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PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND CONSTITUTIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (PACAC) INQUIRY INTO THE HOUSE OF LORDS, AN EFFECTIVE SECOND CHAMBER?
SUBMISSION BY THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS IN PUBLIC LIFE
1. The Committee welcomes PACAC’s inquiry into the House of Lords.
 
2. We have not commented on those issues raised in your terms of reference which are beyond the remit of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, but we have offered views on two areas in which we do have an interest: patronage and how that may link to power and lobbying; and the issue of function and role of the House in terms of how the standards and behaviour of members of the House can impact on the overall effectiveness of the House. 
3. You asked whether there should be greater oversight of the patronage the Prime Minister exercises over appointments to the House of Lords.  There is a long standing convention that the Prime Minister, as well as being able to nominate up to 10 people for Life Peerages each Parliament for significant public service, has unlimited patronage to add to the numbers of the House of Lords as she or he sees fit.   However, the former Prime Minister’s resignation honours list published in August this year that announced 48 honours and 13 new Conservative peers, provoked damaging headlines in the press.  
4. There was a sense that peerages can be handed out as rewards to political allies or party donors, that party donations carry influence, and that such patronage is a mechanism for giving political favours that intensifies mistrust of politics and politicians.
5. The research we commissioned earlier in the year into public attitudes to party funding in Britain highlighted clear public concern over the motivation of large party donations. A substantial majority of respondents believed that large party donations are motivated by hopes for access and influence or special favours from the political party.  79% of those asked identified these as the most common motivations for donors.  Furthermore, more than 90% of respondents believed that politicians ‘very often’ or ‘sometimes’ do special favours for their donors.  Our report is clear that the public believe that this behaviour is unacceptable.  We commend this report to you which is available on our website at https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/565048/Dee_Goddard_CSPL_Party_Funding_Report.pdf .
6. It is not for this Committee to determine the function, the size or role of the House, but how peers are appointed, the indiscriminate use of patronage, the increasing numbers of peers, tarnishes the reputation of the House and leads to public concern about cost and function of the second Chamber.  The Committee has a long-standing interest in the implications of the cumulative effect of influence and power for standards in public life.  Whilst we note that the Government does not intend now on embarking on reform of the House of Lords and comprehensive reform is not a priority for this Parliament, a statement on how this powerful prerogative might be approached going forward, might help towards restoring public confidence in the appointment of peers to the House.  If the public believe action is being taken, this may be a first step in rebuilding trust.
7. Your inquiry also asked how it might be possible to ensure that peers, when appointed, will contribute to the function and role of the House of Lords?  Again, whilst it is beyond this Committee’s remit to comment on the role of the House of Lords, we would emphasise the importance of standards within the House.  To a large extent, the effectiveness of the House depends on its reputation and the behaviour of one member can have a disproportionate effect on the reputation of the whole House.  It is absolutely essential that members of the House recognise their role and act according to, and take responsibility for, the standards expected of them.   
8. The House of Lords Code of Conduct is there to help Members discharge the duties that the Code places on them all.  The Code is intended to provide the openness and accountability necessary to reinforce public confidence in the way in which Members of the House of Lords perform their parliamentary duties and should be a clear part of any induction process for new peers.   Ethical induction and training is key and an important first step in building ethical awareness and understanding.  All those in public life, whether employed, appointed or elected, should be aware of their ethical responsibilities and be prepared to act as ethical leaders.
  
Annex A
Committee on Standards in Public Life: Background
The Committee on Standards in Public Life is an advisory Non-Departmental Public Body (NDPB). The Committee was established in October 1994, by the then Prime Minister, with the following terms of reference:
“To examine current concerns about standards of conduct of all holders of public office, including arrangements relating to financial and commercial activities, and make recommendations as to any changes in present arrangements which might be required to ensure the highest standards of propriety in public life”.
The Principles of Selflessness, Objectivity, Integrity, Accountability, Openness, Honesty and Leadership remain the basis of the ethical standards expected of public office holders and continue as key criteria for assessing the quality of public life.
The Committee’s terms of reference were updated in 2013: “...the Committee’s remit to examine ‘standards of conduct of all holders of public office’ [encompasses] all those involved in the delivery of public services, not solely those appointed or elected to public office” (Hansard (HC) 5 February 2013, col. 7WS). 
The Committee’s terms of reference were further clarified in a House of Lords written Parliamentary Question on 28th February 2013 to explain that the Committee’s remit means it “can examine issues relating to the ethical standards of the delivery of public services by private and voluntary sector organisations, paid for by public funds, even where those delivering the services have not been appointed or elected to public office” (Hansard Column WA347). 
A Research Advisory Board chaired by Professor Mark Philp, University of Warwick, supports the Committee’s work.

































Committee on Standards in Public Life














� The background to the Committee is set out at Annex A.


� Ethics in Practice: Promoting Ethical Conduct in Public Life July 2014 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336976/2902536_CSPL_EthicsInPractice_acc.pdf
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