYcult to do anything with it. There is a
copyright issue as well, but eVectively it is crippling
this data. It does not belong to Hansard. I know
legally it does, but actually it belongs to me and I
want to be able to take it in a computer format, in a
data format, which means that I can do something
with it and that my society can, so that you can do
things with it, anybody who gets money from 4iP can
do anything with it, the Guardian can do anything
with it, the BBC, anybody can do anything with it.
That sort of complete data transparency is the
fundamental building block of the thing we are
talking about. Everything else comes over the top of
it, but if you do not have that fundamental
transparency of the legislative process then
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everybody is going to always be suspect of the
legislative process itself, especially in a social
environment where we are being asked for our own
personal data to be transparent. The Government is
continually asking for email surveillance rights,
telephone surveillance rights, and so on and so on,
but at the same time not allowing us to oversee our
own legislative Chambers and I think you are going
to very, very rapidly see the fact that that just
becomes socially unacceptable to the rest of the
country, that Tesco knows more about you, because
it knows what you buy, than I know about your
expenses, spending public money.

Q87 Chairman: I will give your colleagues a chance
to say what they think about this and then we are
going to move on. I am very interested to hear
whether you all agree with what Ben is saying so that
it is all down on the record, whether you think it is
exaggerated or you agree with him totally, or
something diVerent.
Mr Bowen: I do not know, I would have to think
about what Ben said. One thing I do think is that at
the moment a relatively small percentage of the
population would be thinking in the way Ben does at
the moment, however theoretically right he might be.
To me the big issue is almost the other end, which is
that Parliament is not selling itself well and is not
really giving people out there, who are frankly rather
bored and unengaged in it, a reason to come in and
find out about it. I think certainly on the website but
also the other things like blogs, and so on, you could
probably learn quite a lot from the private sector,
which knows that actually people will not go to their
websites unless they really go out there and give
people a reason to go to the website. So, for example,
at the moment the website is like going to the front
desk of the library. You might not be able to find the
Lords’ speeches very easily, and so on, but it is there.
It is sort of like coming into a filing cabinet and
looking at it. What it is not is like the front page of a
magazine saying, “Come in. This is really interesting.
Come and find something that we do.” I think this is
going completely the opposite from what Ben has
said. What I would like is to have videos on your
home page where you have got the best ever
parliamentary moments, Robin Cook doing his thing
late at night or William Hague –

Q88 Chairman: Or a Liberal Democrat peer
revealing all those things that the Guardian could
not feature?
Mr Bowen: Well, there we are. To me, the selling side
of it is a very important side. I accept completely that,
if you like, there is a duty aspect to it, but if nobody

is going to come and look you can fulfil your duty as
well as you like. To me the really big story in the last
two weeks has been Daniel Hannan—do you know
about this?—the Member of the European
Parliament?

Q89 Chairman: He is actually my local MEP.
Mr Bowen: Well, he is now a great favourite with
American shock jocks, you probably know.

Q90 Chairman: With what?
Mr Bowen: A shock jock, a right-wing radio disk
jockey, because he made a speech in the European
Parliament on 24 March –

Q91 Chairman: Immediately after the Prime
Minister.
Mr Bowen: It was three minutes and 40 seconds long.

Q92 Chairman: I know, I listened to it.
Mr Bowen: He put it onto YouTube and this morning
there were 1.8 million views of that. I mean, President
Obama’s inauguration address only got up to 4
million and that is in two months. He actually is by
far the best known British politician in the world at
the moment.
Mr Hammersley: Oh, come on! If he is the best known
British, then I think we have got a problem!
Mr Bowen: I am not saying that I agree with him, or
anything like that, but it is a phenomenon that he
somehow pressed a button that went absolutely mad
and got a huge amount of publicity. I am not
suggesting that you can probably do that very easily,
but there are certain things that really work and that
actually you could have the best website in the world,
but if nobody comes to it, what is the point, frankly?

Q93 Chairman: I must just say before we move on, as
we must, that it is particularly irritating to me
because he is one of our South East MEPs and he is
passionately anti-European Union and I am rather
for it, so I am very angry about the success he is
having!
Mr Bowen: It tapped into the resentful right-wing
element.
Mr Gormley: I think there is a sort of judgment
between either opening up the data or trying to
promote the activity that goes on in here. I think the
key to making that decision is usefulness and I think
data is the first step. So I pretty much agree
completely with what Ben is saying. If you can open
up that data, there are so many diVerent uses for it,
and that is what people want from Parliament. They
want it to be the place where they can get things done.
If you have got something that you need to air your
views about, it has got to be the easiest place to do
that. That should be the goal of it, for you to get your
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opinions out to the country to make something
happen. This is the place you should come to. It
should be a useful way for you to air your expressions
and the best way to become involved in parliament is
if you know exactly what is going on. And
mySociety’s TheyWorkForYou, as Tom was talking
about, made data that was very diYcult to use very
useable. You can immediately, within a few clicks, put
in your postcode, find out who your MP is and then
write to them and even send a letter oV. So you know
exactly what MPs are up to, the way they voted. It
turned something that can be quite abstract—which
I think the website is in a way and I think the idea of
the data is also quite abstract in a way. What people
want is usefulness. If we can get the information, then
we can do something with it. We want to act, I think,
as people and if we can appeal to that sense in people,
that they want to do something and be something,
and connect that with the way they can interact with
Parliament then I think that is the core goal of what
the online strategy could be.
Mr Loosemore: There is an interesting question at the
heart of both the views, which is what should be the
boundary of what Parliament’s own website seeks to
achieve? I think that is the first question really.
Clearly, it should do the education stuV, I think that
is important, but whether it is the right place to
maximise the number of people who engage with
what Members are doing in Parliament, what the
representatives are doing in Parliament, what bills are
going through Parliament—it is certainly a place, but
I do not think it should be the only place. It is
interesting that the previous MEP mentioned was on
YouTube. When television came to these Houses,
that spread across as many television channels as you
could manage because you wanted to maximise the
number of people who engaged with it. I think the
same logic pertains online. As long as you have the
licensing regime and copyright regime, which you do
have, which ensures that people accurately take
Hansard and the voting records, and the subsequent
changes to those, and use them elsewhere and
probably make them more useful than Parliament
itself is maybe able to do, find new ways to make
them useful, be they in a newspaper, be they
individuals, be they YouTube, then I suspect you will
get a far greater reach of people engaging with issues
or with individual Members than you would if you
tried to do everything on Parliament’s own site. So I
would back what Ben said. The most important thing
you do on the Parliament site is to get the core essence
of the democratic process re-useable by other people.
Mr Hood: I completely agree. I think the data is one
thing. Accessibility is probably the main important
issue. Looking at some of the ways Parliament is
trying to engage with younger audiences, it is
problematic. If you take the example of YouTube, the

most popular video on the parliamentary YouTube
site is a short video of Big Ben with 58,000 views.
There is a very, very good video made by the
comedian/presenter Danny Wallace, which is a really
nice one, with 1,000 hits. It is a very, very small
number. An example of an organisation that was
using YouTube to engage with the public is the
Hashemite Royal Family, Queen Rania, who is using
it to engage with young Muslim women. She
regularly gets several hundred thousand hits on her
short videos, up to 1.5 million. I think that is because
it has very compelling content, it is a very compelling
personality who is driving it and it is a very important
message. The problem is how to make the content
that comes out of Parliament compelling and where
to put it. I think partnerships are very important, the
fact that Parliament builds partnerships with
particularly local and regional media to get the
message out to every corner of the country, with
dedicated destinations for particular demographics,
sites such as NetMums, TheStudentRoom, even the
WI website. The one thing is data and, as Tom said,
getting it into a form which can be re-used. The other
thing is the distribution of the data and how you get
that content to be compelling and interesting.
Chairman: That is all very helpful.

Q94 Lord Methuen: The Hansard Society’s
suggestion to this Committee is that online
communication should be bidirectional between us
and young people outside. What more should
Parliament do to embrace social, media and web
technologies to improve the way in which it consults?
What other activity can support this to ensure
consultation is broad?
Mr Hammersley: A few years ago I built the
Guardian’s site Comment is Free, which is a very big
user-generated content site. It is the site where you
can go and talk about politics, and so on. I had a
certainly jaded view of this sort of two-way
interaction. I happen to think that the work of
Government is really, really important and should
have a dignity to it, which is not necessarily best
served by allowing the general public to scrawl all
over your website, because they will. Without
wanting to go back to my original point, there is a
democratic process. The democratic process is
actually quite healthy if we are allowed to see actually
what happens. The reason why people are not
necessarily interested in the politics, the reason why
people are perhaps disillusioned with the political
process as it stands at the moment is because certainly
the Members of the other House do come across as
economic with the truth quite a lot of the time, sneaky
and just generally not to be trusted. This is because all
of the stuV they do is kept vaguely secret, or at least
obscure. The best disinfectant, as everybody knows,



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:39:27 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG2

28 people and parliament: evidence

1 April 2009 Mr David Bowen, Mr Ivo Gormley, Mr Ben Hammersley, Mr Tim Hood
and Mr Tom Loosemore

is sunlight. For the last 10 years people have for ever
been saying, “How do we get young people to be
interested in politics? Maybe we should have text
message voting. Perhaps we should go on to mobile
phones. Perhaps we should have interactive
television.” No. The best way to get people interested
in politics is to show that politicians are not “insert
your own expletive here” and the only way to do that
is to show that the stuV you do is actually good and
wholesome, moral and ethical, and that you have the
right ideas and that there is actually a process
happening. But at the moment none of that is done
and to add this sort of Potemkin democracy over the
top by saying, “Well, you can always leave a
comment on my blog, or you can Twitter to the
House of Lords,” it is like a radio call-in show, it is
beneath you, but you can only say it is beneath you if
you are completely squeaky clean with everything
else you do, and the only way to show you are
squeaky clean with everything else you do is to
publish all of it.

Q95 Lord Kalms: You are trying to be extremely
helpful today by your suggestions and, frankly, I
think you are failing nearly completely. Politics is not
show business, it is a record of the government
processes. I want to ask you a question which is of
some relevance. Most things in life have an economic
driving motivation and you guys are all in some form
of internet communication business. Where is the
economics of what you guys are doing? Where are the
bucks? It seems to me totally relevant, if you are
trying to encourage some sort of openness in
parliamentary processes, procedures and exposures,
where you see the bucks. Unless we understand that,
why should we take your advice? Where is your
revenue stream related to the process of explaining
the government process, the House of Lords process?
Mr Loosemore: For the last five years
Parliament has had a competitive website called
TheyWorkForYou.com, which takes Hansard, your
record, and republishes it in a far better format. There
is clearly a range of revenue models there you could
drive, but the organisation that runs it is a charity and
chooses not to. The reason it chooses not to is
because it costs them virtually nothing to run. You
can run things on the internet incredible cheaply.
They survive entirely on donations and their traYc is
often greater than Parliament’s own traYc, so there
is clearly a demand there that you are not meeting. I
think there is an important issue. It would be very
easy for TheyWorkForYou, which runs, for example,
a fantastic email alert service where every time a
particular Member speaks or a particular issue is
raised in Parliament you get an email straight away
showing you that this has happened. There are many
commercial services out there oVering that for several

thousand pounds a year. Is that really what you want
from democracy when you can have it for free, that
only those who can aVord to know what is going on
in Parliament can get it? I think it is a fundamental
duty that that accessibility to what goes on within
these walls is as freely available as possible. I do not
worry about the sustainability of businesses. If you
provide the data in a simple enough format, you will
find all sorts of existing businesses and new
businesses finding new ways to use it and sustain
themselves. Whether they will maximise their profits
I think is a tension against maximising reach.
Mr Hammersley: I have to say I find the question itself
immensely oVensive in that we are not talking about
releasing data about—this is wisdom. We are not
talking about the top 40 singles chart. This is a very
special type of data we are talking about, almost Holy
Writ type of data. Like you say, this is not
entertaining at all. We are not talking about
entertaining the public. If you are claiming your
right, through whatever right, to run this country on
my behalf and on behalf of everybody else in this
room and everybody else within a hundred miles of
this building, then the data which is created by that,
when we are talking about the laws or the
deliberations to make those laws, belongs to the
nation in a very, very special way. It is completely
unlike any other form of data or media construct. It
is completely unlike everything else. So to say, “How
are you going to make a profit? Maybe you have an
ulterior motive,” whatever the angle was, is
completely out of line because this is a very special
thing that happens in this building and, as I said
before, to not publish it in its entirety is
fundamentally undemocratic, and to be
fundamentally undemocratic in the seat of
democracy is massively –

Q96 Chairman: Ben, you are being a bit repetitive.
There are others who want to talk. You have made
your point. It is very strong and it is on the record.
Mr Bowen: I just want to say something in response
to Lord Methuen’s question about the need for two-
way communication. I agree with Ben that there are
various problems with that. I think one of the
problems is how can you actually make people
communicate back to you? There is only a certain
proportion of the population who ever ring up radio
phone-ins, for example, and there is a certain sort of
person who will tend to feed back to you. Certainly
the evidence of the private sector in trying to get
people to actually comment back is well before blogs
were invented, for example. Shell set up something
called the Tell Shell forum and all it had was a fair
amount of abuse from people who really, really hated
Shell and frankly not much else. I think it is a major
problem. I think possibly things like Yoosk might be
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helpful because you are actually going out and
gathering interactivity. That slightly comes back to
the point I was making before, that if you think about
an online presence as a magazine—and I am not
trying to devalue it in any sense, but if you think of it
in those terms and you think that actually you have
got an editor whose job is to try and make it engaging
and to get people to come into it, I do not think that
is a bad way of thinking about it but it does mean that
you have to work really, really hard to get people to
interact with you. I think just saying you can do it—
the forums, for example, on the Parliament website at
the moment are pretty under-populated. There was
one I was looking at, I think on climate change which
I think had 13 posts, or something like that. You can
go places. If you go to the Stephen King forum on the
website you will find several million people writing
cult Stephen King novels. General Motors gets a lot
of feedback because a lot of people like motor cars,
but it is very, very diYcult to actually get people to
come back and take part. So I think it is a practical
problem apart from anything else.
Baroness Billingham: I am actually dying to ask you
the question that the Hansard Society suggested
online communication allowed greater public input
into the parliamentary process. I think we are in the
middle of this debate and I do not see any point in
asking this question, and I think you have actually
come up with some very interesting thoughts, many
of which I share. The thoughts I had written down
before you started are, if we get public interaction are
we only going to get the nutters who phone in to the
radio stations? I work with shock jocks. I work on
Sky. I am well used to working with them and I know
what they are like and they can distort information.
It is quite terrifying. I do not want us as a Parliament
being absolutely submerged in the whole of absolute
prejudice. I can think of two issues that I know would
trigger enormous responses. Let us put up
immigration and see what the public think. We know
what they are thinking. What I am saying is that we
could be opening, if we do this, a can of worms and I
want to know what are going to be the advantages
and what is this interaction, with whom? Where is the
information going? I would love to have good
information. I think it is like daylight saving. I think
that would be an excellent thing to put up and ask
people’s views, but I am not sure that what is
suggested—it is talking here about Web
technologies—well, yes, if there is a way of using the
Web better and more simply, and that is another
issue, my Lord Chairman, that the Web is not
available to a lot of people in the House of Lords.
Chairman: Yes, but we are specifically talking today
about using the Web more. That is our subject for
today and we have another seven sessions or so.
Baroness Billingham: All right, I will shut up.

Q97 Chairman: I think Ivo, and then Tom.
Mr Gormley: I think a lot of these things fail if they
do not have clear rules for participation. I looked at
the online government consultation forums today
and I do not know what is going to happen if I type
something in there, if I try to participate. Where is
that information going to go and how much will it
influence the debate? Who is going to read it and what
will they do with it? I think that is very often the key
thing that goes wrong. If you can clearly demonstrate
exactly what is going to happen with that
information, where it will go, who will read it and
then to what extent it has the potential to influence
the decision-making, then people are going to
participate and then you get a much more meaningful
debate. With Obama’s Change.gov website they did
the same thing. They said, “Come on, let’s have your
ideas for what we should do,” and the medicinal use
of cannabis came top of the list because the people
who were very busy and who were the most serious
policy makers or the people who were interested in
influencing policy did not bother to put their
thoughts on there because they did not know what
was going to happen to it. I am sure there are a lot of
us in this room who could have participated but did
not because we did not think it had serious legitimacy.
So I think that is what needs to start to happen. It
needs to be something that you honestly want to
know the answer to when you are consulting and you
need to place importance on that debate, and that is
what is going to bring in the important people, which
is then going to raise the level of debate. So the closer
your discussion or your forum is, the closer the
relationship is with the decision-making process, the
higher the level of debate. Starting with the small
experiments that are beginning to happen now, I
think you can actually get closer towards having a
national debate about something as sensitive as
immigration.
Mr Loosemore: I am going to respectfully disagree
with Ivo. I do not think you should go anywhere near
forums on your website. I used to run the BBC’s
message boards and forums and it is a thankless task
because you end up spending millions of pounds
censoring people, and I fear you will do the same, if
you are successful. I do not think you will be
successful as being the home for those national
debates, a genuinely democratic cross-section of the
country coming along and discussing issues in a
constructive way. I do not think Parliament’s website
itself will ever be the home for that debate. Having
said that, what I think the Web does do is open up all
sorts of possibilities for you, as representatives in this
place, to go out and consult. So if you want to go and
find out what people think about immigration, there
are many, many places on the Web where there are
constructive conversations about immigration and
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you can go and join in and listen there. You do not
have to insist that everybody comes here. That is how
the place has always worked. It does not always rely
on five people sat in front of a table talking to you. So
I would encourage you as Members and as Lords of
this place to go out and use the Web to engage with
the diVerent issues and avoid like the plague hosting
conversations on your own website. When I left the
BBC I left them with a document which said, “Do not
host conversations on the BBC’s website, link to
them instead. Link to conversations going on away
from the BBC’s website in places like Yoosk.”

Q98 Chairman: That is very helpful. I wonder, Tim,
if you would like to explain a bit more about how
Yoosk works and how it might help the House of
Lords.
Mr Hood: If I may, I will give an example of what we
have just done on behalf of the FCO with the G20
London Summit. The FCO, I think in a model of
good use of social media, created their own bespoke
G20 London Summit website which has a finite life of
about two to three months and they have worked
with partners, independent partners such as
ourselves, to hold conversations elsewhere, not
directly on the Government site. They have taken the
best of those conversations and put them onto the
oYcial London Government website which is hosted
by the FCO. So any content they do not like they do
not have to put onto the oYcial site. We have asked
each public figure to set their own parameters for the
questions. It can be quite narrow or quite broad.
Therefore, that gives you the freedom, if there are any
questions you think are particularly oV the topic,
particularly oVensive, not to have to answer those
particular questions. We do not pre-moderate the
questions. We can do post-moderation, but we get
very, very few complaints about the questions. The
questions are voted on by the people who come to the
site and if there is an oVensive question it is notable
that it very, very rarely gets more than one or two
votes. Therefore, that means it disappears very
quickly oV the front page and falls by the wayside.
That way we do not have to actually delete a lot of the
diYcult questions because they just do not get seen.
What we then try to do is to take the resulting
interviews and turn them into interesting content that
will interest broadcasters and high profile websites.
We will take box pops and we will edit those into
shortened documentaries. So we are very much into
turning this question and answer process into
something a little bit more with good content and
also ongoing conversations. I think if the Lords was
to adopt something like Yoosk then it should be for
either a discrete particular investigation, such as the
G20 London summit, or as an ongoing commitment
where the Members who participate answer regularly,

every one to two weeks perhaps, just one or two
questions a week. That way we build up a kind of
ongoing conversation.

Q99 Chairman: One of our Members, Lord Norton,
regularly on his blog changed things. Do you ever
read what he says? You obviously do not. It is just one
example of one peer who is very good about getting
on his blog, talking about what is happening here. In
a way he has been a candle to all of us who are
interested in it and spends a lot of time on it. I wonder
quite how he finds all the time to do it, but he
obviously does and does it well. You have never heard
of it?
Mr Hood: That is because he probably does not blog
in a destination that I read, and that is an important
point. You need to get the content beyond just one
blog, that syndicates.
Mr Loosemore: I think it is easier for MPs to get out
there on the Web and engage with people on their
websites.

Q100 Chairman: In a way they have to, because they
have got their 70 to 80,000 constituents and they have
to be well-known to their constituents, and we are not
in that picture.
Mr Loosemore: May I make a suggestion about how
you might do so? Each of you have specific areas of
interest and expertise. Once you are in the House of
Lords, you know what each other’s expertise is. That
is utterly unknown to people outside, so maybe one
way is, if you have a particular area of specialism, to
use the Web to highlight that and to discuss that and
to become the expert within the House on a specific
issue. Then you will get a community, maybe not a
mass community but a group of people engaging
around tax evasion or immigration.

Q101 Chairman: Make that your special subject,
about which you are talking quite often?
Mr Loosemore: You will be the person going out there
and consulting away from Parliament’s own website
on what people think about that issue.
Mr Bowen: I think if you succeed in that then say you
are doing it on a blog, for example, that will then have
its own independent life and it will spread. People will
talk about it and more and more people will use it.
One point I would like to make about blogs is that
they are often talked of in terms of the sort of
interaction and feedback they engender, that
somehow they are part of the conversation. The vast
majority of them, or a lot of them actually do not
have very much feedback at all and the feedback is
quite low grade. I do not think that that is a problem
because there is something special about blogs which
allows people to somehow loosen up, to roll up their
shirt sleeves and to say things that they would not on
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a formal website. A very good example of this is the
FCO’s Harare Embassy website—I do not know if
you have seen that—where it has got stuV about
Mugabe’s thugs murdering people. This is on a
British Government website, but because it is written
in a blog form you can somehow get away with it and
it does not rely in any sense on people being able to
talk back to it. The reason why blogs work, I think,
often is just because they are well written, they are
expert, they are engaging and in the same way as a
good columnist in a newspaper will gain a lot of
followers just because people will say, “Did you read
such-and-such said this?” and so on and so forth.
Exactly the same thing will happen with blogs and I
think they can help reinforce this expertise and
among the sort of interest groups Tom is talking
about you will find that people start reading blogs if
they are good enough, frankly. It does not really
matter if people are writing back at the bottom of
them.

Q102 Chairman: I am just going to say goodbye to
Tom. Thank you so much for coming. We much
appreciate your coming early and your comments.
Thank you.
Mr Hammersley: We know very strongly what makes
a successful blog. It is usually a single person talking
about a specific subject to a core audience which is
quite small but active, and they become active
because you are talking about a single thing, but I
think that is almost a private matter. I do not believe
that is something which should be an oYcial process.

Q103 Chairman: It is not, as it were, representing the
House of Lords.
Mr Hammersley: Indeed, but if you happen to be
particularly interested in one thing, start your own
blog.

Q104 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: We talked earlier
about engaging young people and we had a couple of
people in from the Youth Parliament, who were very
interesting, including a young lady who is going to be
Prime Minister one day, aged 17 at the moment! You
might live to see that. How do we get young people
more involved, because everybody is concerned they
do not vote? Elderly people—we are interested in
how we get them involved too, but they tend to vote.
It is young people in particular. These people seemed
to think it was extraordinary that we were prepared
to answer emails, to answer questions which were
posed electronically. We are quite happy to do that,
but how do we get that message over to a wide
number of young people, or are they just becoming
detached?

Mr Gormley: It is about deciding what exactly
involvement you want from them. What is exactly
your oVer to them? What do you want them to
become involved in? I think as long as you can
provide that solid input, they will come and
participate. If you are brave enough to give them the
responsibility, to give them the recognition for
whatever participation or engagement you are
looking for and you put it on their terms, I am sure
they will come.

Q105 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: This “putting it on
their terms”, how do we do that? Because we are old
fogies, you have got to realise that.
Mr Gormley: Well what is it that you require their
input on?
Mr Bowen: I think you have to make it, in very simple
terms, something that engages them. We were talking
before about how blogs were not necessarily part of
the duty of the institution, but nevertheless if they do
actually engage people, get people more interested in
politics and make these people think these Lords are
actually quite clever people, that is jolly good. In
terms of going to young people, there is a lot of
subjects that young people are interested in. Young
people are not necessarily the biggest users of the
internet, but if they see something—I have got a 15
year old son who will, if he sees something on
YouTube, pass it around and pass it around and he
will get really engaged about it. It is quite interesting
to see the sorts of things, not necessarily the very
frivolous stuV. If it is something that interests him, he
will send it around to his friends.
Mr Hammersley: Are we looking at it from the wrong
angle? The problem is not to engage people, the
problem is to prevent people from becoming
disengaged with politics. I think that if young people,
speaking as a young person, are disengaged from
politics it is because over the past 10, 12 or 15 years
we have seen politics disengage from us in that we
cannot see how legislation is made. When legislation
is made, it seems to be made against—the most
eVective legislation, the sorts of things that have a big
eVect on us—sending us to war, for example, or big
financial issues, or NHS issues, or immigration even
or specifically stuV that has scientific input—when
these decisions are made, they seem to be made
against common will and sometimes against expert
opinion. So if you see people being disengaged from
politics it is because the politics seem to be
disengaged from us. I do not think there is anybody
in their 30s or younger who does not remember the
fact that a couple of million people walked through
the streets of London and yet we still went to war. I
understand totally the democratic process behind
that because I am a journalist and I write for broad
sheet papers and magazines, and so on, but the
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average person on the street sees embraced opinion
on one side and what happens in politics on the other,
and the two are completely diVerent. The current
expenses scandals are a brilliant example of this. On
the one hand the Government wants massive
amounts of data about me; on the other hand, we are
not allowed to know what you guys are doing. This is
massively disengaging as not only a young person—
I think this young person thing is a little bit
patronising—just as a citizen.

Q106 Chairman: We have taken almost an hour of
your time already and we are getting towards the end
in a minute, but there is one other question I would
like to ask. I think there is a diVerence between you
and some of your friends here because I think you are
of the opinion that we really should and must publish
and make available everything. That is our duty, as
you have said. I think there is another view from you
all that that is not actually what you want. How do
we relate better with people, which is what started
this inquiry? You are saying, “Make it attractive.
Make it interesting. Make it readable.” That is a very
natural thing for an editor of a paper to say. What
parliamentary data would you prioritise? Should we
go further than that? What could we do to make this
data available for reuse? Here I am rather moving
away from you to you and saying, okay, you want us
to write an article. It has got to be a good article and
it has got to be readable because you want to sell the
paper. Am I misinterpreting?
Mr Gormley: No, I think that should not in a way be
your role. I think Ben is right and pretty much
everything he said I do agree with, I am afraid. If you
put that information out, then people can start to
make it relevant for each other. People can interpret
it, they can take certain bits of it and make it
brilliantly useful for a community. A friend of mine
has just taken all the police cycle accident data and
put it onto a map so that I can put in my route and I
can easily find out where most cyclists die in London,
and it is very quick. So with things like that you are
going to find that communities, if the data is out
there, will translate it for each other. So actually it
makes your role much easier. That is the start. From
my point of view, the things I want to know about, I
want to know a lot about how decisions are made. I
would quite like to know what people are reading.
With some of my friends I can follow the things they
are reading online because they have bookmarked
them publicly. So I know exactly what people are
reading and how they are becoming informed about
things, and I think you could mirror that in a very
interesting way in the decision-making at this level. If
I know all your sources, I can start to evaluate how
well you are making a decision and I can also help
you make the decision because I can start suggesting

other people you might want to talk to, other things
you might want to read. That for me is the thing I
would like to see, more information about your
decision making evidence and procedure.

Q107 Chairman: Let me just try this on Tim. What
data do you think we should prioritise?
Mr Hood: I think there is data about decisions in the
legislative process and then there is the actual process
itself, how you interact, what your relationship is
with MPs in the Commons, what relationship you
have with ministries and other arms of government,
how we can actually approach you, what happens in
this committee room, et cetera. All that can make
some quite interesting content for young people, but
it has to be edited and put together by somebody who
understands the 16/17 year old mind. I certainly do
not. I have a young nephew who is 17 years old and
I find it very diYcult to know what makes him tick. I
think we have got a resource issue here. You need to
bring in some editors, people who actually
understand that audience.
Mr Gormley: Why not bring in the 16 and 17 year
olds? Why not get them to edit the video? That is the
exciting thing. They are a huge resource. Let other
people do a hell of a lot more and give them the
facilities to get on with it. The information is the raw
material.
Mr Hammersley: Absolutely. It is not your job to
make the editorial judgments.

Q108 Chairman: I think you probably forget that as
peers we all like to see our stuV in the newspapers,
and so forth!
Mr Bowen: I do not see why you should not make
editorial judgments if you think it is something that
is going to get the messages across that you want to
get across. I think one way of looking at it, and this
is certainly the way of every other organisation I
know of, is that it would think, “Who are we actually
trying to get to?” and it would divide the groups it is
trying to get to, chop them up, and it would have the
groups I was talking about, people who are expert
enough to extract information and do stuV with it,
then you would have journalists who are also expert,
obviously, but you would also have young people,
you would have old people, you would have just sort
of normal people, you would have NGOs, and you
can think of it in terms of the diVerent groups that
you want to serve. Some of them you can provide
with raw data, and it is important that they should get
the raw data in some form, but others you are doing
a real public service, I think, and also a service to
yourselves by packaging them in some way. So if
people do come to the Parliament website and they



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:39:27 Page Layout: LOENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG2

33people and parliament: evidence

1 April 2009 Mr David Bowen, Mr Ivo Gormley, Mr Ben Hammersley, Mr Tim Hood
and Mr Tom Loosemore

actually think, “Gosh, this is quite groovy,” rather
than, “Gosh, this looks boring,” they are rather more
likely to look around and stay there.
Mr Hammersley: That is the point about publishing,
maybe, Hansard.
Mr Bowen: You can do both. A website can be a lot
of things. It does not have to be just one thing.
Chairman: We have taken an hour of your time.
Thank you very much. I think we have all found it
extremely interesting. We have had some frank
exchanges, which is a good thing, and I would just
like to add that you will get a draft, as I said, but that
has really got to be as accurate as possible. If you

Supplementary memorandum by Tim Hood, CEO of Yoosk

Rather than general observations on the best tools and approaches to engagement with the public, I have tried
to make some specific suggestions. These suggestions are made in the context of the current expenses aVair
and the resulting calls from government and opposition MPs to completely review issues of access and
accountability.

Although my main idea for an independent external engagement body might be ambitious, my suggestions
on how it should be run could equally apply to an internally managed web-based Parliamentary engagement
operation.

1. A Unified, Semi Independent Approach

Parliament’s web and outreach teams are doing a good job but I think an independent body would find it much
easier to eVectively manage engagement between Parliament and the People. This does not mean replacing
either team, since a lot of their current functions would remain. But where interactive web engagement is
concerned, there are strong arguments for putting the process in the hands of an independent body.

I suggest something like a National Parliamentary Engagement Council, funded by Parliament but operating
at arms length, modeled on the BBC and British Council’s Royal Charters. It could be funded by the six million
plus p.a. currently spent on the MPs’ communications allowance, plus a proportion of the budget of the
current Parliament Website. This body would be scrutinised by Parliament or an independent board of trustees
and have a small board of governors.

2. Rationale

Advantages of a separate engagement body:

Positioning

There are clear benefits (at this particular time in its history) to Parliament setting up an independent place
for engagement which is “owned” as much by the public as by Parliament. It will invite fewer accusations of
interaction being on Parliament’s own terms or of Parliament indulging in online propaganda on its own
website.

There are also allegations that the 10,000 Communications allowance has been abused, both in terms of
procurement and how it is used by MPs (some have used it for political posturing, rather than as a platform
for researching and addressing constituents’ concerns).

An independently managed platform where MPs and constituencies could react would be an excellent
response to these latest allegations.

Higher levels of interaction

As Tom Loosemore and others have said in their evidence to the Committee, the conversations that are a

have any additional comments you would like to
make to the Committee, you are very welcome, any
of you, to send in a written submission. If you want
to put any particular questions in the call for
evidence, or indeed any other matter of relevance, do
not hesitate to write to us and it will all, as it were, get
into one of the volumes of the report. I hope you do
not think we are trying to be too modern. We are
really trying to be intelligent in this approach of how
we could relate better, particularly from the House of
Lords, to the public and that is what started us on this
inquiry, which in its own way is quite unique. Thank
you very much indeed for coming.
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natural part of the online world do not work well on corporate websites. This is especially true of institutional
ones which are under enormous pressure to project a reputation for moderation and balance. Rightly or
wrongly, government or institutional websites are not viewed as an interesting place to visit, especially by
younger audiences.

An independent body could be more adventurous in the way it projects itself and attract a wider audience.

Better risk management leading more flexibility and ability to innovate

Institutions are naturally risk averse and rarely able to move at the speed necessary to eVectively respond to
the rapid technical developments on the web, or indeed the sudden growth of social movements. Although the
body I am suggesting will ultimately be accountable to Parliament, it will better be able to manage risks—
especially the risks arising from a slow pace of innovation and the missed opportunities that result.

Reduced costs

There are significant costs associated with taking part in and moderating conversations. San independent body
could make better use of contractors, flexible contracts and other forms of outsourcing that would lead to
significant savings for the public.

3. The Objectives of the Parliamentary Web Engagement Policy should be:

— Increased legitimacy of Parliamentarians through greater access and enhanced accountability

— Better understanding among the public of the role of Parliamentarians and what they can and
can’t do

— More objectives analysis of the public will and mood on proposed legislation and Parliament’s
reaction to events.

— Greater involvement of marginalized groups in the scrutiny and oversight process

— Improved understanding among interest groups of where their views lie in relation to other groups in
society, leading to the identification of opportunities for compromise.

— Ultimately, greater understanding and acceptance of parliament’s decisions, leading to greater
support for implementing new laws.

4. What it would do and how it could Achieve the Objectives

4.1 Audience, reach and targeting

Historically, a large number of organisations and associations have lobbied and interacted with Parliament.
Their representatives attend Select Committees, they sponsor All Party Parliamentary Groups, make direct
representations to MPs and use other means to get their views across.

The web oVers an opportunity to make this process:

— More transparent

— More inclusive

— More systematic and objective

Here’s how it could be done:

Create a national register on online communities which would bring in specific demographic or geographic
communities. There are many of these emerging and they represent a counterbalance to the more established
businesses and organisations that traditionally lobby Parliament. Some are small and highly focused, others
have a larger user base than the UK’s major regional newspaper groups. As the owners of these communities
start to compete for influence and access to Government and Parliament, it is essential that a systematic and
inclusive approach is taken to helping them engage.

Here are juts a few of the many examples:

Niche Web Communities

— Netmums (young mothers)

— The Student Room (students)

— Army Rumour Service (servicemen and women)
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— Ruralnet (country dwellers)

— MPACUK (British Muslims)

Established organisations with a growing web presence

— The WI

— Rotarians

Hyper local community sites and geographic forums

— The Kings Cross Community Site

— Haringey Online

— SheYeld Forums

The aim would be to build a database of online communities operating in each constituency or with a stake
in the work of committees or in specific pieces of legislation.

It would then be possible to systematically involve targeted groups, enabling them to ask questions of their
constituency MP or of Committee members or MPs sponsoring legislation. Technically, the views of these
groups could be gathered through:

— Widgets placed on the community sites (such as the Yoosk widget, which enables people to put
questions directly to named individuals).

— Members participating in online live chats and asynchronous forum-based discussions on key
community sites.

— The use of semantic web technology to mine opinion data on participating forums.

4.2 A media operation

One of the most common mistakes made by senior managers in the public sector is to think of the use of the
Internet as a technology issue. When the BBC was established, I doubt that decisions on content and audiences
were put into the hands of the same people who were setting up broadcasting masts and designing television
receivers. And yet all too often, senior managers give responsibility for web based communications projects
to people from technical backgrounds rather than content experts. It doesn’t work.

Parliament’s engagement with the People is primarily a media project and therefore should be managed
accordingly.

The key lessons from the media are that you choose your production staV, your directors and your presenters
to fit the audience. If Parliament wishes to engage with young people, then those projects should be run by
young people, if it wishes to engage with local activists, then let people who know those audiences run that
project.

The body I am proposing would most likely commission focused engagement “productions” from
independent producers. These teams would think through how to capture the target audience’s imagination,
what tools to use, which communities to choose from the register/database I described above, and how to
present the resulting content. This would have the added advantage of nurturing the fledgling cottage industry
of small companies specializing in online engagement—with potential commercial and export spin oVs.

In addition, this body would manage ongoing engagement between MPs and constituents, making it more
eVective and less partisan.

4.3 Analysing the data.

With the explosion of opinion and interaction on the web, the challenge is to cut through the noise and
understand not only the majority view but also to identify where groups and individuals are actually willing to
compromise. There may also be highly constructive and innovative suggestions that get lost within the noise.

It could be argued that gathering objective data is best left to professional pollsters, including the widely
respected YouGov, and that it is best to not mix conversations with objective polling.

However, if you start a conversation with someone—in this case online communities—you really become duty
bound to tell them your conclusions and the action you plan to take as a result. So it is diYcult to see how you
can avoid analysis of the opinions and questions that come your way. You are almost obliged to transparently
show what you have learnt from the engagement exercise and to publish the final conclusions.
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My suggestion would be to in some way involve a reputable pollster in the national engagement body I am
proposing—at least in an advisory capacity. There are also companies (including Yoosk—another is Jiglu) who
have developed or are developing semantic web technology that will aggregate comments and analyse key
words used in discussion forums.

Finally, telling people what Parliament (or an individual MP or committee) has learnt from an engagement
project should be seen as another exercise in producing media content—a report in PDF format is simple
enough but there are other options (like video) which may reach a wider audience.

5. The Contexts in which Members may be asked Questions

In order to provide a focus for the Yoosk pilot, we propose to concentrate on the following themes. This will
also help us to evaluate the most useful areas for direct online dialogue between Parliamentarians and the
public

— Scrutiny : questions relating to implementation of policy and accountability of representatives and
oYcers—put to members of council scrutiny committees and Parliamentary select committees

— Legislation: questions put to MPs regarding their views on white papers

— Representation: an online supplement to surgeries and general constituency communications

— Special interests: questions put to members of all party groups on their particular interests outside of
the above areas.

[We are hoping to use Yoosk interviews to build a narrative of the lives and work of selected Peers and create
a number of montages of their wisdom and insights. The intention is to turn the Lords’ seniority to the
advantage of the project. Many Lords have a very interesting past and it is precisely this fact that makes them
potentially so interesting to young people. This is a diVerent proposition from blogging, where the authors
tend to comment on current aVairs. Instead it is more of a shared investigation into the past—with users
putting the questions about the interviewees personal history as well as their reactions to wider historical
events] .

6. Other Lessons learnt from Yoosk Exercises

6.1 Getting the involvement of public figures

— Consent is essential but not enough—Lords and MPs will have to buy into the values of social media:
openness, informality and “authenticity not artifice”.

— This applies as much to the gatekeepers of our elected representatives: assistants, special advisers and
spokespeople.

6.2 Essential roles within an engagement team

— Media/PR manager with great connections who can persuade media partners to engage on the right
terms—place widgets, set up discussions etc, as well as get the resulting interview content seen as
widely as possible.

— A community manager who can identify with the audience and eVectively facilitate and moderate the
conversations.

— A content director who can create interesting engagement projects and generate video footage that
an audience actually find interesting.

— A project manager who understands both politicians and the public sector on the one hand and the
potential of the various web tools on the other. Someone who can persuade leaders to engage online
and can relate this to policy objectives.

— A technical manager who is able to use the main tools and write code where necessary.

May 2009
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WEDNESDAY 29 APRIL 2009

Present Coussins, B Puttnam, L
Erroll, E Renton of Mount Harry, L (Chairman)
Gibson of Market Rasen, B Selsdon, L
Jones of Cheltenham, L St John of Bletso, L
Methuen, L Taylor of Warwick, L

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Ms Trish McMeekin and Ms Alison Williams, Rethink; Mr Lee Shelsher, Essex Library
Service, Essex County Council; and Ms Chloe Stables, NCVO, examined.

Chairman: Thank you so much for coming. It is
very, very kind of you to come and help us with our
inquiry on Parliament and how we manage as
Parliament, and the House of Lords particularly, to
relate better to the outside world, and maybe
particularly to those who do not every night listen
to Today in Parliament. We are very grateful to you
for coming. I am going to ask everyone round to
table to say their name and one sentence about
themselves so that you get a very, very small idea,
at least, about all of us and who we are. My name
is Tim Renton and I was in the House of Commons
for a great many years before coming here. I am the
Chairman of this Information Committee and I am
looking forward very much to hearing what you
have got to say to us this afternoon.
Lord Taylor of Warwick: I am John Taylor and I
was born and raised in a place they call Paradise,
and it is Birmingham, just oV the M6 motorway, by
the gasworks! I am a failed footballer for Aston
Villa. I was a barrister for 20 years and a judge for
five years and now I am here.
Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I am Nigel Jones and I
am from Cheltenham. I was the MP there for 13
years during which time I became famous for being
assaulted by a man with a Samurai sword. It was
one of the worst things that has ever happened to
me. When I left the Commons in 2005 I thought I
had escaped but then I ended up in the House of
Lords so had not escaped at all. For my sins I am
a Vice President of Cheltenham Town Football Club
who have just got relegated.
Baroness Coussins: I am Jean Coussins and I am an
independent cross-bencher. I have been in the House
of Lords for just over two years now, so I am still
pretty much a new girl. Since everybody else has
mentioned football I should say with pride that I am
a season ticket holder at Fulham Football Club, and
we are doing very well, thank you very much. My
other interest in here is modern languages and I
chair the All-Party Parliamentary Group on
Modern Languages.
Lord Methuen: I am Robert Methuen. I am an
electrical engineer who worked in computers for
IBM and Rolls-Royce.

Earl of Erroll: I am Merlin Erroll and I am a
hereditary peer elected to stay, and I have been here
a long time. Basically I am interested in IT,
computing, internet, all those sorts of issues and
have been for years. I am not involved in football.
I used to play rugby a little bit.
Lord Taylor of Warwick: I am sorry I started this
now!
Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: My name is Anne
Gibson. I was born in Gainsborough in Lincolnshire
and brought up in Market Rasen, which is a very
small town in between Lincoln and Grimsby. If you
go by train we still have a railway station! I am a
former trade union oYcial. I am on the Labour
benches and in the Lords my main interests are
industrial relations because of my work background
but also I chair the All-Party Group on Latin
America because Latin America is one of my great
loves in life.
Lord Puttnam: I am David Puttnam and I am a
Labour peer. I used to make movies. I have been a
Member of the House of Lords on the Labour
benches for 12 years. I was born and brought up in
north London. As a result I am a Tottenham
Hotspur supporter for 60 years, which is why I
became prematurely grey!
Chairman: I am learning a lot!
Lord St John of Bletso: I am Anthony St John. I am
a cross-bencher. I took my seat way back in 1978
and spent many years in South Africa. I come from
a legal background so my main interests are in
deregulation and foreign aVairs.
Lord Selsdon: Malcolm Selsdon. I have only been
here since 1963, but I have just passed the average
age! I spent my life going to those parts of the world
that no-one else wanted to go to. I started my life
in all the declining industries, asbestos, the Navy. I
was a shop steward in the T&GWU for a while but
mainly my life has been trade.

Q109 Chairman: Good. Before handing over to
you, could I just remind you that a full transcript
of the public evidence session will be taken. It will
be posted on the website and published with the
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Committee’s report, but you will have an
opportunity to propose corrections to the transcript
which will be sent to you in draft very soon after
the meeting ends. That said, over to you, and it is
up to you how you manage it. If anyone would like
to make a short statement before we get down to
the questions, please do so.
Ms Williams: My name is Alison Williams. I am
from the charity Rethink Severe Mental Illness. We
are a charity that operates nationally. I have been
there for about six years now. We run 350 services
and one of those is called Good Companions and
Trish McMeekin, my colleague here, and I work
there. We are a befriending service so we recruit and
train volunteers to befriend people who are isolated
because of their mental illness. That is how we got
involved with this project. We first got involved with
it with Lee here from Brentwood Library. Would
you like to explain how we came about that link into
Parliamentary Outreach?
Mr Shelsher: Essex libraries always look to have
community outreach in everything that we do
around engagement to reach out to the people who
live in our communities to make sure that we
provide the right services and to engage the
communities in local events. We provide exhibition
spaces for local artists. We go out to various clubs
and societies to talk about the services that Essex
County Council and Essex libraries provide. We
thought that we needed to be a nucleus between
communities and other partnerships in the area to
look at how we oVer generic learning outcomes,
generic social outcomes and increased life outcomes,
and also to gain more around participation in the
community. Alison and I were meeting one day and
Alison had spoken around the fact that there was a
budget to allow more influence on voters to get them
to actually vote, especially those with mental health
issues. I just happened to have visited an open day
here at the House of Commons and I noticed that
there was a fantastic outreach programme going on.
We had made contact with Becky, Sharon and Clare
and thought to ourselves how wonderful it would be
if we linked these two partners together. That is how
the initial relationship came together.
Ms Williams: That is how it came about. Rethink
does research, runs campaigns and provides services
and in one of our campaigns we have been funded
by the Electoral Commission because it is noted that
people with severe mental illness and their carers are
not that well represented in being registered to vote,
so we have been having this campaign—and this is
one of the packs—to give people the opportunity to
vote and to try and get more people registered to
vote. When Lee mentioned they were doing this
parliamentary outreach, immediately we both saw a
really good link there and I came along to the first
event that you had with Becky.

Q110 Chairman: I think that is a very helpful start,
thank you very much. Chloe, what about NCVO?
Ms Stables: I am Chloe Stables and I am the
Parliamentary OYcer at NCVO. I have been there
since last June and previous to that I worked in the
homelessness sector. We have around 6,900
members across the voluntary sector in England and
we have also got sister councils in Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland. Our general aim is to create
an environment in which voluntary and community
organisations can flourish. One of the ways in which
we aim to do that is to assist them to campaign, to
lobby, to be influencing and generally engaging with
Parliament, which led to our involvement with the
Parliamentary Outreach Programme.

Q111 Chairman: I think for me to start oV really
from the background that you have already given
us, what we are trying to do in this inquiry is to see
how Parliament could relate better to people, as I
said at the start. I think the outreach that you have
all been using and been involved in is a very good
step forward, but what more could we be doing or
should we be doing that we are not? Do not hesitate
to tell us where you see gaps, where you think there
are things that you may have put forward and we
have not acted on them because what we are really
wanting to know is whether it is a very good idea
and why did we not think of it before.
Ms McMeekin: I would just like to say that I have
found through people who attended the project we
have just done that using a universal medium was
really good, so bringing in the message through art
or music or something like that. That to me was
how it really helped the people who are the service
users make the link. If we had presented it as a
parliamentary thing, it may not have been as
popular as it was, and people would not perhaps
have been as open minded about it. I work directly
with service users. I am a befriender co-ordinator so
I actually meet people one-to-one, and I felt that it
was easy to sell to people because it was something
they already understood. When Becky and Rachel
came along on the day and then explained more
about the background to the project, the relevance
to Essex, the suVrage, everybody instantly was able
to take that on board and I felt that made it very
successful. If you are at grass-roots level it has to be
disseminated, in my opinion, in that way.
Ms Williams: It was using really creative ways like
the art workshop that we have done. It creates a
really relaxed environment. I do not know if it is an
appropriate time but we had feedback from the
workshops that we did and I just feel that that links
in quite well. 92 per cent of people that attended
workshops felt they had learned more about getting
their voice heard. 82 per cent strongly agreed or
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agreed that they had learned a lot about the history
of Parliament. It was done in such a relaxed way.
We did this art project on suVrage to produce this
finished art project—and you will be getting a pack
which has an invite for you all—which was a really
creative way so people were engaged with the art
workshop and then they were listening to the history
that was going on, and some of the materials that
we were using gave the history, so as they were using
it, it was amazing what people were actually taking
in. As Trish said, if it had just been, “Come along,
we are going to talk to you about Parliament,”
probably they would not have come because it
would have been too intimidating. Because it was
done with us, and they know us, in a fairly relaxed
way using art, “That’s nice, we can do some
painting,” that is how they picked up that
information. That was a really good way of doing
it, so I think you need more opportunities like that.

Q112 Chairman: Lee, do you want to add to that?
Mr Shelsher: Yes please. From meeting with Clare,
Becky and Sharon, it was clear that we all shared a
common goal and that was to promote our services
externally to the organisation in which we worked.
What we wanted to do was to bring the
parliamentary process to life. As I say, libraries
really wanted to encourage the community to be
involved in participation. We set up a Getting
Involved event at Brentwood Library which gave an
overview of parliamentary process and how to get
involved in the services that you provide. This was
open to the voluntary sector and we invited the
groups in. From there we received updates to this
which I sent to other organisations in the
community as well as getting staV more active. This
was also important for generic events because they
took a great interest from listening in. From this we
planned Breaking Barriers to combine the expertise
of the Parliamentary Outreach team and the funding
and experience of this type of exhibition, to run an
event which would appeal to all ages and also,
importantly, have a local Essex theme that would
combine museums as well as libraries and together
pool resources to once again bring the subject to life.
We now have rolling exhibition plans, starting in
June at Southend Museum, which we are very
grateful that Baroness McIntosh will open for us,
and this is also important because there is an
excellent Essex connection there and also this
encourages accessibility to yourselves as well. This
will then move on to Brentwood Library taking in
museums and libraries across the county. We have
been able to look at designing class visit packages
around this exhibition for schools, which is very
important to support the subject of citizenship and
encourage teenagers and youth assemblies to visit

and to bring the interest to the community of the
history of suVrage and its relevance today. We will
have reciprocal advertising and promotion via
websites and we will encourage questions and
interactive participation during the visits. We have
also ordered relevant library stock for displays.
Workshops have been formed to leave a legacy from
this, as Alison has explained, and Parliamentary
Outreach has played a great part in cementing this
project and utilising resources from all partners to
make this work. There is already a tremendous buzz
awaiting the exhibition’s arrival and we will also
provide services for each partner, leaving a legacy
for us all.

Q113 Chairman: That is interesting to hear. Do you
want to add anything, Chloe?
Ms Stables: If I could say one thing that could
perhaps be done better and it is to build on the
Parliamentary Outreach Programme, which I think
is a fantastic programme and it is really great that
it has been initiated by the Houses of Parliament. It
is taking Parliament to where the people are and not
expecting people to come to the parliamentary
website or not expecting them to physically come to
Westminster. It is about being out there in
communities and having a web presence on
Mumsnet or YouTube or Facebook. Being where
the people are as opposed to expecting people to be
reading the parliamentary website, which I do but I
am very geeky. That would be the one thing that I
would say. I think the parliamentary website is
fantastic and the improvements over the last couple
of years do make for more transparency. Being able
to watch committees and debates and things like
that is a really, really good step, but I think possibly
more could be done. There is more to be done also
on the general awareness of Parliament as a public
space, I don’t think enough people are aware they
are allowed to come into committee meetings or
allowed to come into Parliament. I think there is a
very physical and psychological barrier that
prevents most people from engaging with
Parliament.
Chairman: We will move on with that. I think the
phrase “psychological barrier” is very interesting.
Lord Methuen?

Q114 Lord Methuen: What sort of feedback have
you had from your stakeholders about the success
of the Outreach Programme and how could that be
improved?
Ms Williams: The feedback that we have had via the
workshops was that 100 per cent of participants
strongly agreed that they had learned a new skill,
and that they would attend more workshops of the
same type. They had learned a lot more about the
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history of Parliament and they felt they had that
engagement with Parliament through Becky and by
learning more. The feedback we have had has been
brilliant. Do you want to add, Trish?
Ms McMeekin: The informal feedback that we have
had from speaking to people is really that they were
able to relate. We coined it as a “Breaking Down
Barriers” theme but it was looking at voices for the
voiceless through the ages as to how people could
link modern day issues of mental health to suVrage
of its time. People very easily identified with that.
People just really enjoyed it. Everybody who has
participated in a workshop will be invited to the
exhibition, so there are all the issues around self-
esteem and seeing people’s work on display and
being part of something that is not really to do with
mental health; it is to do with art and it is public
and it is going to be showcased. A lot of people who
attend workshops enjoy seeing their work on
public display.

Q115 Lord Methuen: We have been encouraging
members of this House to go out into the public on
the Outreach Programme. Have you found that
helpful? To what extent has it happened with your
organisation?
Ms McMeekin: I do not think we have had a visit.

Q116 Lord Methuen: Certainly the Lord Speaker’s
programme sends members of the House out into
the districts to talk to people like yourselves and
your stakeholders.
Ms Williams: There have been some, like the event
that I attended at Brentwood Library. Libraries are
a really good way of getting involved with the public
because you see such a cross-section of people in a
library. It is amazing how much time people spend
in the library. You think people go in and out with
their books. We have done some promotional work
within our library and some people spend all day in
the library. It is absolutely incredible and the same
people kept coming up, they had been there all day.
You get a real cross section of people and it is a good
way of getting information out there. I think there
is a really good link with the libraries. The voluntary
organisations are another really good way that
Parliament can use to outreach and source to
sections of the communities that may not source
that information for themselves.
Ms Stables: I think the feedback from our members
is that they really appreciate face-to-face contact
and having access to somebody who is obviously so
clearly knowledgeable about what is happening in
Parliament and really able to bring things to life.
Talking to a real person about something makes it
a really genuine interaction.

Mr Shelsher: When we ran the Getting Involved
event it was aimed at voluntary groups, but we held
it in a public area and members of the public were
coming past and asking when they were going to
have one specifically for them and a larger event,
something we hope to also plan with the outreach
team, so we know the demand is there.
Chairman: Thank you very much. Baroness Gibson?

Q117 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: Lee, you
have certainly told us a little bit about what you are
going to do as a follow-up from your contact with
the House of Lords and Parliament generally. I
wondered if anyone would like to add a little bit
more on that because obviously from our point of
view something has started oV and we are interested
in your next steps.
Ms McMeekin: We are hoping to link in with Becky.
Becky is going to put together a national bid and
we are hoping to benefit from that. Very locally
within our own service we are going to continue the
workshop with a theme of Self because at the end
of the workshop all the unused materials were
donated to the service, so locally, because people
really got a lot out of it, and a lot of people because
they have heard about it and we have talked about
it and we have publicised it since would like the
opportunity to do it, we are hoping to link in and
obtain more funding to develop the programme.
Mr Shelsher: We would like to do more around
citizenship because we have two major centres in
Essex plus books around exams and information are
constantly borrowed from Essex libraries, so we
would like to do more about bringing that to life,
most definitely. Our own county hall has ceremonies
held there as well so we could tie all that in together.
We have a free-to-use PC provision as well, so if we
could have more digital citizenship around that, and
have links to sites and bring that part of the
programme to life, that would be fantastic.

Q118 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: Where are
the two centres?
Mr Shelsher: Basildon and Colchester I believe.

Q119 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: Because I
live near Colchester. That is interesting.
Ms Stables: One of the things that we are discussing
currently with the Parliamentary Outreach Service
is the possibility of a joint national conference with
our voluntary and community sector members.
Chairman: Thank you. Lord Taylor?

Q120 Lord Taylor of Warwick: Just to build on
your last answer, are there any other services that
you would like to see from Parliamentary Outreach
and, if so, what would they be?
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Ms Williams: Having built on what we have done,
one of the things that I think a lot of people do not
realise is that you can come and have a tour and
that you can come and see what is going on. I
certainly think that would be something that now
we have broken that barrier down we would be able
to get our group to come up. I think those tours are
really good. I came on one earlier in the month
myself and I understood better then how much
access we can have and how much input we can
actually have, because otherwise it does seem like it
is nothing do with the public, it is only there, and
the only chance you get to have any aVect is by
voting, and it is not like that at all, is it? The general
public still have that perception.

Q121 Lord Taylor of Warwick: What is the best
way to communicate the fact that these facilities are
available? You mentioned Mumsnet; I have not
heard of that; what is Mumsnet?
Ms Stables: It is a website for mums. It is really
huge.

Q122 Lord Taylor of Warwick: So I am
disqualified?
Ms Stables: It is a big thing. It is nearly on the scale
of Facebook and Twitter. A lot of people do engage
with that kind of thing. Going back to my earlier
point, it is about making sure that you are there
rather than expecting them to be here.

Q123 Lord Methuen: You said that you came here.
Were you in a group or were you by yourself?
Ms Williams: I came in a group because I have done
quite a lot of work with Rethink on the campaign
that I mentioned and they invited a few of us to
come on a tour, and we came as a group. It was not
just staV, it was our service users as well, so it gave
us a chance to really see what goes on and really
brought it to life, I suppose, and made it accessible
because we were allowed in and we could wander
round. It was during the Easter break as well so we
could wander round probably more places than
otherwise you would be able to.

Q124 Lord Methuen: One of the problems is if you
live in Essex it is comparatively close, but if you are
talking about somebody in the north of England it
is very much more diYcult. In fact, I think if you
have got school parties, for instance, they should be
subsidised as part of their educational process. This
is a real problem and I do not know what views you
would have on that. If you are in the glorious South
East it is very much easier than if you are in the
distant North West.

Ms Stables: I would say that one of the strengths
of the Parliamentary Outreach Programme we have
found so far is that they are well-established
regionally. We have run events in the West Midlands
and things like that and they do have that national
coverage that makes it a lot easier, especially for
NCVO members and other voluntary and
community sector organisations in the north, to
engage with Parliament.

Q125 Lord Methuen: It is not the same thing as
actually coming here.
Ms Stables: Not quite, no.
Ms Williams: That is it.

Q126 Chairman: What Lord Methuen has just said
is an interesting point. Is it the same thing as coming
here? I often wonder about virtual tours. It is a
funny phrase, is it not? Do you and your customers,
if I may use the word, find that they do find the
virtual tour, by and large, satisfactory or is the end
result, “Gosh, I must get into Westminster now,” or
a bit of both?
Ms Williams: For some people a virtual tour and
using the internet would be much less anxiety
provoking.
Mr Shelsher: Certainly you have some wonderful
tools to promote, but there is nothing better than
word of mouth enthusing about those services.
Certainly people who have not used libraries for a
while perceive them in a diVerent way to what they
are. We do a lot of outreach and family events to get
people in and then their perception has completely
changed. They are seen as vibrant, welcoming
places. Libraries have ready-made audiences. Over
this summer we will be attracting 43,000 children to
join our summer reading challenge. There are ready-
made audiences that a collective or partner can tap
into to discuss or promote their services.

Q127 Chairman: The only point I would add to that
is that the Education Service is now subsidising
visits here and it is very popular with schools. There
is quite a queue for it. It is very, very popular. It is
a pilot project.
Mr Shelsher: We have often been asked can we
provide something that would bring the Gunpowder
Plot alive for children, so that feedback is fantastic.

Q128 Earl of Erroll: You mentioned that people
have less anxiety perhaps doing virtual tours. So
even if it is just going to be a tour here, people feel
anxious? Is that about coming here or the journey?
Ms Williams: It will be the whole process. The travel
would be one thing and then coming in here would
be another. It is the unknown. We find that the best
way to quell people’s anxiety is to let them know
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exactly what is going to happen and when, so there
are no surprises. It might be that if we did think that
they would be coming that we could show them
pictures and a virtual tour on the internet so they
can see what to expect and then that breaks that
down. The travelling is one hurdle.

Q129 Earl of Erroll: It is the fear of the unknown?
Ms Williams: It is the fear of the unknown.

Q130 Earl of Erroll: It is not so much fear of us?
Ms Williams: I hope not.
Chairman: I must say rather frivolously, before
calling Lord St John, I do remember when I was first
an MP and a ladies’ club from my constituency in
Sussex came up to go round the House of Commons
and they were going to have tea, and I remember
saying to my agent, “What is the one thing I must
watch out for?” and he said, “Well, make certain
there are no pips in the raspberry jam”!

Q131 Lord St John of Bletso: I was taken by what
you were saying, Chloe, about taking Parliament to
where the people are because I think that is a very
important message and recommendation for us.
When you were talking about perception, one of the
frustrations I think we have here is perception versus
reality because the perception is that the House of
Lords is life after death; it is the most exclusive club
in the world; it gets scant media coverage. Certainly
the internet and multimedia has helped a lot in
getting the message across about the eYcacy and the
role of the House of Lords, but I suppose the
question I have is: what else can be done to connect
with the public and, more importantly, to engage the
public with the work, and to engage the public with
us as members of the Lords?
Mr Shelsher: I think you can utilise places like
libraries and public places. If you want to do
something virtually you could get staV of public
libraries to promote your links and your website, so
again they meet with somebody initially who is in
an informal environment. The library staV are very
good at being open to supporting customers
through the use of PCs. We could be highlighting
your information better for you to then get them
used to going to virtual websites, et cetera, and
encourage them to visit. I think that is important
as well.
Ms Williams: It also brought home for me when we
did the round-robin how human you are. It is about
those things that you have told us about yourselves.
When people hear football, they think, “Yes,” and
that really helps if people can meet with some of you
and they can share that human rapport. You cannot
beat that human contact, can you, just that sharing
of the fact that you have not always been here.

Obviously you have been here a long time, Lord
Selsdon, but there was a life outside and it was really
interesting what you were saying about the countries
that you have been to. People would be really
interested to hear that and to see how that had
progressed on to the work that you are doing now.
Mr Shelsher: We asked members of the public about
the website and what they thought about it and they
came up with three suggestions. Number one for
people with English as a second language. They
found it quite diYcult not being able to tap into
diVerent languages on your website. Secondly,
children were looking for perhaps more of an
interactive website. They had been on the US
Congress website, Kids in the House, and they loved
it because they could do time travelling with
Presidents, et cetera, and ask questions which they
get feedback from. Also they were looking for a
huge “Get Involved” button. It was very easy there
and they could just click on and then feed back.
That is a couple of feedback ideas.

Q132 Chairman: That is really interesting. We have
got some children and schools coming after you and
it is very interesting to hear that.
Ms Stables: I have to say I speak as somebody who
is a massive fan of the Lords. I used to work for a
Lord and I was absolutely in awe of the amount of
energy and intellect that that man had, it was
staggering, but I think that sometimes other
people’s perceptions of the work of the Lords can
be that it is very arcane, and I think sometimes the
language that is used around certain parliamentary
processes does not always make it easy for people
to really engage and to understand, so I think maybe
the point around processes and languages is quite
important if you are expecting people to engage as
well, as well as content. If the content of inquiries
is directly relevant to people’s lives and presented in
a way that people can understand, I think that it
would be a no-brainer and people would really be
queuing up to engage, because I think some of the
stuV that is done in the Lords is absolutely
fascinating and has such an important role in
balancing the work of the Commons.

Q133 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: What about
mechanisms for the public to make their views
known to the House of Lords? Are they adequate?
Do you know about them? What ideas do you have
for what might work?
Ms Williams: To be absolutely honest, even though
I did public aVairs at school—and I know it was a
long time ago—I did not realise until I went to the
workshop at Brentwood Library when Becky was
there that we can have that input. If I did not know
that and I have studied that a little bit, then I am
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sure there are lots of people that do not. We have
talked about this. The internet is such a big thing
now. That is the best way of communicating things.
We wondered about on the internet site having an
easily identifiable community page where there
could be communities all across the country and
what is going on in your area—is there somebody
coming to give a talk somewhere—so you could
easily click on a community page for your area and
see what is going on and maybe see what Members
of the House of Lords are from your area, and could
you contact them, is it easy to contact them? Are
there issues that are going on relevant to that
particular location that they might want to put
input into? It has got to be very easy to navigate
that on the website otherwise people get a bit lost.
They press one button and then another button and
they give up. It is a bit like when you phone the
electricity people, you have to press this button and
then you lose them and finally you give up. It has
got to be really simple. I know we have mentioned
the internet a lot but especially for younger people,
everybody is on Facebook all the time, and you have
to link in with those things in order to engage.

Q134 Lord Selsdon: I wonder if you could help me.
I am getting terribly bored with the current scene.
As soon as you speak on a subject your email is full
up with lobby groups and you are not meeting
people any more. Nobody rings you up. Sometimes
when I get a letter from someone I ring them up and
they say, “Who?” and I say, “Hello, well you wrote
to me, how many other people did you write to?” I
will say, “Don’t you know any Lords? Don’t you
know any members of the House of Commons?
Didn’t you know that I represent the sniVer dogs in
the Lords?” Children like sniVer dogs. You talk to
people, but it is very diYcult, so when you have
reach-out you want to reach in. If you go round and
ask people if they know a Member of Parliament or
a Member of the House of Lords, they will get in a
muddle with Mr Brown or whoever but they will
only know people that they have seen on television.
We are not really people any more; we are only the
things at the end of a machine. If you are like me
and fairly geriatric on the machines you can make
terrible mistakes. I just wish people would ring me
up. That sounds rather sad.

Q135 Chairman: You will have to put your
telephone number on your blog.
Ms Williams: Give us your number and we will
ring you.
Chairman: I think Lord Erroll would like a catch-
all question. Sadly, we have got to move on.

Q136 Earl of Erroll: Something you said about
Lords in your area was interesting. You will find
that most Lords are better approached by subject.
Most Lords do not think of themselves as being
territorial but much more their subject expertise. It
is quite important because clearly that does not
come across and maybe it is something we should
try and do. I have just been looking at the posts on
the HL Information Committee site. Did any of
you, out of interest, go and take a look at the
Information Committee feedback and posts?
Ms Williams: No, we did not.
Ms Stables: I had a quick look.

Q137 Earl of Erroll: Was there anything interesting
on it? No, not really!
Ms Stables: No, nothing springs to mind.
Earl of Erroll: It is not exciting.

Q138 Lord Puttnam: How many of you have been
to the United States or to Washington, any of you?
Ms William: No.

Q139 Lord Puttnam: It is this business, Lord
Chairman, of a psychological barrier. It is a very
strange thing because the United States is a much
bigger country than ours, they have all the same
security concerns that we have, and yet their
Congress is an extraordinarily welcoming place
because you are brought up to understand that it is
yours; it is yours because you are citizens. We still
have a very complicated problem in this country in
that you are not citizens, you are subjects. Some
people think it is a semantic diVerence. I don’t think
it is a semantic diVerence at all, because the very
notion of you being a citizen gives you a whole series
of entitlements. You are absolutely entitled to be in
this place
Ms Williams: Ownership.

Q140 Lord Puttnam: Ironically, as a kid I was
brought here and told that Central Hall,
Westminster was the centre of the Empire, not just
the centre of Britain, and that it was your
entitlement to come to Central Hall, Westminster
and talk to your MP. I think that sense of
entitlement has evaporated. People now think that
this is a rather strange place that gets beaten up by
the media, and you are not welcome, and the best
thing you can do is email us. I agree with Lord
Selsdon very much so. It is about human contact. I
envy the Americans for their sense that they own
Congress. There is a wonderful movie called Mr
Smith Goes to Washington and makes exactly this
point; it is telling you Congress is yours, and you
are entitled to come here and make it yours.
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Ms Williams: That needs to start with the schools,
it needs to start with the youngsters.
Lord Puttnam: I was going to raise it with the young
people. I was rather hoping that one of you had
been to Washington.
Chairman: That is a point that you should always
carry forward for us when talking to those that you
are looking after, just what Lord Puttnam said: this
place is yours. Lady Coussins?
Baroness Coussins: My point has already been made
really. I was going to come back as well on the point
that you made about finding out which Lords were
from your area because I think we would have to
be very careful that we did not upset MPs who have
got constituencies and whose responsibility it is to
respond to their constituents. I think contacting us
by subject area would be the better way of doing
it and somewhere we list all the areas that we are
particularly interested in. I mentioned modern
languages about myself earlier and there are four or
five other things that some directory or other
somewhere lists, called Dod’s.

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Ms Lynsey Davison, Mr Danyal Khan, Mr George Ritchie, Mr Liam Sanders and Mr

Michael MacDonald, Bede Sixth Form, Stockton-on-Tees, examined.

Chairman: The first thing I want to do on behalf of
the Committee is thank you all very much for
coming. I know that some of you have come a much
further distance than others and we really do
appreciate your finding time to come. What we are
doing is we have this House of Lords Select
Committee which is trying to find out how we at
Westminster, particularly us in the House of Lords,
can relate better to people old and young, but
particularly to those who probably do not always
turn on the radio in order to listen to Yesterday in
Parliament. We want to try to meet and talk to people
who maybe are not that interested in Parliament,
although sometimes they may hear about it, about
what can we do better to relate to all of you. What we
are going to do, in fact, is Lord Puttnam, on my right
here, is going to, as it were, ask a few questions to
you, Bede Sixth Form, first and after that it will be
Baroness Coussins and then the Earl of Erroll. What
I am going to do first though is we are each going to
tell you one sentence about ourselves so that you can
have some idea of who we are, et cetera. I will start as
Chairman. My name is Tim Renton. I was a Member
of Parliament for Sussex constituency for a good
many years. I have been in the House of Lords for 10
years and I am Chairman of this Information
Committee. I must say that we are having a very
interesting time in trying to work out this People and
Parliament Inquiry. We will go round the table

Q141 Earl of Erroll: The cross-bench website
actually does this because about three of us here are
independents and we are listed by subject on it.
Ms Stables: I think that is very helpful and it is
something that I do use in my job, but I would say
that many people would not know where to start in
terms of looking for that information. It is a useful
thing to be doing but it has to be much more
accessible.
Chairman: We have 15 young people waiting outside
so I think we must move on. First, thank you to all
of you for coming. We really appreciate it very
much. Could I just add that if you do have any
additional comments to make to the Committee, do
not hesitate to send in a written submission to us,
which can either address particular questions in the
call for evidence or indeed any other matter. Do not
hesitate to do that if you suddenly think,
“Goodness, why didn’t I say that?” Thank you to all
four of you very much indeed. We greatly appreciate
your taking time to come here this afternoon.

starting with Lord Taylor to say a few words about
ourselves.
Lord Taylor of Warwick: Hello, I am John Taylor. I
am a lawyer by background. I was a barrister for 20
years and a judge for five years. I also run a
foundation for young people called the Warwick
Leadership Foundation that mentors young people
from all over the world. My only claim to fame is that
my father played cricket for Warwickshire and the
West Indies. Cricket was his life and when I was
growing up he used to say to me, “Boy, I want to see
you at Lord’s.” He meant to play cricket at Lord’s
but I ended up here!
Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I am Nigel Jones. I was the
MP for Cheltenham for 13 years. Probably the only
time I hit the headlines was when I was attacked by a
man with a Samurai sword who injured me and killed
my assistant. For my sins, I am now Vice President of
Cheltenham Town Football Club who got relegated
at the weekend.
Baroness Coussins: I am Jean Coussins and I am an
independent cross-bencher, which means I do not
belong to any political party so you can be as rude as
you like about politicians to me, I am strictly neutral.
I have been in the House of Lords for just two years
now and so I am quite new. My interests include
modern languages and I chair the All-Party Group
on Modern Languages. I am also interested in
football. I am a season ticket holder at Fulham and
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if you want to feel sorry for me, that is fine, but we are
doing quite well, better than his team!
Lord Methuen: I am Robert Methuen and I am an
electrical engineer. I used to work for IBM and for
Rolls-Royce Aerosmith. My local team just managed
to stay up; that was the Derby Rams, but I am not a
footballer!
Earl of Erroll: I am Merlin Erroll and I have been here
a long time. I am a hereditary peer elected to stay.
Basically my interests are ICT, computers, internet
and software. Also I am interested in
entrepreneurship and those sorts of things. I am a
cross-bench peer as well.
Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: My name is Anne
Gibson and I have been in the House of Lords for
nine years on the Labour benches. Formerly before
coming into the Lords I was a trade union oYcial and
many, many years ago a bank clerk, so there is quite a
diVerence in the two things. My main interests at the
moment are industrial relations, obviously, but I am
also passionate about Latin America and I am Chair
of the All-Party Group on Latin America.
Lord Puttnam: My name is David Puttnam. I have
been in the House of Lords for 12 years. I used to
make movies. For ten years I was the Chancellor of
the University of Sunderland. I know your school
quite well but I think the last time I was there was
probably before you arrived. I will not touch on
football knowing what the situation in the North
East is at the moment. I have worked for the
Department of Education for ten of the last 12 years.
Lord St John of Bletso: I am Anthony St John. I have
been here since 1978. I spent many years in Africa and
I speak a lot on African issues. I am also a lawyer. I
have been in the City for the last 20 years so I speak
on financial services matters as well. It is great to have
the opportunity of having you here today.
Lord Selsdon: I am Malcolm Selsdon, bottom of the
pile. I have only been here 47 years and over time the
Government have tried to get me to do some good!
My greatest fun was six years in charge of the
Development of Sport and Recreation for Greater
London, Surrey, Sussex and Kent. We were trying to
stop playing fields being closed down and I managed
to get the police to join with me so we could play
basketball in the street. They wanted to play games so
we had them diving and every single one of the games
in the book, and that was half the fun of my life. I
became an honorary Rastafarian, I became
everything. You watch the skills of people of your age
and what you could do when you did not have to have
full-scale football pitches; it was just play. I got
involved in the Scarman Report at the time when he
said if you can get people to play in the street it would
be better than some of the other things that they
could do.
Chairman: I have to say that we are all learning a
great deal about each other in this process! I am now
going to hand over to Lord Puttnam to ask the

questions to you from Bede Sixth Form for 10 or 15
minutes. Others may come in but he is now going to
act as Chairman for 10 minutes or so.

Q142 Lord Puttnam: The most important question
and the reason why we exist as a Committee within
this context is to find out what more the House of
Lords could do to help young people like yourselves
to feel more connected to Parliament in general and
to have a better sense of your role as citizens; and the
notion that each and every one of you could actually
be here, because, believe me, when I was your age the
notion of being in the House of Lords did not ever
cross my mind or my parents’ or my grandparents’
minds.
Ms Davison: Maybe a good idea is if you teach it as
part of the school curriculum in citizenship. Before I
did my course on politics I did not really understand
what it involved or how it aVects me. I think that
young people need to learn a lot more how it aVects
them because to them it just seems like a big scary
thing and they do not really want to get involved in it.
It seems it is for older generations instead of younger
people. Part of it is that is they need to know more on
how to get involved.
Mr Khan: I think more visits as well to the House of
Lords so then more people would get involved
because, like ourselves for example, it was an
opportunity and we saw this opportunity and
therefore we took it. If there were more opportunities
for other people I think they would do the same as
well.
Mr Ritchie: We had Baroness Harris come into our
college, but a lot of people do not actually know what
their role is. A lot of people do not understand
politics but even more so the role of the House of
Lords. It was interesting to get an overview of what
the actual role of the House of Lords is to do. A lot
of people would associate the House of Lords just by
titles and to be all toVs and big-wigs. As soon as they
hear “Lords” mentioned it just seems to put them oV.
A lot of people my age do not think that politics is
anything to do with them and especially the House of
Lords because it is Lords so they think, “Well, it is
nothing to do with us, it is Lords.” A lot of them, like
when Baroness Harris came in, are just ordinary
people who have worked their way up to that stage so
if more people knew what the role of the Lords was,
as when Baroness Harris came in, I think that would
be a big help as well.
Mr Sanders: There should be more events that the
Lords could be involved with to help people get
involved with politics because it worked well at our
college. A lot of people were involved in learning
about politics and debates and things, so that is
pretty useful.
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Q143 Lord Puttnam: I will come on to Question
Time in a moment. Michael?
Mr MacDonald: I think a basic, general raising of
awareness is needed especially through media such as
television and the internet, things people our age
watch more.

Q144 Lord Puttnam: It is interesting what you said
about the Lords. Do you find then that our titles are
alienating? Is that distancing in itself?
Mr Ritchie: It just makes people think that they are
the highest class of people. I think a lot of people
associate it with a couple of centuries ago when Lords
meant they were Lords and they owned land. People
just associate it as just a title and not the people
behind the title.

Q145 Lord Puttnam: On your way home on the train
this evening what will you think of the day you have
spent looking around? What is your take-away?
What is the thing you are going to discuss among
yourselves that was surprising to you or that you
wanted to follow up on?
Ms Davison: How the diVerent sides of Parliament
deal with things. We thought that was a lot diVerent.
It has changed my opinion because before I did have
the view, as George said, where I thought that you
were all of a higher status, but you are just like
normal people who have worked to get somewhere,
so I think it has broadened my perspective of the
people that are actually here.

Q146 Lord Puttnam: Any other surprises about the
building itself or the way we work or the conditions
under which we work?
Mr Ritchie: The atmosphere in the Commons—you
cannot get that. When it only shows you brief
snippets on the News at Six you do not get the
atmosphere. There was not a full House by any
means in today because we had just missed Prime
Minister’s Question Time. What you do not get is the
banter, like someone makes a comment and sits back
down, and you will see the other side smirking and
you can tell that he has touched a raw nerve and he
will get back up and say something. You do not get
that. It just cuts out those little bits that really show
the atmosphere. And the history of the place as well.

Q147 Lord Puttnam: That is very interesting. We
have a lot of discussions here about the whole issue of
reaction shots in television. The truth is that you as a
generation are completely used to reaction shots,
therefore not having them feels unnatural. I think
what you are saying is that you want a sense of the
way in which people are responding to what is being
said as opposed to just what is being said. Is that what
I am hearing here?

Ms Davison: Yes.

Q148 Lord Puttnam: We can pursue that. How did
your experience in participating in the Schools
Question Time aVect the interest of the school
generally and yourselves in particular?
Mr Khan: Question Time involved more or less the
whole of the college. Everyone participated in it in
some sort of way. That bought a lot of people from
our college into politics who were not even doing the
subject. If a lot more colleges took part in the
Question Time, obviously they would take part in the
Question Time and then they would learn a lot more.
That is what I think. The Question Time was brilliant
for ourselves.

Q149 Lord Puttnam: Do you all agree with that?
Mr Ritchie: The few parts of the team running it, it
got us thinking more about topical awareness and
what things really matter and diVerent bits of the
college were involved and they came to see it. A lot of
people who were not aware of Question Time or
politics came along and watched it and it made them
aware. It is the workshops as well that came in, they
were helpful. There were a couple of workshops that
came in to help us and that helped us with a little
more understanding of how politics works.

Q150 Lord Puttnam: Having had the experience do
you think it is in a way slightly odd that there are not
more Schools Question Times? For example, it does
not have to be nationally, and every region could run
a Schools Question Time.
Mr Ritchie: I think there were three from southern
areas. We were the only one from the north. It was not
even a politics thing. I think all of us enjoyed it, even
the ones that were not politically motivated. It was
fun to do it and it was a great sense of achievement at
the end of it that we had actually put this on and it
had all worked.
Mr Khan: What it also shows is that politics can be
fun as well. Obviously, when you are talking to
someone about politics it is not what they really want
to be talking about. They would rather be talking
about something else. If you can show them this side
of politics then it will involve a lot more people, and
that is the way you should go.

Q151 Lord Puttnam: Is there more that we could be
doing proactively to engage with you? Are we being
lazy? Are there things we should be doing? Baroness
Harris came to see you. Is there more we should do?
Mr Ritchie: I know someone made the point before
about the American system—and I know they have
just had an election last year—the way they are
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putting it all on YouTube and they are voting through
texting and things like, which are all ways that maybe
people of our generation are more used to seeing it on
that and they would find out information on rather
than the traditional ways of getting things out.

Q152 Lord Puttnam: So it is us going to where you
are rather than asking you to come to where we are?
Mr Ritchie: We have enjoyed it but I do not think a
lot of people would come down here by choice just
because of where they are going. They would think it
was boring and they are not going to have any fun.
Mr MacDonald: Cost is a big factor in coming down
here as well. It costs a lot of money to come from up
north and it puts people oV.

Q153 Chairman: Are you all planning to vote when
you are of the right age? Do you think you will?
Mr MacDonald: Yes, definitely.
Mr Ritchie: One of the things we are working on, I
think one of the lads had one of the little information
booklets on women’s right to vote, and it seems daft
that they fought so hard to get the vote and a lot of
people are so apathetic. I am not generalising this just
to women, a lot of men as well, they have got the right
to have a say and a lot of people just choose not to
use it.
Mr Khan: I think the reason that they do not vote is
because they feel that their vote is not going to make
a diVerence. As long as you can show that it is going
to make a diVerence, there is no reason why people
will not vote.

Q154 Lord Methuen: Do you think voting should be
compulsory?
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Chairman: You have heard how Bede Sixth Form got
on and I am sure you were interested in listening to
their answers. The first thing to do is to say how very
grateful we are to you for coming today. Thank you
very much indeed. I am going to ask Baroness
Coussins to lead the questions to you for the next ten
or 15 minutes. As you will have heard, anyone from
this side may come in. We look forward very much to
what you have got to say. Lady Coussins?
Baroness Coussins: Somebody from Bede Sixth Form
described the House of Lords as a “big scary thing”
which, quite honestly, is how it still feels to me
sometimes. I wondered if each of you might say how

Mr Khan: I do not think it should be compulsory, no,
because then I think people would vote just because
they have to vote. I do not think their vote would
mean as much because they might vote for a
particular party which they have no interest in or they
know nothing about but because they have to vote
they will go and vote. I do not think it will work
like that.
Mr Ritchie: Maybe not compulsory but there would
be more incentive to vote. Maybe more ways than
just going in and putting a little tick in a box
somewhere, maybe texting and things like that like
they do in America or things on the internet, or
something like that. As long as it worked then it
might encourage a lot of people just to do it because
of the ease. A lot of people do not vote just because
they cannot be bothered to go out and vote.

Q155 Baroness Coussins: Do any of you think that
the voting age ought to come down to 16?
Ms Davison: No, not at all.

Q156 Baroness Coussins: Why?
Ms Davison: I see being 18 as turning into an adult
and I think that that is the right age that people
should vote, but I think before getting to that stage
you should learn more about politics so that your
vote means more, just to understand it so that you are
not just voting for voting’s sake, you actually know
how it aVects you. I think that would encourage
young people to vote if they knew how it aVected
them.
Chairman: That is a very sensible answer! Sadly, we
must draw the curtains there. Thank you very much
indeed. There are two other schools sitting behind
you and we do not want to make anyone terribly late.
Thank you very much for coming. If you do think of
other things that you wish you had said to us do not
hesitate to write in and we will look at it. We are very
grateful to you for coming in today.

the House of Lords feels to you and how you think
we could do more to explain what we really do in here
to people like you?

Q157 Chairman: Do not hesitate to be critical of us.
We are not just looking for praise. Tell us what you
really think.
Ms Patel: I think there should be a wider link between
schools and the House of Lords because, to be
honest, in the House of Lords obviously there are
much older people than us and our views are not
fairly represented there because there are not many
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people that are young here. I think there should be a
clearer link. Obviously we have our constituency
MPs who we can talk to about our views and stuV.
However, there is not a clear link between schools and
the House of Lords. I think there should be a
mediator who can help us make a clearer link
between schools so that our voices can get heard and
also our views.
Ms Ahmed: Like they said, it was definitely scary
because it is not what we are used to and seeing how
people were in the Commons was completely
diVerent. It is a good experience but I think also if the
Lords come down to our school as well and see how
we are, that will help them understand us better as
well. It is good for us to come here to see how it is
because it is completely diVerent, but it would also be
good if they come down and get a feel for what we are
interested in and how we like to communicate as well.
Ms Yeboah: I would like to say if we are able to
communicate with the House of Lords and collate
ideas together it would be beneficial for sustainable
development because we are not only planning now,
we are planning for the future, and it will limit the risk
outcomes in the future.

Q158 Baroness Coussins: When you participated in
the Women in Parliament event was that a surprise to
you? Was it how you expected it to be or did you get
any surprises there?
Ms Patel: We were surprised actually because women
were not fairly represented in Parliament compared
to men because there was a higher number of males
than there were women. We thought it was just a bit
unfair because obviously we do go to a girls’ school
and stuV so we thought that it was not fair to women
that we should not be fairly represented. We thought
that our views and our opinions were not fairly
represented in Parliament because it was more
dominated by males than females.

Q159 Baroness Coussins: Did it put you oV
Parliament or did it make you determined to
change things?
Ms Ahmed: I think it made a lot of people determined
to change things because they did a slide show
presentation and we had to vote as well. At first, not
many people were interested in politics but by the end
of it the majority of people were interested because it
was inspirational to see other women there. We heard
stories about how they got there. It seemed less
impossible for us to do it also. It was a good day. The
only thing was that the things that we were really
passionate about were not able to come across
because it was limited to just what they wanted to do.
When we were talking about climate change, for
example, we were able to speak to them one-to-one
afterwards, which was really good, but it was very

limited. It was a really good day and really interesting
and beneficial but I think we would have liked it
better if we could have put what we are concerned
about more.
Ms Rathore: The information and statistics that were
used were really helpful to all of us. We were quite
shocked that there were not a lot of woman that were
represented in Parliament. The way the politicians
put their words across, they really did persuade the
girls and they did make us think that maybe we have
a chance to go into the government and actually
make a change, because seeing it from everyone’s
perspective, I never imagined working here because it
is just so unreal, but the way they put it across they
did say that we could have a chance to actually
work here.
Baroness Coussins: So what could we do to make
ourselves more approachable and less unreal?

Q160 Chairman: Be frank!
Ms Ahmed: What they were saying about citizenship
in school. We know a fair bit about the House of
Commons. That is probably because the people are
elected and so through their campaigns and all those
kinds of things we are more aware of what they do
and who they are, but the Lords are not elected, and
that is probably why we do not know much about
them. We know a fair bit about the people in the
House of Commons through elections and
campaigns because the publicise themselves better.
That is probably how you could make yourselves
more aware to us.
Ms Rathore: We found out that you could also write
in to be a Lord.

Q161 Baroness Coussins: You can nominate
yourselves.
Ms Ahmed: Is there an age limit? How old do you
have to be to be in the House of Lords?

Q162 Baroness Coussins: I do not think there is any
prescribed limit but you do have to show that you
have been around the block a few times first!
Ms Ahmed: If you get a few younger Lords in.
Baroness Coussins: I think the youngest peer is 30-
something.
Earl of Erroll: When it was hereditary, when it ran in
families you could be much younger.
Lord Selsdon: I was 25.
Lord St John of Bletso: I was 21.

Q163 Earl of Erroll: But it has changed now because
with appointments people tend to get appointed
when they are at the end of their careers. Some are
much younger. Do you find the language and
ceremonial bit puts you oV at all? Is that a barrier to
communication?
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Ms Yeboah: Yes, it was a bit too formal for our level
but then it also gave us an insight of what is done and
it helped us to inculcate the spirit of being more
mature in what we do. It also set good examples for
our peers who do not look up to older people as role
models but we children ourselves could create role
models in our society.
Ms Ahmed: It was a bit alien to us. It was very, very
formal but to a certain extent we would like it to stay
like that because it would not help, you know when
you get politicians that try and act really young, that
is really oVputting because we cannot relate to that
at all.
Ms Patel: We like to see them get straight to the point.
Ms Ahmed: Yes, get straight to the point and be
themselves. When they try and act really young it is
really oVputting. With their status we cannot really
take them seriously because we are thinking about
the way they are acting rather than what they say.
Ms Yeboah: Sometimes we expect you to stoop to our
level of thinking. That way we can also think more
clearly.
Ms Ahmed: Without patronising us.
Ms Yeboah: Yes because sometimes we find it really
hard to really get what you say. I think that way it will
help us.

Q164 Earl of Erroll: So do you find the language
barrier and some of the words that people use in
Parliament are just complicated?
Ms Ahmed: Yes.
Chairman: I think Lord St John wants to come in.

Q165 Lord St John of Bletso: There is a small point
on perception and reality. Are you aware that we in
the House of Lords try and specialise in certain
subjects? There are certain Members here who
specialise in the interests of young persons. That is all
they do. They look at every facet of life from a young
person’s point of view, so your voice is heard. We
would like to know how we can do a better job in
having your interests represented here and whether
you feel that by making representations we can make
a diVerence to your lives, because when you say you
vote you do not know if your votes really counts, that
means a lot to us and we want to know that you feel
your vote does count and that you feel as young
people that you are being heard and that you can
make a diVerence, or we can make a diVerence to
make your lives better.
Ms Rathore: I think that younger people probably
think that the Lords are the elite society, they are
really upper class and higher than us. Maybe whether
you can come into secondary schools and primary
schools and try and get involved in the schools.
Obviously, we have MPs that are there but we want
Lords there.

Ms Ahmed: There is no direct link to the House of
Lords so we have an MP for Hackney, for example,
and we can write to her or whatever. If we had, say for
example, a Lord for each constituency, they come to
our school to see how we are, then we would feel
closely connected and we would feel involved, and
that is what is going to make us want to vote in the
future because we know that our vote counts and will
be heard and you are not that diVerent to us.

Q166 Lord Taylor of Warwick: I have a 14-year-old
daughter, my youngest child and she asked me last
week, “Daddy, were you ever young?” I had to think
about that! When you went to the Women in
Parliament event you said that you did not get a
chance to talk about the subjects that you are really
passionate about. What are those subjects that you
are really passionate about?
Ms Ahmed: We are passionate about women in
politics, that was really important, so for example we
wanted to find out loads about how it is not very
equal when you get paid in the workplace, and that
was mentioned. Something we are really, really
passionate about is for example climate change. We
can carry on working and carry on passing bills about
the here and now but there is no point in doing that if
we are not going to have a very bright future anyway.

Q167 Lord Taylor of Warwick: Was there anything
about the event that stopped you from talking about
the issues you wanted to? I got the impression that
you were a little frustrated by that event?
Ms Ahmed: It was focused mainly on what they
wanted to say. The only chance we did get was the
one-to-one, which was very good, but even then it
was very limited and every MP we spoke to said we
should speak to our local MP.

Q168 Lord Puttnam: Samir, you mentioned and
Akua also mentioned climate change. I chaired the
joint Parliamentary Committee on Climate Change
and in a sense I share the same frustration. We were
just beginning to get somewhere after 18 months and
of course the Committee gets disbanded and business
moves on, but of course your issues have not moved
on at all. What interests me a lot is the degree to
which you feel—and I hope that you are going to say
that you feel you have got a voice—these issues are
going to aVect you much more than they are going to
aVect me. It is about your future. Do you feel that you
are being given a voice in your future and a sense that
your concerns are being adequately represented? If
you do, what routes are there or, if you do not what
routes should we create to make sure that your voice
gets heard?
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Ms Ahmed: We know that bills take a long time and
they are passed on from the House of Lords back to
the Commons and back to the Lords. Most young
people like to see immediate change because we are
not very patient at times. We know that it takes a long
time for the bills to be passed but maybe if you could
do something about action being taken much sooner.
When we are focused and passionate about
something we like for it to be done straight away
because we feel we are waiting and waiting and we
tend to lose that passion for it. If we are fighting for
it at the time that is when we want to see change
because afterwards something else happens and we
move on to the next phase or whatever. So if
something can be done so action is taken faster.

Q169 Earl of Erroll: What do you call a long time
just to clarify?
Ms Ahmed: How long does it usually take for bills to
get passed?
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Chairman: Finally Quintin Kynaston School. Thank
you very much. You have come the least distance so
that perhaps was one reason for having you come
last. You will have heard the other answers and the
sort of questions we are asking. We really do thank
you very much indeed. As I said before, if at the end
you think of something you have not said that you
wish you had then do not hesitate to write in. To
handle the questions for the next few minutes I am
going to hand you over to Lord Erroll.

Q171 Earl of Erroll: You have heard really all the
questions already. One of the things that interests me
is the communication issue and perception. How long
do you think that it takes things to get through
Parliament? I was very interested by the comment
that it takes a long time. Have you any feel for how
long it does take?
Mr Hassan: A few months.
Ms Chowdhury: Probably about a year for it to go
through.

Q172 Earl of Erroll: So we have a year down to two
or three months and the answer is somewhere
between four and six months on average, from a bill
hitting one end of Parliament and going through to
the other. It has to be done when Parliament is
changed in November each year. The bills would fail
and have to restart if they were that long. The only
reason for saying that is that it is interesting to see the
public perception. Actually the delays are all over the

Q170 Earl of Erroll: How long do you think it does?
Ms Ahmed: Does it not take a couple of months?
Earl of Erroll: The answer is six months.
Chairman: Lord Selsdon and then we must move on.
Lord Selsdon: It is only a quick one. You probably
realise that 19 million people did not vote in the last
election. If you could encourage people to vote that
would help. I am forever grateful to Hackney. I was
President of what was called Hackney Quest which
took young people out on holidays with the police. I
thought I was good at ping pong and I got beaten by
a nine-year-old!
Chairman: Thank you all very much for coming.
Could I just say to you, as I did to other groups, that
if there is anything you would like to add, if there is
anything that you have not said that you think,
“Gosh, I wish I had told them that,” do not hesitate
to write in. We are very grateful to you for coming.
Thank you for giving us your views frankly and we
hope to see you again. Thank you so much.

place sometimes before it gets here. Before you
started doing this did you follow at all what
Parliament did? Were you interested at all? There you
are in Westminster; did this engage you?
Mr Hassan: Generally just because we are in
Westminster does not mean that we are more engaged
in Parliament. I have not really felt that much of a
diVerence coming from a school in Westminster.

Q173 Earl of Erroll: Did you feel no greater interest?
Mr Hassan: I am a politics student so I was quite
interested today being at Parliament, watching what
was going on. Generally if you are really interested in
politics then, yes, but to be interested in it there is
nothing that really brings you up to it and until I
picked it as a subject I had no clue what was going on.
There is nothing that really appeals to you. It is just
generally old, white, middle-class men and the Lords
are upper class. There is no ethnicity or anything like
that. There is nothing that really appeals to you.

Q174 Earl of Erroll: Do you still feel that?
Mr Hassan: Kind of, yes.

Q175 Earl of Erroll: What do you feel about it? Did
it interest you and does the fact that you were in
Westminster make it more interesting?
Ms Chowdhury: I have been brought up in
Westminster since I was born. I have not actually felt
close to it but knowing that Parliament is literally
round the corner it has brought it to my knowledge,
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and seeing it on the news every day. Until I was
actually studying it I do not think I have ever known
how important it is and what the job is of Lords and
peers et cetera. I think in some sense it is, but not
really.
Mr Agabani: Having a school in Westminster you
would think that because of the short distance there
would be more opportunities to meet Members of
Parliament and Lords, but I do not think it is any
diVerent. I grew up in Hackney and then moved to
Westminster and I did not feel any change, to be
honest. I feel now that there is an opportunity there
which is not being taken advantage of.
Mr Ross: I recently moved schools to Westminster
and I think young people have other things on their
minds. I think their perception of people in
Parliament is that they think they know young people
but they do not really know what actually happens in
their lives. I think young people have other things
that they see as more important to deal with other
than listening or watching people that seem to not
really know what our lives are like.
Mr Aljassas: I am with Jake’s point. The fact is
Westminster and Parliament, it looks like it anyway,
they are too tied up in Westminster Parliament not in
Westminster itself. There is no interaction with the
rest of Westminster.

Q176 Earl of Erroll: Now you have seen a bit more
of it and taken an interest in it, does the language and
the way we do things ceremonially put you oV, the
question I asked the previous group?
Mr Agabani: I think it is a bit of a barrier to get over.
If you are not doing politics then maybe some of the
terms used create a bit of a barrier to understanding.
They are such small things if maybe they could just be
taught more generally other than just politics it
would make it much more accessible.

Q177 Earl of Erroll: Do you think that we should
change our language and the way we do things or we
should teach people?
Mr Aljassas: I believe people should be taught more
because education on politics and government in this
country is very limited, I feel, because we have to be
at AS level just to enter it. I believe that it should be
taught to a younger age.

Q178 Earl of Erroll: Where do you think that
teaching should come from? Should we try and do
more work going out to schools?
Mr Aljassas: Yes.

Q179 Earl of Erroll: Or do you think your teachers
would be able to do it?

Mr Ross: I think it is both. I think it should be taught
at GCSE but if you can get more speakers like
yourself or MPs to come into schools in Westminster
people’s awareness and their interest in politics
would grow.
Ms Chowdhury: I have worked with the
Parliamentary Education Service here during work
experience and I found it a great example of
something which all students should be able to do.
When working with them we had children coming in
from primary schools and secondary schools and
learning more about how the House of Lords works,
how the House of Commons works and how we
should portray our thoughts. To be honest, I think
loads of schools did have the opportunity to come in
but probably not every school. If every school were to
have the opportunity to come in or have some sort of
education, that kind of education, it would be helpful
and everyone would understand how it is. If they
learn at primary level it is not as important because
they do not want to but then secondary students I
think definitely should be able to have some sense of
what is going on. It should be before AS level so they
can choose whether they want to or do not want to
learn about it or go further.

Q180 Earl of Erroll: Just something else that came
out about knowing who to contact, thinking about
the Lords as opposed to MPs, this thing came up
knowing who your local Lords might be, which I
suspect is probably not as useful as knowing who are
the Lords who are interested in education and
younger issues. Would that be helpful if you knew
someone to contact or where you should start
tackling the people?
Mr Aljassas: I believe that there should be more of a
reach-out from the Lords and MPs themselves to us
since we are so limited on education from Parliament.

Q181 Earl of Erroll: What age do you think you
should vote at?
Mr Agabani: I think it should be lower. I think the
easiest way to encourage people to learn more about
Parliament is to show them that they have an eVect. It
is okay learning about it from younger but you think
okay I can learn about it but I cannot really change
any, whereas having the vote, and not just having the
vote but having lessons about the vote, you can hit 18
without having information about what your vote
means or that sort of thing. Much like a driving test,
maybe there should be lessons beforehand as to these
are the processes and you are voting for your local
MP not for the leader or the party. But I think a lower
voting age would open doors and people would want
to be interested about what they are voting for rather
than just learning it.
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Q182 Lord Selsdon: A political question: should we
force people to carry identity cards? Maybe we could
have a vote one, two, three, four and five!
Mr Agabani: I think if there is significant evidence
that it would actually improve security, personally I
do not have any objection to having an identity card.
Whether it actually does improve security is another
matter. I think maybe if there was evidence I would
not have a problem with carrying an ID card.
Mr Ross: I am more inclined to oppose it only because
it requires you to give a lot of data to the government
and then if something happened that they needed to
access anyone’s information it is almost a breach of
your rights. Also, but it is just an assumption, that it
might lead to suspicion for young people by, say, the
police and if you happen to leave your ID card at
home and then you got in trouble with the police, I do
not think that would be fair.
Mr Hassan: I would probably go with Jake. I would
mostly oppose it. There is no reason why I should
hold my ID on me all the time.

Q183 Lord Taylor of Warwick: About three years
ago I met a young black chap in Washington DC and
we exchanged cards and we talked about our
ambitions and so forth and I thought, “That kid
could possibly go far.” His name was Barack Obama
and apparently he is now the President of the United
States! You talked about the ethnic question earlier
that things have not really improved much. Does the
fact that he is the President inspire you to get involved
in politics or do you think there are things about
Britain which make it more diYcult for black and
Asian people to get through in politics? He came
through with two years’ experience.
Mr Agabani: I personally think it gave massive
inspiration because what you had got before, with
neither Britain nor America having a President or
Prime Minister from a diVerent ethnic background,
you got the feeling that there were barriers and even if
you had the ability and you had the experience there
might be barriers to you doing it. The fact that in
America, for probably I would be guessing students
in America, or those in universities, seeing that it is
possible means that they are not dismissing it. To
have a black person or a person from a diVerent
ethnic minority as Prime Minister here I think would
show that it is possible.
Lord Taylor of Warwick: Would it be easier here or
more diYcult here because we have a diVerent
political system, we have more of a party system?

Q184 Chairman: That is a diYcult one.
Mr Ross: I think partly the black population in
America is a lot bigger so that might have aVected it.
As an inspiration he has been an inspiration to not

only young people but everyone. Yes, for me, he is
something of a hero but that is just me.

Q185 Lord Puttnam: You may be interested to know
that there was a poll last weekend in the United States
that indicated that 80 per cent of the American
population think that race relations have
significantly improved since Barack Obama became
President, a really interesting finding. You all touched
on this to a degree and it really fascinates me. To what
extent do you feel you are encouraged to see
yourselves as citizens of this country? Given that, are
you also taken through the notion that that involves
significant rights and significant responsibilities? Are
you allowed into a debate about the oVset between
rights and responsibilities?
Mr Agabani: In secondary school we had very limited
citizenship lessons. I am trying to remember. There
was no general discussion about being a citizen of this
country and ,just like you said, your rights or
responsibilities. I think if there was more of an input
into that and an understanding of what your rights as
a citizen of Britain are, and some of the
responsibilities you may have in the future, without
being introduced into it, you are not going to know
about it, it is as simple as that, so that first input is
important.

Q186 Lord Puttnam: Without putting words into
your mouth, do you not think that it is quite
extraordinary that given the complexity of this
country and the challenges over the next 30 or 40
years, that you are not introduced to the whole
concept of rights and responsibilities?
Mr Agabani: Without a doubt. I said before on the
vote you could go through without any introduction
and suddenly you are 18 and that is it, you can go to
the ballot box and it will be, “What am I supposed to
do here?” Just like you said with the complexity, I
think it is a must really. Some of the other schools
were talking about the gap between the House of
Lords and I think that having that introduction
would close that gap because you start to understand
things that you would not have known before and
you would have had no reason to take an interest in.
Ms Chowdhury: I agree with Haysam, I think there
should be more of an introduction. Until now I did
not know that we had our own Lord in our
constitution, which is quite surprising. We should be
more aware of who it is and what their thoughts are
and what they think we should do, their ideas on the
rights and the Acts going through, and maybe more
based on education and stuV like that.
Mr Agabani: The fact that there are Lords that
specialise in education, I do not think I have ever
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heard that before, so it is a bit of surprise that there
are Lords who are specifically focusing on young
people and we have not heard about them.
Chairman: We have run out of the time and I think we
are in danger of becoming very philosophical, and
quite rightly too. Again, many thanks to all of you for
coming. I would just like to point out that if you have
things to communicate with us further you can send
us a YouTube video. Lucy at the back there will give
you a flier which gives you all the details about that.

We would love to hear more from you. Again, thank
you all very much indeed for coming. Can I take the
opportunity of thanking Lucy herself for managing
the education session and Clare for arranging the
outreach session and Becky also for delivering the
sessions in Essex. I think for all of us it has been a
remarkable two hours. We have very great gratitude
to those of the staV here who have organised it but,
above all, I thank all of you for coming. I hope you
all vote for your MP!
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Times, examined

Q187 Chairman: Good morning. The first thing I
must do on behalf of the Committee is thank you all
very much for finding time to come on a Wednesday
morning. I know that it is a busy day for you; I
know that you would all like to be pretty certain
that you can get away by about 11.30 to get to the
Commons. We much appreciate your finding the
time. I remind you that a full transcript of this
public hearing evidence session will be taken; it will
be posted on the website and published with the
Committee’s report. You will have an opportunity
to propose corrections to the transcript which will
be sent to you in draft. On that basis, would any
one of you like to make a statement or say anything
before we get down to questions? Very well. May I
say—and I know that a lot of the Committee
members agree with me—that we should all be very
frank with each other. You do not have to be polite
to us! We would much rather that you tell us exactly
what you think. You were sent a copy of the
potential questions and I am going to begin and I
am going to begin not at the top but with questions
halfway down. How can we best encourage media
reporting of the work of the House of Lords?
Mr Riddell: I would like to come in and also I have
to declare two interests. One is that I am Chairman
of the Hansard Society and you have already heard
from three of the programme directors there, so you
are getting another bite of the Hansard cherry. Also,
like you, My Lord Chairman, I served on Lord
Puttnam’s Commission on Communication. So, I
have a slightly diVerent perspective to my colleagues
in this. The straightforward point that I would like
to make on how you encourage communication is
that you should not regard us as the sole or indeed
possibly the most important method of
communication yet for the House of Lords. If we
had been appearing 20 years ago, we would almost
certainly have said that it will be through the
conventional media which we represent, but that is
no longer true. You will come on to questions one
and two, but the era of any reporting of papers and

record or extensive reporting of what is said on the
floor of the House or Committees is gone in the
conventional media. There may be more scope on
the internet. In a sense, we are part of the answer
but a very small part of the answer nowadays.

Q188 Chairman: We have already had a session on
the web, on going live, podcast and all that. We had
five children from three schools who came last week.
We intend to see broadcasters too, et cetera. So, we
are actually trying to spread as much as we can in
the time available to us. The aim is to start drafting
the report in June. We fully take your point, a
typically modest point, but nonetheless you still
wield a lot of influence, do you not?
Mr Riddell: The key point I am trying to make is
that the coverage which will appear in the news—
and we have four newspaper journalists here—will
be typically when the Government face defeat on the
floor of the Lords, some committee reports—I
remember writing about one of the European Sub-
Committees a few years ago which you were
chairing—which does produce some interest but it
is going to be selective and what is in the news, and
occasionally a very major debate. The classic is the
Friday debate on the JoVee Bill a couple of years
ago which was extensively reported because it was
actually a fascinating debate. It was an airing of big
moral issues like that. Otherwise, it is when you
matter politically and when you matter politically is
when you embarrass the Government and that, as
you well know, is the blunt truth.

Q189 Chairman: I think that we all understand the
diYculties, particularly those like myself who have
been in the House of Commons, and obviously in
this context we find it very diVerent, but what we are
really looking for is what measures could we suggest
when you write a report that would help journalists
to do more reporting of the work of the House in
a manner that is fresh, engaging and that their
editors are going to accept?
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Mr Beattie: You have two problems. The first issue
is the means of communication with journalists. The
second issue is actually what you do here. I think
that the main problem is the second one and not the
first one in that, for the majority of The Mirror
readers, what you do is totally and utterly irrelevant.
I looked through the list of Lords Select Committees
and you have 26, eight of which are to do with the
European Union. It is anachronistic, 20 years
behind the political agenda. I am staggered. You
have a House Committee but no committee on
housing, the biggest issue facing people in this
country at the moment. You have an
Administration and Works Committee but nothing
which deals with what working people do. You have
a Privileges Committee which knows nothing about
race or gender or social mobility issues which
actually aVect people. Until you sort out what you
do here and make it more relevant, it is very, very
diYcult for me to sell stories to my news editor.
Mr Hencke: I would like to make a point. I think
that you have two quite good ideas that would help
journalists in this. One is a very simple one where
you have suggested that it might be a good idea to
have a media guide of who are the specialists
because we are not aware a lot of the time who
knows what, and that will be a very useful instant
guide. Quite a number of universities have that and
I know that my old University of Warwick does a
guide that gives you specialists if you wanted to
chase them up—and I obviously had to get
Warwick’s name in. The second thing—and I have
been here a ruinously long time since 1986 for The
Guardian in the lobby—is that you have suggested
reviving the briefing given to the lobby when
business comes up and that was quite useful for
journalists in the sense that it gave journalists, I am
afraid perhaps not on the things you may not or you
may want to cover when you have a conflict of
Government and legislation coming up, a chance to
question someone from the Lords and, if it was a
short briefing and brought back, I think that would
raise your profile. So, those are two things which I
believe would raise the profile of the Members. The
other issue I would add is that you might wonder
why some MPs like Frank Field have so much
publicity in the press and it is because they are
proactive. They actually ring journalists up and tell
them or issue emails and things like that, and that
attracts attention. If they have a strong view—and
some of your people do have very strong views on
individual subjects—I think that would change the
situation and that is something that probably has to
come from the individual Members rather than from
the Committee.
Mr Hipwood: Both of the points that David has
raised I was intending to pick up too because I think
they are practical areas where things can be done

almost immediately to improve the relations
between the House of Lords and the press gallery.
As far as question eight is concerned, in some way
letting the press gallery know of the expertise of
Members of the Lords, we could also benefit,
certainly in the regional media, from knowing the
geographical base of the individual Members. It is
not always clear to me and it is certainly not clear
to the new members of the lobby. Young members
of the lobby and the press gallery tend to come in
from the regionals and work initially for regional
newspapers—I am one of those who stuck around
and has always worked for the regionals. As I have
been around a long time, I know those MPs who
have moved on to the House of Lords; I have
obviously followed them and I know who they are.
However, there are other individuals, for example, I
do not know where Baroness Billingham comes
from unless it is Billingham in Sussex which I doubt
somehow.

Q190 Baroness Billingham: No, it is
Middlesbrough, but I wish it was! It is Baroness
Billingham of Banbury!
Mr Hipwood: I know that you should be asking me
the questions, but do you have regular contact with
your regional lobby correspondent? That is the way
to do it. It is this horrible word “proactive”. If
Members of the House of Lords rang their regional
lobby correspondents and said, “Do you know that
I am particularly interested in this and that I am
going to be speaking on it in the debate this
afternoon?” then there is every chance, if the lobby
core does not go along to cover the debate, that he
or she will be darn sure to check it in Hansard the
following morning. It is little tips like this. We have
built up those relationships with MPs over the years
and it is working very well. I do not see why it
cannot work similarly for the House of Lords.
Mr Riddell: I would like to add a point. On the
briefing by the Leader of the House, I was around
in its heyday in the 1980s when it was essentially, if
I can call it such, the “Willie and Bertie Show”. It
was when Lord Whitelaw was Leader and Lord
Denham was Chief Whip and, on Fridays, people
went along to the Leader’s room and the table was
covered with rather strong bottles. The importance
of that was nothing to do with the fact that Lord
Whitelaw was the Leader of the Lords, in fact he
was the number two person in the Government, and
why I and my colleagues went was purely to get his
often frank and candid, if not always intended in
that way, insights into the working of the
Government and very rarely for his insights into
what the Lords was doing. I am sceptical about
saying that the Leader should provide a briefing. It
would be absolutely fascinating if the current
Secretary of State for Business Regulation had a



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:48:17 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG4

56 people and parliament: evidence

6 May 2009 Mr David Hencke, Mr Jason Beattie, Mr John Hipwood and Mr Peter Riddell

weekly briefing which would have actually many of
the similar characteristics of Lord Whitelaw’s
briefing in feline candour, but I am not sure that
many people would go, with respect, to Baroness
Royall’s briefings. I think what is useful, however,
and what is already happening very well is the media
coverage of select committees which is where the
House has improved itself enormously in keeping us
informed about reports and hearings. I think that a
lot has happened, but there is a limited amount you
can do to lead people to water. I do not entirely
agree with Jason’s opinion because a number of the
European Committees do a lot on social issues and
so on, but there is an element to which it is just not
going to meet people’s news agenda however much
you highlight it, but the highlighting is done quite
well at present.

Q191 Earl of Erroll: I have a very quick question
which has come out of what you said, Mr Riddell.
You clearly envisage yourself as print media and
almost exclusively as such and what intrigued me is,
if you go to your website, actually there is a lot of
extra material in there nowadays such as briefing
pages, podcasts et cetera. If you could link into
Hansard easily, pick out video clips and just link
those straight in, would that actually enable access
much better?
Mr Riddell: Absolutely and, in a sense, we are here
primarily for print, but an increasing minority of my
time and that of my colleagues’ time on The Times
is spent doing things for our online product, but the
ability to do that would be a tremendous help, yes.

Q192 Earl of Erroll: It would be a point in the right
direction if they could link it in themselves, give the
techies the job.
Mr Riddell: Absolutely.
Mr Hencke: Can I respectfully disagree, and it comes
to your first question about changes because, in
1985 or 1987, you might even have got a
parliamentary report in the papers and that has all
gone. Print has changed. Although you have me
here as The Guardian, we are actually part really of
Guardian.co.uk in the sense that even the
management of news on The Guardian is no longer
run as a newspaper, it is run as a newspaper and a
website and you are quite correct in saying that there
is much more on the website. I actually think that
this gives an opportunity because I am both
Westminster correspondent (print), a blogger, a
broadcaster because we have ITN on a story and
writing stories on the web whereas, 20 years ago, I
would have been a simple print man. Frankly, that
has given me an opportunity to report more of the
things in the Lords where I have been interested. I
thought you had an amazing debate on mental
health and it changed my view of you really because,

if I am being absolutely frank, when I first came here
I thought this was the best old-people’s home in
Britain and it is not elected; my God, ignore this.
What amazed me compared to a debate in the
Commons was the expertise and interest because
everyone had done something and people whom you
did not expect to do things had done things. I did
not realise that Lord Alderdice was a consultant
psychiatrist who knew about sectioning people.
When they had the debate on the subject, unlike the
Commons where it might be a party line thing, a lot
of it was not and I think that this is something that
the public has not quite grasped yet.

Q193 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: I have a
clarification question from what Mr Hipwood said.
I assume that you mean geographically where we
live now and not where we take our title from. My
title is from a little town in between Grimsby and
Lincoln in Lincolnshire, but I live in North Essex
near Colchester and Chelmsford.
Mr Hipwood: It is wherever you have a geographical
connection. I can see where Lord Jones of
Cheltenham comes from. I know where Lord
Selsdon comes from because it has gone straight
into his title, but it is not always easy, particularly
for young members of the press gallery, to identify
their local peers. There was one other suggestion I
saw of an induction meeting between Members of
the House of Lords and new members of the press
gallery. I am sure that that is something that David,
as Chairman of the Press Gallery, would be happy
to follow up. I think that is a good idea. Clearly,
there are not too many newcomers to the lobby over
a six-month or a 12-month period, but you could
do something even if it is once a session or once a
year where we meet Members of the House and you
are able to meet us too. How that would be arranged
I am not sure. As long as it does not cost the Press
Gallery too much money, I am sure that David
would agree.

Q194 Chairman: We do have a press oYcer and I
get the impression that you do not see enough of
him or her.
Mr Hipwood: We see a great deal of him. If you are
talking about Mr Owen Williams, he is around our
corridors on a daily basis and he has made a great
deal of diVerence to the way that select committee
reports are reported in all of our diVerent media.
There is no question about that. We know where the
link is, but I think that it is not so much knowing
who should be providing the links, it is yourselves
who should be providing the links and you should
be, using that horrible word, more proactive in
contacting members of the gallery.
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Q195 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I take the point
about being proactive and I always tried to be that
when I was an MP but not so much in the Lords.
However, you are giving the message that we should
be doing it from the Lords as well. Can you tell us
how you decide that a story is a runner and that you
are going to do something with it? Over the last 12
years since we have had a Labour Government, has
the agenda changed? I imagine that it has changed
slightly for the Daily Mirror, but has it changed for
everyone else?
Mr Hipwood: As far as regional newspapers are
concerned, we base our stories entirely on news and,
if it is a story, then it is a story. If it is not, it does
not see the light of day. We have long passed the
days where Parliament was reported purely because
Mr Fred Blogs had said something in Parliament
last night. It is going to have to be newsworthy.
There is much more of a chance of you being
reported in the local paper—

Q196 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: The
Gloucestershire Echo.
Mr Hipwood: I was trying to think of it and I should
have known—than because there is a specific
interest in you in the area. So, if you have something
to say, we will be looking or the people at The
Gloucestershire Echo will be looking much more
closely at what you have to say in the House of
Lords. You cannot possibly go through all of your
speeches in the Lords, so you have to be directed
towards particular ones.
Mr Beattie: It is an incredibly complicated question
and I do not have five hours to answer it. The
simplest way of paraphrasing it is primarily what is
of interest to our readers and then, slightly more
complicatedly, is this story of merit and can we
report it anyway? They are not always the same
thing. The readers come first. We are in the business
of selling newspapers and therefore you are actually
competing against an awful lot of celebrities, sports
stories, gambling stories and television stories. We
make judgments and sometimes stories are not
going to get the same share as others, but we try and
get them in anyway because we think that they are
important. We made a decision on The Mirror a few
years ago—it was before I joined—not to do what
they do in The Sun because, in The Sun, they have
page 2 where they put all the politics stories on one
page. We try and sprinkle ours throughout the
paper, which means that they have to compete and
that actually sometimes makes it harder but
sometimes we get a better show, but we do not
pigeonhole politics like that.
Mr Riddell: The experience I have is very diVerent—
I worked for The Financial Times and work for The
Times—to what Jason describes in The Mirror,

though it is common to all papers, but it is a two-
tier process. What we might regard as what we want
to write is not necessarily what the news executives
who decide what goes in the paper do. Of course,
going back to Earl of Erroll’s question, now the
online provides a much greater opportunity. We are
in a sense at the cusp of an interesting era on that
between the ability to run lots of things and
adjusting editorial structures for that. Essentially, it
is exactly the case you described. It is what is of
interest and timing is of the essence in all this. News
desks operate a lot on fashion and they may have
a view on what is a fashionable story and what will
be reported from here one day will not necessarily
be reported the next day and there is also quite a lot
of competition with one another’s stories around. I
always find on Budget Day when I am rung up at
four o’clock and told, “We have this really exciting
story,” and you say, “Hold on, there is a Budget.”
That is common to all papers, however diVerent we
are between The Mirror and The Times in other
ways.
Chairman: I think that leads us on well to Lord
Puttnam.

Q197 Lord Puttnam: Since the report, Peter, that
you, the Lord Chairman and I all worked on, do
you think we have made progress and, more
importantly, what do you see as the most important
developments that we really ought to be pressing for
over the next couple of years where we have so
far failed?
Mr Riddell: I do not want to repeat what my
colleagues from Hansard said to you a few weeks
ago. I think that there has been a lot of focus in both
Houses. I know that you are obviously focused on
this House, but one of the issues of course is how
much there should be joint working between the
Houses, which is extremely complicated and
diplomatic as well as a political question. I think
that there has been a lot of progress in a variety of
areas, certainly in the development of online. The
development of the parliamentary website, which
has been under the influence particularly of John
Pullinger in the Commons, has been transformed
and is really developing. I think that there is a great
deal more that can be done on this because,
previously it would always appear to be that
Hansard would naturally report on reports
presented like they were and now that is changing
and there is great deal of information provided on
the parliamentary website which has improved
enormously which has extended the online
consultation such as you had on the
Communications Bill several years ago which is now
the norm. You had schoolchildren in to give
evidence which would have been unheard of a few
years ago. I think that there is a lot more going in
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that direction. One suggestion and it came up at an
earlier hearing—I think Lord Selsdon raised it—is
about who you represent. I put it diVerently: it is
about who you are accountable to. I think that
defining representation is quite narrow.
Accountability is to everyone. That is very
important to communication. For example, I think
that you all ought to have accessible email
addresses, in order that you can engage if you wish
to (and I emphasise that) in debate with citizens
about issues. Automatically, select committees
should have websites so that people can comment
on inquiries. That ought to be automatic. What
happens in most newspapers is that everything I
write in The Times appears online so that people can
blog on it. Why can you not extract speeches so that
people can comment on them? You do not have to
take account of what people say about it but it is
there. They are just a number of suggestions. I think
that your accountability is en masse and therefore
you ought to allow people to comment on what you
are doing. That is just one area which I would take
further than what we did in the report. There are
lots of more detailed areas which you can consider
in a diVerent context.

Q198 Lord Puttnam: I would like to make two
points. One is—and I know that the Lord Chairman
will agree with this—that we got lucky with our
report in that it coincided with the arrival of a group
of I think extraordinarily talented people such as
John Pullinger and Elizabeth Hallam-Smith who
have pushed the reform agenda very hard. It would
be very helpful if the media could somehow get
behind them and celebrate the successes they have
had—I do not want to make too fine a point on
this—against a fair amount of inertia and even
apathy. They need all the help they can get. If you
feel that things are moving in the right direction, a
bit of help there would go down very well, and be
very welcome.
Mr Riddell: Yes. I think that that of course applies
more to the Commons than this end where there is
a more general welcome to change.

Q199 Lord Puttnam: Yes, I think that Elizabeth has
probably had an easier time than John Pullinger.
Mr Riddell: Indeed.

Q200 Lord Puttnam: They are great heroes,
certainly in my book. The other point is very
important and Lord Norton has touched on this
several times. Much of what you are suggesting
comes down to an issue of resource. We do not have
any resource. Individual peers do not have paid
staV. So, our ability to actually be more responsive
and do the job which many of us believe we could
do, and do rather better, comes down to resource.

I suppose that this is a slight criticism, but how
many of your editors understand that what feels like
media opportunism only serves to work against the
creation of a stable democracy and good
governance? You cannot have a stable democracy
and you cannot achieve good governance while the
media play Box and Cox with the cost of
government.
Mr Beattie: What do you mean by “play Box and
Cox”?

Q201 Lord Puttnam: By that I mean that we have
to constantly read things that indicate that
Parliament is some extraordinary place where
people are almost incontinent in the way that they
throw money about. We have a very, very
inexpensive and, in my judgment after 12 years,
extraordinarily eYcient organisation here, but we
need more resource. Jason, you mentioned the
business of committees. Do you know what it takes
to get a committee set up in this House and the cost
involved? We fought hard to get a Communications
Committee. We now have a Communications
Committee and Lord St John sits on it. It is a very
good committee under the chairmanship of Norman
Fowler. But it is still “provisional” because there is
still no certainty that the House can continue to
support it financially. Not only would I love to see
the establishment of all the committees you reeled
oV, but we have real expertise in this House that
could man those committees, but we cannot do it
against the background of a constant drip, drip, drip
that this place is either not particularly useful, set
for the chop or—
Mr Riddell: May I come back on that, Lord
Puttnam, because I think that it is an important
point there. There is a diVerence between
governance—

Q202 Chairman: Just one moment. We will hear Mr
Hipwood.
Mr Hipwood: First of all, I think that Lord
Puttnam’s question would be better put to our
editors rather than to us.

Q203 Lord Puttnam: It was addressed to the
editors.
Mr Hipwood: Quite frequently we have quite
diVerent views from our editors about the way that
certain things are reported and the way they like to
throw it up. I would say in defence of the regionals
that we do tend not to go for screaming “snouts in
the trough” type headlines in the way that you
might see in some other areas of the media. That is
all I would say about that.
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Mr Hencke: I think the problem and why you are
all in this situation is because it has all become
skewed by what has happened in the other House
over MPs’ expenses.
Mr Beattie: It got pretty skewed down here as well!
Mr Hencke: And on The Sunday Times side, but a
lot of that is basically somehow highlighted.
Because they decided to have a battle with the media
over the Freedom of Information Act and how far
it went, including trying to exclude a major public
institution from any scrutiny, I guess this is why it
has all been muddled into that.

Q204 Lord Puttnam: I deliberately used the word
“opportunism” earlier because I think that that is
what we are dealing with here. The truth is that I
know of no organisation, none, with 600-odd people
in it where four of them are not in some way
dubious. You may know of some; I would very
much like to be introduced to them. We have
suVered dreadfully. Incidentally, two of the cases
have not been resolved yet; so there may be less than
four. Somehow or other, we are all in the dock as
being people who dip their hands deeply into the
public purse. Yes, it is true. That is the perception
out there and it is not really justifiable.
Mr Riddell: Every institution where there are alleged
bad apples in it feels that the whole institution is
being abused in that way. All I would say is that I
think you are, by definition, more sensitive to the
position. I certainly do not feel that when I look at
the Lords. I think the problem you have is that there
is a mismatch between your governance
arrangements and your eVectiveness as an
institution. Curiously, the Lords have become very,
very much more eVective in all kinds of ways in the
last ten or 15 years, much more eVective as an
institution, but your governance arrangements have
not caught up and your rules and things, which are
certainly going to change I would imagine in the
next few weeks and months.
Lord Puttnam: I came in knowing nothing about
this place and I can only tell you that, after 12 years,
I am knocked sideways by the commitment, the
degree of hard work, the level of expertise and the
quite extraordinary assiduousness of the Members
of this House. I do not see that consistently reflected
in the way the House is reported.
Chairman: That is on the record. We are all glowing!
We will move on.

Q205 Lord St. John of Bletso: Jason, you made
some very interesting comments about the
perception of the House of Lords Select
Committees. Certainly having sat on several of the
European Union Select Committees, I am sure that
you know that the Lords EU sub-committees
reports have a wide coverage and are greatly

respected in the European Commission. Speaking to
several of the witnesses from the Youth Parliament,
many of them did not actually understand the role
of the House of Lords and I think that we have a
massive problem with perception and reality. In
terms of what the select committees can do to work
with the media and to explain more about what we
do and what we are trying to achieve, I would like
your feedback as to what you feel we could do better
to get our message across and certainly how has the
promotion of the work of the Lords Select
Committees changed since 2005?
Mr Beattie: I agree totally with what John was
saying. Owen is a very good bloke and has done a
lot of good work promoting the committees—and I
am not saying that because we both support the
same football club—but you are asking him to sell
diamonds while giving him coal. It is just not
working. It is simple things like the presentation of
the document. Nobody does book covers like that
anywhere in the world anymore. They could not be
done if you tried. Two, as I say, the material that
you are asking me to try and sell to my news desk.
I have an instant problem because it starts with the
words “House of Lords” and, however I try and jazz
that up, “Leading Group of Peers”, “Influential
Committee in Parliament”, at some point I have to
confess to them that this is a bunch of people in the
House of Lords who said this and they are going to
say, will it happen, what change is it going to
making and who is going to pay any attention? I
then have to explain that maybe this report will have
some influence, and that is one of the problems I
come across. You, as a group, need to do a bit of
work yourself because you do not do enough in my
opinion—and I realise that this is a slight chicken
and egg question—in explaining what the House of
Lords does and achieves. You almost want to do an
audit each year and say, “Look, this is the field, this
is the legislation we got through and this is going to
aVect your life in this way. These are the
amendments we got through in legislation. These are
the recommendations which this Committee made
which will change the way people live their lives”.
Until you start doing that to even be able to prove
that you can do this, it is very diYcult for me at the
other end to say to my news editor, “This is a very
interesting report.”
Chairman: I think that leads on very well to what
the Earl of Erroll is going to ask you about now.

Q206 Earl of Erroll: Something which came up in
some of the submissions to us was the way our
image is represented. As Mr Riddell said a moment
ago, there has been huge change in the last ten years
in the eVectiveness of the Lords, but they were very
much held back by an image that is projected, and
one of these things is what you might term “the
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ermine”. In other words, if there is something you
report about the Lords, the picture that is always
taken out of stock will be of the State Opening of
Parliament and all of us looking like a load of idiots
in robes. There are lots of other stock pictures out
there. Mary has a huge stock of them, yet they are
not being used. It slightly goes along with what you
said earlier, Mr Beattie, when you were talking
about our committees. What you picked out were
three internal House committees to rubbish us and,
by using their name twisting them into what would
be useful as an external committee, and I agree that
we would have to have funding, and you said that
there were eight European Committees and, by the
way, 80 per cent of legislation which goes through
Parliament is driven by European Directives, so we
have to know what is coming at us from Europe—
I suggest for instance that you start looking at what
is coming out on the file sharing and stuV because
this will impact on some of your operations and that
is being done behind the scenes by the IPO in
contrary to the other division, BERR. You have to
be aware of these things. I will come to my point
which is, how do we get rid of this ermine image?
Should we stop it altogether? Should we stop the
State Opening of Parliament ceremonial or will the
press start to use contemporary images of us or
would this be our Clause 4 moment, get rid of the
ermine and make the world take us seriously?
Mr Riddell: I think that it is very diYcult. Shall we
say that it raises broader questions? I can imagine
if you put in the report, let us get rid of the ermine,
but I think that it is more drawing attention to the
work you do which you have just done in your
question earlier on and I think that the very specific
thing which is very important in relation to lots of
committees is dealing with specialist journalists and
also, coming back to the point I made right at the
beginning, recognising our role, for all kinds of
reasons which I and my colleagues have put
forward, is that we are less significant in relation to
communication. The way to communicate more
directly with either interest groups or the public,
some of which you are doing but you can take much
further, in terms of the committees of the House, is
by getting the specialist journalists to report. The
Constitution Committee’s report on Surveillance
got a lot of coverage on that one interesting report
they did last year and an earlier one. That is the
route into that I think, rather than necessarily
saying the conventional political journalist. I think
that the ermine image is a wholesale bigger
impression. If you had a predominantly elected
House, I imagine that would change—and that is
not arguing for a predominantly elected House, it
is just a comment of the result of it—because you
yourselves are in an interim phase as recognised in
the 1999 Act—it seems rather a long interim phase
but we all know the reasons for that.

Earl of Erroll: The interim started in 1911.

Q207 Chairman: What do the others of you feel
about the ermine?
Mr Beattie: I am beginning to regret that I did not
mention the Refreshments Committee!
Baroness Billingham: The most important in the
House.

Q208 Earl of Erroll: It is very easy to take things
and the reason why I used that as a specific example
is you have taken what looked like anachronistic
names of committees and it looks to me that another
thing we should change is that the internal
committees should not be published and muddled
up with external-facing reporting committees
because it is too easy to confuse the two and maybe
this whole thing about how we name things and how
we could do the public structure and along with that
goes the wearing of the ermine and the ceremonial.
Do we need to change all that because it is so easy
to lose the good work we do? It is easy to turn it by
just rubbishing something which is really irrelevant.
Mr Hencke: I am not so sure about that because of
the ceremonial and the tourist side and everything
else on that. As a journalist looking at it, I do
distinguish between the two. One is tradition,
everything back to Black Rod and everything else,
and I think that can still be part of the constitution.
I know that we do not have a written constitution.
It is rather like the Queen and other things; you may
think that ceremonially it might not matter so much.
I think that you have an opportunity because of the
development of the net allied to the print in the
sense that I am aware that whereas lots of things
you do would not make the paper because, for a
start, even on the political agenda, you are in
competition say on select committees with the
Public Accounts Committee and Public
Administration Committee in the House et cetera, et
cetera, and they often get precedence whatever good
work Owen is doing, and he is doing a brilliant job
in promoting this Committee and that is really
useful. However, when allied with, you can raise
issues and you can follow the stories through in
much more detail and there is much less editorial
control, there is no one editor deciding anymore,
there are lots of diVerent editors—we call them
under a modern term “pots”, a politics pod—and
you can get issues raised in diVerent areas and that
would then show the breadth of your work and
actually I think probably improve your image. I
think it would be just rather facile to say, “We will
get rid of this,” and think that everyone will change
their minds.
Mr Hipwood: No, they will not and nor should you
become a House of Commons Mark II. You must
retain the distinguishing parts of the way that you
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work. The whole point about the House of Lords
as it seems to me is that you are crammed full of
experts and people with expertise in particular areas
and those are the areas you should be concentrating
on. Let the House of Commons do its work and you
find other niches, which you are doing already with
the select committee work, and push and push and
push them. In terms of increasing communication
with the people who are our bosses, the editors, it
would not be a bad idea to get some of your best
communicators, somebody like Lord Grocott for
instance who has been both a broadcaster, a
journalist and a Member of both Houses, to talk to
the Guild of Editors and say, “Look, this is what we
are about,” and get the Lady Speaker involved more
and get her out there communicating with the
editors. Get peers to visit schools on a more regular
basis. MPs do it, why can Members of the House
of Lords not do it?
Chairman: Thank you all very much. It is an
important point and I think that you have made
some very good points to us.

Q209 Lord Selsdon: I have a point about being
proactive or reactive and I take your point very
thoroughly. If you look at the committees we have,
that is the wrong way to do it. You have to scratch
the skin here and you do not find blood. If you want
a topical issue, you need to know who knows about
it, and it is perfectly possible for me to provide you
with the names of all of those people who are
experts. I will use the Defence Group to start with;
it is not a committee, it is a Defence Group, with 47
people who have served in the Armed Forces, two
Secretaries of State for NATO, so many chiefs of
staV. If you want to know whether Selly Oak is
doing a good job on the truce or whether the houses
are leaking down in Plymouth. All these things come
up and we send people to go there. Of course, this
is to some extent private but it is public property
and, if that interests you, you should meet with the
House of Lords Defence Group, not necessarily
with the Chiefs of StaV. If you like, I could produce
for you a schedule of who is where in the country.
All of that is perfectly easy because I have been
doing it for 47 years since I have been here; I started
life doing the National Research Survey and—
Mr Hencke: That would be really useful and helpful.
Mr Riddell: In a lot of areas, there is much more
expertise in this House than there is in the
Commons. It is expertise rather than representation
if I might I draw that distinction. Classically, on
scientific matters, you had a debate two months ago
on risk which was absolutely fascinating. I
happened to be doing The Week in Westminster on
the radio and I got Lord Rees on. It is fair to say
that he knows more about the issues of risk than
anyone in the Commons and so did about three or

four other speakers in that debate. I think that there
is an awareness of that but I think you are right,
Lord Selsdon, that there does need to be a kind of
more pushing of where the expertise lies because it
cannot be automatically assumed that everyone
knows who it is.
Lord Selsdon: The diVerence to me is very simple.
The House of Lords, using the French word, is
amateur, someone who knows and loves its subject.
The House of Commons is professional but does not
necessarily know and love its subject!
Chairman: I would profoundly disagree!

Q210 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: Briefly, we
have talked about individual peers responding with
the press. What about the question—and this was
put forward to us by the Hansard Society—of a
spokesperson for the House of Lords or a group of
people speaking on behalf of the House? Would that
be helpful in addition to individual peers
contacting?
Mr Riddell: I think that there is a distinction
between the various roles. No one has actually
mentioned the leaders of the parties in this session
who have their own roles. I know that the Lord
Speaker is doing an awful lot on that already in
outreach, schools and all that as an institutional
spokesman as opposed to a spokesman for
committees which should do their own thing
because they have their own legitimacy and right
but, in terms of promoting what the Lords itself
does in the sense of impression and looking at its
overall impact, I would have thought that she was
in an ideal position to do that.
Mr Hencke: You do have diVerent spokesmen like
in the row over your expenses and the lobbying.
Basically, that was done through Baroness Royall’s
special adviser and it is the traditional route in that
sense that you get an explanation of what is going
on, but it would be quite good to have someone
more independent. To be fair, actually Mary
Morgan is very, if one wants an unbiased sort of
cutting-across, helpful if you are ringing up about
something in the Lords, but I do not want to add
to people’s jobs necessarily.

Q211 Baroness Coussins: I am relatively new here;
I have been a cross-bencher for just over two years
now and the fact that I think that most people in
politically well-informed circles out there do not
know that there are as many cross-benchers as there
are Labour peers or Tory peers is our fault and not
your fault. Being relatively new, I am still
discovering things and one of the things I was
interested to find out was that there used to be these
weekly leaders’ briefings. A couple of you have
already touched on that and there seemed to be
mixed views about that. I was just interested in
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probing you a bit more on whether or not the re-
introduction of some kind of weekly briefing,
whether it is from the leader or perhaps somebody
else who would be more appropriate, about the
business of the House in the week to come would
be useful. I think that one of you said that it would
be and one of you said that it would not be.
Mr Hencke: I thought it would be quite helpful if
the Government’s business—and certainly at the
moment Downing Street has a complete monopoly
in the sense of briefing the press—actually for
journalists it is quite useful to get a view from the
Lords. I would think that would be very useful when
a controversial bill was coming up and it looked like
the Lords were going to be taking a diVerent line. I
do not know how you would organise this.

Q212 Earl of Erroll: How do you get both sides?
Mr Hencke: That would be the problem.

Q213 Earl of Erroll: Being a cross-bencher too.
Mr Riddell: I was a sceptic because my point was
that the briefings were really about the position of
Lord Whitelaw and the Government, not the fact
that it was the Lords. I think that it has to be ad hoc
and also it is very much up to the party groupings. I
take the particular issue but Baroness D’Souza is a
convenor of your group. When there is a particular
issue, we do get press releases on debates which were
initiated by cross-benchers. I think if there is a
particular issue, email makes it possible to contact
people. In practical terms, a regular email would be
more eVective but, when there is something really
big, other parties might want to say, “We will have
a briefing at 11 o’clock down here” or whatever. I
think that a regular weekly one would quickly fall
by the wayside because I do not think that many
people would come. If you look at the average
week’s business, it is not that exciting in that way.
It is the politics of it that matter rather than the
legislative procedures.
Mr Hipwood: I agree with that. We used to hold
regular meetings with the Leader of the House in the
House of Commons and those proved to be poorly
attended eventually because we, as lobby
correspondents, found that we were not really
getting anything out of them. I think that a weekly
meeting is out of the question but certainly emails
and an ad hoc briefing whenever you have a big
issue coming up that you want to put your point of
view about.
Mr Beattie: Can I add a quick caveat to that? When
we did have meetings with the Leader of the House
when something really controversial was brought up
over which there was an amazing political storm, it
was suddenly cancelled.

Q214 Baroness Coussins: The convenor of the
cross-benchers obviously cannot speak for the cross-
benchers because we are not a whipped group, so is
it down to us individually to be proactive and
contact each of you separately on the areas we are
specialists in or is there any other channel of
communication between you and the cross-benchers
in particular?
Mr Hencke: That is a diYcult one. I think that it
would probably have to be done individually by
email because cross-benchers by their very nature
. . .
Mr Beattie: There is a list of lobby journalists held
which I am sure you should be able to get access to
which has all our emails and getting that should not
be a problem.
Mr Hipwood: It is on the press gallery website and
it is also available in Dodds Parliamentary
Companion or Vachers as we used to call it. Every
member of the press gallery is listed and the
organisation that they represent. So, those are
available if you want to find us.

Q215 Baroness Billingham: I have a quick question
but perhaps I had better begin by declaring an
interest as one who works for Sky. Is there a demand
for the House of Lords to provide a 24-hour
media service?
Mr Beattie: Yes.
Mr Hipwood: No.
Mr Beattie: I will explain why I said yes. Things
have changed. If stories break on Sundays now or
there is a Bank Holiday—I take for example your
recent bit of notoriety, with the expenses issue, it was
actually quite hard to get a reaction from anybody
and it would have been very useful to have an out-
of-hours mobile phone of someone to contact rather
than flounder in the darkness.
Mr Riddell: I agree entirely with Jason on that. That
is a very simple thing of having an out-of-hours
number; it does not mean anyone has to do
anything particularly. It would be terribly rare in
practice or at least you largely hope it to be rare.
Mr Hipwood: It would be rare in practice except for
one day when it would be flooded!
Lord Puttnam: My question is really to David
because, as he knows very well, I have very serious
concerns about whether we have a democracy that
is robust enough to deal with the challenges of the
next 20 years; but I’ve an even bigger concern about
the gap that is growing between young people’s
sense of direction and their sense of being part of
this country’s decision making because a lot of the
decisions we are making will aVect their lives much
more than ours and that is my number one concern.
What I have heard this morning is a certain degree
of confusion over the issue of a long-term elected
House and the importance of expertise. In this
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House, you have Lord May, Lord Stern and Lord
Rees who are among the ten people in this country
who know most about climate change but none of
them, I would hazard a guess, would stand for
election. Do you want Lords Stern, Rees and May
in the legislature or would you prefer to have an
elected House that ejected them?

Q216 Chairman: That is a very good question.
Mr Hencke: I must say that I have changed my
original view. I have told you about what my first
view of the Lords in general being a nice, cosy old-
people’s home with an aristocracy attached. The
reforms that happened after the row over cash for
peerages which actually aVects the appointment of
new peers and has led to far more cross-benchers
coming in and the quality of debate I have seen
when we have had people like Lord Winston—I do
not know if he would stand for instance—on the
Mental Health Bill and actually on Iraq and I
thought that it was a stunning debate that you had
on Iraq because everyone had been there and done
it and seen something, made me feel that there
should still be a role for non-elected people who had
passed a tough scrutiny process which seems to have
been now put into place but was not so tough before
until various things started coming in. So, I have
changed my view and end up half wanting to defend
the idea of non-elected people because we would
lose valuable expertise that I cannot see in the
Commons, to be honest.
Mr Beattie: I disagree entirely.

Q217 Lord Puttnam: Do you want expertise in
climate change within this House or outside of it?
Mr Beattie: It is staggering that, in the 21st century,
we do not have a wholly elected Second Chamber.
I am absolutely bemused by this. I would also say
very quickly that I would not even ask that
question. The question you should be asking is, how
can we make ourselves more in line? That is a much
more broader question.

Q218 Lord Puttnam: Are not the issues of relevance
and expertise absolutely connected?
Mr Beattie: Members and representation are even
more strongly connected.

Mr Hipwood: I am against a wholly elected Second
Chamber purely because of Lord Puttnam’s point
about retaining the expertise. I do not agree that we
would get that if it was just a House of Commons
Mark II which would be the danger. How we would
precisely work out, how the Appointments
Commission works is a matter for further study. I
am against a wholly elected Second Chamber.

Q219 Earl of Erroll: Do you think that the Lords
would retain any power if it was not elected and had
the powers removed?
Mr Hipwood: It would retain its power as a body if
it was active in doing the very things that it is
supposedly doing now which is scrutinising the
legislation in the way that it is not scrutinised in the
House of Commons.

Q220 Chairman: And the last word from Peter.
Mr Riddell: One probably would not want the
American System. One would want to write the
Wakeham Commission into the report and it raised
those issues. All these questions come down to a
very simple one which certainly the Commons is
unwilling to address which is the relationship
between the two Chambers. Once you have sorted
that out—and I have a lot of sympathy with what
Lord Puttnam said on expertise, but expertise, if you
are going to have a primarily appointed Chamber
on whatever criteria of appointment, one has to
recognise in every sense that it is a subsidiary
chamber, it is a checking chamber, it is a revising
chamber, it is an alerting chamber. Again, the
interim phase which has now been going on for 99
years, to take the Earl of Erroll’s earlier point, all
those big questions have to be addressed first before
you get down to that. I think that there is a real
danger, whilst I have natural sympathies with
election, it would just be a clone of the Commons
which would then produce conflict and would not
work.
Chairman: Thank you very much, indeed. I would
add that we are very grateful to you for coming
today but, if you do have any additional comments
that you would like to make to the Committee, do
not hesitate to send in a written submission which
would address particular questions in your evidence.
We are very, very grateful to you for coming and for
giving so much of your time and you can now go
and listen to Scottish AVairs.
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Memorandum by Lord Norton of Louth

The Relationship between People and Parliament

1. I would make three preliminary observations.

2. The first is that the relationship between Parliament and public is complex and interactive. Parliament is
not a monolith: it comprises two Houses, many committees, several parties, an oYcial infrastructure and a
host of relationships between its diVerent components. Similarly it is misleading to talk of the public. There
are several publics—some attentive publics, some potentially interested publics (such as some interest groups),
some disinterested publics and some apathetic or hostile publics. One strategy for engaging with one public
may not work with another.

3. The second and related observation is that strategies for engaging with diVerent publics should not proceed
on the assumption that most publics want to know what is going on in Parliament and that making it easier
to access information about parliamentary activities will necessarily lead to greater public interest and a
significant increase in access to that information. The starting point should be to identify what benefits there
are for particular publics in accessing data about Parliament.

4. The third observation is that any invitation to members of the public or particular publics to make contact
with Parliament should be seen as the start of a process. Mechanisms for making contact should not be put
in place until there is a clear and transparent process for dealing with such communication. Inviting people to
express their views to Parliament, or rather particular bodies within Parliament, and then for nothing to
happen to that communication is almost as bad—indeed, may possibly be worse—than not inviting any
contact at all.

5. In short, there needs to be strategies tailored to particular publics in terms of what interests them in relation
to parliamentary activity and a means of addressing (or, in legislative terms, having regard to) comments
received from particular individuals or groups in society.

Recommendations

6. What follows are a few specific recommendations that can be factored into strategies geared to
particular publics.

Outreach

7. There are various publics that can be encompassed by outreach activities. These encompass publics that
would not necessarily take the initiative in accessing the Parliament website or other material but may have
what may be termed a latent interest: civic organisations such as the Scouts, Boys’ Brigade or local youth
movements. These complement bodies, such as schools, where there is a more obvious incentive (citizenship,
AS and A-level politics). To fully exploit outreach requires resources. The two Houses are experimenting with
outreach oYcers in particular regions, but there is a case for expanding outreach not only to encompass
outreach oYcers in each region but also outreach oYces, which may provide a point of contact, not only to
access information but also to provide a point of input. Failing that, one option would be to think how local
libraries may be used as surrogate sites. Outreach oYcers may also be seen as facilitators for the “Peers in
Schools” programme.

Media coverage

8. Enhancing facilities for the media may be helpful in attracting more media attention, but enhanced
facilities—as the name suggests—facilitate what the media do; by themselves, they are not the cause of media
coverage. The media cover what they believe to be relevant to their readers. Most of what the House of Lords
does is not of particular interest to viewers of national TV or readers of national newspapers. Some of what
it does—various reports from select committees and occasional debates—is relevant to the mainstream media
and the House has been able to exploit that relevance through the use of dedicated press oYcers. There is no
point, though, trying to get the Sun interested in Amendment 83 to the Water (No. 2) Bill.

9. However, there are aspects of what the House does that may interest media beyond the national mainstream
media. This is where attention to particular publics becomes relevant. What happens to the Water (No. 2) Bill
may be of interest to the relevant trade publication; it may be of interest to particular local communities
(construction of a local reservoir, for example). The most extensive consumers of select committee reports are
bodies operating in the sector covered by the committee. There is thus a case for creating the means for alerting
specialised publications to parliamentary outputs. Similarly, there is a case for alerting regional and local
media to parliamentary activity relevant to the local community. Regional and local media are more likely to
use information supplied by a parliamentary source and to do so in a neutral way.
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10. Strategies for engaging with the media should not be seen in isolation from other strategies. OVering
induction sessions for new entrants to the press gallery may have some value (but they need to be called
something other than induction sessions and couched in terms that make it clear that there is some benefit to
the journalists) but possibly of equal value may be such sessions—briefings—provided to local media through
the outreach programme. There is a case for outreach oYcers meeting with local journalists and local radio
presenters to brief them and doing so geared to the needs of the reporters. The focus should not simply be
political correspondents (if they have them) but correspondents covering sectors such as education, science,
transport and the like. The incentive is that parliamentary material may generate easily accessible, relevant
and free copy.

11. Enhancing media contact requires investment not only in terms of outreach oYcers in the regions but also
press oYcers in the Lords. There is a marked disparity in the employment of press oYcers in the Lords
compared to the Commons and, indeed, the Scottish Parliament (see Lords Hansard, 25 February. 2009, col.
WA89.) There is a compelling case for extending the resources of the Information OYce, not least to double
the number of press oYcers.

New media

12. The new media provide opportunities for reaching out to diVerent publics and to encourage them to have
an input, unmediated by other organisations. The House has already exploited it to some degree, as the
Committee acknowledges in its call for evidence. There is a case for building on this.

13. There is a case for making greater use of online consultations. These have been utilised on occasion by
parliamentary committees. Though relatively few in number, the UK Parliament is nonetheless something of
a leader in comparative terms in making use of them. There is a case for encouraging committees to employ
them as the norm rather than the exception.

14. Utilising online consultation marries with other aspects of an engagement strategy. Simply opening an
online consultation is a beginning but should not be seen as the end of the process; in the same way that issuing
a call for evidence should not be confined to publishing it on the website and issuing a press release. There
needs to be a proactive approach, identifying recipients who extend beyond the usual suspects. Outside
organisations need to be brought in as partners in engaging in such consultations: they are normally going to
be better placed to identify people who should be contacted to encourage them to participate.

15. As technology develops, it is essential to keep abreast of it. We are now reaching the stage where it is or will
soon be possible to enable people to access and be alerted to particular parts of Bills relevant to their interests.
Interspersing Explanatory Notes with Bills—being piloted with a Bill in the present session (see HC 377,
2008–09)—will also be a useful step forward.

16. So too will be being able to produce what amount to Keeling-like schedules: showing the original
legislation and how an amendment changes it. At the moment, a Bill that amends earlier legislation can be
largely impenetrable to the outside observer—and, indeed, to many parliamentarians—without recourse to
the legislation being amended. Take, for example, the Political Parties and Elections Bill presently before the
House. Apart from the final “General” part, it has 24 substantive clauses: 21 amend earlier Acts.

17. There is also a case for enabling the eVect of amendments to be seen. At the moment, it is a laborious
exercise for anyone wanting to see and work out the eVect of amendments that have been tabled: the website
merely reproduces the disparate printed pages that appear in the Printed Paper OYce. Working from the
marshalled list of amendments is not easy for those not trained in the legislative process.

18. Given the way that legislation is produced in this country, then the sooner technology is exploited to enable
anyone interested in the subject covered by a Bill to understand clearly and quickly its provisions the better.
Such changes will be of enormous benefit to members themselves: in this context, one particularly interested
public is parliamentarians. If members have diYculty making sense of a Bill, it is not surprising that members
of the public, or even interested publics, cannot follow what is going on. They may not be even aware of the
extent to which provisions aVect them.

Acting on input from the public

19. Where there are online consultations, it is possible to monitor what action a committee takes in the light
of that input. It is similar to bodies making written submissions to committees.

20. If members of the public are encouraged to communicate with parliamentarians outside the context of
committee calls for evidence, then two questions arise: first, what form or forms should that take and, second,
what action should be taken in the light of that communication?
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21. The communication may be at the individual level (the member) as well as at a collective level (a
committee, the House). At the individual level, there is now the means available electronically to find out about
a peer’s activity (TheyWorkForYou.com) and to write to a peer (WriteToThem.com). However, knowing what
a peer is doing and how to contact them does not provide an obvious basis for making contact. What is missing
is knowledge of a peer’s interests. One can find interests by going through each peer’s biographical details.
That is a time consuming activity—fine for parliamentary oYcers paid to lobby parliamentarians, but not that
easy for members of the public or particular publics who want to pursue a particular point or issue. There may
be a case for putting on the Parliament website a list of peer’s interests, grouped by subject, not dissimilar to
the material available in Dod’s Parliamentary Companion.

22. At the collective level (the House, or a committee) there may be a case for exploring the use of petitions.
It is rare for the House of Lords to be petitioned in traditional paper form. That appears to underpin a
reluctance to explore the use of e-petitions. The House of Commons has explored the possibility of utilising
e-petitions (HC 136, 2007–08) and there may be a case for the Lords to do likewise. E-petitions will allow
people from diVerent parts of the country to add their names and enable them to draw a matter to the attention
of the House and for the House to get a sense of the strength of feeling on the matter. While recognising that
such petitions are not necessarily representative, they do, nonetheless, fulfil a potentially valuable safety-valve
function.

23. The use of e-petitions, or indeed any form of electronic (or traditional paper) submission, needs to be
married to a means of responding. It is common for parliaments in Europe to have petitions committee; the
Scottish parliament has one, which received more than 1,000 petitions in its first decade of existence. There
may be a case of considering creating such a committee, which could decide whether to pursue an issue
(perhaps by inviting a response from the relevant Department) or referring it to another committee.

Conclusion

24. These comprise a few illustrative suggestions as to the way in which the House could do more to engage
with the public, or rather a range of publics, making sure that they are aware of what is going on within the
House, and encouraging and facilitating contact with members and committees. One essential task is to convey
to external publics that the House is not a closed institution and that we welcome their input.

25. Two concluding points. First, enhancing communication with the public is not cost free. As Lord Puttnam
says in his foreword to the Puttnam Commission report, the costs involved “must be regarded as an investment
in modern democracy, not a charge against it.” Enabling publics to communicate with Parliament should be
regarded as a public good. Second, there are dangers in assuming that every member of the public will be
interested in what the House is doing. We need to be accessible to any member of the public, but in developing
a communication strategy we need to build on the recognition that there are diVerent publics and that what
is needed is a targeted rather than in indiscriminate approach.

29 April 2009

Examination of Witness

Witness: Lord Norton of Louth, examined.

Q221 Chairman: I do apologise for keeping you
waiting, but you were listening and you would have
thought, I am sure, that it was worthwhile.
Lord Norton of Louth: Absolutely.

Q222 Chairman: It is very interesting to hear
journalists letting themselves go a bit. We are all very
grateful to you and our apologies for keeping you
waiting. You know the form. We are very grateful to
you. This is all taken down in public and, if you want
to change anything, you will be sent a draft, et cetera.
Is there anything that you would like to say to us
before we start on the questions? We have read your
very useful paper which was very thoughtful and very
detailed, but is there anything else that you would like
to add?

Lord Norton of Louth: Not really, My Lord Chairman.
You have the paper and, having some idea of the
issues that you want to raise, I think that the points I
would have made in opening I will be able to
incorporate in the answers I actually give to the
questions.

Q223 Chairman: Some of the questions may seem a
wee bit critical but I think that is partly because you
are so well known in this field and you have written a
lot about it, but obviously one is then tempted
perhaps to say, “Yes, but . . . ” and I think that my
first question really comes into that context. There is
a view that the House of Lords as part of Parliament
should not spend time and resources communicating
with the public, not getting on to YouTube and all
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that, because our main business here is to hold the
Government to account and above all scrutinise and
perhaps improve draft legislation. In our present
inquiry, we have seen quite a lot of thoughts along
those lines. What are you doing getting into the web
and so forth? How do you react to such a view?
Lord Norton of Louth: I would suggest that the
question itself is based on a false premise. It seems to
be creating things that are not mutually exclusive. My
starting point would be that the House of Lords and
Parliament itself does not, and the crucial point,
should not be seen in a vacuum. Members of the
public have a right to know what is going on in
Parliament and to make representations to it. I think
that that must be a fundamental starting point. That
underpins the popular legitimacy of the political
process. It is essential that it is bolstered. Yes, as you
say, Parliament’s principal business is to hold the
Government to account and to scrutinise legislation,
but it is equally important that it is seen to do that
and that people outside can actually assist it in
fulfilling those tasks. That is why I say that I do not
see those things as mutually exclusive. We benefit
from public awareness of our activities and input into
those activities. So, communicating with the public
and enabling the public to communicate with us
should be seen as complementing our work and not
as detracting from it. I also agree with the point that
was made in the previous session that we should not
spend time explaining that this is exactly what we do
do. I think there is a certain danger at the moment of
we are trying to persuade the press to report the trees
and are not actually explaining to people out there
that the wood exists.

Q224 Chairman: In the time that you have been very
involved in this, do you think that on this question
there has been much change? Obviously, the internet
has developed and the use of the internet has
developed. I am quite surprised in this inquiry and
the letters that we have received at the number of our
colleagues who say that we should not be changing so
much, that we should keep on the ermine both
literally and, as it were, metaphysically as well.
Lord Norton of Louth: There are certain things that we
should retain on the traditional side; as long as they
have a purpose, they have a sense of public relevance.
In terms of your fundamental question, there has
been considerable change but I think that the point to
stress is that it has been necessary change. I come
back to my opening point that we do not exist in a
vacuum. The context in which we operate is
changing. We have to keep abreast of that and also
have to keep abreast of the means for communicating
as well. Those have changed. So, we have to embrace
that and there has been considerable change over the
years, I think wholly for the better, and, in some
areas, we have been ahead of the game.

Q225 Chairman: Wholly for the better?
Lord Norton of Louth: I cannot think of any changes
that have not. There are quite a lot more changes that
I think we ought to make. There are some things I
have not reflected upon that have not added
considerably but I think that, on the whole, the
changes that we have made have moved us further
forward. I think the problem is that we need to be
moving even further than we are. There is an element
in which, certainly in terms of the means of
communication, we are having to run in order to
stand still. That I think is the essential point. So, if we
actually stand still, we eVectively move backwards
and we get overtaken. So, in some areas, we are now
lagging behind the House of Commons whereas
normally we are ahead in terms of our willingness to
embrace, to change and to utilise the means of
communication. When we had the debate in the
House in December, my opening point was that there
has been considerable change and it has been very
beneficial. We have introduced change, coming back
to the point Lord Puttnam made, and the changes we
have made I think have been made in a highly eYcient
way. We invest limited amounts into what we do but
we get a great deal out of it. We get enormous value
for money in the exercise we undertake. I think that
we need to take it further.

Q226 Lord Selsdon: I have a very simple question
that I have asked you before. If we are to
communicate direct—and I was brought up with we
should always communicate with constituencies
through their Members of Parliament—then we need
resources and very extensive resources and a team.
Can we justify those resources and what would you
do about it?
Lord Norton of Louth: We can certainly justify the
resources because it comes back to the fundamental
point that we need a healthy political system just as
much as we need a healthy economy. So, we have to
invest. You ought to ask the fundamental question,
what value do we place on the health of our political
system? We have to invest in it and indeed I repeat the
quotation I give in my paper from Lord Puttnam that
the costs involved must be regarded as an investment
in modern democracy, not a charge against it. Let me
stress that the costs involved are not particularly
great especially relative to the benefits that we derive
from it. There is such a thing as a false economy. I
think that we are in danger at times of not making
enough about our existence and that we do exist on
very limited resources. The cost of the Information
OYce is extraordinarily small as part of our budget,
I gather about one per cent. If we double the
resources, that is two per cent of our budget. It is not
much relative to that fundamental point I made at the
beginning about what we are about. We could be
doing wonderful work but if the people outside are
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not aware of it, we are missing out. People need to
understand not only what we do in the detail but
actually what our very focus is. People do not know
until you go and tell them and then perhaps they
think that perhaps the Lords are doing a good job.
Unless they know, they do not only understand what
we do but they do not know what opportunities they
have to actually contribute to what we are doing and
help us to do our job even better.

Q227 Lord St. John of Bletso: I would like to make
a comment rather than ask a question. If one were to
draw a parallel between measuring the performance
of value for money in the parliamentary system and
in business, I sit on several select committees and also
on several audit committees and remuneration
committees and, in my commercial activities, we have
strict KPIs. What scope is there for introducing key
performance indicators in terms of value for money
in the resource debate of the Lords?
Lord Norton of Louth: I think that there may be some
specific things in terms of the particular units that we
employ. I think that the much broader element of
evaluating the impact—and one fairly measurable
element is simply column inches—is reflected in the
work that has been done by the Constitution Unit in
terms of actually going out there surveying people
and finding out their knowledge of the House of
Lords and what it is doing. I think that there are
various ways in which we could actually measure
impact with feeding into people’s awareness, and
then I suppose that you start to measure the input
element as well of people making representations to
us. So, there are various measurements in that way,
some of which are positive and I think that the survey
data is of course very useful in a quantitative sense.

Q228 Earl of Erroll: The problem is that some of the
resources would need to be allocated at individual
level because many of the suggestions are that we
should respond directly to people and, if they have
direct access to Lords, we should participate more in
podcasts, blogs, et cetera, et cetera and I can entirely
see the point of that. The problem is how you allocate
those resources and pay for them without getting
attacked by, for instance, The Daily Mirror who were
here earlier who will be looking for an excuse to say
“snouts in the trough” et cetera because there will
always be one or two things that go slightly wrong
and, if your KPIs come at an industry level, you will
just get more people trying to speak more often in the
House or do something which appears to be invisible
and what gets measured at the end of day is what gets
rewarded and you can perhaps destroy some of the
behaviours.
Lord Norton of Louth: Indeed and, in my paper, I
distinguished between the individual level and the
collective level, so I was not necessarily suggesting

more resources to the individual, nor in terms of KPIs
who might be thinking of doing a quantitative study
of who has got on their feet and so on because that
can be very misleading and, if you did it, it would
have to be quite comprehensive in the way the current
databases are not. They will measure whether you
speak in the Chamber but not your involvement in
committee work, for example.

Q229 Earl of Erroll: Or outside.
Lord Norton of Louth: Indeed, if we go to speak to
audiences et cetera. So, it is not the individual level,
it is the collective level in terms of the resources of the
House and the work that they undertake. That is
really what I am focusing on. It is that collective level.
I think that we can encourage Members individually
to be more involved and provide the opportunities
but it is the House providing the opportunities, so it
is us not directing any additional resources to
individual Members, it is as the House providing the
opportunity for Members to be engaged more with
people outside and to improve the means of
communication and therefore it is the House
investing in the collective facilities, not the individual
facilities. That is what I am focusing on.

Q230 Lord Puttnam: You know that you have been
my touchstone on a lot of this over the last few years.
If you accept to an extent the House of Lords is a
brand and that, to support that brand and make it
eVective, it needs resource—and I think that we both
absolutely agree on that—are we juggling with the
impossible in attempting to, as it were, create an
image to the public of something that is profoundly
serious with a very serious job to do and yet their
abiding impression of us, at least once year, is of a
group of people—and we are back to the ermine, I am
afraid, My Lord Chairman—a group of people who
wear ermine, have funny titles and are distant from
them as was made very clear to us by the young
people we talked to last week? Frankly, in a modern
society, it seems impossible to juggle those two
images in the minds of the public in such a way as to
get the sort of support and resources that this
profoundly serious House deserves?
Lord Norton of Louth: Yes, I think it is but it does
require resources. You are quite right, people see the
pictures of the State Opening of Parliament when
there is a story about the House of Lords. I always
explain that that is not a picture of the House of
Lords, it is actually a picture of the Queen in
Parliament—it is the State Opening of Parliament.
Symbolically, it is actually rather important because
it is the only time of the year that the legal entity of
Parliament actually gathers. There is a point about
whether we should carry on wearing robes or whether
we should carry on meeting in the Chamber and
perhaps we should all wear suits and meet in
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Westminster Hall. I think that there is a danger of
becoming too focused on that and not the wider
picture, which is people recognise the symbolic
relevance of that and it does not detract from what we
do as long as we explain what we are actually doing
on a day-to-day basis, and I think that the survey
data which University College and the Constitution
Unit have produced suggest that we have some
recognition that we are actually performing that
positive role. So, rather than getting too het up on
wearing robes, I think that we should be devoting
resources to furthering that perception because if
people think, oh, they are doing a good job on a day-
to-day basis, we understand it and indeed we can
become involved if we want, that is the important
thing. When I go out and talk to schools, which I do
on a regular basis as part of the Peers in Schools
programme, that dimension really does not come up
at all neither does the problem about the sleaze and
so on. They are actually interested in the work that we
do and the issues that we are addressing and it has
quite an impact on them. I think, if it is a brand, we
ought to be focusing on the positive side of
promoting the brand and not worrying then too
much about the State Opening or persuading picture
editors to look for other pictures and we might think
about what else they could use, not to worry about
that but really focus on the positive side and how we
can put across, perhaps in a fairly simple way, what
we do. I think at times there is a danger of trying to
over-complicate the presentation. The new
Parliament website is very nicely designed but, when
I did a post on Lords of the Blog about it, one of the
responses was, actually, it is a little too fussy, there is
too much on there and there is not clarity in terms of
precisely what we are here for. I have some sympathy
with that. Sometimes it is the bullet points that you
need to start with, get those over first and then you
can go into the detail. If you try to put over too much,
people are actually lost. My key point in response is,
let us focus on the positive side of the brand in putting
over what we are doing and what we are doing
regularly in clear, simple terms and I think that
people do respond to that and I think that the data
from the Constitution Unit points to the fact that we
are having some impact and I would want to build
on that.
Chairman: Thank you. We are now going to get on to
a bit of detail and I turn to Lady Gibson.

Q231 Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: I would like
to ask about the communicating rather than the
actual legislation. It has been put to us that it should
be possible on the website to track our bill as
amended as it goes through Parliament and I
wondered what you feel about that. Secondly, could
you expand a little for us on your paragraph 17 in the

paper where you say that it should also be possible to
look forward to see how a bill can change if amended.
Lord Norton of Louth: I would certainly support being
able to see how a bill has been amended as it passes
through Parliament. That is partly for outside access
and partly for our own benefit as well because there
are inherent problems, if you like, in the way we do
legislation. It is very diYcult to follow what is
actually going on. So, if we can achieve that through
the parliamentary website, I think that would be a
great step forward not just for people outside but I
think you will find many Members actually making
great use of the resource as well and that is a point
worth bearing in mind. We should not see improving
our internal communication as somehow separate
from improving our communication with people
outside. Some of the changes will benefit others just
as much as they will benefit people from outside and I
think that that would actually improve the legislative
process. It is not just part of communication. If we
can see more clearly what is happening and people
outside who may be aVected can see more clearly and
perhaps more quickly the impact and then inform us,
I think that we would benefit enormously from it. I
think that the principle for doing that is compelling.
So, seeing the amendments and the eVect they would
have, I gather that the technology is there or should
be soon there where we can actually see what eVects
the amendments would have and I think that that
would enormously valuable. If you think of the
problems we have as Members of keeping track of
amendments and working out what the consequence
would be, it is bad enough for us and for those who
are dealing with it is quite an exercise, for the people
outside, the only people who are going to be involved
are the lobbyists and parliamentary oYcers who take
the trouble to work out what those amendments
would be. Therefore, if we facilitate the process, we
benefit but, if you like, people outside would benefit
and probably a wider audience than just the present
interested public that does take the eVort to work out
or try to work out what the consequence would be.
So, from the point of view of Keeling-like schedules,
to actually help us understand because part of the
problem with the way we do legislation in this
country is that we amend earlier legislation and it is
very diYcult to make sense of what a bill is about
when so much of it is merely replacing parts of earlier
acts when we have no idea what was in those earlier
acts.

Q232 Earl of Erroll: Who would you make
responsible for producing these Keeling-like
structures because you do mention that?
Lord Norton of Louth: I do. Since it is usually a
government bill, it would seem to be the
responsibility of the Government as now when they
are bringing a bill forward, if they do produce a
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Keeling-like schedule. The occasions when they have
done it have been relatively rare though the cases
when we can argue that they should have done it are
far greater. I think that responsibility would be on the
person bringing forward the bill. Certainly my view is
that the Keeling-like schedules are invaluable. When
the Constitution Committee did its report in 2004 on
parliament and the legislative process, one of the
points that we made there is that there ought to be
more extensive use of them. The Government
objection to them has been the sheer resources
necessary to undertake it. My understanding is that
the technology is there or soon will be there, so it is
not actually that diYcult to do.

Q233 Earl of Erroll: And then presumably to keep it
rolling because you would roll that forward.
Lord Norton of Louth: Yes, that is my thinking. Now
that we have the technology that meets it, we ought
to be able to do that.

Q234 Earl of Erroll: Would there actually be an
argument that they really have a duty to do it because
legislation should not be so impenetrable?
Lord Norton of Louth: Yes. I would not be averse to
going down that road and saying that there should be
a duty imposed on government to do that. You could
certainly persuade me that that would be the case.

Q235 Earl of Erroll: Dealing with the Equality Bills
that is about to come, have you seen the little
simplified addendum, the sort of childlike handout
which explains it?
Lord Norton of Louth: No.

Q236 Earl of Erroll: You would go to the print oYce
and see it. I was thinking that we should be passing
that because that is what the public will understand
and they will ignore the huge, great fat thing. It is an
idiot’s guide in ten pages with cartoons.
Lord Norton of Louth: I am all for that. I spent this
morning looking at the interleaving because this is
the first bill where they have done this pilot with the
interleaving explanatory notes with the clauses. I take
your point about the idiot’s guide which comes back
to my earlier point about the principles around
promoting the House as a whole. If you simplify it
and just put clearly what it is intended to do, that is
the starting point. As I say, our starting point tends to
be the trees and not explaining the wood. That
applies to the House as a whole but it applies to bills.
Explanatory notes have been a great step forward
and one wonders how parliamentarians coped when
there were no explanatory notes, but there is still a lot
to be done in taking it further forward in particular
the point about the simple explanation of what is the
point of the bill.

Q237 Chairman: We must move on to something
that is slightly more controversial. When you talk
about the Keeling schedules, I imagine that you are
referring to Ted Keeling, the MP for Twickenham
who first wrote a paper about the timing and the
shape of legislation.
Lord Norton of Louth: I have to be very clear in the
language that I am not talking about Keeling
schedules, I am talking about Keeling-like schedules.
The distinction is that the Keeling schedule is actually
part of the bill and that is another reason why
governments always resisted them because it has to
be absolutely precise in the legal terms. A Keeling-
like schedule is, if you like, the same thing but
separate from the bill, so it has no legal implications.
It is an aid to understanding the bill and that is why
it is a Keeling-like schedule rather than
recommending a Keeling schedule. It is a slightly
technical point but it is important. It reduces the
worries of government if they know that it is a
Keeling-like schedule and not actually a formal part
of the bill.

Q238 Lord Puttnam: Channel 4 has suggested to the
Committee that draft legislation should be made
available online for the public to annotate. What is
your view on that suggestion? Would it be for
Government or would it be for Parliament to take
that forward?
Lord Norton of Louth: I saw the suggestion and I am in
favour of draft legislation being made available and
possibly annotated, but my route would be through
Parliament because I want to see it as part of the pre-
legislative process/the pre-legislative scrutiny. So,
rather than just putting it out there, I think that it
should be seen as a part of moving forward with pre-
legislative scrutiny. If I may revert again to the
Constitution Committee report in 2004, one of the
points we made there was that pre-legislative scrutiny
ought to be the norm, not the exception. At the time,
the Government moved in that direction of saying
that most bills ought to be at least published in draft,
but they have now rowed back for resource reasons,
so they have not really improved on the level of pre-
legislative scrutiny, but I certainly think in principle
that we should be going in that direction and that
really every bill should be subject to pre-legislative
scrutiny unless there is a compelling case for it not to
be. If you like, it is reversing the present situation. I
see what Channel 4 was suggesting as part of that
process. So, it is within Parliament’s role, so the
annotation and what is done there would be fed into
pre-legislative scrutiny. In most cases, that pre-
legislative scrutiny would be by a department select
committee in the other place and, on a number of
bills, it would be a joint committee of the two Houses.
There may be exceptional cases where they would be
referred to a committee of this House, but certainly I
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see it as putting it within the context of Parliament
and therefore as part of the process of enhancing
communication between Parliament and the public.
So, the public have some input and my experience of
input of that sort is that it is quite often helpful to us
in informing us of the measures before us. So, I think
that it would have to be fitted into a clear process and,
as it stands at the moment, that suggestion sort of
goes out into the ether and gets lost. It needs to be
part of that structured process through Parliament,
so that would be the route.

Q239 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: In paragraph four
of your paper in the section on public involvement,
you make a very valid point think that mechanisms
enabling the public to express a view in Parliament
should not be put in place until there is a clear and
transparent process for dealing with such
communication. How do you envisage that that
would happen? For instance, public consultations on
the draft bill might not be taken as a result.
Lord Norton of Louth: It relates particularly to the
suggestions and it ties into what I have just said about
pre-legislative scrutiny. If you are engaging in pre-
legislative scrutiny or indeed if you are engaging,
which is something I may come on to later as part of
the wider process of the legislative process, to actually
have evidence-taking committees when the bill is
going through, and you invite input from people
outside, then it is for them to see that you have
actually considered it, not that you made a change to
the bill in the light of it because you may disagree, but
the mere fact of receiving it and considering it and the
value if it is in part of the pre-legislative process or
indeed of course if it is a evidence-taking committee
when a bill is going through, it is evidence, so it is
published and people can see that their view is on the
public record and we can draw on it as appropriate. I
think that again it comes back to my point that if you
have a structured process of pre-legislative scrutiny,
like say holding evidence-taking committees
whenever it is actually going through, then the input
is visible and people can see that it has been received,
that it is on the record and variously of course a
committee comments on it as part of its report. The
other area I was touching upon particularly in this
context—and this is an obvious one—is if you go
down the route of allowing petitions. Well, we allow
petitions if anyone sends us any but, if you go down
the route of e-petition and people actually thought
that it was an exercise that they want to indulge in,
then you need to be able to show that something
happens to the petition. As you know from the
experience of the Commons, there a petition goes
into a black hole in eVect. People go out and get
signatures and people make a great deal of eVort, give
it to the MP, the MP presents it and what happens?
We know that they are referred to the relevant select

committee. That can be highly dangerous if people
make all this eVort, they send the petition to
Parliament and nothing happens or nothing seems to
happen. So, if you are going to go down that route,
you have to make sure that you have something in
place to consider it, say you have an experience of
other parliaments including the Scottish Parliament,
is having a Petitions Committee to consider it and
reflect upon it, so that people know that it is at least
being considered. That is my point, but there are
dangers. It is always nice to invite communication
from the public, but you find that they are
communicating and think, oh, now what do we do
with it? As I mentioned in my submission, that would
be more dangerous than not inviting submissions in
the first place. So, it was that type of mechanism that
I was thinking of, so that people can see that, if they
have some input, there is a considered process for
dealing with it and that people can see it is being
considered.

Q240 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: So, a petitions
committee and funding to go with it.
Lord Norton of Louth: It would be a committee and it
would depend on the scale of the petitions coming in.
There is experience of the Scottish Committee and I
do not know whether we can take that as a template
because you are dealing with a much smaller
population, but certainly a committee could process
it and not necessarily have to deal with all the
petitions but at least have a mechanism by which, for
example, they could invite a response from
government and make sure that that is on the record
or refer it to another committee for consideration.
There are various things one could do to deal with the
problem of volume. I believe that the Scottish
Parliament when it first started just invited petitions
from anybody and said, “We will consider them”. I
think that they had initially over 100 petitions and
then discovered that the majority had come from one
person. So, there are diVerent things you can cover
including a threshold, that is requiring a number of
signatures before it is considered and so on so you can
have some sort of threshold and other mechanisms. I
do not think that necessarily it would be too resource
intensive. It comes back to my earlier point that the
resources may not need to be extensive relative to the
value of the exercise and the people actually being
seen that they are being listened to and, equally
important, that they have the opportunity. One of the
things about research about MPs is that the
important thing is not simply constituents making
representation, though of course they do it on an
increasing scale, but the fact that people note that the
MP is there so they can make representations and
surveys show that when people are asked, “If there
was a bad law going through, what would you do?”
and what they would do is make representation to the
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MP, but they do not do it now because there is
nothing to engage them.

Q241 Chairman: Before we move on to Lord St.
John and talk about the work of select committees, I,
having been for many years a back-bencher in the
House of Commons, do find the question about
public annotation on a draft bill extremely diVerent
because I had to think what the back-benchers are
going to say. As back-benchers, in my experience, we
were always trying to press on ministers that they
should change a bill and that is what a back-bencher
was there for, you have a vote on it or you do not have
a vote on it if you are on the Government’s side, but
I can see the feeling of resentment of a back-bencher
if a minister says, “I would like to change this because
I had 100 annotations coming in from the public who
want to change it”. The resentment of the back-
bencher could be very, very large indeed and I think
that you have to put that into the pudding because I
think that in this the position of back-benchers and
particularly back-benchers who are not going to
become ministers and who have done their stint et
cetera but are fighting, as they see it, for their
constituents’ point of view could be very resentful.
Lord Norton of Louth: That is why I say that it has to
be part of the structured process and I do not think
that governments will simply turn round and say,
“Because X number of people have annotated, we are
going to move”. I do not think that governments are
that easily persuaded. My point was that the input
that is coming through that route is through a
structured parliamentary process, so you are actually
going through committees so that they are considered
within Parliament before being put to government.
So, it is not a direct process between people outside
the Government, it is actually being put into the
parliamentary process for Parliament to consider
what has been suggested and then for
parliamentarians to act on that. Rather than take
parliamentarians out of the process, it is actually
meant to strengthen them by giving some input and
it is then for parliamentarians to evaluate what has
been said. That is what I am suggesting. It is not
getting rid of parliamentarians, it is actually bringing
the Lords into the process rather than put them
outside to be gone through in committee route and
committees then make representations to
government.

Q242 Lord St. John of Bletso: I totally agree with
you and you made a very good point about defining
the several publics and one does need to identify the
various levels of the public you are trying to
communicate to and I suppose that that leads on to
my question on the work of the select committees
which is well known amongst the public on the role
and functions of their Lordships’ House. Mr

Loosemore when he gave evidence to our Committee
said that we should not go anywhere near forums on
the parliamentary website and he also said that we
should avoid like the plague hosting conversations
and, in paragraph 13 of your report, you say that
there is a case for making greater use of online
consultations. Could you elaborate on this point? I
must say, I have more sympathy with your point.
Lord Norton of Louth: I begin by drawing a distinction
between conversations and consultation. That is the
essential point. I would place the emphasis on
soliciting input rather than on holding a
conversation. If you engage in conversation, there is
the danger of getting drawn into a long and possibly
fruitless conversation with someone who may not
have much to contribute. I think that consultation is
diVerent. You are inviting input and you can then
evaluate the quality of that input and use it
accordingly, and really that is what I am dealing with
in terms of making greater use of online consultation
for select committees. So, the consultation informs
the committee work. It is in that context that I have
seen consultation utilised as part of a wider reform to
the legislative process in the Lords which is
something I was touching upon earlier. The
Constitution Committee in its 2004 report suggested
that whenever a bill was going through, at some stage
it should be subject to examination by an evidence-
taking committee. The Commons—and I have
already mentioned that, in some areas of the
Commons, they are starting to be a little ahead of
us—have introduced Public Bill Committees. I think
that we ought to be considering at this end utilising
evidence-taking committees and evidence taking
when a bill is going through especially if the bill is
originating in this House. I think that we would
benefit from utilising that and inviting input from
those who have, if you want, views on the bill and can
contribute to it. As I say, that would be a
consultation. I am wary of characterising it as
conversations. It might provide some feedback but
essentially in that process you are inviting input and
people can then see what you have done with it as
part of a structured deliberation on the bill going
through.

Q243 Baroness Coussins: This might be going back
to the trees rather than the wood but you do raise in
your paper the diYculty that members of the public
have in contacting individual peers and in fact a
number of witnesses from whom we have heard have
suggested that this could be facilitated by the House
making available a list of peers according to our
interests or areas of expertise and also by region/area.
You did not quite commit yourself as to whether the
former was a good or bad idea in your paper and I do
not think you mentioned the second one and I
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wondered if you could comment on whether you
thought that either was a good idea.
Lord Norton of Louth: On the list of peers’ interests, I
think that it is a good idea. I can see problems but let
me start with the benefits. First of all, it informs the
public which I think is good in its own right because
it may encourage them to make contact. So, first of
all, it informs the public. Secondly, it may encourage
targeted contact with Members, so it might actually
reduce the amount of mail that we do get because at
the moment some organisations send it to everybody
because they do not know how to narrow it down and
target those with a particular interest, so we all end up
with mail and we think, why have I been sent this? I
do not know whether, like me, you get the regular
magazine of the Hair Stylists Association, but I am
not quite sure that there is much I can do with it now!
A list is actually targeted if they produce it but it
means that people outside know who to contact—
that is the important word—a targeted contact. So, it
informs the public of course and it in a way informs
us because it is people with an interest in our
particular areas outside who may have some
knowledge who then know to contact us. I think that
that is the benefit. As to problems interest is not the
same as activity. So, people might write in to a
Member of the House who is perhaps not one of our
most active Members, but I think that that would be
oVset by the fact that, as long as there are several
Members on the list, you are going to reach people
who are interested and there might even be a side
benefit if one of our inactive Members got lots of
representations in that they might be inclined to be
slightly more active. Overall, I think that the
argument clearly supports providing a list of
Members’ interests and making it both publicly
available on the website, so people out there,
particular interested publics, know who to contact
but equally, as we heard from the journalists, it is very
valuable for them to have that list as well, so I think
that the case is overwhelming for a list of Members’
interests. On the point of peers by regions, I can be

persuaded of the value of that but I would inject two
caveats. First of all—and I think this relates to the
point Baroness Gibson was touching upon—I think
that you would have to let the peers specify the region
because some may identify more with the area that
their title relates to than the current place where they
reside. So, I think that it would be up to the peer to
specify say one or both say to associate with their
particular region. The second and possibly more
important is that we need to make clear that this does
not mean that peers are assuming anything
approaching a constituency role, certainly not in
relation to individual grievances. So, there are those
sensitivities in relation to the other place in that
respect. I think the relevance of the list would be when
there are organisations, particularly those who have
supporters in particular parts of the country, wanting
to lobby on a particular bill that is going through and
want supporters to contact peers who may live
locally, then I think that is perfectly legitimate if the
bill is before them, but we would need to make clear
to people out there that peers are not here to fulfil a
role that is really the responsibility of the local
Member of Parliament. That is the only problem that
I would see associated with that. So, we would need
to be clear in the message we sent with it as to what
use could be made of the list. Those are the only
caveats I would inject in terms of a list by regions. In
terms of list by areas of interest and of course it would
be the peers who would specify those areas of interest,
I think that would be wholly good.

Q244 Chairman: Thank you very much. I think that
we must draw stumps there. We are very grateful to
you for finding time to come and talk to us and for
the paper you wrote. You know very well that, if you
have further thoughts, do not hesitate to put them to
us. You will be sent a draft transcript and, if there is
anything you want to add or correct, please, do so.
We are all very grateful for the attention you have
given to the subject.
Lord Norton of Louth: It was my pleasure, thank you.
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Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Mr Tom Watson, a Member of the House of Commons, Minister for Digital Engagement and Civil
Service Issues, and Mr Andrew Stott, Cabinet Office, examined.

Q245 Chairman: Just the usual form, to remind you
that a full transcript of the public evidence will be
taken, posted on the website and published with the
Committee’s report. You will have the opportunity to
propose corrections to the transcript. That is a
formality. Before we start on questions, Minister, is
there anything you would like to say to us by way of
a short statement?
Mr Watson: If I could just informally say a few words.
You are into this inquiry, so you know the dynamics
of the internet. You know that in 1997 we had zero
broadband connections here in the UK and now
something like six out of 10 of us have access to
broadband in the home, 1.2 billion global citizens are
wired together and we know that that can do quite
amazing, unusual and unpredictable things with
debates. I think the challenge we all face in
Parliament is probably fourfold. The first is to allow
parliamentarians to find their authentic voice in the
online space and to build communities of interest in
terms of policy, shared ideas and, dare I say, values.
The second is to open up information and to get
parliamentary content into the weave of the internet
so that citizens can use it in their own way. The third
is to move from a sort of consultation model of
government to a conversation model of government
and that means allowing people to share their insights
and wisdom perhaps in a slightly more informal and
direct way. Finally, I think if you can do those things
we will be able, between us, to open up innovation
and creativity, which will allow us to find
parliamentary solutions to policy in the future.

Q246 Chairman: Thank you very much. Can I be
very blunt? You may know that we really have been
trying ourselves to use YouTube. Various Members
present have put on videos and have done, as it were,
their stuV, but the likes of me are really quite
frightened about the Web, the internet, and so forth.
I wondered how the Prime Minister got on with
YouTube when he started. My heart shakes about it.
It can obviously go wrong in some way. Obviously he,
advised by his oYce, was being advised to do the
modern thing. I do not say that hypocritically.

Mr Watson: I have some personal experience myself
of YouTube going very, very wrong, so I do
understand that. My take on this is that this is all so
new, people are sort of pushing the borders and the
frontiers and trying these things out and actually I
thought the Prime Minister was fairly reasonable in
what he did on YouTube. The idea that you put
content of less technical quality but immediately on
the online space is actually a daily occurrence for
many citizens now. When you look at the use of
televisions, there is a fabulous study by Don Tapscott
which the Committee Members might like to look at
in more detail where essentially he has done a
longitudinal study of citizenry and what made me
realise that the world had changed was when 75 per
cent of people under 30, when asked the question,
“Would you rather lose television or the internet?”
three-quarters of them said they would rather lose
television. So for this generation television is just
another channel of communication. That makes
them very diVerent from even my generation where
television was the main broadcast media. It was the
box in the room and it gave you your daily
information. It is very diVerent for the younger
generation and I would say that, yes, we are really on
an early journey here. As parliamentarians we are not
going to get this right straightaway, but the younger
citizens are going to expect us to use these tools and
technologies to communicate with them.

Q247 Chairman: Thank you very much. To follow
up on that, two questions, if I may. As you know, our
subject is People and Parliament, and obviously we
are particularly conscious about the House of Lords
but it is a general question about Parliament. Which
aspects of Parliament’s online communication do
you think work well and which ones really could be
much better done to attract engagement between
Parliament and the public?
Mr Watson: I am not the expert in this field, but
subjectively I would say that the use of streaming
video is very, very useful for a younger generation. I
have to say I am really taken by the Lords of the Blog
exercise. My old professor, Lord Norton, obviously
is –



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:49:17 Page Layout: LOENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG5

75people and parliament: evidence

20 May 2009 Mr Tom Watson and Mr Andrew Stott

Q248 Chairman: He was your professor?
Mr Watson: Yes. That brings the Lords alive to many
people, I would say.

Q249 Chairman: You must quote that to him!
Mr Watson: Yes, I am sure he would like that. Where
I would go with it is to try and allow parliamentarians
to have their own self-publishing platform in a way
where they can then build their own communities of
interest, dialogue and conversation and allow them
to get on with it. That is quite a challenging issue
because there is a lot of training and capacity building
involved in that. Before I was an MP, you read all the
books, usually published by Lord Norton, I have to
say, and he said the one thing about being a
parliamentarian is that everyone has got their own
expertise. So you can build up a collection of
expertises in the digital space, which actually makes
what we do collectively more relevant.

Q250 Chairman: Thank you. My second question is,
do you have experience from other parliaments or
other government departments where you are
conscious that they are very good at online
communication from which we might learn, i.e. we
might say, “Come on, we know you have got things
to teach us”?
Mr Watson: Yes, I would say the Number Ten website
is probably the exemplar. The petition part of that,
which was very, very controversial when it was first
introduced, as everyone will know, I think is
excellent. Okay, it is not scientific, but it allows you to
sort of gauge the mood of the nation to a certain
degree and allows citizens to make a statement of
interest directly. Where I think there is great creativity
is DIUSS, the Department of Innovation,
Universities, Science and Skills. They did an excellent
online consultation on the Future of Science policy
which allowed people to take the information within
the consultation and use it within their own websites
and then collate the insight and ideas back. They
have also developed their own open source software
which allows government consultations to be
formulated in a way which allows people to comment
paragraph by paragraph within the document. So
they are really reaching out and making it very, very
easy for people to comment on consultations in a
simple way. I would say that they are about the best
examples.
Mr Stott: Some of the technologies they have
developed in the Department of Innovation are now
being used elsewhere in Whitehall. We used it in the
Cabinet OYce for the Power of Information
Taskforce Report, where we did a draft and then
published it on the internet for people to comment
paragraph by paragraph, pointing out things which
were not clear, pointing out things where we could
have gone further, actually commenting on how

would we make this policy work in practice. So we
used that to really improve the quality of our report
before submitting it to the Minister.
Lord Puttnam: I am interested in what other online
forms of communication the Minister either thought
were excellent or which he would suggest Parliament
would copy. One thing it may be easier to ask Andrew
than the Minister is, it is a cause of some pride in this
House that we tend to pre-date the Commons in
pretty well every single technology and innovation. It
is counterintuitive but nonetheless true, and I hope
we are going to continue to do that. Coincidentally,
the Chairman and I, four and a half years ago, sat on
a committee and produced a report about the
relationship between Parliament and the public,
particularly in terms of information flow. The report
had some successes, but I would not say it was
actually taken up.
Chairman: It started a process.

Q251 Lord Puttnam: It did start a process, but
without moving into private pain, what we were
saying at the time was that the gap between the citizen
and Parliament was growing annually. It was growing
because of the take-up of technology and most
importantly it was growing because of the
expectation of the citizen, the expectation that there
was a drift towards transparency and open
government. There is no question in my own mind—
I do not know about anyone else—that the cataclysm
of the last three weeks is a direct result of
Government not having taken any notice of that and
many other warnings. We were not the only people
warning. I suspect there is going to be a lot of
catching up to do and I am always a bit worried when
catching up takes place in panic. You end up not
necessarily doing the things which are the most
thoughtful and sensible things you could do. How
would you, Andrew, with your responsibilities
suggest that you steady the ship and move it to a place
where the public will begin to accept that Parliament
and themselves see the world the same way?
Mr Stott: One of the things essential to the direction
the Government is moving in—and this is in the
Power of Information Report and in the Working
Together plan for the next stage of public service
reform—is really to get that feedback. We have done
some work on how we use the internet to
communicate and we have put eVort into improving
the websites, making them more readable and
useable, but the next stage is to allow citizens to feed
back, comment on policy proposals, particularly
comment on service delivery and their experience of
the public services, and not only leverage that directly
in the way which is being done, for instance, on NHS
choices but also work with other people on setting up
forums and internet presences where people do
discuss these things, and Netmums is the classic but
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there is a number of others, particularly in the health
field, where they tend to be around particular
conditions, and making sure that as Government and
civil servants we are in touch with that feedback, that
we are gathering that and that it is being brought to
the attention of policymakers. We have put out some
guidelines to departments now on how policymakers
and service delivery leaders can actually then
feedback on the feedback and take part in those
discussions. The next stage, which we are starting to
get going with, is to make that feedback move—what
are the customers thinking of what we are
communicating, what are the weaknesses in this,
what are the things which are not coming across—
and a key part of the Government strategy for public
services is actually using that feedback to improve
frontline services, getting that feedback to frontline
professionals. I think then the next stage—and we are
just starting on this—is how can we use the data
which we have got, the data about public services,
non-personal data, to allow others to find public
value from and to draw that to the interest of the
particular community, to get some of that “What
does the service look like locally?” out in ways in
which, if you like, the Government itself would never
prioritise writing that functionality into its own
website.

Q252 Lord Kalms: The danger of that approach is
that we are making complaints and whinging very
easy to do. Excuse the word “whinge”—complain,
and the easier it is to do, the more complaints you will
get. In my experience of running a hospital, the bigger
our complaints department was, the demand met the
supply, so to speak, and I am not sure that is a very
constructive way. It is like asking someone, “Have
you got any complaints?” as he walks out on an exit
survey and he says, “Well, yes, actually I have a
complaint. The girl wasn’t quick enough.” I do think
there are better ways of doing it. I understand it is
politically desirous to be able to have access to the
“whinge channel” but it really is not the best way of
getting useful data from people. That comes actually
from research, asking really serious questions,
specific questions, otherwise it is sort of bedpan stuV.
So I think there is a great danger that the Web
becomes your way of getting it home and getting it oV
your chest even if it was not a quality complaint.
Mr Stott: I fully accept the point and we look at using
it for direct feedback like that as one source of
information, also with customer insight. One of the
things which is leading us to look at that is that too
often the research that is done assumes the current
delivery model, so what the service users think of the
service they have received in the delivery model, and
it is more diYcult to get the information about what
else is important to people and get that feedback. So
it is getting the richness of customer information

through a variety of channels that we see as
important.
Mr Watson: I think I got the tail end of the point
there, Lord Kalms. Yes, I think you do have a point
about it is just pressing a button. Does that give you
a greater moral or political authority than actually
going out of your way to visit an MP at a surgery or
visiting a peer in a lobby at Parliament. Work by
people like Professor Clay Shirky at New York
University has sort of teased out whether there is a
greater or lesser value in online engagement. I would
say that it is another way of looking at these sites, just
like there are new models for Government to make
decisions about designing new forms of public
service. For example, Directgov has hundreds of
thousands of search terms within the site and within
search engines to find the site which would give a
policymaker great insight into the sort of aggregate
mood of the nation at any one point. What Directgov
taught me was that we are a nation of car lovers and
that we had better get our online services right for
people renewing tax discs and trying to get their cars
in order because the largest number of search terms
are all to do with DVLA. I forget how many driving
tests were booked online last year, but I think it was
in the millions, or certainly in the hundreds.
Mr Stott: It is in the millions; 75 per cent of driving
tests now are booked online.
Mr Watson: So there are new forms where
policymakers can gain insight into the views of
citizens. That is about them telling us what they
think, but we are still learning this stuV and I would
say that if half a million people have pressed the
button on the computer to say there should be a St
George’s Day Bank Holiday on the Downing Street
ePetition site it would be churlish of us not to take
that seriously. The next iteration of perhaps the
ePetition is that we should then go and engage at a
greater level and say, “Well, the productive capacity
of the nation will be reduced by X if we have an extra
day oV. Do you really mean should we move a Bank
Holiday?” and take that level of engagement with
those people. Obviously, you would probably have a
tail-oV of engagement there, but it does give
policymakers an idea of what people are thinking.

Q253 Lord Methuen: What should Parliament be
doing to enable the public to interact online with
Members of either House? Do you think it should be
something like a chat room or online forum? Chat
rooms can be moderated to get rid of people who are
being really stupid.
Mr Watson: Yes. There is a number of challenges, I
think. Firstly, I would say of the Lords of the Blog
exercise that it would be great if, when you become a
parliamentarian, you do not just get an oYce and a
computer but you get your own publishing platform.
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Q254 Chairman: What was the first word, oYce?
Mr Watson: A small desk in the corner of the library!
The cost of blog platforms and self-publishing
platforms now are so low that I am sure we could
make that the oVer. I would also say—and this gets
to a level of detail where I might refer to Andrew—
whenever we do a select committee inquiry to get the
evidence in a digital format which is accessible and
reusable is really important, because who knows who
is going to take an interest out there? The usual way
of having a sort of standard mailing list and mailing a
paper consultation goes to a limited market of people
and the great thing about the internet is that you
could distribute information and knowledge really
quickly and people will find their own communities
of interest around those issues, so I would say that is
our greatest challenge.

Q255 Lord Methuen: The second question is, do you
think there would be value in allowing the public, and
young people in particular, to put questions to
Members of Parliament via the parliamentary
website? This comes back really to what I said before.
Some of these forums are obviously much slower to
react, whereas if you have actually got something like
a chat room –
Mr Watson: I think that would work. When you have
any conversation it has to be moderated, so if
Parliament took the decision to have a kind of giant
conversation with the nation there would be a very
large resource issue there because if you are going to
do it at scale you need people who will moderate the
conversation and stop people doing the sorts of
things they can get up to online. So the decision really
would be a cost-benefit analysis and the truth is I do
not know the answer about whether we would gain,
as parliamentarians, great wisdom through that
route. What I think would be more important is that
with all the content we produce, the information, the
debates we have and the issues we are confronting, we
try and get out there so that people can have their
own conversations about it and so that they know
where we are if they feel strongly enough about an
issue to come and find us in perhaps more
traditional ways.
Mr Stott: I would certainly stress the point about cost
and moderation. I think this point was made in some
of the other evidence you have had and it has been an
issue for some government websites. It is possible to
channel that by moderating, if you like, the headings
and then allow a degree of voting, sort of click voting,
without being able to post abuse to the site. You see
a number of projects now with the fairly standard
technology that people use. It has been announced I
am taking up a new appointment from 2 June to work
for Tom, particularly on oYcial engagement, and
someone set up a website on what my priorities
should be. You can post a priority and someone

moderates that, but then it is free for anyone to
register and vote. That has actually been quite
interesting, getting input to me on what the various
stakeholders in the digital world see as important.
That also happened when we had the Show Us a
Better Way competition for how public information
could be used, where we attracted in 450 suggestions
and someone set up a sort of public voting site on
this. Someone also did it for Obama after the
election, what should Obama’s priorities be for
government, which was quite interesting, although
the top one was, I think, to legalise marijuana, which
was not part of his platform!
Chairman: Thank you.

Q256 Lord Selsdon: We had evidence from the
Hansard Society the other day and I have always had
a great regard for them, but I do think they are really
rather stuVy. I am seeing Dr Fox tomorrow. But they
then said that we should not only communicate using
modern technology but that we should also receive. I
never dream of comparing myself with the noble
Lord, Lord Renton, but I get a bit confused on this
because I was brought up to believe that you
communicated through your Member of Parliament
and in a strange way people have often said—I have
been in the Lords for many years—that Parliament is
down the other end and that we are the House of
Lords, and I was told too that we did not
communicate direct with people, it had to go through
the Member. Now the technology is there and we can
send information out, but how do we actually receive
it? If we are not careful, we get the lobby groups and
they fill up your email and I am trying to have an
alternative. When people write to me personally, I
work out who I think they are and I find their phone
number and I ring them up. It is quicker and cheaper
than writing a letter. They say, “Who?” and I say,
“Well, actually it’s Lord Selsdon. I’m very sorry,” and
they do not know because they have written on a
lobby. So how do we connect directly with people? I
thought, if I was back in the Navy we would have had
regular oYcers of the watch, so maybe 10 people
would be sitting here with computers all night ready
to receive, but I am at a loss as to how we do receive.
Mr Watson: Yes. The rather obvious point is that
with Web 2.0 technologies more and more people are
communicating with more and more people, so there
is a point where, if you are busy policymaker, you
have to prioritise. I could probably only give you an
insight into how I use the new digital technologies
and it might help inform the debate. I use a blog. I use
Twitter, which is an online channel, and obviously I
am an email user. On my blog I do a kind of robust
party political style, not quite knockabout but that
kind of thing, and it tends to be the stuV that MPs do
with each other occasionally, but with my Twitter
feed I have built a community of people, about 3,500
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people, who are specifically interested in the digital
technologies, and I very often crowd source questions
and ask for advice and I can honestly say that as a
minister probably not a day goes by where I do not
improve my ability to do the job better by consulting
the community of people I have built around me.
That is kind of what we do anyway, but it is just doing
it in the online space. You have got people you trust
who give you advice on your policy interests and you
consult them by email or by writing to them, or by
inviting them in for tea or for meetings. I just view
that as another way of consulting people whose ideas
I trust.

Q257 Chairman: Do you tell them that they have
changed your opinion or that you are using their
opinions?
Mr Watson: Yes. I usually thank them. I quite often
name check them in speeches and I have got five or six
ideas for this meeting today. Actually, they are quite
supportive as well, so when I do things right they give
me positive feedback, which is unusual in our jobs
these days! One thing I will say is that I agree with you
on email. There is a tyranny of email and it is very
hard. I think parliamentarians have actually got a
problem with managing the day to day flow of their
emails now. We are not quite at the point where they
are in the United States, where essentially it is the
whole sort of lobby industry and they get thousands
of emails a day, but we might be at a point where we
need to provide, certainly our MPs—I am not sure
how it is at this end—with some kind of software to
allow them to manage formal lobbyists through
email because it stops them from doing their day to
day work. Actually, for a lot of younger people they
know if you email it is an old technology and they use
instant messaging and think email is too sort of
primitive, so we might be getting to that point.

Q258 Lord Methuen: How many hours a day do you
spend on your computer?
Mr Watson: It really depends. On a day like this I
would probably get about 15 minutes. Sometimes if I
am speech writing I will spend a couple of hours a day
with the social networks open so that people can send
me instant messages, or I can pick up emails while I
am working.

Q259 Lord Kalms: But you blog every day, do you
not? Have you become a slave to that, rather like
your readers, become addicted?
Mr Watson: I realised things were going a little awry
when I ended up in a diary column last week in the
Independent when they said I had not updated my
blog for a week, “What’s going on?”

Q260 Lord Kalms: Yes, exactly. You were expressing
yourself.

Mr Watson: Yes. For me the blog is very personal and
I think for them to really work they have got to be
personal and authentic. Mine is quite idiosyncratic
and I quite like it that way.

Q261 Lord Kalms: But it is still a treadmill for you?
A pleasant one, but it is a treadmill for you?
Mr Watson: I do not find it as useful for my day job as
actually using Twitter. That is probably because the
political blogger’s area is still a little bit like a frontier.

Q262 Lord Puttnam: Let us pick up a word you used,
because I am sure it is a good one. You just used the
word “authentic”. It seems to me that one of the
things with all the technologies we are describing here
is that they all shift towards authenticity, authenticity
of local representation by the MP and, I suppose,
transparency. I have heard you speak, as you know, a
number of times and I was very impressed by a speech
you gave a year ago when you were launching the
power of information taskforce and you quoted
yourself and you quoted Ed Miliband as well, but
here is the thing, and it is not a criticism: you were
talking about a form of government which I
absolutely applaud and embrace, but it happened to
be a form of government which is about a million
miles away from the events of the last three weeks.
How do we pull these together?
Mr Watson: The events of the last three weeks have
actually taken me on a profound journey, and we
have gone way beyond the remit of this Committee,
my Lord Chairman, but I think we now need to move
to a form of rapid constitution renewal and the digital
age will allow us to enable a lot of this. Collaborative
working across Government using these technologies
is inevitable. It is going to happen whether
Government wants it to happen or not, because there
is a generation of people entering the public services
who can use these tools innately, but it is absolutely
vital that we make that happen quicker through
digitally enabled technologies, I would say. I could go
on about that for hours.

Q263 Lord Puttnam: We are both agreeing in a sense.
I am suggesting that the events of the last few weeks
have put you on an accelerator, that things which
might have taken five years have now got to be done
in a year?
Mr Watson: I would like to see that.
Chairman: I do not think we can push you further on
that one.

Q264 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: Just to continue
from Lord Puttnam’s question about that speech,
which was a thoughtful speech and thought-
provoking, frankly, there were two terms which were
new to me, and I come from a computer background.
One I am familiar with, but “data mashing” I would
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like you just to say a little bit about, because we are
talking about getting the public involved. This is
allowing organisations like They Work For You, et
cetera, to just take the material that we have got. We
have had witnesses wanting this, so if you could say
a little bit about that, that would be useful. You also
came up with a very provocative statement. You said,
“I believe in the power of mass collaboration.” Does
that mean we let the public into every aspect of the
parliamentary process, or do you think there are
certain areas in the passage of legislation where we
could ask them to comment on draft legislation, for
instance?
Mr Watson: Firstly, on “data mashing”, this is a sort
of technological and cultural thing. Again, 20 years
ago processing power was not aVordable to your
average sort of bedsit computer user. Now it is, and
when I talk about “data mashing” I mean people just
being able to use bits of data to do insightful and
clever things. The classic example is, we launched a
competition called Show Us a Better Way which
asked people to suggest how we could use public
sector information to improve the lives of citizens
and we had 450 entries. Some of them were just
incredible. Someone said, “Why can we not put the
location of every Blue Plaque on a Google map so
that people can create their own recreational, cultural
and health tours, walking tours of towns and cities in
the UK?” Now, the entire armoury of government
had not come up with that great insight, but I thought
that was a wonderful idea and others said we could
do that with the Veterans Agency. We could put up all
the battle sites and do a similar sort of thing. So “data
mashing” is essentially allowing people to find value
in existing government or public sector information
and doing things with it better than government itself
can do. So it is quite a profound issue. There are two
barriers to entry, I would say, there. Firstly are the
legal ones to do with parliamentary and Crown
copyright and there are all sorts of licence regimes
which I would say we need to simplify. The second is
the technical standards with which we present the
data in a digital format. So there is a whole piece of
work which needs to be done, and is being done, to
create open standards and interoperable standards so
that people can take one dataset and crunch it up
with another. That is not just stats, it is moving
content, it is geospatial data, and it can really create
new forms of public service and public value. When I
talked about the power of information, I guess what
I was really saying was that there is not a monopoly
on perfection and good ideas in government and
people can always give you a better way of doing
things. The one thing we can do in government is find
examples of best practice. It is very hard to scale that
when we have done that, but other people external to
government can help us do that. So really I was
drawing on a book by James Surowiecki called The

Wisdom of Crowds. Obviously he has also been
challenging about the sort of tyranny of crowds as
well, but this is really a way in which we can gain
insight through mass collaboration and crowd
sourcing ideas.
Mr Stott: I would just add on “data mashing” that
often data mashing is taking two sets of data and
relating them in some way. The classic use of data
mashing in about a third of the entries in our
competition was taking information which was
essentially on the table but had geographical coding
in it, perhaps a postcode or a locality, and plotting
that on a map, typically on Google maps, which gives
a whole diVerent view of the data. The work which
many police forces have done on crime maps is sort
of getting that crime data and presenting it visually.
That can make the data much more accessible. Place
is very important, so people can look at what the
activity in their area is. The tools to do that now are
quite well developed and there is a range of people
who can very quickly put this together.
Chairman: Thank you. We are now going to ask you
some more questions which are rather more
specifically parliamentary.

Q265 Lord Taylor of Warwick: Several witnesses
have said that Parliament should make more
available on the website parliamentary data, for
example Hansard bills and divisions. If you think
that has public value, perhaps you could explain why
and how that could be actually achieved?
Mr Watson: Yes. The first thing I would say is that in
terms of the data it is probably not for me to say what
the useful data is, it is for us to work out what citizens
find is useful with the data, so it is not about what we
make available on the website, it is essentially that we
should allow the data to be put in a form whereby
people can put it wherever they want. The classic is
They Work For You. When They Work For You was
set up I remember being slightly baZed as a new MP
about what this new site was then, because they had
taken existing data, scraped the information oV
existing websites and found new value with it because
it gave greater insight into what we do. I probably
then went through the second stage that most MPs
went through, thinking, “This is terrible. They know
my voting record.” Then I went through the final
iteration, which was, “This is a really useful resource
where I can track back on the things I have said and
the points I have raised in debate.” The point is,
people out there will be able to do this with our
parliamentary data and make the richness of what we
do here come alive to a wider community of people,
so I would say that our challenge is to provide all the
data that we have got in a way whereby people can
find their own value with and their own ideas and
innovation, so anything from the Suggestions Book
in the House of Commons library to the voting
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record of every MP for the last hundred years. I know
there is some great work going on with the Millbank
systems guys on that. They are actually amazingly
pioneering in doing work which I do not think many
of us here know could be revolutionary in the future.

Q266 Chairman: Could you tell us a little more
about that?
Mr Watson: Millbank systems—I am not quite sure
which bit of the parliamentary estate they are part of,
but they are essentially digitising lots of data, voting
data, speeches, biographies of previous Members,
and codifying it in a way which people can use and
crunch up and do things with. When their work is
complete, I think it will be an incredible resource for
psephologists, commentators and citizens to try and
understand the history of Parliament and what we
have done in greater depth.

Q267 Lord Taylor of Warwick: If I could take it on
a stage, it is okay to have the data then. What about
the public being able to re-use that data? Do you
think that has public value, and in what way do you
think they could re-use that data?
Mr Watson: My view is that we should have the
assumption that all the content we grow here should
be available free for re-use without any licensing at
all, or you have a sort of simple regime which is non-
transactional, which says, “You can use this data but
if you do terrible things with it we reserve the right to
exercise parliamentary copyright.” That is the kind of
way we are going with Crown copyright and the
easier we make it for citizens to use that data, the
more they will use it and the more relevant it will be
to their daily lives, I would say. All sorts of areas of
the Government estate are going down this line. As
part of the competition, we have got into the public
domain terabytes of data and there are people out
there compiling their own tables. There is a guy called
Matthew Somerville. Believe it or not, you cannot
currently get a comprehensive geospatial data list of
every post box in the United Kingdom, so he has set
up a site so that people can tell him where their local
post box is and so far he has codified 14,000 post
boxes. It does not come in handy unless you are on
holiday and you have forgotten your mother’s
birthday and you want to know where the nearest
post box is, but this is the sort of thing we can help
citizens to do easily. We should not be obliging
Matthew Somerville to ask the citizens to create their
own databases, we should be giving it to them for
free reuse.

Q268 Chairman: Thank you. Could we move on to
the question about online information about bills? I
think it would be a very good thing if we did have an
ability both to look back—and I am talking about the
outside world—on how a bill has been amended,

perhaps who put forward the amendment, was it
Government, was it Opposition, was it an individual,
a backbencher. How do you think Parliament and
Government can take the best advantage on the
internet in order to make the legislative process be
more transparent, more evidently easier to
understand as it happens?
Mr Watson: I am certain most Members of the
Committee would know about the mySociety Free
Our Bills Campaign. Again, this is part of decoding
what we do to citizens and if they can provide
amendments, if they can understand what
amendments have been moved and the whole journey
a piece of legislation takes in a digital format, it gives
them a greater ownership of what we do. Of course,
the great threat for us is that it does reveal what we
do, so it reveals the decisions clerks and speakers
make on the selection of amendments. It reveals the
agreements made between Whips over what
amendments will be nodded through and what will
not be debated, all the sort of—not the jagged edges,
but the day to day business of politics around
legislation. It brings that alive to them. I personally
believe that is a good thing, and it is probably an
inevitable thing and that we should go out and
embrace those people who want to help us do that. It
is not an easy technical job of work and there is a cost,
and we would have to assess what that would be, but
I do think it would help people engage with
legislation far earlier in the process. We have had
many committees in Parliament which have talked
about the need to improve our pre-legislative
scrutiny. That is just one way in which we can do that
and perhaps make it again more amenable.

Q269 Chairman: Speaking, if I may, as perhaps one
of those terrible figures, an ex Chief Whip, one has to
realise that so often the way the bill actually goes
through, what is cut and what is not cut, is all to do
with time and all to do with the fact that people want
to get away and vote by a certain time. That is
actually true in my day, and I am sure it is still true,
and it is very diYcult to explain.
Mr Watson: I made that last comment with some
trepidation, ex Chief Whip, because as an ex junior
Whip I know what it is like. It would make us explain
ourselves, and it would make us explain why we did
not do things as well as why we did do things, but let
us face it, as Lord Puttnam said, the last three weeks
we have got a lot of explaining to do!
Chairman: Yes.

Q270 Lord Methuen: Can I comment on that? One
of the thing which I think is very important—and I
was on the Merits Committee which looks at
statutory instruments—often a statutory instrument
is so complex it is almost impossible to see what it is
going to do to the legislation, or legislations, that it
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is going to modify, let alone the fact that the various
sections of the statutory instrument may come in at
diVerent times, and all this, for the benefit of the
public and those who are subject to these things it is
very important that you should actually be able to get
at the current version of the legislation as amended by
all these wretched statutory instruments. It was
something which we felt quite strongly about and I
think the Keeling schedule does go some way towards
meeting that.
Mr Watson: Yes. I am told—I am not an expert—that
the mySociety model would essentially allow us to
create a legislative ecosystem which would allow us to
track back all of that and make it far more easy.
Mr Stott: I think you might want to look, by way of
analogy, at Wikipedia, the online encyclopaedia,
which tracks every amendment which is made to an
Article. If you go to the history tab you get a whole
list of the versions of that page and you can compare
any two versions and what the diVerence, and for
each change there is a link to who made that change,
when they did it and on Wikipedia there is a space for
a short comment on why they made it, but you could
see that being extended to where the discussion was
on that, what were the supporting papers, and so on.

Q271 Lord Methuen: The Merits Committee had an
inquiry and one of the people who came was a police
oYcer who worked in one of the South East HQs, but
she was also coordinating and she said it was
absolutely diabolical, because of the diVerent dates of
things coming in, to actually know what you could
prosecute somebody for. The public servants need
this as well as the ordinary citizen.
Mr Stott: Yes.

Q272 Chairman: One more question from me and
then I am going to ask Lord Kalms to ask the final
question. We have been asked by witnesses whether
parliamentary data can be made available in
eXtensible Markup Language. I gather that TSO
already publish bills in XML format, but the data is
not easily reusable. Does the Government plan to
draft bills in a format that is reusable?
Mr Watson: The simple answer is, I do not know
whether the Government does plan to do that right
now. My view is that the Government should do that.
There is a big exercise in trying to make XML
Markup on a lot of Government information. I am
not sure how advanced the usual channels which do
bills are on that, but we can take that away.
Mr Stott: We can take that away. As I recall, there is
an issue when it is passed from the draftsman to
Parliament and some of the semantics of what is there
is lost when it gets printed, so it is about ensuring that
as you move through the chain from Government to
Parliament that semantic content of what the items in
the bill mean, not just the format, what is a section,

but that references to other legislation are there in
semantic form, so they can be linked to. I think that is
one of the things that are important in designing this
eXtensible Markup Language vocabulary, that it is
really going to the meaning of the text rather than just
the formatting of the text. We are starting to do that
on some Government websites now. We have been
doing some work on civil service job vacancies where
we are actually putting flags on the website, which
you cannot see if you look at them but if you have
another computer reading the website you know the
title of the vacancy, where it is, in a way that then
someone can plot on a map or can search on that. So
it is putting that semantic content in as well as the
formatting content.

Q273 Lord Kalms: I just wanted to comment on the
terrific enthusiasm for computers and the internet, et
cetera. Having made my living selling the damn
things, I do not know how they work! It is a good
thing to know it has been successful. Three points
came up that I want to ask you about, really in the
sense of danger. You are all very enthusiastic. I would
not be over-enthusiastic. Three points of danger
came to my mind as you were talking. One is, if you
are going to use the website to allow policy to be
formulated, does that not allow Government to go
towards the path of popularism? You are really
sending out messages and you want people to lead,
but sometimes Government has to make
horrendously unpopular decisions and to be popular
is sometimes easier than to put forward measures.
For instance, legislation going through these days on,
say, assisted suicide. How does the Government
formulate that? Does it do research or does it speak
with the passion of a Government which has to put a
marker down, bearing in mind the Church is looking
over its shoulder? The second question is, you talk
about young people and where is the tipping point
between young people and normal people? I do not
know how to use a computer. I can sort of get an
email but I cannot send an email. I do not know half
the things you have been talking about. I can play
certain games on the computer, but I am an average
citizen. It is just that my children are all brilliant at it
and I am not. There is nothing I can do about it. So
you have got to recognise that we represent still a
marked percentage of the population and have to be
looked after, so do not bypass us completely. You
should think about that, and even more so old age
pensioners. They are the people who have, perhaps,
the most to say, perhaps the most grievances to make.
I know a lot of them tag onto the idea of using the
computer, but for the vast majority it is above their
heads, so I am just asking you to comment on the
dangers of your terrific over-enthusiasm. I applaud
totally, but there are not unmitigated benefits.



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:49:17 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG5

82 people and parliament: evidence

20 May 2009 Mr Tom Watson and Mr Andrew Stott

Mr Watson: I understand the point you make. If I can
illustrate it with an example relevant to your lives up
here, I have a running battle with the young
statisticians at the OYce of National Statistics. I used
to answer for them, it is now Kevin Brennan at the
Cabinet OYce, but they always wanted to answer
parliamentary questions with a web link to a big
batch of statistics and I always insisted that they give
a paper copy to Members because not every Member
would choose to digest it in that way. So I do
understand the point and I know you used to sell
computers because when I was a young lad I used to
go into your shops and play on them for hours on
end!

Q274 Lord Kalms: So you were the little blighter! I
wondered who it was!
Mr Watson: Your assistants sent me out! But I would
say, if I can be slightly cheeky, Lord Kalms, I think
you should talk to your children and grandchildren
to teach you how to send an email because you would
find it amazing. It would be great and I can think of
no one better to be a parliamentary blogger than the
great Lord Kalms, so I would talk to your kids about
setting up a blog and you can find a new internet life!
On the tipping point, there is no doubt about it, there
is a serious point, that there are groups of citizens
who choose not to use the internet and operate in the
digital world and we need to make sure that we
accommodate them in our public services, and that
requires a multi-channel delivery of public services.

Q275 Chairman: That, I think, is a very important
point, particularly for pensioners, those who do find
approaching a computer quite frightening.
Mr Watson: Yes, some do, and some of them
approach using a computer with a passion and
regularly email me with their views, sometimes many
times a day! I just think we have got a generation of
people who are innate users, where the internet is not
a new technology, it is just a tool which they have
been brought up with. I guess I am saying we need to
advance more quickly in adopting digital tools and
technologies, but we cannot lose sight of the fact that
some people are either unable to use those tools or
choose not to, and governments have got to be aware
of that.
Chairman: Lord Jones, and then we must let you go
because you have been with us a good hour. Thank
you so much.

Q276 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: I think Lord Kalms
has been very unfair to silver surfers because there are
enough pensioners who get on the internet, but
perhaps the Minister can have a word with his friends
at the OYce of National Statistics to find out the
proportion of silver surfers!
Mr Watson: Yes. It is growing.
Chairman: Minister and Andrew, thank you so much
for coming. We really appreciate it and thank you for
finding time and for what you said to us. If you do
have any additional comments you would like to
make to the Committee, do not hesitate to send us in
a written submission and that will come into our
evidence as well. Thank you very much.
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WEDNESDAY 3 JUNE 2009

Present Billingham, B Puttnam, L
Coussins, B Renton of Mount Harry, L (Chairman)
Erroll, E of Selsdon, L
Jones of Cheltenham, L St John of Bletso, L
Kalms, L Taylor of Warwick, L
Methuen, L

Memorandum by the BBC

BBC Coverage of the House of Lords

In addition to coverage on news merit across all BBC News outlets, the BBC oVers the following dedicated
coverage of the work of the House of Lords.

BBC Parliament broadcasts complete sessions of the House of Lords the day after each sitting. These are fully
captioned with names, designations and contextual information. Questions and Statements are routinely
shown later the same day, after the end of Commons business, and again on BBC Parliament overnight.
Selections are also made from Thursday’s Debates to repeat at later dates on the channel.

BBC Parliament is broadcast on satellite, cable, Freeview and online. The channel reaches approx
450,000 viewers at home per week and approximately 1.4 million viewers per month. These numbers mark very
strong growth in the audience to the channel over the last two years.

The work of the Lords is reported on a daily basis in dedicated programming on BBC Radio Four in the half
hour programme Today in Parliament, in short form as part of the Today programme at 06:45 and as a half
hour programme, Yesterday in Parliament, at 08:30 (Long Wave and digital). It is also reported at length in
The Record, a half hour programme of record shown on BBC Parliament at 23:00 and at 09:00 the next day,
and on the overnight service of the BBC News channel and BBC One/Two.

Two weekly programmes of analysis regularly review the work of the House of Lords through interview and
actuality: they are the Friday editions of Today in Parliament and The Record.

Today in Parliament has seen its audience figures rise by 10 per cent over the last year and reaches approx
500,000 in each edition and 1.1 million listeners over a week. Yesterday in Parliament at 06:45 shares the large
audience reach of the Today programme.

The BBC shows the proceedings of the Lords live and fully captioned at www.bbc.co.uk/parliament. This
service has been oVered since 2005. It will transfer to the new BBC portal Democracy Live at launch in the
autumn of 2009. Key features of Democracy Live will be its eight-screen video wall which will give access to
full sessions of the parliaments and assemblies of the UK and the European Parliament and to a selection of
committee proceedings. Viewers will be able to search the video archive by political representative, by
institution, by issue and by keywords. The video will be supported by guides to the devolved political system
and to biographies and information about parliamentary and assembly members. People will also be able to
“track” members’ appearances in their respective institutions.

The BBC believes the new service will appeal to anyone who has an interest in the people, issues, events and
processes that underpin our democracy.

Peter Knowles
Controller BBC Parliament

1 May 2009
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Responses to Specific Questions from the Committee are given below:

The Committee would, in particular, welcome responses to the following questions:

Outreach

What more could be done to enhance the effectiveness of the outreach work of the House of Lords/Parliament?

What outreach activities would be most successful in engaging people with the work and Members of the House of Lords?

What are the strengths of the outreach programmes of the House of Lords/Parliament?

Is there anything we should be doing differently?

The Parliamentary outreach service launched its programme of regional workshops and information sessions in July
2008. What has been the impact of this new service? As Parliament’s outreach programme expands, are there any
additional activities that you think should be considered? Where or by what can the service most add value?

Are there sufficient routes for the public to make their views known to Members of the House of Lords?

Online Communication and Engagement

Over the past four years, Parliament has made considerable investment in the use of online communication
channels, including the parliamentary website and social media tools. The website has been redesigned,
services such as bills online have been enhanced, and other new services like Twitter and Flickr have been
introduced alongside initiatives like www.lordsoftheblog.net.

What has worked well and enabled better engagement between Parliament and the public?

What else should we be doing to deliver further improvements?

How would you like to be able to interact online with Members of the House?

What more should the House of Lords/Parliament do to embrace social media and Web 2.0 technologies?

Parliament should provide the underlying metadata (information about the essential data) ie who is speaking
and what they are speaking about, in a joined-up way across Annunciator/web/Hansard.
Permission is sought to allow the embedding of parliamentary actuality (video) on the BBC’s Democracy Live
online portal.

Press

How can we best encourage media reporting of the work of the House of Lords?

A principle of communication should be that this is best done jointly by the two Houses. There are scarcely
any journalists whose interest is restricted to the work of one chamber alone, so the normal style of
communication should be bi-cameral, except where there are clearly identified reasons to adopt a uni-cameral
approach.

What does the press and media need from the House to support a goal of fuller coverage of its work?

What measures could the House take to help journalists to report the work of the House in a fresh and engaging fashion?

Is there demand for a formal induction about the House of Lords for journalists joining the press gallery?

Is there demand for further easing of restrictions on the number of parliamentary passes for media outlets?

Parliamentary programmes have suYcient passes but there is a shortage among political programme teams,
some of which have none.
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Is there demand for the House of Lords to provide a 24-hour media service? How is such an operation provided in
comparable organisations?

The House can consider itself a major source of expertise and has the potential to further promote this aspect
of its role. Many universities provide a database of expertise and facilitate access to the people on that list. The
way the universities operate could provide a model, in this respect, to the House.

Broadcasting

What has been the effect of changes to the rules of coverage on broadcasting proceedings of the House?

The more relaxed interpretation of the rules has been greatly helpful in making proceedings of the House
watchable. More people are now watching and they are watching for longer: Audiences for BBC Parliament
have almost doubled in two years. There are many factors, but it is certainly a help that the look and feel of
debates is now much closer to the look and feel of non-parliamentary debate.

It is pleasing to note comments made in the media observing the greater variety of camera angles in the Lords.

Unrestricted access to the second feed (the wide shot) of both Houses would be valued by broadcasters.

What has been the effect of changes to the rules on filming within the precincts of Parliament?

The fixed filming spots (including one in Peers’ Lobby) are useful but more flexibility in allowing camera access
across the estate would be appreciated. Access to the estate is diYcult for film crews: the public rarely gets to
see the Palace as a place of work. I would propose that we re-think the balance of public/private interest in
allowing crews to film interviews and events around the estate.

How could the House of Lords work with broadcasters to make footage of parliamentary proceeding more accessible and
engaging for the public?

Lower camera angles would bring debates much closer to the audience and make the experience of watching
the chamber, from the point of view of the viewer, much more like the normal televisual experience. In the
original project to televise the Lords, more than 20 years ago, a camera angle from the third row of Peers’
benches gave a much more intimate view of the chamber which achieved this eVect.

Accessibility is also, in part, a factor of cost: the current licence arrangement sharing the cost between the
broadcasters is a deterrent, especially for small (web-based) producers and for foreign broadcasters.

What do broadcasters need from the House to support a goal of fuller coverage of its work?

What has been the effect of the expansion of webcasting?

Video webcasting of committees is especially helpful to specialist researchers and to journalists. It has enabled
Today in Parliament to cover a wider range of hearings than was possible before.

Should the House be contextualising coverage of its proceedings on the web (eg by providing further information on the
Member speaking and the subject of the debate)?

This is already provided by BBC Parliament in its online service at bbb.co.uk/parliament (running since 2005).
Continuous captioning provides the names of peers and contextual information. Could Parliament’s site take
this feed from BBC Parliament?

Memorandum by Peter Lowe, Assistant Editor, Sky News

The House of Lords has been in the vanguard of the slow-but-sure evolution of television in Parliament, being
the first of the two Houses to be televised and the subject of experiments for a wider range of shots in the
chamber. So in that sense it has not been behind the times in the context of the UK Parliament. But the times—
and communications—are now changing rapidly and moving at a much quicker pace than the House of Lords
is keeping up, despite its foray into YouTube and Twitter. To many members of the public it still feels like a
cloistered, arcane place they don’t understand. So trying to relate better to the public is a laudable aim.

In trying to make people more aware of the work and the value of the House of Lords, there are real problems
in trying to achieve that through the lenses of the cameras filming the Lords’ Chamber. As a 24 hour news
channel, we are driven by news events. Sky News will broadcast what’s happening in the House of Lords if it’s
newsworthy. We are not here to provide a didactic service reflecting the work of the Lords, but to include it
only where it’s relevant to the news agenda.
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In that sense, the Lords is at a disadvantage to the House of Commons because of the theatre of PMQs, the
fact that the Prime Minister and most members of the Cabinet will make their statements to the Commons,
the fact that most—but not all—of the really important votes on legislation happen in the Commons and that
members of the electorate may relate more easily to people who represent the area where they live as a result
of an electoral process. Given these reasons, and the House of Lords’ role as the scrutinising chamber, it is a
fact of life that it will be very hard to drive more coverage of proceedings in the chamber on to news channels.

So what else can be done? On the Lords’ own website, its role is summed up like this: “The House of Lords
makes laws, holds the Government to account, provides a forum of independent expertise and is the highest
court in the land.” It’s that area of expertise which may be an untapped resource in the challenge to reach out
to people.

At Sky News, we do use members of the House of Lords to appear on television to talk about their areas of
expertise where they relate to current news events—Lord Robert Winston on medical matters, Lord Tim Bell
on media/communications and so on—but I’m sure there are large numbers of members who rarely or never
appear in the media who would add to viewers’ understanding of news stories and current events. And each
time this happens, it perhaps helps to underline the feeling that the Lords is the home of experience, expertise
and wisdom—not a bad image for a House that’s supposed to scrutinise our legislation.

To this end, I suggest that the House of Lords should be pro-active in setting up a list of Peers and their areas
of expertise who are prepared to use their background knowledge in interviews on TV and radio. It doesn’t
mean that we would suddenly plaster the output with Peers of the Realm, but it does mean we would use them
more often.

Having suggested that there’s unlikely to be an exponential rise in the amount of coverage of the actual
chamber, I believe strongly that the House of Lords should open its doors much more readily to news cameras
in the rest of building. What is the reason not to allow news crews to be able to film interviews, and more, in
most parts of the House, rather than only at the current nominated position in the Lords’ Lobby? If the Lords
wants to engage with people and appear more modern, why not do even more to show people that work is
being done on the inside of the southern end of the Palace Westminster—by people with the expertise to know
what they’re talking about?

May 2009

Memorandum by ITN

Introduction:

1. ITN welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Committee’s inquiry into how Parliament can better
engage with the public.

2. ITN’s coverage for ITV News, Channel 4 News and ITN On is highly valued by our audiences and
customers. Our political reporting is trusted as independent from government and an alternative to the BBC.
Our commitment to public service broadcasting on behalf of our news clients dictates that we supply high
quality political coverage and that we continue to find interesting and accessible ways to engage with the public
on matters of democracy whilst holding government and opposition parties to account.

3. Where we welcome recent enhancements and investments made by Parliament in the use of online
communication channels, and outreach activities, our submission concentrates on answering the questions
relating to traditional broadcasting and specifically what the House can do to help broadcasters support a goal
of fuller coverage of its work.

Summary:

4. In brief, the relaxation of controls on filming proceedings has made footage more “user friendly” for
broadcasters, but we believe that a further relaxation is warranted and we would like to see the facility costs
reduced where we currently have to pay for access to footage through Bow Tie television. We also want to see
live broadcasts addressed more fairly. We are referring in particular to the use of the House of Lords Lobby
position, which the BBC currently dominates.

5. More generally, we think that Parliament’s past concerns about cumbersome television cameras and crews
getting in the way, plus the risk of private conversations being recorded, has been superseded by much leaner
cameras and camera teams comprising one multi-skilled technician and reporter, and the experience of the
media already operating by more relaxed rules in the Commons. We refer to the existing agreement relating
to Portcullis House and the Committee Corridor, which has been well observed.
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6. Finally, in addition to any further relaxation of the current rules relating to footage of proceedings and
filming positions, plus a reduction in costs, we believe that Peers should be encouraged by the House to share
their expertise and experience with broadcasters by more readily accepting interview requests.

Broadcasting:

What has been the effect of changes to the rules of coverage on broadcasting proceedings of the House?

7. We have welcomed the expansion of the range of useable shots from coverage inside the Chamber—eg
reaction cutaways. Generally, it makes it a lot easier to use material at length if the camera angles and cutaways
are as relaxed as possible. This has helped us make our coverage more interesting and better reflect what is
going on in Chamber.

8. The measured, consensus-seeking debates of the House of Lords will always be diYcult to “sell” to
newsdesks, but the relaxation of controls on proceedings filming has made footage more user friendly for
broadcasters. However, more relaxation is warranted.

What has been the effect of changes to the rules on filming within the precincts of Parliament?

9. The ability to film in MPs’ oYces without permission has been welcome. However, the rules are still very
strict about filming in the precincts of Houses of Parliament. We are only allowed to film in a very limited
number of places. Central Lobby has only one position that must be shared by all the broadcasters. This
inevitably means that there are daily clashes between media organisations.

10. Historically, interviews with Peers, within the confines of the Palace, are conducted in the Lords’ Interview
Rooms. These rooms are small, hard to light and oVer rather uninspiring backdrops. They can sit awkwardly
in films where the other interviewees have been filmed against more attractive backgrounds.

11. The Lords, of course, is replete with some of the most attractive and splendid rooms in the country. So,
in addition, we suggest that the Committee considers relaxing the rules further on where pre-recorded
interviews can take place without needing to seek special permission. We recommend the Royal Gallery and
Lords Committee Rooms for consideration.

12. We also recommend a replication of the current rule for Portcullis House, that during interviews cameras
don’t point at the areas where MPs eat and drink, or where they may be having private conversations. To date,
this rule has been well observed and we have no reason to think this cannot be upheld elsewhere within
Parliament.

How could the House of Lords work with broadcasters to make footage of parliamentary proceeding more accessible and
engaging for the public?

13. The very nature of business within Chamber and Committees makes for challenging television in terms
of interesting footage. We have therefore welcomed the more varied shots oVered by the Parliamentary
Broadcasting Unit Ltd (PARBUL) of which our core news clients, ITV and C4, are shareholders.

14. However it remains diYcult for broadcasters to engage the public with important issues relating to
Whitehall and governance. The Lords has a wealth of experience in both areas but its former civil servants and
former judges remain very reluctant to grant interviews, live or pre-recorded.

15. We believe, in addition to any further relaxation of the current rules relating to footage of proceedings,
Peers should be encouraged by the House to share their expertise and experience with broadcasters in
interviews.

16. In addition, we currently have to pay Bow Tie television for access to footage of Lords Select Committees.
ITN currently manages these costs by regularly making joint decisions across our newsrooms on what material
we will want ahead of time. This can limit our editorial decisions. In addition, the rates for archive footage are
much higher, should we decide after the event that it is of interest to our viewers. If these costs were reduced,
we would access more Committees without tying ourselves to other broadcasters which would add variety to
our bulletins and satisfy a broader audience.

17. We suggest that it is in the interest of the House to work with Bow Tie television to either reduce their rate
card, or make a contribution from the House to support a goal of more accessible and engaging footage for
a wider public.
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What do broadcasters need from the House to support a goal of fuller coverage of its work?

18. In short, we require a more relaxed attitude towards broadcasters, the extension of existing trust
agreements, and more readily available interviewees. We would also like to see the costs relating to footage
reduced.

19. Political coverage will for the most part have to compete with more picture rich news stories, and
editorially there has to be a good story to tell rather than simply a diary event, speech or report. This is coupled
with our viewers wanting the bulletin of their choice to look diVerent from other channels. All this would be
easier to achieve if we had better and more varied places to conduct interviews—again, the Royal Gallery for
example.

20. We would like to add that in relation to the publication of Lords reports, whilst we note that embargoed
copies are eYciently distributed ahead of time, it is also important to ensure that a relevant spokesperson is
available to talk on the matter.

21. The permission to film in the House of Lords Members’ Lobby has been an extremely welcome relaxation
of the rules but we would very much like it to go further. Currently ITN can only use this position for pre-
recorded interviews.

22. The BBC has a monopoly over the Lords Lobby position for live broadcasts. We believe that as the
installation costs for this position were covered by the licence fee and therefore the taxpayer, then it should be
an equally shared facility for all Public Service news providers in order to ensure a diversity of coverage on
political stories. We suggest that the Lords Lobby position could function in the same manner as the Central
Lobby as a jointly funded facility. Non-BBC news bulletins could pay a facility fee but levels would need to
be negotiated fairly with a contribution from the House to support a goal of fuller coverage of its work.

23. Additionally, we would like the possibility of extra live broadcasting positions to be discussed.

What has been the effect of the expansion of webcasting?

24. More of our viewers are now able to watch the full proceeding of parliament via the web, which they can
view without any editing. This is a good thing, yet heightens the obligation on us to provide thorough and
interesting analysis and explanation, providing further reason for a reduction in the tariVs for obtaining more
varied broadcast quality footage via Bow Tie.

Should the House be contextualising coverage of its proceedings on the web (eg by providing further information on the
Member speaking and the subject of the debate)?

25. Potentially, yes, to help the viewer understand what they are watching. For us we already have that
information from Parliamentary annunciators.

Press:

26. We felt our input into these three questions on Press would be helpful.

Is there demand for a formal induction about the House of Lords for journalists joining the press gallery?

27. Our view is that a formal induction is not necessary, but a voluntary informal session may be useful for
those that wish to attend.

Is there demand for further easing of restrictions on the number of parliamentary passes for media outlets?

28. We don’t see that there is a great additional demand.

Is there demand for the House of Lords to provide a 24-hour media service? How is such an operation provided in
comparable organisations?

29. It is very rare that we require information out of hours when the Lords is not sitting.

May 2009
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Memorandum by ITV Regions

1. Any change in the rules on broadcasting proceedings of the House to make coverage more interesting and
varied is to be welcomed—but that is not the main driver of whether we choose to cover a debate or an issue.
Decisions are made on editorial grounds. Is the story of interest to our viewers, does it involve peers who come
from our region and most important of all, will it make a diVerence to the lives of our viewers? If a story meets
those criteria it has a reasonable chance of being covered. Once that hurdle has been surmounted then the less
rigid the guidelines for coverage of proceedings in the House are, the more likely we are to use footage from
the House rather than interview a peer or minister after the event.

2. Political correspondents at Westminster cover the activities of both the executive and the legislature, and
the large majorities enjoyed by governments in recent years have—rightly or wrongly—shifted a lot of the
media focus away the legislative chambers. Broadcasters, like other sections of the media, tend to concentrate
their coverage on where power lies, or is perceived to lie. Where there have been serious rebellions in either
House that have looked like defeating the Government coverage has followed. Should there be a hung
parliament or small majority after the next election then there is likely to be an increased focus on activity in
the two chambers.

3. A prime example recently of where the activities of the House of Lords are perceived to have a direct impact
on the lives of our viewers is the impact of the credit crunch on the motor industry. Several regions have carried
footage from the Chamber when Lord Mandelson has made statements giving details of the Government’s
assistance for the automotive industry. Further back when Lord Young was President of the Board of Trade
in the 80s there was considerable interest in and coverage of the latest twists in the saga of the future of Rover—
particularly as statements to parliament took place first in the Lords and later in the Commons.

4. In recent years regional campaigns and issues have also led to coverage—such as a recent question on the
East Coast mainline from Baroness Harris which was covered by Tyne Tees.

5. The easing of the rules on filming within the precincts of parliament have made coverage easier—such as
being allowed to film in MPs’ oYces or to conduct interviews or pieces to camera within Central Lobby or at
two locations in Portcullis House. However there still appears to be a presumption against filming in many
parts of the Palace which is inhibiting coverage and there is no obvious comprehensive list of rules which is
easily available for broadcast journalists on the parliamentary website. A search of the site for “broadcasting
rules” throws up links to evidence from 1999, but no easily discernable codified set of what can, or can’t, be
filmed. Some details are available on the parliament intranet—but journalists cannot access that site.

6. The document “Photography and Filming in the Palace of Westminster” dated Summer 2008 in the
Parliamentary Information Leaflets series does provide a set of guidelines, but is aimed at parliamentarians
rather than journalists. The tone is set early on “No one should photograph, film or sketch or have their voice
recorded anywhere with the Parliamentary Estate without permission.” It also mentions facility fees which
may be payable before a permit to film is issued.

7. The present rules—such as a prohibition on covering press conferences in committee rooms in the Palace
unless they are held by select committees—are frustrating to journalists and confusing to parliamentarians.
Further confusion surrounds exactly which kinds of meeting rooms allow filming and which don’t and under
what conditions.

8. We suggest that there should be a presumption in favour of filming throughout the parliamentary estate
except where it is specifically banned. That would make the rules clearer and easier to understand for everyone
and would improve coverage especially if there were a wider range of interview points (in addition to Central
Lobby and Portcullis House) available throughout the Palace. There should be no facility fees for news or
current aVairs filming. The present system of booking 15-minute slots for interview points on a first-come,
first-served basis through the Admission Order OYce is widely understood by journalists, works well and
should be retained.

9. Parliament oVers many opportunities to provide colourful coverage of the pageantry and ceremony
surrounding oYcial events. ITV Central requested, and obtained, permission to film Lord Bilston behind the
scenes robing up as he took his seat in the House of Lords. It made compelling viewing and increased
awareness of the House of Lords. But it took determination to obtain permission to film and judging by
comments made during filming the crew got the impression they were there on suVerance and their presence
was resented by some.

10. Instead of resenting the presence of cameras why not welcome them? Imagine how much more compelling
the coverage of close votes would be if we could actually show the process of voting from within the Division
Lobbies rather than just the declaration of the result. You do not need to have every division filmed, but the
ability to film important divisions would make coverage more accessible and engaging.
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11. In recent years the House has taken a number of initiatives which have been important steps in the right
direction. The pro-active role of a press oYcer such as Owen Williams for the House of Lords committees is
greatly appreciated. He actively solicits coverage of committee hearings and reports both through emails and
face-to-face meetings in the Press Gallery oYces, often highlighting to regional journalists the important local
issues in reports or hearings.

12. The appointment of Julian Dee as a press oYcer for the Cross Bench peers has also been a welcome step
in the right direction. He has highlighted the important regional aspects of debates in the House as well as
managing to get experts, such as Lord Best on housing, featured on ITV regional political programmes.

13. These appointments point the way forward. Greater engagement by the House with broadcast journalists
to highlight debates, issues and peers that are relevant to the regions they cover should be developed. In
addition barriers to coverage such as restrictive rules about where and when filming can take place should be
eased and simplified, the rule saying peers need to give at least 48 hours notice for filming in the House of Lords
should go and facility fees should be scrapped.

14. The call for evidence also asks what broadcasters need from the House to support the goal of fuller
coverage of its work. To support the points we made in paragraph one about what is most likely to secure
coverage we suggest the House should consider the way it manages its business to remove language and
procedures that act as a barrier to understanding for the average viewer. In addition the House should consider
how it fulfils its role in holding the executive to account so that through activity in the Chamber and in
committee timely discussion of matters of pressing public concern is increased.

15. The expansion of webcasting is welcome, and contextualisation of proceedings can only assist public
understanding of the proceedings of the House.

28 April 2009

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Mr Peter Knowles, Controller of BBC Parliament and Editor of Parliamentary Programmes, BBC,
Mr Peter Lowe, Assistant Editor, Sky News, Mr Toby Castle, Westminster News Editor, ITV News, and

Mr Simon Mares, Westminster News Editor, ITV Regions, examined.

Q277 Chairman: Good afternoon. I gather we have
lost one of our witnesses, and you, Peter Lowe, are
standing in for Mr Boulton.
Mr Lowe: Indeed. Sky’s Political Editor Adam
Boulton passes on his apologies for not being here.

Q278 Chairman: You yourself have previously
written to us on this subject.
Mr Lowe: Yes. I am now working in headquarters for
Sky, but until three and a half years ago I was
working at Westminster, hence my interest.

Q279 Chairman: You know that we are being
recorded. Also, there will be a transcript. It will be
sent to you in draft form, so that if you have said
anything that you want not to change but to
ameliorate, perhaps, you will have a chance of doing
so. Would any of you like to make a statement before
we start? You know what the purpose of our inquiry
is. It is simply: How do we make Parliament,
particularly the House of Lords, relate better to
people, people who are not normally interested in
Yesterday in Parliament and so forth? I would like
very much to start on that. What more do you think
we can do to help public understanding of why we, a
second chamber, are here and what we do that is
constitutionally useful and politically useful.

Mr Mares: Perhaps I could start on a slightly
controversial note. I recently was covering the debate
in Your Lordships’ House and I was covering it for a
news items. Most news items are about a minute and
a half long, so the footage that I could run from the
House within that was obviously going to be very
limited.

Q280 Chairman: Was that for a regional
programme?
Mr Mares: This was on a regional news programme.
I watched the debate, it was an interesting debate, an
engrossing debate, but when I came to try to work
out what I could use it was very diYcult. With heart
in mouth I would say that a lot of Your Lordships
refer back to what other people have said, and
possibly in the middle of a sentence. If you want to
get a clear distillation of views, so that you can say
that this peer said this and that peer said that, it is
sometimes very diYcult to get it in the succinct time
period that we have available to use in news. Without
wanting to appear too impertinent, I think people
need to be able to sum up their arguments, as well as
engage in the debate with everyone else. I do not
think a debate full of sound bites is the answer, but I
do think that when people are making their speeches
they need to be able, if they want their views covered
in a news bulletin, to précis and sum them up in a way
that we can use.
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Q281 Chairman: The obvious diYculty—and I
speak as someone who has been a Member for many
years—is that you do not necessarily set oV making
your speech thinking it is going to be in the press or
the news. You set it oV in order to argue with your
opponents on the other side of the chamber a point
that has just occurred to you and so forth.
Mr Mares: I take your point exactly, and I would not
want it to be purely to get your bit on the television,
but I am saying that within your thoughts, as you are
making that speech, should be “How do I sum it up?”
If someone is looking to get something which is 15,
20, 25 seconds long, to sum up your arguments is
what we need—and I am being generous there in the
amount of time that we use. Sometimes you think,
“They’re making a fantastic point,” but halfway
through they go oV to answer about three or four
points someone has made and then come back to the
point, and you think, “I can’t use it. It’s really good
but I can’t use it.” It is very frustrating.

Q282 Chairman: Are there any other contributions
on that before I call on colleagues? Mr Castle,
Westminster News Editor.
Mr Castle: Indeed, I am Toby Castle. I am based in
the press gallery, working for ITV News. We
obviously share an oYce with Channel 4 News and I
must apologise that Gary Gibbon, Channel 4 News
Political Editor, is not here.

Q283 Chairman: There are a few other things
happening.
Mr Castle: Yes. He is rather busy. It is my role on a
daily basis to report back to my oYce. I take part in
a conference call every morning, when, as a
disembodied voice on the phone, I tell the collective
news editors, programme editors, and Gray’s Inn
Road, our head oYce staV, what is going on in
Westminster. I am making a judgment from whatever
I am seeing in the newspapers or on the morning
bulletins or on the radio on what is going on, and
then through the day I am advising them on coverage.
Obviously Your Lordships want coverage.
Unfortunately, that is often decided by things that are
totally out of both your control and my control, the
news agenda. That is the point that I really wanted to
make, that often there can be something that Your
Lordships know should be on the news bulletins but
because of the vagaries of that day’s news it does not
appear. The other point I would also like to make is
on the world we work in. We have Peter here from
Sky News, a rolling news channel that operates on a
minute by minute basis. Often we will be phoning up
oYces here in the House and saying, “We need an
interview on Abingdon Green in the next 15 minutes
to make our bulletin, are you available?”—that is
very much the timeframe that we, I am afraid, work
to, purely because that is the nature of the beast—and

if people are available, they get on the television. That
is often the case.

Q284 Chairman: Peter Knowles.
Mr Knowles: My Lord Chairman, I think I heard you
say in your opening remarks that you do not expect
to reach a mass audience through the likes of
Yesterday in Parliament.

Q285 Chairman: We would always like to, but we
are more thinking on how we reach the audience that
we do not get to at all at the moment.
Mr Knowles: Before we do consider that wider
audience, I would just ask you to consider this: do not
underestimate the reach of those specialist
programmes. Yesterday in Parliament within the
Today programme reaches millions. Today in
Parliament has a regular nightly audience of half a
million. These are really big numbers and big
audiences for what is dedicated coverage of your
work and the work of the Commons.

Q286 Chairman: A Member of the House of
Commons only has to make a joke; we have to stand
on our heads—yes?
Mr Knowles: No, I do not accept that at all, I am
afraid. The Fisheries debate on Monday had five or
six minutes on Today in Parliament; questions
yesterday about security issues; and today the
Policing and Crime Bill. No, I am afraid I cannot
accept that you have to act the clown to get on air.
Mr Lowe: My Lord Chairman, as Toby said, as a 24-
hour news channel you would think that we have an
enormous amount of space and time on which to
carry debate in the Lords and interview Members of
the House of Lords, but of course the reality is that
the Lords does not feature in our output very much.
We are driven entirely really by news events. I know
this is stating the obvious, but very often with
political events, if you see what is happening today, if
you see what has been happening over the last few
weeks with the issue of MPs expenses, if you look at
the way in which most—not all of course, but most—
government announcements are made in the House
of Commons and most political coverage tends to be
about the Government and, at the moment,
particularly, about the Prime Minister and so on, it is
harder for the Lords to come to the fore. But it does
not mean we are not interested, we are interested
where it is relevant. Again it sounds like stating the
obvious, but there have been times in the past—I am
thinking of the 90-day debate, the Education Bill,
and various other bills that have been going through
Parliament—where we have been tremendously
excited about what is going on in the Lords because,
as I have said, we are driven really by news events. We
are more interested in events than we are process,
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even though process in itself may be very interesting
for those who want to get stuck into it.
Chairman: Thank you.

Q287 Lord Puttnam: This is going to sound critical,
and it is not intended to be, but we are caught in a
Catch-22 situation, in that news is driven by what
interests people and what interests people is what is in
the news. I watched PMQs today. There was a lot of
sound and fury but there was not one single thing said
in that half hour which is going to change anything in
the lives of anyone in this country. There was not one
moment of significance. I found it slightly
embarrassing to watch. It certainly did not do the
dignity of Parliament very much good. My point is
this—and this is me musing, if you like—today is the
65th anniversary of D-Day. A vast number of people,
men and women, lost their lives 65 years ago.
Tomorrow is the European elections. There has not
been a single programme on the meaning of
Europe—why we are in Europe, what we are doing in
Europe, where Europe is going—since the last
European election. That means that you have a
generation of young people who will vote for the first
time, not ever having been informed by the public
sector broadcasters as to what they are voting for,
why they are voting, why it might be a good idea or,
indeed, why it might not be a good idea. I realise you
are in the news business, but is this not, to an extent,
a dereliction of duty?
Mr Knowles: The coverage of Europe in the build up
to the election has been tremendous. I have been
responsible for a whole series of half-hour specials. If
you look at programmes like Daily Politics, the
Politics Show, the regional news output, everywhere
I have turned in recent weeks I have seen attempts to
explain what is a very diYcult parliamentary system
to explain. It is very diYcult because it is so vastly
diVerent from ours: the way the Groups work, the
way they work in relationship to each other, the
consensus style politics. It is a big eVort of
imagination An awful lot of work has gone into all
the diVerent programmes of which I have been aware,
as well as the specialist European output for which I
am responsible, to try to explain this. It is a big job.
It is a system which could not be more diVerent from
our own: winner takes all, one side in or the other side
in: it could not be more diVerent. A lot of eVort has
been put in to trying to explain it.

Q288 Lord Puttnam: I do not disagree. There have
been a lot of programmes. The nature of this subject
surely requires a minimum six-part series by Simon
Schama explaining what we do in Europe, what we
get out of Europe. I have two teenage grandchildren
of 19 and 17. They have no idea what tomorrow’s
vote is about. None at all. I do not think they are
peculiar; I think they are absolutely normal for their

age. Nobody has set about attempting to explain it or
even putting DVDs into their schools that would
allow them to be taught it. I feel it is part and parcel
of the process. We are sucked into a system which
feeds oV itself and it seems unable to step back and
say, “What are the really big issues? What do we really
need to know about in order to be properly informed
citizens in the 21st Century?”
Mr Knowles: I love your idea of the Simon Schama
series.

Q289 Lord Puttnam: Let us do it.
Mr Mares: I wonder how many teenagers would
watch that six-part series, however much we admire
Simon Schama. There has been quit a lot of
European coverage. The ITV regional political shows
quite often go over to Strasbourg and will do a whole
half-hour programme from there. Central have done
it three or four times to my knowledge. We had a
team over there not so long ago, using a five or six-
minute package trying to explain what Europe is
about which was used in quite a lot of the regional
shows, and in a round of shows last month we had
quite a lot of MEPs in the studios to try to explain
what it is about, why you should vote and why it is
important. Whilst, yes, we are not doing a big “Tah-
rah! Important! Here is a serious bit of masterpiece
television,” we are getting it into the news agenda. We
do have a correspondent out in Strasbourg who just
feeds stories into us, and where they are relevant, they
are covered on the regional bulletins. In television
news in the South West, to my knowledge, because I
used to work for them, there is an enormous amount
about fishing and an enormous amount about
farming. Because they have a lot of fishermen and a
lot of farmers down there, they have covered it
throughout the year. There is coverage there. It is not
up in big flashing lights, though.
Chairman: We will draw the European stumps there.
Lord Jones.

Q290 Lord Jones of Cheltenham: Peter, you seem to
be suggesting to us that the House of Lords should be
more confrontational with what is going on in the
House of Commons if we want to get coverage. We
are a very gentle chamber—that is what I like about
it—compared with the Commons. We are a little
reluctant to be that strong at doing things, but I take
what you say. I wanted to ask Simon about the
conciseness of speeches made in the Lords. Do you
think we need some kind of media training, so that
somewhere in our speech we just put in that 25 second
slot that makes your job easier.
Mr Mares: Yes, it would. I am married to a woman
who used to be a debater at college and she says that
you tell them what you are going to say, you say it,
and then you tell them what you have said. If you
follow that model, we will get our bit that we can pull
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out. Perhaps I can pick you up on the point about the
confrontational chamber, because there is a
scrutinising role which I think is very important. A
Member of Your Lordships’ House recently, in a
freelance operation—and I am talking bout Lord
Archer of Sandwell—had the hearings on
contaminated blood which produced for us an
enormous amount of coverage. Because it was people
from our regions who were coming to Westminster to
testify what this dreadful scandal had meant to them
and their families and their lives, we covered that
from the beginning right the way through to the end.
I know it was not oYcial House of Lords business, it
was a freelance thing, but it was an example of a
group of Lords scrutinising what the Government
had done, really shining the light on it, and producing
for us powerful television because it was testimony
from those people whose lives had been aVected. You
do not have to be confrontational all the time. If you
shine that searchlight, you can get stuV as well.
Mr Lowe: My Lord Chairman, I want to clarify to
Lord Jones that I was not suggesting that the Lords
should be more confrontational. There are many
occasions when the public appreciates and realises
that the Lords is the scrutinising body. I was only
saying that there are fewer times when that scrutiny
by the Lords comes to a head, if you like, around a
news story or around a news event. There are fewer
times that that happens in the Lords than it happens
in the Commons, but, in a way, the beauty of the
Lords is that it is more gentle and scrutinising, as you
have suggested.

Q291 Baroness Billingham: We are a very diVerent
place from the House of Commons and we are also
very diVerent from the European Parliament. If I had
wanted to speak to you, Simon, when I was in the
European Parliament, we would have fought over
two minutes in order to speak. We did not have long
periods; we only had very short moments. My oYce
would put out a press release and send it straight to
you. Are you really suggesting that we modernise
ourselves to such an extent that 600 or however many
of us would put out press releases to you? I think that
would completely defeat what you are trying to
achieve. Maybe we ought to have some consensus
view of what sort of information it would be best for
you to receive in order to make your life easier, in
order to reflect what is going on in the Lords.
Mr Mares: We are diVerent beasts, are we not?

Q292 Baroness Billingham: Yes.
Mr Mares: Peter’s role is diVerent from mine and
from Tony’s. Mine particularly is to represent the
regions. My colleague Gerry Foley is on Tyne Tees,
for instance. I asked my colleagues for stuV
beforehand and they have done quite a bit of stories
from the Lords, people talking about the issues of the

rail line or one of the Bishops from the North East
talking about the problems of unemployment where
it was located in the region. If you are talking about
whether you should alert us to something that is
going on, if you are talking about something that is
happening in Northampton or whatever, then I am
sure Anglia or Central would be interested. It does
not come to me. That would help, yes. We are
overwhelmed with information. With the best will in
the world, you cannot watch everything all the time.
If somebody says, “You might be interested in this,”
it would help. That does help.
Chairman: We are going to follow on, particularly, on
the question of the experience and expertise of the
Lords.

Q293 Lord St John of Bletso: Peter, in your paper
you said that to many members of the public the
House of Lords “still feels like a cloistered arcane
place they don’t understand.” I entirely agree with
that. A suggestion made by the BBC as well as
yourselves was that the House could do more to
promote its Members by presenting a database of the
experience and expertise of peers, so that they could
be available for interviews. Do you think this
suggestion would be well received by other
broadcasters? Certainly the public, in the
submissions we have had from others, really have no
idea of the depth of experience of Members on
subjects and certainly from our side we would like to
be more proactive in interview.
Mr Lowe: I certainly think it would be worth being
more proactive. I can see at least three Members of
the House of Lords in this room who have appeared
on Sky News on a number of occasions, but the point
I was trying to make is that across a 24-hour news
agenda you cover myriad subjects that we deal with
on a daily and yearly basis, some of them of great
national importance, some of them merely of interest
en passant, and in the House of Lords there is an
enormous amount of experience. There are certain
Members of the House of Lords who are the most
eminent people available to speak on certain subjects
but, with exceptions, we rarely get them on the air. I
think it is probable quite often that our own
journalists do not know enough about who those
people are. Very often journalists in newsrooms (not
necessarily in Westminster) will say, “Let’s get the
Chairman of the Transport Committee” but they
mean the Chairman of the House of Commons
Transport Committee, because they are more used to
that. Whether Members of the House of Lords like it
or not, to most people, as I have said, it is an arcane
place because not much of its workings are seen. You
could say that is partly our fault, of course, but there
is an issue of access, there is an issue of availability of
Members. Certainly when I discussed this with our
Political Editor Adam Boulton we were agreeing that
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very often, if you contact Members of the House of
Lords, they are not available. Of course they may be
not available for perfectly good reasons, in the same
way that Members of the House of Commons often
are not, but Members of the House of Commons I
think are much more active in getting their views
across than Members of the Lords necessarily are.

Q294 Baroness Coussins: Could I follow that up. I
do think it must be very frustrating for you, as it is for
us, when you are trying to get hold of one of us and
we are not available. I think there might be a
particular problem with Cross-benchers like me,
because amongst my colleagues on the Cross-
benchers will be some of the most eminent people
whom you might want to get to make a comment
about something specific but the trouble is that a lot
of us are not here full time. We have been appointed
as Cross-benchers because we have expertise that we
are still practising in the outside world and a lot of us
do not have oYces. I have a desk which I share with
two other people and I do not have any staV. I think
quite a few people will fall into that category. If we
were to be more like a university, which one of you at
least suggested in your written submissions, and
provide you with a database of all our areas of
expertise, what would we need to do to make that
work for you and for us? Given the 24-hour news
agenda if some of us are not here all the time, what
else do we have to do to make that function to the
satisfaction of both our sides?
Mr Castle: I think that is an absolutely perfect idea
for contacts. We all have a system of contacts
between us and we have numbers, but it is up-to-date
contacts, it is email addresses. It is having methods of
getting in touch with people and something that is
quite easily researchable for people’s expertise, on
where we should be directing and why.

Q295 Chairman: Are you saying, in very basic
details, that those of us who are interested should
send you each a piece of paper about ourselves?
Mr Castle: Or somewhere centrally accessible to, say,
members of the press gallery or to the main
broadcasters that those members of the House of
Lords who wish to be contacted in terms of interviews
and appearances. It is you going out there and selling
yourselves, not only for wanting to comment and
feeling qualified to comment on a particular subject
but also very much to publicise this Place.
Mr Knowles: My Lord Chairman, our
recommendation to you that you provide such a
database with contact numbers has to go with a
heavy health warning from us that we will use it. You
are absolutely right to make the point that being a
Lord is not the same as being a university professor:
it is not a job and you are not paid to be on call to be
an expert. That all has to be worked through on your

part, as to what you are prepared to oVer, but we will
gratefully accept what you oVer and we will use it. If
you look at the debates you have tomorrow and the
expertise that is on display on a normal Thursday,
you have two debates, the science and technology
debate, in which you have a professor of
manufacturing, a professor of pharmacology,
President of the Royal Society, and a former director
of northern engineering industries, and the creative
industries debate, in which you have a former
Chairman of the Royal Opera House, a former
executive of Granada Television, and of course the
current Deputy Chairman of Channel 4 and film
producer, Lord Puttnam. I recognise that is a typical
Thursday, so, my goodness, the appetite to tap into
that wealth of experience is there.
Lord Selsdon: I have over the last ten years assembled
the greatest database on the expertise and knowledge
of the House of Lords of anybody, but it is private
information. I will not explain how it has been
researched, but in 10 minutes I could tell you who are
the peers who are in the Gloucester area. I have used
as an example, defence. We obviously have more
people who have served in the Armed Forces in the
Lords because of age. We have six former secretaries
of state. We have a whole range of people. I asked the
defence group, and some of them—I must be
careful—are not the right people to speak on it, but
when you take defence you have the housing problem
and you have all the social security problems too.
When I asked the group, we could provide you with
a list of all members of that group and select out of it
their telephone numbers, their background, when
they were secretaries of state, when and how and
where, where they have lived, what their rate was,
leading aircraft men and all of that. I could do that
very quickly, just as an example, but I must respect
people’s confidence. The information I have is public
information; for example, if you want to know
whether they have been in the Armed Forces, you can
look that up. It runs as a spreadsheet from about here
to the end of the room, but I would do that if it was
acceptable.
Chairman: I am waiting for your question.

Q296 Lord Selsdon: The question is do you think
that would be helpful?
Mr Mares: Yes, I do. I support the idea of a booklet
or some kind of directory of experts. It is knowing
what you can talk about, how to contact you. As
everyone has said, most times in broadcasting we
want to talk to you yesterday. It is speed. I accept the
point Lady Coussins made, that a lot of people are
not here all the time, so there is a bit of hit and miss.
If this works and we start using you, colleagues from
other channels will say, “Who was that really good
interviewee they had?” and the interest is there. It is a
virtuous circle: once we get you into the group you
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tend to find that people watch it and say, “We saw
that person talking about that issue that time, the
story has come up again, I wonder what they will say
this time.”

Q297 Lord Puttnam: I think we are on fertile ground
here. One of the big news items shortly will be the run
up to the Copenhagen Climate Change Conference.
In this House we have Lords May, Stern, Turner and
Rees. If you add David King and Brian Hoskins, you
have six of probably the 20 leading experts on climate
change in the world—all of them here. I would
suggest that Lord May and Lord Turner would form
a roster for you. It is absolutely in their interests to
ensure that good, accurate stuV is available to you,
and just make sure that in the run-up to Copenhagen
they agree that one or other of them will always be
available. It is in your interests, their interests, in the
interests of this House and in the interests of good
governance. I think that is a really productive area.
We could pursue this, Chairman.
Mr Lowe: I think that is a terrific idea.
Mr Knowles: There is something else that we can do
on our part, with the airtime of BBC Parliament, with
these Thursday debates and the next time climate
change is debated by that extraordinary panel. As
well as its regular slot on the channel the next day,
what we do more and more of is extracting the
general debates on Thursdays and showing them
again at diVerent times of day and in recesses and so
forth, and that would be an obvious candidate.
Baroness Billingham: I have to add Julian Hunt to
that list.
Lord Puttnam: Yes, Julian Hunt. There are others.
Baroness Billingham: He is par excellence.

Q298 Lord Taylor of Warwick: As you know, there
are certain physical areas of the Palace where the
rules say you cannot film, and it is clear from the
written submissions from you broadcasters that you
find this very frustrating. Particularly the ITV and
the BBC say that the rules are confusing. Which areas
in addition to the oYcial interview rooms would you
like to film in? How would that help the viewers to
understand the workings of the House of Lords?
Mr Knowles: I think Toby put this very well in his
submission. He said there should be a “presumption”
of access. We completely understand that we cannot
go everywhere whenever we want, that there should
be no rules and it is just a free-for-all. We absolutely
understand why for many reasons that has not been
the case. But if we came at this not from a very
complicated inherited set of rules, which is where we
are now, but from the presumption of access, the
presumption of access to public events for cameras,
the presumption of access to public areas to do sit-
down interviews—in Portcullis House, around the
café tables there, for example—then that would be

huge progress. That is, I think, where we are all
coming from.
Mr Castle: I am the liaison between Westminster and
head oYce, and they do not understand the rules that
we are ruled by, where we can film within the precincts
of the buildings. Often you appear to be obstructing
what is wished by head oYce, that somehow—we
were talking about it before we came in—you have
gone native by working out of the press gallery. “I am
sorry, we cannot do that” is something that I am
afraid I say on a daily basis because of the rules about
where we can film. For example, we cannot come into
Your Lordships’ oYces to do an interview, say. We
have one position where we can film and that is it.

Q299 Lord Puttnam: I wish you would, because the
expenses thing would go out the window here if you
were to see the real conditions we work in.
Mr Castle: Absolutely. A point that a number of Your
Lordships have made to myself and to my colleagues
is that, whenever ITV News does report about the
House, we always use the State Opening of
Parliament picture and do not show the fact that this
Place is one of such importance constitutionally. We
have already made the point that line by line
scrutiny—which is obviously so essential and so
crucial to the function of this Place—is not
interesting television, but, also, you do not go around
wearing ermine every day and, unfortunately, that is
because we do not get very much access with our
cameras. Access is a real issue.

Q300 Baroness Billingham: My point is a follow-up
about the access. Our meagre oVer at the moment is
a bit of a hole in the corner in the Peers’ Lobby. I do
not know how you feel about that. I am always
embarrassed when I see people being interviewed
there. Perhaps you could tell us what you think about
that position and how it is managed at present. What
else would you like?
Mr Castle: It is a great step forward. I cannot be too
rude about what is oVered because we have got it and
that is a great step forward. When I first came down
here, there was nowhere we could do such a thing.
Obviously it has become clear for all broadcasters
that we can broadcast from there live. That is
something that has developed from the submissions
certainly—that there is now no problem, which is
fantastic—but we would still like to be able to show
this Place also. There are some fantastic places where
we might be able to go. We cannot go on the terrace,
for example.

Q301 Baroness Billingham: I was going to ask you
about that.



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:55:00 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG6

96 people and parliament: evidence

3 June 2009 Mr Peter Knowles, Mr Peter Lowe, Mr Toby Castle and Mr Simon Mares

Mr Castle: I do not know if any of you saw this, but
the BBC did a report last night and the reporter had
to take a boat on the Thames to show it because we
are not allowed to go there and film.

Q302 Earl of Erroll: On the subject of where it might
be possible to film, I have had this problem in the
past. Last summer, particularly, when there was a
whole lot of stuV about privacy and data sharing,
because the House was not sitting we were allowed a
bit more flexibility because it was not interrupting
anything. It does occur to me that maybe the Queen’s
Robing Room, while the House is sitting, is
somewhere that does not have a lot of public access.
Would something like that be suitable? A second
thought is if there could be a smallish room kitted out
with a camera, so that a peer could go there quickly,
where there would not be the whole business of
bringing kit into the place—a bit like the BBC’s
remote studio just across the road in Millbank—
somewhere you could go and be interviewed,
probably remotely, without having the interviewer
there on site. Would that help for doing these quick,
sharp interviews? You talked about this quarter of an
hour, that you want to get something and you only
have a quarter of an hour. You presumably do not
need to have your own kit there.
Mr Knowles: I think these are terrific ideas. It is
wonderful to hear you coming at it from this point of
view, as to what can be done rather than what should
not be done. There is a gap at the moment. We get
coverage of the ceremonial and the art and
architecture, and there is wall to wall coverage of the
chamber and of certain hearings, but in between the
two there is hardly a glimpse of what this Place is like.
When Dan Cruickshank made his hour long film
about the Palace, he filmed it in very strange
conditions, in which all the people had been made to
disappear. It was only at times when there was
nobody there that he could film, and so that sense of
a place of bustle and of work being done is just
missing. By comparison, look at the coverage of
Holyrood. There the broadcasters and the journalists
operate under rules, it is not a free-for-all, but all the
time you have a sense of meetings going on, of people
moving around and doing work. It is a totally
diVerent feel that you get from watching that
coverage. It is wonderful to hear your suggestions as
to how we can move in that direction.

Q303 Earl of Erroll: Would it help, also, to film all-
party groups if there is a meeting of specific interest?
Mr Mares: Yes. I would not say we would do it very
often, but I would love to be able to, yes. I have filmed
in the Royal Robing Room. It is a lovely room. There
is that lovely Royal Gallery as well, which would be
fantastic for interviews.

Mr Lowe: I support what my broadcasting colleagues
have said about the desire for greater access. I
suppose the question for Your Lordships is: What
diVerence will that make? I do not think it will be
turning on a light switch and suddenly everybody
watching TV thinks that the House of Lords is no
longer a serious, arcane place, but I think it is a subtle
and subconscious thing which will develop over a
period of time, and, as some of my colleagues have
said, without undermining the traditions and
reputation of the House, it will show it to be a modern
working place and not just a place they see once a
year for the Queen’s Speech.

Q304 Lord Methuen: ITV have commented that
there are problems about filming press conferences
unless they are organised by select committees
publishing their reports. I have suggested that
perhaps you could make more use of select committee
hearings at this end. I do not know to what extent you
do that, but they can be quite lively and interesting to
the general public. Would you welcome being able to
cover a wider range of events taking place in the
House other than parliamentary proceedings? I
would include all-party groups in that too.
Mr Mares: Yes, we would like the option.
Mr Knowles: I think you would be surprised for me
to recount to you the meetings to which we have been
denied access, even up to and including an event run
by the Hansard Society, whose President is Mr
Speaker. The title of that event was: MPs: A Class
Apart? and we were not allowed to film that. There is
a very simple request here that we would make to the
House authorities: that events to which the public are
invited in should be accessible to cameras. At the
moment there is a lot of wheeling and dealing, and
sometimes we are allowed in and sometimes we are
not. It is terribly disappointing that events run by
groups as eminent as the Hansard Society are not
always available to us, and, similarly, with Groups.
There is not a huge demand for their events, but the
All-Party Football Group did a very interesting series
of informal hearings about the Premier League
football club finances.
Chairman: What about the House of Lords Bridge
Team?

Q305 Baroness Billingham: It is on everybody’s lips!
Mr Knowles: We would have loved to have been able
to use the filming infrastructure that is oVered here
for select committees to do that, but were not able to
do so, so it became really quite diYcult. Yes, we
would love to see progress on that.

Q306 Lord Kalms: I would like to raise the issue of
the broadcasting that you do within the chambers. I
have a note here that ITN are happy with the extra
coverage they are allowed, and the BBC are also
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grateful, but they seem to be extremely modest in
what they want for additional facilities. They seem to
settle for lower camera angles in the chamber—which
presumably means you want to look at the girls’
ankles!—and unrestricted access to the second feed.
It seems to me when looking at your programmes,
which I do a lot, that they are horribly sanitised.
There is the occasional shot of the Speaker and for a
fraction of a second a shot of the person who asked a
question or is responsible. The whole thing is so
cleaned-up. There is no drama. There is the speech
and a very modest couple of other shots. I just
wonder whether you cannot get any more drama into
it. That would be one of my concerns. The other one
is that when there is a vote and the House divides, you
have something like 15 minutes of silence, which
seems an extraordinary waste of time. If you really
want to wait for the outcome of the vote, you are not
going to if there are 15 minutes of looking at a blank
screen. There is no eVort to reconstruct some of the
arguments; there is no eVort to be a bit creative. I
would like to see, for instance, panning shots, so you
can see who is in the House, or a few seconds longer
on facial reactions, so that if you are listening to the
Minister denying, blue blind, when you have just said
the blatant truth, you should have the look of rage,
irritation or aVection. In other words, bring some life
into it. Particularly I thought your demands for just
lower shots were extraordinarily modest. If you are
going to make demands, in my view, in the field of
negotiations, make big demands rather than small
demands.
Mr Knowles: Let me respond by saying that I believe
some of the oYcials sitting behind me will be smiling
wryly at this point because they know how long our
shopping list is and I picked on one element of it. The
one element I picked out there is not unimportant.
The point of it is this: in the chamber the fixed
cameras are sited quite a way back and quite high up,
the eVect of which—and I will try to demonstrate it
to the camera—is as though I am addressing this
meeting with my head down, so that all you can see
while I am talking to you is the top of my head. That
is really an unflattering shot. It would be a major step
forward to be able to see people’s faces much better.
It is not unimportant but, you are right, there is much
more that could be done and should be done.
Reaction shots are really important. We have made
great progress with that and there has been a real
loosening of the understanding of the application of
the rules, but there could be further progress. There
could simply be further encouragement to the
directors of both chambers to show more listening
shots/reaction shots. We would really welcome that.
We have asked and been turned down for access to
the Division Lobbies. I would love to see the
Members pouring through on the big votes, on the
important votes. There is quite a long shopping list,

but perhaps I have been beaten back too many times
and I came up with this modest approach.

Q307 Lord Kalms: You cannot allow 15 minutes of
silence, whatever you do.
Mr Knowles: We are not going to. There is a major
investment in our production facilities which will
take place in the autumn. At that point we will either
remove the divisions on recorded coverage—because
who would want to sit through them—or play
highlights from the debate. It is long overdue and I
am delighted that the investment is coming through
to us to enable us to do that.
Lord Puttnam: In Peter’s defence, I was involved a lot
in the negotiations and what Peter is referring to in
terms of the lower angle is the very obvious shot
across the despatch box. That is the one that is
missing. That is the one you expect if you are
watching. The problem we have, frankly, is a problem
with the Liberal Democrats and the Cross-benchers:
we have failed so far to come up with an equivalent
shot and they, quite reasonably, feel disadvantaged by
that. That is the shot that is missing. That is the shot
that gives life to the debate. The audience are very
sophisticated: they know that shot should be there
and when they do not get it, they know that
something fake is occurring.
Chairman: On coverage on the internet—an
important question—Lord Errol.

Q308 Earl of Erroll: More and more news is now
delivered out over the internet, the web. There is huge
restriction at the moment on what you can and
cannot do. All the submissions have said they want
more access to webcast what is out there and, also,
access to better data behind it so that they can index
properly. I think the BBC is doing a certain amount
itself and I wonder whether they could have a co-
operative relationship with Parliament where, if
Parliament does not have the facility, you might be
able to link it backwards and forwards,
contextualising the shots so that you get some
background on the speakers and, also, the ability to
download stuV for inclusion in other broadcasts and
for the public to be able to do the same on their own
websites, so that they could, without all the copyright
issues, take those bits and incorporate it with other
things. What are your general feelings about this
area, to try go make the internet more accessible?
Mr Knowles: We have a hugely ambitious project
which will launch in September called Democracy
Live. That will place this House, along with the
Commons, along with the devolved Parliaments and
Assemblies and the European Parliament, all on one
broadband portal, live and on-demand coverage. The
search ability of text against video is the key to it. It
will enormously improve access. It will mean it is
much easier to relate that which is spoken in the
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chamber and hearings to news stories, because the
two can be associated far more easily and be much
more “findable”. But at the moment—and this is a
straightforward piece of lobbying on my part—we
are being told that we cannot embed that video from
Westminster to third-party websites. We will be able
to do that from Scotland, Northern Ireland, Wales,
Brussels, Strasbourg, but not from here. The one
thing I would ask of this Committee—I think your
voice is going to be influential in this—is if you think
it is a good idea that such video could be embedded,
to ensure that voice will be listened to.

Q309 Earl of Erroll: What reason is given for not
permitting it?
Mr Knowles: There is concern over copyright, that
the current terms of trade do not allow us to pass
video on to a third party. I have a diVerent
interpretation of what is going on here. I think that
what we are proposing to do does not pass the video
on; it stays rooted on our servers but people can
window into it. I think that concern can be answered.
Mr Castle: In terms of the workings of this Place and
the internet, obviously streaming, eVectively cutting
out us broadcasters, is a way that you get direct to the
public. Availability of debates and select committees
online, on Parliament.TV, for spreading the message
of what this Place does is obviously absolutely
crucial. In terms of our use of the internet, the ability
to be able to embed clips from the chamber on our
website would obviously be something that would be
welcome.

Q310 Earl of Erroll: Presumably that would help if it
was indexed properly.
Mr Castle: Yes.

Q311 Chairman: Peter Lowe, do you want to add
to that?
Mr Lowe: I have nothing particular to add, except
that I do find it extraordinary that the BBC is not
allowed to embed this video in this system which
Peter has explained to me before.

Q312 Earl of Erroll: Are you charged for doing it?
Mr Knowles: We all of us here pay for the coverage of
the chambers as a lump sum, which we pay annually
as shareholding members of PARBUL. Then we also
pay as you go for every committee that is filmed.

Q313 Earl of Erroll: So there is in fact a financial
inducement not to broadcast.
Mr Castle: This was one of the points that I wanted
to make. In these rather constrained times, for
example, for this very select committee, for ITV to
take it into our oYces in Millbank, it has cost ITV
£100 to get those pictures. That is the arrangement
that we have with Bow Tie television for providing

the service for that. We are making not only editorial
decisions in terms of news value but also, on a daily
basis, when we get, say, the list of Lords Select
Committees, we will decide which ones we take that
are televised—and obviously not all are—and for
those that are televised, we have to pay. The more
broadcasters that go in on that, the cheaper it is: the
more popular, the cheaper. There may be a select
committee that we wish to go into to get pictures for
use on our news content, for which we have to pay up
to £150/£180 per committee.

Q314 Earl of Erroll: Does this apply also then to the
webcast material?
Mr Castle: I do not know the exact financial
arrangement, I am afraid.
Mr Knowles: There is no further charge beyond our
access for the pictures. The form of words I have been
given as to why currently there is a view that
embedding should not happen is that: “Currently
Parliament takes the view that allowing third party
embedding of parliamentary material is allowing the
material to be copied into another website and that
the Parliament licence does not permit such copying
to third parties”. The reason for this is the risk that it
could be misrepresented on websites which do not
have any licence or have not reached any agreement
about conditions of use. I think we can satisfy all of
these, I would love to have the opportunity to. I do
not want to see this House left behind—as it will be
in the autumn—Holyrood, Stormont, Strasbourg
and CardiV Bay.

Q315 Chairman: Now we must move on with our
last subject which goes back to promoting the role of
the House unless there is something you particularly
wanted to say.
Mr Mares: Yes, on the committees I wanted to say
that the charging is a disincentive and you have to
take a choice as to whether you are going to opt in.
Sometimes if it is a fairly close thing, you think, “I
won’t”, a really good story comes up and then you
have to pay search fees and everything else. There is
a double whammy, as it were, that if you decide not
to pay the first submission fee to pick it up in
retrospect is even more expensive and you find the
news desks saying, “All right, we’ll just go on and use
another website”.

Q316 Earl of Erroll: Yet we are hoping you will take
this material.
Mr Mares: Yes.

Q317 Lord Selsdon: Mine is only a question of
promoting the House worldwide and I have a lot to
do with the international community. I think many of
you may not even appreciate how the parliamentary
channel, because it is 83 next to Sky News, is



Processed: 10-07-2009 19:55:00 Page Layout: LOENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG6

99people and parliament: evidence

3 June 2009 Mr Peter Knowles, Mr Peter Lowe, Mr Toby Castle and Mr Simon Mares

suddenly picked up instead of Sky and how many
people of all nationalities watch it. What I would like
to ask is, it has been suggested we might try and do
greater amounts with the Commonwealth over these
territories and how do we go about that and infiltrate
their own television systems in their own domestic
countries because there is willingness to receive more?
Mr Mares: I do not think that it is just about
television coverage in domestic countries, there are
lots of specialist channels now in this country, for
instance serving the South Asian diaspora, which are
running news. ITV used to run specific programmes.
At one stage I was tasked to be the correspondent for
a programme called “Spotlight Asia”, I was the only
correspondent covering Asian politics in
Westminster. At that time I did a lot of coverage from
the Lords: Baroness Flather’s campaign for the
Commonwealth Games and Lord Ahmed talking
about the Muslim Awareness Day. There were a lot of
things going on then that I covered which no-one else
was covering. I do not think you have to go abroad
necessarily to look for those audiences, a lot of those
audiences are already in this country. It is having a
proactive press oYcer, someone who is going to make
sure that there is access for those broadcasters who
are going to be interested in those very, very specific
programmes that aVect the communities that they
serve.
Mr Lowe: My Lord Chairman, I think I am right in
saying that channels like that which are not members
of PARBUL phone up imagining that they can get
footage from the House of Lords free of charge or
next to nothing only to discover that they have to pay
a lot of money for it, which they cannot aVord, which
is part of the current PARBUL arrangement. Your
Lordships may know this already but I will say it just
in case, the whole basis on which PARBUL operates,
which was described earlier, whereby each of the
broadcasters pays an equal amount per channel into
the club, as it were, has been brought into question

recently and the current arrangement only lasts now
until 2011, by that time it is acknowledged that the
arrangement will have to be diVerent.
Chairman: We do know about it and I do realise that
negotiations are just starting on this diYcult issue at
the moment.
Lord Jones of Cheltenham: How can we work more
proactively with outside organisations and you to
promote coverage on specialist interests? Perhaps the
Gurkhas’ campaign is one recent example of that.
There are other issues which are long-running where
there are outside organisations which come and talk
to us. How can the three of us work together to get
that on the box?

Q318 Chairman: Peter, do you want to start?
Mr Lowe: I am not sure that I can answer about
specialist interests necessarily but I think one thing
that has changed enormously over recent years is the
way in which all of us as broadcasters are able to
interact with our audiences because of the internet
and the way in which people can send in material, the
enormous amount of emails we get to programmes
and because of the way people blog and then respond
to blogs on our websites. You have a much more
sophisticated clue these days about the issues which
people are really interested in and then obviously we
do pick up on that kind of thing. If you take, for
example, the Gurkhas’ campaign, there was an
enormous response from the viewing and consuming
public to that story and, in a sense, that then spurs us
on as news-deliverers to do more on that story.
Chairman: Thank you very much. Any further
comments from you four? Thank you very much
indeed for your time. We have overrun on your hour
but we really appreciate it. I would add that if you
think of something really important you have not
told us here, do send us it by email or whatever and
we will look at it. We greatly appreciate your help and
thoughts this afternoon. Thank you very much.
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Letter form Lord Avebury

It will be interesting to see how many hits there are on the web forum and the YouTube group. In March I had
1,497 hits on my blog ericavebury.blogspot.com, which doesn’t need a great deal of work to keep up to date.
The website theyworkforyou allows members of the public to communicate directly with individual peers, as
an increasing number do. Beyond a certain point, however, this would become unsustainable unless Members’
allowances are increased to a level that would cover the employment of staV.

I hold seminars in the Palace of Westminster which are generally well-attended, and enable me to reach a wider
public. Yesterday, for instance, I chaired a seminar in Millbank House (see my blog), which was reported by
Reuters, see attached (Submitted but not printed). On 20 April, the day Parliament reassembles, I am holding
a seminar on the policies of the new government in Bangladesh, and this will almost certainly be reported in
the Bangladesh media.

On amendments dealing with British National (Overseas) citizens in Hong Kong to the Borders, Citizenship
and Immigration Bill, I kept the South China Morning Post regularly informed, and they reported on the
proceedings, including a leading article welcoming the amendments. On amendments aVecting the Chagos
Islanders, I was in touch with leaders of the community, who attended the debate.

We can also liaise with communities by speaking outside the House from time to time. At the end of this month,
for instance, I shall be speaking at a meeting in City Hall, on the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs
assessment for Greater London.

My impression is that people are interested in the work of the House of Lords when they can see a direct
connection with their own lives and interests. The mainstream media, on the other hand, ignore what we do
unless they think it has an appeal to a mass audience. Thus our EU Select Committee is invisible in the popular
press and broadcasting, even where the subjects covered are of considerable national importance. Nevertheless
it attracts much favourable comment in Brussels, and the value of the work it does shouldn’t be measured in
column-inches.

9 April 2009

Memorandum by Bevan Brittan LLP

1. Introduction

1.1 This submission is made on behalf of Bevan Brittan LLP, a national law firm that delivers commercially
astute legal advice to clients in three markets: Major Corporates, Health, and Communities and Local
Government.

1.2 I am a Professional Support Lawyer in Bevan Brittan’s Commercial Department. I am a qualified solicitor
and I also hold a qualification in library and information studies. I have many years’ experience in legal
information and knowledge management work, and have worked for both commercial law firms and legal
publishers.

1.3 I am part of the Public Sector Commercial team that acts for a large number of local authorities, health
bodies and other public sector organisations. My role involves providing the team with a comprehensive and
focused information and research service. I produce several email alerts, including the highly regarded
fortnightly Authority Update that is sent to over 500 people in local authorities and associated public bodies.

1.4 In particular, I keep a watching brief for developments that impact on the team’s work. This includes
tracking the progress through Parliament of new legislation that will aVect our clients’ business. I also carry
out ad hoc research on policy and legislation. It is essential that our advice to clients is timely and accurate,
so I need to be able to access the latest information on legislative developments quickly and easily.

1.5 I am therefore very interested in the provision of information about Bills online and ways in which I can
track developments more eYciently and eVectively. In general, when using the parliamentary website for
information on Bills, I know what I’m looking for so the following comments and suggestions are made on
that basis.
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2. Bills before Parliament web page

2.1 I find the Bills before Parliament web page (http://services.parliament.uk/bills/) extremely useful for
tracking the progress of Bills. The new web page is a great improvement, particularly the timeline with links
through to the relevant debates and committee proceedings in Hansard and to relevant documents such as
House of Commons Library research papers.

2.2 It would be useful if the web page could also link through to the relevant Government Department’s web
page on each Bill, so giving easy access to the policy papers and consultations that lead up to the new
legislation. There needs to be more joined up working between the departmental websites and the
Parliament website.

2.3 One major issue is how Hansard is published online. Proceedings are often spread over a number of html
web pages which makes it extremely diYcult to find the relevant parts of Hansard for discussions on particular
clauses of a Bill, even with the link from the Bills page. For example, the Committee proceedings usually take
several weeks but it is not possible to see which clauses were debated on which day without opening each
Hansard link and scrolling down through each page. As each session can often be spread over a number of
pages, it is very time consuming to find the relevant section.

2.4 It would be easier if Hansard were in a diVerent format, eg pdf, so that one could search the proceedings.
Even better would be a clause by clause index, or if the Hansard debates were linked from the text of the Bill
(see below, para 5.2). In addition, there should be a search facility for the whole of Hansard that enables one
to search by date, type of proceedings, name of Bill, keywords, phrases, etc—at present, I often have to use
Google to find relevant debates. This is completely contrary to the advice I give our trainees on how to find
legal information, when I caution that Google should be the last resort!

3. Explanatory Notes

3.1 The Explanatory Notes are usually the first place I go to when trying to establish the scope and purpose
of new legislation. The current trial of new formats being carried out with the Equality Bill is an interesting
development and has great potential, but of the three formats being trialled, I find that only the interwoven
version is at all useful.

3.2 Interleaving the Explanatory Notes with the text of the Bill would better if the Explanatory Notes came
after the Bill text rather than before, and if they could be broken down into sub-clauses for long clauses. I
envisage this as a link next to or after the clause which opens up the Notes for that clause, and which could
be switched on or oV for each clause or for the whole document.

3.3 If the Notes are interleaved, then their numbering needs to be altered so that it matches each clause. The
design and content of the Notes need to be re-thought so that their structure is more suited for online
publication. Also, thought needs to be given to how they are printed out, so that the Bill is easily to read both
online and when printed oV.

3.4 The Explanatory Notes will need to be updated with each new version of the Bill, so that they include all
agreed amendments.

3.5 It is still useful to have the Notes as one whole document, so there should be the option to download all
the Notes for a Bill in pdf format.

4. Text of Bills

4.1 There are two issues regarding amendments to legislation: the eVect of proposed new legislation on
existing legislation, and how the text of a Bill is amended as it progresses through Parliament. This section
discusses the first point; the second point is dealt with in para.5 below.

4.2 Many Bills are drafted so that their provisions amend existing legislation. Often the new provisions will
change or insert just a few words or a sub-clause into an existing Act. This makes it very diYcult to establish
the eVect of the Bill and get an overview of the new provisions.

4.3 I agree with Lord Norton’s comments on this point that are noted in his memorandum (http://
www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/ppLordNorton.doc), and also his views presented to the Committee
at their meeting on 6 May 2009. It would be very useful to have some sort of schedule showing the original
legislation and how an amendment changes it, or a link through from the Bill to the original legislation.

4.4 Where the original legislation has itself been amended a number of times before, any such link would need
to be to the latest version of that legislation. The Statute Law Database could be used for this, although it
would mean bringing it fully up to date—at present it only includes amendments made up to 2002.
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5. Amendments to Bills

5.1 I agree with all of Lord Norton’s comments on how it is a laborious exercise to see and work out the eVect
of amendments that have been tabled. I have great diYculty in understanding the marshalled lists of
amendments. It would be very helpful if each amendment were linked to its appropriate clause.

5.2 I would like to see a link from the clause and the proposed amendment to the Hansard debates and
proceedings, and a note of whether the amendment was agreed or not. For more comments on Hansard, see
my comments above, paras 2.3 and 2.4.

5.3 Once an amendment has been agreed, then the text of the Bill should be updated to show this. A decision
would need to be made whether rejected amendments are still retained and how they are displayed—I am not
usually concerned with this in my work as our clients want to know what they have to implement or comply
with, rather than what the options were, but a lobbying group may well have diVerent views on the ability to
see what suggested amendments have been rejected and why.

5.4 I agree with other submissions that it would be helpful to be able to look back on how a Bill has been
amended as it moves through Parliament, and see who initiated and supported each amendment.

5.5 It should also be possible to track historical information on Parliamentary pre-legislative scrutiny. The
Historic Hansard Prototype (http://hansard.millbanksystems. com/) is a good step in this direction.

6. Other Suggestions

6.1 I agree with the suggestion that it should be possible to set up an alert so that people are notified about
particular parts of Bills relevant to their interests—either about the introduction of new legislation in their area
of interest, or about changes to Bills.

6.2 I understand that some suggestions have been made about making draft legislation available online for
the public to annotate, a sort of “wiki-bill”. I am not so sure abut the benefit of this—it could be a dangerous
and pointless exercise. “Annotation” to me implies changing the wording of the draft legislation, but
parliamentary drafting is a skill and needs to be undertaken by experienced draftsmen who understand the
eVects of what they’re changing. If “annotation” really means commenting on proposals, then a blog or
discussion board could be set up for each Bill, but this would need to be closely monitored so that it doesn’t
become a platform for campaigners. If the public is concerned about proposed legislation, then they should
use the existing channels, such as their MP. It would also be more useful to be able to comment online on
proposals at the consultation stage.

6.3 All these suggestions for linking and updating parliamentary data raise resourcing issues. I have worked
in legal publishing and know how labour-intensive it is to keep an information database accurate and up to
date. Online publishers such as LexisNexis and Westlaw charge large subscriptions for their legislation
databases, so there are major costs implications in setting up and, more importantly, maintaining a workable
and useful parliamentary information resource—if people find that an online service is out of date or diYcult
to navigate then they won’t use it.

6.4 Consideration also needs to be given to how the data is archived, eg will rejected amendments be
maintained, how one searches for archived material, and how to display the status of historic information
retrieved via a search. There is the danger that people might simply use Google, which might bring up
superseded versions of a Bill.

Claire Booth

10 June 2009

Letter from Lord Cameron of Dillington

I was rather surprised when I first came to the Lords in 2004 that the House did not have a dedicated PR team.
Every other organisation I have been involved with, in both the private (NGO) and public sector have had
two or three people whose sole job it was to focus on this issue. As a result there are very few people “out there”
who really have any idea what the Lords do: how we are a house of experts who are really important in turning
Gov legislation into eVective legislation after it has been through the political process of the Commons; and
how we occasionally hold the Executive to account through force of argument rather than political dogma and
party politics. A Lords PR team is very badly needed.

I realise that trying to get the National press interested in what we do is an uphill struggle. They are only
interested in drama and conflict when that arises. However, it has always seemed to me that there is ample
opportunity to use the local press, which I believe always has its finger on the pulse of the nation far better
than most of the nationals. If every Peer let the PR department know of his or her local newspapers and if
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every time that Peer intervened in a meaningful way the PR team informed those newspapers, they would
almost certainly lap it up. They are always looking for copy.

I have personally tried it once or twice (I just sent them a copy of Hansard that day) and always got an article
as a result. But of course most Peers are modest and would not think to blow their own trumpet, so it must
be left to the PR Department to judge what should be sent (mostly in summary form one would hope) and
keep a record of what has been sent so that we don’t overdo it. Once the contacts have been set up, Peers might
even volunteer an article for their local paper on what the Lords is all about or what it has been doing recently.
The essence, or format, of such an article could be scripted by the PR team and the Peer in question need only
personalise it a bit.

Anyway, my local press idea is only one suggestion. Any good PR team would come up with many more ways
of getting the message across as time went on. It is getting such a professional team in place, who do nothing
else but use their PR knowledge and experience to promote the Lords, that is the key first step.

16 April 2009

Memorandum by Channel 4

House of Lords Information Committee—“People and Parliament inquiry”

1. Channel 4 welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Committee’s timely inquiry into how Parliament
can better engage with the public. The emergence of new digital technologies presents a significant opportunity
to give the work of Parliament greater transparency and facilitate deeper public engagement, and this should
be embraced across both Houses.

Channel 4 and Political Coverage

2. As a public service broadcaster, high quality political coverage is central to Channel 4’s remit, and we are
committed to finding innovative and accessible ways to hold power to account and engage the public with
democratic issues. This commitment includes providing extensive news coverage and commissioning high-
quality documentary and current aVairs television.

3. Alongside the other major broadcasters, Channel 4 is a shareholder of Parliamentary Broadcasting Unit
Ltd (PARBUL), the body responsible for organising and funding broadcast arrangements of parliamentary
proceedings. This system provides Channel 4 with high-quality broadcast footage of proceedings in both the
House of Commons and House of Lords.

4. Channel 4’s coverage is highly valued by audiences—as the UK’s only hour long peak-time news
programme, Channel 4 News oVers significantly greater depth of coverage and a broader range of stories than
any other peak programme, and in a recent YouGov survey commissioned by Channel 4 asking TV viewers
what they think of the news that they watch regularly (on the BBC, ITV, Channel 4, Five and Sky), Channel
4 News was considered to be the most trusted and the most independent—from both the Government and from
the influence of big business.1

5. In addition to broadcast coverage, Channel 4 is also embracing the potential of new digital platforms, and
through the News and Current AVairs team and 4iP digital media fund is exploring the potential of social and
participative media to engage the public in democratic issues more directly.

Parliamentary Sites

6. Channel 4 welcomes the considerable recent enhancements of the Parliament.uk site, as well as the
increased usage of social media by members of the House of Commons and House of Lords. These eVorts have
helping to demystify parliamentary processes as well as promoting an image of Parliament as open, accessible
and transparent.

7. In particular, the Lords of the Blogs experiment is an excellent example of how digital media can be used
to highlight to the public the work and interests of the House of Lords in an informal and engaging way, as
well as a good way of encouraging interaction from the public. Channel 4 hopes to see similar group blogs for
MP’s and peers with common interests used in the future.

8. Despite these considerable developments, Channel 4 believes that further enhancements to Parliament’s
current online presence would promote greater coverage of parliamentary proceedings and create a more
eVective source of information.
1 Channel 4 commissioned survey from YouGov, January 2009.
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9. For example, Parliament.uk should make greater eVorts to oVer extensive and well-catalogued text, audio
and video coverage of as many proceedings as possible—including more committee meetings and Lords
debates. The public should be able to easily find this coverage, access it free of charge, and then re-use it for
their own purposes.

10. In particular, users should be able to share and bookmark video and audio footage of parliamentary
proceedings to external sites. Enabling users to embed clips on their own sites, and then use social
bookmarking tools to promote these clips to others, is an eVective and low-cost way of expanding the reach
of Parliament—as the easier it is to spread information the more people will see it.

11. Enabling parliamentary footage to be accessed free of charge and then re-used in this way would benefit
both the public—ensuring citizens can more easily find content that is of interest to them and giving school
pupils the ability to use content for educational purposes, as well as the media—enabling local media
organisations to access and deliver relevant content, bloggers to highlight and recommend key debates and
international operators to oVer direct coverage of the UK parliament, as well as Parliament itself—by
promoting greater awareness and understanding of its work both in the UK and abroad.

12. An additional area of focus should be on improving the current resources for young people—for example,
greater eVorts should be made to relate the site’s current archives and signposts more directly to the National
Curriculum, to ensure that school children and teachers can find relevant information more easily.

13. Other enhancements could include:

— enhanced search function across text, audio and video archives;

— video interviews with MP’s and Lords explaining what they do and why;

— more active promotion of MP and peer blogs;

— games for all ages that promote understanding of how Parliament works;

— draft legislation available for annotation; and

— greater consultation with press and public on user needs.

14. Parliament could also consider building partnerships with external organisations that have expertise in
creating compelling and trusted content, to increase the availability and accessibility of parliamentary
coverage.

External Sites

15. In addition to Parliament’s own web activity, the low barriers to entry of digital media are providing
opportunities for third parties to create innovative websites aimed at fulfilling democratic functions. For
example, the highly successful They Work For You site provides a free, independent and searchable record of
parliamentary proceedings—and has developed useful public tools ahead of Parliament’s own in-house
functions.

16. Similarly, Channel 4 is also exploring the potential of digital platforms to inform and engage the public
with the work of Parliament and the public sector more generally. For example, our new digital media fund 4iP
is currently developing a slate of projects looking at how new tools and platforms can be used to hold power to
account—including investment in Yoosk, a social democracy site that allows users to ask and evaluate
questions of public figures, from politicians to business leaders. Yoosk has already featured interviews with
Gordon Brown and the Cabinet OYce and hosted coverage from the G20 summit.

17. Other 4iP projects are exploring the potential of digital media to inform and potentially improve public
services—for example, a health site that aims to improve the NHS by oVering it patient feedback on hospitals
and health care services. Such projects demonstrate the potential of online media to help people engage not
just with parliamentary proceedings but broader issues surrounding public services and accountability.

18. It is important that Parliament recognises the important democratic contribution of these third party sites
and helps to facilitate them. For example, a key current barrier to growth in this area is the lack of freely
available public data.

19. The potential of digital media to reuse data on public services in innovative and useful ways is currently
being explored by the Government’s Power of Information Review, as well as being the subject of a number
of campaigns.2 Channel 4’s 4iP fund is exploring the creative potential of this data with a number of projects
that use information such as transport times, environmental emissions, crime data and house prices in
2 Free Our Data campaign at www.freeourdata.org.uk
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innovative and engaging ways, and we believe that unlocking this kind of data further will provide a major
incentive for creativity and innovation across the UK. We therefore urge the Committee to consider making
more publicly-owned data available for re-usage purposes.

Final Comments

20. The digital media revolution is presenting a real opportunity to open up Parliament—both to professional
organizations and the wider public. Allowing people to access, share and interact with information about their
elected representatives more easily can only strengthen the democratic process, and it is vital that Parliament
embraces these opportunities to the fullest extent.

27 April 2009

Memorandum by Comment Technologies

1. The Power of Information Taskforce Report,3 published on 2 March 2009, included calls for action in six
areas where the Taskforce believes significant improvements can be made to government’s use of digital
technologies, including improving the way government consults with the public. Whilst it is obviously very
important not to confuse government’s responsibilities with parliament’s, there are a good number of
observations and references in this independent report to online communities, online peer support forums and
the empowering potential of social media, that might well be of equal interest to both government and
parliament.

2. The COI’s guide for civil servants entitled Engaging through Social Media,4 published in March 2009,
states: “Good use of social media can help government to better understand, respond to and attract the
attention of specific audiences. It enables real two-way communication with people in the places where they
are already engaging with their interests.” The guide then lists eight specific benefits of social media including
how they can: “enable government to be more active in its relationships with citizens, partners and
stakeholders” and “reach specific audiences on specific issues”. The guide also states that “There is evidence
to suggest that using online engagement techniques encourages participation by those who do not normally
interact with government or respond to consultations”.

3. However, in the Executive Summary of its latest Audit of Political Engagement,5 published on April 1st,
the Hansard Society states under the heading “Political participation and citizenship—Influence and
involvement”:

“Perceived influence over decision-making at the local and national levels

An overwhelming majority of the public feel they have ‘not very much influence’ or ‘no influence at all’
over decision-making in both their local area (73%) and the country as a whole (85%).”

“The most commonly cited reasons for not feeling influential in decision-making point to a belief that
politicians and the political system overlook the public’s views. The two top answers . . . convey a strong
feeling among the public that they are ignored by decision-makers. Other popularly cited reasons include ‘the
system doesn’t allow for me to have an influence’.”

4. In the conclusion to its recently published study MPs Online—Connecting with Constituents6 the Hansard
Society states that, for MPs, the internet “is seen and used primarily as a tool for communicating to, rather
than engaging with, constituents.” MPs are “transmitting not receiving”. Consequently one of the study’s
recommendations states:

“Significant opportunities exist, particularly with the new Web 2.0 technologies, to harness online media
in ways that engage, rather than just communicate with, constituents.”

5. Generic social networking sites like Facebook and YouTube and the Web 2.0 technologies associated with
them are making the internet a place of potential interaction and connectivity and a place to collaborate and
share knowledge with communities of users who share interests and responsibilities. The consumer
communication revolution has changed how organisations and people of authority are perceived and how they
need to engage.

However, the Hansard MPs Online—Connecting with Constituents study, in its passing reference to “the
unregulated world of blogs” (p 18), alludes briefly to some of the general concerns that many organisations
feel about the potential risks associated with setting up discussion forums and participating in online group
3 Power of Information Taskforce Report, March 2009.
4 Engaging through Social Media—A guide for civil servants, COI, March 2009.
5 Audit of Political Engagement 6, The 2009 Report, Hansard Society 2009.
6 MPs Online—Connecting with Constituents, Hansard Society 2009.
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engagements beyond their own corporate environment that are by definition insecure and impossible to
control. This is clearly not an unjustified concern.

6. A New Statesman article7 by Jo Swinson on 2 March entitled Parliament on YouTube that comments on
the Hansard study refers to “reluctance from MPs who are worried about the ‘reputation of Parliament’ if clips
were manipulated or placed alongside inappropriate content” on YouTube. The article also states:

“There seems to be a total lack of understanding that in the internet age it is impossible to control images
of Parliament, and that the reputation of parliament is damaged if it is regarded as an out of touch
institution . . . New technologies create wonderful potential to engage people in politics.”

7. How can Parliament begin to embrace more actively and in a genuinely engaging online environment the
opportunities that social networking technology oVers but without exposing the institution to unmanageable
risk? Is it not reasonable to want to open up communications with and amongst interested citizens and
Parliament but to do so in some structured, manageable and measurable way?

Certainly the means to address these questions is now available and a company like Comment Technologies,
whose technical development team is used to designing and supporting secure, business critical applications
for the finance sector, can provide Parliament’s online team with the state-of-the-art software required,
support its use and provide for relevant ongoing development. The technology is designed to be easily
implemented, branded and integrated with an existing website so for Parliament to extend its existing
experimentation with social media by developing and managing its own ‘parliamentarians and citizens
network’ in this way would not be an exhaustive undertaking.

This “open but owned” approach would enable Parliament to oVer a secure, robust, scalable and multi-
functional online engagement environment, in the form of easy-to-use and branded microsites, that would
happily replicate the Facebook and other generic social networking experiences which people of all ages and
backgrounds find so attractive, but in a way that enabled Parliament to manage and own this facility, rather
than relying exclusively on the inevitably “hit-and-miss, high-risk approach” associated with remote, generic
social networking platforms.

EVective engagement with and between citizens around particular subjects of debate, through panels, polls,
forums and comment could be developed via this secure platform. Profiles and groups are easy to set up and
manage. Educational forums for schools and students could be readily established. Secure “communities of
interest”’ for committees of Peers and MPs or internal interest groups could be very easily set up and managed.
The platform could also enable citizens to raise and discuss their own concerns within a democratic forum,
instead of having to depend on campaigning sites like www.mysociety.org and its component http://
www.theyworkforyou.com/. The platform should also enable both parliamentarians and members of the
public to create and update their own profiles (although registration and the creation of profiles should initially
be optional for usability and democratic reasons) so that, as topics of interest and subjects of debate change,
comments and contributions across diVerent subject areas can be eVectively measured and evaluated.

So there is no particular technology barrier to the introduction of a managed service of this kind to enable
Parliament’s presence online to include a genuinely interactive dimension, that would build eVectively on the
existing but still largely “top down” experiments like “Lords of the Blog” or UK Parliament’s Photostream
on Flickr.

This “user-friendly” parliamentary networks platform could not only address the urgent questions relating to
how citizens can interact with Members of the House and comment on the issues being debated by Members,
but also facilitate more eVective internal communication within the House and encourage those many
Members currently less active in this area to recognise its merits and see for themselves how this kind of
technology can transform the way Parliament works.

24 April 2009

Letter from Dame Elisabeth Hoodless, DBE, Executive Director, CSV (Community Service Volunteers)

Thank you for your invitation to submit evidence to this Committee: sadly our resources are limited and we
have little time available for such purposes.

However, having just returned from the United States at a time when Senator Edward Kennedy was
progressing the Summer of Service legislation I thought you might like to be aware that 1,000s of young
Americans keen to learn and serve contacted their congressmen and senators by telephone or email to urge
them to support the legislation. Clearly the House of Lords is in a slightly diVerent relationship with the
general public and I am no web wizard.
7 Parliament on YouTube, Jo Swinson, New Statesman 2 March 2009.
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However I think it might be worthwhile for the committee to consider whether an access point could be
established so that people could email Lord x or Lord y to urge them to support a piece of legislation or there
again to oppose it. I believe the machinery is available to sort out the messages and route them to the right
people.

What I do know is that young people in America felt hugely empowered when provided with their
Congressman’s email contact, which they used and then received an automated message of thanks confirming
that the message had arrived at its destination.

8 April 2009

Memorandum by Debategraph

This submission is prompted by Tom Loosemore’s observation8 to the Committee on Wednesday 1 April
2009 that:

“I used to run the BBC’s message boards and forums and it is a thankless task because you end up
spending millions of pounds censoring people, and I fear you will do the same, if you are successful. I do
not think you will be successful as being the home for those national debates, a genuinely democratic
cross-section of the country coming along and discussing issues in a constructive way. I do not think
Parliament’s website itself will ever be the home for that debate. Having said that, what I think the Web
does do is open up all sorts of possibilities for you, as representatives in this place, to go out and consult.
So if you want to go and find out what people think about immigration, there are many, many places on
the Web where there are constructive conversations about immigration and you can go and join in and
listen there. You do not have to insist that everybody comes here. That is how the place has always
worked. It does not always rely on five people sat in front of a table talking to you. So I would encourage
you as Members and as Lords of this place to go out and use the Web to engage with the diVerent issues
and avoid like the plague hosting conversations on your own website. When I left the BBC I left them
with a document which said, ‘Do not host conversations on the BBC’s website, link to them instead. Link
to conversations going on away from the BBC’s website in places like Yoosk’.”

While agreeing wholeheartedly with Tom’s observations about the importance of the linking to, joining, and
listening to the conversations about public policy issues that are already occurring around the Web, the
submission is intended to draw the Committee’s attention to the emerging field of web-based collaborative/
visual policy mapping, which the people working in the field (including teams at the Open University and MIT)
believe oVers:

1. a creative response to Tom’s scepticism about the potential for Parliament’s website to host
constructive public policy debate, and

2. a means to distil and make transparent the substance of the disparate public policy conversations
that are occurring around the web.

The essence of this approach, which is described in more detail below, is to focus the collaborative process on
identifying, mapping, distilling, refining, and evaluating the set of ideas being submitted in a visual and
collaboratively editable form.

Visual Policy Mapping

Why?

— Collaboratively editable maps of public policy issues enable everyone within a community to benefit
from the thinking of everyone else in the community⁄transparently, eYciently, and eVectively.

— The maps bring together all of the salient ideas and evidence that are dispersed throughout the
community into a single, coherent, meaningful structure, in which policy options respond to policy
questions and are supported (or opposed) by arguments and evidence.

— Each idea is represented once; in a form that is continuously and iteratively open to challenge,
support and refinement by the community; with the iterative development allowing large-scale,
multi-dimensional maps to evolve from the first simple seed question until every salient consideration
and every perspective has been addressed.

8 Minutes of evidence taken before the House of Lords Information Committee Inquiry on People and Parliament, Wednesday 1 April
2009, p 20. Please note that the transcript quoted is an unrevised proof copy for which neither the witnesses nor Members had had the
opportunity to correct the record.
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— Once an idea has been represented on the map there is no need for it to be repeated; instead the
community is free to focus on improving, supporting, challenging and rating the idea. This means
that the maps can work as well with a million participants as with a small closed group. As, for
example, rather than having many participants each contributing the same idea, one person can
contribute the idea for which the rest can signal the strength of their support.

— Capturing every salient perspective on the map encourages participants to see and explore the
problem space as a whole before reaching conclusions, illustrates the complexities and trade-oVs
involved, and helps individual members to step (at least temporarily) out of a fixed mindset. It also
makes the maps relatively resilient against attempts to game the system.

— The maps can be embedded on, and updated from, multiple websites and blogs; with changes entered
on one site updating immediately across every site. In this way, the process can reach out to all the
relevant stakeholders in situ and help to counteract human tendencies towards homophily and group
polarization. RSS feeds and email alerts are available to keep everyone up to date with changes as
the map evolves.

How?

— The starting community could be a Parliamentary Committee, a team of civil servants, an invited
community of experts from the various policy stakeholder groups, or open to all. The scale of the
community and the degree of openness can expand or contract as the map evolves.

— All participants can be given the freedom to view, edit, build on, comment on and rate the ideas on
the map, or be restricted to specifiable subsets of these options. The process can be self-organizing
or facilitated by moderators.

— The starting focus for the map can be broad (eg climate change policy) or narrow (eg carbon trading).

— The map can start with a single question or be seeded with the relevant questions, policy options and
arguments.

— A map can be used to collect the community’s thoughts intensively in a short, concentrated burst or
continuously as a live document that evolves and matures as the community’s thinking develops
through diVerent stages of the policy lifecycle.

— A Parliamentary Committee could, for example, convene, observe and/or facilitate the mapping
dialogue or simply act as one participant among many in the conversation.

Outcomes?

— Community ratings can be used to decide on a course of action or to guide and inform a parallel
decision process.

— Community ratings can act as a multi-dimensional poll: revealing in depth the reasons why particular
policy options are preferred. The map can also show which stakeholder groups advocate which
positions and why.

— The structure implicit within the map means that the map can automatically generate the outline of
a final, or interim debriefing, report on the policy subject.

— Arguments presented on the map can be used to identify the rationale underpinning a decision; to
support the communication of a decision when it is made and for retrospective self-auditing and
learning.

— The map can be updated across the policy life cycle⁄including during the implementation phase/to
reflect new information as soon as it appears. It also provides an excellent way for experienced team
members to communicate or bequeath vital information to new team members⁄in eVect, becoming
a form of institutional memory.

Value?

— The maps oVer a very eYcient and eVective way of solving a diYcult problem, namely: how to
identify and gather the collective intelligence dispersed through a community in support of better
policy outcomes.

— Participants in the mapping process learn from each other: communication flows throughout the
network not just between participants and the organizers.
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— The openness and fairness of the process builds trust in the policy making process and deepens the
community understanding of the reasons why particular policy choices have been made.

— In its purest form, the map saves the participants from having to create and recreate voluminous
policy documents, in which many of the same ideas are repeated unnecessarily and to little eVect.

— The mapping process aides the discovery of new ideas and can identify and address all of the relevant
policy dimensions (eg ethical, financial, scientific, and political) in one place.

Things to bear in mind?

— Online collaborative policy mapping is a new field. This means that the technology and the
underlying idea and process of mapping will be novel the first time to many of the participants. The
learning curves involved for first time contributors are diVerent to those for more familiar
technologies and approaches—although, this in turn, tends to encourage more constructive
behaviour from those who engage with the process.

— Thinking deeply and constructively as a community involves care, patience and a tolerance for
ambiguity. The commitment to an open mapping process and the focus on capturing all the salient
arguments means that arguments with which you disagree may feature on the map as prominently
as the arguments with which you support. Weak arguments will be exposed more easily.

— Initially, the mapping approach is likely to appeal most to people who have a strong intrinsic interest
in either policy making or in the specific subject matter. However, to the extent that any groups do
not participate directly in the process, facilitators can work to identify and include the arguments
advocated by these groups on the map.

— Mapping is not the ideal medium for visually impaired people, and some members of the population
may not have access to the web; so formal consultation process should continue to oVer alternate
submission routes for any disadvantaged groups.

— The maps capture rather than hide the complexity and trade-oVs present in policy choices and
dilemmas: they also better enable us to understand and work with this complexity.

— While the maps will help to find a consensus if it is there to be found/not least because they promote
the discovery of previously unidentified options/they may also reveal that there is no consensus to
be found.

— The maps help the community to identify and explore the emotional-, values-, and framing-based
dimensions of public policy debate: they don’t remove them from the debate. However, the maps do
enable reason to speak as clearly as it can in those debates (on all sides of the debate).

I would be happy to expand on any of the points above at any time if the Committee would find it helpful for
me to do so. Further background is available here:

http://www.slideshare.net/davidprice/debategraph-politics-online-conference-2009

1 June 2009

Memorandum by Debatewise

SUBMISSION TO THE HOUSE OF LORDS INQUIRY: PEOPLE AND PARLIAMENT

Debatewise.com welcomes the opportunity to help the inquiry into how the House of Lords could relate better
to the public. Debatewise is a non-profit debating website which aims to become the Wikipedia for debate.
Because we are based on the wiki model, anyone can add or edit debates and points within those debates. We
keep our editing to an absolute minimum (i.e just filtering out abusive language) so the content of the site really
is the opinions of the public on the issues that matter to them. We help the public form and engage in debates
online, and we see a substantial connection between our activities and the aims of the Lords in terms of relating
to the public. It is for this reason that we believe our evidence to be useful to the Inquiry and are delighted
with the opportunity to participate.
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1. House of Lords Outreach Programme

1.1 Debatewise supports the eVorts being made by the House of Lords through its outreach programme. We
applaud any attempt to provide greater information and transparency about the parliamentary process and
the role that the House of Lords plays in this.

1.2 The appointment of a dedicated programme co-ordinator provides a valuable central point of contact,
whilst web and other online activities enable people who may hitherto have felt disengaged to better
understand how decisions taken on their behalf, are made. For example, the posts on the Lords of the Blog
inform people about the day to day activities of Lords as well as issues they are involved in.

2. Suggested Expansion of the Outreach Program

2.1 The House of Lords outreach to schools has made progress in improving the accessibility of the House of
Lords. So far, however, the program has been of limited scope in terms of age range. University students take
great interest in current aVairs and have the time to fully engage in discussion around them—universities are
often hives of political activity—yet this appears to remain untapped.

2.2 Of the Debatewise team of volunteer political content writers, 38 out of 40 are full-time university students
from across the country. This demonstrates a conscious nationwide eVort on the part of this age bracket to
engage in debates and participate in society. Between 18 and 21 young people form opinions and behaviour
patterns that stay with them for the rest of their lives, so it is important to instil in them a desire for political
engagement. The House of Lords should be maximizing this potential by visiting universities and otherwise
engaging with this demographic at every opportunity.

3. Having Access to Information Improves Understanding and Creates Reassurance

3.1 A great deal of information about the House of Lords is accessible online, however at Debatewise we
believe that the provision of information online is only one part of the equation. The rise of web 2.0
technologies both in terms of innovation and popularity, points to the need for a more pro-active shift in
thinking about how parliament can, and, in our opinion should, engage with the wider public and young
people in particular.

3.2 Our experience at Debatewise shows that the communication preferences for young people revolve around
technology. The popularity of web 2.0 functionalities shows that young people often feel more comfortable
expressing their opinions via websites and other types of technologically-based social interaction than they do
face to face, and we foresee many opportunities for the House of Lords to capitalize on that.

4. Online Debate as a Way to Engage People and Increase Participation

4.1 At Debatewise we believe young people disengage from society only when they feel powerless over it. In
order to increase their participation in politics we need to give them the sense that their views matter, that they
can be eVective and that they can change things. Debatewise achieves this by teaching them debating skills—
valuable transferable skills they can use articulate themselves eVectively in all arenas. They can then express
their views in a way they know will be understood, which reinforces the sense that these opinions will be
listened to and acted upon by their peers, by society at large, or both.

4.2 Many young people would profess no interest in a chamber debate, yet regularly engage in heated online
debates about the same issues. Debatewise gets over 650 visits a day from people like this. We think this is for
two main reasons:

4.3 Firstly, debates online give anyone an outlet for their views, not just nominated speakers or experts. Most
people have an opinion on current aVairs issues, but not everyone has a place where they can voice it, freely,
to others. The fact that this can be done anonymously on the internet means even the most shy amongst us
would be willing to say their piece.

4.4 Secondly, these young people state they are attracted to debating online because the anonymity of the
internet is a great leveller. The anonymity means that those who read views do so without prejudice or undue
weight attached to those views. For the House of Lords this makes online debate very beneficial as people feel
that whilst politicians may not listen to their views oZine, the internet allows them to fully engage in a debate
where their views are heard.

4.5 An even more eVective way to empower people would be with an open and transparent feedback
mechanism into political forums. We are working with the House of Lords on a system where debates created
by schools on our training program will link with scheduled debates in the House. The issues would be debated
online by young people before the event and the results could be cited by speakers as evidence. This would go
a way towards de-mystifying the political process for the young people involved: the Lords would become
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infinitely more accessible and transparent to them, and there would be an obvious pathway from the voicing
of their opinions, to the Lords’ consideration of their views.

4.6 We feel this scheme would be a really positive step towards engaging school children by assuring them their
voice matters. If it is successful we would like to extend it to a wider audience, and deepen the connection with
the Lords. Perhaps through a designated part of the site (freely accessible to the general public) that hosts
debates on issues scheduled to be discussed in the House.

4.7 Outlined below we have put together two case studies from our experience in online debating. These
illustrate how Debatewise provides a platform for the wider public to voice their opinions and we hope these
studies may help to demonstrate how the Lords could capitalise on online engagement.

5. Case Study: Debate 807 “Torture Should be Allowed against Terror Suspects”

5.1 This case study demonstrates the need of the public for more ways to engage in meaningful debate about
issues that aVect them, and their willingness to do so online. The debate was created on 20 April 2009 and at
time of writing [1 May 2009] is currently the top link to appear on Google when “torture against terror
suspects” is entered. Contributors have created a total of four points in favour and three points against the
argument in the space of just over two weeks (see figs 1 and 2).

Figure 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF POINTS MADE ON TORTURE DEBATE
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5.2 The points were quickly answered by counterarguments (see fig 2), demonstrating how lively, intelligent
debates about topical issues can—and will—rapidly flourish online, and that this is a fantastic way for the
House of Lords to engage the public.

Figure 2

EXAMPLE OF POINT (LEFT) AND COUNTERPOINT ADDED AGAINST IT (RIGHT)

6. Case Study 2: Debate 137 “Space Exploration is a Waste of Money”

6.1 This case study is an example of two other key functions of our online debates. Although Debatewise aims
to encourage participation and engagement, people also use us as a resource to become better informed, and,
ultimately, make up their minds on an issue. This is of interest because it provides an example of how the House
of Lords could increase transparency (see 6.3) and also gain feedback (see 6.4)

6.2 Our debate on space exploration was created on 9 April and since then it has had 2,000 page views. Whilst
this is not remarkable for a web page, the unusually high average “time on page” for these visitors (05:6
minutes) suggests that people are reading and digesting the arguments thoroughly before making a decision
on the issue. Visitors are invited to vote on the issue and this acts as a way of gauging public opinion. On this
particular topic 38% agree that space exploration is a “waste of money” (see fig 3.)

Figure 3

VOTE TOTALS FOR THE SPACE EXPLORATION DEBATE
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6.3 The idea that people are increasingly coming to view debates online, in order to make up their minds is
applicable to the Lords in terms transparency. If the arguments put forth by speakers in Lords debates were
displayed online in this accessible fashion, this would do wonders for the image of the House of Lords as an
open and transparent institution.

6.4 In turn, becoming more transparent and having a higher profile would, of course, encourage people to
engage further with the House of Lords’ activities. The engagement itself would be made easier (as there is a
simple voting system) and thus there would be a very simple mechanism for gaining feedback and public
opinion on debates.

6.5 The best way to maximise public engagement with the Lords would be to combine online and real world
debates. If pre, mid and post debates were run online alongside a debate in the Lords, people would be able
to comment and give their opinions at all stages of the process. The Lords already televises some debates so
the live streaming of debates on the internet—with an arena for public input—is the logical next step.

6.6 Although online opinion polls can often be unreliable, as they are accessible to all and thus open to unfair
practice, at Debatewise we have overcome this through introducing a privacy facility, thus restricting who can
vote (if necessary).

7. Conclusion

7.1 To date the House of Lords’ attempts to engage and involve the public have been very successful. Through
school visits and online presence the Lords has reduced it’s reputation for being a slightly outdated or
inaccessible institution, by showing it is focussing on youth and is in touch with changing media. Despite the
progress made so far there is still much more that can be done, both with youth (especially the university age
bracket) and online (through utilising the phenomenon of online debate).

7.3 We hope that through the evidence we have submitted Debatewise has demonstrated the pressing need to
engage and interact with young people online and also presented potential avenues for doing so. Thank you
for the opportunity to contribute to this Inquiry and we wish you the best of luck with your findings.

May 2009

Letter from Andrew Dismore MP, Chair, Joint Committee on Human Rights

I am writing in response to your call for evidence. I focus here on ways in which Parliament could better engage
with people with learning disabilities.

Last session, the Joint Committee on Human Rights carried out an inquiry into the human rights of adults
with learning disabilities. We recommended that public bodies should provide accessible information for
people with learning disabilities as a matter of course.

I appreciate that there have been significant moves in Parliament to improve access to those people who have
disabilities which aVect mobility, and I welcome the fact that the Parliamentary Outreach team has made
contacts with organisations who work with people with learning disabilities.

However, it became clear during our inquiry that there was not a Parliament-wide strategy for improving
access for people with learning disabilities both to Parliament and to parliamentary information. Particular
issues that arose were whether palantypists and British Sign Language translators could be made available at
Committee public meetings, and whether and how people could access parliamentary information in formats
such as Braille, audio, British Sign Language and Easy Read.

In our report, we welcomed principles from the OYce for Disability Issues for producing better information
for disabled people. I copy these principles below, as they might assist your Committee if you were to consider
this issue further.

(i) ensure that disabled people are involved from the start;

(ii) provide information through a range of channels and formats;

(iii) ensure your information meets users’ needs;

(iv) clearly signpost other services; and

(v) always define responsibility for information provision.



Processed: 10-07-2009 20:29:16 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG7

114 people and parliament: evidence

We took steps to make our inquiry and report accessible to people with learning disabilities. These included:

— publishing our call for evidence in Easy Read;

— taking advice from the British Institute for Learning Disabilities about how to make our oral
evidence sessions more accessible; and

— publishing an Easy Read summary of our report, plus an audio version of that summary.

I enclose a copy of our Easy Read summary, as well as the section of our report which focused on access to
information (submitted but not printed). I hope that this will assist your Committee in considering ways that
Parliament can better engage with the public.

21 May 2009

Letter from Lord Elton

The electorate’s perception of this House is part of their perception of Parliament as a whole. Their perception
of the House of Commons aVects their perception of the Lords and the two need to be considered together.
While the conduct of Ministers in the other place is far outside the scope of your Committee’s terms of
reference it needs, therefore, to be aware of it as part of the context within which those terms confine it.

Since the late 70s and early 80s there has been a change, less dramatic and rapid than that brought about by
current revelations of financial misconduct, but at least as important to the Public’s perception of, and
engagement with, Parliament. It has been the release from its control of the publication of Government
policies. As it is the exception for Ministers, particularly Cabinet Ministers, to be members of this House the
evidence for this process is mostly to be found in the Commons.

Well into the 80s any Commons Minister who, intentionally or otherwise, made public a Government policy
or initiative before he had announced it in the chamber, was in breach of an important convention; he was
hauled in by the Speaker and had to account for himself to the House. The result was that it was there that all
important announcements were made. It was therefore there that journalists had to come to hear the hottest
political news; and they could not hear it without also hearing the opinions of MPs including, crucially, those
of opposition MPs and dissident backbenchers. This was the news, and these were the views, that were reported
to the public, who maintained a lively interest in what was going on there. Parliament, as a consequence, was
a focus of national interest.

Since then the habit of trailing announcements on air on in the press, and making them at press conferences
has grown rapidly. My subjective impression is that eVorts by successive Speakers to inhibit this have grown
steadily weaker and less frequent. Today virtually all Government policy initiatives are announced at press
conferences from which MPs including, crucially, opposition MPs and dissident government back benchers
are excluded. The reaction of MPs in the Chamber, however critical or hostile, is of less news value or none
at all and goes unreported.

As a result of this process the House of Lords is perceived not just as a sideshow, but as a sideshow of a
sideshow.

While the Committee is not in a position to influence what happens in another place, it is in a position to
influence what happens in our own House. I would suggest that it should consider whether, in its report, it
should either itself reinforce the convention that Lords Ministers making the first announcement of any new
government policy or initiative should only do so in the chamber, or refer the to the Procedure Committee
question of whether that convention should be in some way formalised or endorsed.

2 April 2009

Memorandum by the Fawcett Society

Background

The Fawcett Society is the UK’s leading campaign for women’s rights. Fawcett runs femocracy, a campaign
on ethnic minority women and politics. It works directly with ethnic minority women on their political
empowerment to increase the number of ethnic minority women registered to vote and engaged in politics.9

Through a series of outreach events delivered in partnership with grassroots ethnic minority women’s
organisations, femocracy builds ethnic minority women’s understanding of politics; awareness of how
democracy is organised; and confidence to take part and influence political decision making.
9 For further information on femocracy visit www.fawcettsociety.org.uk/femocracy
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As part of femocracy’s outreach programme, Fawcett has been working in partnership with the Parliamentary
Outreach programme. Based on this partnership work and our expertise in engaging ethnic minority women
in politics, Fawcett would like to make the following submission to the House of Lords Committee “People
and Parliament Inquiry”.

The submission highlights some of the key benefits to the Fawcett and Parliament Outreach partnership as an
illustration of the strengths of the House of Lords outreach programmes. It also makes recommendations on
how the House of Lords, in the context of Parliament, could enhance the eVectiveness of its outreach work in
reaching and engaging ethnic minority women.

The Value of House of Lords Outreach: Fawcett and Parliament Outreach Partnership

Fawcett has been working successfully in partnership with the Parliament Outreach programme since autumn
2008. The partnership has enabled the Parliament Outreach programme to engage with ethnic minority
women who are one of the groups most politically marginalised and disengaged from mainstream politics: the
outreach team has participated at four “Get Your Voice Heard” events delivered by femocracy in Birmingham
and Burnley. It also contributed to “Your Voice”, Fawcett’s tailored guide to democracy for ethnic minority
women.10

The partnership has also bolstered Fawcett’s outreach programme of work aimed at building awareness of the
opportunities ethnic minority women have to influence and engage with UK political institutions.

It is evident from the Parliament Outreach engagement with femocracy that the House of Lords outreach
programmes provide a valued service. The following excerpts from ethnic minority women who attended past
femocracy events demonstrate the positive impact the participation of the Parliament Outreach programme
has had, not only in promoting engagement in Parliament, but also in Parliament demonstrating a willingness
to improve relations with the public:

“Very informative and interesting; I will now look on the Parliament website and give my opinion on
issues. I didn’t know of this site before.”

“The workshop was great with a clear explanation of how Parliament works.”

“I’m encouraged to learn that Parliament has taken on the initiative of going out and engaging with
the people.”

Enhancing Engagement: Femocracy Outreach Strategy

Ethnic minority women experience distinct barriers to participating in politics. These include low awareness
levels of political processes and limited availability of tailored communications that demonstrate how politics
is relevant to their lives. As a result ethnic minority women are underrepresented on the electoral register and
are one of the most excluded groups from formal political and decision making processes being less likely to
be engaged with mainstream politics than white women and ethnic minority men.

Frequently outreach programmes adopt the “road-show model”: a series of large regional events are delivered
in a number of locations and participants are invited to attend.

Fawcett has found that this “one-size-purpose-built” approach to outreach is not eVective in engaging ethnic
minority women who are marginalised from politics. Inherent to the foundation of this approach is a hidden
prerequisite that participants already have a level of interest and engagement in politics and that this will
stimulate their registering and attendance at the event. The result is that outreach is limited in its reach with
the “usual suspects” outreached to; leaving a wider audience unreached and the outreach programme falling
short of its potential impact.

To address both the barriers to political participation facing ethnic minority women and the risk posed by the
“road-show model”, femocracy developed a unique approach to delivering its programme of outreach to
ethnic minority women based on the PAL approach: partnered events, adapted programmes and local delivery.

Partnered events: Outreach events are always done in partnership with grassroots ethnic minority women’s
organisations, which have strong links with individual women. Working with ethnic minority women’s
organisations to deliver events has a number of advantages:

— it builds trust and interest in events;

— it allows outreach to be wider reaching; organisations, depending on resources and Fawcett’s level
of investment as the lead partner, can cascade learning and communications after the event through
their extensive networks; and

10 http://www.fawcettsociety.org.uk/?PageID%874
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— it develops “snow-ball” outreach whereby new potential partners are identified through existing
networks.

Adapted programmes: The outreach programme, rather than being “one-size-purpose-built”, is tailored
uniquely to meet the needs of the women that the organisation services. It is developed in partnership with
the organisation in order to best address low levels of awareness. This ensures tailored communications are
developed. Furthermore it ensures appropriate and relevant activities are delivered that speak to the lives of
ethnic minority women and successfully engage them in politics.

Local delivery: The events are delivered locally in the community, rather than being hosted in principle cities
in a region. Travel costs and managing caring responsibilities, mean many women find it diYcult to travel
across regions to attend events. Local events increase engagement with women, who may be excluded from
attending events if extensive travel is required.

Fawcett’s strategy for delivering successful outreach activities has proven that a tailored and intensive
approach works best to engaging ethnic minority women in politics.

To enhance the eVectiveness of the House of Lords outreach programmes to marginalised ethnic minority
women, we recommend that Fawcett’s PAL approach be adopted.

5 June 2009

Letter from Lord Feldman

I was interested to receive your letter of 2 April, concerning the “People and Parliament enquiry”.

Many years ago, when the Government wanted to change the structure of the House, Bertie, Detta and I raised
a lot of money from members of all parts of the House, so that we could fight the plans to get rid of the
hereditaries.

We engaged a full time journalist and also another person who wrote for the Daily Mail, and who produced
newsletters giving updates on our campaign. We had lunches with the press and were joined in our campaign
by quite a number from the Other Place. This led, later, to the production of the booklet, by Mary Sharp,
giving details of what the House does so successfully.

I do believe that the work done by the House of Lords is one of the best kept political secrets in the country.
I confess that, until I actually became a Peer I had little knowledge of the work that was done there.

Turning back to your letter, I believe we should do the following:

(i) sign on a full-time press person;

(ii) your group should, over a period of two or three months, organise lunches with the Press; and

(iii) we should also arrange for a small group of Peers to have lunch with the Press (by this I mean Peers
who are not part of your group).

I do believe it is vital that the great British public are made more aware of the work carried out by the Lords,
the value of this work and how little it costs.

14 April 2009

Memoranda by Andy Bell, Political Editor, Five News

Fundamentally our coverage of the House of Lords is news-driven. That means that we will chase members
of the House of Lords for interview, or pictures of proceedings in the House when they are part of a news story.
For instance, when the Lords threatens to overturn a bill, as in the case of pre-charge detention, we will use
parts of the debate and try to obtain our own interviews.

One other area where the Lords might add to our coverage is in the interviewing of experts. The Lords is full
of individuals with expertise that could contribute to coverage of stories which are not necessarily political;
everything from foreign policy to stem-cell research. In such cases cross-benchers are particularly useful as they
do not come with party political baggage. Perhaps the Lords could provide a form of directory of the expertise
of individual members, which could then be made available to the media.

Also, expanding filming opportunities would be useful—could members do interviews in the Lords’ lobby?
Could pieces-to-camera be done there too? Those two measures would make the biggest diVerence to the
amount of Lords coverage on Five.

May 2009



Processed: 10-07-2009 20:29:16 Page Layout: LOENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG7

117people and parliament: evidence

Memorandum on behalf of the Group on Information for the Public

The Public Engagement Strategy in Parliament since 2006

Summary

1. This is an account of Parliament’s public engagement work since 2006, submitted on behalf of the Group
on Information for the Public, a bicameral grouping of parliamentary oYcials (terms of reference and
membership is at Annex A). Following a short description of the background, it describes the goals for public
engagement activity. It sets out who Parliament has sought to engage with and plans for implementation
before providing a narrative of what has been achieved. At the end it gives a review of progress so far and
reviews priorities for the future. The paper does not cover the work of individual Members of either House,
procedural innovations, such as on legislative scrutiny, or specific initiatives such as the Speaker’s Conference.

2. The timing of this account makes it diYcult to stand back and assess the activities that have been
undertaken. We do not attempt an analysis of the consequences of recent events. Even in diYcult times for
Parliament’s relations with the public it is, nonetheless, apparent that negative public perceptions on expenses
claims coexist with positive experiences of personal encounters between Parliament and the people on issues
that matter to them.

Background

3. In 2006 the administrations of the House of Commons and the House of Lords adopted a strategy for
public engagement, which was embodied in the Business Plan of the Group on Information for the Public,
published in March 2006, and covering the years 2006 to 2011. This Business Plan reflected the fact that each
House had incorporated public engagement into its respective Strategic Plans for 2006–11 (see Annex B). The
plan incorporated the recommendations of the House of Commons Modernisation Committee report,
Connecting Parliament with the Public11 which had been supported by a vote in the House of Commons,12

and it addressed issues raised by the Puttnam Commission—Members Only? Parliament in the Public Eye13

4. The key aims of the strategy were, and remain, to inform the public about the work and role of Parliament,
to promote Parliament as something that should be valued, and to listen and respond to feedback.

What is it trying to achieve?

5. The guiding vision was that by 2011 Parliament should be recognised by citizens as:

— distinct from government

— holding government to account

— welcoming to citizens

— working for citizens

— worthwhile

— personal—relevant to the concerns of individuals

6. In practice, Parliament’s strategy for engaging with the public is only one amongst many factors that
influence these outcomes. Thus, in addition to this set of goals, the strategy has worked towards various
intermediate objectives. Critical amongst these objectives have been those related to “reach”—how many
people are engaging with Parliament—and “quality”—how impressed are those who receive the services
provided.

Who was the strategy designed to engage with?

7. At the outset it was recognised that the strategy needed to reach five diVerent, if overlapping, groups in
diVerent ways and for diVerent reasons.
11 June 2004, HC 368 2003–04.
12 26 January 2005.
13 Report of the Hansard Society Commission on the Communication of Parliamentary Democracy, May 2005.
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8. The first group is Members of both Houses and those who support them (their own staV and parliamentary
staV). A key thread running through all elements of the strategy has been supporting Members in their role as
ambassadors for Parliament.

9. The second group is others who are professionally engaged with the work of Parliament, including civil
servants, NGOs, lobbyists, journalists and others. This group includes critical intermediaries who interpret
what Parliament does to others and therefore condition the understanding that the wider public has of
Parliament’s work.

10. The third group is the democratically active. These are people who vote and take an interest in politics,
policy and current aVairs.

11. The fourth group are “democratic outsiders” who are not (yet) interested in politics, policy and current
aVairs and those who do not participate in the political process.

12. The final group is young people, both within the formal education system and informally. Particular
attention has been given to this group through Parliament’s Education Service directly and through other
initiatives that have had the potential to reach them.

13. The expectation was that public communications would be focused on the needs and interests of users
rather than producers, and hence be subject based, community based and diverse.

Implementation

14. Three main areas of interlinked work have shaped the plans: engaging through the web and other media;
engaging through visits to Parliament; and engaging with and in communities across the UK.

15. The potential of the web featured strongly in the considerations of the Modernisation Committee and also
the Puttnam Report. The first priority was a radical redesign of Parliament’s presence on the web including
enriching existing content and developing new content and opportunities for the public to interact with
Parliament.

16. Visits to Parliament leave a lasting impression on those who come. It was recognised, however, that there
would be severe constraints of space, of reconciling public accessibility with the operational needs of a working
Parliament and of security. It would be important to prioritise. The strategy put a particular premium on
educational visits.

17. Engaging with communities across the UK was recognised as an essential third strand to the strategy, but
was seen as something that would build in importance during the five year period. Important issues, such as
the relationship between what it is right for Parliament as an institution to do in this area to complement the
work of individual elected constituency MPs, would take time to work through if they were to succeed.

18. Successful implementation would also require involvement of oYcials across all departments of both
Houses. The House of Commons Group on Information for the Public (GIP) already had a good track record
in co-ordination and oversight of communications activities carried out by individual departments and was
asked to take the lead in delivering the new mandate for engagement. In recognition of the increasing emphasis
on Parliament-wide communications, the Clerks of both Houses agreed that the House of Lords
representation on GIP should be increased to include a member of the House of Lords Management Board
(Elizabeth Hallam Smith). They also agreed that GIP should be chaired by a member of the House of
Commons Management Board (John Pullinger).

What has been achieved so far—web and other media

Web

19. A business case for investment in the parliamentary website was developed during 2005 and agreed by
both Houses in early 2006. A key feature was that a radical redesign would not be simply a “big bang” change
but would instead be the development of an ongoing capability. This would enable continuous adaptation as
the medium itself developed. New content and functions would be released regularly each parliamentary term.
This approach would maximise flexibility and control cost.

20. Successive changes have been made to the Parliament website to make more information available and to
make it more accessible. The first of the new releases, comprising a new navigational structure and new
homepages for Parliament and for each House, were introduced in September 2006, along with an About
Parliament section giving over 100 pages of explanatory material and a store of images. Since then new features
have been released as shown in Annex C.
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21. A particularly significant milestone was the introduction of a capability for Committees to run online
forums. Such forums had previously been run on behalf of the Parliament by the Hansard Societ,y but with
an in House capability it has been possible for many more Committees to reach the public in this way. Since
they were set up the forums have received 63,600 unique visitors making 120,200 visits (as of May 2009).
Forums run since 2007 are:

— Local Government and the Draft Climate Change Bill (Joint Committee on the Draft Climate
Change Bill)—August 2007

— Draft Human Tissue and Embryo Bill (Joint Committee on the Draft Human Tissue and Embryo
Bill)—August 2007

— Medical care for the Armed Forces (Defence Committee)—February 2008

— E-petitions—Procedure Committee—April 2008

— Domestic Violence (Home AVairs Committee)—June 2008

— Recruitment and retention in the Armed Forces (Defence Committee)—July 2008

— Justice Reinvestment (Justice Committee)—July 2008

— Engineering in the UK (Innovation, Universities, Science and Skills Committee)—October 2008

— Young Engineers (Innovation, Universities, Science and Skills Committee)—December 2008

— Post OYces: Securing their Future (Business and Enterprise Committee)—March 2009

— Aid Under Pressure (International Development Committee)—April 2009

— Students and University (Innovations, Universities, Science and Skills Committee)—April 2009

— Traditional Retail Markets (Communities and Local Government Committee)—April 2009

— People and Parliament (Lords Information Committee)—current

— Role of the Prison OYcer (Justice Committee)—current

— Speaker’s Conference (Speaker’s Conference)—current

22. Another major milestone was the launch of an entirely new set of Education Service web pages (2008)
which has received numerous plaudits from users such as these from 11-12 year olds:

— “It’s probably one of the easiest websites I’ve ever used”

— “The games are very good. They help you and they could help you with your future. Say if you wanted
to study politics in the future… they can help you know which politician is which”

23. The introduction of a new information architecture across the main site (2009) heralds a further phase of
major improvement.
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24. The core measures used to gauge progress on the development of the site have related to usability. The
usability index of key aspects of the site14 increased positively between September 2006 and February 2008,
as shown in the following diagram:

Usability Benchmark: Sept 2006/Feb2008 
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25. User satisfaction by core task has also increased over the same period:

Usability Benchmark: Sep 06/Feb 08  
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14 Marked on a scale of—2 to !2, where—2 represents very dissatisfied, 0 is neutral, and !2 is very satisfied.
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26. An online survey conduced on the website in July 2008 received over 2,500 responses. Users were asked
to rate the site against a number of criteria—key findings were:

— Ease of navigation: 61 per cent of users rated the site as good or very good (very good % 21 per cent)

— Visual appeal: 57 per cent of users rated the site as good or very good (very good % 17 per cent )

— Currency of information: 77 per cent of users rated the site as good or very good (very good %

35 per cent)

— Quality of information: 80 per cent of users rated the site as good or very good (very good % 35 per
cent )

— I can trust the site: 84 per cent of users rated the site as good or very good (very good % 51 per cent )

27. New channels more recently introduced are beginning to establish themselves as useful means to
experiment with low cost new ways of reaching new audiences:

— Lords of the Blog: over 150,000 views and over 3,500 comments from the public in its first year from
March 2008

— YouTube: approximately 220,000 views including over 64,000 coming directly to the site since launch
in May 2008

— Flickr: 140,000 views since summer 2008

— Twitter: 1,000 updates since start of service in June 2008. 6,700 followers

— Facebook: 550 fans

— FriendFeed: 150 subscribers

— Google Profile: 12,000 impressions. 2,000 views

— Parliament Labs blog: 9,700 views since launch in September 2008

Broadcasting and webcasting

28. Linked to the work taken forward within the internet programme described above, there has been a major
upgrading of the facilities for broadcasting and webcasting of parliamentary coverage. Changes to the rules
of coverage have also supported improved broadcasting of Parliament. The webcasting site was redesigned in
2006, and functionality has been upgraded, for instance to allow access while a meeting is taking place. Since
2007 there has been a programme to install unattended webcams in committee rooms, which is still ongoing.
In 2008 the current audio visual archive was extended from 28 days to one year.

29. As well as our own eVorts, this period has also seen a substantial increase in viewers to BBC Parliament,
which celebrated its 10th anniversary last year. We have worked closely with the BBC and other web and
broadcast media organisations to ensure the widest possible audience for parliamentary material.

BBC Parliament audience has been growing

Source: BARB
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Media and communications services

30. Complementing the bicameral web and broadcasting services, each House has its own dedicated media
and communications service. The House of Lords press oYce (staVed currently by the Head of Press and
Media and one assistant) forms part of the Information OYce. Its focus is on publicising the functions and
work of Select Committees, the Chamber and the House more broadly, as well as handling media enquiries
and working with oYcials across both Houses to improve public information and access.

31. The House of Commons Media and Communications Service (MCS) promotes better understanding of,
and engagement with, the work of the House and its committees in print, broadcast and online media; provides
a professional media service for journalists and serves as a central press oYce for media enquiries; provides
strategic media and communications advice and support to all House Departments and Committees, and
works with oYcials across both Houses to improve public information and access.

32. In 2006 the service was expanded, with the addition of two Select Committee Media OYcers (SCMOs)
bringing the total to 5. Each SCMO works directly to 4 or 5 committees. The ability to promote the work of
Select Committees and encourage innovative approaches to media publicity and public engagement has been
significantly enhanced. In its report on the work of Committee in 2007–08, the Liaison Committee noted:
“Many committees noted the favourable media coverage their inquiries and subsequent reports had received. Wide
media reporting of committees’ work helps to set the political agenda. It also enables committees to reach people
outside Parliament so that they in turn influence our work.”15

33. In addition to enhancement of support for Select Committees a central point of contact for all media
enquiries about business and procedure in the Chamber and Westminster Hall was established in 2006.

34. More recent developments in 2008 include an expansion of the photography and design service, increasing
use of social media and a weekly e-briefing on future business in the Chamber and Westminster Hall. The
service provided has continued to broaden its scope, most recently adding media work for the Works of Art
Committee and the new regional Committees to its remit. A new media monitoring service has been procured,
to include broadcasting as well as print and online media.

35. In 2009 a new and ambitious strand of work has been introduced, aiming to deliver a wide range of
explanatory coverage focused on the work, role and history of the House, and the role and day to day working
lives of its Members.

What has been achieved so far—visitors

36. The March 2006 business plan identified four strands of work to improve services for visitors: to create a
parliamentary visitor centre that would provide access to all (recognising the needs of minorities and those
with disabilities); to provide a proactive welcome to Parliament for visitors of all kinds; to work eVectively
with other local institutions who can help Parliament meet its objectives; and to mount a programme of
exhibitions linked to improving engagement of the public in the work of Parliament. According to the
2009 Audit of Political Engagement, 31 per cent of the public report that they have visited the Houses of
Parliament, and visits provide an opportunity to improve understanding of the work and role of the institution
in a very direct way.

Parliamentary visitor centre
37. A business case for the development of a parliamentary visitor centre was developed during 2005 and
2006 but eventually foundered on the issue of funding. Alternative approaches to the improvement of facilities
were investigated that could improve capacity without excessive cost. In April 2007 the House of Commons
Administration Committee published a report Improving Facilities for Educational Visitors to Parliament.16 The
recommendations were supported by the House of Lords Information Committee report of the same name17

and approved by both Houses.18 These reports considered that educational visitors are an obvious priority. The
main recommendation was for the development of a dedicated space for educational visitors that could
accommodate 100,000 learners each year. Whilst plans have been prepared, realisation is still some years away.

38. In the meantime the Parliamentary Education Service has recognised the priority given by both Houses
to increasing the number of educational visits. Numbers of visits have increased from 11,000 in 2005–06 to
36,000 in 2008–09.

15 March 2009, HC 291 2008–09, paragraphs 117–119.
16 April 2007 HC434 2007–08.
17 HL Paper 117 2006–07.
18 HC—12 June 2007; HL—16 October 2007.
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Young people on Education Service visits

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

40,000

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

39. The Education Service has been increasingly creative in finding the space in which to conduct educational
visits and will continue to look for opportunities to expand where this is feasible although there is currently
no identified further capacity that could be used. The content of educational visits has also been thoroughly
overhauled with a new, expanded and curriculum-related educational visits programme launched in October
2007. Comments on the visits programme include:

— “the combination of meeting the local MP, tour of Parliament and workshop provided a stimulating
experience for the children. The children had a first hand experience of Parliament which stimulated their
thinking and consolidated previous learning.“ (primary school teacher)

— “the visit was an excellent introduction to Parliament—the Education Service was well organised,
informative and very friendly. It is a testament to the day that I will arrange visits for the next academic
year” (6th form college teacher)

— “I felt the whole session was fantastic with quick activities with continual feedback. The speaker was
fantastic, setting out clear learning objectives that were successfully delivered during the lesson with the
activities that had been prepared. I also really like the way the local MP is invited also to talk to the
students” (secondary school teacher)

Comments received on some of the events include:

— “It was a really useful experience… and I’m looking forward to continuing the discussion … in the next
lesson…. Particularly thought provoking“ (secondary school teacher at Speaker’s Conference event)

— “I think it made a lot of people determined to change things… at first, not many people were interested
in politics but by the end of it the majority of people were interested because it was inspirational… it was
a good day” (secondary school pupil at Schools Question Time)

— “I think all of us enjoyed it, even the ones that were not politically motivated to do it. It was fun to do
and it was a great sense of achievement at the end of it…” (secondary school pupil at Schools
Question Time)

40. A pilot scheme in early 2009 oVered a transport subsidy to state schools visiting through the Education
Service from remote constituencies, in support of a recommendation of the House of Commons
Administration Committee. The proportion of visits booked from areas outside London and the South-East
rose from about one third to about two thirds in each of the first two terms covered. In addition the proportion
of visits from state schools has increased from about 80 per cent to about 90 per cent.

41. As well as providing a facility for schools to visit, the Education Service established in 2007 a Teachers’
Institute. The Institute is designed as a week long course oVered to newly qualified citizenship teachers, hosted
in Parliament and including meetings with Members of both Houses as well as training and materials to help
teach Parliament in schools. It has proved very popular and will be expanded as resources permit.

Proactive welcome

42. Parliament has oVered tours of Parliament both during sitting times and in recesses for many years. In the
period since 2005, the strategy has been to improve the welcome visitors receive and to find innovative ways
of enriching a visit to Parliament so that all visitors leave with a better understanding of the institution than
when they arrived.
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43. Central to the strategy has been the recruitment of a team of Visitor Assistants. This team has been
progressively expanded over the period and now provides a service at all times when either House is sitting.
Their task is to welcome visitors and help ensure that their needs are met. This has been especially important
for visitors with disabilities. A characteristic comment is: “I just wanted to thank you for facilitating the visit
of N. to the Palace of Westminster last week. N. is deaf and blind and really appreciated the opportunity and the
kindness of the guide who made everything possible.”

44. A critical milestone was the opening of the Cromwell Green entrance in April 2008. Arrangements at the
new entrance have improved the security of access, the quality of the welcome and the capacity of handling,
which is up to 500 visitors per hour. Linked to this development has been the introduction of a visitor
information desk in Westminster Hall. StaV at the desk have recorded over 1,700 points of contact with
visitors, have given out over 49,000 factsheets and 16,000 other publications.

45. An Introduction to Question Time session was introduced during 2008–09 for visitors on Mondays and
Tuesdays who join the public queue for tickets for the public gallery. As well as enhancing understanding of
Question Time and giving an opportunity for questions, a further benefit has been an increased length of time
which visitors spend in the gallery.

46. There have been small increases in visitors to the Summer Opening each year since 2006 when
87,000 people came. Tickets are sold and the operation is intended to be cost-neutral over a three year period.
The 2008 Summer Opening exceeded the planned target of 90,000 visitors and the programme is on target to
break even over the three year period 2007–09.

47. A small tester survey was conducted during the 2008 Summer Opening to assess whether or not the tour
had any influence on how people perceived the role of Parliament and MPs. The survey asked a sample of
50 visitors over a two week period, questions whilst visitors queued for tickets and at the end of the tour. The
results are shown in the table below.

Question Before After Change

If you had a total of 10 points to share out between the History: 6.4 History: 5.6 History: "0.8
historical content of the tour and the political content of the Politics: 3.5 Politics: 4.4 Politics: !0.9
tour, how would you allocate the points based on your interest
at this time/now you have taken the tour

Scoring out of 5, with 5 being very important, how important 4.5 4.6 !0.1
do you believe/now believe the work of Parliament to be?

How relevant do you believe/now believe Parliament is to you? 3.8 4.0 !0.2

How well would you say you (now) understand the role of your 3.4 4.0 !0.6
MP in working for you?

How likely are you (now) to vote in the next general election? 4.9 4.9 0

How do you (now) score the value for money of the tour? 4.2 4.9 !0.7

48. Attendance at the London Open House weekend continues to rise: in 2008 there were 2,271 visitors to
Portcullis House on the Saturday (up 23 per cent on the previous year), and 3,537 visitors to Westminster Hall
on the Sunday (up 80 per cent on the previous year). The figures for 2007 were 1,840 and 1,965 respectively.
For the first time, the Westminster Hall chamber was opened, enhancing the level of parliamentary, rather than
just architectural, information that could be given. This will be built upon in the next Open House weekend.

Working with other local institutions

49. Throughout the period we have maintained good relations with Westminster Abbey, Westminster Council
and the Greater London Authority as well as other local institutions such as the Churchill Museum and the
Association of Leading Visitor Attractions (ALVA). Phil Reed, Director of the Churchill Museum and
Cabinet War Rooms, sits as a non-executive member on the bicameral Parliamentary Visitors Board, the
group of oYcials which co-ordinates issues connected with visitors.

50. During 2007 and 2008 both Houses worked closely with the World Squares for All project which had
developed plans for pedestrianisation and other improvements to the Parliament Square area. This project had
the potential significantly to improve the experience for visitors to Parliament but was not taken forward by
the incoming Mayor of London.
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Exhibitions

51. Exhibitions since 2005 have included the Gunpowder Plot, the Act of Union, Parliament and the Slave
Trade, the political caricature of Gerald Scarfe, the Life Peerages Act, and the King’s High Table. Debating
activities were staged as part of the Dod’s Your Parliament exhibition, aimed at engaging young people, in
2008. Smaller exhibitions have continued to be available in a variety of locations such as the Upper Waiting
Hall.

52. A range of activities are being undertaken in 2009 to mark the 150th anniversary of Big Ben. This has
included a dedicated website that will run throughout 2009, and a Christmas card competition for schools as
well as activities on site. 2009 also sees the start in Westminster Hall of a four year travelling exhibition
Connecting with Communities.

What has been achieved so far —engaging with communities

53. Both Houses of Parliament have for many years produced publications and responded to enquiries from
the public (by telephone, in writing or by e-mail). These services have continued to form an important part of
the strategy for engagement with those people who do not use the web or do not visit Parliament. Until 2005,
however, the main focus was on those people who approached Parliament seeking information. The emphasis
of the new strategy has been to take Parliament to all citizens across the UK. The challenge has been to extend
reach from the tens of thousands who are already motivated to contact Parliament to the tens of millions who
are not.

Young people

54. The initial area for development was young people. An education outreach service was launched, after
initial pilot work, in 2006. Outreach oYcers work with schools and train and support teachers in delivering
the political literacy elements of the curriculum as well as supporting Members of both Houses in their own
outreach work in schools. In each of the last two years they trained some 1,000 teachers across the UK.

Teachers and PGCE Pupils reached
students reached by by education

education outreach service outreach service

2006–07 481
2007–08 1,049 1,537
2008–09 1,076 5,619

This team also works closely with other organisations such as the Association of Citizenship Teachers and
other professional bodies and jointly hosted, in 2008, the Crick plus 10 event in Parliament. The Education
Service has a partnership with the BBC and Institute for Citizenship to deliver the Schools Question Time
project. Partnership working is increasingly central to eVorts to reach as many schools and teachers as
possible.

55. Two new educational films were produced in 2006, You’ve Got the Power and Democracy? You Decide,
which are made available to schools with accompanying teaching resources free of charge. These films won
awards in 2007 at the New York Festival’s Film & Video Awards and the International Visual
Communications Association Awards. You’ve Got the Power has since been updated, and all the films are now
available as video clips on Parliament’s YouTube channel. Educational publications have been kept under
continuous review to ensure their usefulness to teachers in the classroom.

New voters’ guide

56. The production of a guide for new voters was proposed in the House of Commons Modernisation
Committee’s report Connecting with the Public. Following research with new voters, a guide was launched in
July 2006. It is designed to encourage new voters to exercise their right to vote. Evaluations have been very
positive. The guide has stimulated a high level of engagement and discussion of the document and politics in
general between recipients, friends and family. On reading the document recipients claimed certain actions as
a result:

— 45 per cent talked to family or friends about politics

— 44 per cent read about politics in a newspaper

— 38 per cent watched politics on the television news

— 7 per cent said that they had gone to visit political websites
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57. Individuals receive the publication close to their 18th birthday and the cumulative reach has grown
progressively since 2006 as shown in the table below.

Total number of new
voters’ guides issued

By December 2006 220,000
By December 2007 716,000
By December 2008 1,191,000

Parliamentary Outreach Service

58. The 2006 strategy for engaging with the public suggested that, subject to political agreement and the
necessary financial approvals, a network of regional centres might be established, These would be focused on
communities and their interests. They would draw on Members as an asset as well as on local infrastructure.
There might be partnerships with public libraries but there would be a diverse approach suited to each locality.
The goal would be to create the third leg of a “three-legged stool” with engagement in communities
complementing engagement online and through other media and engagement through visits.

59. A research project was commissioned to explore the options. This was conducted by the Hansard Society
and a report (Reaching the public) published in July 2006. The report concluded that if Parliament is concerned
to promote increased public understanding of its role and work, particularly among so-called hard-to-reach
groups, it should invest in regional outreach oYcers—initially on a pilot basis—to deliver outreach
programmes in existing local settings.

60. This proposal was worked up and endorsed by Committees in both Houses. Some pre-pilot work was
carried out to test the concept during 2007–08, including a highly successful week of activities in Cornwall. Two
pilot regions were chosen, the East of England and Yorkshire and The Humber and a full programme of
activities conducted in these regions during 2008–09.

61. Parliamentary Outreach works with community groups and voluntary sector organisations, at national
and regional levels, and with the museums, libraries and archives sector to raise awareness of Parliament,
increase knowledge of parliamentary processes, and encourage engagement. The team also supports Select
Committees in their calls for evidence and regional evidence sessions, the new regional committees, the
Speaker’s Conference and travelling exhibitions, such as the Parliamentary Archives’ Connecting with
Communities exhibition and an exhibition on suVrage in Essex.

62. Between July 2008 and April 2009 statistics for the outreach service are:

— 2271 attendees at events

— 36 generic Get Involved training sessions delivered

— 66 tailored sessions delivered with third sector organisations

— 331 meetings held with voluntary sector organisations

— 335 contacts made at conferences etc organised by voluntary sector organisations

— 2449 named individuals contacted (most frequently emailed) about parliamentary initiatives, who in
turn disseminate to their contacts

Following a review of progress in the pilots it was agreed to expand the programme to operate UK-wide during
2009–10.

Outreach in the House of Lords

63. The appointment of the Lord Speaker has heralded a specific stream of outreach activities that work with
and complement the Parliament-wide outreach programme. The House of Lords appointed a Head of
Outreach in January 2008 to develop its engagement activities, and the Outreach and Engagement Strategy
2008–11 was approved by the Information Committee and Management Board in October 2008. This outlines
plans to connect external audiences with the work and members of the House of Lords through outreach visits,
events within parliament, online initiatives and cross-platform projects.

64. 187 visits to schools have taken place since the Lord Speaker launched the Peers in Schools programme in
2007, involving over 10,000 young people and nearly 80 peers. During 2008 a number of events were held in
the House of Lords for young people and other audiences. These include the UK Youth Parliament in May
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2008, when over 250 MYPs debated in the House of Lords chamber (the UK Youth Parliament will meet for
the first time in the House of Commons chamber in 2009), and a lecture series in the Robing Room to mark
the 50th anniversary of the Life Peerages Act.

Review of progress to date

65. Three levels of success measures were identified at the start of this paper. Measures relating to satisfaction
with the services oVered (their quality); measures relating to the reach of those services; and measures relating
to the impact or outcome.

Quality

66. Improvements in quality have been especially marked in relation to the website. Against rapidly rising
expectations, the parliamentary website has moved from scoring badly against benchmark sites and getting low
scores for usability and user satisfaction to scoring well on all these dimensions. The approach taken to
development of the site, where new developments are guided by intensive usability testing with diVerent groups
of users based on tasks they wish to perform, has allowed a transformation to take place. This is very
encouraging. As those charged with leading these changes, however, we believe that even faster change is
possible and it will be necessary to raise our levels of agility in future to meet continually rising aspirations and
technological possibilities.

67. As well as these changes, the quality of broadcasting, webcasting and media services has dramatically
improved with the availability of up to 18 channels of parliamentary content and dedicated professional media
support for Select Committees and other parts of the parliamentary business.

68. The quality of visits has also improved. The introduction of Visitor Assistants has transformed the welcome
received by all visitors and materials used to inform and engage visitors have been radically overhauled,
especially for education visits.

69. In addition, the quality of the service received by those who do not use the web or visit is much better. The
international awards won by the educational films are a good example of the level of excellence we strive to
meet in everything Parliament does in this field.

Reach

70. Work to extend reach has focused strongly on young people. In three years the number of education visits
has risen by a factor of three (from 11,000 to 36,000). Well over 1 million new voters have been reached through
the new voters’ guide. In addition, by expanding the quality of the information made available, we have helped
other organisations reach more people. Good examples are our work with schoolteachers, the growth of
audience for BBC Parliament and the increase in coverage for Select Committees across the range of print,
broadcast and online media.

71. The development of new channels such as use of YouTube, Facebook and Twitter also enables further
extension of reach as does the Parliamentary Outreach Service which is engaging communities across the UK
in Parliament’s work, helping them understand what happens here and how to have a voice.

Impact

72. In terms of quality and reach progress has been good. In terms of impact on the outcomes the strategy seeks
to attain it is much harder to tell. The goal is that by 2011 Parliament should be recognised by citizens as:

— distinct from government

— holding government to account

— welcoming to citizens

— working for citizens

— worthwhile

— personal—relevant to the concerns of individuals

Such outcomes are aVected by the broader political context: the electoral cycle; popularity of the government;
the state of the nation; and views on the conduct of Members of Parliament to name but a few.

73. In 2008, the Hansard Society conducted research which, amongst other things, sought to assess public
opinion on the measures set out in the strategy. The survey findings (based on fieldwork by ComRes in June
2008), set out in the report Parliament and the Public: Knowledge, interest and perceptions, were that only 49 per
cent disagreed with the statement “government and Parliament are the same thing” suggesting that one in two



Processed: 10-07-2009 20:29:16 Page Layout: LOENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 430699 Unit: PAG7

128 people and parliament: evidence

members of the public are not confident that there is a diVerence. Functions most popularly associated with
Parliament were “debating and passing laws” (42 per cent), “holding ministers responsible for their actions
(42 per cent), and “taking up the concerns of individual people” (38 per cent). Just 19 per cent agreed that
Parliament is working for them (52 per cent disagreed). On the other hand, nearly half (48 per cent) agreed that
Parliament undertakes important functions that no other body can undertake (a quarter disagreed) and half
(49 per cent) disagreed with the statement “Parliament is not relevant to the lives of ordinary people” (27 per
cent agreed).

74. The 2009 Audit of Political Engagement conducted by the Hansard Society (with field work conducted by
Ipsos MORI in December 2008) indicates that there has been only modest change in what they call the “core
indicators”. However the indicators of interest in politics and propensity to vote are likely to be influenced by
the electoral cycle, and these indicators are higher in December 2008 than at the same stage in the last cycle. If
an upward trend has superimposed itself on the cyclical pattern then this would suggest some modest progress.
It is also noteworthy that the reported knowledge of politics has increased by 6per cent between 2004 and 2008,
though only to 48per cent.

75. A further piece of evidence comes from the Ipsos MORI 2008-09 In Perspective report (based on fieldwork
conducted in June 2008), which shows that over the last decade there has been a ten point decline in those people
who disagree that they feel more and more remote from political institutions. Sir Robert Worcester, who acts
as an advisor to the Chairman of the Group on Information for the Public, notes that this finding is counter-
intuitive given a widespread view that there has been a precipitous decline in public engagement with politics.
Negative public perceptions coexist with many positive experiences that individuals have with politicians and
Parliament on specific issues that matter to them.

76. Other Ipsos MORI research findings indicate that in over three decades since 1973, the level of people’s
interest in politics has remained stable at around 60 per cent. Sir Robert Worcester suggests that this finding
indicates that the lower turnouts in the past two elections have not been because of “apathy”, but rather of
“disengagement” with the political process and the eYcacy of voting.
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Interest in Politics

June 1973

Q How interested would you say you are in politics?

%  Very/fairly interested

Base: c.2,000 British/UK adults 18+

Mar 1991

Apr 1997

Source: MORI/JRRT/Electoral Commission, Times, FT

May 2001

April 2005

% Not particularly at all interested

Analysis

77. Parliament’s work to engage with the public has changed significantly over the last four years. The quality
of services has gone up and the reach of service has been transformed from an operation that deals with tens
of thousands of enquirers each year to one that seeks to reach tens of millions, either directly or indirectly.

78. Assessing the progress against the goals for impact on public perceptions of Parliament is diYcult because
there are so many influences on perceptions of Parliament and its Members and considerable ambiguity
between Parliament the institution and its Members. Whilst it is diYcult to attribute any improvements in
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outcomes directly to Parliament’s public engagement strategy, without a programme of empirical research, the
evidence in the period up to the end of 2008, perhaps counter-intuitively, seemed to show modest movement in
the right direction.

Priorities for the Future: Attaining the Vision

79. The central priority is to make a further step change improvement in reach. The challenge remains to extend
reach from the tens of thousands who are already motivated to contact Parliament to the tens of millions who
are not. This is likely to come about largely through support for intermediaries. Work with teachers (in schools
and universities) will remain a key group but so too will work with partner organisations such as voluntary
organisations and broadcast, print and online media. It will be about getting the work of Parliament better
understood through the everyday activities of others.

80. Quality will remain important. Innovation and new product development will be critical. Use of the web
must continually evolve and innovate (and quickly) if it is to stay relevant and engage its audience. Major
current intiatives are:

— to make procedural content much easier to use and re-use on the web

— to improve the search engine

— to improve content management

— to integrate text and audio-visual content

— to develop new features, such as educational games

81. The quality of the visitor experience needs a systematic overhaul. At certain times Parliament currently
invites more people than it can get into the building given current security arrangements. A comprehensive
review is taking place during 2009 to look at this. This review is examining:

— improvements to security facilities in Black Rod’s Garden

— the possible re-phasing of visits to reduce bottlenecks at the Cromwell Green entrance

— weekend opening

— the visitor experience and visitor management

— arrangements in Westminster Hall

— disabled access

— guiding standards

— visitor impact on the fabric of the building

— data collection.

In addition a strong focus will be needed to deliver the planned education facility.

82. Changes to the quality of outreach services will also be likely to be rapid as the service learns what works
and innovates in its use of materials and the relationships it can create. Particularly strong possibilities present
themselves through closer working with the museums, libraries and archives (including film archives) sectors.

83. We also expect to undertake more evaluation work to assess the success of the programme as a whole and
to help guide future developments. Existing work with organisations such as Optimum Web and the Hansard
Society as well as advice from experts such as Phil Read and Sir Robert Worcester will be complemented by a
greater use of research and analysis across the board.

84. It is important to recognise that there are risks and unknowns as well as opportunities in looking forward.
Three areas stand out. The first is financial pressure. Whilst spending on public engagement remains small in
relation to overall spending by Parliament, budgets will inevitably be tight. The second is the new Parliament.
The changes that have taken place within the current Parliament have been led by Committees of both Houses
seeking to pursue this agenda. A new Parliament will have its own priorities which may be diVerent. The third
is, of course, the many other events that impact on public understanding and appreciation of Parliament.

Conclusion

85. The current Parliament has called for radical change in the work it does to engage with the public. This
work has been designed to complement the work done by individual Members of both Houses. A five-year
strategy running from 2006-2011 has been adopted by both Houses and work has been taken forward on a
largely bicameral basis.
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86. The strategy has involved engagement using the web and other media, engagement through visits to
Parliament and engagement in communities across the UK. There has been a substantial amount of innovation.
Those using the services on oVer give positive feedback on their quality and the reach of services has moved
from tens of thousands to millions. More evaluation work is needed, but our initial assessment is that the work
that has been done so far has had a useful positive impact, especially on young people.

John Pullinger
Chairman, Group on Information for the Public and Librarian and Director General, Information Services,
House of Commons

Elizabeth Hallam Smith
Director of Information Services and Librarian, House of Lords

May 2009

Annex A

Group on Information for the Public: Terms of Reference

GIP supports the commitment of the Management Boards of each House to improve public understanding and
knowledge of the work of Parliament, and to increase its accessibility by:

1. Planning and co-ordinating the provision of public access to and information about Parliament as a
working legislature and the Palace of Westminster as a building.

2. Developing and implementing a strategic approach to issues of public engagement, information and
access.

3. Liaising with appropriate groups and oYcials.

4. Aiming to co-ordinate activities in this area between the two Houses wherever possible.

5. Taking recommendations on major, contentious or novel issues to the Boards or Committees for
decision; otherwise taking decisions itself or making recommendations to departments/oYces for
action.

Group on Information for the Public: Membership at March 2009

John Pullinger (Chair) Department of Information Services
Robert Gibbs Department of Facilities
Tracy Green Web Centre, Department of Information Services
Elizabeth Hallam Smith House of Lords Library
Tim Jeffes Parliamentary Broadcasting Unit, Department of Chamber and Committee

Services
Mary Morgan House of Lords Information Office
Liz Parratt Media & Communications Service, Department of Information

Services/Department of Chamber and Committee Services
Jill Pay Serjeant at Arms, Department of Chamber and Committee Services
Chris Ridley Department of Resources
Aileen Walker Department of Information Services
Richard Ware PICT
Vivian Widgery Official Report, Department of Chamber and Committee Services
Robert Wilson Department of Chamber and Committee Services
Paul Bowers (Secretary) Department of Information Services

Annex B

Extracts from House of Commons and House of Lords Strategic Plans for 2006–11

The House of Commons Strategic Plan 2006–11 states that, as part of the purpose of the House, “it makes its
work and information about that work widely accessible to the general public.” The values of the House Service
include serving the public, and the third of its primary objectives is “to promote public knowledge and
understanding of the work and role of Parliament through the provision of information and access.”
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2. The priorities for the 2006–11 planning period include:

— Public information
Members as elected representatives have primary responsibility for maintaining links between
Parliament and the public, but there are areas where an impartial House Service can and should
support this by making the work and role of Parliament better understood. Development, and better
co-ordination, of public information, visitor and education services will be a priority area for the
planning period: major projects in the early years will include a radical redesign of the Parliament
website and, if approved by the House, a visitor centre.

3. The House of Lords Strategic Plan 2006–11 includes, as one of its four core tasks, “to make the House and
its work accessible to the public”. Among four delivery objectives are to “improve public access to, and
understanding and knowledge of, the work of the House of Lords and its heritage.” One of the supporting
objectives behind this is to:

develop information and communication strategies to give parliamentary and public users ready access
to parliamentary information, when they want it and without having to know where it is held.

Annex C

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PARLIAMENTARY WEBSITE: 2006–09

2006–07

(a) Design & navigation: A new navigational structure and design was launched across the website, including
a new-look home page, in response to a survey of 800 website visitors and one-on-one user testing with a further
50 website visitors.

(b) About Parliament: A new section of the site, of over 100 pages, was created to explain how Parliament
works, in a web friendly style. These pages were then cross-linked to procedural and business areas of the site
to provide an on-line glossary/help facility for users who wanted an explanation of the terms used. This has
proved a very popular addition to the site and usage continued to grow after launch—with an average of over
95,000 visits each month during the first six months of 2008 (approximately 10 per cent of all visits to the site
as a whole).

(c) Bills: The first iteration of the new bills pages was developed by pulling together the disparate information
about Public Bills across the website to form a single page for each Bill.

(d) Content Editors: Dedicated content editors were recruited to work with business users to assist departments
and oYces to generate and update content for key areas of the website, such as committees, education, and
public information. One example of the success of this approach is the steady growth in the use of the committee
pages by the public with an average of 75,000 visits per month in the first half of 2008, 26 per cent higher than
the same period in 2007.

2007–08

(a) Audience research: Further research was conducted by Optimum Web, which led to a much more accurate
definition of website users’ needs. Interviews were conducted with a range of users including students,
journalists, researchers, lawyers, government oYcials, Members of both Houses, and the general public.

(b) Members’ details: Biographical information that was previously only available via the Dod’s website
available to all users of the Parliamentary website.

(c) E-Consultations: A new system was implemented that enables Committees to set up and conduct online
consultations simply, quickly, and cheaply. In the past, Parliament commissioned Committee consultations
from the Hansard Society under the banner www.tellparliament.net. With an enlarged editorial team in the Web
Centre, these can now been run internally at a greatly reduced cost.

(d) Slave Trade microsite: A wealth of archival material is available from this section of the website which
marks the bicentenary of abolition of the slave trade. It includes the work of students as part of the Education
Service’s first Writer-in-Residence programme as well as encouraging users to contribute their own views with
feedback received from as far afield as USA and Australia.
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(e) Act of Union microsite: This microsite focuses on the critical period from the Glorious Revolution of 1688 to
the passing of the Act of Union in 1707. Combined with the Slave Trade and earlier Gunpowder Plot microsites,
this content will form the basis of a new history and living heritage area of the site, showcasing Parliament’s
role in history.

(f) Translations: The About Parliament pages were made available in Welsh and Scots Gaelic.

(g) Search engine: In response to findings in user testing which found that the quality of searches conducted
on the site was poor, a new search engine was implemented. The quick search function (available at the top of
all pages across the site) was replaced with a new tool based on Google technology which delivers quicker, more
accurate results. Independent user testing revealed the success rate for searches using the old tool was 22per
cent. With the new tool this figure rose to 86per cent. Whilst work continues to bring this figure still closer to
100per cent, the changes made so far have seen a dramatic improvement to user satisfaction with the website.

(h) Virtual tours: The first in a series of virtual tours of the Palace, focussed on the House of Commons
Chamber, Members’ lobby, and Noes lobby with information hot-spots on features of interest, such as the
Speaker’s chair and despatch boxes. These tours were developed both as a guide to the general public unable
to visit Parliament and as an educational tool, in response to the findings of research with teachers. The range
of panoramas was subsequently expanded during the year to include the Lords Chamber, Lords Library and
a historical recreation of Westminster Hall, demonstrating the development of the Hall since it was first built.

(i) Lords of the Blog: The Lords of the Blog website was launched in March 2008, receiving over 150,000 views
and over 3500 comments from the public in its first year.

(j) Homepage news: The homepage is now updated five times a day when Parliament is sitting with website
highlights and latest news including new Committee reports. While, for the first time over a summer recess, the
homepage was updated at least daily with links to educational material, archive material, and new features
and services.

(k) Bills: The second development phase involved the creation of a Bills Knowledge Base, based on input from
the two Information OYces, which automatically generates both the Bills pages on the website and content for
the Weekly Information Bulletin, reducing duplication of eVort in the production of information on Bills for
the public. The new Bills Online pages are now receiving between 60,000 and 70,000 visits each sitting month,
compared to 3,000 to 5,000 visits for the previous bill pages.

(l) Calendar: The first version of a calendar of parliamentary business allowed users to check the business of
the House of Commons and House of Lords from a single source. The system includes public business for both
Chambers, Westminster Hall and Committees. This development also automated the production of further
pages of the Weekly Information Bulletin. Calendar is now attracting between 10,000 and 13,000 visits per
month.

(m) EDMs by subject: In response to a recommendation of the Modernisation Committee, the Early Day
Motions database was modified to allow users to find EDMs by subject.

(n) Historical Hansard: The digitised Parliamentary Debates from 1803 to 2004 are now available as XML files
downloadable from the Publications and Records section of the site. A prototype site has also been set up to
test and demonstrate user interfaces for the historic data, along with other functionality and to encourage user
input into how these interfaces are developed in the future.

(o) E-Deposits: Deposited papers that were formerly only available in the two Libraries are now published on
the website, improving access and supporting obligations under FOI. This development has improved the
process of receiving deposited papers from government departments (now by email) and has resulted in the
creation of a single, shared sequence of deposits covering both Houses.

(p) Image Library: A new image management system has been implemented that will make it easier to manage
Parliament’s collection of photographic images and their use on the website.

(q) Podcasts: A pilot project run by the Web Centre to provide downloadable talks on parliamentary services,
events and issues that Parliament will be debating. The current series of podcasts are averaging around
27,000 page views each month, including subscribers accessing the RSS version.

(r) Other improvements: It is now easier for website users to ask questions and leave feedback through the
“contact us” pages. The A-Z Index has been improved and updated, the Glossary has been largely rewritten,
and the FAQ pages were substantially reworked. A regular programme of independent usability and
accessibility testing was established that feeds into the development of new services.
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2008–09

(a) Search: Building on the work carried out on the website, Google technology has been used to provide an
improved quick search tool on the Intranet, allowing users to search both the Intranet and Parliamentary
website simultaneously, replacing the previous Autonomy-based facility. Procurement started to replace the
existing advanced search facility on the website. If successful, the new search solution could be extended to
cover the Intranet and the PIMS repository.

(b) Content Management Framework: Outline requirements document drafted and supplier profile established
for the procurement of a new content management framework for the web and Intranet.

(c) Visual Guides: A series of visually rich educational guides (slides/Flash animations) to what Parliament
does and how Parliament works.

(d) Current Issues: the first iteration of a facility allows users to navigate through the latest parliamentary
material by subject.

(e) News: a dedicated news section (and archive) featuring Parliamentary business and publications, including
Committee Reports, and provide RSS feeds on what is going on in Parliament.

(f) Information Architecture: Building on the new design implemented in 2006, a new structure and navigation
for the website has been designed that incorporates all the new services and planned developments that should
be intuitive for diVerent categories of user. The design is being rolled out across the site in stages starting in
April 2009.

(g) Works of Art: Virtual tours of the contemporary art collection (displayed on the 1st floor of Portcullis
House) and the Scarfe Exhibition, Hung, Drawn and Slaughtered, were launched in Autumn 2008.

(h) UK Parliament YouTube channel: A pilot YouTube channel for Parliament has been set up to show short
films promoting and explaining the work of Parliament. Alongside this, Parliamentary presences have been set
up on Flickr and Twitter to attract audiences from these social networks.

(i) Virtual tours: The next round of virtual tours in building up a series of online panoramas covering the full
Visitor Route (to be completed in 2009/10), as well as a tour Covering the Clock Tower in advance of the 150th
anniversary celebrations. The current range of virtual tours are averaging around 14,000 page views each
month and, from Summer 2008, the BBC have linked to them from the BBC Parliament website.

(j) Bills & Calendar: The next of iteration of the Bills and Calendar applications delivered (including provision
of RSS feeds and inclusion of Committee sittings information, further reducing duplication of information).

(k) Alerts: The current email alerting service was extended to cover all areas of the site (including changes to
individual bills) from September 2008.

(l) 1958 Life Peerages Act: This microsite explores the background to women in Parliament, traces the passage
of the Act, and explores the significance of life peers and women in the House of Lords over the last 50 years
and will form another component of the History/Living Heritage section of the main site.

(m) Hansard: Development of a prototype database to hold and re-purpose Hansard XML feeds for improved
presentation on the website (including improved “chunking” of content, easier-to-read layout, cross-linking of
Bills information).

(n) Education: Delivery of a new education sub-site within the main website, replacing Explore Parliament.

(o) Standards: A set of standards for future developments have been agreed and documented, along with
guidance for internal developers and external suppliers.

(p) Analytics: There is ongoing work with Optimum Web, TSO and Web Trends to review website usage
statistics to determine how to extract the most meaningful information from the raw data to assist us in
developing the site.
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Memorandum by the House of Lords Outreach and Engagement Programme

1. Introduction

The purpose of this submission is to highlight some of the key activities and achievements of the outreach and
engagement programme at the House of Lords over the past three years, and to outline some of the future
plans for the programme.

2. Background to the House of Lords Outreach Programme

The Lord Speaker was appointed in July 2006 with an explicit remit to lead on public engagement with the
House of Lords, and since this time has played a key role in developing and championing the outreach
programme. In January 2008, a new post of Head of Outreach was appointed to take forward this work,
developing and implementing a three year outreach strategy that would be distinct from but complementary
to the work of Parliament’s Education Service and the emerging Parliamentary Outreach programme.

3. Strategic Overview

The three year outreach and engagement strategy agreed by the Information Committee in October 2008
outlines how we plan to connect external audiences with the work and members of the House of Lords through
a programme of outreach visits, events within parliament, online initiatives and cross-platform projects. The
aims of the programme are to increase public understanding of the role, work and relevance of the House of
Lords; to raise awareness of how people can interact with the House of Lords; to increase public engagement
with the House of Lords; and to increase awareness of the broad range of expertise within the House. The
delivery objectives include promoting the principles of debate and inquiry in the activities we develop,
involving and showcasing the expertise of Members, and working with the bicameral education and
parliamentary outreach services to maximise the impact of their work for the House of Lords. We target young
people and the democratically active, and also use the press and media as a communications tool through
which to promote engagement with and understanding of the House of Lords

4. Highlights of the Programme To-date

— Since its launch in 2007 nearly 200 Peers in Schools visits have taken place involving 75 peers and
approximately 10,000 students. These visits have covered every nation and region in the UK, and the
programme continues to expand with new and repeat requests from schools for a visit from a
Member of the House. In addition to these visits to schools, there have been 44 visits to the regional
federations of the Women’s Institute, involving nearly 20,000 women.

— In 2007 and 2008, the chamber of the House of Lords was opened up for the first time to young
people from across the country; firstly for the debating finals of the English Speaking Union, then
for 250 members of the UK Youth Parliament to debate their campaign priorities for the year ahead.

— In October 2007 a series of five lectures was launched in the Robing Room of the House of Lords to
celebrate the 50th anniversary of the Life Peerages Act. Following the success of this series the Lord
Speaker hopes to hold a lecture in association with the Mile End Group on at least an annual basis,
the first of which is being given by Lord Rees of Ludlow in June 2009.

— In 2008, the House of Lords led the way on Parliament’s YouTube channel by producing four videos
about the work of the House and its members. These videos were launched alongside the highlights
of the UKYP event in the chamber, attracting tens of thousands of views in their first few weeks
online.

— In March 2008, Lords of the Blog was launched as a pilot social engagement initiative for the House
of Lords. The site has since received over 177,000 views and over 4300 user comments, enabling
members of the public to engage in online dialogue and exchange with participating Peers. The
House of Lords also continues to use other online engagement channels including social networking
sites to make connections with the public.

— The Lord Speaker has personally sponsored an annual competition for schools every year since her
appointment. In 2008, the winning students of the What a Waste! Competition visited parliament to
present their submissions to the sub-committee on Waste Reduction. This year’s competition about
young people’s representation in the media is currently underway, but has already received more
entries than ever before, with the winners due to meet the Communications Committee in July 2009.
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— In October 2008, the first in a pilot series of seminars for peers and journalists was held in the River
Room. This focused on the global economic crisis, with opening speeches from Lords Burns, Eatwell,
Lawson and Skidelsky. In May 2009, a seminar on the interface of science, policy and ethics was
equally well received. A further seminar is planned in July with Lords Ashdown, Hurd, Kerr and
Robertson on the panel.

— In addition to the activities outlined above, many Members regularly go out to schools and other
organisations, and welcome visitors to parliament, outwith the formal outreach and engagement
programme. The Information OYce provides a wide range of information materials and resources
to support this work on behalf of the House.

5. Media Impact and Coverage

Generating positive media coverage for the work of the House is an essential element of the outreach and
engagement strategy. The communications objectives for the programme are:

— To use the press and media as a communications tool through which to promote engagement with
and understanding of the work of the House of Lords.

— To use outreach and engagement activities as a hook though which to attract positive media coverage
about the House of Lords.

— To hold events for the media in order to promote the work of the House and its members and to
develop relationships with journalists.

— To work in partnership with organisations that have a strong track-record of communicating with
and engaging our target audiences.

— To support schools and other organisations in generating positive media coverage of outreach visits
and activities.

Media coverage of the outreach and engagement programme enables the House to reach secondary audiences
in addition to the direct participants of our activities. We have worked with the local media to promote Peers
in Schools visits, and were very successful in generating substantial local and regional media coverage of the
UK Youth Parliament debates in the Chamber.

Local and regional media are an important target audience as they are usually much more receptive to stories
that involve their readers, and are less driven by the national news agenda. Studies show that local and regional
newspapers are more trusted by the public, and by targeting these publications we are showing that the House
of Lords is talking to the public on their terms and in their area.

The Lord Speaker’s River Room seminars for Members and journalists have been very well attended by senior
media commentators, editors and broadcasters, and are serving to raise awareness of the expertise within the
House of Lords with national media opinion-formers.

Online developments such as www.lordsoftheblog.net and the YouTube videos have been particularly well
covered by the media, particularly online and in the blogosphere.

6. Future Developments

In the Parliamentary Session 2008–09, the Head of Outreach for the House of Lords is building on successful
activities in previous years whilst also developing new partnerships and relationships that will enable us to pilot
more ways to engage our target audiences. Evaluating the impact of the programme will be crucial in order to
identify successful activities and mechanisms for engagement. The People and Parliament inquiry is very
welcome, as it is anticipated that it will provide unique insights into the ways in which we should and could
relate better to the public. The outcomes of the inquiry and the recommendations from the Information
Committee will inform the strategic development of the outreach and engagement programme at the House
of Lords as it goes forward.

June 2009

Letter from Lord Howe of Aberavon

Rather belatedly—but you told me that it was not impossible—I oVered to give you my thoughts in response
to your circular of 2 April.

My first point is already being reflected, in, for example, The Work of The House of Lords, 2007–08, on page
14, which lists all the contributors to the economic debate. I believe this can be taken very much further—and
by way of illustration, I enclose (in a modest bundle) [submitted but not printed] half a dozen pages extracted
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from two earlier publications of mine. You will see that they give much more detail about the nature of
expertise, which is available and being regularly deployed.

This suggests to me that it might be desirable for the conclusion, (either of the complete passage of a bill or
of one of its stages) to be accompanied by some kind of press release, identifying not only the quality of the
participants but also the impact of the work of the House on that particular bill—identifying not the negative
sounding “defeats” of HMG but the quality and number of changes made in a bill after they have been
commended to and accepted by the Commons (and HMG) as a result of decisions taken in our House. I can,
of course, enlarge my case by giving other examples, if requested.

My second point is much simpler—and has often been made before: namely the tendency of almost all the
guides, who conduct visitors round the House, to stress history, architecture, pictures and so on—at the
expense of saying relatively little about the substantial impact of our contemporary activity. This view is, of
course, based upon my own eavesdropping—as the location of my room requires me to travel frequently to
and fro through the Royal Gallery—when visitors are being briefed.

14 May 2009

Letter from Lord Hunt of Chesterton

I have Four Points

1. The press does not report speeches/statements even when they contain important new info. Perhaps peers
could inform the press oYce about their intention to give such info. Some peers do that independently (as I
have)-but the press oYce could help.

2. Gov continues to be less than candid (verging on the polyannaish) in many of its statements to the house,
which brings the whole house into disrepute.

3. The press oYce could usefully follow that of the Scottish parliament which provides a running commentary
for MSPs and public about progress of a bill. Nothing like that happens at Westminster, and we and the public
are mostly in the dark.

4. The French senate has an annual reception for mayors across France, with regional food/wine etc. I have
proposed this before. It would be fun and improve our relations.

26 March 2009

Memorandum by Involve

1. Meaningful Engagement

1.1 Parliament has made notable eVorts to engage the public using online technologies in recent years, and a
number of external initiatives have also emerged to open up parliamentary business to the public. Sites such
as theyworkforyou, and tweetminster wire have opened up Parliamentary activities in new ways alongside
innovations seen at ParliamentUK and number10; showing that new approaches can come both from internal
and from external sources.

1.2 Involve welcomes these excellent innovations and the corresponding move towards increased openness
and transparency. We believe that new technology has a significant role to play in opening up Parliamentary
decision making processes to the public, and that it is important for Parliament and Parliamentarians to
actively engage both with internal and externally generated online initiatives.

2. Beyond Better Broadcasting

2.1 Involve believes that Parliament should continue to build upon highly improved “1-way” information
broadcast, to commit to a more engaging “2-way” conversation between citizens and decision makers. We
recognise that steps have been taken in this direction, for example the uptake of twitter and online forums
featured on Parliament UK as used in conjunction with this inquiry; but that further emphasis should be
placed on meaningful, practical public participation and engagement.

2.2 As one forum user on the Parliament UK website put it: “Although social media isn’t the answer to
everything, they allow direct communication with members of the public. The House of Lords should use these
established tools regularly with, for example, inquiries.”19 It is important to acknowledge that social media
should be used in conjunction with existing systems and pathways in order to enable citizens to eVectively
input into parliamentary decision making processes.
19 http://forums.parliament.uk/people-and-parliament/index.php?read,1,119
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2.3 Involve believes that the power of Web 2.0 lies in its ability to enable participation and two way
interactions rather than being simply a more eVective broadcast system for information. This new technology
oVers an opportunity for citizens to engage more eVectively with decision making processes not only for more
open information and data provision.20 Involve believes that citizens have valuable insight to oVer
parliamentarians and should be involved in the decisions that aVect their lives, both in order to improve the
decisions that are made, and as a matter of social justice

3. Managing Expectations

3.1 Whenever new technologies are employed to engage the community, we must look very carefully at what
the tools themselves are actually delivering that is in itself innovative other than improved information
provision pathways. We recognise that expectation management is crucial to the implementation of any such
“2-way” interactivity, after all, the UK Parliament has a stakeholder group of over 60 million people, and
cannot engage meaningfully with everybody.

3.2 The extent to which meaningful engagement can take place should be set out clearly in order to help the
public understand what kind of input into decision making is possible, and what this means to them in
practical terms. Further information should be provided for citizens in plain English as to how they may
interact with decision making processes.

3.3 Involve and the National Consumer Council have out a set of principles for deliberative engagement21

based on our expertise in public engagement which underpin good practice in deliberative engagement.22

These principles are aimed at improving the way in which more complex interactions with citizens can take
place and add value to decision making processes. Involve recommends that principles for interaction with
citizens should be developed for Parliamentary Outreach and Communication as a whole.

The Nine Principles for Deliberative Engagement23

1. The process makes a diVerence.

2. The process is transparent.

3. The process has integrity.

4. The process is tailored to circumstances.

5. The process involves the right number and types of people.

6. The process treats participants with respect.

7. The process gives priority to participants’ discussions.

8. The process is reviewed and evaluated to improve practice.

9. Participants are kept informed.

3.4 Involve believes that online engagement strategies should always be developed alongside “oZine” or “face
to face” strategies in order to make them more meaningful and sustainable. Creating better information
sources and using tools to reach out to people online is commendable, but appealing only to certain sections
of the population; if we build it—they will not necessarily come. This can be evidenced through the
comparatively low uptake of online forums and comments on existing parliamentary websites.

3.5 If we seek to engage citizens who are not already actively looking for information on Parliament, then we
may well increase understanding and active involvement amongst those who are currently not active
participants. We recommend that Parliament look into new ways of reaching into communities using a
combination of online and oZine methods, and crucially, of interacting with them meaningfully.

4. Recommendations

Involve recommends:

4.1 Development of a set of principles for interaction with citizens to guide future Parliamentary Outreach
and Communication activities.

4.2 Increased emphasis on “2-way” communication through online and oZine outreach, moving beyond the
realm of existing Parliamentary websites into communities; particularly aimed at those less likely to engage.
20 Power of Information Taskforce Report (2009).
21 Deliberative Public Engagement: nine principles (2008) Involve, National Consumer Council.
22 Deliberative engagement is a distinctive approach to involving people in decision making. It is diVerent from other forms of

engagement in that it is about giving participants time to consider and discuss an issue in depth before they come to a considered view.
23 Deliberative Public Engagement: nine principles (2008) Involve, National Consumer Council.
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4.3 A stronger focus on the question “How can I aVect decisions in Parliament” on the Parliament website
which links back to the local, personal and practical.

4.4 A drive towards strengthening links between online and oZine engagement activities and communities.

5 May 2009

Memorandum by Dr Nigel Jackson, Plymouth Business School, University of Plymouth

1. Introduction

1.1 To enhance public engagement with the House of Lords online requires addressing both macro and micro
issues. The macro issues are the wider context within which the House of Lords use of the Internet exists, and
the micro are the specific online activities that the House of Lords engages in. The call for evidence appears
weighted towards the latter. This paper will address three interrelated areas, and then make recommendations
for action. Section 2 seeks to explain the positive reasons why the House of Lords should engage online.
Section 3 will assess what has happened to the nature of the Internet in recent years, and how this shapes the
environment within which the House of Lords online presence exists. Section 4 will evaluate how the House
of Lords is currently using the Internet. Lastly, section 5 will suggest how the House of Lords could use the
Internet more eVectively.

1.2 The comments in this paper are shaped by a range of research projects conducted since 2002, on how
political actors use the Internet as part of their campaigning and representative functions. It is interesting to
note that there is very little research on how individual Peers, or the House of Lords collectively, have used the
Internet. This may be a gap that the Information Committee could address.

1.3 The Internet allows for enhanced information flows, but this alone does not equate with engagement. I
have assumed that for the House of Lords to “relate better to the public”, that the public must believe that they
have the opportunity for their voice to be heard, and not just as a safety valve, but as part of the policy process.

2. Why the Internet?

2.1 There needs to be a clear, defined and measureable purpose for adopting the Internet, too many political
actors have just jumped onto a bandwagon. There is research evidence (including my own) that initially, this
is precisely why some political parties and individual MPs adopted websites, e-newsletters, weblogs and now
social networking sites. Yet the quality of such online presence is often poor, which would turn oV the Internet-
savvy. Having a clear and defendable motivation is key to the use of the Internet by the House of Lords. Just
because new technologies, such as social networking sites, exist is a poor reason alone for adopting them.

2.2 Those MPs who have made best use of Internet modalities appear to view them as a means of enhancing
their representative purpose. There is clear evidence that MPs use the Internet to help with their constituency
and partisan roles, though much less so for their scrutiny role. There is also evidence that MPs are using the
Internet to provide a personal hinterland, which helps present them as individual human beings, and not just
as politicians.

2.3 Any attempts to engage with the public via the Internet should be within the context of a clear role. Taking
the House of Lords Information OYce Briefing, Work, Role, Function and Powers of the House of Lords, the
use of the Internet by the House of Lords should meet some/all of the following stated roles:

— Revising Legislation.

— Scrutiny of Government Activities.

— Source of Independent Expertise.

Online communication and engagement which does not support any of these roles is window dressing. It will
not help the House of Lords, or individual Peers, function better and more importantly online users will come
to recognise this and disengage.

3. The Rise of Web 2.0

3.1 The previous inquiries (Connecting Parliament with the public 2004 and Members Only? Parliament in the
Public Eye May 2005) were conducted at a time where what is now known as Web 1.0 applications dominated.
The Internet was, at that time in the political sphere, largely restricted to websites, email and possibly e-
newsletters. Although not all commentators accept the term Web 1.0, it generally means stressing the content
based, top-down monologue elements of the Internet. Web 1.0 applications are primarily used to help the host
promote their views more eVectively. Whilst two way vertical and horizontal communication channels, such
as discussion forums existed, they played a peripheral role.
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3.2 Web 2.0, a phrase only coined in 2005 by O’Reilly, provides political actors with interesting challenges. It
is not so much that Web 2.0 heralds the use of new technologies, rather it refers to changes in how the Internet
is perceived and used. Weblogs have been in existence since 1996, and social networking sites since 1997. The
concept of Web 2.0 implies a diVerent approach to the Internet, one which stresses an architecture of
participation, whereby users expect to have opportunities for their voice to be heard. By stressing interaction
and dialogue, Web 2.0 applications create the possibility of co-production, so that visitors can be both
consumers and producers of content. Whilst the House of Lords may still be the host of a website, within Web
2.0 visitors are encouraged to have their voice heard. Where Web 1.0 was essentially about control of the
message by the host, Web 2.0 stresses more a shared journey between host and visitor. This implies a very
diVerent power relationship between website host and visitor.

3.3 The Internet can, potentially, facilitate one-way, two-way and three-way communication at a number of
diVerent levels. One-way communication tends to be content based websites, which seek to promote an
organisation’s message in a monologic, top-down direction. Two-way communication, which might be in the
form of a private email conversation or comments posted on a weblog, creates a dialogue. What is missing,
however, is any sense of what the impact of such a discussion is on the host, in other words, is the politician
or political organisation listening to the debate. Web 2.0 opens up the possibility of three-way communication
which oVers a more participatory approach to politics. Not only does a conversation take place in public, but
the host will make clear their views on the discussion, such as directly responding to a weblog comment.
Potentially, such discourse could encourage more organic and transparent policy development.

3.4 In seeking to fully adopt Web 2.0, the House of Lords will have to consider to what extent it is prepared
to relinquish some control over the content on its online presence. Once the genie is out of the bottle it will be
diYcult to put it back in. The evidence thus far has been that both political parties, and to a slightly lesser
degree MPs, have built their own web sphere, Web 1.5. They have created opportunities for online visitors to
have a say, but they have sought to maintain control over any subsequent debates. For example, there is very
limited opportunity for co-production of content, or visitors to download their own material.

4. The House of Lords and the Internet

4.1 Over the past four years www.parliament.uk has steadily improved, and further refinements have been
introduced in April 2009. The overall site, and the specific House of Lords pages, clearly meets two uses of a
website. First, it is a good information tool, so that members of the public can access publications, debates
and proposed business far easier. For parliamentarians, and their staV, it acts as an eVective intranet, which
enables them to access information. Second, the website fulfils an ongoing educational role on the history, role
and business of both Houses of Parliament. Both the informational and educational roles are clearly
important, but neither directly addresses the point of this call for evidence, namely how to enhance
engagement between Parliament and public.

4.2 There is evidence, however, that a number of Web 2.0 applications have been introduced to Parliament
which may provide the basis for greater participation. These Web 2.0 applications are: Flickr; Lords of the
Blog; Podcasts, Parliament Labs Blog, Twitter, and Parliament’s YouTube Channel. Given their recent
introduction it is too early to conclude whether they are merely gimmicks or will enhance participation, but a
number of early observations are possible.

4.3 The introduction of Flickr, Twitter and Podcasts are clearly useful additions, but sit within the
informational and educational functions. Lords of the Blog is an interesting experiment, and certainly one
worthwhile continuing and expanding. It is an eVective means of promoting information, but more
importantly it is evidence of engagement through three-way communications. Most posting Peers do respond
to comments left by visitors, and there is a sense of public dialogue. One minor criticism is that so far it is
largely reliant on contributions from one Peer (Lord Norton of Louth), and it will really be only eVective once
others, such as all Committee Chairs, regularly use it to promote ideas and seek feedback. Perhaps reaching
a slightly diVerent, more technical audience, the Parliamentary Labs Blog is also interesting, and worthy of
further development. It is used as a three-way communication channel, though perhaps understandably not
as much as Lords of the Blog. Parliament’s YouTube Channel is very exciting. At first it appears a didactic
educational tool, but the fact that members of the public can upload videos makes it potentially a powerful
interactive instrument. This co-production capability needs to be encouraged (perhaps these and not the
educational videos should lead the page). The eConsultation Forum People and Parliament is an excellent
idea, but in practice provides two- and not three-way communication. First, the debate is kept within the
confines of the four topics set up by the moderator. Visitors cannot create their own threads on the issues
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related to the topic which they believe are important. Second, how do posters know that their points are not
being ignored? Moderators don’t appear to respond, and the process for how the information will be fed in
seems rather vague. The concept of a discussion forum opens up real possibilities for engagement and debate,
this forum, however, is an opportunity for engagement missed. Of the changes introduced thus far, the two
blogs, the use of YouTube, and in a diVerent format, the Discussion Forum oVer the greatest opportunity for
participation and engagement.

5. Recommendations

(a) Identify, secure agreement and publicise the objectives for using Web 2.0 applications, rather than
just jumping on to a bandwagon. This would require recognition that the nature of Web 2.0 should
develop conversations, and not necessarily only on the House of Lords terms. To adopt Web 2.0
implies that the House of Lords will lose some level of control over the use of the applications,
through bottom-up and not just top-down communication.

(b) There is limited knowledge on the potential uses and impact of Web 2.0 applications. By conducting
research of what both Peers and actual online visitors think, the House of Lords will be better able
to construct its online presence? This research could cover motivations for visiting, how they use the
House of Lords online presence and with what eVect.

(c) Use log data analysis of website page use. This should help to identify the most popular pages, and
user behaviour on each page.

(d) Web 2.0, whether in the form of blogs, social networking sites or file sharing sites, can be used to meet
the three roles outlined for the House of Lords. To achieve this most eVectively will require creating
discrete communities of interest and expertise.

(e) During the passage of legislation it would be possible for individual Peers to use Web 2.0 application,
such social networking site, to share information and ideas with like-minded people. Blogs, be they
within the remit of Lords of the Blog or not, could be used by Peers to generate information and
debate on key questions within debates. Similar communities could also be created during
scrutinising activities such as debates.

(f) Depending on the results of the research above, consider extending the experiment of online
consultation for Committee inquiries, so that this is the norm.

(g) Create a permanent means by which visitors can have their say on issues of relevance to themselves.
Having provided such a channel, to have value it must not just allow visitors to let oV steam. Rather,
it needs to be seen to be feeding into the business of the House. For example, if you have a Discussion
Forum visitors need to be able to create their own threads (it may be necessary to have some
moderating mechanism to protect against abuse), and the host(s) would need to respond (in the same
way they currently do on Lords of the Blog).

(h) Revise the current use of Parliament’s YouTube channel to stress engagement more through giving
visitors a voice, and less the educational aspects (these could easily go into the Podcasts).

(i) Encourage all Committee Chairs, Spokespersons and others to use Lords of the Blog, Parliament’s
YouTube channel and set up online feedback mechanisms.

(j) Create an Advisory Committee of interested experts to annually assess the House of Lords online
developments.

(k) Build a team of champions (clearly a start has been made) and incentivise further developments.
Those Peers trying out Web 2.0 applications could receive extra financial, staYng or expert help to
try out these new technologies. The lessons could then be made available to other Peers.

Writing in a private capacity as a researcher in online political communication.

20 April 2009
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Letter from Lord Leach of Fairford

In my view the best way to encourage the public to relate better to the Lords would be to show that we are a
bastion of independence.

For example, if we had stood up for the principle of honouring the promise of a referendum on the
Constitution (renamed the Lisbon Treaty); or if we had rejected the nonsensical proposal to reduce CO2

emissions by 80%; and if we now support David Waddington on Freedom of Speech; and if we had rejected
the unequal treaty between the UK and the US on extradition; and if we had taken the lead on extraordinary
rendition; then the people would look to the red benches with a new respect. The galleries would be thronged.

In contrast, I hold out little hope for improved communication via Facebook, Twitter, or education
programmes, Interest comes from within, when the soul is stirred, not from outward trappings of convenience
or fashion,

7 April 2009

Letter from Lord Lipsey

This is a response to Lord Renton’s letter about the people and parliament inquiry. I do not think the
questionaire is well adapted to responses from members of the House so perhaps I might make a few
observations outside its terms? You are welcome to use this as a brief memorandum of evidence.

First, what the House of Lords does is far more important so far as our image goes than the formal techniques
by which we seek to propagate them to the world outside. So, for example, the generally quite favourable view
in liberal circles of the Lords at the moment owes much to our perceived role in defeating the government’s
plans to prolong detention of terrorists. The information oYce’s admirable publication on our work highlights
some of these successes but I would see value in circulating to all peers once a year—and more widely if
desired—a “top 5” or “top 10” of lordly achievements in influencing or changing government policy in general
and/or legislation in particular. They could then use this in public appearances, articles and so on.

Secondly, and similarly, I doubt if there is much that can be done to create much press interest in the work of
the House in general. Press interest in parliament has diminished, is diminishing and though it ought to expand
it won’t. Interesting the press in our work is again a matter of promoting specific causes and things in which
we are involved. This requires the support of as many members of the House as wish to be involved.

In this context, there is much to be said for producing a handbook of peers, their interests and their contact
details which is made available to the press and TV (and in which, of course, entry would be voluntary).
Universities for example do this widely and with some success as it is a valuable tool for busy journalists trying
to produce stories against deadline. It would also be valuable to broadcasters, whose numbers proliferate, in
finding informed peers to appear on all kinds of programmes. As being well informed is our central strength,
we should use it.

One exception to the case against trying to brief the lobby generally about the work of the House might be its
procedures. I am ashamed to admit this, but despite many years in the lobby, I did not know until I arrived
at the Lords that we usually operated on running whips and rarely had formal votes at 10.00, I think there
might be value in producing a guide to our procedures as opposed to those of the Commons as an annex to
the Work of the House of Lords, of distributing it to the lobby and to sending it to new members of the lobby
as they join.

Thirdly, we do need a properly resourced response mechanism by which the House can defend itself and its
members when it comes under fire. For example, we need to be ready to put our case if stories arise
misrespresenting the position on our expenses. Those responsible do well at present but I do not think we are
fully equipped for the 24 hour news cycle. There is also a need to identify capable spokespeople of all parties
for the House, its work and ethics, who would be prepared to turn out and debate issues concerning the House
when the balance of advantage lies with doing so.

Fourthly and realising that this may border on going beyond the art of the possible, we should abolish ermine.
While we wear it, editors and broadcasters will choose pictures of us in it as if it was our daily garb. This makes
us look pompous and ridiculous.

20 April 2009
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Memorandum by Simon McManus

My name is Simon McManus. I work as a web developer. After recently attending a UKGovBarCamp I
noticed that it was diYcult to reuse parliament’s publications. I made a comment on a parliamentary blog post
which resulted in the clerk contacting me via e-mail. The fact that I was able to comment in the first place has
made it possible for me to speak to you now. Thank you for this opportunity.

The essential dissatisfaction I have with the parliament website is that the information is not being published
for re-use. In this paper I will explain what I mean by this, why I believe it and oVer some alternative solutions.
I would be more than happy to come and discuss this with you further and would appreciate any feedback
that you might have.

Executive Summary

Websites like Wikipedia demonstrate how conversations can take place around information. For each article
there is a discussions tab which allows readers and authors to discuss the articles. If you would like the same
thing to occur around your meeting transcripts and legislation you need to change the format to make the data
referenceable, commentable and easily queried by a programming language.

I believe there are five steps to opening up Parliamentary data:

(i) Data Copyright.

(ii) Making raw data available.

(iii) Marking up data with semantic information.

(iv) Making data linkable.

(v) exposing data through APIs.

Each of these parts will now be discussed.

(i) Data Copyright

Publishing data online holds little value if the data has not been licensed for reuse. I suggest all parliamentary
publications be made available under a creative commons copyright, so that anyone can republish
commercially or otherwise.

(ii) Making Raw data available

It is important that the raw data dumps which make any application possible are also available to the public.
The data should be available be with no style information, no scripting nothing but pure, unadulterated data.
While there is value in Parliament building websites/applications it is far more important that developers have
equal access to the original data so they can build other applications without the unaVected by the
preconceptions of parliament.uk developers.

Currently most parliamentary publications are in PDF form. This causes a number of problems:

1. Individual pages and sections are not indexed by search engines.

2. It is diYcult to programmatically extract data from a PDF.

3 It is not possible to reference particular sections of a document.

(iii) Marking up data with semantic information

Theyworkforyou.com have put together a basic template of how parliament can improve the semantics of
parliamentary publications. More details of their suggestions can be found at the following address:

http://www.theyworkforyou.com/freeourbills/techy

I fully endorse these suggestions. If followed, they would make it a great deal easier for developers like me to
build new and richer interfaces because it makes the data more meaningful.

(iv) Data linkable

When writing the paper it was particularly diYcult to find the references from transcripts of your Committee’s
meetings. It was sent to me in the following form:

“The transcript of the meetings the Committee has had as part of its inquiry are available here:
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld/lduncorr.htm<info (See in particular questions 78, 85 and
86 of the 1 April meeting).”
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Finding the information required the following steps to be taken:

1. clicking the above link;

2. Searching for the meeting on the 1 April;

3. clicking another link which downloaded a big PDF file;

4. Waiting for the entire document to download;

5. Searching the pdf for question 78;

6. Searching the pdf for question 85; and

7. Searching the pdf for question 86.

I would like to see an implementation where clicking the following three URLs would take you straight to view
each question, allow you to read its answer and comment against either.

1. http://www.publications.parliament.uk/InformationCommittee/PeopleAndParliament/Meetings/
1April09/Question78

2. http://www.publications.parliament.uk/InformationCommittee/PeopleAndParliament/Meetings/
1April09/Question85

3. http://www.publications.parliament.uk/InformationCommittee/PeopleAndParliament/Meetings/
1April09/Question86

If the information is published in HTML files which are being indexed by Google the bills will be findable in
google and extend your outreach to every single user of Google.

The simplest way to expose data on the web is to break it down into small individually addressable sections
each of which has a unique URL.These URLs can then be sent round in emails, added to a user’s favorites or
programmatically interrogated.

(v) Exposing data through APIs

An Application Programming Interface (API) provides developers an interface for interacting with a data set
easily. By making it possible to programatically search legislation and comment against a particular section
from a remote site, it becomes much easier for people to build new interfaces for the available data. A good
API would make it really easy to build new ways of browsing, searching and commenting on legislation.

Data should be exposed so that it can be presented in ways never expected by those collating the data. It is
through this approach that you help people to view and, most importantly, interact with both Houses
regarding proposed legislation.

A good API will make data available in a number of diVerent formats. HTML, XML and JSON are a good
starting point. From the earliest possible opportunity any code being used to expose data should be open
sourced so that developers can extend the existing code base without needing to start from scratch. Not only
does this allow people to build things more quickly, it allows developers to extend functionality and form a
community of developers working together to improve the nations data infrastructure.

If Parliament wants to engage with people it will be a great deal easier on sites they already visit rather than
the parliament.uk site. You cannot expect to engage the majority of the electorate at parliament.uk. It needs
to be made particularly easy to integrate the goings on of both Houses into any website so that useful (relevant)
data can be pulled in about a given subject.

A site about digital rights and copyright should be able to make a call to the API which looks for any recent
mentions of “Digital Rights” and “Copyright” and can then embed the results in its own site. I also suspect
that providing functionality to comment against the results would massively increase the potential of both
Houses to engage with the electorate.

Below I have put together a general criteria for exposing data on the web:

1. The data should be indexable and discoverable in google/other search engines.

2. The data should be exposed using open data formats (HTML, oof)

3. The data should be licensed for re-use, even by commercial organisations.

4. It should be possible to browse the data in a web browser.

5. Make the original data set available.

6. Maintain a consistent interface for developers to build against.

7. Any code used to abstract away from the data should be open sourced.
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8. Any semantics that can be added to data are beneficial.

9. There should not be separate systems for MPs and the public. Whatever system MPs use to look up bills,
track their progress through parliament, find out amendments etc should be available to the public.

The following criteria are not essential but I suspect could have a major eVect on parliaments ability to interact
with the people online:

1. the information should have a plain English summary. Often bills are full of jargon that makes them
incomprehensible to many. A good example is the creative commons licenses. These have a plain English
version and a legalspeak version.

2. Electronic book support. All bill, minutes etc should be available in a non-proprietary electronic book
format (eg epub) for download.

Please note all that all the above should be possible for very little cost. All the software required is available
for free with open source software licenses. The primary cost should be for one or two developers who work
with the community to expose data based on user/developer feedback.

12 June 2009

Memorandum by the National Federation of Women’s Institutes (NFWI)

In response to your call for evidence, we have put together some comments responding to the first section of
your call for evidence as they directly relate to the experience of the WI members who participated in the
scheme.

WI members found the meetings very informative in terms of shining light onto how the system works. They
also found it enjoyable to have direct contact with peers—very much humanising the system.

Members particularly welcomed talks from members of the House of Lords as they were significantly less party
political than anything that they would expect from MPs. It is important that this process is about familiarising
people with the political system and not pushing party policies.

The regional element added a lot as it gave members the impression that those in power were coming to them.
It is important that this remains more an outreach programme than being based in Westminster.

The service could be expanded by oVering participants at the regional sessions the opportunity to spend a day
shadowing peers in their work. Those who attended the sessions would also benefit if there was a continuing
dialogue with the Peer who had visited them. This could be easily done via written updates of their work at
regular (say six month) intervals. The participants would then have an opportunity to respond with further
questions about their work in the Lords.

At the moment, there are insuYcient routes for the public to make their views known to members of the House
of Lords as they do not have a constituency function which connects them to the public. It is also a mistake
to think that providing opportunities to send questions via websites will reach everyone—as a lot of people
who are interested in the political system are not web-enabled. The key to any interaction is that it should
ideally be in person and provide a forum for a continuing dialogue.

11 June 2009

Memorandum by Professor Ralph Negrine, Professor of Political Communication, Journalism Studies,
University of Sheffield

Preamble

It goes without saying that the current “expenses scandal” will overshadow British politics and Parliament for
some time to come. Although we cannot anticipate the changes that will come about as a result of the
“scandal”, it is possible to argue that it oVers us an opportunity to reflect on whether Parliament and the way
it has organised its business in the past needs to change. Some of the reforms that have been suggested, eg fewer
members, diVerent ways of conducting business (use of “normal” language, better attendance, a “business-
like” approach to legislation and discussion), reflect a view that these institutions need to become more
“modern” and suited to governing in the 21st century. If one adds to this the view that those in Parliament
have consistently failed to resolve society’s problems, then the current levels of disengagement and
disenchantment with politics could be soundly justified: there is, in other words, a systemic failure that must
be addressed if citizens are ever going to want to be engaged with the political process and Parliament must
find ways of redefining its role so that it becomes more relevant to citizens.
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If reforming Parliament is a prerequisite to salvaging its reputation, part of that reform must address the
question of Parliament’s competence: What does it do? Why is it important? Are its practices suited to
contemporary needs? Is what it does relevant? To take a contemporary example—discussed further below—
how does the work of the Lords Committee on Communications contribute to informing the public, to
legislation, to reform of institutions and practices? While one could argue that the work of the Committee has
an intrinsic value—it sheds light on topics, etc . . .—is that enough justification for the resources it consumes?
Has it been asking the right questions? How has the public/ the citizen helped shape its agenda? How does it
feed into the legislative process? And so on.

A concern with “connecting with the citizen” must thus confront the question of why the citizen would want
to connect with Parliament in the first place. There are no easy answers but simply assuming that the citizen
should, takes far too much for granted. If citizens have confidence in the system, they do not necessarily need
to continuously “connect” or “engage”, though they need to know how to connect and how to engage; on the
other hand, if citizens do not have confidence in the political process, tinkering with parts of it will not restore
that confidence nor make them keener to connect or engage. In both cases, though, we take it for granted that
the citizen should be able to gain an insight into what Parliament does before making any judgements about
it or the work that it does. However, as the next section suggests, the citizen can no longer simply rely on the
mainstream media for information on what goes on in Parliament. Which is why the discussion about the ways
and means of communicating with the public becomes so important.

Communicating the Lords

In an increasingly fragmented media environment, it becomes more diYcult to judge what media of
communication are best suited for the dissemination of information about institutions such as the Lords.
Traditionally, the public/citizens relied on the mass media of press and television and whilst these continue to
play a significant role in the dissemination of news and information, they have now been joined by newer forms
of communication via the internet and mobile phones that can either supplement the mainstream media (msm)
or replace them altogether. In which case, citizens can either rely on the msm for news and information and/
or seek out that information from a variety of other sources, primarily via the web. Put diVerently, the citizen
can now determine how he/she chooses to access news and information and need not rely on the msm to inform
him/her of what is going on.

The challenge for political institutions is to ensure that the citizen is aware of what the institution is doing so
as to enable him/her to gain access to the information wanted. (This assumes that there is an interest in such
information or a desire to seek it out.) Relying on the msm for signals of what their Lordships are doing is
unlikely to be of much use. Research into the coverage of parliaments has generally shown that the msm are
only or mainly interested in items that they deem to be “newsworthy” and that they are unlikely to deal in the
details of institutional work, be it a committee, a debate, a piece of legislation. More generally, the media
coverage of parliaments has declined quite dramatically—certainly as compared with the 1960s and 1970s—
and there is a paucity of political parliamentary information to be found in traditional media outlets. The issue
for a body such as the Lords—though this problem is not unique to the Lords—is how to alert citizens to what
is going on; relying on the mainstream media is clearly not enough.

To demonstrate this point, I searched the Lexis Nexis news database in order to find out on how many
occasions the House of Lords Communications Committee was reported in national newspapers in the recent
past. The choice of this committee was not accidental: first, it is a committee in which I am interested; second,
it is a committee that would normally attract the media since it deals with the media itself. The appended charts
(Chart 1 and 2 in Appendix) show that the first reference to the committee was on 25 March 2007 and between
then and April 2009, there were only 30 news stories. These stories were not necessarily on similar topics;
neither were they necessarily clustered around particular events, though some obviously were, eg around
discussions of ownership or the BBC. The rest were randomly distributed, and in some months there was only
one published news item.

The point I wish to stress here is that had I wanted to know what the committee was doing—when it was sitting,
when reports were published, and so on—it would have not been wise for me to simply rely on the mainstream
media as a source for that information. If one then generalises from this point, one can only surmise that the
msm do not oVer any more than an occasional glimpse of the work of institutions such as the Lords (although
the Commons fares better than the Lords, it too has similar issues). Significantly, and this is something that
other bodies may need to consider, having RSS feeds or being on a email list alerts people to what is going on
without going through the msm. Such feeds oVer direct means of communication with those who are interested
and those who may be interested. It is pushed out to those who (might) seek it.
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In such circumstances, it becomes easy to see that one of the tasks of Parliamentary bodies is to find ways of
being open and transparent and proactive in communication strategies. This can mean many things but in
practice it means finding ways to push out the information so that others can find it easily and/or can come
across it easily (even if only by accident). Parliament now has a more centralised system for dealing with
publicity and communication and it may be a question of enhancing that service for the dissemination of
information more widely and imaginatively to citizens via the web.

In making these points, this submission has purposely side stepped some of the questions set out in the “call
for evidence”. This has, in part, been deliberate: it is unlikely that changing rules of coverage, increasing the
number of parliamentary passes, or doing anything else to help the msm will make them more amenable to
providing the Lords (or the Commons) with more publicity. (My guess is that it is unlikely that recent changes
to the rules of broadcasting from Parliament have led to more coverage than was available in a comparable
period, say, a decade ago.) The msm work under enormous pressure and recent cuts in staV, pressures on
funding, declining circulations, etc… only point towards a greater concern with maintaining sales, something
that is not usually seen as following on from “more politics”. If anything, the longer term trend has been
towards less hard news, less politics and more and more soft news. This has been variously described as
tabloidization and is noticeable in the ways our newspapers are now organised: fewer stories overall in the
main section, even fewer stories on their front pages than a dozen years ago, more pictures, larger headlines
etc…

The interesting question that follows on from this is whether other “mediators” of news might now provide a
better way of disseminating information and whether there are ways of enhancing those communication
systems. Consider the example of the HoL Broadcasting Committee discussed above. Had the committee
“employed” a person with a specific remit to produce brief notes (blogs?) on every sitting, report, etc… and
of actively disseminating that information to potentially interested audiences—academics, journalists,
politicians etc…—then the information would have been distributed very widely indeed. Linking to other
networks, in other words, may allow for wider distribution and may be a good way forward since it feeds into
already existing networks.

Using the newer means of communication must surely be the way forward, more so in those cases where the
traditional media show less and less interest than in the past. Enhancing the use of the newer forms of
communication may provide the interested citizen with the information that he/she seeks. This is engagement
and connection of sorts. What it does not address, though, is how to get citizens to that point where they seek
information and wish to connect. The answer may lie in better education, better education for citizenship, and
a greater awareness of how the decision-making processes in this country function. But the answer may also
lie, as implied in the preamble, in a re-definition of the role of Parliament and a fundamental review of what
it does and whether it does it in a manner that deals with the needs of a 21st century society in political, social
and economic crisis.

May 2009
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Memorandum by Novas Scarman

The Novas Scarman Group works with grassroots and marginalised communities across England and Wales,
supporting personal and community development. This response draws on many years experience of working
with people trying to influence the system on a wide range of personal and collective issues, who often feel that
the authorities are deaf to their concerns. In the past six months we have run eight regional roadshows about
campaigning and influencing, involving over 600 people from regional, local and grassroots voluntary
organisations. Some of the experience and thinking which informs this report is developed in the Scarman
Trust report on Learning Power: a contribution to the national skills strategy, available online at: http://
static.novas.org/files/learning-power-262.pdf

Outreach

We warmly welcome the Parliamentary Outreach Service. It contributed workshops to many of our recent
regional roadshows. These were very well received and have lead to 20—30 requests for workshops at a more
local level. The Service has shown itself to be responsive, flexible, informative and willing to engage with people
on their own terms as citizens.

In my view, the Service can best add value by having a visible presence within civil society through community
and voluntary sector support providers; adult and community learning providers; and anywhere that citizens
come together to share concerns about public life, such as school governing bodies, voluntary youth services,
parish councils, Local Involvement Networks (LINks), public libaries and the like. By making contact with
people through such networks, they can oVer workshops to a wide range of people on their own terms, on their
own ground.

One additional activity would be interactive Voter/Citizens Information Sessions (see Annex 1), to provide an
introduction to the role of parliament and politics in a democratic society.

Another additional activity would be to raise awareness, capacity and responsibility within public services at
all levels about the democractic rights of citizens to be heard. For example, ECHO is a tool for public agencies,
support providers and partnerships to see how open they are to community influence, developed by and
organisation called Changes. This complements the Axis of Influence, a discussion tool for community groups
to improve their confidence, skills and understanding to have a voice. For more information, see
www.changesuk.net/ or www.dosti.org.uk/influence

For many community organisations, local government and local services have more influence on their lives
and are often more important than Parliament, so one request from the roadshows was for a “local
democracy”’ outreach service, helping people to understand how the system works and how to have voice at
a local level. Many people turn to their MP because their local services are not suYciently responsive.
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In this context, one thing that could be doing diVerently is to integrate the Parliamentary Outreach Service
into “Democracy Hubs”, as proposed by the Power Inquiry, chaired by Dame Helena Kennedy QC. A
Democracy Hub in each local authority area would help people navigate their way through the democratic
system, by providing:

— access to information on all aspects of the political system, from local to global governance;

— workshops and short courses

— non-partisan support for people wishing to influence decisions

— outreach to local communities, pro-actively oVering information and support

(For more information, go to: www.powerinquiry.org)

In my report on “Learning Power”, I proposed that all public services should have named “Democracy
Champions”. This is a member of staV, elected members or paid, independent outsiders elected or appointed
to champion democracy within the Department, service, local authority or area, including schools, PCTs,
colleges and other services. Their aim would be to increase eVective public participation in decision-making
and democratic accountability to citizens. Democracy champions would:

— Assess participation levels (who takes part, how and by how much).

— Assess the eVectiveness of participation (what is the influence, impact and outcome of participation).

— Increase channels of participation, their eVectiveness and reach (ie make sure they are inclusive and
eVective).

— Ensure easy access to information, policymaking and decision-taking.

— Extend rights to campaigning and influence.

— Encourage or facilitate provision for learning campaigning, advocacy and practical politics.

They could have an independent statutory role, appointed through Parliament rather than local or national
government, as agents for democractic participation and citizens’ collective responsibility for government.

This would be a proper extension of the role of Parliament and the Parliamentary Outreach Service.

In response to the final question in this section, I would say that there are most definitely not suYcient routs
for the public to make their views know to Members of the House of Lords. Most people are not aware of its
role and do not see it as having anything to do with them as citizens.

In my personal experience, Members of the House of Lords have played a vital role in bringing issues to the
attention of Parliament and Government, not just through debates in the House and amendments, but also
through the “convening” role that Members can play, for example, Lord Northbourne in bringing together
organisations concerned with parenting education and support, or Lord Archer in convening people
concerned with democractic global governance.

Given that Members of the House of Lords are not elected and do not represent geographical constituencies,
I suggest that Members could have a much clearer connection with areas of policy, so that citizens concerned
with particular policy areas would know who could bring their concerns to the attention of Parliament. If the
House of Lords conducted more “thematic” discussions, and scrutized legislation from a wider perspective,
as it often does, then it would be much clearer to the public what it is for and why they should bother making
their views known to its Members.

Annex 2 summarises an approach to reform of the Upper House which aims both to deepen citizens’
involvement in the Parliamentary process and to strengthen its role as a national forum for deeper
consideration of public policy than is possible at present.

Online Communication and Engagement

The development of online communication channels by Parliament is welcome and impressive, particularly
the “Bill Tracking” system, although this could obviously be developed further with social media tools and
forums.

However, most people need someone who is sympathetic and knowledgeable, able to listen and willing to help
them find their way around the information and how to use it. For this reason, extending the Parliamentary
Outreach Service and creating “Democracy Hubs” at a local level, embedded in existing information and
community services used by ordinary people, is essential. Otherwise most of the investment in new technology
will mainly serve the professional campaigners and lobbyists who know their way round the system.

Annex 1: Outline proposal for Citizens’ Information Sessions
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Annex 2: Citizens’ Policy Forums: Civil Renewal through House of Lords Reform

These proposals draw on the work of Novas Scarman and support its role in promoting social justice, inclusion
and eVective citizenship, but they are not an oYcial position of the Board or Management Team, who have
not had the opportunity to discuss these issues.

May 2009

Annex 1

Citizens Briefings / Voter Information Sessions

Most people are not aware of the role of parliament or MPs. This proposal would aim to run short, interactive
information sessions about the work of parliament, linked to opportunities to learn more about politics and
participation through local adult education services.

The idea is to distribute a voucher for a FREE information session with voter registration details sent out by
all Returning OYcers, to inform people about how the political process works and ways in which they can
have more influence about things that matter to them. Sessions would be run by trained volunteers from the
area (students and members of the community), in order to deepen political understanding and a greater sense
of shared ownership of citizenship as something that belongs to everyone, not the “authorities”.

We would like to work with an education provider (eg the WEA), local authority Returning OYcers,
citizenship organisations and community groups to develop, pilot and evaluate—

1. information leaflets inviting people to a FREE political information event

2. an introductory workshop on the political process and how to use it eVectively

3. what follow-up options people would be interested in, such as courses, coaching, leaflets or a guide to online
resources

The project will test diVerent ways of promoting and running sessions in wards or constituencies with low voter
turn out to find out the most eVective way of engaging people in democratic politics.

Each information session will include an interactive game/activity about the political system, a short
presentation and a “market place” of stalls with information from diVerent political parties, pressure groups,
public services, the electoral commission and others involved in the political process. Sessions will also be used
to promote local courses and workshops in citizenship education and local issues.

One model for this is the Parent Information Project and Transition Information Sessions developed with the
Family and Parenting Institute, Gulbenkian Foundation and DCFS, which is being rolled out to all schools.
The sessions themselves will draw on extensive experience of grassroots participatory workshops.

Benefits

The sessions will give people (electors) an enjoyable, non-partisan introduction to how politics works and ways
in which they can have an eVective voice.

The pilot project will also demonstrate “what works” in terms of

a) attracting people to information sessions in the first place;

b) informing and engaging people once they come;

c) stimulating voter turn out;

d) encouraging participation in politics, through campaigning,

Pilot sessions will be targeted at diVerent groups as well as the general public, to test diVerent approaches to
voter engagement.

For people involved in politics, it will oVer another way of engaging with voters outside of election period,
through the stalls available at sessions.

For education providers it will identify potential demand for courses/workshops in citizenship, political
education and current aVairs.
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Target Groups

Citizens’ political information sessions could be oVered to all electors as part of the democratic process, but
a pilot project should be targeted at all residents of selected wards or constituencies with low voter turn in
contrasting areas (rural, urban, ethnically diverse) and venues (eg schools, pub, community centre, sports
centre, university campus).

It will be piloted in carefully selected wards or constituencies with low voter turn out in order to explore impact
and feasibility, and could then be rolled out to other areas. We are looking at the possibility of piloting sessions
in Yorkshire, London or Merseyside.

What Kind of Assistance Would You Like From Others?

We would like to do a pilot project and feasibility study for this project, which would benefit from assistance
from organisations such as:—

— Electoral Commission—to provide data on potential pilot areas and information for the “market
place”

— Returning OYcers— to send out vouchers / invitations to residents

— Local Government Association—to help set up pilots and provide information for the “market
place”

— Community education providers/Take Part Network—to help run sessions, train “citizen
facilitators” and oVer follow-up courses

— Political parties and pressure groups—to provide information for the “market place”

— Citizenship organisations (eg Hansard Society, Citizenship Foundation, Westminster Explained)—
to input / advice into the information workshop content and help with follow-up options, such as
courses, leaflets or online resources

— Parliamentary Outreach Service—to provide input and help organise pilots

— Universities—research evidence/experience from similar projects in politics or other fields (eg health
promotion) and to support with students on pilot sessions

— Community groups—to help run sessions and train as facilitators

— Student organisations— to help run sessions and train as facilitators

Titus Alexander, Head of Campaigning, Novas Scarman Group

Annex 2

Citizens’ Policy Forums

Principles

People need to feel they are part of society and have a voice in decision-making, which ever party is in
government, as Lord Scarman made clear in his report into the 1991 riots. Our national political life is enriched
by active citizens highlighting problems, proposing solutions and challenging politicians. Government needs
to actively include the diversity of experience of civil society and the voluntary sector when making and
carrying out policy. This process should be open to all sections of society, not just the charmed circles of civil
servants, think-tanks, lobbyists, political advisers and their friends. The process of policy development and
scrutiny should be conducted through Parliament, rather than consultation, commissions and working groups
organised by Whitehall.

The UK cannot compete with rapidly growing economies of developing countries by cutting labour costs or
public services. But we can improve our national productivity and well-being by tackling deep seated social
problems to release resources for more creative purposes. Crime, anti-social behaviour, poverty and mental
illness cost this country vast sums each year. These problems can be solved through social innovation by the
public, voluntary associations, professions and social enterprise, supported by an eVective system of public
participation in policy development.
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Key Facts

— Less than 2 per cent of Britons belong to political parties, but 30 per cent are members of voluntary
organisations, about 14 million people.

— Two thirds of people volunteer informally, about 30 million people. Voluntary associations actively
involve greater diversity of people than conventional politics. Every age group, community, culture
and interest takes part in civil society, often at a local level, and are engaged in a huge variety of issues,
from childcare and to global warming.

— Trust in politicians is low. Less than 20 per cent of people trust politicians to tell the truth (MORI)
and voter turn out in elections has fallen below 62 per cent in both general elections this century (just
37 per cent among 18-24 year olds);—
Parliament does not represent the diversity of Britain, with just 20 per cent female members of the
Houses of Commons and Lords, and just 2.3 per cent of MPs from a non-white background.—
When given the opportunity to use new media to communicate with government, people use it. Over
4 million people signed petitions on the Downing Street website within its first year.

Problems

Our national political system does not reflect the diversity of talents, experience and opinion of our
communities, nor does it engage the public in policy development and political debate. Policy development
and debate about diYcult political problems often takes place outside parliament, among oYcials, think tanks
and pressure groups. People feel alienated from politics and unable to have a say about the problems they
experience or contribute to their solution. Our parliamentary system also fails to make the best use of new
technologies and active methods of public participation.

Solutions

In support of better government, social innovation and public participation, I propose that Parliament should

— Set up a network of non-partisan public policy forums, chaired by back-bench members of
Parliament, to give people from all sections of society a real say in the development, scrutiny and
implementation of policies using the internet, public meetings and imaginative forms of public
engagement;

— Conduct all processes of policy development, public consultation and advice to government through
Parliament, not Whitehall, including a new form of elected second chamber;

— Create a new form of parliamentary chamber to replace the House of Lords to involve all sections
of civil society through citizens’ policy forums at local, regional and national level, as well as online.

Citizens’ Policy Forums

Civil Renewal through House of Lords Reform

Trust in politicians and participation in politics is low. Voter turn out in elections fell to below 62 per cent in
both general elections this century and was just 37 per cent among 18-24 year olds. Although many people are
involved in a wide range of issues through voluntary associations and pressure groups, few see parliament as
relevant to their concerns.

This is bad for society and bad for government. It means that national debate and policy-making does not
draw on the diversity of experience and wisdom of the British public, nor does it properly reflect their concerns.

Reform of the House of Lords is an opportunity to renew democratic government at all levels of British society.
A new and very diVerent house of parliament could involve people in developing public policy through all
kinds of democratic associations, not just parties. Instead of being the last western country to have an elected
second chamber, Britain could be the first to create a new kind of parliamentary process which enables citizens
to take a more active part in politics through the web, participatory community meetings and the democratic
associations of civil society.

The debate about House of Lords reform addresses the wrong questions. Instead of arguing about how to fill
the red benches at Westminster, we should ask: what kind of parliament do we need to improve democratic
governance of the Britain?

The purpose of a second chamber must be decided before we even begin to consider its membership and
method of appointment.
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There is a real danger that impatience for reform of the Upper House creates an elected version of the House
of Lords which lacks capacity to deal with the complex issues facing government today and fails to reflect the
concerns and diversity of British society. At worst, the two parties that monopolise the Commons will use their
power to create an elected Senate that merely provides job opportunities for favoured friends and failed
candidates from national or European elections. Current proposals for an elected Senate will do little to
strengthen democracy, creating a second chamber that is exclusive, remote and unrepresentative of the
diversity of Britain today.

What we need is a fresh approach to parliamentary democracy that improves government by enabling people
to shape the policies and decisions that aVect their lives between elections.

Less than 2 per cent of Britons belong to political parties, while 31 per cent are members of voluntary
organisations,24 about 14 million people. Two thirds of people volunteer informally, about 30 million
people.25 Voluntary associations actively involve greater diversity of people than conventional politics. Every
age group, community, culture and interest takes part in some aspect of civil society, often at a very local level.
They are engaged in a huge variety of issues, from childcare and to global warming. Most are very practical,
doing things for each other or advocating solutions to shared problems. They are what Robert Putnam and
others call social capital, the “dense network of reciprocal social relations” which gives civic virtue its power.26

By tapping into these networks of civil society, our Parliament and government will be much more eVective.

Five Failures

This proposal seeks to overcome the stalemate in House of Lords reform by addressing five failures in our
current political system:

1. The failure to connect—the gap between the public and politicians as shown by the fall in voter turnout,
membership of political parties, and the lack of trust in politicians generally;

2. The failure to involve and the low level of participation in formal politics;

3. The failure to represent: with less than 18 per cent women and 2 per cent ethnic minorities, Parliament is
utterly unrepresentative of Britain, while governments are elected by less than a quarter of the electorate.

4. The failure to look after the long term: short time horizons of a five year electoral cycle make it diYcult for
the Commons to address long term issues like climate change;

5. The failure to join up across government departments and diVerent layers of government (local, regional,
national, European, global).

We need a fresh approach to parliament which creates opportunities for the millions engaged in civil society
to have a direct and active part in the political process. Strengthening the connections between democratic civil
society and parliament would transform politics and give ordinary people a greater say in policies which aVect
their lives.

The Purpose of Parliament

Parliament should be more than the source of government power and legitimacy. It should be a national forum
for debate about issues facing the nation, where the priorities, policies and direction of government are shaped.
Dominance of the Commons by the executive, and the understandable demands of party discipline, mean that
most important debates take place outside parliament, among small networks of policy activists and media
commentators. The public is a source of opinion, not participation. No wonder that politics is treated as a
spectator sport, rather than something people do.

The Government’s principles for House of Lords reform are that it should be:

— A revising and deliberative assembly—not seeking to usurp the role of the House of Commons as
the pre-eminent chamber.

— Composed of a membership appropriate to its revising and deliberative functions, and not duplicate
or clone the Commons.

— Political in approach—but not dominated by any one political party.

— Representative of independent expertise and of the broader community in the UK—but not disrupt
the relationship between elected members of the Commons and their constituents.

24 Citizens Audit of Britain, 2000, published in Citizenship in Britain, Values, Participation and Democracy, by Charles Pattie, Patrick
Seyd and Paul Whiteley, Cambridge University Press, 2004

25 2001 Home OYce Citizenship Survey: people, families and communities, Home OYce Research Study 270, England and Wales figure
of 27.8m extrapolated to UK

26 Robert D. Putnam, Bowling Alone—Simon & Schuster, 2002
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These aims reflect an understandable anxiety that a directly elected second chamber could undermine the
legitimacy of a government based on a majority in the House of Commons, paralysing decision-making by
diVerences between two elected houses of parliament. This anxiety overshadows concerns about the erosion
of public confidence in politics and the flaws in our political system.

By taking a completely diVerent approach to the way in which the second chamber of parliament works,
including the way in which its voting members are elected,

For the sake of democracy and better government, these principles should be extended to ensure that a new
house of parliament:

— represents the diversity of interests and opinion in Britain

— improves policy-making and decision-making by government

— strengthens democracy as a core principle of our society.

These additional principles will lead to an entirely fresh approach to House of Lords reform.

The two houses of parliament should be seen as a whole, one providing the basis for an elected executive, the
other providing a forum for systematic discussion of issues facing the nation, each house playing a distinctive
role in legislation.

The following proposal, developed more fully in this paper, is just one possible model for how these principles
could be applied in practice.

Citizens Policy Forums

Citizens Policy Forums would be created bottom-up, using new methods of public participation and the
internet to put Parliament at the centre of national debate and decision-making. They would take the process
of policy development and public consultation away from unelected advisory groups, oYcials and lobbyists,
and bring it into Parliament through a network of Forums covering broad policy areas such community safety,
education, environment, families, health, global issues, rural aVairs, poverty reduction and youth.

Citizens Policy Forums would work through a mixture of open public meetings, online forums and a standing
body of about 100 members representing diVerent interests (stakeholders), including users, consumers, staV,
researchers, community groups and elected representatives from other tiers of government. Members would
be elected through democratic associations of civil society and neighbourhood forums, supervised by the
Electoral Commission to ensure probity. Each Forum could have a network of local and regional meetings,
together with an online forum. Forums would be overseen by an all-party Parliamentary Commission and run
by a new department of the House of Commons Service rather than the Crown.

A national Citizens Chamber would be at the centre of the network, with about 780 part-time members
(“people’s peers”) directly elected on the basis of Britain’s 12 European constituencies. Candidates would be
nominated by democratic associations of civil society and stand on the basis of policy areas rather than party
ticket. Members of the Citizens Chamber could serve for a single 12 year term, with a sixth standing down
every year. Elections could be held every year in May or June, with an annual “awareness week” and
Democracy Decision Day focusing on diVerent areas of policy over a six year cycle.

Citizens Policy Forums would have a broader range of functions than the House of Lords, with statutory
rights to report directly to the House of Commons, conduct investigations and present petitions, as well as the
following tasks:

a) suggest or clarify priorities;

b) promote dialogue round important issues;

c) assist in policy research and development;

d) organise public consultation on proposals by the Government or House of Commons;

e) pre-legislative scrutiny of bills before they are presented to the Commons;

f) scrutinise and revise legislation by the Commons;

g) contribute to consensus building, where appropriate;

h) advise and assist on policy implementation;

i) monitor implementation;

j) review and evaluate the impact of legislation.

This paper presents detailed proposals to show how Citizens Policy Forums could deepen parliamentary
democracy to cope with the challenges of the 21st century.
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How Citizens Forums Can Refresh Democratic Government

Citizens Policy Forums will improve democratic government in ten ways:

1. Improve representation: Many legitimate interests are not represented in Parliament—less than a fifth of
MPs are women, less than a fiftieth are ethnic minorities and fewer than 2 per cent of Britons belong to any
political party, while over 30 per cent belong to voluntary organisations and over 60 per cent volunteer
informally. Citizens Policy Forums will involve a more diverse and representative cross section of the public
through a new form of second chamber.

2. Increase participation in politics: Voter turnout, political aYliation and party membership have all fallen
significantly, making our political system vulnerable to extremist populist politics. Citizens Policy Forums will
increase active participation in Parliament by more people through many diVerent routes than is available
at present.

3. Increase transparency: Governments need to devote a lot of eVort on policy research and development,
involving civil servants and unelected advisory groups. This means that lobbyists, think tanks and the media
usually have more influence than the electorate, bypassing Parliament and democratic politics. Citizens Policy
Forums will bring policy research and development into Parliament at an earlier stage.

4. Improve policy making: Governments spend hundreds of millions of pounds on public consultation, giving
interest groups and the public some say in policy development. Citizens Policy Forums will make this process
more open and coherent, involving a much wider range of experience and expertise a more powerful voice in
this process.

5. Improve accountability: The government employs over 530,000 civil servants, accountable to the public
through fewer than 646 MPs, of whom 98 are members of the government and 355 support the governing
party. Parliamentary scrutiny eVectively takes place through about 40 Committees of backbench MPs.
Citizens Policy Forums will provide many more points where government actions and policies are scrutinized
in public.

6. Better laws: A great deal of legislation does not do what it is intended or is even counter-productive. Citizens
Policy Forums will bring more practical experience into the legislative process to ensure that laws are more
relevant and workable.

7. Encourage community solutions: Millions of people are actively involved in voluntary associations which
are creating practical solutions to problems, but they often experience public institutions and policies as part
of the problem. Citizens Policy Forums will give people more direct and accessible ways of sharing their
solutions to social problems.

8. Strengthen democratic civil society: Citizens Policy Forums will give a statutory voice to democratically
elected representatives of civil society, deepening and strengthening democratic processes throughout society.

9. Build consensus and public support for key policies: Many critical issues facing government, including
crime, health, productivity, social cohesion and climate change, depend on people changing their behaviour
and working together in new ways. Citizens Policy Forums will engage with people through civil society to
ensure that key policies are more deeply rooted and widely supported.

10. Join up government: Citizens Policy Forums will bring elected representatives from other tiers of
government into the parliamentary process, giving school governors, local councillors, MEPs and others a
statutory voice in the legislative process.

Conclusion

Citizens Policy Forums will enable many more diverse interests to be represented in Parliament by creating
better ways for Parliamentarians to engage citizens between elections. At its simplest, Policy Forums will
create a regular and systematic form of public consultation on policy, legislation and implementation, through
community meetings and the internet which reach people on their own ground, in their own terms, through
their own organisations.

At a deeper level, regional and national Citizens Policy Forums round issues, as part of the Parliamentary
process, will improve dialogue between citizens and government. Regular, systematic consideration of
legislation by diVerent interests in public, rather than behind the veil of advisory bodies and task groups, will
create greater coherence in policy and delivery. By identifying priorities, scrutinising legislation at an early
stage and evaluating its implementation and impact over time, Citizens Policy Forums could bring about
profound improvements in the governance of Britain.
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Forums will also have a positive influence on civil society. Community meetings and the web will bring policy
development closer to the people. They will enable voluntary organisations and pressure groups to show
people more eVective ways of influencing policy between elections, thus releasing people’s energy and ideas to
make things better. As a result, people will also learn the challenges of government, the disciplines of debate
and arts of compromise which result in social innovation and improvement. Citizens’ Forums will give
voluntary organisations a powerful incentive to become more democratic and accountable in order to be able
to nominate members to regional and national Policy Forums as a new second chamber of Parliament. They
will enable community organisations to build their capacity and skills, promoting public participation and
civic renewal.

Citizens Policy Forums will also have a positive influence on the House of Commons and political parties.
Transferring public consultation from government to Parliament will strengthen Parliament as the national
forum for genuine policy development and debate, not just a joisting place for government and opposition.
Debates in Policy Forums will be much less predictable than in the House of Lords or Senate, so that
governments have to think even more carefully about their case and win people over on the basis of argument
and evidence, not party loyalty. Real politics will come out from behind the veil of private meetings, think
tanks and lobbying, into the public arena. Above all, ordinary people will be able to see and experience politics
as something that aVects their lives, which they can influence through the organisations of which they are part.

Citizens Policy Forums could renew and improve the Governance of Britain from the bottom up.

28 August 2008

Memorandum by Optimum Communications Development Ltd

Action on People and Parliament

Although it arrives after the Call for Evidence deadline, I hope this contribution is of value since it concerns
implementing improvement to engagement with citizens.

It is self evident that to promote understanding, Parliament must speak to people in language they are familiar
with. The problem, until now, has been that there was no benchmark for the English used everyday
throughout Britain.

Optimum’s research has filled this gap and we have incorporated the results in a software tool for
benchmarking the vocabulary used in public information. This “Everyday English Editor” is not be confused
with expensive, opinion-based plain English consultancy. It is a fast, objective means of self assessment that
helps ensure information can be easily read and understood by as many people as possible. Full details are
available at www.optimum-uk.com.

The Editor can help all staV and Members preparing information for the public, whether this is delivered via
Websites, literature, presentations or videos. If the House of Lords were to adopt this solution, if would be the
first parliamentary body in the world to benchmark its information against the language actually used by
citizens. I can think of no other way that the House can take an immediate world lead in communication with
minimum use of internal resources at a cost of a just few thousand pounds.

2 June 2009

Memorandum by the Parliamentary Information and Communications Technology Department (PICT)

Introduction

1. PICT is the Joint Department of Parliament which supports the work of Members and of the
administrations of both Houses with ICT services. As such it has no direct responsibility for the content of
on-line or other information services, nor for outreach and consultation activities, but the work of PICT has
an impact on the ability of systems to provide data for public consumption in a timely and usable way.

2. We note that witnesses heard by the Committee have raised issues about the ease of movement from one
data-set to another on the public website, for example, from a Member’s name appearing in the context of a
debate to that Member’s committee contributions, or voting record. Several witnesses also made the case for
data to be presented on the website in accordance with “open standards” which allow the maximum possible
re-use and analysis of the data to meet the needs of the user.
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Parliamentary Data Systems

3. Almost all the Parliamentary processes which produce data of public interest have been automated over
the past 10–15 years and in almost every case information is now held within Parliamentary systems in digital
form. In some cases data are associated with the use of xml (the principal international standard for
metadata—see below paragraph 6), but this is mainly to hold information about the correct formatting of
documents to be printed from the data and therefore does not support reuse in other formats. Development
has been piecemeal, using a wide range of diVerent tools, technologies and standards in 28 more or less separate
systems. These factors limit the usefulness of the outputs in the ways that witnesses to the committee have
identified.

4. While much work has been done to improve and add value to the public website, this has been constrained
by the nature of the underlying systems.

The Case for Open Standards

5. The case for moving to open standards for Parliamentary data and documents is well established and has
recently been endorsed by World e-Parliament Conferences which were held in 2007 and 2008 and attended
by delegates from the British Parliament, including the committee’s chairman. As the World e-Parliament
Report 2008 explains:

The use of open standards is valuable because it extends the accessibility of legislative documents, not
only within the parliament, but between the legislature and the government, between parliaments and
the civil society, and among parliaments internationally.27

6. XML is (eXtensible Markup Language) is, strictly speaking, not a language itself but a set of standard
grammatical rules to which a software programming language has to comply in order to be regarded as well-
formed and valid in the way it embeds metadata (information about information—sometimes described as
tags or labels). XML has been recognised as a standard by the World Wide Web Consortium since 1998. It has
been applied and extended into numerous specialist tools over the past decade, but underlying them all is an
international non-proprietary standard which has retained its integrity.

7. The other key principle is that content should not be dependent on a fixed publication format. Preferred
retrieval format depends on whether the output is printed paper, personal computer or mobile device. It also
depends on our reason for wishing to find and read information. For example, we may wish to see a particular
Parliamentary question and answer in the context of the proceedings taking place on a particular day in the
Chamber, or in the context of the information available on a particular subject, or in the context of the activity
of a particular parliamentarian and minister, or as part of a searchable database of all the questions asked in
a particular session.

8. Two successful projects carried out by PICT have demonstrated the value of the new approach: a new xml
authoring tool for the Votes and Proceedings documents in the House of Commons has been producing data
conforming to open standards since December 2008; in addition we have an experimental project based on
open source software and open standards for the historical archive of Hansard material from both Houses. In
this case the data is derived partly from optical scanning and digitising of Hansard volumes back to 1803, and,
for more recent data, on the published electronic data set.28 The experimental site is heavily used and has been
well received.

9. Several recent developments should support the further evolution of British Parliamentary data systems
towards open standards.

Further Progress Towards Open Standards

10. Firstly, PICT has commissioned technical advice from recognised experts in this field on the principles and
standards which should underlie the next generation of Parliamentary systems, as and when current systems
become obsolescent or need to be upgraded. Since many of the existing systems, including the Hansard
Reporting Suite used in both Houses, are at or approaching this stage, it is important that these decisions
should be made without delay.

11. Secondly, senior oYcials in both Houses have agreed in principle that the next stage of development of
Parliamentary systems creating, holding or publishing data about the core work of the two Houses should be
taken forward by PICT under a single programme board for both Houses in order to ensure consistency and
27 See Documenting the Legislative Process (Chapter V) in World e-Parliament Report 2008, Global Centre for ICT in Parliament, 2008,

p 73 Available at: http://www.ictparliament.org/index.php?option%com contact&task%view&contact id%3&Itemid%1086
28 http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/
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an overview of the information outputs required internally for the eYcient working of Members and oYcials,
and externally for members of the public.

12. Thirdly, PICT has been active in understanding and learning from the experience of other Parliaments.
In particular, the Canadian House of Commons, which has developed a highly successful xml-based systems
architecture for all internal information-processing, publication and broadcasting, provides a helpful model
for some aspects of what we hope to achieve at Westminster in the years to come.

May 2009

Memorandum by Rufus Leonard

2. Online Communication and Engagement including www.parliament.uk and Channels including

Social Media

2.1 Introduction

This submission comes from Andrew Pinkess, Strategy Director of Rufus Leonard with input from Niamh
Power, a senior member of our strategy team. Rufus Leonard is a brand and digital communications
consultancy with extensive experience of digital and content strategy, as well as website design and build for
a variety of blue chip clients in both the public and private sector. Our public sector clients include: British
Council, COI, Department for International Development, Environment Agency, Foreign & Commonwealth
OYce, HM Treasury, Identity & Passport Service, OYce of Government Commerce, OYce of National
Statistics, Transport for London and UK Trade & Investment. Private sector clients include: British Gas, BT,
Churchill, Lloyds TSB, O2, QinetiQ, RBS, Rio Tinto, and others.

2.2 What has worked well and enabled better engagement between Parliament and the public?

2.2.1 The UK Parliament website has recently been redesigned and improved. This has resulted in quite a bit
of publicity. Generally speaking it is really nicely done and seems to include all manner of features and
functionality—some one would expect and others that are more surprising.

2.2.2 The website includes engaging Flash ‘Guides to Parliament’, which bring the work of the Houses to life.
However, they are quite simplistic in terms of content and tone, and it is not really clear who they are aimed
at. Probably suYcient for the casual browser, but maybe not detailed enough for those more directly engaged
in the Parliamentary process.

2.2.3 It feels strongly like a site targeting the general public—the ‘Get Involved’ impetus is an entire section
and includes:

— Ability to watch video and audio (appears to be a live stream from Parliament but I could not
view it).

— Listen to Podcasts.

— Take virtual tours of Westminster.

2.2.4 The site has a nice Education section designed for children (graded according to three age levels) and
schools. The title Education is perhaps a little ambiguous, and I did not expect it to look the way it did when
I clicked on it. However, it has some interesting interactive games and quizzes on the way Parliament works etc.

2.2.5 The high level content is quite engaging and easy to navigate. One thing I found diYcult to get into,
however, was the Topical Issues section. I expected some key issues to be highlighted, but it presents an A–Z
of topics and very quickly leads readers to specific PDFs covering briefing papers on current legislation and
the latest Early Day Motions put down by MPs. It became very detailed very quickly and as such was not very
accessible for the general public. Introducing summary or intermediary content can help the filtering process
for the casual browser.

2.2.6 In addition UK Parliament seems to have embraced the wider digital environment. Members of the
public are invited to follow Parliament on:

— Twitter (5,800 followers so far) oVering updates on what’s being discussed in Commons.

— Flickr—oYcial photostream.

— YouTube—396 subscribers and 60,500 channel views; this channel contains an initiative called
People and Parliament, which essentially was a scheme to encourage people to upload video
responses suggesting how Parliament can improve the work they are doing and the role of the House
of Lords and how people would like to interact with the House of Lords and Parliament. They have
transcribed all of these and made them available on their own website.
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— Facebook—463 fans and generally just contains feeds from other content sources including Twitter,
Flickr etc—again large focus on encouraging people to get involved in the submission to the House
of Lords Information Committee.

— Friendfeed.

— Blog.

2.2.7 A number of these services are accessible from the production blog of the UK Parliament production
team at: http://parliamentlabs.wordpress.com/, which provides an eVective showcase of the newer initiatives
currently being oVered. It also includes interesting commentary on the development of the website over time.

2.3 What should UK Parliament be doing to deliver further improvements?

2.3.1 The steps made to date to improve the public facing website will go a considerable way to improving
general perceptions about the way that the House of Lords/ Parliament engages with the general public. This
relates specifically to high level content such as explaining what the House of Lords does and how
Parliament works.

2.3.2 However, the next level down still feels inaccessible to the general public and relevant only to the very
engaged user/visitor. The dominant focus of the website is on pushing content (in a variety of diVerent formats)
to users and a real essence of “engagement” is still not visible. Even in the “Get Involved” section the majority
of content is focused on “decisions made” and as such does little to reinforce a sense of online engagement or
interaction. The forums do balance this out, but at the moment are compartmentalized and only one was open
at the time of this review.

2.3.3 Another key development area for UK Parliament is likely to be online publishing. We recognize that
there is a long tradition of using print within Parliamentary processes—viz the slightly arcane instruction in
this call for evidence to submit comments on eVective use of online channels in print and by post, rather than
via email.

2.3.4 To put this into context, all discussions and debates in both Houses and in Select Committees are still
transcribed and recorded in print. Print is also intrinsically linked with the process of creating and amending
new laws, with the publication of green papers, white papers and then laws themselves. Some of these
documents have been made available online (eg, Hansard section on the website), and this is very welcome,
but they essentially follow a print format and are relatively diYcult to read. From reading the production blog,
it seems this section is under review but we have no visibility of what will be delivered.

2.3.5 In our view, online channels oVer significant opportunities for streamlining the process of consulting
with stakeholders, drafting and then updating green and white papers and then commenting on the wording
and format of new legislation. These same points are echoed by a number of contributors to your online
debate. Web channels could also make existing law more accessible to the general public, by creating a
knowledge centre that contains new and existing legislation. This could be layered with intermediary
summaries of detailed documents and easily searchable by anyone who is interested. A themed index with
better top line descriptions would also be useful.

2.3.6 It may be possible to recover some of the costs of this initiative, by introducing a small charge for each
search or a subscription service for regular users, but this would need to be weighed against the reputational
benefit of oVering open access.

2.4 What more should the House of Lords/Parliament do to embrace social media and Web 2.0 Technologies?

2.4.1 The House of Lords/Parliament has clearly taken steps to embrace social media and Web 2.0
technologies but in some cases the rationale for presence on these does not appear to have been given due
consideration. Whilst tools such as Twitter and widgets will enable UK Parliament to push content in a more
timely and digestible manner, its presence on Facebook feels quite flat by comparison.

2.4.2 What is missing is a forum for open debate—a medium through which members of the general public
can actively converse with representatives of the House of Lords/Parliament and actively “get involved”.

2.4.3 Finally in relation to the use of Social Media we found that you seem to be using most tools
predominantly for “pushing” content and information. There is very little evidence of actual interaction and
engagement with visitors/users (except for the purpose of the submission!!!) and little evidence of opening up
to user generated content.
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2.5 How would you like to be able to interact online with Members of the House?

2.5.1 Like it or not Parliament and members of both houses need to move towards two-way communication
with the general public and with the specific interest groups who lobby and push for change in key areas of
interest. Some of these discussions will still happen face-to-face, but online channels are uniquely well-placed
to make these communications prompt, cost-eVective and scalable.

2.5.2 If you do not embrace this opportunity, then the discussion on key topics will simply take place elsewhere
and Parliament will appear marginalized and out of touch. Although there are now plenty of examples of
central government departments including social media tools on their websites, few of these organizations
have really embraced the cultural and organizational change that is required to derive real benefits from this
investment

2.5.3 This view is reinforced by the text below which is a transcript of one of the video submissions for this
consultation on YouTube:

“My name’s Al Robertson, and I’m a freelance marketing consultant and writer. Basically what I think
you want to know about is how the House of Lords, and to an extent the House of Commons, can
improve its relationship with the public.

“What strikes me is that the big problem that seems to exist is that social media is by definition ‘social’—
it’s about conversations and engagement—and that implies two people, or two groups, having a
conversation that leads to some sort of positive engagement or change on both sides.

“My experience of communicating with the political class—with MPs or whatever—is that it’s not a
conversation because there is a very clearly defined message that wants to be going across. You can write
to your MP, you can talk to people, and the response you get back isn’t a response to what you said, it’s
the party line.

“That’s not what social media is about. It’s not about a scripted response regardless of the question, it’s
about authentic engagement, and I think the big problem is that loss of authenticity on the part of
political classes because the media side of things is perhaps too managed.

“There’s always the sense of oVence if you disagree with policy, which makes it diYcult to have a genuine
conversation, and that makes it diYcult to use social media in a constructive way. It’s going to be
interesting seeing how Parliament in general can adapt to that whole conversation.”

2.5.4 So that’s the big challenge for UK Parliament online. It is really well placed to exploit the potential for
re-connecting with voters through eVective use of online channels. In our view this is vitally important in
maintaining the credibility of the political and democratic process. But it will only succeed if it changes the
way it processes information, and opens itself up to a faster and more fluid engagement with the people it
represents.

2.5.5 For a taste of what is coming our way in this area look at what is happening in the US, where online
tools and strategies were instrumental in the electoral success of Barack Obama (see attached Rufus Leonard
discussion papers on “How to win the next election I and II”). Having leveraged online channels so eVectively
to raise funds and connect with younger voters, the new US administration now finds itself in the position of
being held accountable online by these same people for their actions and decisions. From a voter’s point of
view this can only be a good thing!

2.6 Summary

2.6.1 So in summary, in our view the report card for UK Parliament Online at the moment is B!, up from
B- a year or two ago. Some interesting recent developments, engaging new tools and content, and a willingness
to use oV-website tools such as YouTube and Flickr to reach out to non-traditional audiences have all
contributed to this improvement.

2.6.2 But the big challenge comes next. Can Parliament wean itself away from a largely paper and tea-room
based style of communication amongst a relatively narrow group of people, who are already politically
engaged? Does it want to move towards a more open, responsive and unstructured exchange of ideas and
information, delivered online, with those who are more detached from Parliament, but are still passionate
about the issues that concern them? The debate continues. . .

2.6.3 In our view, it should take this next step, but we recognize this development may not appeal to
everyone—particularly those involved in delivering information through the current processes and channels.
It has significant implications in terms of resourcing and infrastructure. It will require more investment in web
expertise, and also for members of both Houses to make themselves available to participate in online debate.
If Parliament is to reap the rewards in terms of an improved reputation for accessibility and accountability,
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you will also need a stronger content and editorial framework and much clearer guidelines to allow a wider
group of contributors to take part.

2.6.4 As a place which prides itself on being one of the oldest democratic institutions in the world, we feel that
you should be a leader not a follower in this increasingly important area. The required investment can be
justified in terms of improved reputation for Parliament, wider engagement in the political process, and
potentially significant savings in print, travel and other costs.

1 May 2009

Memorandum by Dr Meg Russell, Reader in British and Comparative Politics, Constitution Unit,
Department of Political Science, University College London

The Information Committee has invited evidence on “how the House of Lords, in the context of Parliament,
could relate better to the public”. This is a wide-ranging and complex question. The committee seeks input on
detailed matters of how the House could, for example, better manage its outreach and media activities. These
questions are worthwhile and important. But there are limits to what can be achieved through such activities
if larger strategic questions are not tackled. This submission therefore focuses solely on a single more strategic
question about the Lords’ public and media image. But it does not concern itself with Lords reform (at least
in the conventional sense). It instead argues that perceptions of change can be as important as change itself
and that, whilst the Lords has undergone significant change in recent years, its public image has not. Until this
is tackled it will remain a misunderstood institution, whatever the quality of outreach and media work. In
order to achieve a significant change in its public image the House of Lords needs what I call (using a term
that has been widely applied in other contexts) a “Clause IV moment”.

This submission is structured in three parts. The first makes some observations about the House of Lords, how
it has changed in recent years, and how it is viewed by the media and the public—largely based on our own
research. The second part explains what is meant by a “Clause IV moment”, with reference to the original
moment in the Labour Party’s history from which this term derives. The third part asks how the Lords could
experience such a moment of its own.

The Contemporary House of Lords and the Public

The House of Lords Act 1999, which removed the rights of most hereditary peers to sit in the chamber, was a
very significant change. It was, of course, presented as the first stage of a two-stage reform and no second stage
has yet followed. Understandably therefore the chamber is widely regarded as “unreformed”, or at most “semi-
reformed”. Yet all earlier reforms in the 20th century (in 1911, 1949, 1958 and 1963) were also at the time
considered small and incomplete. The chamber has thus existed for a least a century in what is seen as, at best,
a “semi-reformed” state. Given the lack of progress over the last 10 years it may continue to do so for some
time yet. However the 1999 Act was (arguably like the 1958 Act and others) transformative. It had three key
results, here listed probably in reverse order to their importance: making the chamber smaller, ending the least
defensible means by which its members arrived, and fundamentally changing its party balance to one of “no
overall control”. As a consequence it was possible, post-1999, to ask “Is the House of Lords Already
Reformed?”.29

The 1999 reform changed not only the mechanics of membership of the House of Lords, but also crucial
aspects of its culture. The government promised that reform would make the chamber ‘more legitimate’, and
our research has shown that the great majority of peers believe this to have been the case, as do a majority of
MPs.30 Consequently members of the chamber have felt more confident to challenge government policy,
which helps account for the large number of government defeats since 1999. The new party balance, meaning
the Liberal Democrats can use their position in the chamber to challenge policy and force concessions, is also
very important. Although Conservative numbers declined following reform, it seems that the power of both
opposition parties, as well as the Crossbenchers, was boosted. If the Conservatives return to government
Labour will be able—for the first time—to easily inflict defeat in the Lords in coalition with other forces. This
is a major change. Our work shows that many Lords defeats go on to have a lasting impact on policy.31 Yet
29 M Russell, Is the House of Lords Already Reformed?, Political Quarterly, 74(3): 311-318, 2003. See also M Russell, Lords Reform:

Principles and Prospects, lecture at the invitation of the Leader of the House of Lords, 13 November 2007 (available at: http://
www.ucl.ac.uk/constitution-unit/research/parliament/house-of-lords.html)

30 M Russell and M Sciara, Legitimacy and Bicameral Strength: a Case Study of the House of Lords, paper to Political Studies Association
specialist group conference on Legislative Studies, University of SheYeld, 16 June 2006 (available at: http://www.ucl.ac.uk/
constitution-unit/research/parliament/house-of-lords.html)

31 M Russell and M Sciara, The Policy Impact of Defeats in the House of Lords, British Journal of Politics and International Relations,
10(4): 571-89, 2008.
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the chamber’s impact is greater than this: more policy gains are probably made through negotiation than
through defeat, and one of the most important changes is how government has altered its own internal
procedures to anticipate the views of the Lords.32 Thus new members arriving in the House now come with
very diVerent expectations in terms of attendance, voting and likely impact on policy. Both the parties and the
House of Lords Appointments Commission now encourage more active membership. And almost 300
members, making up nearly 40% of the House, have been appointed since reform took place. As new members
enter, the chamber’s culture is continually changing further.

In many respects, therefore, we now have a “new” House of Lords, very diVerent to that which existed pre-
1999. This is out of step with the chamber’s “unreformed” image. This image persists in part thanks to the
continuing debates about the second stage of reform. The government, despite having brought about a very
important change, does not draw attention to its significance, partly since it fears being accused of giving up
on the second stage of reform. But it has also suited the government to maintain a myth of the “same old”
House of Lords, as this encourages belief that the chamber’s intervention in policy is unjustified. Meanwhile
reformers need to maintain the image of the “unreformed” House in order to pursue their agenda. Those
wishing to project the image of a “new” House of Lords are limited in comparison.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the public image of the Lords does not keep up with the reality. In some
respects the chamber clearly has public support. Our research, for example, found that in 2007 a majority of
those expressing an opinion agreed that “the House of Lords generally carries out its policy role well”, a similar
result to that obtained for the House of Commons. Amongst those claiming to be “very” or “fairly”
knowledgeable about parliament, the figure for the Lords was 66%, compared to 57% for the Commons.
Nonetheless only 34% of this latter group felt “the system for choosing members of the House of Lords is a
good one”, compared to 65% for the Commons. This is consistent with opinion polls showing significant
support for introduction of elections to the chamber. Though polls (including some of these same polls) also
show strong support for the presence of experts and members independent of the parties.

Given that most of the public do not have direct contact with the House of Lords, its portrayal in the media
is very important to the formation of public opinion. Our research shows that media portrayals of the Lords
have become more positive since 1999.33 In particular the chamber’s policy interventions are often welcomed
by the media, with interventions on civil liberties matters able to unite the right and left wing press in support.
Portrayals of the chamber’s deliberative process are also generally positive. This may be important to public
opinion, as our 2007 poll found that “considering legislation carefully and in detail” ranked even higher than
presence of independent members or experts, or indeed addition of elected members, amongst factors valued
by the public. Probably unsurprisingly, media portrayals of the chamber’s method of composition are far less
positive. It is notable that the media’s positive portrayal of policy interventions and negative portrayal of
composition method mirror the public’s attitudes (as indicated above). Of course, it is diYcult to say whether
media opinion drives public opinion or vice versa, and indeed both are probably true to some extent.

One aspect of media portrayal of the Lords is particularly striking. Despite all of the above changes (which
also include a far higher proportion of women and ethnic minority members, plus members at least as youthful
as those in the Commons in many frontbench positions), these are not at all reflected in pictorial images.
Indeed it is diYcult to find a picture accompanying a House of Lords story, in the print or broadcast media
or online, which doesn’t show peers in ermine-trimmed robes gathered en masse for the Queen’s speech.
Insofar as one can make out individual members, they are almost invariably elderly, white and male. This
remains the ubiquitous and enduring image of the Lords, but it portrays an event which happens only once a
year. On a day-to-day basis the members of the Lords look similar to the members of any other modern
legislative chamber. Even after all the recent changes, the strongest image of the Lords therefore perpetuates
impressions of an ancient institution, out of step with modern times. I argue in the remainder of this
submission that changing this single image could do more to connect the Lords with the public than any
number of internal reforms.

What is a Clause IV Moment?

The term “Clause IV moment” originates from the changes in the Labour Party in the mid-1990s. It is now
frequently used to describe a major symbolic gesture which can communicate that an institution has
fundamentally changed. For example, there has been much talk in recent years about whether David Cameron
should have instigated a “Clause IV moment” to match that by Tony Blair, in order to communicate a new
direction for the Conservative Party.
32 M Russell, A Stronger Second Chamber? Assessing the Impact of House of Lords Reform in 1999, and Lessons for Bicameralism, Political

Studies, forthcoming.
33 Russell and Sciara, Legitimacy and Bicameral Strength, above at note 2. It should be noted that this research followed media reporting

(in the shape of newspaper editorials) in the period 1997–2006. Our results are therefore somewhat out of date, and more recent events
such as the “cash for peerages” and “cash for amendments” aVairs will inevitably have changed this picture to some extent.
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What actually happened in the Labour Party was that a whole series of changes were implemented following
the party’s disastrous election defeat in 1983. The party had swung to the left, and there were even fears that
it might be wiped out completely following the establishment of the SDP. Neil Kinnock took over from
Michael Foot as leader in 1983, and began a far-reaching programme of review and change to both the party’s
organisation and its policy positions. Kinnock worked on this programme for nine years, and won wide respect
in the party for rescuing it from oblivion. Yet after he lost the 1992 election he then himself stepped down as
leader. Following a short interregnum under John Smith, Tony Blair took over the party leadership in 1994.
By this time most of the key changes had already taken place, but the party’s image lagged behind the reality.
Blair was intent on changing this image, in order to secure the party’s electability, and it was this that inspired
him to amend Clause IV. Clause IV (of the party’s constitution) was in eVect by then a historical curiosity.
Unchanged since 1918 it was of far more symbolic than substantive importance, and could not be said to have
strongly guided the party’s behaviour in government in the 1960s and 1970s. Indeed, Hugh Gaitskell had
famously tried and failed to change Clause IV in the 1950s, on the basis that it was already out of date. Many
in the party therefore thought Blair’s focus on this issue was an unwelcome distraction from the key task of
getting elected to government. Nonetheless, it is not the long years of work by Neil Kinnock that tend to be
remembered for the creation of “new” Labour, but the change to Clause IV under Tony Blair.

What this story tells us is that symbolic change can be as important, indeed sometimes more important, than
substantive change. Whether one approves or not of the tactics of Tony Blair’s advisers (several of whom since
elevated to the Lords), they were certainly eVective in their task of changing public perceptions of the party.
These figures themselves were clear that perceptions can be more important than reality when seeking to
influence public opinion.34 The truth of the Labour Party’s history in the 1980s and 1990s was that it included
much continuity, and much gradual change. However the impression of change was not sealed in the eyes of
the public until this single symbolic gesture at the end of the process.

A Clause IV Moment for the House of Lords?

The parallel between the Labour Party in the 1990s and the contemporary House of Lords may seem
somewhat tenuous. However, both represent long-established institutions, with an established public image.
Both experienced a decade of changes, cumulatively amounting to transformation, yet conducted largely out
of the public eye. Despite all Kinnock’s reforms the Labour Party continued to retain a “flat cap” image in
the early 1990s which threatened its public support. In the same way, I would suggest, the House of Lords
retains (far more literally) an “ermine clad” image which is an obstacle to communicating its role as a modern,
functioning institution. Until this image is erased from the public mind, or at least consigned to history, the
chamber will struggle to convince the wider world of the important work that it does.

I am aware that the Lord Speaker, as part of her important outreach work for the House, has been trying to
persuade journalists to use alternative images of the Lords which better reflect contemporary reality. The
website includes an “image gallery”, including a series of photographs of “Lords at work”—both in the
chamber and in committee. However, judging by the media coverage since this initiative began I suspect it has
been of limited, if any, eVect (it would be interesting to know the results of any oYcial monitoring exercise).
I very much doubt whether it will be possible to shift journalists’ pictorial presentation of the Lords as long
as the picture of assembled peers in ermine bears any relation at all to the present day. The image is simply a
visual shortcut that communicates “House of Lords”—making it very valuable to those wishing to sum up a
story in a fast-moving media world. This is something that the committee might wish to explore with any
journalists that appear before it. But my strong suspicion is that it will be impossible to move on from this
image unless the reality of peers gathered in their robes actually ends. That is, until peers (like MPs) start
wearing everyday clothing for the Queen’s speech. This small change need have no implications for any other
aspect of the ceremony.

This might, on the face of it, appear to be a long way from the focus of the committee’s inquiry. It might also
appear somewhat superficial to suggest that a reform of the Queen’s speech ceremony is essential to the
development of the House of Lords. It is a tiny change, compared to many of the other things on the reform
agenda such as introducing elected members. However, the purpose of this submission has been to argue that it
could be symbolically extremely important. Just as a simple change to a little-used clause of the Labour Party’s
constitution helped to communicate a message of a change from “old” to “new” Labour, a simple change to
Queen’s speech day could communicate the arrival of the “new” House of Lords (which I have argued already
34 See M Russell, Building New Labour: the Politics of Party Organisation, Palgrave, 2005; S Fielding, The Labour Party: Continuity and

Change in the Making of New Labour, Palgrave, 2003; P Gould, The Unfinished Revolution: How the Modernisers Saved the Labour
Party, Little Brown and Company, 1998.
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exists). If larger-scale reform, particularly addition of elected members, happens in the future it is hard to
imagine that this element of ritual will continue in any case. In terms of enhancing public understanding of
the Lords and its work I suggest that there could be disproportionate, and essential, benefit from instead
making this small symbolic change now.

27 April 2009

Letter from Baroness Thomas of Winchester

I can’t possibly begin to answer your all your questions about outreach because I don’t know what you’re
doing already except with talks to schools and the Youth Parliament (and the CD—about which, when I took
it for a school visit, I was critical and which may now have been redone).

All I do know is that there is tremendous ignorance about the work of Parliament, and that there has to be
more thinking outside rather than inside the box.

As far as the press is concerned, they will only ever engage with what is going on in the House of Lords on a
“need to know” basis. I think I may have said this before, so forgive me if I sound like a gramophone record,
but the broadcast journalists simply pick up the phone in a panic and ring either the Information OYce or the
Whips OYces to find out what is happening on an amendment to a Bill if it becomes newsworthy.

The print journalists have slightly more time, and some of them are quite knowledgeable, but not all. Could
you “educate” them? I doubt they’d bother, although you never know.

What someone surely must do is to get to grips with explanations of amendments at committee and report
stages of legislation—not just for the general public but the House as well.

When amendments are published—or perhaps the Marshalled List—there should be a crib available at the
same time of what the amendments mean. Otherwise what is the bread and butter of the House of Lords goes
completely past the comprehension of most people—including, incidentally, most Peers. Yes, it will be quite
a task for someone, but there must be ways round it. The whips oYces could help, although the equivalent
oYce for the crossbenchers won’t be much help.

If votes are expected, my whips oYce produces a “hymn sheet” of explanation, but only for those amendments
on which votes are expected.

We can’t say, complacently, that the House is a revising House if we don’t explain how they try to revise.

And it might be quite instructive to ask Government Ministers or civil servants whether their departments are
ever swayed by debates and questions in the Lords—and amendments to Bills where there isn’t a vote. We hear
that sometimes Ministers say that they tell their departments that certain measures won’t get through the
Lords, and that encourages a change of heart.

May 2009

Letter from Lord Vinson

I was particularly interested to see that you are conducting an enquiry into how the House of Lords, and
Parliament in general, could relate better to the public. This is a problem that has been exercising me for some
time and you probably missed two starred questions I asked on the matter in October 2007. These were:

“Lord Vinson to ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they will make it compulsory for broadcasting
organisations to state briefly, in their main news bulletins, the forthcoming days’ debates in both Houses
of Parliament to enable better connection of the public with Parliament.”

The idea behind this was that the public would, both consciously and sub-consciously, be reminded of the work
of Parliament and where in fact the governance of this country originates (or ought to originate). I really don’t
see why it shouldn’t be a condition of broadcasting licence that daily (brief one-minute) mention should not
be given to the work of Parliament—in the same way as it is given to sports activities and everything else.

I recognize that some people dislike an element of compulsion in this but many countries make it compulsory
to vote, for example, which we do not but we already make it compulsory to be fair handed between the parties
at e1ection time.

I don’t visualise more than a few words highlighting what’s going on in both Houses and, in particular, any
out of ordinary debates introduced privately.
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A concern, which I am sure I share with you, is that the influence of Parliament is dying, not only because
much power has passed Brussels but too little is known of the good work that goes on at Westminster. I
appreciate that there are dedicated channels reporting our work but very few people look at them and, indeed,
the brief daily announcements I advocate could remind people that they are there. Unless we actively promote
the work of Parliament and the good it does, or ought to do, power will gradually continue to drift to the
media, the celebrities and, not least, the BBC itself.

I did, in fact, have quite a long correspondence with Sir Michael Lyons, Chairman of the BBC, who wrote
back some quite friendly letters—but it came to naught.

14 April 2009
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