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Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

Introduction 

1. We have considered a memorandum by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 
relating to a complaint against Mr Jonathan Sayeed, Member for Mid Bedfordshire, by 
Mr Ivan Henderson, Member for Harwich. The Commissioner’s memorandum is 
appended to this Report.1 

2. In his complaint Mr Henderson sought an investigation into whether Mr Sayeed had 
“abused Parliamentary privilege” in respect of his association with The English Manner 
Limited, a company in which Mr Sayeed has a 30% shareholding. He also asked the 
Commissioner to examine whether it was ethical for Mr Sayeed to employ Mrs Alexandra 
Messervy as his constituency assistant when she was also the majority shareholder of The 
English Manner Limited, “a dual role that may have resulted in an unacceptable conflict of 
interest”. 

3. In support of his requests, Mr Henderson drew attention to allegations made by The 
Sunday Times in August 2004.2 He also submitted to the Commissioner material supplied 
by that source, some of which the Commissioner has submitted to us with his 
memorandum.3 

4. Mr Sayeed has vigorously and consistently denied any impropriety, either in relation to 
his relationship with The English Manner Limited or in his employment of Mrs Messervy 
as his constituency assistant. 

5. Besides the Commissioner’s memorandum, we have received further material from both 
Mr Sayeed, reproduced at Appendices 3 and 4, and Mrs Messervy, reproduced at Appendix 
2. Mr Sayeed also asked to give oral evidence, which we took on 25 January 2005.4 

The English Manner Limited 

6. The English Manner Limited was incorporated in June 2001. Mrs Messervy has a 60% 
shareholding. Mr Sayeed, who is also a consultant to the company, has a 30% shareholding. 
The remaining 10% is owned by Mrs Genie Ford. She and Mrs Messervy are the directors 
of the company, and the operation of The English Manner in the United States is under the 
day-to-day management of Mrs Ford.5 In particular, the company’s website is maintained 
there.6 

 
 
1 Appendix 1, p 11. 

2 Articles reproduced at Appendix 1, WE 1–2, pp 37–40. 

3 Appendix 1, WE 4–5, pp 41–6. 

4 Most of the evidence has been reported to the House and is published with this report. A small amount of evidence 
has not been reported, in all cases to protect the privacy of third parties. 

5 Appendix 1, WE 13, p 75. 

6 www.theenglishmanner.com. 
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7. Amongst other business ventures, the company offers on the American market luxury 
travel packages to the United Kingdom, which typically include an instructional element. 
The company markets these and other activities in part on the basis of the exclusivity of the 
access it is able to arrange. 

The key issues 

8. It has long been accepted that exploiting membership of the House for personal gain, or 
the use of its facilities to further a commercial interest, is wrong. The issues at the heart of 
this case therefore appear to be: 

 Whether Mr Sayeed gained personally, either directly, or indirectly through 
enhancement of the goodwill of the company (which would potentially enhance the 
value of his investment), from entertaining in the House of Commons guests who were 
in the United Kingdom as clients of The English Manner Limited; and 

 Whether he recognised the risk of a conflict of interest between his position as a 
Member and his financial involvement in The English Manner Limited and, if so, 
whether he took adequate steps to minimise that risk and to resolve appropriately any 
conflict between the public interest and his private interests.  

Financial benefit 

9. We accept, as did the Commissioner,7 that there is no evidence that Mr Sayeed received 
any direct financial benefit from any of the occasions on which he entertained in the House 
guests who had links with The English Manner Limited. 

10. As to the question of potential indirect benefit, Mr Sayeed asserts8 that, on each 
occasion, he was entertaining in a personal capacity, because at least one member of each 
group was a personal friend. Any link to The English Manner Limited was, he maintains, 
incidental, and those involved should properly have drawn a distinction between what had 
been provided by the company contractually, and what he provided on a personal basis.9 

11. We do not consider that this argument is sustainable. We have seen a copy of the 
programme The English Manner issued for the visit of the Lake Forest Garden group10 and 
which was circulated in advance to the group leader.11 It shows as part of the main 
programme for Tuesday 25 May “a unique private tour and champagne reception with 
senior Members of Parliament and the House of Lords … After dinner, if parliamentary 
business allows it, there may be an opportunity to listen to the business of the day in the 
debating chamber of the Lords or Commons”. Given that, three days earlier, Mr Sayeed 
was to accompany the group on its visit to Gorhambury in his “English Manner” capacity, 

 
 
7 Appendix 1, para 71. 

8 Ev Q 15. 

9 Ev Q 31. 

10 Not reported. 

11 Appendix 4, p 95; Appendix 1, WE 12, p 73; see also Ev Q 4. 
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we doubt whether they would have drawn the distinction which Mr Sayeed seeks to make, 
particularly as only one of the group, its leader, was a personal friend.12. 

12. Likewise, in relation to the visit of the Supreme Court judges, we note that Mr Sayeed 
accompanied the group to view the Trooping of the Colour, and also hosted a buffet lunch 
at the House for the group.13 However, the visitors apparently met the cost through an 
advance payment to The English Manner’s American bank account; it would therefore 
have been entirely understandable if they assumed that The English Manner was 
responsible for the arrangements. 

13. Similar considerations also apply to the ‘familiarisation visit’ dinner of 27 March 2003. 
Mr Sayeed describes this as a visit of ‘US directors, staff, potential staff and others, only one 
of whom I knew’ and came as part of a tour covering hotels, residences, activities and 
attractions away from the Palace of Westminster. 14 It would in our view have been a subtle 
distinction for the guests to have made, that all the visits except the visit to the Palace of 
Westminster were for the promotion of the commercial interests of The English Manner 
Limited. 

14. Mr Sayeed has confirmed15 that there was no discussion with guests that might help 
them to appreciate the distinctive status of their visit to the House. In making bookings, Mr 
Sayeed implicitly conceded the possibility of an interest being involved by ticking the 
relevant box on the booking form. We also note that, on one occasion, Mr Sayeed invited 
another Member to join him at one of those events, but did not make clear the relationship 
between himself and The English Manner Limited.16 

15. We therefore agree with the Commissioner17 that, taken as a whole, the effect of the 
visits to the House was likely to be to give credibility to the company’s overall marketing 
claim that it could gain access for its clients to institutions, people and places which would 
otherwise be difficult. Such an enhancement of credibility would be likely to have a 
beneficial effect on the company’s business, and hence on the value of Mr Sayeed’s 
investment. He thus stood to benefit indirectly, both as a shareholder and as a consultant to 
the company, in which capacity he received fees and expenses-paid travel in return for the 
advice he gave. 

The risk of a conflict of interest 

16. Mr Sayeed told both the Commissioner18 and us19 that he gave oral instructions that 
neither his name, nor Parliament should be used by The English Manner Limited in its 
marketing activities. He had seen no need to check on this, and had instead assumed that 

 
 
12 Ev Q 75. 

13 Appendix 4, pp 98, 100. 

14 Appendix 4, p 99. 

15 Ev Q 30. 

16 Ev QQ 49–50. 

17 Appendix 1, para 71. 

18 Appendix 1, WE 11, p 65. 

19 Ev Q 11. 
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his instructions would be followed in this matter, given that the company was small.20 In 
particular, he had never looked at the company’s website, as his duties as a consultant did 
not require him to do so. 

17. Much of the evidence has centred on what appeared on the company’s website, and 
whether its posting was authorised. However, Mr Sayeed has made clear21 that the website 
was only ever intended as an auxiliary marketing tool; the principal methods of marketing 
were the use of agents, the Virtuoso network, private clubs, the Junior League and word of 
mouth of satisfied customers. There is therefore a broader question as to whether claims of 
privileged access to the House formed part of the company’s overall marketing strategy, 
one part of which was material appearing on the website. 

18. Besides the visit of the Lake Forest Gardening Club, where from the material supplied 
to us a visit to the House seems to have appeared as part of the core programme in both the 
draft sent to the principal organiser and the version given to participants on arrival, the 
article quoted by the Commissioner at paragraph 5(i) of his memorandum strongly 
suggests that The English Manner Limited could provide special access to the Palace of 
Westminster. This article was written by Mrs Ford, a director of the company. Mrs 
Messervy has described it as “not originally intended for the website, it was instead a 
newsletter which was sent out with a Christmas card to those who had supported The 
English Manner as an update and was intended as much as anything to indicate the new 
staff who were coming on board …”.22  

19. It is clear to us from the tone of this article, and the intended readership, that its 
purpose was to further the commercial interests of The English Manner Limited, whether 
or not it was intended to appear, as in fact it did, on the company’s website. By specifically 
connecting Mr Sayeed’s name and that of Parliament, within three sentences, with the 
expression “fabulous English Manner adventure”, Mrs Ford was explicitly bringing 
together three elements that Mr Sayeed had insisted should not be linked when promoting 
the company. We doubt that such a senior figure in the company could have made such a 
basic mistake through simple oversight. 

20. Although it has been maintained23 that the posting on the website of certain material 
was unauthorised, the material itself was presumably prepared by the company for some 
other purpose, such as illustrations for prospective clients in the United States. What 
appeared on the website is therefore likely to reflect the scope of what the company was, in 
principle, willing to arrange. The evidence from the website is that this could include access 
to Parliament beyond that available to the general public. 

21. Mr Sayeed, whose role as consultant to the company covered the giving of strategic and 
marketing advice, clearly recognised the potential scope for conflict of interest in relation 
to access to Parliament, and maintains that he issued oral instructions designed to avoid 

 
 
20 Appendix 1, WE 11, p 65; Ev Q 63. 

21 Ev Q 63. 

22 Appendix 4, p 99. 

23 Appendix 1, WE 13, p 65; Appendix 2, pp 86–7. See also Ev Q 68.. 
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this. It is clear that these were not always followed; the article written by Mrs Ford and 
referred to above is a particular case in point.  

22. Mr Sayeed has conceded that users of The English Manner website could have believed 
that the company was in the business of providing access to the House of Commons.24 He 
has also accepted that he should have looked at the website25 and that he had been 
“extremely naïve” simply to assume that his instructions would automatically be followed.26 

23. Primary responsibility for both The English Manner Limited’s marketing strategy and 
the content of its website must rest with the company’s management. Nonetheless, we 
agree with Mr Sayeed that it would have been better if he had looked from time to time at 
the company’s website; it is unfortunate that Mrs Messervy, who told us27 that she was 
aware of the difficulties in this respect over inclusion of references to Parliament and to Mr 
Sayeed, did not alert him to them. He is a long-standing Member of the House and, as 
such, was clearly aware of the scope for a conflict of interest, and the possible consequences 
of such a conflict. We therefore agree with the Commissioner that Mr Sayeed should have 
done more to seek to avoid such conflict, and should have taken a far closer interest in the 
company’s marketing strategy in this respect, including its use of the website as a 
promotional tool. 

Employment of Mrs Alexandra Messervy 

24. The second leg of Mr Henderson’s complaint was whether it was ethical for Mr Sayeed 
to employ Mrs Messervy as his constituency assistant when she was also the majority 
shareholder of The English Manner Limited. 

25. Mrs Messervy was employed by Mr Sayeed on a part-time basis. As the Commissioner 
notes, Members’ staff are not prohibited from undertaking any other paid work when they 
are not working for the Member.28 Mrs Messervy registered her role in relation to The 
English Manner Limited, recognising that in this capacity she might benefit from 
possession of a parliamentary pass. The Commissioner found no evidence that Mrs 
Messervy had failed to complete her contracted hours, had carried out other than 
parliamentary work during those hours, or that she had misused office or other facilities to 
help her conduct The English Manner Limited’s business. We accept this. 

26. Mr Sayeed maintains that an adequate ‘separation of powers’ was in place between Mrs 
Messervy’s various roles.29 These also included functions as an officer of Mr Sayeed’s 
constituency association. 

27. While Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy may themselves have a clear understanding of 
their various working relationships, and have acted properly to separate them, we agree 

 
 
24 Ev Q 102. 

25 Ev Q 53. 

26 Ev QQ 64, 68. 

27 Appendix 2, p 86. See also Appendix 4, p 96. 

28 Appendix 1, para 75. 

29 Ev QQ 96–7. 
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with the Commissioner that, on the evidence we have seen, this separation would not have 
been apparent to an outside observer. In our opinion, for Mr Sayeed to have been 
employing, as a member of his parliamentary staff, someone who was actively involved in a 
company in which he had a financial interest and which, at the least, was giving an 
impression of being able to offer privileged access to Parliament, was unwise. 

28.  Mr Sayeed maintained in his evidence that he was unaware that The English Manner 
Limited appeared to be promoting itself in a manner that might be perceived as exploiting 
privileged access to Parliament, though in his oral evidence30 he acknowledged that others 
might see it differently. We consider that employing Mrs Messervy, who played a leading 
role in the company’s management, as a member of his parliamentary staff meant that he 
should have taken positive steps to satisfy himself that her activities in this respect were not 
incompatible with such employment. His failure to do so demonstrates an inability to 
recognise the potential reputational risks—both to himself and to the House—of his 
involvement with The English Manner Limited. These risks were undoubtedly enhanced 
by also employing one of the principals of The English Manner Limited at public expense. 

29. Mr Sayeed’s failure to ensure that Mrs Messervy was given a job description for her 
work as his constituency assistant when the House’s rules changed in July 2001 was also 
unfortunate in this respect. While provision of such a job description would have 
represented in Mrs Messervy’s case best practice rather than a requirement of the rules of 
the House, devising one might have led Mr Sayeed to focus more clearly on the risks 
inherent in their collective involvement in The English Manner Limited. 

30. As the Commissioner states, Mr Sayeed should have acted with greater care in this 
respect. More generally, we advise all Members to take care when employing staff to 
check their outside interests and to ensure that staff divest themselves of any that might 
be incompatible with their employment, or have the potential to damage the reputation 
of the House. This is particularly important if Members are employing friends, 
relations, and business or political associates. 

31. In a previous case,31 the Commissioner suggested some more general guidelines for use 
of the staffing allowance. We have subsequently drawn attention to these guidelines,32 
which have been carried forward into the current (July 2004) electronic version of the 
Green Book.33 We also refer Members to them. 

Other matters 

32. Two other matters emerged in the course of the Commissioner’s investigation. The first 
was that Mr Sayeed had made six registrable visits in all to the United States at the expense 
of The English Manner Limited, rather than the four that had been registered and 
confirmed to the Commissioner in the course of the investigation.34 The second was that he 

 
 
30 Ev Q 11. 

31 Fifth Report, Session 2002–03 (HC 947), Appendix A, para 61. 

32 Fourth Report, Session 2003–04 (HC 476–I), para 23. 

33 Para 6.2.1. 

34 Appendix 1, WE 7, p 48; WE 9, p 58; WE 11, p 67. 
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had on four occasions given incorrect information to the Department of Finance and 
Administration concerning the employment status of Mrs Messervy. 

33. On 5 January 2005, Mr Sayeed registered two further overseas visits on behalf of The 
English Manner Limited, which took place on 21–29 February 2004 and 24–30 April 2004 
respectively. In evidence to us, he apologised for his oversight in not registering them 
before, for which he accepted responsibility, and explained that it had arisen as a result of 
an oversight by a staff member.35 

34. Changes to register entries are required to be notified to the Registrar of Members’ 
Interests within four weeks of the change occurring. Registration of these visits was 
therefore significantly overdue. We note from the current Register that the two previous 
visits were also not registered within the prescribed time period, again by quite significant 
margins.36 

35. It is the personal responsibility of Members, not their staff, to ensure that their Register 
entries are updated as necessary. Mr Sayeed has failed to do so in a timely manner in 
respect of the last four of his six overseas visits made at the expense of The English Manner 
Limited. 

36. In line with our previously announced policy,37 we have asked the Commissioner to 
ensure that the two new entries appear in the next published issue of the Register in a 
distinctive form, and with an appropriate reference to this report. 

37. On Mrs Messervy’s employment status, Mr Sayeed has accepted that, on four 
occasions, he gave incorrect information to the Department of Finance and 
Administration. He told us that he gave the information in good faith, and he has 
apologised for his failure not to correct it when anticipated developments did not, in the 
end, materialise.38 

38. The incorrect information given by Mr Sayeed could have resulted in an overpayment 
of the staffing allowance but, in the event, does not appear to have done so.39 It is important 
that Members provide accurate information on their staffing to the Department of Finance 
and Administration and ensure that when necessary it is promptly updated. Mr Sayeed 
could, and should, have done more in this respect, as he acknowledges. 

Overall conclusions 

39. Mr Sayeed has stressed throughout the inquiry that neither he, nor Mrs Messervy, 
directly received any fees in return for hosting clients of The English Manner Limited in 
the House. He insists that he met them as friends, and that the fact that they were in the 
United Kingdom through The English Manner Limited was incidental. On this ground, he 

 
 
35 Ev QQ 91 –2. 

36 A visit at the end of April 2003 was registered on 2 January 2004 and one at the end of September 2003 on 23 
January 2004. 

37 Second Report, Session 2003–04 (HC 285), para 6. 

38 Ev Q 98. See also Appendix 3, p 93. 

39 Appendix 1, para 85. 
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asserts that there is no case against him, as there is no basis for the newspaper allegations 
which in his view underpin Mr Henderson’s complaint.40 

40. We make clear once again that neither we, nor the Commissioner, has received any 
evidence that either Mr Sayeed or Mr Messervy directly received any consideration in 
return for hosting in the House persons who were clients of The English Manner Limited. 
Neither is there any evidence that The English Manner Limited ever sought from the 
visitors concerned anything other than reimbursement of the cost of the meal. So there 
appears to be no basis for the newspaper assertions that The English Manner Limited 
charged substantial sums for arranging access to the House. 

41. Mr Henderson’s complaint, however, goes beyond the newspaper allegations, as the 
Commissioner’s report makes clear. It also raises broader issues, which we summarised at 
paragraph 8. We are clear that, in principle, Mr Sayeed stands to gain financially from the 
benefits that accrued to The English Manner Limited from clients, and others connected 
with it, visiting the House. This is particularly clear in the case of the ‘familiarisation’ visit, 
the primary purpose of which was to further the commercial interests of the company and 
at which Mr Sayeed personally knew only one of the visitors.41 He could, and should, have 
done more to minimize the risk of a conflict of interest between his responsibilities as a 
Member and his involvement in The English Manner Limited. 

42. Mr Sayeed should have made clear to the colleague he asked to join him at the function 
mentioned in paragraph 14 his involvement with The English Manner Limited. This would 
have avoided any potential risk of damage to the reputation of that colleague. 

43. The Commissioner’s inquiry also revealed that Mr Sayeed had failed to register certain 
overseas visits made on behalf of The English Manner Limited within the prescribed time 
limit, repeating a breach of the Code made in respect of two previous visits, and had failed 
to keep up to date information supplied to the Department of Finance and Administration 
on Mrs Messervy’s employment status. 

44. Taken together, Mr Sayeed’s conduct has fallen well below the standards the House 
expects, and risked damaging its reputation. He has himself acknowledged that “I did 
not exercise sufficient personal control over a company in which I have an interest”.42 
We consider that he should apologise to the House and we recommend that he be 
suspended from its service for a period of two weeks. 

 

 
 
40 Appendix 3, pp 90–94. 

41 Appendix 4, p 99. 

42 Appendix 3, p 90. 
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Complaint against Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

The Complaint 

1. On 29 August 2004 there appeared an article in the “Sunday Times” under the headline;  

“MP’s firm charges £800 for tours of House of Commons.”.  

The article began:  

“A senior Tory MP is at the centre of a sleaze row after it emerged that a company he 
co-owns is charging American tourists $1,500 (more than £800) for guided tours of 
Parliament by him.”. 

A copy of this article and of a related, more extensive piece which appeared in the same 
edition of the paper is at Written Evidence (WE) 1 and 2 respectively. The articles 
identified the Member concerned as Mr Jonathan Sayeed (the Member for Mid-
Bedfordshire) and the company as The English Manner Limited, a 30% shareholding in 
which Mr Sayeed had registered among his interests in the Register of Members’ Interests. 
The paper commented:  

“By taking paying clients of a company that he jointly owns on guided tours, he [Mr 
Sayeed] risks breaching a long-held Commons principle that MPs must not use the 
Palace of Westminster for commercial purposes.”. 

2. Two days later the Member for Harwich, Mr Ivan Henderson, wrote asking me to 
investigate whether Mr Sayeed had abused Parliamentary privilege (in this case, Mr 
Sayeed’s privileged access to Parliament) in respect of his association with The English 
Manner Limited and enclosing a dossier of material he had received from the Sunday 
Times. Mr Henderson said:  

“It has always been my belief that it is a principle of the House of Commons that MPs 
should not use their access to the House or its facilities for commercial gain. The 
principle also extends to third parties attempting to gain commercially from use of the 
facilities of the House of Commons, and the enclosed dossier appears to suggest that 
this principle has not been adhered to in this case.”. 

Mr Henderson also asked me to examine whether it was ethical for Mr Sayeed to employ 
Mrs Alexandra Messervy as his constituency assistant when she was also the majority 
shareholder (and chairman) of The English Manner Limited,  

“a dual role that may have resulted in an unacceptable conflict of interest.”. 

The evidence in support of the complaint  

3. The text of Mr Henderson’s letter is at WE 3. In it he gives a brief description of the 
evidence with which the Sunday Times had supplied him. It is not necessary for me to 
reproduce all of that evidence here as some concerns matters which are not in dispute 
(such as Mr Sayeed’s entries in the Register of Members’ Interests or Mrs Messervy’s entry 
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in the Register of Interests of Members’ Secretaries and Research Assistants) and/or are not 
directly relevant to the assessment of Mr Henderson’s complaint. Some of the material is, 
however, essential to an understanding of the complaint. It includes the following.  

(a) The transcript of conversations between an undercover reporter 
(posing as a potential client) and Mrs Bambi Duvall  

4. The text of the transcript is reproduced at WE 4. In the first of these conversations Mrs 
Duvall (a self-employed US agent acting within McCabe Bremer, a travel company acting 
for The English Manner Limited) indicates that it would be possible to arrange a behind-
the-scenes tour of the House of Commons as part of an itinerary Mrs Messervy could put 
together for the potential client; that Mr Sayeed is the company’s contact for these 
purposes; and that lunch at the House might also be possible, depending on Mr Sayeed’s 
commitments. In the second Mrs Duvall indicates, in response to questioning, that the cost 
of a day at Parliament might be around $1,500, and that this cost would include any fee 
paid to a docent (ie to a tour guide). Later in the conversation the reporter asks whether 
there is a docent in Parliament and is told ‘no’. Mrs Duvall confirms that any tour of the 
House would be led by Mr Sayeed, and perhaps Mrs Messervy.  

(b) Material from the Company’s web-site  

5. A series of extracts from material which had appeared at various points on the web-site 
of The English Manner Limited was contained in the material forwarded by Mr 
Henderson. This included the following statements:  

i) From an account of a visit arranged by the company— 

“off to Parliament and an evening with a House of Commons MP! Jonathan Sayeed 
led us through both the House of Commons and the House of Lords. We travelled 
through halls and rooms filled with exquisite art and enough English history that we 
were ready for a quiz! What a delightful ending to this fabulous English Manner 
adventure.”. 

ii) From a description of the projected itinerary of a tour in July 2003— 

“After returning to the Goring Hotel to change, students will be given a private 
guided tour of the Palace of Westminster by a senior Member of the British 
Parliament, followed by Dinner in the House of Commons with other MPs or Peers 
and invited guests including tutors and directors of The English Manner. If 
Parliamentary business permits, it may be possible for students to listen to a debate in 
the Chamber of the House of Commons or the House of Lords. Our host will give a 
brief talk on the British constitution and the role of politics, discussing how the British 
Parliament works and essential differences between British Parliament and the US 
Senate.”. 

iii) From a Personal Development, Summer Studies Abroad programme for 2004— 

“Depending on the time of year and if Parliamentary business permits, our farewell 
dinner will be held in the Palace of Westminster after a private guided tour of the 



Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed    15 

 

House of Lords and House of Commons by a senior British Member of Parliament 
…”. 

iv) From another 2004 programme description which appeared on the web-site— 

“… guests will be transported to the Palace of Westminster for a private tour and 
champagne reception with senior Members of Parliament and House of Lords, and 
directors of The English Manner, followed by a private farewell dinner and, if 
parliamentary business allows it, an opportunity to listen to the business of the day in 
the debating chamber of the Lords or Commons.”. 

v) And from a further 2004 prospective itinerary— 

“Top all this off with the ultimate finale, a tour of the Palace of Westminster and 
lunch with a senior British Member of Parliament.”. 

(c) Extracts from Company press release  

6. The Sunday Times had also provided Mr Henderson with copies of a number of press 
releases by The English Manner Limited. They included a press release issued by the 
company on 7 February 2002 describing its inaugural courses in Washington DC to which 
Mr Sayeed contributed and a press release issued on 1 April 2003 which began:  

“Imagine enjoying a thrilling performance by the British Parliament Choir in 
Westminster Hall to celebrate the 50th anniversary of the Coronation of Her Majesty 
the Queen, as part of a once-in-a-lifetime adventure”.  

It continued:  

“Guests on this unique trip will:  

 Enjoy the first-ever public concert in the 900 year history of Westminster Hall in the 
Palace of Westminster, following a special champagne reception with some specially 
invited guests of the Chairman of the Parliament Choir … 

 Attend a champagne reception hosted by a senior Member of Parliament and tour 
the House of Commons at the Palace of Westminster, followed by a sumptuous 
private dinner”.  

Mr Sayeed was at the time chairman of the Parliament Choir.  

(d) Article by Mr Bob Morris  

7. Finally the material forwarded to me by Mr Henderson included a copy of an article by a 
Mr Bob Morris from the November 2002 edition of “Travel and Leisure” magazine. The 
text of the article, which was entitled “English Class”, is reproduced in WE 5. Describing 
the difficulties of Americans unaccustomed to English etiquette, it says that there is now 
“hope” for them in programmes arranged by The English Manner Limited, “which 
includes … a tour with members of Parliament”. The article goes on to describe Mr 
Morris’s experience of being given a tour and lunch by Mr Sayeed. It continues:  
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“Sayeed has lots to tell me, but it isn’t the information that’s intriguing. It’s the access. 
The members’ dining room overlooking the Thames, where we have lunch, is so 
exclusive that it makes me nervous.”. 

Relevant Rules of the House  

8. There is no explicit provision in the Code of Conduct for Members approved by the 
House concerning misuse of the facilities (as opposed to the allowances) provided a 
Member by the House. Whether the Code should be amended in this respect is an issue I 
have already raised in the consultation paper on the review of the Code which I issued in 
July 2004.  

9. Although the Code of Conduct does not include an explicit provision prohibiting the 
misuse by Members of the facilities of the House, it does include a provision that:  

“Members shall at all times conduct themselves in a manner which will tend to 
maintain and strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of 
Parliament and never undertake any action which would bring the House of 
Commons, or its Members generally, into disrepute.”. 

Members are also required to observe the seven general principles of public conduct 
identified in the First Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, including those 
of selflessness and integrity;  

“Selflessness: Holders of public office should take decisions solely in terms of the public 
interest. They should not do so in order to gain financial or other material benefits for 
themselves, their family, or their friends.”. 

“Integrity: Holders of public office should not place themselves under any financial or 
other obligation to outside individuals or organisations that might influence them in 
the performance of their official duties.”. 

10. However it is clear from the rules, approved by Mr Speaker or the appropriate 
Committee, relating to the use of private dining and meeting rooms in the House that the 
use of these facilities for the direct financial or commercial benefit of a Member or of a 
company is not permitted. For example, regulation 5.2 of the Banqueting Regulations 
approved by the Catering Committee states:  

“… the private dining rooms are not to be used for direct financial or material gain by 
a Sponsor, political party or any other person or outside organisation.”.  

Registered charities and all-party Parliamentary groups are the only exceptions to this rule.  

11. Following receipt of Mr Henderson’s letter, I consulted the Serjeant at Arms whose 
Department administers, on behalf of Mr Speaker, the booking of rooms and the official 
arrangements for tours of the House. Commenting on the general issues raised by the 
complaint against Mr Sayeed, the Serjeant said:  

“I am certain that it is wrong in principle for any outside organisation to make 
admission to House facilities, which are provided for Members’ use for Parliamentary 
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purposes, conditional on the payment of fees. There is a long-standing convention that 
Parliamentary facilities should only be used for Parliamentary purposes … the leaflet 
“Committee Rooms, Conference, Meeting and Interview Rooms” … states in paragraph 
4 that:  

“Meetings should be connected in some way with the Parliamentary duties of the 
Member who books the room. Rooms should not be used for purposes unrelated to the 
House, such as entertainment or the launch of any commercial or financial product.”. 

12. In my view, if a Member were to abuse the privileged access he or she had to the House 
and its facilities by exploiting it for the financial or commercial benefit of themselves or of a 
company in which he or she had a registrable financial interest, the Member would in 
many cases have breached rules laid down to prevent such exploitation. He or she would 
certainly have acted in a manner likely to bring the House into disrepute and to weaken the 
public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament.  

My Inquiries  

13. Against the background of this understanding of the effect of the Code, I wrote to Mr 
Sayeed on 2 September enclosing a copy of Mr Henderson’s complaint and seeking Mr 
Sayeed’s explanation. A copy of my letter is at WE 6. I explained the essence of the 
complaint against Mr Sayeed in these terms:  

“The allegation against you is, in brief, that you have abused the privileged access you 
have as a Member to the House and its facilities by exploiting it for the commercial 
benefit of a company [The English Manner Limited] in which you have a financial 
interest.”. 

At the same time I wrote to the Serjeant at Arms and the Directors of Catering and of 
Finance to seek their views on the issues raised (the Director of Finance particularly in 
relation to Mr Sayeed’s employment of Mrs Messervy). I subsequently interviewed Mr 
Sayeed and corresponded with and interviewed Mrs Messervy (in the presence of her 
solicitor, Mr Aidan Mills-Thomas). I also met Mr Sayeed on 11 January 2005 to discuss his 
comments on the draft factual sections of this memorandum.  

14. Rather than go through in turn the evidence of each of those concerned, I hope it will 
be for the convenience of the Committee if I describe the evidence I received in relation to 
the key issues I believe it will need to consider in order to assess Mr Henderson’s 
complaint, beginning with those matters which are uncontentious. In what follows I draw 
on material given me by Mr Sayeed in letters dated 7 September, 26 October, 25 November 
and 8 and 14 December, which I have appended at WE 7, 9, 16, 19 and 21 to this report (at 
WE 6, 8, 15, 18 and 20 are my letters to which these are responses) and at our meeting on 3 
November (an agreed note of which is at WE 11). I have also drawn on Mrs Messervy’s 
letters to me of 1 and 26 November (WE 10 and 17) and the agreed note of my meeting 
with her and Mr Mills-Thomas on 5 November (a copy of which is at WE 12). I have not 
appended to the report all the other material referred to by Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy 
but will mention only what among it is essential to an understanding of the case  
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15. Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy have responded promptly and at length to all my 
inquiries. I should also make clear at the outset that Mr Sayeed has throughout strongly 
rejected the complaint against him and continues to assert his innocence of any 
wrongdoing, for the reasons I shall go on to set out. In his initial letter responding to the 
complaint he said:  

“The Sunday Times articles are based on partial or out of context quotes and innuendo 
and the thrust of their charge (ie that either or both of the English Manner and myself 
charge fees for giving tours of the Palace of Westminster) is quite simply wrong … 

Being an MP is a privilege and not one I have ever or would ever use for personal 
financial gain. I am meticulous in registering my outside interests and would not 
misuse or abuse my access to Parliament or my position as an MP.”  

(a) The English Manner Limited  

16. According to Mrs Messervy, The English Manner Limited was established by her in 
June 2001. It is not a travel company in the usual sense but:  

“gives tutorials in etiquette and protocol, and creates learning programmes for those 
who wish to learn or enhance a specific discipline for mainly overseas clientele.”. 

Mrs Messervy is the chairman of the company, owning 60% of the shares. The other 
director, her friend Mrs Genie Ford who oversees the US end of the company’s operation, 
owns 10%. The remaining 30% is owned by Mr Sayeed.  

17. The company has not so far posted a profit or declared a dividend to its shareholders. 
According to Mr Sayeed;  

“the latest accounts will show [it] has had trading losses to the tune of £69,000 which 
have been funded by shareholders.”.1  

In her letter of 1 November and at our meeting on 5 November, Mrs Messervy explained 
how the company charged its clients a fee for arranging a programme for them, based on 
the programme’s content and duration.2 The English Manner Limited did not, however, 
receive a straight percentage of the total cost of a programme to a group but a percentage of 
the charge made for each element of any itinerary which she (Mrs Messervy) had effected.  

18. She is adamant that the company never charged clients a fee for tours of the Palace of 
Westminster. The only respect in which the company has received any money from clients 
in relation to the Palace has been, on 3 occasions, as straight reimbursement for the cost of 
meals provided there. (For details of these and other occasions, see paragraph 39 below.) It 
has not charged any commission in relation to these occasions.  

 
 
1 WE 9. 

2 WE 10, WE 12. 
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(b) How the Company marketed itself 

19. The English Manner Limited has not advertised its services directly in the media but 
has attracted some media coverage and has operated a web-site “which is used as a 
marketing tool for those who seek it out”.3 It visits luxury travel agents to market itself in 
the United States and has developed a relationship with a number of them, principally 
McCabe Bremer. Mr Sayeed has accompanied Mrs Messervy on some of her visits to the 
USA, where they have introduced the company to selected travel agents. 

20. It has been an essential part of the marketing thrust of the company that it offers access 
for its clients to people, institutions and places they would not find it easy to access without 
the company’s assistance.4 Mrs Messervy says that the company did not claim to give 
access to Parliament or to Mr Sayeed.5 However some of the material which appeared on 
the company’s web-site to which I have referred in paragraph 5 above may, with its 
references to “a private guided tour of the Palace of Westminster by a senior Member of 
the British Parliament,” have given a different impression.  

21. Mrs Messervy has readily conceded that material implying that privileged access to 
Parliament could be arranged should not have appeared on the web-site.6 Indeed both she 
and Mr Sayeed go further and say that its appearance was contrary to clear instructions 
they both gave when the company was first established. According to Mr Sayeed, he had 
given repeated and very clear instructions (first issued in late 2001 or early 2002) that 
neither he nor Parliament were to be used as a promotional tool and that he would not use 
his position as an MP to promote the company.7 Mrs Messervy supports this account, 
although no record of these instructions exists.8 So too does Mrs Genie Ford, US director 
of the company, who in her statement of November 2004 says:  

“… as far back as early 2002, he [Mr Sayeed] specifically cautioned [***] and others 
working on The English Manner business that he was not permitted to use his position 
as a Member of the British Parliament for personal gain; that his name must not 
appear on any promotional material and that as anyone could visit Parliament in the 
UK it followed that The English Manner did not have a USP (unique selling point) in 
relation to Parliament and should not suggest that it had.”.9 

22. Whilst Mrs Messervy accepts overall responsibility as the company’s chairman for the 
way it marketed itself, she did not personally authorise the material on the web-site. 
According to Mrs Messervy, control of the web-site rested with her American co-director 
Mrs Ford. Mr Sayeed had no input into the day-to-day marketing of the company and had 
probably never seen the material on the web-site.10 Mrs Ford confirms that Mr Sayeed had 

 
 
3 WE 10. 

4 WE 12, para 16. 

5 WE 12, para 6.  

6 WE 12, para 10.  

7 WE 11, para 9. 

8 WE 10; WE 12, paras 9 & 15. 

9 WE 13. 

10 WE 12. 
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no input into the company’s promotional material.11 Mrs Ford employed a *** to help 
promote the company. Mrs Messervy says that once it had been discovered that the web-
site contained inappropriate material, *** was warned on more than one occasion not to 
use it. When she persisted in doing so, she was dismissed in May 2003 for this and other 
reasons, (although Mrs Messervy did not think the letter terminating her employment 
contained references to her failure to adhere to instructions).12 13  

23. This account is supported by the statement of Mrs Ford at WE 13. ***’s departure did 
not, however, lead to the immediate removal of inappropriate material from the web-site. 
Mrs Ford says that it took several attempts through the webmaster to remove inaccurate 
references from the web-site. It appears indeed that material implying that the company 
could provide clients with privileged access to Parliament was still being posted on the 
web-site in 2004—see the references to prospective 2004 programmes quoted at paragraph 
5 (iii)–(v) above.  

(c) Mrs Duvall’s conversations with the “Sunday Times” reporter 

24. That same impression was clearly given by Mrs Bambi Duvall (a self-employed US 
agent acting within McCabe Bremer, the travel company acting for The English Manner 
Limited) to Mr Joe Lauria, the Sunday Times reporter who spoke to Mrs Duvall on 25 and 
26 August 2004 and the transcript of whose conversations is at WE 4. For example, after 
Mrs Duvall indicated that she normally put Mrs Messervy in touch with clients to discuss 
such matters, the conversation on 25 August included the following exchange:  

“Mrs Duvall: The [trips we organise] are unique experiences. For instance, if 
Parliament is in, and if you are interested in experiencing something like that, we 
would look at schedules and people’s availability and try to fit in to the dates you are 
coming over.  

Mr Lauria: So maybe I can go behind the scenes in the House of Commons when they 
are in?  

Mrs Duvall: That is a definite. That is something that you can’t find anywhere else. 
We have a great contact. He is a Member of Parliament, Jonathan Sayeed. And if his 
schedule allows it, then we have some times, you can have lunch there, sometimes it’s 
behind the scenes tours.”  

25. The conversation the following day included a similar exchange in which Mrs Duvall 
confirmed the possibility of a behind the scenes tour of Parliament conducted by a 
Member. She mentioned that she had recently organised a day for a family of three which 
had included such a behind the scenes experience of Parliament and that the total itinerary 
for the day had cost about $1,500. (I give Mr Sayeed’s and Mrs Messervy’s account of this 
particular visit at paragraph 39(i) below.) When Mr Lauria asked:  

 
 
11 WE 13. 

12 I attempted to contact *** to obtain her confirmation of this account of events but without success.  

13 WE 12, paras 10 & 14. 
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“So you are saying that a day at the Parliament would be comparable to that one day 
with etiquette around $1,500?”. 

Mrs Duvall replied:  

“Yeah, give or take.”. 

Later in the same conversation, Mrs Duvall says that the largest group The English Manner 
Limited can handle is:  

“twelve, anyway because if we do schedule lunch or dinner in the Parliament, in their 
dining facility the max is 12 people.”. 

26. Mrs Messervy has supplied a copy of a statement made by Mrs Duvall on 31 August, in 
the immediate aftermath of the “Sunday Times” story, in which extracts from her 
conversations with Mr Lauria were reported. In the statement (of which a copy is at WE 
14) Mrs Duvall says that at no time did she ever say that Mr Sayeed was paid for tours of 
Parliament. She says she was misquoted regarding the $1,500 for a Parliament tour “as I 
explained it was for an entire package that included etiquette training as well as meals, 
transfers, hotels etc.” After reporting the conversation to Mrs Ford and Mrs Messervy, she 
attempted to contact Mr Lauria again to make clear that The English Manner Limited “do 
not offer tours of Parliament for payment by Jonathan Sayeed or anyone else”.  

27. Mr Sayeed says he was astonished to read the transcript of the conversation between 
Mrs Duvall and Mr Lauria:  

“From the transcript one can clearly see how Mrs Duvall is trying to talk generalities 
and say that really Mr Lauria should discuss his requirements with The English 
Manner and specifically with Mrs Messervy but that Mr Lauria is constantly trying to 
push her back to Parliament and his preconceived agenda. She, like any sales agent, 
can be seen to pander to her prospect’s wishes and make all the noises that he wants to 
hear.”.14 

Mr Sayeed adds that while “Mrs Duvall is quite wrong in what she says and had no right to 
say it,” he can understand why the Sunday Times wrote up the story on 29 August as it did.  

“I have given immediate instructions to The English Manner that my name must never 
be misrepresented by them in this way or anybody acting for them …”. 

28. In her letter of 1 November Mrs Messervy says that Mrs Duvall was not an employee of 
The English Manner Limited but an independent, part-time consultant associated with 
McCabe Bremer. She was not authorised to make the statements she did to the Sunday 
Times reporter:  

“We forthwith sent Bambi Duvall a reprimand for the statements she made and she 
was very apologetic and had not realised she had made such an important mistake.”.15  

 
 
14 WE 7. 

15 WE 10. 
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(d) The press release and the article by Mr Bob Morris 

29. Having summarised the evidence presented by Mr Sayeed, Mrs Messervy and others in 
relation to the material on the web-site of The English Manner Limited and to Mrs Duvall’s 
conversation with a Sunday Times reporter, it may be convenient if I briefly set out their 
evidence relating to the press release issued by the company, extracts from which I quote at 
paragraph 6 above, and to the article by Mr Morris at WE 5.  

30. As regards both of the press releases forwarded by Mr Henderson, Mr Sayeed and Mrs 
Messervy say that these were issued without their knowledge or authority by ***, who has 
since been dismissed by the company (see paragraph 22 above). In her letter of 1 
November Mrs Messervy says:  

“I am the Chairman of the company and have to carry overall responsibility for 
marketing material or advertising of our programmes …Whilst I recognise that I have 
to take overall responsibility for this, I hope you will accept that material was not 
authorised by me. At no stage does or did Mr Sayeed see any of the promotional 
material we may write, and he has no jurisdiction or input over our web-site.”.16 

31. Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy say of the lunch Mr Sayeed hosted for Mr Bob Morris 
that they understood that Mr Morris was over in the United Kingdom researching the 
subject of English etiquette, on which Mrs Messervy was an acknowledged authority. Mrs 
Messervy says that she thought to involve Mr Sayeed only because he was ‘a typical English 
gentleman’.17 Mr Sayeed says of the lunch:  

“No other travel writer was present, indeed my understanding of Mr Morris’s position 
was that he was here to write on English etiquette, the English way of life and 
parliamentary heritage. At no stage was any sales pitch made by myself or Mrs 
Messervy for The English Manner and I believe the approach was made to Mrs 
Messervy because of her background in the Royal Household. No payment was made 
by Mr Morris or anyone else for the lunch and neither I nor Mrs Messervy had any 
control over the article that he wrote. Indeed I am informed by Mrs Messervy that she 
asked Mr Morris to remove certain references to his visit to parliament and some items 
dealing with royalty but he declined to do so.”.18 

32. As can be seen from WE 5, Mr Morris’s article nonetheless included, when it appeared 
in Travel and Leisure magazine, an account of Mr Morris’s visit to the House and a 
number of favourable references to The English Manner Limited. The article was 
subsequently posted on the company’s web-site, where—although it was not immediately 
apparent and had to be accessed via a link—it remained into 2004. Mrs Messervy readily 
admitted that, with the benefit of hindsight, it should have been removed along with other 
material from the site.19  

 
 
16 WE 10. 

17 WE 17. 

18 WE 9. 

19 WE 12. 
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(e) Mr Sayeed’s relationship with The English Manner Limited  

33. I turn now to describe the evidence relating to Mr Sayeed’s role in relation to The 
English Manner Limited. According to Mr Sayeed he has known Mrs Messervy, initially 
through a shared business interest, since before he became the Member for Mid-
Bedfordshire in 1997. In July 1997 he employed her as his constituency assistant. She has 
also been variously Deputy Chairman (1995–2001 and 2004 to date) and Chairman (2001–
2004) of his local constituency association.  

34. When Mrs Messervy decided to set up The English Manner Limited, Mr Sayeed 
“agreed to help in a modest way”.20 Although Mrs Messervy had wished him to be a 
director of the company, he had declined because he had not wished to have any direct 
responsibility for what the company did.21 (In conversation with me on 11 January, Mr 
Sayeed said that there was a clear distinction in his mind between the responsibilities of a 
director for the general conduct of a company and those of a consultant, who is only 
responsible to a company for the advice he or she gives in specific, defined and agreed 
areas.) In June 2001, he had agreed to take a 30% shareholding in the company and to act 
as a part-time consultant to the company “to advise on the formation of the company, its 
Articles of Association etc, provide continuing advice on company management, 
accountancy etc and to give strategic and marketing advice”.22 Mr Sayeed had never 
received a dividend as a shareholder but in his capacity as a part-time consultant had 
received, in the three and a quarter years since the company’s formation a total of £1,875 in 
consultancy fees and been reimbursed £3,487 in expenses incurred on behalf of the 
company.23 Mr Sayeed is adamant that he has never received any payment for hosting 
tours or meals for clients of The English Manner Limited in the House.  

35. At my meeting with Mr Sayeed on 3 November I asked him how, if his role included 
giving marketing advice, he was unaware of the terms in which The English Manner 
Limited was representing itself to potential clients on its web-site and through its press 
releases. Mr Sayeed said that by marketing advice, he meant not “day to day marketing, 
most of which I was neither aware of, nor had any control over, but more for markets to 
approach and how best to tackle them”.24 There was a distinction between marketing and 
advising on how to approach markets or potential markets. He had known the company 
had a web-site and how it was constructed but had not been aware of the fine detail of the 
text: as consultant he had had no reason to be. He had no reason to believe the content 
would be contrary to the clear instruction he recalled having given before the official 
launch of the company that neither his name nor that of Parliament were to be used as a 
promotional tool.25  

 
 
20 WE 17. 

21 WE 11, para 9. 

22 WE 7. 

23 WE 7. 

24 WE 9. 

25 WE 11, paras 9–13. 
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(f) Registration aspects  

36. The Rules approved by the House on the registration and declaration of Members’ 
Interests provide that a Member must register any shareholding which is greater than 15% 
of the issued share capital of a company. Mr Sayeed wrote to the Registrar of Members’ 
Interests on 20 December 2001 seeking advice on whether and how to register his interest 
in The English Manner Limited. The Registrar replied on 15 January 2002 and Mr Sayeed 
responded on 24 January. As a result the following entry appeared in the looseleaf version 
of the Register published on 1 February 2002:  

“2. Remunerated employment, office, profession etc 

consultant to The English Manner Ltd. Occasional lectures and adviser to Board on 
strategic issues and marketing.  

6. Overseas Visits  

7–11 February 2002, to Washington DC, USA, for company launch, paid for by The 
English Manner Ltd (Registered 24 January 2002)  

9. Registrable shareholdings  

(a) The English Manner Ltd.”  

37. Mr Sayeed did not repeat the entry in relation to his shareholding when the Register 
was re-compiled following the changes to the Rules approved by the House on 14 May 
2002. However, he wrote to the Registrar on 1 November 2002 asking for a 30% 
shareholding in The English Manner Limited to be registered and the following entry 
appeared in the edition of the Register published on 26 November 2002.  

“9. Registrable shareholdings  

(a) The English Manner Ltd.”  

A similar entry has appeared in subsequent editions of the Register.  

38. Mr Sayeed has also registered a total of 6 trips to the USA in respect of which his 
expenses have been met by the company.26 I understand from Mr Sayeed that these trips 
were undertaken for marketing and lecturing purposes. From the detailed information Mr 
Sayeed has supplied, it appears that some of the expenses of these trips are included in the 
figure of £3,487 given above but some are not.  

 
 
26 4 of these have already appeared in the Register. Notice of 2 further trips—made in February and April 2004 

respectively—was given to my office by Mr Sayeed on 5 January 2005 and entries relating to them will appear in the 
next edition of the Register.  
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(g) Visits to Parliament of groups or individuals connected with The English 
Manner Limited 

39. I have discussed with Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy the circumstances in which various 
groups or individuals associated with The English Manner Limited have visited the Palace 
of Westminster. Altogether, based on the evidence they have supplied and information 
from the Refreshment Department of the House, I have identified 9 such occasions. Of 
these 5 appear to call for particular mention:  

i) 6 December 2002—Dinner was hosted by Mr Sayeed for a family in the Strangers 
dining room and paid for by The English Manner Limited. The family were The 
English Manner Limited’s first paying clients. However Mr Sayeed and Mrs 
Messervy say that the family were also close personal friends. They were not 
offered dinner as part of their planned and paid itinerary and none of the fee they 
paid The English Manner Limited was in respect of a meal in the House.  

Mr Sayeed submitted an invoice to The English Manner Limited dated 6 December 
2002 for £250 “for the provision of consultancy services of Jonathan Sayeed, 
relating to the visit of Mr and Mrs ***, November 2002.” Mrs Messervy thought 
that this fee might have been for consultancy in general and not services specifically 
related to the *** family visit.27  

ii) 27 March 2003—a dinner for 13 people was hosted by Mr Sayeed in Dining Room 
C of the House of Commons. The invoice for £622 was sent by the Refreshment 
Department to Mrs Messervy. Mrs Messervy and Mr Sayeed say that the dinner 
was part of a “familiarisation tour” for people working in association with The 
English Manner Limited, including 4 people connected to US travel agents, 
arranged by Mrs Messervy. All were actual or prospective employees or agents of 
the company or of its US arm. No payment was received by the company from 
those present at the dinner and no fee was paid to Mr Sayeed for hosting them.  

This dinner featured in the report of a visit arranged by the company, published on 
its web-site, an extract from which I have quoted at paragraph 5(i) above. The 
report was written by Mrs Ford, the US director of The English Manner Limited. 
The only ‘pitch’ Mr Sayeed can recall making at the dinner was for the Parliament 
Choir (of which he was then Chairman) and the South Bank Sinfonia.28  

iii) 25 May 2004—Mr Sayeed hosted a dinner for 14 in Dining Room C of the House 
of Commons. The dinner came towards the end of a tour arranged by The English 
Manner Limited for the Lake Forest Garden Club. According to Mr Sayeed and 
Mrs Messervy, the dinner was not part of the advertised programme for the tour 
but was added at the suggestion of the US leader of the Club because they both 
knew her as a friend. The participants did not know prior to their arrival in the UK 
that they would be visiting the House and it was not part of their pre-paid 
programme. No charge was made by the company other than that of 
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reimbursement of the cost of the meal. Mr Sayeed received no fee in connection 
with the visit to Parliament, although he was paid £375 for other aspects of his 
involvement in the Club’s programme as a whole.  

iv) 26 May 2004—Mr Sayeed hosted a group of 4 guests to dinner in the Strangers’ 
Dining Room. This was part of a lot provided by The English Manner Limited and 
McCabe Bremer to a charity auction on behalf of the Maymount Foundation of 
Richmond, Virginia.  

v) 14 June 2004—a group of 14 (consisting of US Supreme Court Justices and their 
families) was, at their request, conducted by Mr Sayeed on a tour of the Palace of 
Westminster and he subsequently hosted lunch for the group in a private dining 
room in the House. Mr Sayeed had previously met the leader of the group. Mrs 
Messervy says that she (not Mr Sayeed) organised the group’s visit; again no profit 
was made by her personally or by The English Manner Limited and no fee was paid 
to Mr Sayeed.  

40. In paragraph 6(ii) above, I have mentioned the press release which appeared on the 
company’s web-site referring to the planned concert in Westminster Hall by the 
Parliament Choir, of which at the time Mr Sayeed was the Chairman. Mr Sayeed gives a 
full account of this in section 6 of his letter of 26 October.29 According to him and to Mrs 
Messervy, in the event only 2 guests of The English Manner Limited attended the concert 
and a private reception at the Goring Hotel which preceded it. No privileged access to 
Parliamentary facilities was involved.  

41. To sum up the key points of the evidence presented by Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy in 
relation to the actual use made of Parliamentary facilities by people associated with The 
English Manner Limited:  

i) On all occasions there was an element of personal friendship involved in the 
circumstances leading up to the meal and tour concerned;  

ii) The meal and tour was not advertised in advance as a part of the programme of the 
group involved, nor did it constitute part of a programme for which payment was 
made (except as described in (iii) below);  

iii) No fee was charged by The English Manner Limited for arranging the facilities. 
Where any charge was levied, it was purely in reimbursement for the cost of the 
meal involved;  

iv) Mr Sayeed was not paid a fee for his part in the event.  

42. Mr Sayeed also argues that:  

i) The vast majority of entertainment for clients of the company took place away 
from the Palace of Westminster; 30 
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ii) Because of the constraints of the Parliamentary timetable, and in particular his 
former responsibilities as a Shadow Minister, it was not always feasible for him to 
transact private business away from the House;31  

iii) It is an acceptable use of House rooms and facilities to increase understanding of 
the British Parliament and constitution. This was an element in all events 
associated with the company in which he participated;  

iv) While he agrees with the general principle enunciated by the Serjeant at Arms and 
the Director of Catering (and reflected in the Banqueting Regulations quoted in 
paragraph 9 above) that the facilities of the House should not be exploited for the 
financial or commercial benefit of a company, a test of reasonableness should be 
applied. Many Members:  

“who have remunerated and properly declared outside interests meet and entertain 
those commercial interests in the Palace of Westminster. I do not believe that such 
behaviour by MPs is regarded as being an abuse of the privilege of being an MP.”.  

The fullest exposition of these arguments is contained in Mr Sayeed’s letter of 25 
November at WE 16. 

(h) The Parliamentary employment of Mrs Messervy  

43. In his letter of 31 August 2004, Mr Henderson also asked me to examine whether it was 
ethical for Mr Sayeed to employ Mrs Messervy as his constituency assistant when she was 
also the majority shareholder and chairman of The English Manner Limited. Having 
surveyed the relevant evidence relating to Mr Sayeed’s role in relation to the company, I 
turn to set out the evidence relating to Mrs Messervy’s role as Mr Sayeed’s constituency 
assistant.  

44. Mr Sayeed first employed Mrs Messervy as his constituency assistant following his 
election as the Member for Mid-Bedfordshire in 1997. Her contract is dated 11 July 1997 
and it describes her role as “constituency liaison.” No job description was attached to the 
contract: although the form of contract presumed that a job description would be attached, 
it was not a requirement that Members’ staff should have a job description until July 2001. 
The position Mrs Messervy held was described in the contract as “part-time and less than 
13 hours per week.” She was paid £4,000 pa on appointment: she is now paid £12,000 pa.  

45. The Department of Finance and Administration (DFA) have consulted their records 
about whether Mrs Messervy was a full or part-time employee of Mr Sayeed and whether 
she was based in London or the constituency. In a letter to the Department dated 6 August 
2001 Mr Sayeed described Mrs Messervy as a “full-time London based employee”. He gave 
a similar description of her status in forms submitted to the Department relating to the 
financial years 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–04. These declarations were important 
because, under paragraphs 5.3.3–5.3.4 of the rules on Members’ allowances then in force, 
Members with constituencies outside London received an enhanced staffing allowance for 
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any employee(s) based wholly or mainly in London, to reflect the higher employment costs 
involved.32  

46. Mr Sayeed insists that Mrs Messervy has always been part-time and constituency based, 
although she has occasionally helped out in his London office. In his letters of 8 and 14 
December (WE 19 and 21), he offers an explanation of the discrepancy between this 
statement of the position and the statements on the letter and forms he sent to the DFA. In 
essence this is that in August 2001 his PA was pregnant and he anticipated that Mrs 
Messervy might have to become London-based in order to cover for her. Again in March 
2002 when his PA actually went on maternity leave, he considered Mrs Messervy becoming 
full-time and London-based. He signed a form on 17 February 2003 again describing Mrs 
Messervy as full-time and London-based in error but, he says, this had no overall effect on 
the size of the staffing allowance to which he was entitled because he already had 3 other 
full-time London staff, the maximum allowed by the DFA.  

47. The Department of Finance and Administration point out that when they allocate the 
staffing allowance for each year, they do so on the basis of the number of staff employed in 
London in April of the financial year in question, and not on the basis of Members’ 
possible plans for the future. The fact that Mr Sayeed incorrectly told them that Mrs 
Messervy was full-time and employed in London could have affected the level of staffing 
allowance to which he was entitled. The Director concludes that in his view there was a 
breach of the House’s provisions concerning the staffing allowance in that Mr Sayeed gave 
incorrect information about Mrs Messervy’s status to the Department on four separate 
occasions. However, given the information Mr Sayeed has supplied to my inquiry, it does 
not appear that there has been an actual over-payment of the allowance.  

48. As Mrs Messervy’s contract did not include a job description, I asked both Mr Sayeed 
and Mrs Messervy to describe her role. In his letter of 26 October , Mr Sayeed responded:  

“… her role is to liaise between the press and others and myself relating to my 
parliamentary duties and constituency work. She also liaises between the officers and 
members of the constituency association regarding general constituency and 
parliamentary matters and diary. She acts as a “look out” for problems within the 
constituency …”.33 

A similar broad description was given by Mrs Messervy during our meeting on 5 
November.34  

49. In my letter of 6 December (WE 18) I put to Mr Sayeed whether duties involving 
liaison “between the officers and members of the constituency association regarding 
general constituency and parliamentary matters” were appropriately reimbursed from the 
Parliamentary staffing allowance. The Green Book on Members’ allowances, etc describes 
the scope of the allowance as being:  

 
 
32 The Green Book on Parliamentary Salaries, Allowances and Pensions published in April 2002. There is similar 

provision in paragraphs 6.3.3–6.3.4 of the current edition of the Green Book.  
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“to meet the costs wholly, exclusively and necessarily incurred on the provision of staff 
to help Members perform their Parliamentary duties.”. 

and makes clear that the allowance is not available for: 

“staff who are employed on party political duties or non-Parliamentary duties.”. 

As previously noted, throughout the whole period she has been employed by Mr Sayeed, 
Mrs Messervy has also been either Chairman or Deputy Chairman of his constituency 
association.  

50. Mr Sayeed responded on 8 December:  

“From time to time Mrs Messervy liaises between the officers and members of my 
Association, many other interested parties and myself. She suggests to officers and 
members of the Association meetings I could attend in my role as their constituency 
MP, they jointly discuss visits they would like me to make to schools, hospitals, 
businesses etc, and they inform her of local problems which she researches and informs 
me about. In addition she drafts press releases, monthly newspaper columns, liaises 
with the local press and facilitates my attendance at local meetings. Such work enables 
me to perform my parliamentary duties as a constituency MP and it is for that and 
that alone that she is paid. She has not been paid for her party political activities or for 
being Chairman or Deputy Chairman of mid-Bedfordshire Conservative Association. 
Therefore the duties she has undertaken for me can be completely justified in terms of 
the requirements laid down in the Green Book.”.35  

51. In his letter of 31 August Mr Henderson raised in essence the question whether there 
was any conflict of interest between Mrs Messervy’s role in relation to The English 
Manner Limited and her role as Mr Sayeed’s constituency assistant. Members’ staff are not 
prohibited from doing other paid work when they are not working for the Member. They 
are required to include in the Register of Interests of Members’ Secretaries and Research 
Assistants any other paid employment or occupation which might benefit from their 
possession of a Parliamentary pass. Mrs Messervy first registered her interest in The 
English Manner Limited on 4 March 2002 and it has remained on the Register since.  

52. Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy deny that there is any conflict of interest between Mrs 
Messervy’s two roles. As Mrs Messervy’s role as Mr Sayeed’s constituency assistant is part-
time, she is able to combine this with running the company. Mrs Messervy says in her 
letter of 1 November:  

“… you ask if my role in relation to the company interacted with my role in relation to 
Mr Sayeed. The answer to this is not at all … My role for Mr Sayeed as constituency 
liaison assistant is just that and quite separate.”.36 
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Mrs Messervy says that she only used her Parliamentary pass to enter the Palace and visit 
the office of Mr Sayeed or his PA. Since the publication of the ‘Sunday Times’ report, she 
has surrendered her pass.  

53. Mr Sayeed confirms this and says;  

“She [Mrs Messervy] has never used her employment to further her client base with 
The English Manner nor has she ever taken any guests for tours in the House of 
Commons.”.37 

At our meeting on 3 November, Mr Sayeed summed up his evidence on this point in this 
way: 

“As to … the suggestion that [his] employment of [Mrs Messervy] was unethical, he 
would contend that a separation of powers was in place; the company was small; he 
employed [Mrs Messervy] part-time; both had acted ethically.”.  

Findings of Fact 

54. The English Manner Limited was established by Mrs Messervy in June 2001 to create 
instructional tour programmes, with a particular focus on etiquette, for affluent clients 
mainly from overseas. Mrs Messervy, as chairman, owns 60% of the shares in the company, 
the second (US) director of the company, Ms Ford, 10% and Mr Sayeed 30%. The 
company has never generated a profit or paid a dividend. Both Mr Sayeed and Mrs 
Messervy have registered their interest in the company in the appropriate Parliamentary 
Register.  

55. The company has not advertised its services directly in the media but sought to attract 
clients through its web-site, through building links with luxury travel agents and personal 
recommendation, and through favourable coverage in the media. It has been an essential 
part of the marketing thrust of the company that it offers access for its clients to people, 
institutions and places they would not find it easy to access without the company’s 
assistance.  

56. Both Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy say that the company did not claim to give access to 
Parliament or to Mr Sayeed. Material which appeared on the company’s web-site gives the 
opposite impression. Mr Sayeed, Mrs Messervy and Mrs Ford say that this material was 
unauthorised, indeed contrary to their explicit instructions. Mr Sayeed was not aware of 
the contents of the web-site and neither he nor Mrs Messervy controlled it. When Mrs 
Messervy became aware of such unauthorised material she attempted to have it removed. 
They similarly say that Mrs Bambi Duvall, a self employed agent acting within McCabe 
Bremer, the US travel company acting for The English Manner Limited, was not 
authorised to imply such privileged access to Parliament through Mr Sayeed when 
speaking to a Sunday Times reporter in August 2004, and that press releases and an article 
by Mr Bob Morris, a US travel writer, about English manners which made similar 
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statements implying privileged access to the Palace of Westminster through the company 
were also either unauthorised or outside their control.  

57. As well as being a shareholder in the company, Mr Sayeed is a part-time consultant to it 
on strategic and marketing issues. In this respect he has received in the three and a quarter 
years since its formation a total of £1,875 in consultancy fees and been reimbursed £3,487 
in expenses incurred on the company’s behalf. He has made 6 visits to the USA for 
marketing and lecturing purposes in respect of which the company has reimbursed his 
expenses: these have been (in the case of four) or will shortly be (in the case of the other 
two) the subject of entries in the Register of Members’ Interests. 

58. On a number of occasions Mr Sayeed has hosted people associated with The English 
Manner Limited, including some paying clients of the company, on tours and for meals in 
the Palace of Westminster. However, he and Mrs Messervy assert that:  

i) On all these occasions an element of personal friendship was involved;  

ii) The meal or tour was not advertised in advance as part of the programme of any 
group or individual involved. Nor was it so represented by anyone prior to the 
client paying for the services of the company. It did not therefore form any part of 
the client’s expectation of what he or she was being offered;  

iii) No fee was charged by the company for arranging the facility. Where any charge 
was made, it was purely in reimbursement of the cost of the meal;  

iv) Mr Sayeed was not paid a fee for his part in any such occasion.  

I am not aware of any evidence which would contradict the evidence Mr Sayeed and Mrs 
Messervy have given on these points.  

59. Mrs Messervy has been employed by Mr Sayeed as his part-time constituency assistant 
since he was elected as the Member for Mid-Bedfordshire in 1997. Although he 
represented her in error to the DFA four times between 2001 and 2003 as a full-time and 
London-based employee, she has in fact always been part-time and constituency based. Mr 
Sayeed’s explanation of this error is given at paragraph 46 above. Whilst Mr Sayeed’s 
repeated mis-representation to the Department of Mrs Messervy’s position was wrong (a 
point Mr Sayeed accepts), it does not (on the basis of the information he has given my 
inquiry) appear that Mr Sayeed received any more in terms of staffing allowance than that 
to which he was entitled.  

60. Both Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy are adamant that there was no conflict of interest 
between Mrs Messervy’s role in relation to The English Manner Limited and her role as Mr 
Sayeed’s constituency assistant, partly because of the part-time nature of the latter, partly 
because Mrs Messervy was careful to separate her two roles and never used her 
Parliamentary staff role or her possession of a Parliamentary pass to further her company’s 
interest. They also assert that there was no confusion between Mrs Messervy’s role as an 
officer of Mr Sayeed’s constituency association and her Parliamentary role as his 
constituency assistant.  



32    Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

 

61. Following the Sunday Times articles about Mr Sayeed and The English Manner 
Limited on 29 August 2004, Mrs Messervy gave up her Parliamentary pass on 7 September. 
Mr Sayeed says that he has (letter of 26 October);  

“made clear to The English Manner that in future I will not personally conduct anyone 
introduced by them around the Palace of Westminster nor entertain them here in 
future.”.38 

Mr Sayeed continues, however, firmly to deny that his actions in relation to The English 
Manner Limited have involved any abuse of his privileged position as a Member of the 
House. 

Conclusions 

62. As I have noted in paragraph 8 above, there is no explicit provision in the Code of 
Conduct for Members concerning misuse of the facilities of the House. However, it is clear 
from the Banqueting Regulations and the advice I received from the Serjeant at Arms (see 
paragraphs 10–11 above) that the use of these facilities for the financial or commercial 
benefit of a Member or of a company is not permitted.  

63. The Code of Conduct includes a provision requiring Members to conduct themselves 
in a manner designed to strengthen public trust and confidence in the integrity of 
Parliament and not to do anything which would bring the House into disrepute (paragraph 
9). If a Member were to exploit the privileged access he had to the facilities of the House for 
the financial or commercial benefit of a company in which he had a registrable financial 
interest, that would in my view be likely to bring the House into disrepute and to weaken 
public trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament (paragraph 12).  

64.  Mr Sayeed registered his 30% shareholding in The English Manner Limited. This 
shareholding has not so far benefited him through the payment of a dividend but it does 
give him a stake in the future success of the company. He also has a stake in that success 
through his role as a consultant on strategic and marketing issues. In his capacity as a 
consultant and shareholder, he has paid 6 visits to the USA funded by the company, all of 
which he has again registered, although the two most recent of these were registered well 
after the 28 days deadline for such matters. He has received since the company was 
established £1,875 in consultancy fees and £3,487 in expenses reimbursed by the company. 
Mr Sayeed’s financial interest in the company is clear.  

65.  The key question is whether Mr Sayeed has used or exploited his privileged access as a 
Member to the facilities of the House for the financial or commercial benefit of The 
English Manner Limited. Mr Sayeed, supported by Mrs Messervy, answers that question 
with a clear ‘no’. The company never charged a fee when its clients were hosted by Mr 
Sayeed and Mrs Messervy at the House, merely (and then only in a few cases) the cost of 
the meal provided. Mr Sayeed never received a fee for hosting such occasions. The meal 
and tour of the House involved were not advertised to clients in advance nor were they part 
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of their paid programme. In all cases, they assert, there was an element of private 
relationship or friendship with those who were being hosted.  

66. Mr Sayeed concedes, however, that in view of the conversation Mrs Duvall had with Mr 
Lauria—in which Mrs Duvall indicated that Parliament was indeed one of the institutions 
to which the company could provide clients with privileged access—it was not surprising 
that the Sunday Times reported its story as it did on 29 August. Nor, I would add, is it at all 
surprising given the material on the company’s web-site which I have summarised in 
paragraphs 5–7 above. Although some of this material had been archived prior to 2004, 
some if it was still on the site earlier that year, prior to the appearance of the Sunday Times 
story.  

67. Mr Sayeed, supported by Mrs Messervy and Mrs Ford, says that Mrs Duvall was not 
authorised to make the statements she did to Mr Lauria. Nor had he authorised or was he 
aware of the material on the company’s web-site. Indeed any reference to him or to 
privileged access to Parliament through him was contrary to an express instruction he had 
given before the company was launched. No record of this instruction exists but Mr Sayeed 
explains this by saying that the company was small and he had no reason to think his 
instruction would be disobeyed. He, Mrs Messervy and Mrs Ford point to the departure of 
*** in May 2003 as evidence of the company’s intention to get these matters right.  

68. It is difficult to understand how, if the placing by *** of unauthorised material on the 
web-site was a factor in her dismissal in May 2003 (paragraph 22), similar material was still 
posted on the web-site after her dismissal in relation to the company’s 2004 programme 
(paragraph 23). The web-site was, according to Mrs Messervy, used by the company “as a 
marketing tool for those who seek it out”. She acknowledges that, as chairman of the 
company, she must carry overall responsibility for what appeared on it, and at my meeting 
with her on 5 November did not demur when it was suggested that she had not exercised 
sufficient control over it. Mr Sayeed denies any responsibility for the web-site: as a 
consultant, his interest was in the development of prospective markets for the company. 
His role did not imply any responsibility for how the company currently marketed itself.  

69. It appears from the instruction said to have been given by Mr Sayeed on the lines 
previously mentioned that he was clearly aware of the dangers of the company using his 
status as a Member or Parliament’s name to promote its activities. It is therefore again 
surprising that Mr Sayeed apparently made no effort himself subsequently to check the 
terms in which the company was promoting itself. Whilst I acknowledge Mr Sayeed’s 
argument that this was not an obligation on him flowing from his role within the company, 
it would certainly have been prudent given his obligations as a Member. In my view, the 
balance of evidence indicates that both Mrs Messervy, as chairman of the company, and 
Mr Sayeed, as a Member and as a significant figure in the company, failed to exercise 
effectively the responsibilities which could reasonably have been expected of them in 
relation to the way the company marketed itself, both through its web-site and through its 
US agents.  

70. The other ways in which, according to Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy, The English 
Manner Limited promoted itself were through attracting favourable media attention and 
by personal recommendation. It is in this context that it is necessary, I submit, to view the 
various occasions on which Mr Sayeed hosted groups or individuals in the House, details 
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of the most significant of which I have given in paragraph 39. Given that personal 
recommendation was one of the means by which the company sought to promote itself, it 
is not surprising that an element of personal relationship or friendship features in each of 
these occasions. And at least two of the occasions on which Mr Sayeed hosted meals in the 
House—the familiarisation tour (paragraph 39(ii)) and the lunch with Mr Bob Morris 
(paragraph 31)—involved the giving of hospitality to people (travel agents and a travel 
writer) who were in a position directly to promote the commercial interests of the 
company.  

71. I have seen no evidence to suggest that either Mr Sayeed personally or The English 
Manner Limited benefited directly through the receipt of fees in relation to any of these 
occasions. I am in little doubt, however, that, taken as a whole, their effect was to give 
credibility to the company’s overall marketing claim that it could gain access for its clients 
to institutions, people and places which it would otherwise be difficult for those clients to 
access. In doing this, the occasions promoted the commercial future of the company, a 
future in which Mr Sayeed had a clear beneficial interest. In this context, it would not 
matter that Mr Sayeed refrained from directly promoting the company on any such 
occasion. The mere fact that Mr Sayeed was hosting people in what his guests would see as 
such exclusive surroundings would be enough to establish the validity of the company’s 
claim. When taken together with the material on the company’s web-site the 
overwhelming impression left on clients, prospective clients and contacts in the travel trade 
would be that the company could indeed gain exclusive access for them, and that this could 
include access to Parliament.  

72. I recognise the force of Mr Sayeed’s argument that a test of reasonableness has to be 
applied to the way in which the relevant rules of the House relating to commercial benefit 
and a Member’s financial interests should be interpreted. What, however, distinguishes this 
case from the other examples relating to Members which Mr Sayeed gives is, in my view, 
the fact that The English Manner Limited’s claim to provide privileged access was central 
to the marketing of its services. I do not therefore see this case as requiring revision of the 
House’s rules or having wider implications for the way in which those rules are currently 
interpreted by Members.  

73. In my view, Mr Sayeed has a duty of care under the Code to protect the reputation of 
Parliament and not to bring it into disrepute. Taken as a whole, the evidence indicates that 
he has, at the least, been negligent or careless in respect of that duty.  

74. I turn now to the issues raised by Mr Henderson in relation to Mr Sayeed’s 
employment of Mrs Messervy. Mr Henderson asked me to consider whether it was ethical 
for Mr Sayeed to employ Mrs Messervy as his constituency assistant when she was also the 
majority shareholder (and chairman) of The English Manner Limited. Mr Henderson 
suggested that these dual roles may have resulted in “an unacceptable conflict of interest”.  

75. As I noted in paragraph 51, Members’ staff are not prohibited from undertaking other 
paid work when they are not working for the Member. They are required to register any 
paid employment or occupation which might benefit from their possession of a 
Parliamentary pass. Mrs Messervy had registered her role in relation to The English 
Manner Limited.  
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76. There would have been a conflict of interest if Mrs Messervy had used her role as Mr 
Sayeed’s constituency assistant to further the commercial interests of her company. Mrs 
Messervy and Mr Sayeed are adamant that she did not do so. There is no evidence to 
suggest that Mrs Messervy failed to complete the hours she was contracted to work for Mr 
Sayeed on Parliamentary duties or that she misused office or other facilities provided to her 
and Mr Sayeed by the House by using them to help her conduct the business of The 
English Manner Limited.  

77. There is no doubt, however, that the manner in which Mrs Messervy’s company 
marketed itself—with its claim to provide privileged access to Parliament—readily gave rise 
to the possibility of a perception of conflict of interest between Mrs Messervy’s two roles. 
Mrs Messervy has acknowledged that, as chairman of The English Manner Limited, she 
must accept overall responsibility for the way the company marketed itself. Her decision to 
register her interest in the company indicates that she was alive to the possibility that her 
connection with Parliament through her employment by Mr Sayeed would be seen as 
potentially beneficial to the company. Yet she failed to ensure that the company of which 
she was chairman and majority shareholder and its agents avoided claiming to be able to 
give its clients privileged access to Parliament, and so laid both Mr Sayeed and herself open 
to the complaint which followed.  

78. At his meeting with me on 3 November, Mr Sayeed contended that “a separation of 
powers was in place” between Mrs Messervy’s various roles. Given the evidence set out in 
this report, it is not surprising that, whilst such a separation may have been apparent to Mr 
Sayeed and Mrs Messervy, it was not so apparent to any outside observer. In this context 
Mrs Messervy’s decision to give up her parliamentary pass and Mr Sayeed’s declaration 
that in future he will not personally conduct anyone introduced by The English Manner 
Limited around the Palace of Westminster nor entertain them there, whilst welcome, 
resound with the loud crash of a stable door being locked after the horse has bolted.  

79. In paragraphs 44–50 of this report, I have identified issues raised by my inquiries 
relating to Mrs Messervy’s lack of a job description, her full or part-time status and the 
nature of her role. I comment briefly on these in turn.  

80.  Whilst it was not obligatory for Mrs Messervy to be given a job description when she 
was appointed, it was a presumption that she should have one and it was certainly desirable 
that she should have one. Mr Sayeed has acknowledged this as a result of my inquiries and 
is remedying the deficiency.  

81. Mr Sayeed gave incorrect information about whether Mrs Messervy was a full or part 
time employee to the Department of Finance and Administration on four separate 
occasions. Mr Sayeed says that this information was given in good faith, because of an 
expected change in his office needs consequent on the pregnancy of his PA. Nevertheless 
he acknowledged that he incorrectly described Mrs Messervy’s status to the Department 
and, during discussion with me on 11 January of the factual sections of the memorandum, 
said that he apologised for this.39  
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82. Mr Sayeed acknowledges that Mrs Messervy’s role includes liaison between himself 
and officers and members of his constituency association, and, that Mrs Messervy has 
herself been a prominent officer of the association during the whole period she has been 
employed by him. He denies, however, that this means she has crossed the line between 
Parliamentary and party political work. I have not uncovered evidence which would 
contradict that denial.  

83. However, I am concerned that Mrs Messervy wore so many different hats in relation to 
Mr Sayeed after his election in 1997—as friend, officer of the association, fellow 
shareholder in The English Manner Limited and employee—that there was ample scope 
for her different roles to be confused, at least by any outside observer. A proper degree of 
separation between these roles, and consequently of transparency, was lacking.  

84. To sum up, I have seen no evidence that Mr Sayeed and Mrs Messervy directly received 
fees in return for hosting clients of The English Manner Limited in the House. However, I 
believe that in their conduct in relation to The English Manner Limited both Mr Sayeed 
and Mrs Messervy have at the least been negligent in failing to exercise sufficient care to 
safeguard the reputation of Parliament and at worst have acted carelessly, in a manner 
which has allowed that reputation to be injured. The explanation for this may stem as 
much from a misplaced sense of the obligations of friendship as anything, but its effect has 
been to allow others to draw the conclusion that privileged access to the House and its 
facilities is a commodity to be marketed and is dependant on having the right connections, 
which can be obtained at a price. More generally, whilst the explanation they offer for each 
element in the complaint against them may be plausible, taken as a whole I do not find it a 
convincing justification of their position. The “separation of powers” or 
compartmentalisation of activities which Mr Sayeed claimed governed his various dealings 
with Mrs Messervy may have been evident to them, but in my view, it would not have been 
apparent to an outside observer.  

85. I therefore recommend that Mr Henderson’s complaint against Mr Sayeed in 
relation to his conduct concerning The English Manner Limited should be upheld. I 
find that the multiple roles Mrs Messervy fulfilled in relation to Mr Sayeed were such as to 
give rise at least to a perception of a conflict of interest, both between her role in relation to 
the company and her role as his constituency assistant and between her role as his assistant 
and as an officer of his constituency association. I find that Mr Sayeed gave misleading 
information to the Department of Finance and Administration on four separate occasions 
about Mrs Messervy’s employment status, although this does not appear to have resulted in 
an overpayment of the staffing allowance. Finally, I note that in failing to notify the 
Registrar of Members’ Interests until earlier this month of visits to the USA in February 
and April last year paid for by The English Manner Limited, Mr Sayeed breached the 
requirement on Members to notify changes in their registrable interests within four weeks 
of each change occurring. 40 

12 January 2005  Sir Philip Mawer

 
 
40 Guide to the Rules relating to the Conduct for Members, paragraph 11, 2002 (HC 841). 
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Written Evidence received by the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 

The Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards has removed some personal details and 
other material irrelevant to a conclusion on the complaint, as indicated by asterisks (***). 

1. Article in The Sunday Times, 29 August 2004 

MP’s firm charges £800 for tours of the House of Commons 

A SENIOR Tory MP is at the centre of a sleaze row after it emerged that a company he co-owns is charging 
American tourists $1,500 (more than £800) for guided tours of parliament by him. 

Jonathan Sayeed, a former front-bench spokesman, has a 30% stake in the company, which boasts it can offer 
visitors “behind the scenes” tours of the Commons by a “senior member of the British parliament”. 

The company’s website says some clients have attended lunches and champagne receptions in parliament 
hosted by the MP. The business is run by Alexandra Messervy, the main shareholder, who is also employed by 
Sayeed as his constituency assistant.  

This weekend Commons officials said the arrangement appeared to breach the principle that MPs must never 
use the Palace of Westminster for commercial gain. A senior parliamentary official charged with maintaining 
standards in the Commons said: “If proven, I think it would be quite wrong. It could be very embarrassing for 
the member concerned and the relevant (watchdog) committee would take it very seriously.” 

Ivan Henderson, a Labour MP, will write to Sir Philip Mawer, the parliamentary commissioner for standards, 
this week, to ask for an inquiry into Sayeed’s business dealings. He said: “This is outrageous. If the evidence 
I’ve seen is correct, Sayeed appears to be using his position as an MP to bolster the fortunes of a firm he has a 
direct financial interest in.” 

The firm, the English Manner, was set up two years ago at a launch in Washington DC, attended by the MP 
for Mid Bedfordshire. In the Commons register of interests, he has admitted four trips to America where the 
company paid his expenses. He has also received consultancy and lecture fees from the firm. 

The English Manner offers wealthy Americans an expensive slice of upmarket “olde England” in bespoke 
holiday packages. They include stays at stately homes such as Belvoir Castle in Leicestershire as guests of the 
Duke and Duchess of Rutland. A former member of the royal household, Messervy also offers private tours of 
Kensington Palace and trips around Buckingham Palace. 

Last week a reporter working for The Sunday Times posed as a prospective US client seeking to tour 
parliament. Bambi Duvall, the firm’s American representative, was keen to point out the identity of the 
company’s man on the inside. 

“We have a great contact. He is a member of the parliament, Jonathan Sayeed. And if his schedule allows it, 
then you can have lunch there, sometimes it’s behind-the-scenes tours,” said Duvall. 

She said that although $1,500 for a single day seemed a little high, the kind of access she was offering never 
came cheap: “You’ve got to know the people in order to make it happen.” 

In another conversation, Duvall seemed embarrassed at the $1,500 cost, saying: “Depending on how much 
time they are spending with our clients, (it) depends on how big the docent’s (guide’s) fee is. You know how 
the Brits are.” 
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The company’s website makes no mention of the fact that Sayeed is a 30% shareholder in the business, 
although he does declare his stake in the register of members’ interests. In the register, however, he makes no 
mention of his Commons tours. 

In April 2003 the firm promoted a tour where clients would attend a choral concert, marking the Queen’s 
golden jubilee, to be held in Westminster Hall. It was to be followed by a champagne reception at the 
Commons with Sayeed, chairman of the Parliament Choir. 

The itinerary of a trip in June this year promised clients: “Guests will be transported to the Palace of 
Westminster for a private tour, champagne reception and farewell dinner with senior members of parliament 
and the House of Lords.” 

His role for the company features in enthusiastic accounts in the firm’s literature. On the firm’s website, one 
client says: “Off to parliament and an evening with a House of Commons MP! Jonathan Sayeed led us 
through both the House of Commons and the House of Lords. We travelled through halls filled with exquisite 
art and enough English history that we were ready for a quiz!” 

One US travel writer, recounting a tour around Westminster with Sayeed arranged by Messervy, describes the 
MP as a “fastidiously groomed ... superbly well mannered, self-assured Englishman”. He adds: “It isn’t the 
information that is intriguing. 

It is the access. The members’ dining room overlooking the Thames, where we have lunch, is so exclusive that 
it makes me nervous.” 

Sayeed, 56, a keen yachtsman, was a Royal Navy officer before he became an MP and has homes in Pimlico, 
central London, and in the village of Houghton Conquest in his constituency, where he was elected in 2001 
with an 8,066 majority. He was identified earlier this summer by senior Tories as one of the “bed-blocking” 
older MPs holding back the progress of younger members of the party. 

A former member of the Queen’s household, Messervy, 40, claims to have helped plan the wedding of the 
Duke and Duchess of York. As Sayeed’s constituency assistant, she is entitled to a Commons pass giving her 
access to areas normally off limits to the public. 

Commons authorities have previously carried out at least one extensive investigation into a peer suspected of 
conducting tours for a fee. They also followed up allegations that paid tours were being offered through 
websites. So far there has been insufficient evidence to link financially any of the visits to a particular member. 

A spokesman for Sayeed said yesterday he advises the company and assists with travel programmes, but is not 
always involved when clients take tours around parliament. Despite repeated attempts through the firm’s 
American agent and Sayeed’s office, the MP and Messervy were unavailable for comment. Tory Central Office 
also refused to comment. 

The Sunday Times, 29 August 2004 

 

2. Article in The Sunday Times, 29 August 2004 

Coining it at the Commons with Tory tours 

For the American visitor it was an impressive experience. He had a senior Tory MP acting as his personal 
guide on a tour of parliament which took in Westminster Hall, a private chapel and a visit to the Commons 
chamber to see Tony Blair in action. 

The MP, Jonathan Sayeed gave knowledgeable descriptions of the architectural and historical points of 
interest. But this was not what most impressed Bob Morris, the American who later wrote up an account of 
his visit. 
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“It isn’t the information that its intriguing,” he noted. “It is the access. The members’ dining room 
overlooking the Thames, where we have lunch is so exclusive that it makes me nervous.” 

Sayeed, described by his guest as a “fastidiously groomed … superbly well mannered, self-assured 
Englishman”, was not simply acting as a tour guide.  

He also owns 30% of the shares in The English Manner, the company that organised Morris’s trip. The firm’s 
website makes no mention of Sayeed’s stake in the company although he does declare it in the register of 
members’ interests. In the register, however, he makes no mention of his Commons tours. 

It is this business involvement that may open the member for Mid-Bedfordshire to a parliamentary inquiry. 
By taking paying clients of a company that he jointly owns on guided tours, he risks breaching a long-held 
Commons principle that MPs must not use the Palace of Westminster for commercial purposes. 

Last week the company’s representative in America made it clear to an undercover reporter posing as a 
customer that a key selling point of the $1,500 (£800) that it was charging for a day’s tour of parliament was 
the behind-the-scenes access offered by Sayeed. 

Since 2002 The English Manner, which has a wholly owned American subsidiary, has provided clients with an 
expensive slice of upmarket “olde England” in bespoke holiday packages. Its chairman and majority 
shareholder is Alexandra Messervy, who is deputy chairman of Sayeed’s local Conservative association. As his 
constituency assistant she is entitled to a Commons pass which gives her access to areas normally off limits to 
the public. 

A former member of the Queen’s household, she offers clients private tours of Kensington Palace and trips 
around Buckingham Palace as well as stays in stately homes. 

The English Manner’s website describes in glowing terms the kind of reception that American clients can 
expect in stately homes including Somerley House, seat of the Earl of Normanton in Hampshire; and Belvoir 
Castle in Leicestershire, home of the Duke and Duchess of Rutland. 

Sayeed’s role features in enthusiastic accounts in the firm’s literature. One, posted on the website, says: “Off to 
parliament and an evening with a House of Commons MP! Jonathan Sayeed led us through both the House of 
Commons and the House of Lords. We travelled through halls filled with exquisite art and enough English 
history that we were ready for a quiz!” 

Last week a reporter working for The Sunday Times posed as a prospective client. Bambi Duvall, American 
agent for The English Manner, was keen to point out the identity of the company’s man on the inside: “He is a 
member of parliament, Jonathan Sayeed.” She said that although $1,500 for a single day seemed a little high, 
the kind of access she was offering never came cheap: “You’ve got to know the people in order to make it 
happen,” she cooed in her soft Virginian accent. 

When asked whether it would be possible to “go behind the scenes” at the Commons, Duvall replied: “That’s a 
definite. That is something you can’t find anywhere else. We have a great contact. He is a member of 
parliament. Jonathan Sayeed. And if his schedule allows it, then … you can have lunch there.” 

In a second conversation Duvall seemed embarrassed at the $1,500 cost, saying: “Depending on how much 
time they are spending with our clients, [it] depends on how big the docent’s [guide’s] fee is. You know how 
the Brits are.” 

Other Commons events available to the company’s clients have included a choral concert marking the 
Queen’s golden jubilee in 2003. It was followed by a champagne reception hosted by Sayeed, chairman of the 
parliament choir. 

Commons authorities have previously carried out at least one extensive investigation into a peer suspected of 
conducting tours for a fee. They also followed up allegations that paid tours were being offered through 
websites. So far there has been insufficient evidence to link financially any of the visits to a particular member. 
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Sayeed, 56, a keen yachtsman and motorcyclist, was an officer in the Royal Navy before he became an MP and 
has homes in Pimlico, central London, and in the village of Houghton Conquest in his constituency, where he 
was elected in 2001 with an 8,066 majority. 

A spokesman for Sayeed said yesterday that he advises the company and assists with travel programmes, but is 
not always involved when clients take tours around parliament. Despite repeated attempts through the firm’s 
American agent and Sayeed’s office, the MP and Messervy were unavailable for comment. Tory Central Office 
also refused to comment. 

The Sunday Times, 29 August 2004 

 

3. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Ivan Henderson MP 

As a result of evidence which has been brought to my attention by the Sunday Times, I believe it to be 
appropriate that a thorough investigation is undertaken to establish whether or not the Member of Parliament 
for Bedfordshire-Mid, Jonathan Sayeed, has abused Parliamentary privilege in respect of his association with 
the company “English Manner”, in which he has had a 30% shareholding since 2002, according to the Register 
of Members Interests. It is alleged by the Sunday Times that English Manner Ltd charges clients up to £500 
per day for access to the Palace of Westminster through Jonathan Sayeed. 

It has always been my belief that it is a principle of the House of Commons that MPs should not use their 
access to the House or its facilities for commercial gain. The principle also extends to third parties attempting 
to gain commercially from use of the facilities of the House of Commons, and the enclosed dossier appears to 
suggest that this principle has not been adhered to in this case. 

I would also request that you examine whether it is ethical for Jonathan Sayeed to employ Alexandra Messervy 
as his constituency assistant when she was also the majority shareholder of English Manner Ltd, a dual role 
that may have resulted in an unacceptable conflict of interest. 

I enclose for your examination the evidence forward to me by the Sunday Times as follows:— 

1.1 Copies of Jonathan Sayeed’s register of interest from 2001 to 2004. Shows first register of English Manner 
Ltd shareholding in 2002. Shows he was remunerated for his work with English Manner in 2002 and that 
English Manner paid for trips to the US in 2002 and 2004. 

1.2 Copy of Alexandra Messervy’s register of interest from the Register of Interest of Members’ secretaries and 
research assistants. She declares she is chairman and majority shareholder (60%) in English Manner Ltd, 
and is described by Jonathan Sayeed as his constituency assistant. 

1.3 Transcript of conversations between a reporter from The Sunday Times and Bambi Duvall, the US 
representative of English Manner Ltd, which confirms the company’s relationship with Jonathan Sayeed 
and the price being charged for trips. 

1.4 Examples of English Manner website with references to Jonathan Sayeed. (www.theenglishmanner.com). 
Includes testimonials from clients who have been on a Jonathan Sayeed trip round parliament and 
reference to a private champagne reception with Jonathan Sayeed on 11 May 2004. NB some of the 2003 
documents are no longer on the website but are held at the Smithsonian Institute, which archives websites 
from around the world. 

1.5 Press release publicising English Manner tour in 2003. Note that Jonathan Sayeed was chairman of 
parliament choir at this time. 

1.6 Press release dated Feb 7, 2002, discussing Jonathan Sayeed’s involvement in a lecture in Washington DC. 
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1.7 Most recent accounts of English Manner dated 31 December 2004 showing shareholdings of Jonathan 
Sayeed and Alexandra Messervy. The Sunday Times have advised me that they have checked with 
companies house and neither have divested themselves of their interests in recent months. 

1.8 Article in Travel and Leisure magazine, November 2002 describing Jonathan Sayeed’s private tour of the 
House. 

As a Member of Parliament I believe that issues such as this have a detrimental effect on the public perception 
of our parliamentary process and I believe it is important that the due processes are observed in order to 
ensure that the reputation of Parliament is maintained. 

31 August 2004 

 

4. Transcript of telephone conversations between Mrs Bambi 
Duvall and Mr Joe Lauria, The Sunday Times journalist  

Wednesday, 25 August 2004; Thursday, 26 August 2004, Bambi Duvall 

ME = Mr Joe Lauria, Sunday Times undercover reporter pretending to be tourist. 

Bambi (VERY NERVOUS): I haven’t had much request for that at the end of September, it is all based on 
group travel. We put it out there to show what kind of products we can put together. 

Bambi (STILL NERVOUS): The opportunity of doing SIT, since we don’t have a group and while you don’t 
have a group, we can always work to try to put together something. What we do is, we have Alexandra 
Messervy, who is our director of the English Manner in England, and usually what we do is put her in touch 
with the traveller. These are unique experiences, sir. And they can run up pricey-wise, but what she does is 
kind of talk and put an itinerary together. The end of September, at least it is better than leaving tomorrow, so 
there is an opportunity. We can try to work out something with you, you know, customize something. What I 
can do is let Alexandra get in touch with you. Do you operate with email? And we can get some dialogue 
going. Tell her what you are looking to provide in this trip, what you are looking. And she can throw some 
things out and we can price it out for you. We kind of work directly with the client. They are unique 
experiences. For instance, if Parliament is in, and if you are interested in experiencing something like that, we 
would look at schedules and people’s availability and try to fit in to the dates you are coming over. 

ME: So maybe I can go behind the scenes in the House of Commons when they are in? 

Bambi: That is a definite. That is something that you can’t find anywhere else. We have a great contact. He is a 
Member of Parliament, Jonathan Sayeed. And if his schedule allows it, then we have some times, you can have 
lunch there, sometimes it’s behind the scenes tours. All kinds of things of your interests. 

ME: Oh, great you can meet ministers or go on the floor of the Commons if it’s not in session. 

Bambi: Right. It all depends what is going on and that’s why we kind of get Alexandra involved in the 
forefront. Because she knows the schedules of Jonathan and what is going on in the Parliament. And then we 
have other kinds of things. If you wanted to experience cultural … we have gardens. We have all kinds of 
different relationships and they are truly experiences you will not find anywhere on the market because it is all 
part of relationships and what we’ve developed. What we do is we put our clients in the Goring Hotel, that is 
our preferred hotel, because it gives you the most English experience. The reason I am involved is I kind of 
work with you once we get the itinerary going and then I fill in the pieces. And I work with you on the 
payment and being your main contact here in the United States. That’s how it becomes a kind of triangle 
relationship. 

ME: And Alexandra conducts the tours? 
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Bambi: Yeah, well, sometimes part of that is incorporated. It depends on what you all kind of fine tune, what 
you are looking for. 

If you need airfare we do have discounts with Virgin Atlantic. But first we find out what you are looking to 
experience and then we price it and we move on from there. We still have time, but we’ve got to get going. 

ME: Whatever we see behind the scenes that the public doesn’t see in palaces and the parliament. 

Bambi: Okay, let me get the dialogue started. Tell Alexandra what you’ve told me. Ask her to put together 
kind of a little two week plan and then we will price it out. They are unique experiences. You do get what you 
pay for. It’s a little bit expensive, but you do get what you pay for. Everybody we send comes back and says, 
Wow. We sent a group of ladies to the Chelsea Flower Show. 

Thursday, August 26, Bambi Duvall 

Bambi: Alexandra is aware that we have someone interested. She’s trying to put together something for you. 
Definitely she is back on Monday. 

ME: There is no way I can reach her by cell phone? 

Bambi: No, because her cell phone isn’t working, or something. But you might get something before the end 
of the week because she is really on top of things. 

ME: Yeah, well I just wanted to ask her a few things. For instance, this Member of Parliament, is he going to 
show us around, behind the scenes? 

Bambi: Behind the scenes, yeah. 

ME: He will conduct a tour? 

Bambi: Yes. 

ME: He will answer questions? 

Bambi: Correct. 

ME: So he’ll be spending a lot of time showing us behind the scenes? 

Bambi: Correct. 

ME: You said it was pricey. I was wondering if you can give us a ball park figure. 

Bambi: Okay, I’m going to throw out … We had an unbelievable trip that we put together for ten women. 
Remember I told you that the original concept is small groups. But we do do individual things as well. What 
we did was the Chelsea flower show; we took them to some really beautiful gardens that the public can’t get to. 
We had a speaker like Penelope Hobhouse spend a day. We had Pulbrook and Gould, which is the royal 
flower shop that is also a flower school. They shut down for an entire day and gave a full day of teaching to 
these ten women, exclusive. For five days, now this is hotel accommodations and all these special events that 
we had coordinated and it was around $6,800 for five nights. 

ME: That included air fare? 

Bambi: No. 

Bambi: I just did for a family of three, who wanted to experience the Parliament and they had behind the 
scenes and they ended with etiquette. They had a 17-year old daughter and so Alexandra has all this training 
in etiquette, without the daughter knowing it, but they kind of had tea and stuff and that was about $1,500. 
(VOICE LOWERS NOTICEABLY AS SHE MENTIONS THE PRICE.) 

ME: For the week? 
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Bambi: For the day. For the day. That was the day thing. But it was three people and there were other things 
coordinated besides just going into Parliament. To give you an exact price depends on how much time you 
are going to be spending, and based on what she wants to incorporate based on interviewing you and finding 
out what you want to accomplish. And believe me, things can be, you know, you can say this could be out of 
our budget and we can take things out. We work with our clients. We have docent fees to pay. You know how 
the Brits are! Like a lot of our royal teas, like some of the capitals we go to, like the Dukes and the Duchesses: 
that’s how they keep some of their estates going as they do these kinds of unique special things. But you’ve got 
to know people in order to make it happen. 

Bambi: Are you a writer? 

ME: (GETTING NERVOUS) No. 

Bambi: No, oh because I’ve seen a writer from up in the New York area named Joe Lauria and I was like, Oh, 
am I dealing with a writer. (HUGE LAUGHTER ON HER PART). You never know. 

ME: Well, It’s a common name. So you are saying that a day at the Parliament would be comparable to that 
one day with etiquette around $1,500? 

Bambi: Yeah, give or take. 

ME: And maybe a day at a palace would be about $1,500? 

Bambi: It could run that. It could run that. How we do it is when we check people’s calendars, because we 
can’t just say we can out and do what we want to do. We have to make sure they are in town. Or that their 
schedules allow it. And then depending on how much time they are spending with our clients, depends on 
how big the docent fee is and that what makes the fee. That’s what makes us so unique. We are not a cookie 
cutter kind of organisation. Actually, it started, where we were focused on etiquette and the whole English 
‘Manner’, M-A-N-N-E-R, like ‘manners’ and that’s how it started. And then when we started doing our focus 
groups in the United States … I’m just totally separate from the English Manner. They just use me because 
I’m a Virtuoso consultant and if you want to check on virtuoso.com you can read about us. It’s an upscale, 
networked … it’s unbelievable. You have to have a minimum of 20 years experience as a consultant to be 
asked to join this group. So it’s all built on relationships and how they VIP your clients. That’s how they 
selected me to kind of oversee the English Manner in dealing with the US public. Making sure the transfers 
are alright. Booking the air fare. Booking the Goring Hotel. The actual crux of the tours are conducted by 
Alexandra and her relationships over there in England. 

ME: Groups that you put together would be less expensive. Is there any chance of joining a group? 

Bambi: Actually, what we found Mr Lauria is that we found Pied Pipers for groups. We get somebody, like a 
garden club, it was a year in the making. That $6,800 with everything being divided by ten. So some of the 
events that they were going to it became more cost effective because it’s ten people, as opposed to two people 
wanting to do the exact same thing it would be more expensive. 

ME: Oh, I see. Two people would pay the same as ten. 

Bambi: Exactly. Exactly sir. The largest group we can handle is twelve, anyway because if we do schedule lunch 
or dinner in the Parliament, in their dining facility the max is 12 people. So we always use that as our kind of 
benchmark. You know, if you get past 12 people it starts getting a little cumbersome. And it can get really 
expensive if you want private transportation and in this particular case we elected to do taxis and stuff to try to 
keep the cost down for the ladies and then believe it or not when we interviewed them on the backside, they 
said, “You know, we wish we would have had the private transportation, it wouldn’t have been that much 
more.” But when you are dealing with the Pied Piper, the person making all the decisions when putting the 
whole itinerary together, you know, she was looking out for costs, so she cut out the private transportation, 
and it became a little bit of hassle dealing with cabs. But when it is just two of you, no big deal. You just hail a 
cab. Cabs are great in England. They are wonderful. Like little tour guides, they know everything about the 
city. 

ME: Yeah, more polite than in New York … I looked at the hotel on its website. It’s beautiful. 
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Bambi: Yes, the Goring is absolutely gorgeous. 

ME: Now that doesn’t include meals. 

Bambi: You get breakfast, an English breakfast. 

ME: So you don’t have set prices for tours. All these are individually customized? 

Bambi: That is correct, sir. That is correct. Depending on what she can provide for you. They are FITs, foreign 
independent travel. They are customized for our travellers or for a designated group. We really don’t try to go 
out and create groups, because it is just too hard. Whether you have a group, whether it is a group of young 
women, or a group of gardeners, or a group of men … We’ve even put together shooting itineraries for bird 
hunters of the world. We put together some different itineraries from people who have shown interest and 
then, you know, it is a matter of getting everybody interested and people wanting to do the deposit. So … 

ME: Bird hunting in England? 

Bambi: Yes. 

ME: Is there a docent in the Parliament and in the palaces? 

Bambi: No, nada, No. 

ME: So that would be led by the MP and perhaps Alexandra then? 

Bambi: (SLOWLY) Correct. 

ME: That’s pretty good. Personal service then. 

Bambi: Oh, it’s unbelievable. We haven’t had a dissatisfied client yet. 

ME: It sounds great. Okay, I’ll wait then for Alexandra. 

Bambi: Right she knows about it … 

ME: Right, then goodbye and thanks. 

Bambi: No problem. Bye. 

Source: Supplied to Mr Ivan Henderson MP by The Sunday Times 

 

5. Article on “English Class” by Mr Bob Morris 

English Class: What makes the British so very British? Bob Morris heads to London and 
gets a proper education 

The society wedding I am attending in London takes place at 5.00 pm in a little church on a tree-lined street in 
posh Chelsea. Stepping out of a cab and into the crowd of impeccably dressed guests, I’m delighted to be part 
of the festivities. Until I notice the morning coats. They are everywhere. Although the groom suggested in 
advance that tails were optional, it’s now embarrassingly clear that they’re standard at a wedding of this kind. 
My black Comme de Garcons suit, so perfectly understated for all black-tie occasions in New York, feels like a 
skimpy pair of pajamas. Then I commit the worst possible bungle. The groom’s father, a handsome white-
haired gentleman, is standing in the archway at the entrance to the church, I walk up to him, extending my 
hand. “Hello,” I chirp, “I’m Bob from New York.” He greets me cordially, but awkwardly, and I can tell I’ve 
blown it. 
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In proper English society, you see, you never introduce yourself. Why? Because there’s a tacit understanding 
that strangers don’t really want to know your name until a degree of mutual interest has been established. 
Speaking to someone without first being introduced by a mutual acquaintance is one of dozens of unspoken 
breaches of etiquette you can commit while in England. And make no mistake, the English (like the Japanese, 
who gasp audibly if you forget to take off your shoes before entering their homes) believe the rules still matter. 
The most class-conscious of cultures, they are all eyes when it comes to how a knife is held (never like a pen), 
and how the language is used. “Sorry,” for instance, is right and “Pardon” wrong, and if you call a living room 
anything other than a drawing room, you’re “non’U,” meaning not upper-class. Talking about yourself or 
about America too much, as I did at the wedding reception, is simply not done. Self-involvement of any sort, 
along with ambition, is considered vulgar. 

So what is it about the English that cows us—and not just the upper class, with the particular accent and 
entrée into society they acquire in boarding school, but the hairdressers and waiters, too? Is it merely their 
reserve that makes them so intimidating, leaving people like me (and the American movie producer played by 
Bob Balaban in Gosford Park) to sound silly just for trying to be friendly or for using the word okay? 

Call them Victorian or even mean-spirited, but the English continue to define propriety. You can’t argue 
manners with a nation that has given us Jane Austen and Mary Poppins. And you can’t quibble with the fact 
that, for all the foibles of her children, Queen Elizabeth is an anchor for a world that has lost its moral 
moorings. Yes, British expatriate Ozzy Osbourne is leading viewers of MTV’s The Osbournes to new frontiers 
of rudeness, and hooliganism is a headline-making concern of Parliament and Tony Blair’s. But somehow 
England remains the “green and pleasant land” of William Blake, adhering to the “wise and kindly way of life” 
that Winston Churchill referred to toward the end of his tenure. It’s enough to make even the most polite 
American neurotic. “I usually feel like a total idiot here,” says a Harvard graduate I know who’s working in 
London. “It’s completely humiliating.” 

For this kind of traveller, there is hope. Americans can now sign up for a three-to-eight day program called 
the English Manner, which includes a weekend at home with aristocrats, a tour with members of Parliament, 
and tea with royal advisers, as well as visits with esteemed artists, architects, and even florists. The goal? To 
give visitors a taste of the cultural and social skills that make the English so English, and to help people get 
ahead with these skills back in the States. 

“Those who know how to behave can command a much greater presence,” says Alexandra Messervy, the 
entrepreneur behind the program, who has worked for the queen and who helped plan the wedding of the 
Duke and Duchess of York. “Even for people who aren’t that well-mannered, having some English reserve can 
often come off as gentility.” Ms Messervy is a slim redhead whose training was as a secretary. She is not an 
aristocrat. But you wouldn’t know that from the way she drinks her coffee. “Coffee cups in a drawing room 
are always held over the lap,” she is telling me in the lobby of the Berkeley (pronounce it “bark-ley,” please!) 
hotel in Knightsbridge, where I’m getting a preview of her program. “Teacups are always held away from the 
saucer, which is left on the table.” Her legs, I can’t help but notice, remain uncrossed (never cross legs while 
sitting). 

Formal? Stuffy? Perhaps. Catnip to Americans? Absolutely. That’s why Messervy has lectured on the art of 
English dining at the Smithsonian and recently presented similar courses at the Four Seasons in London. She 
can tell you about everything from table-setting minutiae (“nursery style,” with utensils above the plate, is 
acceptable when space is limited) to conversing with royals. “Never introduce a topic, because it might create 
an awkward situation if a member of the royal family does not want to discuss it,” she says. “Years ago, for 
instance, when Mia Farrow was introduced to the Queen Mother, she asked what advice Her Royal Highness 
had for the children of America.”  

The Queen Mother’s reply? To be sure they learned manners. 

“These days, a lot of people have money but lack breeding,” Messervy says, “and those are the travellers I 
would like to educate.” Staying in a country house with the lord of the manor, guests can learn to shoot 
properly. Talk to the help politely, and see how the other half really lives as opposed to how they’re portrayed 
on TV. 
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“It’s grandeur in a relaxed atmosphere,” says Lord Normanton, whose 7,000-acre estate, Somerley, in 
Hampshire, has been in his family for almost 200 years, and is on the English Manner itinerary. “When my 
guests arrive, I insist they call me Shaun, and we cater to whatever they want to do.” For years, the aristocracy 
of England have opened their homes to guests to help pay estate taxes. But Messervy, who has several estates 
(with owners in residence) to offer travellers, may be the first to package them so aggressively. “I wanted to do 
something different from straightforward etiquette classes,” she explains. 

Of course, having worked as an insider in what she feels is “arguably the most polite society in the world,” she 
has no trouble giving advice (though gently and only when asked) to others. So, tea or milk in first? 
“Regardless of what people say,” she tells me, “one should always pour milk in first.” There are more things I’d 
like to ask her about manners—my own, specifically—but we’re due at Parliament, where I am to have a 
private tour with Jonathan Sayeed, a senior member of the House of Commons.  

Sayeed is fastidiously groomed, and the kind of superbly well-mannered, self-assured Englishman who 
inspires me to be careful to say “Sorry” and not “Pardon.” He points out historical and architectural details as 
we move from the private chapel to Westminster Hall, where the kings of England lived until Henry VIII 
moved to his new palace, in Whitehall. He slips me into the House of Commons, a small, wood-panelled 
room with Tony Blair present, where opposing party members are sitting across from one another, heckling 
and cheering each speaker with witty and good-natured contentiousness. Sayeed has lots to tell me, but it isn’t 
the information that’s intriguing. It’s the access. The members’ dining room overlooking the Thames, where 
we have lunch, is so exclusive that it makes me nervous. Should I be eating my vegetables from my side plate? 
Am I leaving my fork and knife at the right angle when I’m done? How do I remove the two big blobs of 
chocolate syrup from my face with absolute propriety? 

Maybe I worry too much. “If you do anything with panache,” Sayeed says, “it’s going to be all right.” Perhaps 
that explains why he had his elbows on the table during lunch. I was far too polite to ask about it. I guess my 
visit to England actually taught me a little English reserve after all. 

Travel and Leisure, November 2002 

 

6. Letter to Mr Jonathan Sayeed from the Commissioner 

Complaint by Mr Ivan Henderson MP 

I enclose a letter of complaint I have received from Mr Henderson, following articles in the ‘Sunday Times’ 
earlier this week. You will see that Mr Henderson asks me to investigate whether or not you have abused 
Parliamentary privilege in respect of your association with the company English Manner Limited. Following 
an investigation by the ‘Sunday Times’, Mr Henderson alleges that you have used your privileged access to the 
House and its facilities to further the interests of the company, in which you have registered a substantial 
shareholding, and that this is contrary to a general principle that Members should not use their access to the 
House or its facilities for commercial gain or to further the commercial interests of others.  

The allegation against you is, in brief, that you have abused the privileged access you have as a Member to the 
House and its facilities by exploiting it for the commercial benefit of a company in which you have a financial 
interest. As you know the Code of Conduct for Members approved by the House includes a provision that:  

“Members shall at all times conduct themselves in a manner which will tend to maintain and 
strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament and never undertake any 
action which would bring the House of Commons, or its Members generally, into disrepute.”  

Members are also required to observe the general principles of conduct identified by the Committee on 
Standards in Public Life, including those of selflessness and integrity:  

“Selflessness: Holders of public office should take decisions solely in terms of the public interest. They 
should not do so in order to gain financial or other material benefits for themselves, their family, or 
their friends. 
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Integrity: Holders of public office should not place themselves under any financial or other obligations 
that might influence them in the performance of their official duties.” 

It might be argued that, if you have indeed abused your privileged access to the House as alleged, you have 
thereby brought the House into disrepute and have exploited your public office for your own material benefit.  

I enclose a note of guidance for Members who are the subject of a complaint, which sets out the procedure I 
follow. You will see from this that the first step is for me to seek the comments of the Member concerned on 
the complaint, so that I may consider whether the matter requires further investigation. What is asked of the 
Member at this stage is a full and truthful account of the matters which have given rise to the complaint.  

Accordingly, I am writing to alert you to Mr Henderson’s complaint and to give you the opportunity to 
respond to it. When you respond, it would be helpful if you could cover the following points in your reply, 
along with any others you consider relevant:  

1. What is the precise nature and extent of your interest, financial and otherwise, in the company The 
English Manner Limited? Has the company ever paid a dividend? Have you ever received other payments? 

2. Have you knowingly taken clients of The English Manner Limited on tours of the Houses of Parliament 
and/or hosted them at private receptions or any other events which have involved the use of parliamentary 
facilities? If so, how many of these tours, receptions or events have occurred, when have they taken place 
and how many people have been involved? Have you received any fee or other payment in relation to 
these events? 

3. In particular, were clients of The English Manner Limited among guests invited to a reception held by you 
after a concert by the Parliamentary Choir, of which you were Chairman, in June last year?  

To help me to ascertain whether the complaint is one I should take further, I am also seeking comments from 
the Serjeant at Arms and the House’s Director of Catering. I will let you know of any salient issues which may 
arise from these inquiries.  

You will see that Mr Henderson has also asked me to consider whether it is ethical for you to employ 
Alexandra Messervy as your constituency assistant, given her declared interest in the company. In order for 
me to evaluate this aspect of the complaint I should be grateful for your comments on it, and in particular to 
know:  

1. Whether Ms Messervy is in fact employed by you. Is she remunerated by you from your parliamentary 
staffing allowance?  

2. In what capacity is she employed? What are her precise duties?  

3. What are the terms on which she is employed? Does she have a contract?  

I am in touch with the House’s Director of Finance and Administration about this aspect of the complaint 
and, again, will let you know of anything salient which may emerge.  

I look forward to receiving your response. If you wish to come to see me about the complaint, please do not 
hesitate to contact my office to arrange this.  

2 September 2004 
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7. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

You are aware that allegations have been made against me in the Sunday Times on 29 August 20041 with 
‘follow-up’ articles in the Times on 2 September and the Sunday Times on 5 September. Copies of these 
articles are attached. 2 I understand that Ivan Henderson MP has asked you to investigate these allegations and 
I have received your letter of 2 September 2004. 

I have never accepted a fee for giving tours of Parliament or entertaining anyone. I attach a copy of a 
statement I issued in response to the implied allegations.3 

I have always been meticulous in declaring my modest outside interests. You will be aware that in December 
2001 I contacted your office as to the form of the declaration I should make regarding my 30% shareholding 
in The English Manner Ltd and I followed that advice. I have also declared the marketing/lecturing trips to the 
USA where my expenses have been paid by the company. 

As you know from my declaration I have held shares in The English Manner since its inception in 2001. In the 
three and a quarter years since the company’s formation I have received £1,875 in consultancy fees. Copies of 
the invoices are attached.4 In addition, I have been reimbursed £3,487 in expenses incurred on behalf of The 
English Manner. Copies of the invoices are attached.5 

In order to make the reading of the invoices more understandable I have written on some of them and so as to 
avoid confusion (eg in one example it looks as if I had two lunches in one day!) I should mention that I tended 
to “bunch” my invoices so they often covered more than one topic, event, disbursement or time period. The 
dates on the invoices are the dates they were raised, not the sometimes very disparate dates on which the topic, 
disbursement or whatever arose. 

The English Manner has never paid a dividend and the only payments I have received from the company are 
the consultancy fees and repayment of expenses referred to. My task as a part time consultant to the company 
was to advise on the formation of the company, its Articles of Association etc, provide continuing advice on 
company management, accountancy etc and to give strategic and marketing advice. I have made trips to the 
United States in that connection. Where required this has been declared in the Register of Members’ Interests. 

The English Manner creates travel experiences for well off and influential overseas clients and teaches social 
skills to a worldwide audience. The company was set up in June 2001 and I have owned 30% of the shares 
since its inception for which I paid £1,000. I am not involved in the day to day management of the company, 
nor do I prepare its written or electronic advertising or marketing materials and do not manage the liaison 
with the selling agents in the US. You will understand how astonished I was to read the transcript of the 
conversation between Ms Duvall and Joe Lauria. 

From the transcript one can clearly see how Ms Duvall is trying to talk generalities and say that really Mr 
Lauria should discuss his requirements with The English Manner and specifically with Mrs Messervy but that 
Mr Lauria is constantly trying to push her back to Parliament and his preconceived agenda. She, like any sales 
agent, can be seen to pander to her prospect’s wishes and make all the noises that he wants to hear. 

Nevertheless, and irrespective of the fact that Ms Duvall is quite wrong in what she says and had no right to 
say it, I can now see why the Sunday Times wrote as it did on 29 August. Previously it had been a mystery to 
me as to why they should have written an article which I know to be nonsense. Now I know why and can have 
sympathy with the journalists concerned. I am only sorry that I was away on holiday prior to the article 
appearing and was therefore unable to demonstrate that they had been given a false impression. 

 
 
1 See WE1–2. 

2 Not appended by the Commissioner. 

3 Not appended by the Commissioner. 

4 Not appended by the Commissioner. 

5 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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I have given immediate instructions to The English Manner that my name must never be misrepresented by 
them in this way or anybody acting for them, or, as in this case, somebody associated with the entity which 
they had appointed. They are as surprised and horrified as am I and have agreed to immediately issue the 
appropriate corrective instructions. 

Implicit in the article in the Sunday Times of 29 August is the suggestion that there is something irregular and 
improper in the role of Mrs Messervy as the chairman of The English Manner and as my constituency 
assistant. The position is as follows: 

Prior to becoming the Member of Parliament for Mid Bedfordshire I was the chairman of the training 
division of a plc that owned a number of subsidiary companies. Alexandra Messervy was employed to advise 
on reinvigorating one of them, Lucie Clayton, a secretarial college and ‘finishing school’. In 1997 I resigned as 
chairman when I was elected to Parliament as the MP for Mid Bedfordshire. In June 1997 I employed 
Alexandra Messervy as a constituency assistant; she has remained in that post since and is currently paid 
£12,000 pa from my parliamentary staffing allowance. A copy of her contract of employment is attached.6 
When she decided to use her experience and talents to start up The English Manner I agreed to help in a 
modest way. 

There has never been a conflict between her paid employment as a constituency assistant and her majority 
shareholding in The English Manner. She has never used her employment to further her client base with The 
English Manner nor has she ever taken any guests for tours in the House of Commons. She did hold a full 
security pass, but used it rarely and then only to meet my personal assistant or me in the House of Commons. 
In view of the current situation she has offered to surrender her Commons pass. The English Manner has 
issued a press statement in relation to the article in the Sunday Times and written to the newspaper. Copies of 
these are attached.7 

I believe our heritage and history of Parliament is of great interest to overseas guests and one that I am proud 
of and keen to share with those who may consequently be better disposed to the UK. I have often been invited 
by such influential guests of The English Manner and others to address them and their organisations both 
here and in the US in order to share my experiences and discuss the similarities and differences between the 
UK/US constitution and governance. Over the past two years I have addressed at least six such gatherings in 
the United States. Despite the assertion in the Sunday Times, at no time have I sought or received any 
remuneration for such an activity, which I see as part of the duty of a Westminster MP. 

Clients of The English Manner have included members of foreign legislatures, judges, senior business people, 
heads of charitable foundations and journalists. On a few occasions, when parliamentary duties have made it 
likely that I would be unable to leave the confines of the Palace of Westminster and to enhance their 
experience, I have hosted lunches or dinners in the Palace of Westminster and in these circumstances would 
normally take those particular guests around the House for a tour. However most of the entertaining of these 
individuals or groups has been outside the House. 

I have asked The English Manner to research their records and they tell me that they have had no more than a 
total of 3 groups of paying clients in London since 2001 who have at some stage during their tour of the UK 
visited me in the Palace of Westminster. On no occasion did I or The English Manner receive a fee for these 
visits to the Palace. 

I list below the three groups referred to: 

Invoice dated 06.12.02: Mr & Mrs ***. Friends of mine ***. They paid The English Manner to arrange a 
crowded series of activities outside the Palace of Westminster. Their invitation to see me at the House was 
because they and their daughter are personal friends and I hoped to interest them in sponsoring the 
Southbank Sinfonia, the orchestra used by The Parliament Choir. 

 
 
6 Not appended by the Commissioner. 

7 Not appended by the Commissioner.  
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Invoice dated 27.05.04: Garden Tour Group to Chelsea Flower Show, Gorhambury and other gardening 
locations. Conducted some of them around the House of Commons and sponsored a dinner in a private 
dining room and another at the Carlton Club for them. 

Invoice dated 26.05.04: Maymount Foundation Auction visit. Two couples. Non profit making charitable 
donation made by The English Manner, so strictly perhaps the list should be two groups rather than three. 

The Sunday Times article of 29 August suggested that I entertained guests of The English Manner to a 
champagne reception in the Commons after a concert in Westminster Hall. The concert was in Westminster 
Abbey. There was a champagne reception but it was at the Goring Hotel prior to the concert and I did not 
attend. The English Manner purchased tickets for its guests that were on sale to the general public and those 
guests paid The English Manner for their tickets and the reception. The majority of those guests were my 
constituents. Though I greeted them when they took their seats I did not take them into Parliament, entertain 
them or receive a fee. 

The article in the Sunday Times of 29 August quotes Bob Morris, who, dining with me, was indeed taken 
around the House, as part of his visit to London to write about ‘English Class’. I hosted a lunch for Mr Morris 
so I could tell him about being an MP and about Parliament, and at no point was I or the company paid for 
this. 

On further checking with The English Manner they confirm that in the Sunday Times article of 29th a trip in 
‘June of this year’ was mentioned. No such trip took place. The Sunday Times article goes on to say that ‘one 
client says: “Off to Parliament and an evening with the House of Commons MP! Jonathan Sayeed …”.’ This 
lady was not a client but a director of The English Manner. 

I was surprised to note in the editorial in The Sunday Times of 29 August that they posed the question “Are 
Tory memories so short that they have forgotten the cash for questions scandal …”. 

Had their research for this article been a higher quality they would have reminded themselves that prior to the 
row about ‘Cash for Questions’ I was approached by the Sunday Times and as parliamentary records show, I 
rejected their advances and their suggestions as improper. For this, I was commended by members of the 
Standards and Privileges Committee. Yet the Sunday Times when writing the ‘Cash for Questions exposé’ that 
included my name, deliberately neglected to state that I had refused their overtures and only the persistence of 
the Parliamentary committee uncovered this deceit by the Sunday Times. 

The Sunday Times articles are based on partial or out of context quotes and innuendo and the thrust of their 
charge (ie that either or both of The English Manner and myself charge fees for giving tours of the Palace of 
Westminster) is quite simply wrong. 

In paragraph 2 of your letter, you state that ‘The allegation against you is, in brief, that you have abused the 
privileged access you have as a Member to the House and its facilities by exploiting it for the commercial 
benefit of a company in which you have a financial interest’. You will see from the above that this is not so. 

Whilst the majority of the meetings I have had for The English Manner have been outside Parliament, 
parliamentary hours, votes, committees etc can make it difficult for Members to meet or entertain others away 
from the confines of the Palace of Westminster, particularly when the meeting has to be arranged some time 
in advance. This is no doubt why Labour MPs who have Trade Union sponsorship entertain those who 
influence that sponsorship in the House. Similarly it is why so many colleagues who have remunerated and 
properly declared outside interests meet and entertain those commercial interests in the Palace of 
Westminster. I do not believe that such behaviour by MPs is regarded as being an abuse of the privilege of 
being an MP. 

Because of the constraints imposed by the parliamentary timetable it is not possible for Members to conduct 
only parliamentary business in the confines of the House and always transact any private business away from 
the Palace of Westminster. That has never happened and it would be unjust and impracticable to impose such 
a prohibition. 

Being an MP is a privilege and not one I have ever or would ever use for personal financial gain. I am 
meticulous in registering my outside interests and would not misuse or abuse my access to Parliament or my 
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position as an MP. I hope that this clarifies the situation for you. However, if there are any further questions to 
which you would like me to respond, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

7 September 2004 

 

8. Letter to Mr Jonathan Sayeed from the Commissioner 

Complaint by Mr Ivan Henderson MP  

As promised in our telephone conversation earlier this week, I am writing to put to you the points which have 
emerged from the comments of various Departments of the House on this complaint and from my reading of 
the response to the complaint which you sent me on 7 September. 

In what follows I try to summarise where I think we have reached in relation to the different issues raised by 
the complaint and in so doing identify the questions which I believe are still outstanding.  

The Complaint 

The principal allegation against you is that you have abused the privileged access you have as a Member to the 
House and its facilities by using it for the commercial benefit of a company—The English Manner Limited—
in which you have a financial interest. If true this would arguably contravene the provision of the Code of 
Conduct that:  

“Members shall at all times conduct themselves in a manner which will tend to maintain and 
strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament and never undertake any 
action which would bring the House of Commons, or its Members generally, into disrepute.” 

Mr Henderson has also asked me to consider whether it is ethical for you to employ Alexandra Messervy as 
your constituency assistant, given her declared interest in the company as its majority shareholder. Mr 
Henderson has suggested that this may have resulted in an unacceptable conflict of interest.  

Issues  

1. Is it a clear principle that the facilities of the House may only be used for Parliamentary 
and not for commercial purposes?  

The answer to this appears to be ‘yes’. In a note which he sent me on 13 September (a copy of which I 
enclose8), the Serjeant at Arms says:  

“There is a long-standing convention that Parliamentary facilities should only be used for 
Parliamentary purposes.”  

In support of this, Sir Michael refers to paragraph 4 of the leaflet ‘Committee Rooms, Conference, Meeting 
and Interview Rooms’, which states:  

“Meetings should be connected in some way with the Parliamentary duties of the Member who books 
the room. Rooms should not be used for purposes unrelated to the House, such as entertainment or 
the launch of any commercial or financial product.”  

The Serjeant at Arms adds it as his opinion that:  

 
 
8 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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“I am certain that it is wrong in principle for any outside organisation to make admission to House 
facilities, which are provided for Members’ use for Parliamentary purposes, conditional on the 
payment of fees.”  

I should be grateful for your comments on these points.  

Additionally, the Director of Catering has drawn my attention to the Banqueting Regulations, approved by 
the Catering Committee, which set out the terms and conditions for the booking of private dining rooms by a 
Member. Paragraph 5.1 of those Regulations states: 

“Subject to the exclusions in 5.2, the private dining rooms are not to be used for direct financial or 
material gain by a Sponsor, political party, or any other person or outside organisation.”  

It is the responsibility of the sponsoring Member to ensure compliance with these Regulations.  

If it is the case—as from the material available to me it appears to be—that The English Manner Limited 
charged fees for visits which included a meal at the House in a private dining room sponsored by you, this 
would appear to be in breach of this provision of the Regulations. Again I should be grateful for your 
comments on this point.  

2. Do you have a financial interest in The English Manner Limited?  

I confess that I have not found it entirely easy to understand every aspect of the fee and expenses invoices you 
have sent me. However, I hope the following facts are undisputed.  

In your letter of 7 September you acknowledge that you have a 30% shareholding in the company. You say 
that you purchased this in June 2001 for £1,000. You indicate that in the period since the company’s 
formation (some 3¼ years) you have received £1,875 in consultancy fees and been reimbursed £3,487 in 
expenses incurred on behalf of the company.  

You have also, according to your entries in the Register of Members’ Interests, received a significant material 
benefit in connection with visits to the USA paid for by the company. You say that the company has never 
paid a dividend. Nor have you ever accepted a fee for giving tours of Parliament or entertaining anyone there. 
Nonetheless you do have, on the facts available, a clear financial interest in the company. This interest is not 
only current but prospective. If the company prospers, your interest will be even greater: indeed it may already 
be larger than your modest initial investment unless the goodwill of the company is wholly without value, 
which seems unlikely. Again, I should be grateful for your comments.  

3. Was this financial interest properly registered in accordance with the relevant Rules of 
the House?  

The Rules provide that a Member must register any shareholding they hold which is greater than 15% of the 
issued share capital of a company. You wrote to the Registrar of Members’ Interests on 20 December 2001 
seeking advice on whether and how to register your interest in The English Manner Limited. (A copy of your 
letter is enclosed.9) The Registrar replied on 15 January 2002 and you responded in the light of her advice on 
24 January. As a result the following entry appeared in the looseleaf version of the Register published on 1 
February 2002:  

“2. Remunerated employment, office, profession etc 

Consultant to The English Manner Ltd. Occasional lectures and adviser to Board on strategic issues 
and marketing.  

6. Overseas Visits  

 
 
9 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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7–11 February 2002, to Washington DC, USA, for company launch, paid for by The English Manner 
Ltd. (Registered 24 January 2002)  

9. Registrable shareholdings  

(a) The English Manner Ltd.”  

You did not repeat the entry in relation to your shareholding when the Register was re-compiled following the 
changes to the Rules approved by the House on 14 May 2002. However, you wrote to the Registrar on 1 
November 2002 asking for a 30% shareholding in The English Manner Limited to be registered and the 
following entry appeared in the edition of the Register published on 26 November 2002:  

“9. Registrable shareholdings  

(a) The English Manner Ltd.” 

A similar entry has appeared in subsequent editions of the Register.  

You say in your letter of 7 September that you have declared the marketing and lecturing trips to the USA in 
respect of which your expenses have been paid by the company. A total of 4 such trips have appeared in your 
Register entry since 2002. The £3,487 in expenses you say you have been reimbursed by the company appears, 
from the information you have supplied, to include some but not all of the expenses of these trips, ie the 
company met some costs over and above this figure.  

In paragraph 6 of your letter you say that you registered these trips “where required” and, as I have noted, you 
have done so in 4 cases. Later on in your letter you say that you have addressed at least 6 gatherings in the 
USA on constitutional/governance issues. Am I correct in assuming that either the other two occasions did 
not involve the company or that your expenses on these occasions fell short of the figure you would be 
required to register? If the English Manner Limited did not pay for 2 of the 6 trips, may I ask who did?  

4. What was your role in relation to The English Manner Limited?  

I am afraid that I am not entirely clear about the answer to this question or for what services to the company 
you were paid certain consultancy fees.  

In your letter of 7 September you say:  

“My task as a part time consultant to the company was to advise on the formation of the company its 
Articles of Association etc, provide continuing advice on company management, accountancy etc and 
to give strategic and marketing advice.”  

This is consistent with the terms in which you first registered your interest in the company.  

You assert that you are not involved in the day-to-day management of the company, nor do you prepare its 
written or electronic advertising or marketing materials or manage its liaison with its selling agents in the 
USA. Specifically you take issue with the way Ms Bambi Duvall described your role in the conversation with 
her reported in the Sunday Times of 29 August 2004.  

One of your acknowledged roles, however, was to provide the company with marketing advice. In this 
capacity were you not aware of the way in which the company was advertising its visits to the UK? And as 
regards your role in the company, do you accept that the copy invoices you have sent me indicate that you 
were involved in the reception of individuals and groups at the House on behalf of the company (an example 
of this being the Garden Tour Group)? 

5. Did you ever host individuals or groups at meals in and/or on tours of the House on 
behalf of The English Manner Limited? 

On page 3 of your letter of 7 September you say:  
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“On a few occasions, when Parliamentary duties have made it likely that I would be unable to leave the 
confines of the Palace of Westminster and to enhance their experience, I have hosted lunches or 
dinners in the Palace of Westminster and in these circumstances would normally take those particular 
guests around the House for a tour. However most of the entertaining of these individuals or groups 
has been outside the House.”  

I have a number of points of clarification relating to the detailed material you gave about these matters on 
pages 4–5 of your letter, on which I should welcome your comments.  

a) Are the “few occasions” mentioned the same as the 3 groups of paying clients of The English 
Manner Limited who have visited you at some point during their UK tour or are these additional to 
them? If the latter, how many visits were there in total please and who was involved in them?  

I should add here that the House’s Refreshment Department have told me of 3 occasions when, 
according to their records, you sponsored private functions for The English Manner Limited. These 
took place on 27 March 2003, 25 May 2004, and 14 June 2004. However, the first and last of these at 
least do not appear to tally with the information you have provided. I should be grateful for an 
explanation.  

b) You say on page 4 of your letter:  

“On no occasion did I or The English Manner receive a fee for these visits to the Palace.”  

Was it nonetheless the case that a visit to the House was advertised as part of the overall programme 
of these groups, for arranging which overall programme the groups concerned paid The English 
Manner Limited a fee?  

c) One of the 3 groups of paying clients was the Garden Tour Group. Your letter indicates that you 
conducted some of them on a tour of the House and sponsored a dinner for them in a private dining 
room at the House. How many people were involved and who paid for the dinner? Was this visit to 
the House advertised as part of the programme for the Group’s overall tour?  

d) The copy invoice dated 27 May 200410 which you enclosed with your letter has on it a manuscript 
note which says that the consultancy fee of £375 charged by you was a  

“Consultancy fee for marketing and planning and accompanying [the Garden group] to 
Gorhambury and dinner at the Carlton Club for some of the Garden Group who I also hosted in a 
private dining room.”  

Was this fee intended to cover all of your time in participating in the group’s tour, including that 
part of it which involved a visit to the House? May I have a copy of the complete programme for the 
group’s tour please, including the programme for that portion of the group which visited the House?  

e) You refer to the lunch you hosted for Mr Bob Morris. Was he the only person present with you at 
this lunch or were others involved? If the latter, who were they? (The cost of the meal invoiced to 
The English Manner Limited suggests that more than two people were present.)  

You say that neither you nor the company was paid for the lunch or the tour of the House you gave 
Mr Morris. Am I correct in thinking that the object of the occasion was in part to impress Mr Morris 
(and any other travel writers who may have been present) with the service which The English 
Manner Limited could offer its clients?  

f) You refer at the top of page 5 of your letter to a trip in June of this year which The English Manner 
Limited have confirmed did not take place. Do you dispute the authenticity of the extract from the 
company’s web-site forwarded by Mr Henderson which advertised the planned trip as including a 

 
 
10 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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private tour, champagne reception and dinner with senior Members of both Houses of Parliament. 
Do you dispute the authenticity of the other material from the web-site forwarded by Mr Henderson 
with his letter of complaint? Were you aware of the terms in which these tours were being 
advertised? 

g) The letter of 1 September 2004 from Ms Messervy to the Editor of the Sunday Times refers to an 
occasion in 2003 at which a group of travel agents and journalists were entertained by the company. 
Could you please give details of this occasion: what was the purpose? Who was present? What was 
the nature of the occasion? Who paid for the entertainment?  

6. The concert by the Parliamentary Choir  

As I have a number of questions relating to this occasion it may best be dealt with separately.  

In your letter of 7 September you say that the concert was in Westminster Abbey. I think I am correct in 
recalling that it would have been in Westminster Hall had not wood fallen from the roof of the Hall shortly 
before the concert was due to take place, causing the concert’s relocation to the Abbey.  

I understand from the Serjeant at Arms that three pre-concert receptions were held in the Lord Chamberlain’s 
Apartments, in the Jubilee Room and Jubilee Café and in the Jerusalem Chamber. In addition a reception, 
sponsored by BT, was held after the concert in the Atrium of Portcullis House and in the Jubilee Café.  

The press release publicising The English Manner’s June 2003 tour forwarded by Mr Henderson states:  

“Guests on this unique trip will  

 Enjoy the first-ever public concert in the 900–year history of Westminster Hall in the Palace of 
Westminster, following a special champagne reception with some specially invited guests of the 
Chairman of the Parliament Choir … 

 Attend a champagne reception hosted by a senior Member of Parliament and tour of the House of 
Commons at the Palace of Westminster, followed by a sumptuous private dinner.”  

In your letter of 7 September you say:  

“The Sunday Times article of 29 August suggested that I entertained guests of The English Manner to a 
champagne reception in the Commons after a concert in Westminster Hall. The concert was in 
Westminster Abbey. There was a champagne reception but it was at the Goring Hotel prior to the 
concert and I did not attend. The English Manner purchased tickets for its guests that were on sale to 
the general public and those guests paid The English Manner for their tickets and the reception. The 
majority of those guests were my constituents. Though I greeted them when they took their seats I did 
not take them into Parliament, entertain them or receive a fee.” 

In the light of the above, I should be grateful if you would let me know:  

a) Why the concert and reception were advertised in the way they were by The English Manner?  

b) How many tickets were purchased by The English Manner for the concert and reception in the 
Atrium? When were they purchased?  

c) How many guests of The English Manner Limited attended the reception in The Goring Hotel?  

d) Did any guests of the company attend any of the other receptions held prior to and after the event?  

e) Were any guests of The English Manner Limited who came on this tour hosted in the Houses of 
Parliament at any other point during their programme?  
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7. The Employment of Ms Alexandra Messervy  

Thank you for including in the material you sent me a copy of Ms Messervy’s contract of employment.11 This 
describes her role as “constituency liaison” but does not include a job description specific to her (merely 
specimen job descriptions for a secretary and a research assistant). Could you give me a precise description of 
her duties please? Is her role full-time or part-time and if the former (as I understand), how is she able at the 
same time to run an active travel company? Could you also explain why no job description is attached to her 
contract (as is now required by the rules of the House)?  

I have a number of questions relating to Ms Messervy which mean that I shall almost certainly wish to 
interview her once I have received your reply to this letter. I shall not contact her, however, until I have heard 
from you.  

I apologise for the length of this letter but I thought it best to try to map out these matters comprehensively so 
that you have the opportunity both to confirm those on which there is no disagreement and to clarify others 
where necessary. If once you have been able to reflect on the issues I have raised you wish to come to see me 
about them, please do not hesitate to let my office know and we will be happy to make the necessary 
arrangements.  

15 October 2004 

 

9. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

Thank you for your letter of 15 October. I will address your questions in the order that they appear in your 
letter. 

The Complaint 

You state “the principal allegation against you is that you have abused the privileged access as a Member of the 
House and its facilities by using it for the commercial benefit of a company—The English Manner Ltd—in 
which you have a financial interest …” As I made clear in paragraph 2 of my letter of 7 September, “I have 
never accepted a fee for giving tours of Parliament, or for entertaining anyone.” On page 4, paragraph 2, I 
informed you that The English Manner had stated that “On no occasion did I or the English Manner receive a 
fee for these visits to the Palace.” 

I will address the specific questions later in my letter. 

You then state that Mr Henderson has also asked you to consider whether it is ethical for me to employ 
Alexandra Messervy as my constituency Assistant. Again, I will deal with this further on in my letter. 

Issues 

1. Is it a clear principle that the facilities of the House may only be used for parliamentary 
and not for commercial purposes? 

You say that the answer appears to be “yes” and have copied me the Serjeant-at-Arms statements and the 
banqueting regulations provided by the Director of Catering. I confirm that no committee, conference, 
meeting or interview room has been used by me for any guests of The English Manner nor has admissions to 
House facilities been made conditional on the payment of fees by me or, I am informed, by The English 
Manner Ltd. However in a few appropriate cases, the re-imbursement of entertainment costs has been 
charged by The English Manner. 

 
 
11 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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In your final paragraph in this section, you state that “from the material available to me it appears to be that 
The English Manner charged fees for visits which included a meal at the House in a private dining room 
sponsored by you, this would appear to be in breach of this provision of the regulations.” 

As I will endeavour to make clear later on in my letter, where a payment for food or drink provided by the 
House was charged by The English Manner, I am informed by them that this was only a recovery of costs and 
that where clients have paid The English Manner for services it provided, these were for services that were 
outside the Palace of Westminster. 

However, you will recollect that on pages 5 and 6 of my letter of 7 September, I stated that “… parliamentary 
hours, votes, committees etc can make it difficult for Members to meet or entertain others away from the 
confines of the Palace of Westminster, particularly when the meeting has to be arranged some time in 
advance. This is no doubt why Labour MP’s who have a Trade Union sponsorship entertain those who 
influence that sponsorship in the House. Similarly it is why so many colleagues who have remunerated and 
properly declared outside interests meet and entertain those commercial interests in the Palace of 
Westminster. I do not believe that such behaviour by MP’s is regarded as being an abuse of the privilege of 
being an MP. 

Because of the constraints imposed by the Parliamentary timetable, it is not possible for Members to conduct 
only parliamentary business in the confines of the House and always transact any private business away from 
the Palace of Westminster. That has never happened and it would be unjust and impracticable to impose such 
a prohibition”. 

So whilst I agree and adhere to the general principle outlined by the Serjeant-at-Arms and the Director of 
Catering, it would be only just to invoke the test of “reasonableness” or else I believe the majority of Members 
of Parliament would be in breach. Furthermore as the record makes clear the vast majority of the 
entertainment for clients of The English Manner and their being accompanied by anyone associated with The 
English Manner was away from the Palace of Westminster. 

2. Do you have a financial interest in The English Manner Ltd? 

As declared I do have a 30% shareholding and I confirm that I have received £1,875 in consultancy fees and 
been re-imbursed £3,487 in expenses over a period of some 3¼ years. I have made clear that every penny of 
the expenses was re-imbursed of money that I paid out on behalf of The English Manner, and I feel sure you 
will agree this cannot be a matter of complaint. 

As far as the consultancy fees go, in the first paragraph of page 2 of my letter of 7 September, I said “My task as 
a part time consultant was to advise on the formation of the company, its articles of association etc, provide 
continuing advice on company management, accountancy etc and to give strategic and marketing advice.” I 
have considerable business experience, have started and run more than half a dozen profitable companies of 
which I was a shareholder. I also have been the divisional chairman of a substantial plc. That is why I was 
asked to assist The English Manner and it is for that and that alone that I received consultancy fees. The 
reference to marketing advice is not for day to day marketing, most of which I was neither aware of, nor had 
any control over, but more for markets to approach and how best to tackle them. 

I confirm that “the company has never paid a dividend” and indeed as the latest accounts will show has had 
trading losses to the tune of £69,000 which have been funded by shareholders. Again I confirm that I have 
never “ever accepted a fee for giving tours of Parliament or entertaining anyone there”. 

Whilst I do have “a clear financial interest in the company …” that is “not only current but prospective” as 
none of the limited activities within Parliament have been charged for by The English Manner, I would 
suggest that they have not accrued any value to me. However, for the avoidance of doubt, I have made clear to 
The English Manner that in future I will not personally conduct anyone introduced by them around the 
Palace of Westminster nor entertain them here in future. 
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3. Was this financial interest properly registered in accordance with the relevant Rules of 
the House? 

In your last paragraph under this section, you asked the question “if The English Manner Ltd did not pay for 2 
of the 6 trips, may I ask who did?”. There were 4 trips but on 2 of the occasions I gave 2 lectures so the 6 
lectures were divided between 4 trips. I trust that with this re-assurance you will be satisfied that my financial 
interest was properly registered in accordance with the relevant rules of the House. 

4. What was your role in relation to The English Manner Ltd? 

In this section, you specifically ask about the marketing advice. I trust that my earlier explanation re-assures 
you about this. You go on to say “as regards your role in the company do you accept the copy invoices you 
sent me indicate that you were involved in the reception of individuals and groups at the House on behalf of 
the company (an example of this being the garden tour group)?” 

As I made clear in page 4 of my letter of 7 September, Mr and Mrs *** did use and remunerated The English 
Manner for activities that were arranged “outside the Palace of Westminster”. The invitation to see me at the 
House was because they and their daughter are personal friends, and I hoped to interest them in sponsoring 
the Southbank Sinfonia, the orchestra used by the Parliament Choir. So in this case, I hope that you are re-
assured that the reception of these individuals is not on “behalf of the company”. 

In your last paragraph of section 4, you asked about “the garden tour group”. I attach a copy of their 
programme.12 You will note that on Tuesday 18 May, neither the activity nor the dinner was at the Palace of 
Westminster. On 19 and 20 May, I took no part in their numerous activities which were all outside the Palace 
of Westminster. On 21 May, I accompanied them to activities outside the Palace of Westminster, and then 
entertained some of them at the Carlton Club. On Saturday 22 May, whilst it shows that I would accompany 
them to Winfield House, the residence of the US Ambassador, I did not do so. Nor did I take part in any of 
the other activities that day. On Sunday 23 May, they had a full programme of visits mainly outside London. 
On Monday 24 May, they had activities mainly outside London. On Tuesday 25 May, the group visited the 
Flower Market at Covent Garden and then the RHS Chelsea Flower Show. In the evening, at the request of the 
American organiser of the party, who is a personal friend, I gave them dinner at the House of Commons for 
which no remuneration was paid to me, nor, I am informed by The English Manner, was anything but the 
cost recovered by the company. I should mention that I had to be in the House of Commons that day as I was 
chairing the Energy Bill. 

5. Did you ever host individuals or groups at meals in and/or on tours of the House on 
behalf of The English Manner Ltd? 

You have asked for a number of points of clarification relating to the detailed material I have supplied. 

a) the “few occasions” are “the same as the three groups of paying clients of The English Manner Ltd 
…” and are not additional to them. 

The sponsored function on 27 March 2003 was the one where “one client says: Off to Parliament and an 
evening with an MP Jonathan Sayeed”. As I made clear in the first paragraph on page 5 of my letter of 7 
September, this comment came from a director of The English Manner. That function was a ‘Familiarisation’ 
visit that included *** who became the Business Development Manager of the US arm of The English Manner, 
*** who became a tutor for the US arm of The English Manner, ***, who is a photographer for the US arm of 
The English Manner, Genie Ford, US director of The English Manner, ***, who writes on British heritage, *** 
a journalist who writes on British issues and 4 other people who are connected to US travel agents. The 
English Manner has confirmed that no payment was received by them from these individuals or any other 
source and no payment was made to me for hosting them. The only ‘pitch’ I can remember making was to 
solicit interest in the Parliament Choir and sponsorship for the Southbank Sinfonia. 

 
 
12 Not reported. 
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I have dealt with your query about 25 May which leaves that of 14 June 2004. I hosted a buffet reception in the 
House of Commons for a group of US Supreme Court Judges and their families who had asked if I could take 
them for a tour of the Palace as part of their visit from the USA to discuss the proposed joint venture 
celebrations between Britain and the US for the anniversary of Jamestown 2007. I did take them on a tour of 
the Palace of Westminster and indeed some of them met and talked to Black Rod along the route. However, I 
can confirm that I have been advised by The English Manner that this was not organised by The English 
Manner but by Alexandra Messervy personally and that the only payment made by the judges was the re-
imbursement of the cost of the reception and again I confirm that I was neither paid a fee for entertaining 
them, nor for guiding them around the Palace of Westminster. 

I trust this is now clear. 

In Section b and c you ask whether “a visit to the House was advertised as part of overall programme to these 
groups, for which arranging the overall programme the guests paid The English Manner a fee.” I am informed 
by The English Manner that of the three groups detailed in my letter of 7 September, only in the case of the 
garden tour group was the Palace of Westminster mentioned, but that in the charges made by The English 
Manner only the recovery of the cost of the meal was included in the charge to the client. 

In Section d referring to the invoice of 27.5.04, you ask whether the fee was intended “to cover all of your time 
in participating in the group’s tour, including that part of it which involved a visit to the House.” None of the 
fee was for activities in the Palace of Westminster. It was £250 for a total of 8 hours entertaining them at the 
Carlton Club and for accompanying them on their visit to St Albans and the remaining £125 for time spent on 
advice to The English Manner on company marketing and planning. You ask for a copy of the programme 
and this I attach.13 

In Section (e) you refer to the lunch hosted for Mr Bob Morris and ask if others were present. The three 
people present were Mr Bob Morris, Mrs Alexandra Messervy and I. You ask “am I correct in thinking that 
the object of the occasion was in part to impress Mr Morris (and any other travel writers who may have been 
present) with a service which The English Manner Ltd could offer its clients”. No other travel writer was 
present, indeed my understanding of Mr Morris’ position was that he was here to write on English etiquette, 
the English way of life and parliamentary heritage. At no stage was any sales pitch made by myself or Mrs 
Messervy for The English Manner and I believe the approach was made to Mrs Messervy because of her 
background in the Royal Household. No payment was made by Mr Morris or anyone else for the lunch and 
neither I nor Mrs Messervy had any control over the article that he wrote. Indeed I am informed by Mrs 
Messervy that she asked Mr Morris to remove certain references to his visit to parliament and some items 
dealing with royalty but he declined to do so. 

In Section (f), you ask whether I “dispute the authenticity of the extract from the company’s website …” and 
whether I was “aware of the terms in which these tours were being advertised.” I am not disputing the 
authenticity of the extract but I confirm that neither I nor Alexandra Messervy authorised the content or were 
aware of the terms and indeed I was not even aware of its existence. As I stated on page 2 of my letter of 7 
September “I am not involved in the day to day management of the company, nor do 1 prepare its written or 
electronic advertising or marketing materials and do not manage the liaison with the selling agent in the US.” 
I am advised by The English Manner that the person in the United States who prepared the text for this 
extract was required to leave the employ of The English Manner Inc over a year ago as they had not followed 
specific instructions to clear all advertising or promotional material with Alexandra Messervy prior to release. 

Section g refers to a letter of 1 September 2004 from Mrs Messervy to the editor of the Sunday Times. This 
was the function on 27 March 2003, previously referred to under 5a and the questions you have detailed in 
section (g) are answered therein 

 
 
13 Not reported. 
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6. The concert by the Parliamentary Choir. 

I will give my answers to your questions in the order that your questions occur. You are correct in stating that 
the concert was to have been in Westminster Hall and had to be transferred to Westminster Abbey. The 
reason that I pointed out the discrepancy was to demonstrate the sloppiness of the article in the Sunday 
Times. 

You are correct that there were 3 pre-concert receptions and two post-concert receptions. No person invited 
by The English Manner or by me attended any of these receptions. I am informed by The English Manner that 
their two guests, the personal guests of Alexandra Messervy and a number of my constituents arrived by 
coach at the Goring Hotel for a pre-concert reception, left by coach for the Abbey, attended the concert and 
returned by coach from the Abbey to their various homes. At no stage did they enter the Palace of 
Westminster, in all cases they purchased tickets that were on offer to the public for this public concert and the 
only contact I had with any of them was when they were in their seats in the Abbey. I understand from The 
English Manner that whilst the cost of the tickets and reception was re-imbursed to The English Manner no 
profit was made by The English Manner and neither I nor The English Manner was paid a fee. Further more I 
am informed by The English Manner that the press release you refer to was not seen or approved by 
Alexandra Messervy (see before) and I certainly had no knowledge of it. I trust that this deals fully with the 
points (a) and (d). As far as points (b), (c) and (e) go, the answers are as follows: 

f) I am informed that some 15 tickets were purchased for the concert and there were no tickets issued 
for the reception at the Atrium, nor did anyone apart from myself attend that. 

g) The same 15 attended the reception in the Goring Hotel 

h) The answer is no.  

7. The Employment of Mrs Alexandra Messervy 

Mrs Alexandra Messervy is not paid and neither does she act on a full time basis. She is paid £12,000 per 
annum, works either from home or at the Association constituency office and her role is to liaise between the 
press and others and myself relating to my parliamentary duties and constituency work. She also liaises 
between the officers and members of the constituency association regarding general constituency and 
parliamentary matters and diary. She acts as a “look out” for problems within the constituency and the part-
time nature of her duties leaves her free to run what is a very small company. As for any suggestion that there 
is a conflict this was refuted in page 3 of my letter of 7 September. However, I can confirm that she 
surrendered her Commons pass as soon as you wrote to me following the article in the Sunday Times. Mrs 
Messervy has been employed by me since 1997 and I believe that you will find that at that time there was no 
requirement to issue a job description and the terms of her employment have not changed. 

Should you find it necessary, Mrs Messervy has indicated she is very happy to be interviewed but wishes to do 
so in the presence of her solicitor. 

I wish to make clear that I have never accepted a fee for giving tours of Parliament or entertaining anyone in 
the Palace of Westminster. The English Manner Ltd has stated that they have never charged fees for any tour 
of the Palace of Westminster or for anyone being entertained there. All they have done where appropriate is 
claim the re-imbursement of the costs. 

As mentioned above, the record shows that for the year ending 31.12.03 the net costs of The English Manner 
have been to the tune of £69,000 which has been funded by shareholders and it has made no return to date. 
No benefit has accrued to me as a Member of Parliament by virtue of my shareholding in the English Manner 
Ltd. However, so as to make clear that is the case and for the avoidance of any doubt I have informed The 
English Manner that henceforth I will not conduct anyone introduced by them around the Palace of 
Westminster or entertain them in the Commons. 

I have shown a draft of this letter to Alexandra Messervy and she confirms my understanding of each and 
every point where The English Manner Ltd is mentioned. 
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I trust that with all these answers, you are re-assured that I have acted with propriety throughout. 

26 October 2004 

 

10. Letter to the Commissioner from Mrs Alexandra Messervy  

Thank you for your letter of 27 October following your email relating to the complaint against Mr Jonathan 
Sayeed MP. 

I have spoken to your PA and we are suggesting a meeting with you, accompanied by Mr Aidan Mills-
Thomas, on 15 November at 11.30 am. I do hope this is convenient. 

As you know, I have seen and, when information has been required from The English Manner, have assisted 
with the contents of Mr Sayeed’s replies to you. However, I thought it may be helpful to you if I replied to the 
points you raised specifically with me prior to our meeting. If, on reading my answers, you think you require 
further clarification or wish to raise other points then do let me know by email. 

The English Manner was set up in June 2001 and gives tutorials in etiquette and protocol, and creates learning 
programmes for those who wish to learn or enhance a specific discipline for a mainly overseas clientele. 
Essentially, this may cover social graces, cultural, garden and historical tours, and typically may entail visits to 
gardens and stately homes for groups of no more than 16 guests. In practice, due to the nature of the business 
which was started just as the terrorist act took place in New York in September 2001, we have had very little 
business and are not yet trading profitably. At no stage and on no occasion has The English Manner received a 
fee for groups or individuals to be given a tour of the Palace of Westminster by Mr Sayeed or by anyone else. 

I am based in Bedfordshire and on some occasions we have arranged to meet mutual friends for lunch or 
dinner. On these occasions, of which you have notes on expense claim invoices for Mr Sayeed, he has 
entertained us to meals in the House of Commons. This is due primarily, to Parliamentary business and 
particularly when he was a Shadow Minister, which made it impossible for him to attend meetings outside the 
House. He has not, nor have I, or the company been paid for these meals or meetings. However, the vast 
majority of the entertainment has been outside the Palace of Westminster. 

The English Manner has a website which is used as a marketing tool for those who seek it out. We do not 
advertise in any media, but we have attracted some media attention and been the subject of certain articles, 
some of which have been copied to you. I am sure you will appreciate that we have no editorial control over 
any articles which are written and this has been the case throughout. We do visit luxury travel agents to 
market our company throughout the United States and will shortly be part of a marketing campaign for ‘Visit 
Britain’ (the ex British Tourist Authority) in the United States, but we do not advertise as such as each 
programme we create is tailored to suit a learning or client need. 

Mr Sayeed has accompanied me on some of my visits to the United States where we have introduced the 
company to selected travel agents and, in February 2004, to the Silversea Cruise line, with whom we hope to 
create a unique travel programme for 2005. On no occasion during these visits or in any material which has 
been spoken about or shown to prospective clients, has any visit to the Palace of Westminster been made 
available for payment. 

On one occasion, Mr Sayeed did mention the Parliament Choir concert at Westminster Abbey (in retrospect), 
and we did tell the audience that this was an event where tickets are available through The English Manner 
because it is open to the general public. I believe on that occasion I added that we may occasionally give a 
reception for guests before or after the Concert (in fact we have done this only once) but on no occasion have 
ever mentioned that this would be in the confines of the Palace nor that it would be hosted by Mr Sayeed. I am 
fully aware that Mr Sayeed was Chairman of the Parliament Choir for the concert in question and there is no 
possible way that he could have been hosting anything for The English Manner in his frantic event 
preparations. The choir have been sponsored for some time by British Telecom and Jonathan is always 
expected to attend one of their own client receptions before or after the events. 
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I am the Chairman of the company and have to carry overall responsibility for marketing material or 
advertising of our programmes. However, we have a director based in the United States who did employ, with 
my knowledge and agreement, an assistant to look after marketing for us in the US. She did not work to 
agreed terms and indeed released various material, including the press release you have already referred to, 
without my authorisation. She repeated the infraction of our clearly stated rules on more than one occasion, 
and as a result was asked to leave my co-director’s employ over a year ago. Whilst I recognise that I have to 
take overall responsibility for this, I hope you will accept that material was not authorised by me. At no stage 
does or did Mr Sayeed see any of the promotional material we may write, and he has no jurisdiction or input 
over our website. 

I would like to add to this by saying that, at the outset, Mr Sayeed made clear to the member of staff in 
question and our other consultants, that he could not and would not use his position as a Member of 
Parliament in order to promote the interests of The English Manner. When in the USA some years ago, and 
certainly prior to the official launch of The English Manner in February 2002. Mr Sayeed met the member of 
staff in question and made clear to her in my presence that his name was not to be used on any promotional, 
advertising or any other material, and emphasised that there had to be a clear separation between anything to 
do with Parliament, The English Manner and Mr Sayeed. It is because that member of staff ignored this clear 
instruction, and the instruction to clear all material via me, which had been reinforced by me on that occasion 
and on several subsequent occasions, that she was required to leave the employment of our US director’s 
company last year. 

Very few groups or individuals have visited the UK under the auspices of The English Manner. I concur with 
the statements Mr Sayeed has made on the individuals or groups hosted on behalf of The English Manner. 

The sponsored function on 27 March 2003 was for a ‘Familiarisation visit’ as Mr Sayeed made clear to you. No 
payment was received by the group or any other source and no payment was made to Mr Sayeed for hosting 
them. Because some of the group were already known to Mr Sayeed he suggested that they may like join him 
for dinner in the House and, as a result, I booked a private dining room in the name of The English Manner 
sponsored by Mr Sayeed. I believe at that dinner he did mention the Parliament Choir and sponsorship 
possibilities for the Southbank Sinfonia.  

We have had one major group (the Chelsea group you referred to in May 2004), and a private visit by Mr and 
Mrs ***, during which Mr Sayeed very kindly invited us all to dine with him at the Palace, which was not paid 
for by them.  

In addition, Mr Sayeed took a group of US Supreme Court Judges and their families for a tour of the Palace, at 
my personal request, which was booked with a guide through the normal channels, in June of this year. We 
had booked a personal guide but as Mr Sayeed was free and it was a small number, and because he knew Mr 
***, he said he would escort them. I asked Mr Sayeed, at their suggestion, whether he would be prepared to 
entertain them to a buffet luncheon in one of the private dining rooms afterwards. This was arranged by me 
personally because the group was here to discuss UK/US co-operation for the Jamestown 2007 celebrations. 
The English Manner has been asked to be involved to the extent of providing perhaps a special event and 
certain travel arrangements, and it had been requested that something could perhaps take place in the Palace 
of Westminster or House of Lords with Her Majesty The Queen. Jonathan had already met their organiser, 
US Supreme Court of Justice Mr *** in the USA and he suggested they may like to tour for that reason. Only 
the cost of the tour guide and lunch was reimbursed to The English Manner. No other payment was made to 
The English Manner and no payment at all to Mr Sayeed. 

On each of the occasions mentioned above, the cost of meals have been reimbursed to The English Manner as 
straight expense payments. I have received no fee, Mr Sayeed has received no fee, and the company has 
received no fee for tours of the Palace. 

The English Manner is not a travel agency. The company provides itineraries and programmes for groups or 
individuals wishing to visit the UK on the basis of a learning experience. We will therefore charge a client a fee 
for the arrangement of the whole programme. This is based on the content of the programme and the 
duration. Many of our clients stay, for instance, in a stately home such as Belvoir Castle, at a rate of 
approximately £450 per person per day. The company charges a commission on this rate of between 5 and 
10% and so the client would be invoiced for £450 plus commission. However, The English Manner does not 
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invoice any client direct as we operate through an intermediary travel agency, McCabe Bremer. You will be 
familiar with McCabe Bremer as one of their part time consultants is Bambi Duvall. Bambi is not an employee 
of the company nor of McCabe but operates independently on their behalf; and was not authorised to make 
the statements she did to the Sunday Times reporter. 

We forthwith sent Bambi Duvall a reprimand for the statements she made and she was very apologetic and 
had not realised she had made such an important mistake.  

The reprimand was issued to all staff employed by our US Director or The English Manner and consultants 
such as Bambi Duvall. I thought it may be helpful to reproduce the relevant part of the text for you:  

“We do NOT solicit payment for tours of the Palace of Westminster by Jonathan or any other source. 
We are carrying out a full review of our marketing material and website with a view to ensuring that 
there is absolutely nothing contained within which could be misconstrued”. 

* * * 

The venues or services used by The English Manner for a client programme are then directly reimbursed by 
McCabe after invoicing and The English Manner receives a net fee for the arrangements.  

Mr Sayeed acts as a consultant to The English Manner in the way he has already described to you. You are 
aware of the amounts for which he has been reimbursed and I concur with his statements in this regard.  

I have been employed as Mr Sayeed’s constituency assistant since June 1997 on a part time basis. I work 
mainly from home but have occasionally taken over the duties of his House of Commons PA during absence 
and occasionally work from the constituency office in Shefford. I may work 12 hours in one day, and none the 
next, it is by the nature of the role an intermittent and very flexible one. I know that Mr Sayeed has explained 
the nature of my duties in his most recent letter to you. I liaise between him, his diary secretary and the 
constituency. I also assist with functions, attend meetings with him in the constituency and liaise with the 
local and national press. I accompany Mr Sayeed on some of his constituency engagements and during 
election campaigns, drawing up his schedules of visits and planning his routes. I noted that you felt this would 
not allow me much free time to run a company! The English Manner is very small and I am very busy. 

Finally, you ask if my role in relation to the company interacted with my role in relation to Mr Sayeed. The 
answer to this is not at all. I am the Chairman and major shareholder of a very small company. I have a 
background which is fairly unique from the Royal Household and years of charitable event planning. I have 
used that background to assist in procuring venues and tutors for the company and pride myself in the 
programmes we offer. My role for Mr Sayeed as constituency liaison assistant is just that and quite separate. I 
also happen to be an officer of the Conservative Association and assist it at a national level, being Chairman of 
the Blue Ribbon Dinner for 2005. I give a very great deal of my time and personal contributions to the Party 
and to the Constituency Conservative Association and impart my fundraising and organisational skills where 
they are required. 

I do admit that in the course of meeting prospective travel agents and clients I may well see that they could be 
useful in sponsorship for the Parliament Choir/Southbank Sinfonia and may suggest that Mr Sayeed speaks to 
them about this, but I have also done this in my fundraising role for the St Alban’s Cathedral Campaign, and 
believe this is how networking and fundraising business is best procured.  

I have not personally and have not procured for the company any fee in relation to tours of the Palace of 
Westminster by Mr Sayeed, by me or by anyone else. I had a pass which as you know I have surrendered but I 
can assure you I used this only to enter the Palace and visit the office of Mr Sayeed or his Parliamentary 
Assistant. 

I very much hope you will find these answers useful. Do please let me know by email if I can help further. In 
the meantime I look forward to meeting you. 

1 November 2004  
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11. Note of meeting with Mr Jonathan Sayeed on 3 November 2004 

Meeting in the office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, 3 November, 
10.00 am. 

Present: Mr Jonathan Sayeed MP (JS), Sir Philip Mawer, PCS (PM), Ms Alda Barry (Registrar 
of Members’ Interests) (AB). 

1. Referring to his letter of 26 October,14 JS said that he had the previous night realised that it might be 
misleading in his reply to PM’s question as to whether a visit to the House had been advertised as part of 
the overall programme to those groups for arranging which programme the guests had paid The English 
Manner Limited (TEML) a fee. He had said that he had been informed by TEML that of the three groups 
detailed in his letter, ‘only in the case of the garden tour group was the Palace of Westminster mentioned’. 
He had sent PM a copy of the group’s programme which might have given the impression that the House 
of Commons visit had been advertised in advance to the group.15  

2. There had been no advertisement. The group had been recruited by word of mouth among members of 
the Garden Group of Lake Forest through AM and JS’s personal friend, Mrs ***. At no stage was the group 
offered, promised, or was it suggested that they should pay for a tour of and entertainment in, the House 
of Commons. Only once they had arrived, and had already paid for the visit to the UK, did Ms ***, whom 
JS had already given a tour of the House, request a similar tour. He had assented to this and the question 
of the dinner had followed from that. 

3. PM noted that page 8 of the Garden Group programme, after referring to a tour of and dinner at the 
House, said ‘there may be an opportunity to listen to the current business of the day in the debating 
chamber of the Lords or Commons’. He noticed that a number of items on the programme were marked 
with a double asterisk, as being elective elements. As there was no double asterisk on the visit to the Palace 
of Westminster it had appeared to be a part of the prearranged programme. 

4. JS said that he had had nothing to do with preparing the programme, which he had seen for the first time 
after the tour had begun. His understanding had been that the bulk of the tour had been arranged before 
the party left the US. They had come for, been attracted by, the garden tour. The venue for the final dinner 
had been changed to the House of Commons, following the approach from Mrs ***, after they had arrived 
in the UK. He had been clearly told that there had been no promotion of the tour on the basis of a visit to 
the House of Commons, there had been no promise or offer of such a visit in advance, nor had clients 
been led to expect a tour of the House within their programme. The change to the programme had been 
made after most, if not all, the group had arrived in the UK, and certainly after they had paid for that 
programme. 

5. PM said he would raise the issue with Ms Messervy (AM) but that, prior to JS’s explanation, a reasonable 
reading of the programme would have suggested that a visit to the House was an integral part of it from 
the outset. * * * 

6. JS said that it was unfortunate that he had been on holiday and unobtainable before the newspaper story 
was printed or he would have made clear that he had never solicited payment for access to the House. AM 
had also made clear that JS had never charged for access to the House. 

7. PM said that he understood that TEML was in the business of selling tailored packages to wealthy foreign 
visitors on the basis that it had connections which allowed it to provide access to otherwise inaccessible 
places. JS added that there was also an educational aspect to the visits arranged. 

8. PM said that, looking at the material on the company’s website with which he had been supplied, access to 
Parliament had clearly featured as part of the advertising material. He recognised, of course, that, 

 
 
14 WE 9  

15 Not reported. 
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according to his written evidence, JS had no control over the material. JS said that it was more than that, 
he was a consultant to the company rather than a director; he was consulted over certain things but not 
over the advertising. There was never any advertising, partly because he had advised that the use of third 
parties to endorse a product was more effective and because of the high cost of advertising. But he had had 
no control over whether or not the company advertised, or over the content of any promotional material; 
indeed he never saw most of it. 

9. JS had not seen the web-site, though he was aware there was one. He had expected that what was on it 
would have accorded with his repeated and very clear instructions (first issued in late 2001 or early 2002) 
to the effect that there were very strict rules governing the conduct of MPs and he would not do anything 
to put himself in conflict with them. He had stressed that neither he nor Parliament were to be used as a 
promotional tool and that he would not use his position as an MP to promote TEML. He had always been 
scrupulous never to get involved in any questions, motions, debates or approaches to Ministers which 
touched on any outside interest he might have. Although AM had wished him to be a director of the 
company he had declined because he had not wished to have any direct responsibility for what the 
company did. Thus, he had not seen the programme for the garden tour until the tour had already started. 
In terms of his participation in any TEML activities, AM would ask his secretary if he was free for a certain 
period and, if he was, ask for it to be blocked off. 

10. PM said that it seemed odd that neither JS nor AM accepted responsibility for the manner in which the 
company promoted itself to prospective clients in America, particularly through the website but also 
through press releases. JS had said that he advised on marketing, subsequently qualifying this by saying 
that this referred to the development of possible markets; PM found it odd that JS had no knowledge of 
the promotional material. JS explained that there was a difference between marketing and advising on how 
to approach markets. The material complained of had been put out by *** who worked directly for Genie 
Ford (GF), the partner in the US, and had been sacked by her partly because the material she had put out 
had not been in line with the instructions given her. 

11. JS had known there was a website and had known how it was constructed but had not been aware of the 
fine detail of the text; as consultant he had had no reason to be. He had no reason to believe the content 
would be in breach of his clear instructions. 

12. PM asked if JS had been aware that his name was being used in connection with the company, and JS said 
that he had not. 

13. PM said that AM had agreed that JS’s instruction, that neither his own name nor that of Parliament was to 
be used to promote the company, had been given in her presence. Could JS put a date on that, and was 
there any written record? JS doubted that any written instruction had been given. The company was tiny, 
and the personnel just sat round a table to discuss matters; he would not think any written record was 
kept. The meeting would have taken place in late 2001 or early 2002, probably the latter, before the official 
launch of the company. 

14. JS clarified the position of Bambi Duvall. She was an independent practitioner of a kind well known in the 
US travel industry, someone who was given office space and facilities within a larger institution, in this 
case McCabe Bremner. TEM Inc, owned by TEML, had an arrangement with McCabe Bremner. The 
transcript of Ms Duvall’s interview with the undercover journalist showed that he was constantly trying to 
push her into areas where she was not comfortable. 

15. The discussion returned to the question of JS’s instructions. TEML’s raison d’etre was to provide access to 
places that were usually inaccessible, and JS could provide that in relation to the House. JS was alive to the 
possibility of incorrect use being made of his position. Had he not thought to cover himself by putting the 
instruction in writing? JS said that with the benefit of hindsight he would have done, and would have 
ensured that a member of his staff vetted the website, but at the time he had had no reason to believe that 
his instructions would not be complied with. 

16. JS said that the sacking of *** by GF showed clearly that JS and AM were not prepared to accept someone 
acting outside the limits set for them, and that both AM and GF understood his position.  
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17. JS did not know when *** was sacked; PM was interested in knowing that because it might be expected 
that the website would have been changed after that. (In fact it was clear that as late as 2004 the company 
had continued to use references to Parliament in its promotional material.) JS said that AM might know, 
or she might need to ask GF; there should be records, as, presumably, a formal warning had been issued. 
PM asked when JS had become aware that *** had been sacked; JS said that presumably it had been shortly 
after the event. 

18. PM summed up the allegations as he understood them: TEML existed to put together packages (including 
a tuition element) providing special access to persons, places and institutions; it was not disputed that JS 
had a financial interest in the company, which he had registered (there did not appear to be any 
registration issues); JS had entertained clients of the company in the House and though he had received no 
fees for this the company attracted clients by promoting itself as able to provide this sort of access (here JS 
demurred, suggesting that this should be discussed on a case by case basis). Although, according to the 
written evidence of JS and AM, the company did not receive fees for the visits to the House, charging for 
them only on a cost-recovery basis, it did take a fee for the package as a whole. 

19. JS suggested that the critical point was whether the package offered included a tour of the House and/or 
entertainment in the House, and whether JS knew that was the case. PM thought the key questions also 
included whether the company promoted its packages as including such access and whether it received a 
percentage on an overall sum which included any element of whatever they were paid by way of 
reimbursement for any services received from the House authorities. JS suggested that the second of these 
questions was really whether there was a mark-up on the cost charged to the client for services provided 
by the House, and whether clients had booked on the basis of access to the House. 

20. JS said that the promotional aspects should be discussed on a case by case basis. He would show that 
anything to do with the House or himself in relation to the House was not part of a package. There were 
reasons in each case why people were in the Commons, but this was nothing to do with their being TEML 
clients except that they were physically present in the UK through the agency of TEML. 

21. It was JS’s understanding (to be confirmed with AM because JS had nothing to do with the invoicing) that 
on the three (to be checked with AM) occasions where a cost was charged there was no mark-up on the 
cost, so there was no profit on the clients’ being in the House, nor were the clients offered a paying 
package that included the Palace of Westminster. JS went on to describe the nature of the three occasions. 

22. The *** were all personal friends of AM and JS. They had paid for a few days of private visits to Fortnum 
and Mason, wine-tastings at Berry Bros, private views at museums and collections. TEML had been paid 
for these arrangements. On the basis of friendship they had been invited to a meal in the Strangers Dining 
Room (he had also been trying to interest them in setting up scholarships to the South Bank Symphonia).  

23. The Garden Club visit came about because of the personal friendship between AM/JS and the ***. *** was 
the doyenne of the Lake Forest Garden Club. JS had entertained ***, alone or with other guests, several 
times in the Strangers’ Dining Room (on one occasion with ***, whom he hoped to interest in the South 
Bank Symphonia). JS had agreed to see the Group inside the House because she had asked him to do so, 
but the meeting in the House was not part of the financial package for which the group had paid. 

24. PM drew attention to the discrepancy between JS’s statement that the dinner on 25 May 2004 in the 
House had been a late add-on to the Garden Group programme and the invoice from the House’s 
Refreshment Department which indicated that the booking had been made in mid-October 2003. JS was 
unable to account for it, suggesting only that AM might originally have considered such an event. 
Subsequent information from AM indicates that the booking had been made for the Maymount event 
and was subsequently switched to the Garden Group. 

25. The Maymount event was at cost; it did in the event make £88 for the company but that was because of 
foreign exchange movements. He knew little about it apart from the fact that it was charitable in purpose 
and involved an auction. AM would know more. 

26. On 27 March 2003 occurred what JS described as the ‘familiarisation visit’. A large number of staff and 
potential staff were on an extensive programme of visits to the kind of stately homes etc to which they 
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would be able to introduce clients. They should not have understood that that the tours with which they 
were involved would include visits to, or meals in, the House of Commons because JS had previously 
made clear the terms of his involvement. That occasion had been an expense to the company. 

27. Another expense to the company had been ‘the Bob Morris lunch’ when JS had given lunch to a man who 
was writing an article on an area of expertise of the company. JS said that it had not been an attempt to 
promote the company. He had understood from AM when she asked him to take Mr Morris round and 
give him lunch that this was a man who was writing about English manners; it was no more calculating 
than that and he had not seen it as or used it as a promotional opportunity. 

28. JS said he was grateful that PM had accepted his absolute assurance that he had never solicited or accepted 
fees for showing anyone round the House of Commons or entertaining them in it and hoped he would be 
reassured that TEML had never charged or accepted a fee for anything in the House over and above the 
reimbursement of a cost. He had confirmed that his Register entries were correct (AB suggested that they 
were correct on the basis of the information supplied). 

29. JS noted that, under the Serjeant at Arms rules, one acceptable use of House Committee rooms was to 
increase understanding of Parliament and the British constitution. Whilst no committee room had been 
booked by him for The English Manner Limited, when he had met any guests or constituents, for 
example, and shown them around the Palace of Westminster, he had always talked to them in such a way 
as to increase their understanding of Parliament and the British constitution.  

30. JS then drew attention to the statement in PM’s letter of 15 October in which he had said that it was a clear 
principle that the facilities of the House were only to be used for parliamentary and not commercial 
purposes.16 JS accepted that but wanted to make a general point and not one to do with the investigation, 
namely that the realities of parliamentary life meant that a degree of flexibility or a test of reasonableness 
had to be applied. 44% of Members had registered interests under categories 2, 4 or 9. As PM appeared to 
interpret the rule, a barrister might not entertain his clerk or a solicitor on the premises, or a director a 
fellow director or an actual or potential client, or a trades union-sponsored Member officials of the union 
concerned. Regrettably there had been a move away from the idea that Members were by definition 
honourable to a view that they were likely to be errant unless constrained by absolute rules. A rule that 
parliamentary facilities could only be used for parliamentary business would make life in Parliament 
impossible; in one instance, for example he had had to see visitors in the House rather than outside 
because he was chairing a parliamentary committee that same day. 

31. PM noted JS’s views. It was not for him to question Members’ integrity unless there was evidence of a need 
to do so. He must construe the House’s rules, subject to the overriding views of the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges and the House. He understood the need for a test of reasonableness in terms of 
the use of House facilities; it was neither practical nor sensible to say that only matters relating to a 
Member’s parliamentary role could justify their use. What was arguably different about this case was that 
it involved a company whose raison d’etre was its ability to give clients an instructional package which 
included privileged access. It was one thing for a shareholder in a company to entertain one if its directors 
to discuss the business of the company and another for the shareholder to afford privileged access to 
clients of a company in furtherance of that company’s primary objective. 

32. JS understood the differentiation but suggested that in that case more guidance should be given to 
Members about what was, and what was not, permissible. Members regularly entertained people with 
whom they had a clear financial connection and who would be impressed by being entertained in the 
House. He noted that of the visits made to the House in connection with TEML (AM would be able to 
confirm the number) only three were subject to questioning. PM said that he would consider carefully the 
points made by JS. It was on the basis of the evidence and views offered by the Member subject to a 
complaint that his view of a case was formed and refined. 
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33. JS said that he was puzzled by the reference to his having ‘benefited’ from visits to the USA paid for by 
TEML. They had not been pleasurable, otherwise than incidentally; he would rather have used his time in 
some other way. PM explained that that was not an uncommon view among Members but that in the 
terms of the Register, the visits were nonetheless classed as a ‘benefit’. 

34. JS drew attention to Annex A of PM’s letter of 15 October, the leaflet from the Serjeant at Arms which 
stated that room booking may not be conditional on the payment of fees.17 No such conditions had been 
made in respect of any of the TEML bookings. 

35. JS wished to draw attention to two critical points in Mr Henderson’s letter.18 In the first place the 
allegation that TEML charged up to £500 a day for access was false. As to the second, the suggestion that 
JS’s employment of AM was unethical, he would contend that a separation of powers was in place: the 
company was small; he employed AM part time; both had acted ethically. 

36. It was of the first importance to JS that at the end of the inquiry no-one should believe he had accepted 
fees for entertaining or acting as a guide to TEML clients. 

37. PM said that he would need to pursue with the Department of Finance the discrepancy over AM’s hours, 
since JS said she worked part time and the DFA believed she worked full time. JS said that on average AM 
probably worked for him about three hours a day. She drafted press releases, parish newsletters and letters, 
liaised with the local councillors and his London secretary and arranged his constituency diary. 

38. PM noted that Ivan Henderson implied a conflict of interest. JS said that in his view a conflict of interest 
would only exist if AM had used her privileged access to the House to promote TEML. She had not. There 
was a clear separation of roles. She was a very good constituency assistant. He was not aware of any 
occasion on which she had used her position as his assistant to promote the interests of TEML. She had 
not used parliamentary stationery or telephones or taken clients on tours. 

39. PM asked if JS was saying that despite their shared interest in the company both JS and AM were clear 
where the boundaries lay? JS said that he had always been clear about this. He had always been meticulous 
in his observation of the rules for MPs, and had indeed over-compensated; he had been pilloried in The 
Guardian, for example, for registering a BAA car parking pass when no-one else had done so. He would 
not have allowed AM or anyone else to use his position to promote something in which he had a financial 
interest. His Register entries were clear. Not once had he given a speech or seen a Minister on a subject in 
which he had a personal interest because he was determined on a clear separation between his personal 
interests and his duties as an MP. 

40. PM raised two points in closing. He accepted that there was no evidence that fees had been charged for 
access to Parliament and he accepted JS’s assurance that they had not (JS interjected that it would have 
been wrong to do so), but the complaint had not been framed in those terms but in a more general one to 
the effect that JS had used his privileged access to the House to further the direct commercial interest of a 
company in which he had a financial interest and whose selling point was that it could provide such 
access, to the House as well as to other institutions. The case did not hang on an allegation that JS had 
received a fee for access (which would indeed have been in the public mind the most damning allegation). 
Rather, for the complaint to be proven it would not be necessary to show that JS had received a fee but 
that: it was a rule of the House that premises were not to be used for the direct commercial benefit of the 
company; that JS had a financial interest in TEML; that the company’s purpose was to sell its services on 
the basis that it had privileged access to various places, one of which was Parliament; and that JS had, by 
entertaining clients on behalf of the company, directly assisted the company in furthering its commercial 
interest. 

41. JS suggested that that would be the case if the clients had come to the UK on the basis that they had paid 
for access to Parliament. On the other hand if they came for other reasons and he gave them a tour, the 
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case would be different. PM said he would have to speak to AM to clarify what had happened in each case. 
JS hoped that PM would agree that in the Morris and *** cases no offer had been made which included JS 
or the House. The case therefore hinged entirely on the Garden Club. PM suggested that the mere fact that 
JS had entertained clients of TEML in the House could be seen as by some as giving those clients (and 
later, prospective clients) evidence that what they had read about the company on the web-site—whatever 
they may or may not have expected when they paid to come to the UK—could be delivered by it, 
irrespective of the content of any conversation. 

42. JS said it seemed reasonable that he should entertain in the House personal friends (the ***) who 
happened to be in the UK with TEML. He had given Mr Morris lunch because AM had asked him to since 
Mr Morris was writing about English etiquette and manners, in which she had a well-established expertise. 
She had not expected Mr Morris to write about TEML (or the Royal Family) and had unsuccessfully asked 
him to amend his article. He had been in England to look at Parliament, not at TEML. The case then came 
back to the Garden Tour, where he had been asked, directly or indirectly by ***, to show the ladies round, 
but he could say categorically that there had been no promotion of this involving himself and Parliament. 
He hoped to have persuaded PM that that one element—on which, in his submission, the whole case 
hung—had been dealt with properly. PM agreed that the Garden Group was an important ingredient in 
the case, though not the only one. 

43. PM said that on the basis of his evidence, JS was not aware of a number of critical things about the 
running of the company, particularly in respect of the way in which it was promoting itself. JS agreed; as a 
consultant he would not need to be. 

44. PM then outlined the procedure which he would now follow. In particular he referred to the need for him 
to check with the DFA why they thought AM was working full-time and when the requirement for a job-
description for Members’ staff was introduced. He would let JS know the outcome of these inquiries. He 
would also let him see a draft record of their discussion for comment. In due course, he would put to JS for 
comment the draft of the factual sections of the report he expected to make about the case to the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges. JS noted the position. 

 

12. Note of meeting with Mrs Alexandra Messervy on 5 November 
2004 

Meeting in the office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, 5 November, 
11.30 am. 

Present Sir Philip Mawer (PM), Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, Mrs Alexandra 
Messervy (AM), Constituency Assistant to Jonathan Sayeed (JS), Ms Alda Barry (AB), 
Registrar of Members’ Interests, Mr Aidan Mills-Thomas (AMT) (Solicitor to AM). 

1. PM had a number of specific questions which he wished to address: what was the nature of the business 
of TEML and how it charged for its services; what was JS’s role, especially as regards marketing; who was 
present at the meeting where JS had said his name was not to be used in promoting the company and 
how this principle was enforced; when *** was sacked; how TEML promoted its business; whether AM 
knew what was on the website. He also had specific questions about the occasions when JS had 
entertained TEML clients on the House, and about AM’s role as JS’s constituency assistant.  

2. * * * 

3. * * * 

4. PM said that he and the Committee would try to respect the privacy of individuals but he could give no 
absolute guarantees that any information provided would not eventually be published. 
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5. PM said the kernel of the complaint was that JS had used his privileged access to the House to further the 
interests of TEML, a company in which he had a clear financial interest; it was not that he had received 
fees for allowing access (a suggestion he and AM had denied). The question had also been raised as to 
whether it was ethical for JS to employ AM, as had the related question of whether she herself was 
misusing parliamentary facilities. 

6. PM understood that TEML was not a travel company but a company which offered tailored packages 
with an instructional focus, working together with a travel company. Its major selling point was that it 
could provide access to a range of people, institutions and places to which access was not normally 
available. AM said she would describe it as a training company and suggested that the most important 
access provided was access to the tutors—for instance Penelope Hobhouse, who was one of the most 
famous current gardeners, had spent time with the Garden Group. Further, the instructional element of 
the packages did not always involve travel; one of the most important elements of the access was access to 
AM herself, and she herself went abroad to give instruction on etiquette. Accommodation could be 
provided in such places as Belvoir Castle, which were not generally available. The company did not claim 
to give access to Parliament or to JS. 

7. The company did not earn its money by putting together packages for which it charged the cost plus a 
commission. It was more complicated than that. The reason the company had been set up using McCabe-
Bremer as administrators was that she had been incorrectly advised that if the company wanted to offer 
travel within the UK she would be bound by EU rules and the ABTA rules would have come into force 
whereby she would have had to put up a bond if she wished to offer more than one component (for 
instance a coach journey and a night in a hotel). The directors had therefore decided it would be better to 
link to a body which would carry the insurance, flights and general administration. Genie Ford (GF), the 
US director, had known McCabe-Bremer. McCabe-Bremer were the middlemen and carried the 
administrative burden. AM put together an itinerary but the company was not paid a percentage of what 
the group paid. McCabe were paid a set fee but AM was paid a percentage of the charge made for each 
element of the itinerary which she had effected. 

8. AM said that some people who came to the UK under the auspices of the company had visited the House 
of Commons, but not as part of a package, but because they were friends of AM/JS. On the few occasions 
where JS had entertained clients in the House they had been charged the bare cost of the meal without 
any element of commission, if they had been charged at all.  

9. PM said he understood that the business did not advertise itself. It had a website and proceeded by 
personal recommendation. It was apparent that the website had carried references to the House of 
Commons. He asked how they had got there and who controlled the website. 

10. AM said that the website was controlled by GF, who, unlike AM, understood technical matters. *** had 
been employed from the outset and had had responsibility under GF for the content. Once the directors 
realised there was material on the website which should not be there, action was taken to remove it. In 
this context it was relevant that most of the material PM had been given from the website was archived, 
rather than active, material, retrieved from the Smithsonian Institute. It was also piecemeal, taken from a 
series of articles over which the directors had no editorial control. Other material submitted was a diary 
piece written following a familiarisation trip. AM readily conceded that the material should not have been 
on the website. Once it had been realised that it was there and in press releases, oral and written 
instructions were issued forbidding its use and in the end *** had been sacked. 

11. AM remembered JS telling every member of the staff in the US (GF had another company called Print 
Management whose staff TEML used) very clearly that his name and that of Parliament were not to be 
used in any of TEML’s material and that the company could not offer access to Parliament. This 
instruction had been reiterated at the time of the company’s launch in February 2002. *** had put in a 
press release that JS was an MP but AM would not have thought at the time that that was wrong; the 
British Embassy had helped with the launch, as it had been shortly after 9/11 (which had caused it to be 
delayed) at a time when initiatives showing US-UK solidarity and aimed at reviving the travel trade were 
particularly welcome. 
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12. From then on, *** had been repeatedly told that she must not suggest that the company would arrange 
access to Parliament. AM took responsibility as Chairman for the content of the website, but she had a 
co-director in the US who employed *** and she had assumed that her instructions were being adhered 
to. A quick trawl of the website every now and then suggested that this was generally the case, and where 
it was not, some of the material had been archived as a result. 

13. JS’s first instruction that his name was not to be used was issued before February 2002 in the presence of 
GF, *** and another member of GF’s staff. As the company grew, other staff were told. There was no 
written record of the instruction being given, unless there might be an e-mail from a long time ago. The 
company was a small enterprise based on friendship. If JS had come in as a stranger more might have 
been written down, but in the circumstances it was assumed that his word was law. There was never any 
question that TEML would benefit from and hence would advertise or promote access to Parliament, 
partly because, in the market The English Manner Limited was aiming at, Parliament would have been a 
minor ‘draw’ compared to meeting Penelope Hobhouse or having dinner next to a Duke. 

14. AM had asked GF to look for any recorded warnings; there had been oral warnings and finally a letter but 
AM did not think this last contained references to the failure to adhere to instructions- there had been 
other failings as well. *** had been GF’s employee and had worked from her own home. 

15. AMT suggested the question of access to Parliament was not a big issue simply because TEML was not 
offering it.  

16. PM commented that the payment of fees would have been only one of the ways in which access to 
Parliament could have benefited the company. The raison d’etre of the company was access to people and 
places not normally available. The website material he had seen suggested that Parliament was among the 
places of privileged access available. It could be argued that the way it was posted on the website furthered 
the commercial interest of the company in attracting clients. 

17. AM said that PM would no doubt say she was responsible as Chairman but she would suggest that the 
company was a partnership and GF was responsible for the website. 

18. PM asked whether AM had not been concerned at how the company was portrayed. AM said that when 
she had taken an overall view of the website it had looked alright; where she had seen something incorrect 
she had asked for it to be removed and generally it was. She readily admitted that the Morris article 
should have been taken out in hindsight.  

19. PM asked when objectionable material had been removed from the website. AM said sometimes visit 
programmes appeared that had never happened and had not been authorised by her for the web-site. 
Apparently the main culprits were the programmes of actual visits. These were generated by AM e-
mailing a programme which would be translated into American print and GF or *** would edit it. She 
would not always see the finished article; sometimes she would ask to see it and it would still go out 
without her seeing it. She had repeatedly asked for items to be removed, and sometimes they were not. 
The website was refreshed regularly and some items would be removed as a matter of course; nonetheless 
the familiarisation trip diary was still on in the early summer of 2004. 

20. AMT suggested that if AM was guilty of anything, it was that, for understandable reasons, she had not 
exercised sufficient control over the web-site.  

21. *** had been sacked in mid or late May 2003. 

22. PM asked whether GF would be able to corroborate what AM has said. AM said she would ask GF for a 
statement.19 

 
 
19 WE 13 
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23. At PM’s request, AM described JS’s role. He had been very clear that he should not be a director, but had 
agreed to be a consultant. He had helped to draw up the articles of association and in a strategic role. 
From the marketing point of view he had suggested possible new markets to look at, like Russia. He had 
had no input into the day-to-day marketing and had probably never seen the material on the website. He 
had fronted the approach to Virgin Atlantic when the company had tried to develop a relationship with 
the airline. 

24. PM referred to the occasions when JS was involved in receiving people involved with TEML in the House, 
and asked AM for clarification. 

25. AM reminded PM that some of these occasions had involved paying clients of TEML while others did 
not. The paying clients had been the *** on 6 December 2002 and the Garden Group on 25th May 2004. 
Neither of these had Parliament in their programmes. The Maymount Foundation on 26 May 2004 was a 
charitable event. Thereafter there had been a group of US judges which, though invoiced to TEML was, 
AM said, entirely organised by her and nothing to do with JS. 

26. In addition a number of other occasions had been invoiced to TEML In total, there were: 

i. 11 June 2002—The Bob Morris lunch 

ii. The American Women’s Club for London. These were not clients (the invoice was marked ‘no fee 
paid’), though the lunch was paid for by TEML. As one of the guests was a personal friend, JS had 
offered to host lunch in the House (he was a shadow Minister at the time, so it was difficult for him 
to leave the premises). There were 2 guests ***. AM had performed a number of services for the 
AWCL, for none of which she had been paid. There was no knock-on effect in terms of TEML. AB 
suggested that they might return to the US and spread the word about TEML but AM said they 
would not- it was not that kind of organisation and besides, they were in London not the US, and all 
they had wanted was her to teach their children how to behave at table. 

iii. 6 December 2002—The *** dinner. The *** were TEML’s first paying clients as well as personal 
friends of both AM and JS. They had paid £1600 for facilities in London, but no fee had been paid in 
respect of dinner in the House. Nor was the dinner part of the *** paid itinerary. They were friends 
of AM/JS. No profit had been made, though a consultancy fee had been paid to JS. AM thought the 
consultancy fee might have been unrelated to the trip; in the early days of the company JS had 
submitted invoices sporadically as and when money was available. As far as JS’s role in the *** visit 
was concerned he had suggested a reception at Dunhill, which was one of the organisations that 
were open to approaches for private clients, for their own commercial reasons. 

iv. January 2003—lunch with ***. Before returning to Parliament in 1997, JS had been Chairman of 
Corporate Services Group which owned LCC and had asked AM to revitalise the college. Thereafter 
LCC had become purely a business skills college but JK and AM had continued to talk and would 
indeed probably shortly be carrying out a joint venture. 

v. 1 July 2003—lunch with the *** family. *** had approached AM via Pulbrook and Goldin, probably, 
late 2000, well before TEML had been set up, as someone who might able to orchestrate the sort of 
visit she had in mind for her garden club. Mrs *** had come to lunch as a friend.  

vi. 5 November 2003—lunch with the *** and ***. Mrs *** and her daughter had come back to the UK 
with *** in November 2003. Mrs *** rang AM and said she would like to meet JS again and that they 
had EG with them. Out of friendship and because of the dove-tailing with the Parliament Choir 
interest of JS, the meeting had been arranged. In fairness the Garden Club trip was probably 
discussed over lunch. 

vii. 26 June 2004—the Maymount Foundation. The Maymount Foundation visit came about because JS 
and AM had both been to Richmond VA and had met a travel agent whom they had approached 
through McCabe Bremer. McCabe-Bremer was a member of the Virtuoso network (a travel group 
which worked with the cream of the clients and with which, therefore, TEML would wish to be 
connected). When TEML approached other agents, it was usually other Virtuoso agents. The 
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Virtuoso agent in Richmond happened to be the Chairman of the Maymount Foundation: 
American stately homes are usually funded by charitable foundations of which this was one. These 
foundations have charitable auctions and the Chairman asked if TEML would provide ‘a very 
English day’ as an auction lot. It had been intended to end the day with supper in a hotel but JS (who 
had originally said he would donate dinner and a tour of the House) had said ‘Genie [Ford] is with 
you so why do you not stay for dinner?’ The dining room eventually used for the Garden Group had 
originally been booked for the Maymount Group for the 25th but dates kept changing. Eventually, 
the numbers having dropped and the buyers of the lot having decided they would prefer 26th to 25th 
May, the Garden Club was given the original dining room booking and the Maymount group was 
entertained the next night in the Strangers’ Dining Room. The event was not intended to be profit-
making, though in the event exchange rate fluctuations had resulted in a surplus of about £88. 
McCabe had paid most of the expenses except for lunch at the Savoy. Another Maymount event was 
in prospect. 

viii. 14 June 2004—group of US judges. This had been instigated by the same lady who had initiated the 
Maymount visit (who was bringing a group of US Supreme Court judges and their families to 
London). *** was mainly studying legal matters but was also talking about Jamestown 2007, an event 
with which AM had been asked to help and on which discussions, were at the date of this interview, 
continuing. JS had previously met the ***, and he and AM were asked to help with the visit. A guide 
was booked, but in the event JS was free and took the party round himself; they had met Black Rod. 
The group had asked if they could have lunch in the House, so a dining room was booked. No profit 
had been made. 

27. PM returned to the matter of the Garden Group. As he had read their programme, the visit to the House 
looked like an integral part of it; the absence of asterisks suggested that it was not an elective element. As 
he understood JS’s evidence, the programme had not been advertised to the participants as including a 
visit to the House and the first they had known about it was when AM met them. AM confirmed that, 
and added that most of the group did not know much about the programme at all in advance. It had been 
discussed intensively between AM and the instigator and had always hinged on Penelope Hobhouse, the 
Chelsea Flower Show and the Lady Pulbrook Flower School (she subsequently corrected herself to say 
that originally it had been intended to do country gardens and that the emphasis on Chelsea and London 
had come later, partly in the light of September 11th 2001). The programme had been constantly 
changing as the length of the proposed visit altered. The tour of the House had probably been suggested 
by Mrs *** over the meal in late 2003. The dinner in the House was added when the Maymount dates 
changed, freeing the booking in the private dining room on 25th May. 

28. PM asked about the Parliament Choir concert. He understood that it had been advertised in a press 
release dated 2003 as part of a programme due to take place in June 2003. AM said that *** had used her 
own, unauthorised, language. No clients had come over for any programme involving the Parliament 
Choir in June 2003. Two American friends (***), one of whom organised etiquette courses at the 
Smithsonian twice a year, had been in London and had said they would like to attend, and been included 
in JS’s group. AM had arranged a champagne reception at the Goring (which AMT and his wife had 
attended) because of the length of time visitors needed to spend in Westminster Abbey. Some 
constituents and some friends had attended the reception and concert. In the event the *** had arrived on 
Sunday (the concert being on Wednesday) and AM had organised visits to Windsor Castle and 
Kensington Palace and had had lunch with them. No profit was made. The press release had been 
misleading and the language unauthorised. 

29. The meeting then addressed the question of AM’s employment by JS. AM had started working for JS in 
1997 and was his constituency assistant; she thought no job description had been necessary at the time 
(which PM would check). JS had approached her after his selection as candidate to fight the seat of Mid-
Bedfordshire in 1995, asking her if she would assist him in the constituency (no job title had originally 
been suggested), liaising between the constituency association and his parliamentary and constituency 
activities. She was a leading light in the association and had, at the time, been its deputy chairman. Her 
PR background was an advantage, as was her location. At the time neither party had any idea how much 
time would be needed. AM was then an ad hoc consultant for Lucie Clayton and doing some event 
planning and charitable work but was not otherwise employed; she had thought she would give the job 



74    Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

 

however many hours it took, but it had been agreed that she would work, perhaps, half a day a week. The 
role had evolved as JS had become more ensconced as an MP, and now she would sometimes attend 
meetings with him or accompany him on engagements; there was more liaison between the association 
and the diary secretary and herself. The work normally now averaged out at about three or four hours a 
day. She was paid on a per annum basis, on the basis of that amount of time. She thought her salary had 
increased from £8000 to £12000. PM said that according to the DFA she had been engaged in 1997 at 
£4000 a year for 13 hours a week, and was now paid £12,000 for full time employment. PM would check 
with the DFA why they thought she was employed full time. 

30. AM said that she worked from home, or sometimes from the constituency office, and worked some part 
of every day to get everything done. The hours were very variable but not full time (AMT commented 
that four hours a day seven days a week might be regarded as almost full time. PM said that thirty-five 
hours a week was normal full-time for public servants). AM suggested that working from home made her 
very productive. 

31. Despite being very efficient and working long hours, and despite TEML being a very small company, AM 
is finding it increasingly difficult to fulfil all her commitments, including those to TEML, which was why 
she had taken on an assistant in the UK to help with the company in order to be able to devote as much 
time as necessary to her various roles in the Conservative Party and in the constituency. 

32. Most of AM’s constituency work was done from home, although she had an office in the constituency 
office. Her work for TEML was done from home.  

33. While AM had had a House of Commons pass, she did not come to London very often, certainly not for 
parliamentary purposes. She had not used it in the context of TEML. 

34. PM summed up that, averaged out, AM worked less than full time for JS, perhaps up to 28 hours a week. 
He would check the discrepancy in the understanding about her hours with the DFA. AM suggested that 
she regarded her payment as pro rata by reference to the £40,000 or £50,000 that she would command in 
the City if she were still the PA she had been. As well as the constituency and TEML work she also did 
voluntary work. 

35. PM noted that AM had written to him that she worked for JS during election campaigns, for instance 
drawing up schedules and routes. She explained that she took paid leave during election campaigns in 
order to do this. 

36. In conclusion, and before PM explained the next steps and the procedures he would now follow, ATM 
underlined a number of points. The privileged access was mainly to AM herself, as an expert on etiquette. 
There was an element of ‘spin’ in the concept of the ‘privileged access’ offered by TEML because in many 
cases companies such as Dunhill were happy to allow such access as it helped them sell their products. 
One reason some material on Parliament had slipped on to the website was that Parliament was of such 
slight importance in terms of the kind of thing the company could provide; access to it would have been 
much less to its clients than access to, for instance, Belvoir Castle. The marketing was done mainly in the 
US, mainly because AM was so heavily committed to the constituency work. The company was ‘almost’ a 
hobby; it did not incur large losses but it had not built up as much business as had been hoped because 
AM wished to continue to devote as much time as she did to the constituency. Because of this, and 
because GF was a personal friend, AM had been guilty of not exercising proper control over the 
company’s marketing. The company’s clients tended to be, or certainly to become, personal friends. 

37. AM said that there was no doubt that the Sunday Times could not have printed the story it did if it had 
taken note of what Bambi Duvall had said when she rang the journalist back to say that TEML could not 
offer access to Parliament. The company had taken immediate steps on the publication of that story to 
issue a statement to staff saying that what Ms Duvall had said was incorrect. The company had not 
promoted itself as being able to provide access to Parliament and had not even thought of doing so. If it 
appeared that JS had attended a lot of events in connection with the company, that was because he carried 
out a support role for it. JS was a person of total integrity. 
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38. PM asked if it would be possible for him to have Bambi Duvall’s contact details so that he could ask her to 
confirm what AM had said, and AM agreed.  

39. PM outlined the procedure which would now be followed. He would check with the DFA to find out why 
they believed AM was working full time. He and AB would prepare a draft note of the conversation which 
would be sent to AM and AMT for checking. In due course he would send JS a draft of the factual 
sections of the report for comment and, in view of her relationship to JS, he imagined AM would see 
these fairly shortly thereafter. The report, revised if necessary, would then be sent, together with his views 
on the issues, to the Committee on Standards and Privileges, who would then make their decision. Once 
the report had gone to the Committee, the timescale was out of his hands. In her capacity as a witness, 
AM would not see the report until the time of publication. 

40. AM stressed that when the Commissioner drew the attention of AM and JS to the complaint and also 
when the story broke, the company had taken immediate steps with Ms Duvall to draw her attention to 
the fact that her remarks were inaccurate, and also to ensure that all offending material was removed 
from the website in order to ensure that no-one could draw the inference—and it could only be an 
inference—that the company was offering access to Parliament in return payment.  

41. AMT said that without doubt AM had been lax in allowing the US side of the company to ‘do their own 
thing’ to a greater extent than she should, but reiterated that the suggestion that the company could offer 
access to Parliament in return for a fee was not a big issue for it because it was not an issue at all: the 
company had never seen itself as doing so.  

42. It was agreed that AM would include a schedule of TEML-related visits to Parliament with the other 
material she would submit following the meeting.  

 

13. Statement of Mrs Genie Ford 

The operation of The English Manner in the United States has been under the direction of myself, Genie Ford, 
since the launch of the company in 2001, my other business commitments permitting. Staff members 
performed activities relation to The English Manner upon assignment by me. One former employee, ***, was 
responsible for the majority of the marketing efforts. *** is no longer in my employ, but while she was here she 
was an enthusiastic and energetic promoter of The English Manner program, from etiquette and social skills 
classes to travel abroad. 

In her enthusiasm, *** sometimes overstated the extent of the services The English Manner provided, 
especially with regard to access, not just to venues and facilities, but also to individuals, except where 
authorized. At no time was she instructed to say that Jonathan Sayeed, MP, was an exclusive provider of 
guided tours to Parliament. Indeed, as far back as early 2002, he specifically cautioned her and others working 
on TEM business that he was not permitted to use his position as a Member of the British Parliament for 
personal gain; that his name must not appear on any promotional material and that as anyone could visit 
Parliament in the UK it followed that TEM did not have a USP (unique selling point) in relation to Parliament 
and should not suggest that it had. However, in her zeal to promote this new business, she was guilty of using 
his name on occasion in an effort to impress Americans who would see this as a positive element of a trip to 
England with The English Manner. On every occasion she was reprimanded and reminded that she was not to 
use his name, or any other person’s name, unless given specific permission to do so and she was further 
reminded of his comments in relation to his position as a MP. *** was subsequently asked to leave my employ 
in May 2003 as a result of disobeying these instructions. 

At no time has The English Manner in the United States promoted itself as being able to provide the guided 
tours of Parliament for payment. On the contrary, on the few occasions when visitors were shown around 
Parliament, it was strictly based on friendship and/or acquaintance and not as a fee-for-service activity. 

Reference on The English Manner website to such visits were not properly worded and may have given the 
wrong impression regarding these visits. At no stage did Jonathan Sayeed have any input into promotional 
material. Steps have been taken to make sure that any misapprehension relating to these visits is clarified. It 
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took several attempts through The English Manner webmaster to remove inaccurate references from all areas 
of the website, including archival material, although it is my understanding that this has occurred and that all 
those involved now understand the exact nature of the relationship between The English Manner and 
Jonathan Sayeed. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need further clarification. I hope this statement clarifies once and for all 
our position regarding this matter. 

November 2004 Genie Ford 

 

14. Statement of Mrs Bambi Duvall 

I spoke in only a general way with Joe Lauria, who misrepresented himself to me as being a private traveller 
and not a reporter I know now he was not interested in the trips I took the time to explain to him. 

Nevertheless, I was only talking in general because that is my traditional role. Alexandra Messervy creates the 
trips on an individual basis to meet the demands of each client or group I explained, in general terms, that we 
have the opportunity to go to estates through the relationships Alexandra has established. I explained that 
people come over for hunting trips, art enjoyment, wine and food programs. In regard to the quote “You 
know how the Brits are” was actually me explaining that the Brits are generally more polished, especially on 
these wonderful estates, but that things are more formal in England than in America. When asked if Mr 
Sayeed accepted money, I said no. I was misquoted regarding the $1,500 for a Parliament tour, as I explained 
it was for an entire package that included etiquette training, as well as meals, transfers, hotels, etc. 

When he said something about time and schedule, I repeatedly said he should talk with Alexandra Messervy. 
When asked about price, I replied they can be costly trips because it all depends on how much is involved, and 
what the schedule is, but that we can also cut activities and items to reduce the cost. I explained that all this is 
part of the way in which we customize trips for groups of 10 or a few more. I repeatedly said that we can’t put 
trips together until we know what days people are travelling and what experiences are available that day, 
which is why I kept repeating that he should talk with Alexandra. I was not embarrassed when I said it was 
$1,500 because I know that it is an experience for good value in that it includes transfers, accommodations, 
most meals and special tutorials/experiences 

He simply selected which portions of my statements to use as long as they fit into how he wanted to take the 
article. I refused to give out private cell numbers because that is unethical and improper to do so without the 
person’s permission. This was a rambling conversation but at no time did I ever say that Jonathan Sayeed was 
paid for tours of Parliament. I repeatedly said that my role is simply to handle arrangements as laid out by 
Alexandra 

When I realized, on reflection, that I had been led to say things which were quite simply wrong and that The 
English Manner does not arrange access to Parliament in the way that he asked, and that no fee is payable, I 
telephoned Genie Ford and alerted Alexandra who confirmed that no trips to Parliament were possible and 
that no payment could be made to her, to Jonathan Sayeed or to The English Manner for such a suggestion. I 
telephoned Joe Lauria and left a message to say that I could not reach Alexandra and that we could not accede 
to his request as we do not offer tours of Parliament for payment by Jonathan Sayeed or anyone else.  

31 August 2004 Bambi Duvall 

 

15. Letter to Mr Jonathan Sayeed from the Commissioner  

Further to my letter of 18 November, I have now heard from Mrs Messervy with regard to the draft note of 
my meeting with her on 5 November and subject to a few queries I have put to her, hope to have soon an 
agreed record of the meeting. I will let you have a copy of this as soon as it is available.  
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I hope to hear soon from the Department of Finance about their response to the queries we identified—
concerning their understanding of Mrs Messervy’s hours of work and of when a requirement was introduced 
that an employee of a Member have a job description—and I will let you know their response as soon as I can.  

In the meantime I think it right to share with you the essence of a letter I have received from the House’s 
Director of Catering, from whom I had sought advice about the application of paragraph 5.1 of the 
Banqueting Regulations to the functions sponsored by you on behalf of The English Manner Limited which 
were held in private dining rooms in the House on 27/03/03, 25/05/04 and 14/06/04. I quote from her letter as 
follows:  

“Whilst at the time of booking there was no reason to question these functions, it is now my 
understanding that The English Manner’s primary business is to organise, to quote Mr Sayeed in his 
letter to you of 07 September 2004, ‘travel experiences for well off and influential overseas clients’. This 
immediately raises questions about the appropriateness of the use of the House of Commons facilities 
as the venue for an event sold on to tourists as part of a package. In the past, I have been approached by 
numerous companies in the travel industry enquiring about the availability of rooms for just such an 
event, and my consistent response has been to advise them that the rooms cannot be marketed as part 
of a commercial package, tour or what is known in the travel trade as a ‘fam trip’. 

The banqueting regulations are expressly intended to prevent the use of parliamentary facilities for the 
profit or gain of individual Members or third parties (except in the case of charities and all-party 
parliamentary groups, as provided for under para. 5.2). The regulations are very clear in stating that 
the use of the rooms must not give rise to financial or material gain (para. 5.1). My interpretation is 
that this is intended to cover not only direct financial gain, but also commercial advantage. 

As a commercial venture, it would be reasonable to presume that The English Manner markets its 
‘travel experiences’ for commercial profit. Irrespective of whether or not the events held in the House 
of Commons were in themselves sold on for gain, they would have had an intangible value as one 
element of a package being offered to customers for financial profit or gain. It would therefore be 
reasonable, I believe, to consider the application of paragraph 5.1 of the banqueting regulations in 
respect of the entire package—in other words, to consider whether the use of the private dining rooms 
for these events contributed to the financial profit, gain or commercial advantage derived from the 
‘travel experiences’ marketed by The English Manner. There is no doubt in my mind that the inclusion 
of an event in the House of Commons would have added value to the package being offered by The 
English Manner and it would consequently be difficult to argue that the events did not contribute to a 
commercial gain or advantage by that company. 

The banqueting regulations make it very clear in paragraph 2.1 that the Sponsor is responsible for 
ensuring that the terms and conditions of booking are complied with. It was therefore incumbent on 
Mr Sayeed to satisfy himself that the events he agreed to sponsor for The English Manner did not 
breach any of the restrictions. Had I been appraised of the full facts about the nature of The English 
Manner’s business, I would most certainly have counselled Mr Sayeed against using the private dining 
rooms for such an event.” 

As I understand it following my meetings with you and Mrs Messervy, your response (and that of Mrs 
Messervy) to this would be that the events in question were not sold to anyone as part of a package. Nor did 
The English Manner Limited collect a fee in connection with the events. There was therefore no question of 
paragraphs 5.1 of the Regulations being breached.  

I should, however, be glad to receive your own response in your own words, together with any other 
comments you may wish to make on the Director of Catering’s observations.  

23 November 2004 
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16. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

Thank you for your further letter of 23 November. 

To some extent my response is inevitably somewhat repetitious of what has already been said and if so I hope 
you will excuse me. 

I believe our heritage and the history of Parliament is of great interest to overseas guests and one that I am 
proud of and keen to share with those who may consequently be betters disposed to the UK. At no stage have 
I, or The English Manner, sought to gain commercial advantage from the entertaining of people at the Palace 
of Westminster. Specifically at no stage have House of Commons facilities been “sold on to tourists as part of a 
package” and the “use of the rooms” has never given rise “to financial or material gain (para 5.1)” neither has 
“commercial advantage” ever been taken of any facilities within the Palace of Westminster. 

Clients of The English Manner have included members of foreign legislatures, judges, senior business people, 
heads of charitable foundations and journalists. On a few occasions, when parliamentary duties have made it 
likely that I would be unable to leave the confines of the Palace of Westminster and to enhance their 
experience, I have hosted lunches or dinners in the Palace of Westminster and, as I have previously 
mentioned, in those circumstances would normally take guests around the House for a tour. At no stage have 
The English Manner or I been directly or indirectly remunerated for these experiences. I would further add 
that, as you now know, most of the entertaining of these individuals or groups has been outside the House. 

I note that the Director of Catering adds the term ‘fam’ trip to the list of events which cannot be marketed, but 
would respond that neither I, nor The English Manner, marketed the attendance of a dinner at the House of 
Commons or a tour of the Palace with me, as part of a so called “fam trip”. As I have mentioned before, the 
guests on what is termed as a ‘fam’ trip were in the main already known to me and I suggested that as part of 
their stay in England, and because I was not able to joint them during any other part of their stay apart from a 
brief cup of coffee on arrival, that they might like to dine at the House. The dinner was booked by Alexandra 
Messervy under the auspices of The English Manner, but was not paid for by the guests and was paid for by 
The English Manner or, more likely, Alexandra herself as the company was not trading profitably at the time. 
No commercial gain has been made from the ‘fam’ visit. One guest was the US Director, Genie Ford, another 
guest was the US photographer and designer who works for Ms Ford, there were others I have notified you of 
and the two journalists who, I suppose it could be argued, could have taken it upon themselves to write 
favourably about The English Manner as a result of their dinner, have not so written about the company at 
any stage. One of those in question is writing a thesis on Shakespeare and English Heritage, and it was partly 
because of this that we included her in the invitation to dinner. This was a dinner meeting of friends, and it 
would have been ill mannered and unnecessary, because the invitation was not part of the familiarisation 
exercise, to have excluded the 2 journalists from the invitation. 

The only other bookings for dining rooms have already been covered in my discussions and letters to you, and 
I know that you have also discussed these at length with Alexandra Messervy. 

You will recall the reason behind the inclusion of the ladies from the Garden tour for dinner at the House as a 
personal favour to the organiser, ***, and for no commercial gain; and the Supreme US Justices had requested 
lunch after touring the Palace. If the Jamestown 2007 celebrations do subsequently involve the Palace and 
possibly Her Majesty, these will be of a charitable nature and could not be construed as a commercial gain to 
The English Manner. 

In paragraph 2 of your letter of 2 September, you state that ‘The allegation against you is, in brief, that you 
have abused the privileged access you have as a Member to the House and its facilities by exploiting it for the 
commercial benefit of a company in which you have a financial interest’. You will see from the above that this 
is simply not so. 

In passing I would again remark that Parliamentary hours, votes, committees etc can make it difficult for 
Members to meet or entertain others away from the confines of the Palace of Westminster, particularly when 
the meeting has to be arranged some time in advance. This is no doubt why Labour MPs who have Trade 
Union sponsorship often entertain those who influence that sponsorship in the House. Similarly it is why so 
many colleagues who have remunerated and properly declared outside interests meet and entertain those 
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commercial interests in the Palace of Westminster. This is common practice and I do not believe that such 
behaviour by MPs is regarded as being an abuse of the privilege of being an MP. Still less, I would argue, is 
what occurred here for reasons already fully outlined to you. 

Because of the constraints imposed by the parliamentary timetable it is not possible for Members to conduct 
only parliamentary business in the confines of the House and always transact any private business away from 
the Palace of Westminster. That has never happened and it would be unjust and impracticable to impose such 
a prohibition. 

Being an MP is a privilege and not one I have ever or would ever use for personal financial or commercial 
gain. I am meticulous in registering my outside interests and would not misuse or abuse my access to 
Parliament or my position as an MP. 

I hope that this clarifies the situation for you. However, if there are any further questions to which you would 
like me to respond, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

25 November 2004 

 

17. Letter to the Commissioner from Mrs Alexandra Messervy 

Thank you for your letter of 23 November. 

As suggested, I would like to add to my evidence on point 18 as follows:20 

You asked at my interview whether I had not been concerned at how the company was portrayed. As you 
know, I replied that when I had taken an overall view of the website it had looked alright; where I had seen 
something incorrect I had asked for it to be removed and generally it was. If I had re-read the article in 
question prior to the complaint I am not sure I would have seen the need to remove it from the website, 
because as there as no question of access to Parliament being made available it would not in my view be 
relevant. In hindsight I see that it might have been better if the article had been removed. 

However, I believe that you should have more background to this and the reason why I had not thought to 
take the article out of the public domain. The author, Bob Morris, had approached me initially to write an 
article for the New York Times on English etiquette and heritage, and I had thought to ask JS for his 
involvement in meeting the writer only because he is a ‘typical English gentleman’ and in fact I had 
determined to ask my friend and insurance broker, *** if JS had not been available. JS had then offered to give 
Mr Morris lunch because it was more convenient to meet him in the Commons than outside, and I had 
understood, as had JS, that the article was not about anything to do with the Palace of Westminster. When I 
asked for some changes to be made to the draft article (references to Parliament and the Royal Family) these 
were refused. Later, I had failed to realise that the icon on the website on the press page led to the article in 
question and didn’t realise it was accessible and hence had quite simply failed to ask for it to be removed 
because I didn’t know it was there. 

Paragraph 19: yes remainder of paragraph is fine. 

Paragraph 30 is indeed paragraph 31. 

Paragraph 37 is fine. 

26 November 2004 

 

 
 
20 See WE12. 
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18. Letter to Mr Jonathan Sayeed from the Commissioner  

Thank you for your letter of 25 November, received in my office on 2 December 

When I wrote on 29 November I said that I expected to hear shortly from the Department of Finance and 
Administration (DFA) in respect of queries I had put to them, following our meeting on 3 November, about 
certain aspects of Mrs Messervy’s employment. You will recall that these focussed on the discrepancy between 
the Department’s understanding that Mrs Messervy worked full-time and your understanding and hers that 
she worked part-time, and on the question whether it was a requirement when Mrs Messervy was first 
employed by you that she should have a job description. 

I enclose a copy of a letter I have received from the Director of the Department, Mr Andrew Walker, which 
addresses these and a number of other questions arising from the Department’s study of its records relating to 
Mrs Messervy’s employment.21 Since the letter raises a number of points which I need to put to you, it may be 
helpful if I identify these in turn.  

1. Mrs Messervy’s full or part-time status—Mr Walker indicates that although Mrs Messervy was initially 
employed on a part-time basis, in a letter to the Department dated 6 August 2001 you described Mrs 
Messervy as a “full-time London based employee.” You repeated this description of her status in forms 
submitted to the Department relating to 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–04. The effect of this was to attract 
to her employment the higher rate of staffing allowance available for London based staff. 

In the light of this— 

a) Can you confirm whether or not you accept the authenticity of the account of your dealings with the 
DFA given by the Department? 

b) Can you please explain why you described Mrs Messervy in forms and a letter submitted to the 
Department over a 3 year period as a full-time, London based employee but in evidence to me both 
you and Mrs Messervy have insisted that she was part-time and based in the constituency? 

2. Mrs Messervy’s job description—Mr Walker says that the requirement for job descriptions linked to a 
new form of employment contract was introduced in July 2001, some 4 years after you first employed 
Mrs Messervy. He points out, however, that the form of contract used in Mrs Messervy’s case specifically 
requires a job description to be attached, but no such job description was attached in this instance. 

In the light of this— 

a) Can you please explain why, given the form of Mrs Messervy’s contract, no job description was 
attached to it? 

3. Mrs Messervy’s role as your constituency assistant—Mr Walker notes that in your letter of 26 October 
you have described Mrs Messervy’s role as including liaison between the officers and members of the 
constituency association regarding general constituency and parliamentary matters. Mrs Messervy 
confirmed such a description of part of her role in her meeting with me on 5 November (paragraph 29 of 
the agreed note of the meeting refers). 

Mr Walker raises the question whether such duties would be appropriate for someone paid from 
parliamentary allowances, particularly given that Mrs Messervy has variously been chairman and deputy 
chairman of the local party association. Mr Walker says that, had you informed the Department of these 
duties, it would probably have advised that they be reconsidered. 

The scope of the parliamentary staffing allowance is described in the Green Book as being:  

 
 
21 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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“to meet the costs wholly, exclusively and necessarily incurred on the provision of staff to help 
Members perform their Parliamentary duties.” 

The Green Book goes on to say that the allowance is not available for; 

“staff who are employed on party political duties or non-Parliamentary duties.” 

In the light of this— 

a) Can you please explain the precise nature of this aspect of Mrs Messervy’s duties? 

b) Can you say whether and if so how you believe payment of her from your parliamentary staffing 
allowance for undertaking these duties can be justified in terms of the requirements laid down in the 
Green Book? 

c) Can you tell me which offices Mrs Messervy has held in your constituency association and during 
what periods? 

4. Payments made to Mrs Messervy—Mr Walker identifies a number of payments which you have made to 
Mrs Messervy at various times both from your Additional Costs Allowance (ACA) and your Incidental 
Expenses Provision These payments suggest that her role went wider than the normal role of Members’ 
staff. 

a) Can you please explain these payments? 

b) Can you say how the services they indicate Mrs Messervy carried out relate to the rest of her role as a 
member of your staff? 

* * * 

I had originally hoped to make my report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges before the Christmas 
recess (the Committee’s last scheduled meeting is on 14 December). * * * it now seems clear that my report 
will go to the Committee (after the draft of the factual sections has been shared with you) in the new year. 

6 December 2004 

 

19. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

Thank you for letter dated 6 December and received today. I will deal with the questions as they arise in your 
letter. 

1. Mrs Messervy’s full or part time status 

Had Mrs Messervy been working for me on a full time basis, and been paid at normal commercial rates for a 
person of her ability, experience and seniority she would have received an annual salary of £36,000–£50,000. 
In view of the fact that the maximum she has ever received has been £12,000 pa it is surprising that the Fees 
Office never queried her status, though I accept that the original source of that confusion was my letter of 6 
August 2001. 

This letter describes Mrs Messervy as both London based and full time. I have consulted with others, whose 
memories are better than mine, for the reason why I signed such a letter. 

From first being employed by me in 1997 Mrs Messervy has, from time to time, come up to London to assist 
in the Parliamentary office. Though the frequency has declined in the past few years there were times when it 
appeared that she may have to change to being London based and move to full time work for at least part of a 
year. When the letter of 6.8.01 was sent that was the case. The reason was that my PA was pregnant, needed 
time off for medical appointments, * * * and was at that time the only person working for me in London.  
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That Mrs Messervy managed to do all that was required of her yet still work, and be paid for on a part time 
basis (though after an increase in hours and pay) is a tribute to her abilities and my wisdom in my employing 
her. However she did not become London based as in September 2001 my circumstances changed again in 
that I was appointed Shadow Environment Minister and consequently needed to employ additional London 
based research staff who were be able to assist my pregnant PA. In the turmoil of recruiting, learning my new 
brief, recess and party conference speech making I neglected to inform the fees office of my changed 
circumstances. 

Again in March 2002 when my PA went on maternity leave, her temporary replacement was struggling with 
the workload and consideration again was given to Mrs Messervy becoming London based and full time. In 
the event I managed to recruit another member of staff and Mrs Messervy continued to be principally 
Bedfordshire based and part time. 

Mrs Messervy certainly has from time to time come to the office in Parliament and undertaken work there. 
She also has provided cover in London when my PA was on maternity leave or had taken holiday or needed to 
be away for other reasons. Though there have been occasions when it had been expected that Mrs Messervy 
would become London based and full time in the event she has never been a full time employee. Indeed her 
maximum annual salary makes clear that she has always been part time, as did the original contract of 
employment. By working, when necessary seven days a week, long hours and by working effectively she 
efficiently performs all the demands made of her. 

2. Mrs Messervy’s job description 

In paragraph 3 of Mr Walker’s letter dated 1 December he states “The requirement for job descriptions linked 
to a new form of employment contract was introduced in July 2001. Arrangements for staff engaged before 
that date do not have to comply with this rule.” He then goes on to state “However, the most common form of 
contract previously in use—the one used in Mrs Messervy’s case—specifically requires a job description to be 
attached.” I accept that no job description was attached but I was not aware in 1997 that one was mandatory 
as opposed to advisable. As Mrs Messervy was in continuous employment from 1997 I was not aware that one 
had to be furnished after July 2001. Had the Fees Office at any stage mentioned this discrepancy I would of 
course have complied. I will be doing so in the near future. 

3. Mrs Messervy’s role as your constituency assistant 

From time to time Mrs Messervy liaises between the officers and members of my Association, many other 
interested parties and myself. She suggests to officers and members of the Association meetings I could attend 
in my role as their constituency MP, they jointly discuss visits they would like me to make to schools, 
hospitals, businesses etc, and they inform her of local problems which she researches and informs me about. 
In addition she drafts press releases, monthly newspaper columns, liaises with the local press and facilitates 
my attendance at local meetings. Such work enables me to perform my parliamentary duties as a constituency 
MP and it is for that and that alone that she is paid. She has not been paid for her party political activities or 
for being Chairman or Deputy Chairman of Mid-Bedfordshire Conservative Association. Therefore the duties 
she has undertaken for me can be completely justified in terms of the requirements laid down in the Green 
Book. The dates of those offices are 1995–2001 and 2004 to present Deputy Chairman and 2001–04 
Chairman. 

4. Payments made to Mrs Messervy 

As a personal favour to me, Mrs Messervy does assist with the maintenance of my home in Houghton 
Conquest in the constituency and from time to time pays out funds to contractors (gardener, cleaner etc). 
These I reimburse her for and reclaim. However, Mrs Messervy receives no payment from any source for 
undertaking such incidental activity and does it purely as a favour. 

I presume that your statement “These payments suggest that her role went wider than the normal role of 
Members’ staff” refers to the ACA payments, and not to IEP where Mr Walker’s letter states “Mr Sayeed has 
authorised direct payment of claims for office requisites (not itemised) and phone bills, suggesting she worked 
at home for some of the time”. These payments from IEP were for costs that Mrs Messervy incurred 
supporting me in my parliamentary duties, and not for any party political activity. 
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In summary, the salary and IEP payments have only been made to Mrs Messervy in accordance with the 
terms in the Green Book. She has not been paid a salary for keeping a watching eye over my home in 
Houghton Conquest when I am not there, nor for undertaking any party political duties. 

It is possible that there are those who do not understand that a person can ‘compartmentalise’ their various 
activities, which some are properly remunerated and others are unremunerated. Yet no only is that possible 
but it frequently occurs when members of an MP’s family work for them and are remunerated from the public 
purse for those duties that fall within the limit of the Green Book but also undertake unremunerated activities 
such as looking after a home or attending party political functions or acting in a party political manner. 

I hope that as I have responded swiftly to every request that has been made for further information it will still 
be possible to complete your deliberations by the Christmas recess. 

8 December 2004 

 

20. Extract of letter to Mr Jonathan Sayeed from the Commissioner  

Thank you for your letter (dated 8 December and delivered by hand to my office on the afternoon of 10 
December) in reply to mine of 6 December.  

On examination, the explanation you have offered in relation to Mrs Messervy’s full or part-time status and 
location of work—which hinges on [your PA’s] pregnancy—does not, I am afraid explain how you were able 
to sign on 17 February 2003 the form you submitted in relation to the financial year 2003–04,22 in which you 
again described Mrs Messervy as full-time and London-based. I should be grateful if you would provide an 
explanation for this.  

* * * 
13 December 2004 

 

21. Extract of letter to the Commissioner from Mr Jonathan Sayeed  

Thank you for your letter of 13 December 2004. 

In paragraph 2, you state “On examination, the explanation you have offered in relation to Mrs Messervy’s full 
or part-time status and location of work—which hinges on [your PA’s] pregnancy—does not, I am afraid 
explain how you were able to sign on 17 February 2003 the form you submitted in relation to the financial 
year 2003–04, in which you again described Mrs Messervy as full-time and London-based. I should be grateful 
if you would provide an explanation for this.” 

I have just received a copy of Staffing Budget Allocation from the Fees Office and quite understand the point 
that you make. Though I did not complete the form, I did sign it and the inclusion of Alexandra Messervy’s 
name under permanent and full time is incorrect for which I apologise. However, I would point out that the 
total amount I was able to claim for staff wages was no greater because she was included under item 2 as I 
already had 3 full time London staff which was the maximum for which the Fees Office paid the London 
enhancement. Therefore, the public purse was unaffected by my signing a form that incorrectly included 
Alexandra Messervy as full time and London based. 

* * * 
14 December 2004 

 
 
22 Not appended by the Commissioner. 
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Appendix 2: Memorandum from 
Mrs Alexandra Messervy 

Following receipt of Sir Philip’s report, I would like to submit the following statement to 
the Committee for their consideration. 

I am profoundly concerned that Sir Philip recommends the Committee to uphold the 
complaint of Mr Henderson MP as I believe that the evidence given shows that neither Mr 
Sayeed nor I, nor The English Manner, have acted in the way the complainant wished to 
show. 

Mr Henderson correctly claims that neither MPs nor third parties (ie The English Manner) 
should use their access to the House for commercial gain. The evidence has clearly shown 
that The English Manner has never used the privileged access available either to Mr 
Sayeed or to me as a pass holder. You will note that I surrendered my own Palace pass as 
soon as these allegations were made because of the seriousness with which I regard the 
complaint and not because of any notion of guilt, which is inferred in the report. I have 
been employed by Mr Sayeed since 1997, and was only a part time research assistant pass 
holder (ie not having access to most sections of the Palace) for most of that time. 

On the occasions when Mr Sayeed has entertained guests in my presence in the Palace, his 
interest in architecture, history and Parliament highlights his obvious passion for British 
heritage and our legislative system, and it is this which shines through. There are few 
school aged children in the constituency who have not been offered the opportunity to visit 
Parliament as his guest. These tours are given by many MPs but I would contend it is 
precisely because of Mr Sayeed’s desire for the legislative system to continue and for people 
to learn the democratic process that he so assiduously issues such invitations. I do not 
believe that on none of the tours he has given where I have accompanied him have his 
intentions been anything other than to illustrate the above. I would further add that on the 
occasions where circumstances dictated meals in the House rather than outside, guests 
repeatedly asked Mr Sayeed if he would show them around, and tours were not solicited by 
him. 

Until the malicious article in the Sunday Times, there has never been the slightest 
suggestion that he, or I have promoted tours or entertainment for commercial gain, and I 
am pleased that the evidence shows that it is accepted that neither he nor The English 
Manner have ever solicited nor accepted any fee for arranging tours or entertainment at 
Parliament with Mr Sayeed or any other Member.  

I am deeply concerned that Sir Philip appears to believe that the effect of the occasions on 
which Mr Sayeed has given guests a tour or entertained them has given us a perceived 
commercial advantage. This is simply not so. 

The evidence has shown that as their programme did not include the Palace of 
Westminster, on each occasion (and there were only a few), with the exception of the 
journalist, Bob Morris, where Mr Sayeed has taken guests on a tour of the Palace or 
entertained them for refreshment there, no payment has been received nor has there been 
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any preconceived expectation of a visit and therefore the privileged access that Sir Philip 
talks about cannot apply. Furthermore, there were purely personal reasons as to why the 
visitors came to the Palace. If circumstances had been different, these guests are people 
either of us may have entertained and sometimes have entertained in our own homes. 

Mr Bob Morris requested an interview with me on English etiquette and it was at my 
request that Mr Sayeed agreed to entertain us both to lunch in the Strangers’ Dining Room 
so that he could assist with a discussion on ‘the role of the English gentleman’. As your 
papers make clear, I had no control over how he chose to write his article and when I saw a 
draft of the article, I asked him to remove references to Parliament and Royalty. His editor 
did not accede to my request. Furthermore, the article was written for the New York Times 
and was syndicated without my knowledge to ‘Travel and Leisure’ magazine which may 
suggest a perceived benefit to our travel business but had not been the original brief or 
within my contemplation. 

The Committee may wish to note that the friends who have been entertained by Mr Sayeed 
all have significant roles in American society, often close to the current or past Presidents, 
and with considerable wealth and connections. Frankly, and not wishing to denigrate 
Parliament, access to it would simply not be an item on their ‘must have’ lists. Instead, they 
look to The English Manner to entertain them in castles and stately homes for grace and 
comfort, giving access to private facilities such as gardens or vineyards not open to the 
public and tutorials with acknowledged experts in specialist interest fields. Where guests 
have been entertained in Parliament, it cannot be emphasised strongly enough that this is 
due to Mr Sayeed wishing to spend time in the company of friends, and nothing more. 

The US director of The English Manner, Ms Genie Ford, gave evidence that Mr Sayeed has 
not had any input into promotional material. I wish to add that when he has accompanied 
me on visits to the United States he has not promoted privileged or any other form of 
access to Parliament and whilst I in no way wish to marginalize the importance of the 
Palace and the role of those who are within it play, it is but one Royal Palace and clients of 
the company are attracted by the specialist learning experiences we offer, and not by a tour 
which any tourist can take of Parliament. For those guests who have been paying clients, 
we have organised educational learning experiences for gardens, wine, art collections and 
antiques, and continue to gain clients on that basis alone. 

You will note that in her statement, Ms Ford also says: “the operation of The English 
Manner in the United States has been under the direction of myself, Genie Ford, since the 
launch of the company in 2001 …”. 

I have consistently informed Sir Philip that a clear instruction was given to Ms Ford 
and those of her own staff deputised to assist The English Manner in the USA that Mr 
Sayeed’s name was not to be used in any promotional material nor was The English 
Manner permitted to promote tours to or entertainment in the Palace of Westminster. 
In her statement, Ms Ford concurs. 

I can confirm that *** was repeatedly warned of the oversights, not only by me but also by 
her own employer, Ms Ford, and this led ultimately to her dismissal last year. Sir Philip 
states that there is no record of this. *** was employed by Ms Ford’s company and 
seconded to work for The English Manner on marketing and promotion. I had no reason 
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to set any complaints in writing, this is a small company which did not employ ***, and I 
had no responsibility for her or control over her. Again, in hindsight, this was not ideal 
but a small company relies to a large extent on trust and goodwill and particularly when 
operating on an international basis with staff spread far and wide. 

Once *** had left Ms Ford’s employ, I believed that any problem which had previously 
arisen had been dealt with. However, I do concede that I should not have assumed that to 
be the case and should have regularly checked that all offending material had been 
removed. Although I did check that most of the material had been removed and was 
reassured by Ms Ford that the remainder would be removed, I neglected to confirm that 
this had been done.  

However, Mrs Ford has been known to me for over 20 years. She is not only a dear friend 
but is also godmother to my daughter and this must illustrate the depth of our friendship 
and my implicit trust that my instructions would be carried through. 

The website had been designed and maintained by Ms Ford and a web manager 
throughout and I now realise I did not exercise sufficient control over it. Some companies 
may view their website daily, I did not. It was an area I believed could be left to the experts 
and that is what I did. I would add that the same trust will doubtless have led Mr Sayeed to 
believe that Ms Ford would carry out the instructions without needing to check, because 
Mr Sayeed has himself known Ms Ford for 8 years. He also relied on reassurances that I 
had given him. 

Since the inception of The English Manner, Ms Ford has continued to run her own 
successful company and I believe, in hindsight, that she ‘let go of the reins’ as regards The 
English Manner due to pressure of work, and possibly even a lack of clear understanding 
not only by her but possibly staff working on her behalf, of what was called for in relation 
to Parliamentary references. It is easy to suggest ‘after the horse has bolted’ as Sir Philip 
alludes, but at no time did I think I would need to question what is, in essence, a 
partnership and not a dictatorial management structure. 

It would appear that a very few items as late as 2004 relating to trip programmes which 
never took place were still on the website. On further investigation it appears that Ms Ford 
delegated the responsibility of posting the travel page to another member of her staff and 
did not check that this had been done correctly. 

Immediately the article in the Sunday Times appeared which precipitated Mr Henderson’s 
complaint, I issued a statement to all those associated with assisting the company and our 
marketing efforts, reiterating the points above, and all offending material was removed 
from the website which had not already been removed. The Committee should note that 
much of the material offered by The Sunday Times and Mr Henderson as ‘evidence’ was 
archived website material which had already been removed and could only be accessed 
by someone determined to ‘dig up’ evidence. The management structure of the company 
has now changed to ensure that I authorise all website material and promotional articles 
worldwide. 

I would like the Committee to examine the context of the role Ms Bambi Duvall played in 
the allegations in the article in The Sunday Times, as I do not believe Sir Philip clearly 
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reflects the distance between Ms Duvall’s relationship with The English Manner, and 
particularly me and Mr Sayeed. 

Ms Duvall is an independent self employed travel consultant who works part time within 
the office of McCabe Bremer and was assigned by McCabe to look after any clients who 
booked a programme with The English Manner. This essentially means that she took care 
of administration, payment and logistics, ie booking airline tickets, assigning upgrades 
and hotels. I covered every other aspect of any programme, from booking the car at the 
airport to arranging the programme content. Because of this, although she may 
occasionally have been the first point of contact via a website link or another travel agent, 
all enquiries were referred to me or in my absence to Ms Ford. At the end of August, the 
undercover journalist Joe Lauria contacted Ms Duvall and he was clearly told that I was 
away on holiday and unfortunately Ms Ford was also away. Ms Duvall asked Mr Lauria 
that he wait for my return just four days later to talk directly to me as per her instructions 
and usual practice but he did not and instead worked from a preconceived agenda to write 
what was a thoroughly misleading article. 

Prior to the first Sunday Times article appearing, it was unfortunate that neither I nor Mr 
Sayeed spoke to them so that we could correct the errors in their article.  

If Mr Lauria had checked his facts, he would have learned from me that his impression was 
incorrect and furthermore, if he had requested a visit to Parliament, I would have told him 
that was not offered. Ms Duvall was very upset when she realised that she had been led 
down the route she had and we now know that Mr Lauria pressured Ms Duvall to say 
things that were completely incorrect in order to write his story. Ms Duvall was able to 
reach me by phone a day after the initial call and told me she felt she had been pushed into 
saying things she did not feel comfortable with for a ‘prospective new client’ whom she felt 
was ‘pushy and too inquisitive’. She has met Mr Sayeed once and had been told that tours 
of Parliament were not available on a programme. In hindsight, I believe she was flustered 
and was led out of her depth. She also alluded to a one day programme I had arranged 
earlier in the month for a family who wished to visit Royal Palaces and may have got 
confused. They visited Buckingham Palace and Clarence House and Mr Sayeed took them 
to lunch at a nearby hotel and discussed the differences between the US and British 
constitutions with their 18 year old daughter studying politics, and we examined the role of 
the Monarch in modern Britain. They did not visit Parliament. 

From the comprehensive evidence given and the above statement, I very much hope that 
the Committee will now agree that neither Mr Sayeed nor the English Manner has acted 
in a way to bring Parliament into disrepute. 

Sir Philip states that Mr Sayeed has “at the least been negligent” or “at the worst has acted 
carelessly” and that “the explanation for this may stem as much from a misplaced sense of 
the obligations of friendship” (which I imagine he means an obligation which Mr Sayeed or 
I may have felt to the guests). I have stated that I take responsibility for not acting as I 
should in ensuring the misleading content of the website (and press releases) were not fully 
removed, and now have the benefit of hindsight.  

I cannot comment on whether Mr Sayeed has wrongly classified me as a member of staff 
but whether I am viewed as full time or part time I work very hard on his behalf. I am often 
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reprimanded by my family and friends on the hours I do devote to constituency work, and 
am lucky that I do have a large resource of energy and am able to be flexible in my working 
hours and locations. 

I am told there has been no detrimental effect on the public purse stemming from this 
misclassification and this cannot therefore be considered a serious breach of the Rules. I 
cannot believe that any member of the general public would disagree. 

Finally, Sir Philip refers to the suggestion of a conflict of interest over my employment 
and the roles I undertake for and with Mr Sayeed. I refute this completely. I have worn 
many hats for many years. I happen to hold positions of senior office within the Mid-
Bedfordshire Constituency Association but at no time has this ever been in conflict with 
my employment by Mr Sayeed as his constituency assistant and both he and I have gone to 
stringent lengths to ensure this is so. I have never needed to be told to separate my roles 
and indeed often refer in conversations to ‘wearing a separate hat’. I have held very senior 
positions in a personal capacity for members of the Royal Family and Company Chairmen 
in my working life, and my ability to separate my employment from my personal pursuits 
is without question. 

I very much hope that the Committee will accept my statement and find that Mr 
Henderson’s complaint should not be upheld. Mr Sayeed is a Member of Parliament of the 
utmost integrity, and is not only an upstanding member of the local and London 
communities, but also very highly regarded by his friends and all who know him. He 
carries out a very important role as consultant to The English Manner and his advice and 
assistance has been invaluable to me, in setting up a company as a total novice. If it is this 
assistance which has called his reputation into question then I am deeply sorry and 
apologise to the Committee for any possible misrepresentation which might be 
perceived to have arisen. To term Mr Sayeed ‘negligent’ is incorrect. To say he has acted 
‘carelessly’ is in my view wrong. If he is guilty of any misdemeanour, it is that he trusted me 
to ensure that my US colleagues had followed through his and my instructions. If anyone is 
guilty, then I should be charged with allowing the friendship and trust I have for my US 
director and hence those she engaged to come in the way of proper business checks, and 
that, I would contend, adds up to naivety, and not to negligence. 

14 January 2005 Alexandra Messervy 
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Appendix 3: Memorandum from 
Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

I recognise that Mr Henderson’s complaint has occurred because I did not exercise 
sufficient personal control over a company in which I have an interest. However I am 
extremely surprised at Sir Philip’s recommendation to uphold the complaint because the 
substance of the complaint is untrue. Since I do not believe it follows from the evidence, 
agreed by Sir Philip in his report I wish to clarify why his recommendation is wrong and 
unjust. 

Mr Henderson’s complaint is solely about fact not one about possible perception, 
particularly the perception of those who are determined to put, by however tortuous a 
route, the worst possible complexion on events. 

Mr Henderson’s factual complaint is that: “It is alleged by the Sunday Times that The 
English Manner Ltd charges clients up to £500 per day for access to the Palace of 
Westminster through Jonathan Sayeed”. 

He goes on to say “… MPs should not use their access to the House or its facilities for 
commercial gain. The principle also extends to third parties attempting to gain 
commercially from use of the facilities of the House of Commons, ...”.  

The facts are: I have not used access to the House or its facilities for commercial gain, 
neither has The English Manner. It has never charged any client any amount at any 
time for access to the Palace of Westminster and the evidence, agreed by Sir Philip 
confirms both points. 

In Para 63 Sir Philip contends: “If a Member were to exploit the privileged access he had to 
the facilities of the House for the financial or commercial benefit of a company in which he 
had a registerable or financial interest, that would in my view be likely to bring the house 
into disrepute …”. In Para 65 Sir Philip goes on to say: “The key question is whether Mr 
Sayeed has used or exploited his privileged access … for the financial or commercial 
benefit of The English Manner Limited”.  

The facts are that I have never done so and the agreed evidence shows that to be the 
case.  

The second part of Mr Henderson’s complaint, in relation to Mrs Messervy is that: “A dual 
role that may have resulted in an unacceptable conflict of interest”. The complaint is not 
whether there is a perceived conflict of interest but whether there is an actual conflict of 
interest and the evidence given to Sir Philip refutes that. 

The facts refute Mr Henderson’s complaint. To uphold it would be unjust and wrong. 

It is accepted by Sir Philip that I have never solicited nor accepted any fee at any time for 
conducting people around the House of Commons or for entertaining them there. 

 



90    Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

 

It is accepted by Sir Philip that for each of the examples of visits that he has adduced, a tour 
of the House of Commons and/or entertainment within the Palace: 

Firstly did not comprise any part of the programme offered to the guest or form any 
part of their expectation of their visit to the UK;  

Secondly, that it did not constitute any part of a programme for which they paid prior 
to arrival in the UK and that programme was for visits/accommodation etc, at locations 
away from the Palace of Westminster; 

Thirdly, the reason those guests (apart from the NY Times journalist Bob Morris) were 
given a tour by me or entertained at the Palace was in all cases because I was personal 
friends with at least one of them and in certain cases could not get away from the 
Commons to meet them elsewhere; 

Fourthly, in all cases (except for Bob Morris) the tour was given at the request of the 
guest; 

Fifthly, on no occasion did The English Manner make any charge for any tour of the 
Palace of Westminster, and  

Sixthly, at no time have they made any profit or charged any commission or paid any 
fee for any component to do with the Palace of Westminster.  

In my initial letter responding to the complaint, I stated: “Being an MP is a privilege and 
not one I have ever or would ever use for personal financial gain … and would not misuse 
or abuse my access to Parliament or my position as an MP”. 

I am not and have never been a director of The English Manner. As a consultant I had 
clearly defined and limited responsibilities, which were advising on the establishment of 
the company, for providing strategic advice on markets (but not day to day marketing or 
PR), and for proposing the most cost efficient marketing strategies.  

I have never had any input into the website or press releases and had no reason as a 
consultant to have vetted their contents. This is confirmed by the evidence of Mrs 
Messervy and by the statement of Ms Genie Ford in the US, who says: “At no stage did 
Jonathan Sayeed have any input into promotional material.” She also states: “the operation 
of The English Manner in the United States has been under the direction of myself, Genie 
Ford, since the launch of the company in 2001 …”. 

Indeed, Mrs Messervy and Ms Ford have confirmed that I gave clear instructions that my 
name was not to be used in any promotional material nor was The English Manner 
permitted to promote tours to or entertainment in the Palace of Westminster. In her 
statement, Ms Ford says: “Indeed, as far back as early 2002, he [Jonathan Sayeed MP] 
specifically cautioned her [***] and others working on TEM business that he was not 
permitted to use his position as a Member of the British Parliament for personal gain; 
that his name must not appear on any promotional material and that as anyone could 
visit Parliament in the UK, it followed that TEM did not have a USP (unique selling 
point) in relation to Parliament and should not suggest that it had”. 
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I accept that it would have been preferable had I regularly checked the website and 
demanded sight of all the press releases or other promotional activity that The English 
Manner engaged in. I wish I had done so. However, I had no reason to believe that my very 
explicit instructions were not being adhered to. When *** was sacked for not complying 
with these instructions, Mrs Messervy assured me that any reference to me or to 
Parliament would be removed from any TEM material. This had to be executed via the US 
office. Clearly, despite the reassurances that both she and I had been given, this was 
incompletely carried out, particularly in relation to an article by Bob Morris. This 
article was not obvious on the website but could only be accessed via a solely pictorial icon 
from the website. I understand that most of the material cited by the Sunday Times had 
already been duly removed from the website as being contrary to my instructions and was 
only retrievable by the Sunday Times from an institutional archive. 

Sir Philip’s conclusions do not make clear that Ms Bambi Duvall was obviously 
uncomfortable with the approach of the undercover journalist Joe Lauria who was asked to 
speak to Mrs Messervy about specifics.  

Ms Duvall is a self-employed agent within McCabe Bremer, who provide the 
administration for travel with The English Manner. I understand that it has always been 
the case that any contact made directly to Ms Duvall is referred immediately to Mrs 
Messervy but in this case Mrs Messervy was on holiday and uncontactable.  

Had Joe Lauria chosen to wait the few days as requested he could then have contacted Mrs 
Messervy, rather than working from a preconceived agenda, Mrs Messervy would have 
disabused him of the incorrect impression as regards Parliament and myself. Although I 
had briefly met Bambi Duvall I have never given her instructions or been in 
communication with her and certainly, as a consultant to The English Manner had no 
responsibility for her.  

In para 71, Sir Philip states: “I have seen no evidence to suggest that either Mr Sayeed 
personally or The English Manner benefited directly through the receipt of fees in relation 
to any of these occasions.” However, he goes on to say: “I am in little doubt, however, that, 
taken as a whole, their effect was to give credibility to the company’s overall marketing 
claim that it could gain access for its clients to institutions, people and places which it 
would otherwise be difficult for these clients to access.” I do not agree.  

With the exception of the ‘etiquette’ journalist, Bob Morris, I have made clear that there 
were exceptional reasons as to why visitors were in the Palace at all, and a visit to the 
Commons was not part of their programme. As their programme did not include the 
Palace of Westminster, the privileged access that Sir Philip talks about and for which 
they had an expectation of, referred not to the Palace of Westminster but to places such 
as ducal residences, private gardens, collections and facilities and acknowledged experts in 
specialist fields. 

As far as Mr Morris goes, and as the evidence makes clear, I had been told specifically that 
the article was to be about English etiquette. The evidence also shows that when Mrs 
Messervy saw a draft of the article, she attempted to have references to Parliament and 
royalty removed. I had no control over how he chose to write his article for the New York 
Times nor was I aware that it would be syndicated in a travel magazine. 
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Sir Philip believes that I have “at the least been negligent” or “at the worst have acted 
carelessly” and that “the explanation for this may stem as much from a misplaced sense of 
the obligations of friendship (to the guests?)”. Knowing now of the possibility of the 
deliberate and malicious distortion of my actions and motives, I would do things 
differently. Indeed to protect against the possibility of similar imputations, I have made it 
clear that I will not show any guest of The English Manner, friends or otherwise, around 
the Palace of Westminster or entertain them there.  

However, at the time, having made clear to the company my concern that nothing should 
be done that could harm the reputation of Parliament, and having been assured, rightly 
that no guest was visiting the UK in expectation of receiving access to Parliament, I 
believed that not only was I acting properly, but that I had protected the position of 
Parliament and of myself from any suggestion of commercial exploitation.  

It would have been negligent or careless not to have done either of those things.  

However, there remains the point about impression or perception. If the Committee 
accepts, as I think it must, that none of the guests of The English Manner were under the 
impression or perception that they were paying for and getting privileged access to 
Parliament, then any impression or perception to the contrary can only flow from the 
website and press releases.  

These were written, organised and controlled in the United States, the person who 
disregarded instructions was sacked, and although I had no contractual responsibility for 
vetting them I wish I had done so, but had no reason to believe that I needed to.  

I acknowledge and apologise for the fact that I misclassified Mrs Messervy as full time. The 
reason for this lapse is laid out in letters to Sir Philip. As the Committee is aware Members 
need to complete a staffing form prior to the beginning of the period in question and there 
were reasons why, on different occasions I expected Mrs Messervy to move to full time. 
When those reasons did not transpire I was negligent in not correcting the record. Despite 
this, there was no effect on the public purse and I did not receive any extra staffing 
allowance (WE 19 page 46 et seq). 

As regards the late notification of the Registrar of Members’ Interests of two visits to the 
United States I accept that ultimately I am to blame. The reason was due to forgetfulness 
on the part of a member of staff in my office. 

Finally, I wish to deal with the suggestion as to a conflict of interest over the employment 
of Mrs Messervy. As I made clear in WE 19 page 47 penultimate paragraph of my letter: “It 
is possible that there are those who do not understand that a person can 
‘compartmentalise’ their various activities, which some are properly remunerated and 
others unremunerated. Yet not only is that possible but it frequently occurs when members 
of an MP’s family work for them and are remunerated from the public purse for those 
duties that fall within the limit of the Green Book but also undertake unremunerated 
activities such as looking after a home or attending party political functions or acting in a 
party political manner”.  

I suppose that it might be said that such an occasion could “give rise at least to a perception 
of a conflict of interest” (Para 85) but as Mrs Messervy and I have made clear, she does 
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understand the need to separate her functions and acts upon that understanding. Any 
contrary perception is therefore incorrect. 

As Mr Henderson’s factual complaint is that: “A dual role that may have resulted in an 
unacceptable conflict of interest” I would suggest that as no such conflict of interest 
actually took place, Mr Henderson’s complaint fails in this respect. 

I hope that the Committee will accept that Mr Henderson’s complaint cannot be upheld, as 
the accepted evidence shows that: 

i) I did not “use the Palace of Westminster for commercial purposes,”  

ii) “The English Manner Ltd” has never charged “up to £500 per day,” or any other 
amount “for access to the Palace of Westminster through Jonathan Sayeed” or 
anyone else, and 

iii) As far as employing Mrs Messervy as my Constituency Assistant, no “unacceptable 
conflict of interest” took place. 

I would have understood Sir Philip’s recommendation if he had found that I had not 
exercised adequate direct control over a company in which I had an interest and that I 
should have checked more carefully its activities in the United States. Despite my limited 
consultancy status, the clear instructions I had given and the reassurances I had received he 
may have felt that I should have done more. Indeed in his conclusions he states that I and 
Mrs Messervy have “at the least been negligent” or “at the worst have acted carelessly” 

However when the facts, agreed by Sir Philip show that not one of the three accusations in 
Mr Henderson’s complaint is true it would be a gross travesty of justice if the complaint 
were upheld and I was found guilty of something of which I am innocent. 

17 January 2005 Jonathan Sayeed MP
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Appendix 4: Further memorandum from 
Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

Answers to Written Questions from the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges 

Information for and most of the wording of the answers to all the questions has come from 
Mrs Messervy who has checked and confirmed my answers below. 

1. Question: Who are the directors of The English Manner Inc., and what changes of 
director have there been over the life of this company? What are the company’s 
functions? 

Answer: 

Alexandra Messervy and Margaret (Genie) Ford (US). 

There have been no changes in the directors of the company over its life. 

Mrs Messervy has stated that “The English Manner provides unique travel experiences and 
courses in the arts, social graces and etiquette created on an individual basis for clients, 
combining exclusive accommodations with tutorials led by Britain’s elite.” 

The overwhelming majority of the work carried out by The English Manner is private 
etiquette and protocol tuition for individuals and companies, in the US and Europe. 

2. Question: In relation to the programme for “A Gardener’s weekend treat” supplied to 
the Commissioner, it is stated at paragraph 27 of the agreed note of Mrs Messervy’s 
interview with the Commissioner that “most of the group did not know much about 
the programme at all in advance”. How come, therefore, that this programme included 
an elective event (that relating to The Parliament Choir) for which arrangements had 
to be made by 5 April, over a month before the visit began? 

Answer: 

I am told that “the group leader, Mrs ***, was given this programme with electives. As has 
already been stated, all of those attending the visit have homes around the world and Mrs 
*** suggested that she take on the task of contacting fellow travellers by telephone to 
ascertain if they would like to attend certain events. The Parliament Choir public concert 
was known about months in advance and was on the programme from probably February. 
Other elective ideas were put forward at the beginning of May to no avail as Mrs *** could 
not get in touch with any more than 2 fellow travellers.” Indeed from what Mrs Messervy 
tells me, she took a ‘gamble’ on who would be visiting Gorhambury the day before they 
arrived and in the event everyone did. 

I did not see their programme until after the group arrived nor was I aware of most of its 
contents. 
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3. Question: What was the status of the 2004 programme posted by The English Manner 
Limited on its website? When was it posted and was the intention to solicit customers 
for the specific tours described? That programme included in particular a ‘gardening’ 
tour which concluded with a reference to guests being “transported to the Palace of 
Westminster, for a private tour and champagne reception with senior Members of 
Parliament and House of Lords … followed by a private farewell dinner and, if 
parliamentary business allows it, an opportunity to listen to the business of the day in 
the debating chamber of the House of Commons”. Did anything similar appear on the 
website for programmes of previous years, and was this itinerary the basis of the draft 
programme for the visit of the Garden Club? 

Answer: 

I have no idea, and nor does Mrs Messervy, of the date the programme for 2004 was posted 
on the website. I am told that it was almost certainly written prior to ***’s departure 
because programmes are worked on at least 18 months in advance and that it is likely that 
the webmaster automatically posted what he had been given some months before. 
Furthermore I understand that the intention of any website postings was to inform 
potential etiquette consumers of the company, and none of the programmes posted were 
ever intended to run.  

I am informed that the programme itinerary was not the basis of the Garden Club visit, 
which was not organised in detail until February or March 2004. 

I had no input into, nor knowledge of the website contents. It should not have mentioned 
Parliament, as that was contrary to my explicit instructions.  

Mrs Messervy has stated that: 

“Mr Sayeed was not in contact with the office in the US and had no reason to visit 
the website given his narrow consultancy role. Indeed that he clearly did not do so is 
demonstrated by the fact that had he done the errors would have been spotted at 
once and remedied. However he took my word and I in turn took the US office’s 
word for it. The words used were totally contrary to his and my clear and specific 
instructions and he or I would have demanded immediate corrective action. The 
website was one area where I was not technically competent and I truly believed that 
what we had requested would happen, and had absolutely no reason throughout to 
believe that our instructions were not being adhered to. I can only imagine that 
pressure of work and a lack of understanding has caused the problems it did. It was I 
who informed him what was happening in the US and I relied on the US director to 
keep me informed. Her own very testing business meant a lot of travel all over the US 
and it has become clear that material was written and posted on the website without 
her, and consequently my knowledge. It was I who reassured him that the website 
had been ‘cleaned up’ after the departure of ***” 

“The committee should know that I utterly reject the accusation that “The English 
Manner charges clients up to £500 per day for access to the Palace of Westminster 
through Jonathan Sayeed”. The English Manner has never charged anyone any 
amount for access to the Palace of Westminster and has never paid Jonathan 
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Sayeed for anything to do with the House of Commons. The complaint is utterly 
untrue.” 

4. Question: Could you set out a precise description of what was included in the lot 
provided by The English Manner Limited and McCabe Bremer Travel for the charity 
auction on behalf of the Maymount Foundation, including if possible a copy of the 
description of the lot as supplied to potential bidders? 

Answer: 

I understand that no written description of the lot as supplied to potential bidders is 
available. A member of the Maymount Foundation gave it verbally and in person on the 
evening of the auction in November 2003. The intention had been that Ms Ford (US 
director) would attend the auction but she was called away on other business at the last 
minute. The lot was as follows: 

Collection by private transport from hotel of choice (not arranged by TEML); private 
tour of the Geffrye Museum with Mrs Messervy and the Museum Director; Lunch at 
the Savoy; tutored wine tasting by Berry Bros & Rudd; transportation back to hotel, and 
dinner at the House of Commons.  

Mrs Messervy had suggested and I had agreed to dinner in the House being offered as it 
was a charitable donation and because Mrs Messervy regarded it as a venue with unique 
design interest.  

Mrs Messervy has stated: 

“I think it may be helpful for the committee to note that this day centred on ‘Fine 
Living and design’ and was designed to illustrate design and interiors, and the tasting 
of fine wines. The wine tasting component cost some £1,100 and it was for this that 
the bidders paid. The lot was donated to the Foundation for Auction at cost and 
made a profit for the charity of some $14,000. In this way, The English Manner, 
which was in its start up phase did not have to ‘donate’ any cost apart from time in 
planning and execution, and all its ‘out of pocket’ expenses would be covered by the 
bid. The English Manner made no profit on this item (except for £88 in currency 
fluctuation) and neither Mr Sayeed nor I received any payment for it. The reason for 
the donation was made in the first place was not commercial but because a good 
friend in Richmond, Va, the chairman of the auction committee, had asked if I 
would do so and I agreed, providing we could cover our ‘out of pocket’ expenses”. 

Mrs Messervy had specifically suggested that I talk about the architecture and design of 
Barry and Pugin so as to tie in with the theme of the day. As has been discussed, the 
invitation for Mrs Ford to join us to dine in the Strangers’ Dining Room was issued 
because Mrs Ford was here on other business (training for Cunard) and Mrs Messervy and 
Mrs Ford were in London all day with the bidders. I had previously met the bidder in the 
US and had agreed to play golf with her husband and the two accompanying guests when I 
next visited Virginia. No profit was made by TEM for dinner or any other part of the day. 

My involvement was unremunerated.  
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5. Question: You told the Commissioner in your letter of 26 October 2004 that the visit 
of the US judges was organised by Mrs Messervy personally rather than by The English 
Manner Limited. Did you act as sponsor for her personally in relation to this function? 

Answer: 

Yes, I sponsored the buffet lunch.  

The visit was to prepare the way for the 400th anniversary of the founding of Jamestown in 
2007. I am told that meetings were held with senior judicial figures and possibly 
government. Mrs Messervy was asked personally by the leader of the organisers, a friend of 
hers and mine to assist. At the request of this person I gave them a tour and offered them a 
buffet lunch. This was a matter of fostering Anglo/American relations. 

6. Question: Were any other services provided by (a) yourself, (b) The English Manner 
Limited or its subsidiary, or (c) Mrs Messervy personally in conjunction with the 
judges’ visit, and if so, what where they and was any payment made for these? 

Answer: 

I did not provide any services though for a fuller explanation see below.  

TEM was not involved except that the bank account was used to pay some bills (see 7.v) 
below). Mrs Messervy and I accompanied the group to view the Trooping of the Colour. 
The group requested my presence as I could explain the military aspects of the parade. I 
joined the group for lunch afterwards at the Goring Hotel, which they paid for. Mrs 
Messervy obtained the tickets for HM The Queen’s Birthday Parade through her Royal 
Household connections and the cost only was reimbursed to her. 

No profit was made and no payment for services was made to me or to Mrs Messervy.  

Again I had no input into the programme but agreed to help Mrs Messervy by giving up 
my time to look after a mutual friend and his friends.  

7. Question: Could you clarify in respect of each of the five functions listed in paragraph 
39 of the Commissioner’s memorandum, by whom the cost was ultimately met as 
between yourself, The English Manner Limited or its subsidiary, and Mrs Messervy 
personally and whether in each case (and if so to what extent) reimbursement of these 
costs was sought from the guests? 

Answer: 

i) 6 December 2002—Dinner with Mr and Mrs ***—Mrs Messervy reimbursed me for 
the cost of dinner personally. Reimbursement was not sought from the guests at all. They 
are close personal friends and I wished to host dinner for us all on that basis. 
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ii) 27 March 2003—This was a dinner held at the end of a ‘Familiarisation Visit’ to the UK 
of US directors, staff, potential staff and others, only one of whom I knew. The dinner was 
proposed so that I could meet the staff. Mrs Messervy paid for the cost of the dinner direct 
to the Refreshment Department on a cheque drawn on The English Manner account and 
no payment was received from any guest in reimbursement. Mrs Messervy has funded the 
start up costs of the company in the main and whilst she may have drawn a cheque from 
the TEM account, those funds had ultimately come from her personally. The 
‘familiarisation’ covered hotels, residences, activities and attractions away from the Palace 
of Westminster and did not include the Houses of Parliament. It was wrong for anyone in 
the US to have included the Palace in the ‘write up’ of the trip and contrary to my explicit 
instructions. I was not aware this had occurred or that the article had been posted on the 
website. 

Mrs Messervy has asked me to add her comment: 

“However, as has already been stated, the ‘write up’ was not originally intended for 
the website, it was instead a newsletter which was sent out with a Christmas card to 
those who had supported The English Manner as an update and was intended as 
much as anything to indicate the new staff who were coming on board. I have 
discussed the issue with Mrs Ford and it is believed that the webmaster took the 
newsletter and posted it on the site believing that it did not contain anything 
incorrect purely because in his view it had been a private visit and not one for paying 
clients. I accept that this is no excuse, but it does appear an explanation for the error 
bearing in mind the other errors occurring with the website material”. 

iii) 25 May 2004—The English Manner paid the cost of the dinner, no reimbursement was 
sought or given. 

Mrs Messervy has stated that 

“At the risk of repeating myself, I hope the Committee will bear with me when I say 
that the major part of the programme for the Group was not known to the group 
prior to their arrival in the UK. The organiser, a personal friend, had been in 
intermittent contact with me (Mrs Messervy) since 2000 regarding a programme of 
learning from Penelope Hobhouse, the RHS Chelsea Flower Show and the Lady 
Pulbrook Flower School, although at an early stage the programme was to include 
English country gardens such as Belvoir and Cothay. As planning progressed, the 
programme was fine tuned to a few days centred around the Flower Show dates and 
visits to Upton Grey and Wisley were added. Just before the group arrived, Mrs *** 
asked if it would be possible to add in dinner arrangements, but she did not ask for 
the House of Commons nor, at that stage, was it offered. The asterisks which have 
caused confusion are because most of the guests had no clue what they were coming 
to and not all had to do everything. It was assumed that everyone would join for a 
farewell dinner; the fact that the venue became Parliament at the end was not 
relevant at the time the programme was discussed. During Autumn 2003 we had 
agreed with Mrs *** that a farewell dinner would be held. Parliament was not 
offered and the dinner was expected to be at the Goring or the Wolseley Hotel. No 
payment was made for Parliament. It was not advertised or promoted. No 
programme was released to guests until their arrival. As Sir Philip has confirmed 
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with the catering department the booking for 25 May had been made for the 
Maymount auction bid. The auction lot date changed, the dining room booking was 
free and if not used a cancellation charge would be due. It was decided that if Mr 
Sayeed were to be able to meet the group for dinner it would be best if it were in 
Parliament as he was chairing the Energy Bill and needed to be in the environs of the 
Palace.” 

“The asterisks relate to items which were elective and paid for. As Parliament was not 
on the programme or paid for it was not relevant. Asterisks remaining on the 
programme on arrival have already been explained as being for those guests who had 
not been contacted and for those who may change their mind and pay for the 
experiences on offer.” 

“When the guests arrived for dinner many asked if Mr Sayeed would take them 
around to show them the Chambers and give a potted history. He was happy to do 
so. At least three of the guests have husbands or children in the Bush administration. 
Several are Presidents of Charitable Foundations and Historical Societies. They are 
all anglophiles. I did not think that Mr Sayeed could see anything wrong in showing 
these ladies around Parliament. Indeed, Mrs ***, the organiser and personal friend, 
and her husband had spent the previous summer here for the Rhodes Scholars 
celebrations with President Clinton in Westminster Hall and Mr Sayeed had given 
them a tour which they clearly enjoyed.” 

iv) 26 May 2004—This was the Maymount Foundation charity bid. I settled the dining 
room account and was reimbursed by The English Manner. No profit was made or 
reimbursement sought from the guests. 

v) 14 June 2004—This was the group of US Supreme Court Justices and families. A buffet 
lunch was provided in a private dining room at the request of the group and organiser. Mrs 
Messervy arranged the details, The English Manner was reimbursed for the cost of the 
lunch (some £16 per head I am told) and she paid the account direct. No profit was made. 
The reason why The English Manner settled the account is that it was much easier and 
preferable for the US group to pay in advance in US$ in the USA to the TEM bank account 
there, than to try to transfer money to a UK bank account. I am also told that Mrs 
Messervy understands that part of the budget for the group’s visit was being 
donated/subsidised by the Supreme Court and hence the guests did not pay for much of 
their trip at all. 

8. Question: What were the consultancy services provided by you relating to the visit of 
Mr and Mrs *** and in respect of which you invoiced The English Manner Limited in 
the sum of £250 on 6 December 2002? 

Answer: 

I gave advice to Mr and Mrs *** relating to a business venture they were assisting their 
daughter in setting up in the United States relating to joint etiquette and protocol services 
with The English Manner. The business has not become an official entity but rather takes 
the form of advice here and there with The English Manner being invited to undertake 
seminars in the US (Mrs Messervy only) and the two companies are currently discussing 
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license arrangements for programmes written by The English Manner to be used in the 
United States by the ***’s company including College accredited courses in international 
protocol. 

When the ***’s dined at the Palace with me accompanied by Mrs Messervy, I was 
entertaining friends. They have subsequently entertained me in the USA and hosted a party 
for Mrs Messervy during a visit in March 2003 where I did not accompany her on the visit 
to the US. 

The ***’s did not pay for being entertained in the House. 

9. Question: In respect of the six overseas visits you have made on behalf of The English 
Manner Limited and have registered, what have been (a) the expenses incurred by you 
and reimbursed by The English Manner Limited and (b) the expenses arising from 
these visits as a result of your participation which have been met by The English 
Manner Limited or its subsidiary, or others, respectively? 

Answer: 

I have received £3,487 in expenses since the company’s formation in June 2001. Of this 
total, I have been reimbursed for expenses relating to US visits to a total of £2,785. These 
were all paid by The English Manner Ltd. The costs have been controlled by use of 
discounted airfares, free or discounted hotel accommodation and offers of accommodation 
by friends at their homes. Many of the costs for overseas visits have been met personally by 
Mrs Messervy or Ms Ford and are not shown in the accounts. Staff in the US usually 
provides vehicular transport, and meals are often offered by invitation.  

I have not made any normal charge for my time in the US as I did not wish to burden a 
small company’s start up. This was recognised in part by my 30% shareholding. 

10. Question: Could the Committee have details of the itineraries of each of the six 
overseas visits; and an indication of what activities you carried out in respect of 
promotion of The English Manner Limited or its subsidiary, or otherwise at the behest 
of either company? 

Answer: 

Mrs Messervy has made available to me copies of overseas visit itineraries which she has 
kept on file.1 In addition she has added the comment: 

“I would add that the visit to Florida recently registered comprised of a one week stay 
in Naples, for the purpose of discussions with travel agents, the Radisson cruise line, 
Silversea Cruise line for corporate training, on board lectures and excursion 
programmes for cruise guests; and discussions with the Ritz Carlton on guest and 
corporate training programmes. We also met with the Junior League of Naples to 
discuss a prospective visit for 2006, and two receptions were hosted for The English 

 
 
1  Not reported. 
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Manner to present credentials to likely travellers. A PowerPoint presentation was 
used with photos of stately homes, wine tastings, pastillage and flower arranging. No 
reference was made to Parliament.” 

11. Question: Did Mrs Messervy ever undertake or lead any tours of the House (whether 
for clients of The English Manner Limited or for others) while she was a pass-holder? 

Answer: 

No.  

Mrs Messervy has already made clear that she used her pass to locate my office, my 
Parliamentary Assistant’s office and for no other purpose. For much of the time that she 
has been employed by me she has held the part time pass of a research assistant giving 
limited access. I recall on one occasion, she was meeting a group of my constituents for a 
rural convention I had initiated in January 2002, and on being asked by me if she would 
bring them to the Jubilee Room to meet me there, she refused on the grounds that she ‘has 
no clue where anything is’. 

Mrs Messervy has asked me to add the following comments: 

“Jonathan Sayeed has not been paid, nor has The English Manner charged or 
received any fee for access to him or to Parliament. On nearly every occasion I can 
recall when he has attended meetings or accompanied me on business trips in 
connection with The English Manner he has been reluctant to mention his 
profession to others. This is confirmed by Mrs Ford.”  

“The accusations in the complaint are absolutely untrue and I am sure that the 
Committee must accept that all the evidence shows that to be the case. I believe 
that the Committee’s decision rests mainly, and wrongly, on perception and whether 
Mr Sayeed has been negligent with the reputation of Parliament. This is just not 
possible. On every occasion that Mr Sayeed has discussed Parliament with anyone, 
not just guests, whether they have been talking about it in general because they knew 
of his role or whether they have been entertained or taken on a tour, Mr Sayeed 
consistently discusses the architecture, design and history of Parliament. He speaks 
of it with astonishing knowledge and enlightening interest, which has enthused so 
many. To suggest that this can be anything other than good for democracy, tradition 
and the legislature, is simply way off the mark.” 

“My reason for asking Mr Sayeed to be a part of this company and to attend a few 
meetings as a consultant, sometimes accompany me on trips or, at times, be a part of 
proceedings was, and remains, because he is a family friend, a gentleman, an able 
businessman and an excellent, attentive and kind host. The idea behind the 
residential part of the tutorials we offer is to give the feel of a country house party. To 
host this alone would often be difficult for me and less entertaining for guests, and 
Mr Sayeed has occasionally found the time to share the burden of this. He does, quite 
simply give our friends and any guests ‘a good time’ and this would be the case if it 
were in my own home, in a hotel or anywhere else. He has been introduced 
throughout to everyone we have met as Jonathan Sayeed, with no extra tag.” 
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12. Question: Does the company have any business plans or similar documents that show 
how it intended to promote itself, particularly as regards the type of access it could 
arrange in the United Kingdom and, if so, could you supply copies? 

Answer: 

I attach a copy of the Strategic Plan for 2004 which is yet to be updated for 2005 but has 
essentially been the same since 2001.2 The company has no other literature to show how it 
intends to promote itself. I have accompanied Mrs Messervy on several promotional visits 
to the US, not to illustrate access to me or to Parliament, but to promote her and the ethos 
of the company, which she describes as being “to provide learning experiences to a 
sophisticated clientele.” 

Received 24 January 2005  Jonathan Sayeed MP

 
 
2  Not reported. 
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Formal minutes 

Tuesday 1 February 2005 

Members present: 

Sir George Young, in the Chair 

Mrs Angela Browning 
Mr Wayne David 
Mr Andrew Dismore 

 Mr Andrew Mackay  
Mr Kevin McNamara 
Mr Stephen Pound 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report [Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed], proposed by the Chairman, brought up 
and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 44 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Third Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 

Several Papers were ordered to be appended to the Report. 

Ordered, That the Appendices to the Report be reported to the House.—(The Chairman.) 

Ordered, That part of the Minutes of Evidence taken before the Committee on 25 January 
be reported to the House.—(The Chairman.) 

* * * 

[Adjourned till Tuesday 22 February at 9.30 am. 

 



104    Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed 

 

Reports from the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges in the current Parliament 

Session 2004–05 

First Report Conduct of Mr Anthony Steen HC 71 

Second Report Conduct of Mr David Blunkett HC 189 

Third Report Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed HC 233 

Session 2003–04 

First Report Conduct of Mr George Galloway HC 73 

Second Report Conduct of Ms Diane Abbott HC 285 

Third Report Conduct of Mr John Spellar HC 339 

Fourth Report Conduct of Mr Iain Duncan Smith HC 476 I–III 

Fifth Report Privilege: Protection of a Witness HC 447 

Sixth Report Privilege: Protection of a Witness (Government 
Response) 

HC 1055 

Session 2002–03 

First Special Report Standards of Conduct: Letters from the Committee 
on Standards in Public Life 

HC 516 

First Report Complaint against Mr Nigel Griffiths  HC 195 

Second Report Eighth Report of the Committee on Standards in 
Public Life: “Standards of Conduct in the House of 
Commons” 

HC 403 

Third Report Complaints against Mr Michael Trend HC 435 

Fourth Report Complaints against Mr Henry McLeish HC 946 

Fifth Report Complaints against Mr Clive Betts HC 947 

Sixth Report Pay for Select Committee Chairmen HC 1150 

Seventh Report Guidance for Chairmen and Members of Select 
Committees 

HC 1292 

Session 2001–02 

First Report Complaint against Mr Geoffrey Robinson: 
Supplementary Report 

HC 297 

Second Report Complaint against Mr Roy Beggs HC 319 

Third Report Complaint against Mr John Maxton HC 320 

Fourth Report Restrictions on the Initiation of Parliamentary 
Proceedings: A Consultation Paper 

HC 478 

Fifth Report Complaints against Mr Keith Vaz HC 605 I–II 

Sixth Report Registration of Interests by Members who have 
not taken their seat 

HC 624 



Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed    105 

 

Seventh Report Complaints against Mr Nigel Griffiths HC 625 

Eighth Report Complaints against Mr Archy Kirkwood HC 755 

Ninth Report A new Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules HC 763 

Tenth Report Complaint against Mr Peter Brooke HC 1147 

 





Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed Ev 1

Oral evidence

Taken before the Committee on Standards and Privileges

on Tuesday 25 January 2005

Members present:

Sir George Young, in the Chair

Mrs Angela Browning Mr Andrew Mackay
Mr Wayne David Mr Stephen Pound
Mr Andrew Dismore Mr Simon Thomas
Mr Derek Foster

Sir Philip Mawer, Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, in attendance.

Witness:Mr Jonathan Sayeed, a Member of the House, examined.

Q1 Chairman: Good morning, Mr Sayeed. The Q4 Chairman: Fine. What I want to do is to divide
Committee is deliberating on a paper which the the session into three. The first set of questions will
Commissioner has prepared, which you have seen, be on whether a third party, in which you have a
and before we come to a conclusion you have registered interest, attempted to gain commercially
indicated that you would like to give oral evidence. from use of the facilities of the House of Commons.
What I plan to do first of all is to ask you whether In the second series of questions I want to find out to
you want to make a brief opening statement. Then I what extent, if that did happen, you bore any
propose to ask my colleagues to put some questions, personal responsibility, whether you were negligent
which I propose to divide into three separate or careless in what you did or did not do. The third
categories, and when we have done that I will then section is what I call the other matters, which is the
ask you if there is anything you want to say at the late registration of the visits, the information given
end. Are you content with that procedure? to the Department of Finance and Administration
Mr Sayeed: Yes. about the terms and conditions of your employee

and whether or not there were separate
compartments for the various responsibilities thatQ2 Chairman: Is there anything you want to say by
were discharged. Perhaps I could start on the firstway of a brief opening statement? We have the
one. If we look at your memorandum datedevidence which you gave to the Commissioner and
17 January,1 part of the defence is that if there was awe have the two subsequent documents which you
tour of theHouse ofCommons or entertainment thisproduced for the Committee along with the other
did not comprise any part of the programme oVereddocuments that have been produced by Mrs
to the guests or form any part of their expectation ofMesservy.
their visit to the UK. Against that background IMr Sayeed:Whilst I wouldwish to avail myself of an
really want to ask two questions. One is to invite youopportunity at the end of questioning to make
to look at The English Manner “A Gardener’scomments, I would like to make a brief particular
Weekend Treat” document which you kindlypoint. I have no complaints about Sir Philip’s
supplied to the Commissioner, which has ancourtesy in the whole process but I have every
itemised itinerary with dates.2 At the beginning itcomplaint about his recommendation to uphold the
says, “Arrangements for this invitation-only eventcomplaint. I believe that recommendation is
must be made by 5 April”. This was for a tour thatwrong—in fact, I know it is wrong. I believe it is
begins on 18 May. On the third page before the endunjust. I think it is a gross travesty if that complaint
it refers to an event at the Palace of Westminster, “ais upheld and I am found guilty of something that I
unique private tour and champagne reception . . . ”.am innocent of. I would like to go through the
If one looks at that document, it does at least implyspecific complaint as it applies directly tome because
quite strongly that before they embarked on theI think it is a very grave complaint, which is why this
weekend treat they knew that there was going to beCommittee is sitting, and I would like to almost
an event at the Palace of Westminster. In otherforensically deal with that particular part of the
words, it was not an incidental add-on, it was a pre-complaint, if that is acceptable to the Committee.
planned part of the itinerary. Would that be a fair
assumption?

Q3 Chairman: You said you wanted to make a brief Mr Sayeed: I can understand how someone might
opening statement and then I propose to ask some come to that conclusion if this had been the basis of
questions to you and then have a concluding what people had signed up to and what they were
statement by yourself. Is that agreeable, because that paying for. I had never seen this until it was
is the way I would prefer to do it?
Mr Sayeed: I am very happy to make the particular 1 Appendix 3.

2 Not reported.points at the end if that is more convenient.
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submitted to Sir Philip. My understanding very colleagues have any questions on the first bit, which
was did EnglishManner oVer access to Parliament? Iclearly is that the programmewas only finalised after

people had arrived in the UK. They came with no think in your final answer to the question I have just
posed you said yes, so I think we have made someexpectation of going to the Palace of Westminster.

They had paid for a series of visits, hotels, the progress on that particular point. When you began
to say where your responsibility began and ended, IChelsea Flower Show, going to Gorhambury, going

to a whole variety of places and this was done by think that is now going on to the second session
which I think is the most important one.word of mouth by ***. As it was, she was only able

to contact two people. What I believe you have Mr Sayeed:May I go back to your specific question?
On the website it placed, as I understand it, almostquoted fromwas part of a specimen programme that

was put out in the US and which I had never seen. I sweeteners for tours but not necessarily actual tours.
A lot of the information that was used by the Sundayam not sure whether that fully answers your

question. Times was actually archived. The reason was
because it was contrary to very clear instructions
that I had given.5Q5 Chairman: Looking at the document, it does

imply that those who had signed up to “A
Gardener’s Weekend Treat” knew before they Q8 Chairman: We want to come on to your own
started that the Palace of Westminster was an responsibility in a moment. What I am trying to
element of the tour. The intention from the point of establish is whether one of the objectives of the
view of English Manner— company as it portrayed itself on the website was to
Mr Sayeed: May I interrupt you? They did not sign give those who looked at the website the impression
up to this document. Mrs Messervy does all the that access to Parliament was one of the things that
arrangements. I do not have any part in it. The it oVered and I think you said that it might have
arrangements were done by a Mrs *** by word of given that impression.
mouth. She was ringing up chums all round the Mr Sayeed: I accept that, yes.6
world, because these people have houses in a number Chairman: Can we then move on to the next session,
of places, asking if they would like to come. Sir which is to what extent responsibility rests with you
Philip may be able to tell me because he is closer to for that impression and perhaps I could ask Mrs
it, but I think this is a document that was on the Browning to start the line of questioning there.
website. First of all, I had not seen the tours on the
website as I had not seen the website. Secondly, they Q9 Mrs Browning: English Manner is a commercialwere not tours that necessarily took place or were company. It is a company, as we have read, whichdesigned to take place. This particular document did seeks to build its reputation and presumablynot constitute what was on oVer. What was on oVer ultimately its profitability from providing what is awas oVered by *** to her friends and did not include very exclusive experience in a niche market. WouldParliament whatsoever. that be correct?

Mr Sayeed: That is correct.Q6 Chairman: If I was looking at The English
Manner website and I came across the items that are

Q10 Mrs Browning: But you are not withoutmentioned on page 3 of the Commissioner’s report,3
competitors.the statement byMrs Fordwhich appears under 5(i),
Mr Sayeed: No. That is correct. Tours of the UK,“oV to Parliament . . . What a delightful ending to
but not Parliament are one of the areas. There is alsothis fabulous English Manner adventure” and if I
the training area which is a much bigger area.had then seen the next item on the website, the

projected itinerary of a tour, “. . . students will be
Q11 Mrs Browning: In terms of your competitors ingiven a private guided tour . . .” and if I had also
this niche market, would it be true to say that anyseen the account by the journalist which was posted
company setting itself up in this marketplace couldon the website, which appears on page 10 of the
arrange a tour of the House of Commons because assupplementary paper from the Commissioner, “For
we know, certainly when the House is in recess,this kind of traveller, there is hope. Americans can
anybody can go and buy tickets to organise for anow sign up for a three-to-eight day program called
tour through the House of Commons as they couldthe English Manner, which includes . . . a tour with
for a tour through Buckingham Palace and thatmembers of Parliament,”4 would I not have got the
could be built in to a package by any commercialimpression that access to Parliament was a key
operation wanting to organise a package of thiselement of what The English Manner was oVering?
nature. What distinguishes some of the access of theMr Sayeed: Yes, you would have. Quite clearly I
clients of The EnglishManner, as we have seen bothhave been at fault and the real fault is that I did not
on the website and in a press release in Sir Philip’scheck the website.
report, is that there is a very clear statement that it is

Q7 Chairman: Can we pause there because I have
5 Note by witness:The quote by the journalist was a quote thattried to divide this into three separate categories and
Mrs Messervy asked to be removed from the article as itwhat you have just said comes into the next one
suggested something that was not on oVer.which I am about to go on to unless any other 6 Note bywitness:But no onewhodid come to theHouse came
because of thewebsite, so though thewebsite gave the wrong
impression it did not result in any UK visit or tour of the3 Appendix 1, para 5(i)–(v).

4 Appendix 1, WE 5. House of Commons.



Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed Ev 3

25 January 2005 Mr Jonathan Sayeed MP

not just a tour but it is, additionally, contact with a of mouth, something which would have been
beneficial to the enhancement of your company inMember of Parliament or Members of Parliament

and access to the dining facilities of this place which this niche market?
Mr Sayeed: If they went back and said to theirwould not be available to any of your competitors.

Mr Sayeed: The short answer is if you take the friends that The EnglishManner oVered them access
to Parliament and Jonathan Sayeed then, firstly,information on the website then you are absolutely

correct, and we are dealing separately with the they would have been wrong to do so; secondly, they
would know they had been wrong to do so; andresponsibility for the website as I understand it. I

would make one point. If you look at the statement thirdly, that was not what we would expect them to
do because what The English Manner, where itof Mrs Ford,7 which is repeated in the document

dated 17 January and it is within the body of occurred, had been paid for was actually producing
a programme outside Parliament. Did my givingevidence, Mrs Ford said, “Indeed, as far back as

early 2002, he [Jonathan Sayeed MP] specifically them a tour or entertaining them in certain cases add
to their experience? Yes, I would like to think it did.told her [***] and others working on TEM business

that he was not permitted to use his position as a Was it designed to give them a better feel about all
that The English Manner had done? The answer isMember of the British Parliament for personal gain;

that his name must not appear on any promotional no. They were entertained as friends.8

material and that as anyone could visit Parliament in
the UK, it followed that TEM did not have a USP Q16 Mrs Browning: From a businessman’s point of
(unique selling point) in relation to Parliament and view and as somebody who advises his company in
should not suggest that it had”. I had made the area of marketing, is not customer satisfaction,
absolutely clear two things. First of all, you cannot repeat business and personal endorsements
use me and you cannot use Parliament. Secondly, something that all companies seeking to grow and
you cannot even suggest that coming to Parliament develop would aspire to?
is something that is exclusive or that you are getting Mr Sayeed: Yes.
special access. The special access that was being
oVered by the company was to stately homes as Q17 Mrs Browning: Why should that be diVerent in
guests of the owners, to private gardens, collections terms of the way in which the personal experiences
and institutions. That was the special access and that of your clients are promulgated once they have had
is what English Manner has been oVering to a very that experience? Why should that be diVerent for
limited number of guests. your company than any other company?

Mr Sayeed: Because what they were paying for was
Q12Mrs Browning:You gave the instruction, as you what they were oVered by The English Manner. If
have outlined, about not emphasising the fact that they go back and say they paid for going to Berry
“special access” through you as the Member of Bros or going to Gorhambury or staying with this
Parliament was to be part of the company’s duke or this earl and it was absolutely fantastic et
marketing strategy. Nonetheless, once the cetera then that is fine because that is what they were
experience had taken place, do you believe that the paying for. Customer satisfaction is based on them
endorsements given by people who did actually being satisfied that they were well looked after for
undergo that experience were beneficial to the what they paid.
company’s position and its desire for an exclusive
reputation? Q18 Mrs Browning: Value for money?
Mr Sayeed: But no person who came to the House Mr Sayeed: Value for money and a unique
of Commons came because of the website or had experience for what they paid. They never paid a
used the website. Quite clearly, if I took friends penny for being taken round by me in the House of
around the House of Commons, which I did, and all Commons.
except one individual was a friend—

Q19Mrs Browning:We have read that you made six
Q13 Mrs Browning: Could I just ask you to clarify visits on company business to America. Did what
that? You say they were friends. Were they also was and what was not on the website form any part
clients of your company? of your discussions when you paid those visits?
Mr Sayeed: Not for coming to the House of Mr Sayeed: No.
Commons.

Q20 Mrs Browning: Is there a reason for that?
Q14 Mrs Browning: But they were clients? Mr Sayeed: I am kicking myself and racking my
Mr Sayeed: Not in all cases, no. There were some brains about this and one thing did occur to me at
who were clients of The English Manner who had the weekend and so it is not part of the evidence. As
signed up for a programme that had nothing to do you will have seen, the website is a separate entity
with Parliament whatsoever. and not run by The English Manner. When the

website was set up I thought I knew what was on it
Q15 Mrs Browning: I come back to my original because right at the beginning, in 2001–02, a
question. Having had that experience, were the collection of photographs and brochures et cetera
endorsements of that experience, whether by word

8 Note by witness: They would have been entertained as
friends irrespective of The English Manner.7 Appendix 1, WE 13.
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had been put together that were going to constitute personal friends.” If you look at your latest
submission,10 which includes your business plan,11the website. I know it sounds rather weak, but that

is what I thought the website was. one of the things that you say here as part of your
marketing strategy is “Friends, family and meetings
in cities across US”. Is it not really the case that youQ21MrsBrowning:Doyou see the companywebsite
see, although they were personal friends, part ofas a marketing tool?
your marketing strategy, as Mrs Browning has putMr Sayeed: Yes.
to you, was to be getting people to go back and say
what a wonderful time they have had?Q22Mrs Browning:And you advise the company on
Mr Sayeed: I think I have answered that with Mrsmarketing?
Browning. The point I would reiterate is that I wouldMr Sayeed: I advise them on what I would call
want them to go back andmake clear to their friendsstrategic marketing. In other words, I advise them
that they were enthusedwith the contract which theyon theway you approachmarkets and, quite bluntly,
paid for and the way The English Manner hadas this is almost a “boutique” company run by two
looked after them, but that contract did not includeladies, how to keep their costs downbecause they are
Parliament whatsoever.12good at spending money.

Q30 Mr Dismore: Did you discuss with the guestsQ23 Mrs Browning: Do you see a company website
what the House of Commons’ rules were in detail soas part of the marketing strategy and as a tool for
that they might be able to make such a distinction asfuture sales?
you are making?Mr Sayeed: Yes.
Mr Sayeed: No.

Q24 Mr Dismore: What you are saying is that the
Q31Mr Dismore: I think it would be fair to say thatvarious dinners at the House of Commons were to
as far as they were concerned it was all part of onedo with friends and you saw no conflict of interest
experience.between the two. Is that right?
Mr Sayeed: No, it would not be fair to say thatMr Sayeed: With one exception, one or more were
because it was made quite clear to them they werefriends. The one exception is the New York Times
coming here as my personal guests because theyjournalist Bob Morris.
were friends.

Q25Mr Dismore: If you did not see it as a conflict of
interest why did you tick the box on theRefreshment Q32 Mr Dismore: Part of the marketing strategy is
Department booking form to say that there was? to target friends.
Mr Sayeed: You have lost me. Mr Sayeed: Is it friends or friends and family?

Q26 Mr Dismore: On the Refreshment Department Q33 Mr Dismore: It is friends, family and meetings.
booking form you tick a box to say if you have a Mr Sayeed: Could you give me the page number?
conflict of interest. If there was no conflict of interest
why did you tick that box on the form? Q34 Mr Dismore: This is the second last page of the
Mr Sayeed: It seems to me that that is a belt and business plan.13
braces approach. Was this the garden group? Mr Sayeed: Is it the one that says “Strategic Plan”?

Q27 Mr Dismore: Generally speaking you would Q35 Mr Dismore: Yes. While we are on the same
tick the box. point I can put the same thing to you again in
Mr Sayeed: Can you tell me which one this was? relation to visit number (iii).

Mr Sayeed: It says “friends, family and meetings in
Q28 Mr Dismore: I think you did it for all of them. cities across US—Genie”. I am not Genie.14
Mr Sayeed: A registrable interest, and I am quite
prepared to be corrected if I am wrong, is whether Q36 Mr Dismore: The point about it is that it is
any company of which I had an interest has any targeting friends and family as part of the
interest in these particular clients and the answer is marketing strategy.
quite clearly yes. I would have thought that I would Mr Sayeed: I have to say, Mr Dismore, if you are
be attacked if I had not ticked the box. They did not citing this as a piece of evidence that demonstrates
pay to come here. They did not expect to come here. that I was using the House of Commons for my
It did not form any part of the contract that they personal gain then I disagree. This actually says,
entered into with The English Manner. The reason “Friends, family and meetings in cities across
they were here was because they were friends. US—Genie”.

Q29 Mr Dismore: Can I take you through to the 10 Appendix 4.
visits which are set out at pages 14 and 15 in the 11 Not reported.

12 Note by witness: The document quoted from was datedCommissioner’s report,9 “Dinner was hosted by
September 2004, long after these guests came.Mr Sayeed . . . The family were The EnglishManner 13 Not reported.Limited’s first paying clients . . . were also close 14 Note by witness: The document quoted from was dated
September 2004, long after these guests came and it was
targeting in the US aimed at potential new clients.9 Appendix 1, para 3(i)–(v).
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Q37 Mr Dismore: Let me put this one to you, This took a considerable amount of time and that
seemed a perfectly fair thing to put down on annumber (iii), Lake Forest Garden Club, 25 May

2004. On the same page I have just referred to it says invoice.
“Garden clubs—Lizzy’s Godmother”.
Mr Sayeed: Yes. Q43 Mr Dismore: Let us get this straight. You

discussed and negotiated the invoices ex post facto?
Q38 Mr Dismore: Also, if you look at the last page Mr Sayeed: If there was money in the account then
of your business plan, one of the things is to “Donate Alexandra would say, “You can charge a fee”.
trips on reserve to auctions”, another promotion.
Mr Sayeed: Let me just deal with the first bit. This is

Q44 Mr Dismore: But it is up to you what youa document produced, as I understand it, in
charged for.September 2004. The Garden Club came in in
Mr Sayeed: It has to be something that actuallyMay 2004. I did not prepare the strategic plan.
happened. This is a very small company that hardly
ever has anymoney, that has built up debts andmost

Q39 Mr Dismore: Are you saying you were not of the time I gave was given for free. Now and again
aware of the strategic plan for the marketing of the there was somemoney in the account andAlexandra
company bearing in mind that you said you are suggested I put in an invoice, but what I put it in for
strategically involved in that? had to take place.
Mr Sayeed: Of course I read it. I did not write it is
what I am saying. The strategic plan is dated

Q45 Mr Dismore: In relation to the visit of the USSeptember 2004. The visit by The Garden Club was
Supreme Court justices, I believe you introducedin May 2004. Quite clearly it was such a success that
them to Black Rod.Mrs Messervy thought it would be very sensible, no
Mr Sayeed: Yes.doubt from comments that she had received, to

target garden clubs.
Q46 Mr Dismore: Did Black Rod know they were
paying customers?Q40Mr Dismore: Let us go on to visit number (ii). I
Mr Sayeed: I am sorry, they were not payingthink here one of the concerns I have is that this
customers. They were not customers of The Englishparticular visit was written up and sent out with a
Manner. They paid the cost of a buVet lunch whichwrite up in a Christmas card presumably at the end
was approximately £16 a head. They had askedof 2003 as an update to indicate which new staVwere
could they come to the House of Commons and becoming on board. Is that not using that visit for
shown round. I did accompany them to the Queen’smarketing purposes?
Birthday Parade and I was very happy to do so. IMr Sayeed: Yes.
also had lunch with them in the Goring Hotel.
Essentially, as I understand it, Mrs Messervy had

Q41 Mr Dismore: And that is nothing to do with been approached directly by a justice and a friend of
the website? his and hers because they knew that she was good at
Mr Sayeed: It was obviously taken from the website, arranging things and they particularly wanted to go
yes. I was not aware about the Christmas card or to the Queen’s Birthday Parade and, as we all know,
that this was going out. I had a very limited set of tickets are very diYcult to get and she arranged them
tasks within the company. through the Royal Household.

Q42 Mr Dismore: I was going to ask you about that
Q47MrDismore:On any of these visits to theHousebecause you told us that your role was in strategic
numbered (i) to (v)15 or any other visit which wemaymarketing and yet we see you charged £250 for very
not know about—detailed services in relation to visit number (i) and
Mr Sayeed: I think that was, if I may say, rather£375 in relation to the visit of the gardening club as
sneakily inserted, “visits which we may not knowa whole. That does not sound very strategic to me,
about”. The fact is that Sir Philip has spent fivethat sounds very hands-on.
months going through every single visit that weMr Sayeed: Did I accompany people? Number (i)
have done.was essentially to give those people advice about

their daughter setting up some sort of joint venture
with The English Manner. The total in three and a Q48 Mr Dismore: I was not talking about dinners, I
quarter years of invoices was something like £1,800; was talking about tours. Let us stick to these (i) to
it worked out at about £600 a year. If I may say, it is (v). Did you introduce the visitors to any other
an absolutely trifling amount. What tended to Members of the House of Commons or Members of
happen is that if there was spare money in the bank the House of Lords?
account Alexandra would say, “Do you want a little Mr Sayeed: Yes. On one occasion I stopped to talk
bit of a consultancy fee?” I was giving up a to the Archbishop of Canterbury about the war and
considerable amount of time. There were specific I introduced to him two guests I hadwithme because
things I did do. In invoicing you have to ascribe a they certainly had pretty strong views about the war
reason for submitting an invoice. In the case of The and there was a very short discussion.
Garden Club one, I had entertained them at the
Carlton and I accompanied them to Gorhambury. 15 Appendix 1, para 39.
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Q49 Mr Dismore: But no other Members were Mr Sayeed: She did not put it on the website; ***
did.involved at any stage?

Mr Sayeed: No other Members were involved in
escorting anyone around the House of Commons or Q55Chairman: It appeared on the companywebsite.
House of Lords. There was one occasion when Mr Sayeed: I am not disagreeing. As I said right at
another Member was going to join us at my request the beginning, I kick myself extremely hard for not
but did not do so. My request was on the basis that having invigilated the website. Had I done so, this
we needed two Members for that number in the would never have occurred and I would not be in
Members’ Dining Room. front of this Committee.

Q50 Mr Dismore:Was that other Member aware of
Q56 Mr Pound: You referred to one of the dinnersyour relationship with English Manner?
that took place as not being a dinner with a friend,Mr Sayeed:That I could not say. It certainly was not
you referred to the journalist Bob Morris.put to them that they should come and see some
Mr Sayeed: Yes.guests in whom I have a financial interest because

that was not the case. It would have been very much
along the lines of coming and meeting some Q57 Mr Pound: It is a very flattering article about
American friends and I will buy lunch or dinner or you. I am rather jealous. You are quoted in it. Did
whatever it was and we will enjoy it. you sign oV this article before it was published in

Travel and Leisure?
Mr Sayeed: No. Indeed I did not even know it wasQ51 Mr Dismore: And no other Members were
going to be in Travel and Leisure. Mr Morris was ainvolved at any stage?
New York Times journalist. He had approachedMr Sayeed:No otherMembers had been involved in
Alexandra Messervy who he had heard. As IThe English Manner whatsoever.
understood it and asMrsMesservy understood it, he
wanted to write an article for the New York TimesQ52 Mr Dismore: In terms of you introducing them
about etiquette and class. NeitherMrsMesservy norto them on tours or in any other way?
I were told at any time that this article would appearMr Sayeed: If I was stopped in St Stephen’s or
in any other publication but the New York Times.Central Lobby or something like that and somebody
WhenMrs Messervy saw a draft of the article, and Iwanted to make a particular point to me then it
did not see it, she asked for all references towould have been a discourtesy not to introduce them
Buckingham Palace and to the Palace ofto the people I was accompanying and I no doubt
Westminster to be removed, but Mr Morris’s editorwould have done so, but there is nothing that
would not do so. Quite clearly a journalist writing anparticularly occurs to mind.
article is not going to say, “I was taken round on a
bog standard tour of the Palace of Westminster by a

Q53 Chairman: You are a highly experienced bog standard MP,” because that is not particularly
Member of Parliament. You have been here on and attractive in an article. He has clearly hyped it up,
oV for some 22 years. You were clearly aware of the but my whole understanding of his visit was that it
potential sensitivities in this area because of the was to write about etiquette, it was nothing to do
instructions that you gave that your membership of with English Manner and nothing to do with
the House was not to be used to promote the Parliament.18
business. Nonetheless, as we have seen, those
instructions clearly were not followed through.

Q58 Mr Pound: Are you familiar with Travel andShould you not have taken more steps to satisfy
Leisure? Do you know the publication?yourself that there was no linkage? Should you not
Mr Sayeed: No.have looked at the website, for example, to make

sure that associations were not being made contrary
to your instructions? Q59 Mr Pound: It is certainly “the bible” of the
Mr Sayeed: Yes, I should have.16 tourist industry in America, so it is very widely read.

The reason I ask that is because you are quoted
Q54 Chairman: If instructions were clearly given to throughout this, “If you do anything with panache
Mrs Ford, who was a fellow shareholder and a it’s going to be alright”. I assume that the quotations
director, that your name should not be used, how were taken from the dinner, not subsequently.
could she have so misunderstood them to put on the Mr Sayeed: Was it dinner or lunch?
website for the company the record of her evening
with you and the quotation that appears on the

Q60 Mr Pound: I beg your pardon.company website on page 3 of the Commissioner’s
Mr Sayeed: The only time I ever met him was in thereport that I have already referred to, “Jonathan
House of Commons. The quote would have comeSayeed led us through the House of Commons and
from when we were wandering round or at lunchtheHouseofLords,” et cetera, et cetera?17Howcould
when he was asking me about etiquette, which, if Ishe have misunderstood your instructions?
may say, Mr Pound, actually gives some force to the
argument that that is what he was here to discuss.16 Note by witness: I am glad that you have acknowledged that

I did give those instructions.
17 Appendix 1, para 5(i). 18 Note by witness: and would be for the New York Times.
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Q61 Mr Pound: The point that does concern me is Mr Sayeed: You are telling me that *** was in
charge of the website. I was not aware of that.22that one of the key sentences in MrMorris’ article is

the three word sentence “it’s the access” in which he
clearly states that the key thing about this experience Q68 Mr Thomas: If you looked at the website you
is the privileged access. Had you seen that statement would see that he was.
“it’s the access” before it was published? Mr Sayeed: I am not disagreeing.23 I am just saying I
Mr Sayeed: No.19 did not know that was the case. I did not look at the

website and that is the problem. Clearly I should
have done. This would not have occurred had I done

Q62 Mr Pound: For those of us who do not have so. I had given very clear instructions. I had a very
knowledge of the commercial world, what is a limited set of responsibilities for advising the
“boutique” company? company. I did not want to get heavily involved in
Mr Sayeed: A “boutique” company is one that is the company because I did not have time. The reason
almost run for fun. It is a small company that is I said I would not be a director of the company was
almost run for fun. specifically because of that. This all occurred

because stuV was put on the website that should not
have been there.What I would almost adduce is thatQ63MrThomas: I have just a couple of questions on
from time to time whoever was running the websitethe website because it does concern me that you do
did take some notice of what I was saying becausenot seem to have concerned yourself to even look at
oVending articles were taken oV. Most of thethis website at all. Could you just say why you did
information that was used by the Sunday Times wasnot do that if you were actually consulting this
actually archive material, it was not accessible to thecompany about strategic marketing and the website
public. Did I have a responsibility commercially foris the main way that people got to know about this
the website? No, I did not. Should I as a Member ofcompany if it was not through friends and family?
Parliament have not been so naive and not reliedMr Sayeed: Clearly I should have done so. Why did
upon the reassurances that I was oVered by others?I not do so? Because I thought I knew roughly what
I have to accept the answer is yes.was on it, as I have just gone through. Like all of us,

I am extremely busy. I do not have that much time.
Q69MrThomas: It seems from the evidence you hadI admit that it does not take that long to go and
one run-in with the company who English Mannercheck up on the website; we can all do that on our
had a relationship with in America and a run-in withcomputers. In some ways I wanted to divorce myself
*** for doing the wrong thing and she had to leavefrommost of the commercial aspects of the company
the company, but you continued to use a very closewhich is why I refused to be director. The critical
family relation of that person who has left thething was I had given a set of instructions. I expected
company to maintain the website. Did you not thinkthem to be adhered to.20
that that would continue to lead to problems?
Mr Sayeed: I was not aware who was running the
website. I knew it was a separate entity. I was notQ64 Mr Thomas: But you did not think to check up
able to make that particular connection.whether they had been adhered to or not?

Mr Sayeed: It was extremely naive. I did not
Q70 Mr Thomas: Do you have your own website asrecognise the website was being used in the way that
a Member of Parliament?it has been or had been. Thewebmaster at times took
Mr Sayeed: Yes, I do. Epolitix runs my website.some notice.21

Q71 Mr Thomas: In the evidence that we have had
Q65 Mr Thomas: Who was the webmaster? It was we were told that *** was dismissed inMay 2003 for
somebody called ***, was it not? this and other reasons and it relates to putting
Mr Sayeed: You may be right. material on the website, which mentions yourself

and access to Parliament, although it was obvious in
the evidence from Ms Messervy that she did notQ66 Mr Thomas: Is the webmaster related to ***?
think the letter terminating employment containedMr Sayeed: If it was ***, he is her brother.
references to a failure to adhere to instructions. I
went on The English Manner website myself this

Q67 Mr Thomas: You got rid of *** for putting morning and I picked up a press release dated
things wrongly on the website. You then used the 15 June 2003, that is a whole month after *** was
brother of that person to continue to manage and dismissed, where it says, “For more information
maintain that website. That is very naive, is it not? contact ***” and she is given as the person to contact

at The EnglishManner with a phone number, e-mail
19 Note by witness:As has beenmade clear,MrsMesservy tried and so forth. Did *** continue to have a relationship

to have references to Parliament removed, though to no with English Manner after May 2003 because the
avail. evidence we have had is that she was dismissed then?20 Note by witness: The principal methods of marketing were
the use of agents, the Virtuoso network, private clubs (such
as gardening clubs) and the Junior League. The website was 22 Note by witness: I did not get rid of ***. She was not an

employee of The English Manner so it was not for them toonly ever intended as an auxiliary marketing tool.
21 Note by witness: The webmaster took some notice of my dismiss her nor had I any control or responsibility for staV.

23 Note by witness: If you look very closely.instructions but not with any degree of consistency.
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Mr Sayeed: After that date she had no relationship flow, to deal with visits, to deal with press releases,
all things like that, but she did not mention thewith The English Manner that I am aware of.
website at all.
Chairman: Two quick footnotes, one fromQ72MrThomas: So you cannot explainwhy shewas
Mr Dismore and one from Mr Thomas.still mentioned after that date?

Mr Sayeed: I cannot explain why.What is quite clear
is that whoever was running the website, firstly, Q78 Mr Dismore: Obviously you recognise the

importance of all this stuV and getting the websiteonly now and again adhered to instructions
and, secondly, even when they acknowledged straight and everything. Why did you not issue any

of these instructions in writing?instructions, clearly did not carry them out
expeditiously. Mr Sayeed: It is a small company. I have run

companies where there have only been six employees
and companies where there have been 2,200Q73 Mr David: Can I just ask you one question and
employees. You deal with things diVerently. In athat is with regard to the individuals who came to the
large company you issue written directives that goHouse to be taken on tours and entertained. How
into various parts of the company and are archivedlong had you known these individuals prior to their
in a certain way. In a small company you sit roundvisit to the United Kingdom?
the table and you discuss things. Quite crudely, if IMr Sayeed: Let us go through them in order:24 a
was trying to wriggle my way out of this it wouldcouple and their daughter, I think about three years;
have been easier for me just to have produced somethe second one, which is the “fam” visit really, one
written note after the event. I did not do so and Iof them I had known eight years. The third one I had
would not do so. I am expecting to be cleared on theknown for two years. The fourth one I had known
basis of what happened. What happened was I gavetwo months.
a clear instruction. That clear instruction has been
confirmed by other parties. It can also be inferredQ74 Mr David: You have referred to a relatively
from what happened in the archiving from time tosmall number of individuals there and my
time, although not expeditiously enough, on theunderstanding is that you entertained a far larger
website. I would suggest, Mr Dismore, there is nonumber of people than the numbers that you have
doubt that I gave the instruction and whether it wasreferred to.
in writing or verbally I would suggest is not the mostMr Sayeed: Which one are we talking about? Are
critical thing, it was whether I gave the instruction inyou talking about the gardens visit or are you talking
the first place.about the “fam” visit?

Q79 Mr Thomas: The dinner on 26 May 2004,Q75 Mr David: My question was fairly general in
I think I am correct in saying that, in response toterms of people who you have entertained here. The
MrDavid, you said that you had known those guestspoint I am making is that earlier you stated that
for two months. Is that correct?everyone you had entertained were “all friends”. I
Mr Sayeed: No, no. The 25 May?am putting to you that some of them might have

been friends, but it is very diYcult to believe that all
Q80 Mr Thomas: 26 May 2004.of them had been friends.
Mr Sayeed: This is the charity auction?Mr Sayeed: I did not say that. If you go through the

transcript you will see that I said that on each of the
visits at least one of them was a good friend apart Q81 Mr Thomas: Yes.

Mr Sayeed: Well, I say two months. I am notfromMrMorris. I have made absolutely clear in the
evidence right the way through that, for instance really—
with the garden trip, only one of them was a friend,
the organiser. Q82 Mr Thomas: You had met them at the charity

auction, had you?
Mr Sayeed: No, I did not meet them at the charityQ76Mr David: That is an important distinction you

are making compared to what you said previously. auction.25 I had met them previously on a visit to the
United States, but I cannot tell you when that visitThank you for the clarification.

Mr Sayeed: Sorry, I am sure I made that clear all the was without having to go through diaries, but those
I do not have with me. I will not pretend they wereway through and certainly in the evidence.
close personal friends.

Q77 Chairman: Are there any other questions
colleagues want to put on this section? Mrs Q83MrThomas:Can you tell me if the lots provided

at that charity auction, obviously included dinner atMesservy has told us that she repeatedly warned ***
of her oversights. Did she ever mention to you that Strangers’, but did it include a tour as well and did it

include Gallery tickets?she was having diYculty removing inappropriate
website material? Mr Sayeed: Not Gallery tickets. The lot did not

include a tour; I took them round on a tour. ThiswasMr Sayeed: No. What she did do was say that she
was having diYculty with individuals in the US a straight charitable donation, not by The English

Manner, I do not think, but—oYce sending documents to her to deal with cash

25 Note by witness: I did not go to the charity auction.24 Appendix 1, para 39(i)–(v).
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Q84 Mr Thomas: Not by The English Manner upon her, so when I was assured by her that after the
departure of *** the website had been cleanedbecause the evidence says it was?
completely, I believed it.Mr Sayeed: Yes, but whether that was to do with

payments or not, I am sorry, I am not absolutely
certain. The point about the charitable auction was Q87 Mr Pound: When you referred to your PA
that it was for charity. There was absolutely no earlier on as the person who had inaccurately
profit or— submitted details of only four trips, is the PA your

parliamentary PA, paid for by Parliament?
Mr Sayeed: Yes.Q85 Mr Thomas: I accept that, but the donation

made in the auction, was the name “English
Manner” associated with that donation? Q88 Mr Pound: But not Mrs Messervy?
Mr Sayeed: I was not there, but I presume it must Mr Sayeed: No.
have been, yes, thinking about it now.
Chairman: If there are no more questions on that

Q89 Mr Pound: And when the two subsequentparticular section, perhaps we can move on to the
trips were—last one which deals with late registration and
Mr Sayeed: Sorry, but can I just say that thatinformation to the Department of Finance and
parliamentary PA was the person who contacted SirAdministration and whether the appropriate
Philip to acknowledge that it was due to an error onChinese walls were in place.
her part that these two other trips had not been
registered.

Q86 Mr Pound: Mr Sayeed, this was actually
touched on earlier on by Mrs Browning and I Q90Mr Pound: It may be an unfair question, but as
apologise for revisiting it, but, for the sake of clarity, they are a large body of trips to the United States,
I think it is necessary. You repeatedly assured the and there is an element of confusion there, can you
Commissioner that you had only made four explain why two trips to the United States, which
registered visits to the United States on behalf of certainly would have stuck in my mind, did not stick
EnglishManner, and you then discovered twomore. in your PA’s mind?
Could you explain to us the process by which you Mr Sayeed: No, I cannot.
subsequently discovered the other two trips.
Mr Sayeed: Yes, I think this was actually prompted

Q91 Chairman: Do you think it was fair in yourby a letter from the Registrar of Members’ Interests
memorandum to blame a member of your staV forand I said to my PA, “Are we absolutely certain
what is the responsibility of aMember of Parliamentthere is nothing else I should have registered? Go
to make sure that the register is accurate?through the diaries”, and she found that she had not
Mr Sayeed: No, I am sorry, Sir George, I actuallydone something and I believe, and Sir Philip can
acknowledged that it was my responsibility, but Iconfirm this, that she contacted Sir Philip to
was trying to explain why or what happened andapologise for this. The process essentially is that I
how it came about and that I acknowledged in mysay to my oYce, “Make sure that everything is
memorandum that it is my responsibility, if I canregistered. If you are in any doubt, draft a letter and
find the particular place.ask advice”. When we all employ staV, and this to a

certain extent goes to the problem with the website
Q92 Chairman: “The reason was due toand also with late registration, we all employ staV

forgetfulness on the part of a member of staV in myand when we give them instructions and over a
oYce”.26 In view of the ultimate responsibility, Iperiod of years you find out that those instructions
wondered whether that was a fair comment.are very well complied with, you trust people and
Mr Sayeed: I accept that ultimately I am to blame. Iyou do not go around checking on each of the things
am accepting the blame, but then I am giving thethat they do. Therefore, having given that
reason that it took place.27instruction and my PA knowing that was the case, I
Chairman:Do colleagues want to ask any questionswas quite clear that everything that I had done was
on this?properly registered, and I have always thought that

I have been meticulous in registration, that that was
all up to date, but when we got the letter from the Q93Mr Dismore: Just a short one. I just want to get
Registrar, she obviously checked again, maybe it it straight about what you said about how these two
was on my instructions, but I cannot say, to see that trips came to be registered because if you look at
everything was. It probably was actually because the page 13 in the footnote,28 it says here that the notice
letter would have been to me, and she found these of two further trips was given to the oYce of the
other two visits and then responded to that letter, Commissioner on 5 January 2005, which does not
registering them, so I can only apologise that it was
late. Similarly, if I may just make the other point, I 26 Appendix 3.

27 Note by witness: The full quotation of that paragraph is “Ashave employed Mrs Messervy in diVerent functions
regards the late notification of the Registrar of Members’since 1995 before I became a Member of Parliament
Interests of two visits to the United States I accept thatagain and I have found her to be absolutely ultimately I am to blame. The reason was due to

meticulous, or I had found her to be absolutely forgetfulness on the part of a member of staV in my oYce.”.
28 Appendix 1, para 38.meticulous, in what she did and I had grown to rely
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sound to me as though it was triggered by a letter that Sir Philip or anyone else can give as to how we
can demonstrate that is the case, then I am veryfrom the Registrar, a general reminder notice, which

came out some considerable time before. happy to take it. She did a very useful, and she
continues to do a very useful, job as an assistant inMr Sayeed: I think you will find it was a letter in

January which was sent. the constituency and she is extremely able and she
works extremely hard and she is perfectly capable ofSir Philip Mawer: Chairman, it was a letter

circulated in December advising Members of the finding the time to do the diVerent roles. I can
only assert, as she has asserted, that sheappearance of the printed edition of theRegister and

the need to make sure their entries were up to date compartmentalised those roles.
for that purpose and the letter arrived on 5 January.
Chairman: Before we come to your final statement, Q97 Mr David: Was there a formal number of job
are there any final questions which any colleagues descriptions because obviously she did not have one
want to ask? job, but a variety of diVerent jobs and obviously

there was a tendency for overlap between the
diVerent roles?Would it have been better if there hadQ94 Mr David: Can I ask about the employment of
been a number of job descriptions clearly specifyingMrs Messervy and I have a few brief questions on
what she did with each contract?that. It seems to us thatMrsMesservy had a number
Mr Sayeed: Well, as I said, when she was employed,of diVerent roles.
there was no requirement for a job description, butMr Sayeed: Yes.
I am quite prepared to take advice as to how best to
put it in order to demonstrate a separation of rolesQ95 Mr David: She worked as your constituency
and no conflict, but the salient point is that there hasassistant, but she also did work in London
never been any actual conflict between her roles. Ipresumably for yourself, but also for English
only employ her to do one job and for that job I haveManner, and she was a director of English Manner.
now submitted a job description.At various times she was the oYce-holder in your

local Conservative Association.
Q98 Mr David: So you would have had advice fromMr Sayeed: Throughout the period, yes.
the parliamentary authorities and the Department
of Finance and Administration in terms of, for

Q96MrDavid:Can I ask you, do you think that was example, declaring where your assistant was based
a rather confused set of roles and, with hindsight, it and whether she was full-time or part-time, and
would have been far better if she had been given a information would have been provided for you on
clearly specified role or roles, particularly with not one, but I imagine many occasions?
regard to where she was based because I understand Mr Sayeed: Well, I get the same advice as we all get.
you made submissions to the House that she was I had been expecting Mrs Messervy to have come
employed in London, whereas in fact you have also here on more than one occasion on a full-time basis
described her as a constituency assistant at least in for reasons that have been set out. As you know, we
part? get the forms to complete by the Department, I
Mr Sayeed: I would be quite happy, as I am sure she think, in February for what is going to happen from
would, to take advice on howbest she should not just April onwards and I completed two of them in good
describe her role, but demonstrate the clear faith, expecting her to come and I did not correct
separation between her roles. In the evidence that I when that did not occur and for that I can only
have given, I believe that this is something that repeat my apology. However, it made no diVerence
happens in some ways fairly frequently when, for to the secretarial allowance I was entitled to receive.
instance, a Member employs a member of their Chairman: Are there any more questions that
family to assist them in one form or another in their colleagues want to put to Mr Sayeed?
parliamentary duties. Now, that member of the
family no doubt will assist them when it comes to an Q99MrDismore: I have two final questions. First of
election or in canvassing between elections or all, you have clearly put forward a very strong case
running a house or doing a whole variety of things. that you have done nothing wrong, so why did you
We all recognise that they are able to separate those decide not to meet English Manner clients in the
roles, that they are not abusing or misusing House anymore?
parliamentary facilities or abusing or misusing the Mr Sayeed: What I have actually said is that I will
income that they are given by virtue of their work in not meet them if they are friends and clients of
assisting the Member, and that they are actually English Manner.29 The answer to your question is
doing the job for which they are paid from the that I, quite frankly, could not bear for this to
parliamentary allowance. Now, in some ways I happen again and if what has happened is anything
suppose there is an analogy withMrsMesservywho, to do with Parliament, as it clearly is, and is the
I accept, she and her husband are family friends, but reason for my being here today and for this
she was able to separate her roles. Sir Philip, in his Committee to convene, then I do not want it to
evidence, has found no occasion when she had ever happen again, so it is better I just wash my hands of
used or misused parliamentary facilities to promote the whole thing.
the company and that is in the evidence, though I
cannot tell you exactly where it is, but I recognise it 29 Note by witness: I have made clear repeatedly that I did not
is there, and she was able to compartmentalise the meet clients of The English Manner at Parliament, I met

them as friends.diVerent tasks that she did. Now, if there is advice



Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed Ev 11

25 January 2005 Mr Jonathan Sayeed MP

Q100 Mr Dismore: Secondly, in your memo of 17 at any time from anyone for showing them around
the House of Commons, the Palace of WestminsterJanuary,30 you say this at the beginning: “I recognise
or for entertaining them in this place, so the firstthat Mr Henderson’s complaint has occurred
part, which is a matter of fact, it is not a matter ofbecause I did not exercise suYcient personal control
inference or anything else like that, it is a matter ofover a company in which I have an interest”. Is that
fact, the first part of that allegation is entirely untrue,eVectively accepting that it was a personal mistake
and I would refer the Committee, if I may, to theand you got it wrong?
Parliamentary Standards: Guidance For MembersMr Sayeed: It is accepting that I should have vetted
Who Are Subject To A Complaint, paragraph 23,the website because that is where the real problem
under ‘Standard of Proof’.31 It says, “Inweighing thehas occurred, but the complaint, if I may say, and I
evidence, the Commissioner and the Committeewant in my closing remarks actually to go into the
apply, as a minimum, the test whether a matter iscomplaint, is very specific and that complaint I
established on the balance of probabilities, althoughutterly repudiate. I would not be here if I had vetted
in cases where the alleged oVence is more serious, athe website and it had been cleaned, and had the
higher standard of proof is required”. Now, this isinstructions that were given been expeditiously and
quite clearly a serious case and I say that because Iconsistently implemented.
think it is a complaint which is almost as serious as
can be because it actually goes to the heart of why I

Q101 Chairman: You have indicated that you want am a Member of Parliament. I am a Member of
to make a closing statement. Just so we can pace Parliament not to enrich myself, but to oVer service.

This complaint, I believe, is serious because it goesourselves because the House is going to sit at 11.30,
to the heart of that. I have never received any moneycan you give us some indication of how long this
and it has to be said that Sir Philip has accepted thatclosing statement might be?
that is the case.Mr Sayeed: In some ways it is actually bits and
Now, we then come to the second part of thatpieces, because I wish to make reference to excerpts
complaint: “MPs should not use their access to thein various documents, but I would think no more
House or its facilities for commercial gain. Thethan 10 minutes.
principle also extends to third parties attempting to
gain commercially from the use of facilities of the

Q102 Chairman: We do not want in any way to House”, and it is Sir Philip’s contention, paragraph
curtail what you want to say, but obviously it would 65, “The key question is whetherMr Sayeed has used
be convenient, in view of the House sitting at 11.30, or exploited his privileged access”. Now, again I
if we were able to discharge that by 11.30. I suggest think that splits down into two bits, if I may suggest,
you start and if you want more time, of course you Sir George: the actual; and the potential. The actual
are entitled to it. is this: that no one came and not one of the visits, to

the House of Commons was because of the website.Mr Sayeed: As I started oV saying, I have no
The only reason they camewas because of a personalcomplaint with the courtesy with which I have been
invitation, a personal invitation that was oVeredtreated by Sir Philip or the very thorough way he has
after they had arrived in most cases, a personalundertaken his five-month investigation, but I take
invitation that, in terms of the Garden Group andgreat exception to his recommendation which I
others, they were not even aware of when theybelieve is wrong, it is unjust and I think it would be
arrived. It certainly was not part of the contract fora gross travesty if this Committee upheld the
which they paid and it certainly was not part in anycomplaint and I was found guilty of something that
case of their expectation of what they were going toI am entirely innocent of. I would like actually to go
receive. Therefore, because no one came to thethrough that complaint in some forensic detail. The
House of Commons on the basis of what was on thefirst part says essentially that, “English Manner
website or was pre-advised to them, though I acceptLimited charges clients up to £500 per day for access
that the Maymount auction was diVerent and Bobto the Palace of Westminster through Jonathan
Morris is a separate thing, because all the others didSayeed”. Now, that is split, if I may suggest, in two
not come, or, on their arrival into this country, theybits. The first one is that The English Manner
were not expecting to come, to the House ofcharges and the second is, by inference, that
Commons, and because they did not come becauseJonathan Sayeed has been paid in someway for that.
of the website, but only because of a personalThe answer to that, Sir George, is this, and these are
invitation, there was no actual exploitation of mynot sort of suppositions or anything else like that or
position as a Member of Parliament. Now, theinferences, but they are actual fact: that The English
question is: was there the potential, and that leads usManner has never charged anyone any amount at
to the last bit that could be inferred, was there theany time for coming to the Palace of Westminster, potential that someone could be attracted because ofand the only charge that has been made of any client the website and believe that they had access to the

at any time to do with the Palace ofWestminster has House of Commons because of that website? I have
been the bare collection of a cost for any form of to concede that the answer is yes, as I have done32.
entertainment on a few of them. Secondly, I have Quite clearly I kick myself for not having checked,
been a Member of Parliament since 1983 on and oV

and at no time have I solicited or accepted anything 31 Procedural Note 3.
32 Note by witness: But no such visit to the Palace of
Westminster ever took place.30 Appendix 3.
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but there were reasons why I did not see the need to evidence that Sir Philip has got from Mrs Duvall,
there was one other point that she did actuallymake.check. I had given clear instructions, very clear

instructions, very clear instructions that have been She says on page 8 of that same document, “I’m just
totally separate from the English Manner”, and herconceded by them. I had very limited responsibilities

as a consultant and had refused to be a director job she described as, “Making sure that transfers are
alright. Booking the air fare. Booking the . . . Hotel.because I did not want greater responsibilities or

greater involvement and I had relied on the The actual crux of the tours are conducted by
Alexandra and her relationships over there inassurances of people I had grown to trust that

everything was being done properly and, until the England”.35Now,muchof this is in the transcript but
was ignored by the Sunday Times. The point I makesacking of ***, I had no reason to believe it was not.

Then afterwards I was very specific in asking for essentially is this: that Mrs Duvall was an
independent operator, she was there to do theassurances because the assurances were not just

about what was there at the time of the sacking of administration and she clearly was pushed by the
undercover journalist into saying things which she***, but they were also what would happen in the

future and I was given very specific assurances about had not only no authority to say, but she actually
had no proper knowledge of, that Mr Lauria thenthat, so I thought, possibly naively, that I had

cleared any possibility of my even appearing to do quoted highly selectively, and that had he wished to
find out the truth, he would have waited the three toanything that was wrong. The other point I would

make on this specific section is that in Sir Philip’s four days to contact Mrs Messervy who would have
put him right. The article that was written was notconclusions he said, and I cannot remember exactly

where it was, that at least I had been, and perhaps I time sensitive. That seems tome to demonstrate, first
of all, that the Sunday Times had used archivecan find the specific bit—
material that was taken oV thewebsite because it was
contrary to instructions and, secondly, that the very

Q103 Chairman: It is in paragraph 84. partial use of the information that Mrs Duvall gave
Mr Sayeed:Yes, thank you verymuch, that I had “at him would seem to demonstrate that the whole
least been negligent . . .”, or, “at worst have acted thrust of the Sunday Times article was fairly
carelessly”. I would suggest to the Committee that deliberate, to put the worst complexion on events as
there is a vast diVerence between negligence or possible, and I think Sir Philip has privately
carelessness and actually acting in an improper discussed with you where I think the genesis of this
manner and this complaint alleges that I have acted particular article was.
in an improper manner and I have not. There are some further short items I wish to deal
Now, I would like to make a few other brief points. with, the Serjeant at Arms and banqueting, if you
The Sunday Times article, most of the stuV for that wish me to do so, but I am aware of the time. I will,
was from archives. The fact that it was archived I think, mention those because quite clearly they are
would seem to demonstrate that now and again the two specific points.
webmaster was taking notice of my instructions On page 16 of the written evidence volume, it says
because he was archiving material that was contrary that it would be “wrong . . . for any outside
to my instructions, but he did not do it obviously organisation to make admission to House
consistently. I would also make the point, as is in the facilities . . . conditional on the payment of fees”.36
evidence, that this is not the first time that the The English Manner has never, ever done so, never,
Sunday Times has tried to stitch me up.33 The second ever, and all the evidence demonstrates that that is
thing is to do with the undercover journalist, Joe the case.
Lauria, that the transcript, as is shown by evidence Secondly, in the banqueting section on page 17 at the
fromMrsDuvall, is actually only a partial transcript top, it says that, “private dining rooms are not to be
and in the statement of Mrs Duvall, if I can find the used for direct financial or material gain by a
particular place, yes, I refer you to page 40 of the Sponsor . . .”.37Again thathasnever, everhappened.
written evidence volume, it says, “When asked if Mr We have complied with those regulations.
Sayeed accepted money, I said no”. At the bottom Finally, Sir George, I recognise that this would not
of that page, it says, “This was a rambling have occurred had I looked at the website on a
conversation, but at no time did I ever say that regular basis and clearly, it is fairly obvious, I wish I
Jonathan Sayeed was paid for tours of Parliament”. had done so, but I did not. The crux of the complaint
Then finally she says, “When I realized, on is actually untrue, not just the crux, but the whole
reflection, that I had been led to say things which thing; the whole complaint is not true. I did not use
were quite simply wrong and that The English the Palace of Westminster for commercial purposes.
Manner does not arrange access to Parliament in the The English Manner has never charged up to £500 a
way that he asked, and that no fee is payable, I day or any other amount. Had Sir Philip’s
telephoned . . .”, et cetera, et cetera. Then, “I recommendation been that I had not exercised
telephoned Joe Lauria and left a message to say that adequate control over a company in which I had an
I could not reach Alexandra and that we could not interest and that I should have checked more
accede to his request as we do not oVer tours of carefully its activities in the United States, then I
Parliament for payment by Jonathan Sayeed or would have understood that conclusion. Whilst, as I
anyone else”.34 Now, as she makes quite clear in the

35 Appendix 1, WE 4.
36 Appendix 1, WE 8.33 Procedural Note 3.

34 Appendix 1, WE 14. 37 Appendix 1, WE 8.
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have made clear, I had a limited consultancy status, Q105 Chairman: Which individuals?
Mr Sayeed: Well, particularly the guests who came.I had given clear instructions and I had received

reassurances on more than one occasion, he might
Q106Chairman: I think they aremostly asterisked athave felt, and I accept I feel, that I should have done
the moment, but we will look at that . Some of themore. His conclusion, and he has come to two
key players are of course already in the publicconclusions, that I have, at the least, been negligent
domain.or, at the worst, have acted carelessly, does not sit at
Mr Sayeed: Well, clearly myself, Mrs Messervy andall well with the conclusion to find for the complaint.
Mrs Ford, I understand. The other point is thatThe complaint is not true. That is it.
whilst I quite accept that I have only an hour to look
at the conclusions of the Committee under an

Q104 Chairman: Well, thank you very much, embargo, I would ask that I might be given by the
Mr Sayeed. You are free to leave us at this stage. Clerk some advance notice of when that is likely to
Mr Sayeed: May I just ask a favour of the take place in order just to protect my family, if
Committee, or two. First of all, when the report is necessary.
written and, therefore, published, could I ask that, Chairman: Yes, we will observe normal practice and
with reference to individuals, only initials are used in you will get good warning. Thank you very much,

Mr Sayeed.order to protect them?
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