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SUMMARY

We were asked by the Leader of the House to review the governance
arrangements in the House of Lords. In particular, we were asked to consider
what arrangements were necessary to ensure that domestic committee decision-
making was effective, transparent and accountable. All organisations, including
a legislative chamber such as ours, need to review their governance arrangements
from time to time. There has been increasing scrutiny of the House of Lords in
recent years, which has given rise to greater public interest in all aspects of the
work of the House. Such interest rightly extends to the way in which decisions
are made about the facilities and services that support members in their work
as parliamentarians. It is important therefore that those decisions are effective,
transparent and accountable, as befits a 21st century legislature.

We have heard from a wide range of members and staff of the House; we are
extremely grateful to all those who took the time to speak to us or to make a
submission. There has been a high degree of consistency in the views expressed.

Our report proposes a package of reforms which together will bring greater
effectiveness, transparency and accountability to our governance structure.
The proposed reforms should therefore be considered in their entirety, and not
in a piecemeal fashion.

Our aim is to achieve clarity of remits for the domestic committees, and clarity
of roles for committee members. We propose a smaller number of committees,
with clear demarcations of responsibility, formal delegations of authority, and
a clear hierarchy. Our vision is for a small cadre of members with the time,
interest and expertise necessary to engage with domestic committee matters on
behalf of the House, working in partnership with the staff of the House.

To give effect to our vision we recommend the following structure:

. A senior committee to set the strategy of the House and the
Administration and to monitor the performance of the Administration
against agreed targets;

° Two supporting committees, one dealing with all aspects of services
for members to be called the ‘Services Committee’; the other a
Finance Committee;

. Three new posts: a chair for each of the Services Committee and the
Finance Committee, and a new role entitled Senior Deputy Speaker,
to replace the Chairman of Committees.

We make several other recommendations about membership and ways of
working which we set out in detail in our report. Underpinning our proposals
is the belief that no governance structure, however well thought-out, can work
without a sense of shared purpose and commitment from those involved. We
look to the Leaders of the party groups, to the Convenor of the Crossbench
peers, to the office-holders, and to all those members and staff involved in
governance to make the new arrangements as effective as possible. A common
goal must be the starting point for the change that we envisage.

We make this report to the Leader of the House and look to her to put our
report before the House as a whole and to take forward our recommendations.
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our conclusions on the current governance structure

The current terms of reference for the committees and the relationships
between them are unsatisfactory and in urgent need of review.(Paragraph 28)

There are too many domestic committees. (Paragraph 30)

The current governance arrangements do not meet standards of best practice
in a number of respects. (Paragraph 34)

The process by which members are appointed is unsatisfactory and does
not always make the best use of existing expertise within the House.
(Paragraph 36)

The roles and responsibilities that committee members are expected to
undertake are unclear. (Paragraph 41)

There is a need for significant improvement in communications between
domestic committees and the House. (Paragraph 44)

The select committee style of conducting meetings is inappropriate for
domestic committees. (Paragraph 46)

Relationships between members and staff could be improved. (Paragraph 48)

The Management Board and the House Committee could work more
effectively together for the smooth delivery of services to members.
(Paragraph 51)

Although joint working is rightly increasing across the two Houses,
the governance of joint and shared services has not kept pace with these
developments. (Paragraph 55)

Our proposals for change

We recommend the following new governance structure:

. A new senior committee to set the strategic direction for the House
and the Administration and to monitor the performance of the
Administration against agreed targets;

. "Two new supporting committees:
. a Services Committee dealing with services for members, and
° a Finance Committee;

. each with clearly defined terms of reference agreed by the senior
committee.

. Appropriate delegations from the senior committee to the Services
Committee; and from the Services Committee to its Chair and to the
Management Board.

. Two new posts to chair the Services Committee and the Finance
Committee;
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. A third new post entitled Senior Deputy Speaker to focus on matters
relating to proceedings of the House and to deputise for the Lord
Speaker, to replace the Chairman of Committees;

. A change to the title of the Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees
to ‘Chair of the European Union Committee’. (Paragraph 73)

We recommend that the Audit Committee be formally designated as a sub-
committee of the senior committee; that its members should be appointed
by that committee; and that its Chair be invited to attend the meetings of the
senior committee. (Paragraph 75)

We recommend that the Works of Art Committee be reconfigured as an
advisory panel with power to make recommendations, reporting to the Lord
Speaker. (Paragraph 77)

We recommend that the senior committee should have the following
membership:

° Lord Speaker (Chair)
. The Senior Deputy Speaker
. The three Leaders, or their delegated representatives
. The Convenor of the Crossbench peers
o Four backbench members including
o Chair of the Services Committee
. Chair of the Finance Committee

. Two other backbench members drawn from the groups not
holding the Chair of either the Services Committee or the Finance
Committee

o Two external non-executive members (Paragraph 82)
We further recommend that:

. the membership of the supporting committees should be composed of
three members from each of the Labour and Conservative groups, and
two each from the Liberal Democrat group and the Crossbench peers;

° the Chair of the Audit Committee should be an additional member of
the Finance Committee;

. the supporting committees should have the powers to call on external
advisers. (Paragraph 87)

We recommend that nominations to the domestic committees are made by
the party groups, subject to criteria designed to deliver effective and engaged
committees. (Paragraph 90)

In order to make the best use of the expertise of members we recommend
that the senior committee should keep under review the optimum length of
service on domestic committees. (Paragraph 91)
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We recommend that the induction of committee members should be
further developed, with support from the Leaders of the party groups and
the Convenor of the Crossbench peers, as well as the Chairs of the new
Committees. (Paragraph 93)

We recommend that the new Senior Deputy Speaker and the new Chairs of
the Services Committee and the Finance Committee should:

. be nominated by the party groups, following a process of selection;
. have job descriptions and agreed terms of office;

. work closely with the LLord Speaker to ensure the effective governance
of the House. (Paragraph 99)

We further recommend that the chair of the Services Committee should be
accountable to members for the work of that Committee through written
and oral questions. (Paragraph 100)

We recommend that the senior committee and the two supporting committees
should ensure that the format of all their meetings encourages a sense of
shared purpose and partnership. (Paragraph 103)

We recommend that there should be regular joint meetings between the
senior committee and the Management Board. In addition we recommend a
joint annual away day at which strategy and priorities should be discussed, to
feed into the development of business and financial plans. (Paragraph 105)

We recommend that there should be a detailed memorandum of understanding
between the senior committee and the Management Board to specify what
matters are delegated to the Management Board, and what matters require
endorsement from the senior committee. (Paragraph 106)

Whatever the means chosen, we recommend that planning for routine and
effective communication with the House is considered a matter of utmost
importance for the new committees, once established. (Paragraph 109)

We recommend that the new committees, once established, explore the
appetite among their Commons counterparts for regular joint meetings
at which issues of common concern could be discussed and decided.
(Paragraph 113)

We recommend that the revised structure is implemented without delay.
(Paragraph 116)



Governance of Domestic
Committees in the House of Lords

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Background

The Leader’s Group on Governance was established by written ministerial
statement by the Leader of the House, Baroness Stowell of Beeston, on 23
March 2015 with a remit to “consider governance arrangements in the House
of Lords”.!

The detailed terms of reference for the Group were: “to consider how to
ensure that domestic committee decision-making in the House of Lords is
effective, transparent and accountable”. In particular, the Group was asked
to:

“examine domestic committee decision-making structures, including
which decisions go to which committee, or are referred between
committees, and which decisions are remitted to the House; and consider
what arrangements are necessary to uphold the interest of the House of
Lords as an equal partner when making decisions alongside, or sharing

services with, the House of Commons”.?

This report sets out our findings and proposals for change.

Our inquiry

Our inquiry does not concern the work of the House as a legislative chamber.
We were not asked to consider matters relating to procedure, the size of the
House, its composition, or the conduct of members. Our remit is to examine
the governance of services and facilities provided to members of the House
to support them in their capacity as legislators. We acknowledge that not
all members will be interested in such matters. However, these services and
facilities exist for the benefit of all members and they underpin the smooth
and effective running of a legislative chamber. It follows that the decision-
making structures which govern the provision of such services and facilities
are as vital to the work of the House as a whole, as to the effective participation
of individual members. It is important therefore that the decisions governing
such services are effective, transparent and accountable, as befits a 21st
century legislature.

We began meeting in June 2015 and concluded our work in December. We
have met more than twenty times. Over the course of our review we spoke
to many members of the House, including the Leaders of the party groups
and office-holders, as well as backbench members, and members of staff. We
invited written comments and we held four informal drop-in sessions, open
to members and staff, in July and October. In addition we have had countless
impromptu conversations with members that have arisen as a result of our
appointment. We are enormously grateful to all those who have taken the
time to speak to us or to make a submission.

1
2

HL Deb, 23 March 2015, HL.WS425
Ibid.
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We make this report to the Leader of the House and look to her to
put our report before the House as a whole and to take forward our
recommendations.

Context

The backdrop to our inquiry is one of continuing change and significant
challenge for Parliament as a whole, and for the House of Lords in particular.
The House of Lords has changed considerably since its governance
arrangements were last reviewed in 2001-02. The House is much busier
than before: the average daily attendance is now 483 members, compared to
370 members in 2001-02.> With increased attendance comes an increased
demand for services and facilities; those demands need to be balanced
against the need for efficiency and cost-effectiveness, at a time of budgetary
restraint.

There has been increasing scrutiny of the House of Lords in recent times.
Questions concerning the size, composition and constitutional role of the
House have given rise to closer public interest in all aspects of how the House
works, and how its members conduct themselves. This scrutiny should
rightly extend to the way in which decisions are made about the facilities and
services which support members in their work as parliamentarians.

There is a growing need for a sense of cohesion and shared purpose between
the two Houses of Parliament. In day-to-day operational matters there is
already a high degree of collaborative working between the two Houses. A
bi-cameral review of shared services, which sought to identify the current
extent of joint working, as well as opportunities for its expansion, found
that 64% of the aggregated resource spend of the two Houses is already
managed through some form of shared services. Further work has now been
commissioned to establish the steps necessary to join up more services,
prioritising those areas where significant benefits have been identified.
These include Hansard, catering, in-house cleaning, diversity and inclusion,
learning and development, and internal audit. Recently, the Restoration and
Renewal programme, established to tackle the work required to maintain
the Palace of Westminster as the home of the UK parliament, has given the
two Houses the responsibility for making a decision of an unprecedented
complexity, scale and significance. It has underlined the importance of the
two Houses being able to act together when appropriate, in the interests of
Parliament as a whole.

Current governance in the House of Lords

We set out below for reference the current governance arrangements in the
House of Lords (see Figure 1).

3

House of Lords Annual Report 2002-03, Appendix D, Business of the House Statistics; House of
Lords Journal Office, Business Statistics Session 2014-15
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Figure 1: Current House of Lords governance structure
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10. The House Committee sets the policy framework for the administration of

the House and has responsibility for financial matters. It is chaired by the
Lord Speaker. The Leaders of the three main parties, the Convenor of the
Crossbench Peers and the Chairman of Committees are members on an ex
officio basis. There are also six backbench members.

11. There are four domestic committees concerned with the governance of the
House, whose terms of reference are set out below (see Box 1). The Chairman
of Committees currently chairs the Administration and Works Committee
and the Refreshment Committee. The Committee of Selection nominates
the chairs of the other committees.


http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-information-office/2015/HouseofLords-Annual-Report-201415.pdf

10 GOVERNANCE OF DOMESTIC COMMITTEES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

Box 1: Terms of reference of the House Committee and the domestic
committees

House Commuttee

To set the policy framework for the administration of the House and to provide
non-executive guidance to the Management Board; to approve the House’s
strategic, business and financial plans; to agree the annual Estimates and
Supplementary Estimates; to supervise the arrangements relating to Members’
expenses; and to approve the House of Lords Annual Report.

Administration and Works Committee

"To consider administrative services, accommodation and works, including works
relating to security, within the strategic framework and financial limits approved
by the House Committee.

Refreshment Committee

To advise on the refreshment services provided for the House, within the strategic
framework and financial limits approved by the House Committee.

Information Committee

To consider information and communications services, including the Library
and the Parliamentary Archives, within the strategic framework and financial
limits approved by the House Committee.

Works of Art Committee

To administer the House of Lords Works of Art Collection Fund; and to consider
matters relating to works of art and the artistic heritage in the House of Lords,
within the strategic framework and financial limits approved by the House
Committee.

Source: House Committee, Domestic Committees’ Terms of Reference, (st Report, Session 200708, HL
Paper 13), agreed by the House on 5 December 2007, see HL Deb 7 December 2007 col 1702

12. There are in addition four other domestic committees currently chaired by
the Chairman of Committees—Liaison Committee, Procedure Committee,
Committee for Privileges and Conduct, and Committee of Selection. They
have not formed part of our inquiry as they concern proceedings of the
House, rather than governance of its facilities and services.

13. The House of Lords Management Board is made up of senior members
of staff and is chaired by the Clerk of the Parliaments. It takes strategic
and corporate decisions for the House Administration within the policy
framework set by the House Committee, and prepares the plans, estimates
and reports that require approval by the House Committee.

Previous governance reviews

14. There have been several reviews of governance in the House of Lords in
the last 20 years. The most recent significant review in 2001-02, known
as the ‘“Tordoff Review’ after the then Chairman of Committees, led to the
establishment of the House Committee and the other domestic committees
as currently constituted.*

4 Select Committee on House of Lords Offices, Report by the Working Group on Management and Services
(5th Report, Session 2001-02, HL Paper 105), Appendix 2
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http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200102/ldselect/ldholoff/105/10504.htm
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The Tordoff Review

The structural problem identified by the Tordoff Review was that the Select
Committee on the House of Lords’ Offices, the predecessor to the House
Committee, had largely delegated its authority to its sub-committees. The
sub-committees did not have powers to report to the House; and the Offices
Committee acted as little more than a “post-box”, receiving reports of
decisions and where necessary reporting them to the House. There were
no explicit terms of reference, and there was no clarity about what decisions
needed to be referred upwards to the Offices Committee, and which needed

to be referred upwards to the House.

The solution proposed by Tordoff underlies the system as it exists today. The
principal objective was that “there should be a coherent strategy covering
domestic management and services and the financial arrangements of the
House.”® There was to be a single committee providing leadership and
strategic planning for the entire Administration, including for the other
domestic committees and the staff of the House. It would be composed of
the Leaders of the main political groups and the Convenor of the Crossbench
peers, the Chairman of Committees, and four backbench members.”

The sub-committees were transformed into full committees. Tordoff
envisaged their primary purpose primarily as “user groups”, canvassing
the views of members and making policy recommendations.® They were to
play a vital role in providing a channel for members to make complaints or
suggestions about the services in the House.

The Tordoff-Hunt Review

A review in 2007 by Lord Tordoff and Lord Hunt of Wirral at the request
of the then Lord Speaker in her capacity as Chair of the House Committee,
suggested that the structure was sound and required only minor tweaks.’
The role of the domestic committees as user groups was reinforced; wide
consultation with members, whether informal or formal, and regular
reporting back to the House, were considered essential if the existing
arrangements were to work to their full potential.!°

Very few of those who spoke to us, or made a submission, believed that
the ambitions of the Tordoff Review had been realised by the governance
arrangements currently in place. The findings of the Group serve to reinforce
this point.

Governance in the House of Commons

The need to work cooperatively and collegiately with the House of Commons
is clear. Following the report by the Committee on House of Commons
Governance in December 2014,!! a series of changes have been implemented
to its governance and management structure, which are still in the process of

10
11

Ibid., para 11

Ibid., para 22

The current composition of the House Committee differs from this proposal in that it comprises six
backbench members and in addition the Lord Speaker, whose election the Tordoff Review preceded.
Select Committee on House of Lords Offices, Report by the Working Group on Management and Services
(5th Report, Session 2001-02, HL Paper 105), Appendix 2, paragraph 39

House of Lords, House Committee, Internal Governance, H/07-08/1, November 2007

Ibid., paras 27 and 32

House of Commons Governance Committee, House of Commons Governance (First Report, Session
2014-15, HC 692)
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bedding in. The principal changes have been to the remit and composition
of the House of Commons Commission. It has been given a new statutory
responsibility to “set strategic priorities and objectives for the services
provided by the House departments.”'? Its composition has been amended
to enable it to deliver on its revised remit. Its members are the Speaker, the
Leader of the House and the shadow Leader of the House; four backbench
members, including the Chairs of the Administration Committee and the
Finance Committee; two external members appointed by open competition;
and two official members. The official members are the Clerk of the House
and the newly-appointed Director-General of the House of Commons.

Figure 2: Governance structure of the House of Commons
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Source: House of Commons Commission, Annual Report, 2014-15, HC 341

21.

The Executive Committee

The management board of the House of Commons was replaced with an
Executive Committee after the Governance Committee found that there
was a “dysfunctional relationship” between it and the Commission.!®> The

12 House of Commons Commission Act 2015, section 2
13 House of Commons Governance Committee, House of Commons Governance (First Report, Session

2014-15, HC 692), para 57
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new Executive Committee is a formal sub-committee of the Commission,
and is chaired by the new Director-General of the House of Commons. It
is made up of the Clerk of the House and the five heads of departments
(Information, Human Resources, Finance, Facilities and Committee and
Chamber Services). The Director of the Parliamentary Digital Service
is a co-opted member. It has specific responsibilities delegated to it by
the Commission in a formal instrument of delegation under the House of
Commons Administration Act 1978.

Domestic commuittees in the House of Commons

The Commission is supported by two domestic committees: the
Administration Committee and the Finance Committee (previously the
Finance and Services Committee). The Administration Committee was
established in 2005 to incorporate the remits of five former domestic
committees, including Accommodation & Works, Administration,
Broadcasting, Catering and Information. It advises the Commission on
improvements to services provided to members and the general public. It has
some specific executive responsibilities for day-to-day operational matters,
agreed formally with the Commission.

The Finance Committee considers expenditure on services for the House of
Commons and has particular responsibility for the preparation and detailed
scrutiny of the House’s budgets. It has no executive authority and is not part
of the formal approval process for expenditure. In order for the two domestic
committees to have equal status the Governance Committee recommended
placing the Chairs of both Committees on the Commission; previously only
the Chair of Finance had been a member.!

14 House of Commons Governance Committee, House of Commons Governance (First Report, Session

2014-15, HC 692), para 145
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CHAPTER 2: OUR FINDINGS

Our findings draw on the views expressed by members and staff of the House
during our meetings and informal drop-in sessions, in written submissions,
and in informal conversations. The Group heard from current and former
office-holders, party group Leaders and backbench members, representing
a wide range of professional backgrounds and length of membership of
the House. We also heard from a number of staff, ranging from senior
management to junior staff, and representing a wide range of outside
experience and length of service. Despite the variety of sources there was a
high degree of consistency in the themes which emerged.

We decided early on to treat all submissions and comments in confidence
in order to encourage a free and frank exchange of views. Therefore we will
not be quoting from any submissions or comments made. Instead, we have
provided a summary of the most salient themes below.

Common themes

Roles, remits and terms of reference

A strong recurring theme from members and staff was that there was
insufficient clarity about the role and remit of the House Committee and
the other domestic committees. We were told there was uncertainty over
which committee was responsible for considering any given issue. Some
issues were considered by two or more committees, and there was potential
for contradictory approaches. Several submissions argued for clearer
demarcations of responsibilities between the committees.

It was unclear who had responsibility for making decisions. Although
the House Committee set the policy framework within which the other
committees operated, suggesting a position of seniority, there was no scheme
of delegation. The terms of reference of the domestic committees referred to
their task being “to consider” relevant issues.!” However, once a committee
had considered an issue and reached a conclusion, it was not always clear
whether it was necessary to refer that conclusion to other committees or to
the House for approval. Some suggested that the domestic committees should
be made formal sub-committees of the House Committee, to reinforce its
role as the senior committee of the House. There was confusion about the
relationship between the domestic committees and about where decision-
making power ultimately rested; some suspected it rested with the staff.

It is our view that the current terms of reference for the committees
and the relationships between them are unsatisfactory and in urgent
need of review.

Number of committees

Several members and staff told us there were too many committees and
too many members involved in domestic issues; this served to exacerbate
confusion about remits. There were wide-ranging calls from members and
staff to merge the domestic committees into a single ‘administration’ or
‘services’ committee.

We conclude that there are too many domestic committees.

15 See Box 1: Terms of reference of the House Committee and the domestic committees
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Good practice

A number of submissions suggested that the current structure did not meet
expected standards of good practice in governance. These pointed out that all
members of domestic committees were members of the House, and therefore
were directly affected by the decisions being made, which often involved the
use of public funds. Other submissions suggested it could be difficult for
members to balance impartially the interests of the House, its members, and
the general public.

The lack of non-executive oversight was a concern for many who spoke to us.
There was wide-ranging support for the addition of non-executive members
to the senior committee. The suggested benefits included an improved
dynamic in meetings and valuable outside expertise.

There were also concerns about insufficient accountability to the House.
The operations of domestic committees appeared shrouded in mystery to
many members who had not served on them. It was even suggested that an
air of secrecy was deliberately cultivated. Other submissions by members
indicated that there was little idea of who could be consulted about any given
issue.

We find that current governance arrangements do not meet standards
of best practice in a number of respects.

Appointment process

Several members and staff commented on the process for appointment
to domestic committees. Committee members were nominated by their
party groups. This was appropriate in order to ensure representation from
across the House, but there were several suggestions that nominations were
not treated with the same care and importance as the nominations to the
investigative select committees. Not all committee members demonstrated
an interest in, or knowledge of, relevant areas. This may have arisen, we were
told, from the lack of clarity in the terms of reference—members were less
keen to serve on committees whose role and purpose were unclear. In some
cases, members agreed to serve on domestic committees in exchange for the
promise of a more desirable committee when a vacancy next arose.

We conclude that the process by which members are appointed is
unsatisfactory and does not always make the best use of existing
expertise within the House.

Roles and responsibilities of commuittee members

The Tordoff Review had intended the domestic committees to act as user
groups, providing a communication channel between the Administration
and the membership. Committee members were expected to report to their
party groups on the activities of the committees, and to feed back the views
of their groups to the relevant committee. Many members of domestic
committees were entirely unaware of this expectation. Nor was it supported
by the party group meetings; discussion of domestic committee business at
such meetings was infrequent, rather than routine, and tended to arise in
response to rumours.

In the absence of effective terms of reference, committee members were not
always clear about their roles and responsibilities. Members often had many
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other commitments and sometimes found it difficult to find the time to
carry out their responsibilities in relation to domestic committees. Moreover,
not all committee members demonstrated a willingness to accept that it was
their role to act corporately on behalf of the House as a whole.

A number of submissions commented on the very limited process of induction
for committee members. We were told that efforts had been made recently to
improve on this: the former Chairman of Committees had produced a guide
at the start of the current Parliament, and arranged presentations by members
and staff for new committee members; unfortunately, these were not well
attended. The rotation rule was also cited as militating against continuity
and engagement: members did not build up the necessary expertise and as a
result, oversight of the Administration was weakened.

Concerns were raised by a small number of members and staff about the role
of the Leaders on domestic committees. Their many competing priorities
could potentially make it difficult for them to engage sufficiently with the
detail of management and administration. Some argued that attending
meetings of the House Committee was not the best use of time for the
Leaders; others disagreed.

We conclude that the roles and responsibilities that committee
members are expected to undertake are unclear.

Communications

It was widely felt by those who spoke to us that communications between the
domestic committees and the House were poor. Reliance on the user group
model had failed; as mentioned above, few committee members were aware
of their role in communicating between the committees and the membership.
Red Benches, although a helpful innovation, was not considered enough on
its own for communication to be effective. At the same time, there was a
recognition that in a House where members had many other calls on their
time, it was difficult to find a means of communicating on matters that were
not of immediate interest to all.

A smaller number of submissions commented that members did not receive
notice prior to an issue being considered by a committee; the first indication
was when a report was published, for which the House’s approval was sought.
It was suggested that there should be a mechanism for interested members to
be made aware of issues under consideration.

We find thereisaneed forsignificantimprovementin communications
between domestic committees and the House.

Select commuttee model

Many people who spoke to us or submitted comments shared the view that
the current model for meetings, based on a select committee sitting around
a horse-shoe table, required review. Objections were raised on a number of
fronts, but the most common was that this was not appropriate to the task
in hand. It did not encourage collective, collegiate working. In particular,
several submissions referred to the practice of having the staff sit in the seats
usually reserved for witnesses, which encouraged an adversarial dynamic.
One submission likened it to a Public Accounts Committee hearing, another
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to an inquisition. As a result, we were told, staff tended to adopt a defensive
stance.

We find that the select committee style of conducting meetings is
inappropriate for domestic committees.

Relationships between members and staff

A number of submissions made the point that the unique character of the
House of Lords sometimes inhibited the kind of frank discussion between
members and staff at all levels which is necessary for good decision-making.
The sometimes adversarial nature of meetings was cited as militating against
constructive relationships. Some submissions suggested that the apparent
lack of understanding or interest from some committee members could
be dispiriting for staff, and could make it hard to resist the temptation
to progress matters without reference to committees. Others felt that the
Administration was not working closely enough with the membership and
the usual channels, and there was a risk of two systems operating in parallel.

We conclude that relationships between members and staff could be
improved.

Management Board and House Committee

Fewer comments were made about the relationship between the Management
Board and the House Committee. Nonetheless, the comments had a
consistent theme. The relationship was ill-defined, distant, and had not
developed into a mature executive/non-executive working relations