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HONOURS

HONOURS: TRANSPARENCY

In accordance with the term of reference for the review, this paper examines possible pressure for greater transparency in the honours system, covering both the process and those involved, taking particular account of the procedures of the House of Lords Appointments Commission. It concludes by offering for discussion three possible approaches to the issue: (a) do nothing and just wait and see; (b) prepare reforms to be in a position to respond to pressure should it actually materialise; and (c) start making reforms now, embracing transparency as an opportunity for improving the operation of the system rather than resisting it as a threat.
“the obsessive secrecy surrounding the working of the system should

end. It is a private arcanum of public patronage.” (Times leader, 31

December 1992)

“Broadcasters believe that some transparency regarding the honours system would be in the public interest – and would fit well with this Government’s broader public policy commitment to the ‘democratisation’ of this system.” (ITN submission on draft FOI Bill, July 1999)

1.
The honours system is not a live issue at the moment. There is currently no serious questioning of the system, whether from a political, intellectual, social or propriety perspective. 
 Nor is there much evidence of public dissatisfaction with the system.
2.
However, the general trend towards greater transparency in public life increases the prospect of the system’s inner workings being opened up to public view and scrutiny.
3.
This prospect has been increased by a number of current and imminent developments:

(i)
The completion of the final stages of the Freedom of Information Bill, with the Act’s provisions coming into force over a staggered five-year period.
(ii)
The creation of the independent House of Lords Appointments Commission. It completes its first nomination round on 17 November and it plans to make its first recommendations in the first three months of 2001.
(iii)
The widening of the remit of the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee to cover nominees for high-level, non-political honours who have made party political donations of £5,000 or more over the past five years and to ensure that the honours lists do not favour unduly such donors. The Committee will make annual reports to the Prime Minister on how it has

discharged its new remit and these will be reported to Parliament.

(iv)
The possible introduction of a new award in 2002 to mark the Oueen’s Golden Jubilee preceded by some publicity to invite nominations.

(v)
The diversity agenda and the need to secure a proper national and regional balance means that there will be continuing scrutiny of the type, background and geographical base of people honoured.

4.
The honours system must be able to withstand the sort of scrutiny that could arise as a result of interest stimulated by any of the above developments. There is a need to check that the current process is sufficiently well-founded to produce valid, fair and defensible results. Any weak points identified in the current arrangements should be remedied straight away so that a more transparent process does not cause embarrassment, whether it is adopted voluntarily as a response to the new ‘spirit of the age’ or whether revelations on how the system works are extracted through external pressure.

A mystery that is in the public domain
5.
Sometimes, it would appear that the honours system is the last Bagehotian magic secret left in British public life. In a collective suspension of realism, recipients and general public tend to behave as if the honours are somehow personally decided by the Queen herself, unmediated by any administrative support structure. Honours have proved a general exception to today’s climate of kiss and tell, with remarkably few recipients failing to keep the news of a forthcoming award to themselves.
6.
The media are also generally happy to maintain the mystery. They get two bumper days of personal interest stories and a flow of repeats as the famous and deserving go to the Palace to receive their awards. They have no interest in destroying the fiction that the honours system somehow operates outside and above the normal bureaucratic framework. With rare exceptions, they have not sought to establish and reveal how the system works. Hence, and counter to the general trend to publish the terms of reference and membership of Government and public bodies up to and including Cabinet Committees, the structure and membership of the expert Committees which consider nominations and make recommendations for Honours to the Prime Minister remain confidential.
7.
Interested and informed public opinion is, of course, aware that the two annual lists are the product of considerable organised effort. Official accounts of the system are available
 and authoritative descriptions of how it works appear from time to time. For example, the 1998 Neill report on the funding of political parties gave an accurate summary (based as it was on evidence submitted by the Ceremonial Officer) of how the system works:
“nominations may be made by major national associations, bodies or businesses (or Government senior staff in the field) to the Government department which sponsors them or their activities; or by members of the public (a) to the Nominations Unit (in the Ceremonial Branch, which administers the honours system, in the Cabinet Office) or (b) to the Prime Minister (who will usually pass the papers to the Nominations Unit).

‘The nominations are processed through several stages. First they are considered by the relevant Government department, where appropnate, or by the Ceremonial Officer (who heads the Ceremonial Branch in the Cabinet Office) with senior colleagues. Those passing the first stage are then assessed by ‘a central committee of advisers’, which includes experts in the relevant spheres of interest of nominees. Those passing this second stage are considered by a final central honours committee chaired by the Head of the Home Civil Service, which aims to achieve a balance of representation and standards.” 

8.
The Cabinet Office’s web site 
 does not go into this sort of detail. It gives a very brief and general account of the history of the honours system, describes how to make a nomination and reproduces the nomination form and related guidance. The guidance explains that “all nominations for honours are treated in the strictest confidence” and notes that nominees “should not be informed that they have been nominated”. The harm being guarded against is stated to be the unfair raising of expectations.

Confidentiality under the Openness Code of Practice
9.
The non-statutory Code of Practice on Access to Official information includes an exemption to the general commitment to openness for “information, opinions and assessments given in relation to recommendations for honours”
. This fits in with the Code’s general objective to preserve confidentiality where disclosure would not be in the public interest or would breach personal privacy or the confidences of a third party. The reasonable expectation of harm was that the willingness to submit opinions and their honesty and value (on which the integrity and credibility of the system ultimately depends) would be compromised if there was a risk that they might be revealed to the public gaze. In the event, since the Code was introduced in 1994, this particular exemption has not been invoked in internal reviews of Departmental decisions to withhold information.

10.
The Code’s specific exemption in relation to honours is a narrow one, covering information relating to honours recommendations and not the processes by which that information is handled. However, in operating what was essentially an internal voluntary Code of Practice, Departments have been able to operate on the basis that they would be able, if it proved necessary, to pray in aid other more general exemptions 
 to preserve the confidentiality of the system and people involved – the expert Committees, their assessment criteria and their membership.
11.
The possibility of this area being opened up was demonstrated in January this year when, following on from his own experience as a member of the Royal Commission on Long Term Care for the Elderly, Lord Lipsey suggested a comprehensive inquiry into the Government’s use of outsiders, including how they are chosen, whether the process is optimal, how they are serviced and the scope for improvements. In rejecting this suggestion Dr Mowlam quoted approvingly a recent Democratic Audit finding that the Government was attempting to make the advice-seeking process “more open to the public and more inclusive of different kinds of expertise from civil society”. Lord Lipsey has not pressed the matter.

Freedom of Information
12.
The December 1997 White Paper setting out this Government’s original proposals for a freedom of information bill acknowledged that the honours system was a sphere where there was an obligation of confidentiality. It followed the narrow approach of the Code in anticipating a class exemption for opinions expressed about an individual in citations for honours 
.
13.
The May 1999 draft Bill broadened the White Paper’s exemption to cover all information relating to “the conferring by the Crown of any honour” 
. This provision did not feature much in the consultation exercise, although it was criticised as an unnecessary and unjustified class exemption by 1TN and the Society of Editors. 
 Nor was it picked up in the pre-legislative scrutiny by committees in both Houses of Parliament. The provision was repeated unchanged in the bill introduced in the Commons in November 1999 and it survives today as clause 36 of the Bill – with the exemption now expanded to cover “any honour and dignity” thereby bringing in appointments to the House of Lords.
14.
Thus, little political or public interest has been shown in the provision of the Bill relating to honours. There has therefore been no reason to develop and deploy in public a case for withholding information on the honours committee structure, the membership of the expert committees, their methods of working and the rules of procedure they follow to secure consistent and fair results. Nor may the occasion to make such a case arise. The general public acceptance of the mystique around the honours system noted above may mean that this is one area of public life that will buck the general trend towards transparency.
15.
However, we cannot proceed on the assumption that there will be this continuing benign indifference. The factors listed at paragraph 3 above could arouse interest in the operation of the honours system. Nor can reliance be placed in the FOI Bill’s broad class exemption. This has never been absolute, having originally been subject to the Bill’s discretionary disclosure regime under which public authorities could release information if they thought it was in the public interest to do so notwithstanding any relevant exemption. As the Bill has progressed through Parliament, this has been converted into a duty on public authorities not only to consider whether the balance of public interest favours disclosure but also to disclose the information if the balance of public interest so determines.
 The importance of these “public interest disclosures” has been highlighted by moving them forward to clause 2 of the Bill. They will be subject to review by the new Information Commissioner whose decision will be binding unless an “accountable person” certifies that there are reasonable grounds for non-compliance with her decision.
16.
The latest shift in approach is an amendment to reverse the burden of proof so that information must be disclosed if the public interest in disclosure is not outweighed by the public interest in maintaining the exclusion. The onus is now on justifying non-release. The legal effect may be minimal but the behavioural effect may prove significant, raising expectations of applicants and perhaps encouraging the Information Commissioner to be more assertive in judging where the balance of interest lies.
17.
Perhaps the acid test for deciding whether it makes sense to be prepared to disclose how the honours system operates and who is involved in it is to look ahead to freedom of information coming onto the statute book. Let us imagine a specific request for information on the structure and members of the expert honours committees.
18.
While the honours system is unlikely to be at the head of the FOI lobby’s list of test cases, the possibility is not off the map. For example, the International Centre Against Censorship picked up the class exemption on the honours system in its submission on the draft Bill. It found it hard to find the motive behind the exemption, particularly as other countries had no comparable provisions. Its view was that honours were by definition matters of public interest which, subject to proper personal information protection, should be available for public scrutiny. 

19.
Should an organisation like this anti-censorship body apply for information, it would now fall to be considered under the provisions of an Act of Parliament rather than under the terms of a non-statutory Code. The test to be applied by the public authority (and, if appealed, the Information Commissioner) is whether “in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in disclosing the information outweighs the public interest in maintaining the exemption” in question 
. As the Cabinet Office will be the public authority called upon to apply the test, it could be expected to have regard to the relevance of the procedures of one of its own advisory NDPBs – the House of Lords Appointments Commission (certainly we must expect a well-informed applicant to do so).

The House of Lords Appointments Commission
20.
In May this year, the Prime Minister created the new, independent House of Lords Appointments Commission, as envisaged in the January 1999 White Paper which was clear that it:
“will operate an open and transparent nominations system for cross-bench peers ….. The general qualities being sought and the type of information required to support a nomination will be made public.”

21.
As announced in the White Paper, there was an open competition for the four non-party political members, conducted in accordance with the rules of the Commissioner for Public Appointments. The outcome is shown in a photograph on the home page of the Commission’s web site 
. This shows four women and three men, with two of the seven being members of ethnic minorities 
. The No 10 press notice gave the ages of the members, which ranged from 36 to 70, with an average of 55. In short, pains were taken to demonstrate how the membership of the new body complied with the Government’s commitment to diversity.
22.
In his introductory message, the Chairman, Lord Stevenson, announces the Commission’s commitment to openness:

“we are determined to carry out our role in a fair and consistent way. We also want to be as open and transparent as possible, whilst ensuring the confidentiality of those individuals who are nominated.”

The attractive web site lives up to this declaration. It provides full and clear information on the Commission, including its nomination and assessment criteria and processes. The Commission’s own Code of Practice is reproduced in full. It provides that the Commission will:

“operate processes that are open and transparent, regularly placing in the public domain information about the Committee’s activities, and agree an Annual Report, which will be published.”


The Code recognises that an appointments system inevitably runs the risk of undue influence and acknowledges that:

“public scrutiny will rightly focus on members’ direct or indirect interests that may or could be perceived to influence their judgement. It is committed to arrangements that will make clear such interests to the public and which set out how the Commission will ensure fairness in making its recommendations for life peers”.


The risk is to be managed through a Register of Interests (with each member’s interests filed on the web site) and a system of declaring any personal, family or business interests in relation to individual nominees.
23.
The Commission is also clear that it wishes to engage in a public debate on how best to attract good candidates from as wide a field as possible. For its first nomination round, it has written to some 5,000 organisations and is holding a series of briefing meetings. It has set out its criteria for assessing nominations but has invited views on them and on the process to be used in assessing nominees.
24.
All of this marks an interesting confirmation that the spirit of the age is to accept the Nolan/Neill assumption that nomination and assessment procedures for public positions and appointments should be open and subject to outside scrutiny. With their photographs posted on the internet, the members of the House of Lords Appointments Commission obviously do not believe that the risk of lobbying and nuisance provides a case for their names and role being kept confidential.
25.
The possibility of operating an honours system in this open way has been demonstrated in Canada and Australia. Since their inception in 1967 and 1975 respectively, the membership and ways of working of the Councils of the Orders of Canada and Australia have been in the public domain. During the review of their system in the mid-1990’s, the Australians’ concern was not the risks involved in opening up the system but the threat to the system presented by a lack of public awareness of what it was for, how it worked and how the ordinary Australian could play his or her part in it. Their conclusion was to recommend a publicity strategy “to promote the honours system throughout the community, focusing on the objectives of the system, its structures and processes involved in awards decision-making.” 


Hypothetical public interest disclosure test case
26.
Let us return to the hypothetical request for a public interest disclosure (paragraphs 17 to 19 above). What might be the public interest justification for operating the honours system on a confidential basis when the Government has so recently introduced transparent arrangements for appointing new members of the House of Lords? Let us assume that the applicant has received and rejected a Cabinet Office decision that it has found that the public interest in disclosure is outweighed by the public interest in maintaining the class exemption in the Act. Let us further assume that the applicant is determined to press on and derive maximum publicity for the case. In these circumstances, the Cabinet Office’s reasoning for its decision will now need to convince the Information Commissioner or, failing that, the Prime Minister who, as the relevant “responsible person”, could certify that he has, on reasonable grounds, formed the opinion that the public interest in maintaining confidentiality outweighs the public interest in disclosure.
27.
We are looking at process not substance. All personal information such as nominations, citations, supporting letters, opinions and judgements on candidates for honours will be protected from disclosure (either to the candidates or to any one else) by data protection legislation. There can be no doubt that the Information Commissioner would support a Cabinet Office refusal to disclose any such personal information in the new FOI/Data Protection regime. But what will be at issue here is the way in which judgements are reached and who plays a part in the process and whether these should remain confidential. Three arguments might be deployed for continuing confidentiality.
28.
First, there is the classic anti-lobbying argument. The Q&A material produced for Mr Major’s 4 March 1993 announcement of the outcome of his review of the honours system stated that:
“it would be very hard to operate a meticulously fair selection system unless it were confidential .... expert advice is confidentially sought and confidentially obtained to ensure that the names selected will be acknowledged and respected by those who know the field best.”


But experts of a stature to be trusted with making sure that the right selections are being made must surely also be of a stature to withstand improper pressure and to give honest opinions without fear or favour? Presumably the problem is a practical one. If their names were given out, members would become subject to intrusive and time-consuming representations. This would put at risk the willingness of good and busy people to serve pro bono. However, this does not seem to have deterred good candidates from becoming (paid) members of the House of Lords Appointments Commission. In any event, the expert members can adopt the standard procedures followed by the civil servants involved in the process which is simply to acknowledge any commendation and undertake to feed it and any supporting evidence into the machine.
29.
Second, there is the different scale of the two exercises. An open system is manageable when there are just 8 to 10 cross-benchers to be appointed each year. But the effort increases significantly when there are six-monthly Prime Minister’s lists with 1,000 names on them. Even if one assumes that most representations will relate to the 150 candidates for K/Ds and Cs, then the size of the ‘lobbying pool’ is some fifteen times larger. A transparent honours process could entail considerable extra resources as more correspondence took place on the nature and fairness of the process. This is not called for when there is continuing public confidence in the current system and all the signs are that people positively enjoy the mystique around the current way of doing things. Against this, the honours are at the apex of the country’s system for recognising the achievements and contributions of its citizens: as such, the process should not only be fair and consistent; it should be seen to be so and we should be ready to demonstrate that it is so – that is the basic case for transparency. There may well be some extra cost but the real oddity is the tight budget within which the honours process operates when compared with other public awards like chartermark (which necessarily have lesser esteem and impact).
30.
Third, there is a clear distinction between a job and an honour. For appointments to do an important job of work in the upper chamber of the country’s legislature, it is natural that the public should want to be assured about how the appointments are made. But the award of honours is by definition honorific and there is no need for the same rigour. This distinction is a real and important one and could form the logical basis of a case arguing against the precedent value of the methods used by the House of Lords Appointments Commission. However, were the issue to be taken up by the media, the distinction may prove too sophisticated to provide the cornerstone for the case for the defence. Could it withstand the general challenge: if transparency is good enough for nominating and appointing members of the Lords, surely it is good enough for deciding who should get an honour?
31.
It is a matter of judgement how any balancing of the two conflicting public interests would come out. However, it cannot be certain that the Information Commissioner would find the three arguments deployed above sufficiently convincing to come down on the side of withholding information when there is such a recent, relevant and striking precedent for behaving in a transparent way. The sensitive personal information generated by the honours process is not at risk, and she could very well rule that the public interest in disclosure is not outweighed by the public interest in maintaining the exemption. It would then fall to the Prime Minister to decide whether to certify that the information should be withheld.

The Honours Scrutiny Committee
32.
From its creation in 1923 (after the Lloyd-George “honours for sale” scandal) until 1999, the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee looked at all proposals for life peerages and honours awarded for “political services”. Now, in tightly defined circumstances, its scrutiny of honours can extend to nominations for other, non-political services – when a nominee for a high-level honour has made a party political donation within the past five years. It will begin by examining those nominated at Knight/Dame level. Its scrutiny will be extended to CBE level when sufficient data on donations has become available, three years after the creation of the new Electoral Commission’s register of disclosable donations. But although this narrow extension of the Committee’s remit has been explained by the Government 
, the change of name could prove telling.
33.
The Committee is to produce a report on each list and these will be presented to Parliament by the Prime Minister. It is conceivable that, just as the House of Lords Appointments Commission publishes its broader-based annual reports, expectations will develop for a scrutiny which goes beyond the narrow issue of the number of political donors in the Honours Lists. Over time, the Honours Scrutiny Committee could be seen as the basis for a body that could take on the wider role of general independent auditor of the honours system. After all, that is the role that an outsider might fairly assume from its current title that it is expected to play.
34.
Baroness Dean and Lord Hurd, as well as being members of the House of Lords Appointment Commission, are also members of the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee. The third member is Lord Thomson of Monifieth. This too could be prayed in aid by anyone mounting an argument for revealing the existence and membership of the expert Honours Committees.

Golden Jubilee Award for Community Service
35.
Active consideration is being given to the institution of a new award to mark the Queen’s Golden Jubilee in 2002. The proposition is that this award would recognise the achievement of people giving service to their communities. It would be awarded to teams and groups as well as to individuals. It is still to be decided whether the award should be separate from or a part of the honours system. Should it be a part of the system, then in the Birthday 2002 list about 500 awards would be made, building up to about 2,000 awards a year with some compensating reduction in the number of MBEs.
36.
The award will depend heavily on nominations from the general public. Indeed the intention is to undertake some paid publicity at the time when the award is launched to alert potential nominators. The plan is to organise a regionally-based assessment process, overseen by a central committee.
37.
For the purposes of this paper, there are a number of relevant points. Certain novel features of the scheme seem likely to arouse interest and questions – the shift to team-based awards, the regional basis, and the possible implications for the MBE. Journalists and members of the public can reasonably be expected to ask how any new award fits in with the current system, what the arrangements are for making sure that the award gets to worthy recipients and how consistency and fairness will be assured across the country. Such perfectly valid public interest questions can only be answered by reference to and comparison with the current system and there must be a strong likelihood that the Jubilee award – whatever shape it finally takes – will stimulate general interest in the honours system and how the assessment and moderation of candidates works.

Diversity and Devolution
38.
In 1993 and 1997 Mr Major and Mr Blair made clear that they wanted the honours lists to reward all areas of national life and all forms of service to the community. There is a cross-party commitment to advance equality of opportunity and to recognise and celebrate diversity. For the purpose of this paper, it is worth registering that because this clear commitment is highlighted in so much of the Government’s presentational material across so much of its business, it is inevitable that there will be continuing interest and monitoring of the relative success in the honours lists of previously underrepresented groups – women, members of ethnic minorities and the disabled. Conceivably this could lead to questions about how the system operates and the relative involvement of such groups in the process.
39.
With devolution, the balance of each honours list will continue to be scrutinised from the perspective of relative national ‘shares’. This too suggests another front from which – should there be any debate about those relative shares - there might emerge pressure for transparency.

Conclusions
40.
Three general approaches are offered to the issue of transparency, intended to cover the spectrum of possibilities. Detailed options could be worked up once a general approach had been settled.

(a) Do nothing
41.
There is no current direct pressure to make transparent the honours process and the people involved in it. Should it materialise in the near future, it can be turned back using the exemptions in the Open Government Code of Practice.
42.
The commencement date of the relevant provisions of the forthcoming Freedom of Information Act is not known and theoretically at least it could be 2005 before any request for public interest disclosure could be made. Nor is there any certainty that such a request will be made quickly, if at all. The honours system is hardly likely to rank highly in any list of test cases drawn up by FOI campaigners.
43.
In any event, if such a request were made, it could be successfully resisted. Notwithstanding the arguments in paragraphs 26-31 above, the creation of the House of Lords Appointments Commission has no logical precedent value (paragraph 30 above) and nor has consistency ever been an absolute principle for the conduct of public business. Indeed it might be that the Commission has drawn the sting: the Government has decided to be open about the one set of awards which carry operational significance: the rest do not matter.
44.
The bottom line is the public’s confidence and positive attachment to the mystique which surrounds the current arrangements. And even if all this failed to persuade the Information Commissioner, the arguments would provide a satisfactory and defensible basis for the Prime Minister to issue a non-compliance certificate.

(b) Remedy any weaknesses and prepare a general action plan against need
45.
Should this review identify clear weaknesses in the current system, then the necessary action should be taken to put them right. Beyond this, however, no more than a contingency plan need be devised. Then, should any pressure subsequently build up to disclose other aspects of the process, the availability of such a plan would help defuse any potential public criticism. There is insufficient reason or benefit to be had from volunteering more than this at this stage.

(c) Reform now: embrace transparency as an opportunity rather than resist it as a threat
46.
Should the review demonstrate weaknesses in the system, then these should be remedied straight away. Action should be taken on the merits of the case rather than on the basis of the presentational impact of potential revelations. Willingness to make public how the system operates should be used as a test of our confidence that it could withstand public scrutiny. To take a hypothetical example (ahead of the paper on the membership of expert committees), should it be judged that the expert committees have an unacceptably low level of, say, women members, then action should be taken to put this right. The risk of embarrassment were the current membership to become known simply provides presentational confirmation of the intrinsic case for reform. And once the membership is in the public domain, there will be systemic pressure to reach and then maintain a proper level of women members.
47.
Under this third approach, one might recognise that, in terms of public presentation, it does not make sense for the Government to follow diametrically opposite approaches to honours (confidentiality on who makes the key judgements and decisions) and the appointment of new members of the House of Lords (complete transparency on who does what and how). Even though its precedent value can be logically rebutted (see paragraph 30 above), the new House of Lords Appointments Commission offers a transparent model of working that could be applied to the honours system. An action plan could be developed and announced to introduce parallel procedures designed to open up the way the process works and who is involved.
48.
There are a number of small changes that would make a difference in terms of making the process more transparent which could be introduced relatively easily and quickly. For example, the honours internet site could be made as attractive and informative as possible (perhaps by the simple steps of adopting and adapting Ceremonial Branch’s intranet site and linking it with the honours pages of the Monarchy site) so that the comparison with the site of the House of Lords Appointments Commission and the relevant internet sites in Australia, Canada and New Zealand 
 is not so unflattering.
49.
At the same time, thought might be given to whether any of the methods and procedures developed in recent years by the Commissioner for Public Appointments have any relevance to the expert committees (eg rolling annual membership plans and fixed-term appointments, with extensions carefully controlled on the basis of members’ attendance and performance records).
50.
Perhaps the clearest demonstration that the honours system had been opened up would be to accept the value of external, independent audit. One possibility might be to develop and announce an action plan for expanding the Honours Scrutiny Committee to give it that role. This theme will be fully developed in the forthcoming paper on the high-level oversight of the system: the idea is mentioned here because external audit is, for some, the proof that a system has been opened up.

� Like all bold generalisations, this one requires immediate qualification. For example, in her millennium lecture on Britishness in the 21st Century, posted on the No 10 web site, Linda Colley says “our honours system needs re-working … titles should go … as should allusions to a lost British Empire. In an article in The Spectator on 4 November 2000, Peter Osborne wrote that “the honours system has been abused [by this Government] on a scale that would make Sir Robert Walpole’s jaw drop”.


� Honours and Titles, 1996, produced by the Central Office of Information in the Aspects of Britain series,  “describes how recipients of honours are chosen”.


� The Funding of Political Parties in the United Kingdom, 5th Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, Cm 4057, October 1998, paragraphs 14.21 and 14.22, page 188.


� www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/ceremonial/


� Open Government, Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, 2nd edition, 1997, exemption 8 covering public employment, public appointments and honours, page 7 and exemption 14 covering information supplied in confidence, page 9.


� Open Government – Code of Practice on Access to Government Information – 1999 Report, page 6. The report does not distinguish between the three components of the exemption: honours, public employment and public appointments but the eleven internal reviews under this exemption related to the last two categories.


� For example, exemption 2 for “internal discussion and advice” and exemption 7 for the “effective management and operations of the public service” which covers “information whose disclosure would harm the proper and efficient conduct of the operations of a department, public body or authority”.


� Your right to Know, The Government’s Proposals for a Freedom of Information Act, Cm 3818, 1997, pages 18/19.


� Freedom of Information: Consultation on Draft Legislation, Cm 4355, May 1999, clause 29(1)(b) of the draft bill.


� Report on the Public Consultation Exercise on the Draft Freedom of Information Bill, October 1999. Table 2 shows just 9 references in the 398 written submissions (excluding the write-in campaign organised by the National Anti-Vivisection Society) to the provision on honours. Submissions 40 and 2181 were submitted by the Society of Editors and ITN.


� Clause 2 of the current version of the Bill, as amended in Committee.


� Submission 28 in the Report on the Public Consultation Exercise at note 10 above.


� Clause 2 subsection (2)(b) – but this is in the course of amendment to reverse the burden of proof as noted in paragraph 15 above.


� Modernising Parliament: Reforming the House of Lords, Cm 4183, January 1999, page 33.


� www.houseoflordsappointmentscommission.gov.uk


� Lord Stevenson (age 54), Dame Deidre Hine (63), Mrs Angela Sarkis (45), Mrs Felicity Huston (36), Lord Hurd (70), Baroness Dean (57) and Lord Dholakai (63), the last three being nominated by their political parties.


� A Matter of Honour, the Report of the Review of Australian Honours and Awards, 1995, p 50 and 236.


� The Funding of Political Parties in the United Kingdom, Response to 5th Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, Cmnd 4413, July 1999, Chapter 10. Notwithstanding all this, the Ceremonial Officer is doubtful about the capacity of the Whips’ Offices to sustain the proposed interim regime.


� www.itsanhonour.gov.uk, www.gg.ca/honour, www.dpmc.govt.nz/honours
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