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Introduction
1. In March 2015, the Rt Hon Liam Byrne MP submitted a claim to the Independent
Parliamentary Standards Authority (IPSA) for costs relating to the postage of leaflets,
under the MPs’ Scheme of Business Costs and Expenses (the Scheme).
2. The claims for £491.08 were initially paid in full. Following a post-payment assurance
check in April 2015, it was determined by IPSA that the costs related to newsletters which
are prohibited under the Scheme. As a result, the MP was told that the costs would need
to be repaid.
3. MPs are sent financial statements each month detailing their financial position with IPSA.
These statements contain details of any amounts which are required to be repaid. If MPs
miss deadlines to repay, they are put into ‘offsetting’. During ‘offsetting’ any future claims
for eligible business costs and expenses are not reimbursed until the amount due to be
repaid is recovered in full. In this instance, Mr Byrne was placed in offsetting in order to
recover the amount.
4. On 17 February 2016, Mr Byrne’s office contacted the Compliance Officer for IPSA to
request a review of the decision by IPSA to refuse the expense claims (and in this instance,
to require repayment of the claims).
5. Section 6A of the Parliamentary Standards Act 2009 (the Act) provides that if:
(a) the IPSA determines under section 6(3)1 that a claim is to be refused or that only part
of the amount claimed is to be allowed, and
(b) the member (after asking the IPSA to reconsider the determination and giving it a
reasonable opportunity to do so) asks the Compliance Officer to review the
determination (or any altered determination resulting from the IPSA’s reconsideration)
The Compliance Officer must (a) consider whether the determination (or the altered determination) is the
determination that should have been made, and
(b) in light of the consideration, decide whether or not to confirm or alter it.
4. Paragraph 9 of the notes for Guidance on the Conduct of Reviews by the Compliance
Officer for IPSA states that:
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Section 6(3) of the Act states that on receipt of a claim, the IPSA must – (a) determine whether to allow or
refuse the claim, and (b) if it is allowed, determine how much of the amount claimed is to be allowed and pay
it accordingly.

The Compliance Officer will, taking into account all information, evidence and
representations, decide whether the determination (or the altered determination) is the
determination that should have been made under the Scheme and in light of that,
whether or not to confirm or alter it.
5. There are three claim lines in question: two in form number 424961, and one in form
number 415186. The total cost of the three claims is £491.08. A breakdown of the claims
in question can be found at Annex A.
6. The Compliance Officer has established that an internal review of the initial decision to
reject the claim has been conducted by IPSA and the original decision upheld.
7. As a result there is no impediment to the Compliance Officer accepting the request for a
review.

The Basis for the Review
8. In an email to the Compliance Officer, the proxy for Mr Byrne stated: “Our contention is
that these were invitations to residents meetings as opposed to newsletters. The invoice
has been erroneously labelled as “A4 newsletter leaflets”; as you can see from the
accompanying artwork these were A3 products and were invitations to a residents
meeting”.

The Review
17. In conducting the review, the Compliance Officer has relied upon the Sixth Edition of the
Scheme (April 2014 to March 2015) and, in addition, has utilised the following:
 Validation Notes – notes appended to a claim submitted by an MP by the IPSA
Validator describing the reason for the rejection of a claim;
 Workflow History – shows the date the claim was opened by the MP or proxy, the date
of submission to IPSA and details of how the claim was processed by IPSA;
 Correspondence between IPSA and the MP; and
 Copies of the mailings in question.
18. The following areas of the Scheme are relevant to the review:
Fundamental Principles
MPs have the right to be reimbursed for unavoidable costs where they are incurred wholly,
exclusively, and necessarily in the performance of their parliamentary functions, but not
otherwise.

Chapter 6: Office Costs Expenditure
6.1 Office Costs Expenditure (OCE) is provided to meet the costs of renting, equipping and
running an MP’s office or offices and surgeries where these costs are not claimable from
other budgets under this Scheme, or from other sources.
6.5 MPs are entitled to exercise discretion over claims for items that meet the purposes of
Office Costs Expenditure budget, provided that the claims meets the general conditions of
the Scheme and the conditions of this chapter.
6.6 Office Costs Expenditure may only be claimed for the performance of parliamentary
functions. It may not be claimed for:
c. newsletters
19. The claims relate to three monthly mailings in January, February and March 2015, sent to
constituents with the title ‘Liam’s Local News’. The mailings are A3 in size and contain:
Side 1 – news and updates from the MP, accompanied by photos; and
Side 2 – an invitation to local meetings being held with the MP and local councillors
regarding community issues. Also, a short questionnaire and space for constituents to fill
in their contact details.
A copy of the January mailing can be found at Annex B.
20. The content of side 2 of the mailing inviting constituents to local meetings is parliamentary
in nature and would on its own be an eligible cost under the Scheme.
21. The content of side 1, entitled ‘Liam’s Local News’, is, without equivocation, a newsletter.
22. The Scheme is clear that costs will only be reimbursed where they are incurred wholly,
exclusively, and necessarily in the performance of their parliamentary functions, but not
otherwise.
23. The Scheme is also clear that costs relating to the production or distribution of newsletters
are not eligible.

Conclusions
24. Although elements of the mailing in question may otherwise have been eligible under the
Scheme, a significant proportion of the mailing is a newsletter, which is explicitly
prohibited.

25. The mailing cannot be said to be ‘wholly, exclusively and necessarily’ parliamentary and
is therefore not allowable under the Scheme.
17. Taking into account all available information, the Compliance Officer believes that the
determination made by IPSA to refuse the three claims was correct and made in
accordance with the Scheme.
18. The Compliance Officer therefore concludes that IPSA were correct in recovering
£491.08.
19. Section 6A(6) of the Act provides that an MP requesting a review may appeal the decision
of the Compliance Officer to a ‘First-tier Tribunal’ if they are not satisfied with the
outcome. The appeal must be submitted within 28 days of receiving the decision. Further
information on how to appeal a decision by the Compliance Officer can be found at the
following address: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/mp-expenses-appeal-a-complianceofficers-decision.
20. In accordance with the Guidance on the Conduct of Reviews by the Compliance Officer
for IPSA, details of the review will be published in a manner decided by the Compliance
Officer.
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Annex A: Refused Claims
Form Type

Form No.

EXPENSES: Office Costs
EXPENSES: Office Costs
EXPENSES: Office Costs

0000415816
0000424961
0000424961

Date

Expense Type

09/03/2015 Postage Purchase
29/03/2015 Postage Purchase
29/03/2015 Postage Purchase

Reimbursed

Status

128.28 Repaid by MP
157.12 Repaid by MP
205.68 Repaid by MP

Annex B: Mailing being claimed

