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Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter 

Introduction 

1. We have received a memorandum from the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 
on the outcome of his investigation of a complaint against Mr Mark Hunter,  Member for 
Cheadle, by Mr Ben Jeffreys and Ms Linda Holt, of Cheadle Conservative Association. The 
complaint arose from a survey relating to local National Health Service (NHS) services in 
the constituency, carried out by Mr Hunter and funded from his Communications 
Allowance (CA). 

2. The Commissioner’s report is reproduced at Appendix 1. In accordance with our usual 
practice, we have shown a copy of the Commissioner’s report to Mr Hunter. His response 
is reproduced at Appendix 2. 

3. There are three elements to this complaint: that the survey contained material that 
should not have been included in a CA funded survey,1 that it should not have been 
circulated outside Mr Hunter’s constituency,2 and that publicity for the survey in a 
newsletter funded and circulated by his local party in one part of his constituency 
amounted to exploitation of the survey for party political purposes.3 

4. Having fully investigated the complaint, the Commissioner commented:4 

“The line between a Member of Parliament fulfilling his or her Parliamentary duties 
with the help of Parliamentary funds and using those funds, or the product of those 
funds, on party political or campaigning activities can be difficult to draw and 
requires careful judgement. My investigation of this complaint illustrates the 
challenges of maintaining the distinction in the day to day conduct of a Member’s 
business.” 

As he says, the critical judgement  is whether Mr Hunter’s survey , and the use he has made 
of it, crossed the line from a communication made in the course of his parliamentary duty 
to a party political or campaigning activity.5  To help inform such a judgement, he has 
addressed six questions.6 He has also made some general recommendations, reflecting the 
overall outcome of his enquiries.7 

5. The Commissioner concludes that Mr Hunter was entirely within the rules in deciding 
to conduct a survey of his constituents’ views on local NHS services.8  On the content of the 
 
 
  
1 Appendix 1, paragraph 3. 

2 Appendix 1, paragraph 4. 

3 Appendix 1, paragraph 5. 

4 Appendix 1, paragraph 68. 

5 Appendix 1, paragraph 69. 

6 Appendix 1, paragraphs 68 to 89. 

7 Appendix 1, paragraphs 90 and 91. 

8 Appendix 1, paragraph 73. 
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survey, the Commissioner considered that the strapline “SOS for the NHS”, although it had  
been approved by the Department of  Resources in the context of another draft survey, 
“was a breach of the rules since in the context of this particular survey I believe it 
constituted party political or campaigning activity”.9 

6. The Commissioner concluded that the survey included an incorrect imprint which 
suggested that it was party rather than parliamentary in origin.  Mr Hunter accepts this, 
and has apologised for what the Commissioner accepts as an inadvertent mistake.10 

7. The Commissioner further concluded that the CA should not have been used to 
distribute the survey outside Mr Hunter’s constituency11.  Mr Hunter describes this as an 
inadvertent mistake and has agreed to repay the cost12. 

8. We agree with the Commissioner’s conclusions on the content and circulation of Mr 
Hunter’s NHS survey. We also agree that, by themselves, the breaches were not so 
serious as to cause us to conclude that this survey should not have been funded from the 
CA.13 

9. We turn now to the more difficult question of the use of the survey made by Mr Hunter 
in a party funded communication.  The rules applying to the use of the CA make clear that 
it may not be used for the purpose of promoting the interests of any political party the 
Member supports.14  The question at issue here is whether the terms in which Mr Hunter 
referred to the survey in the newsletter of which he was joint editor,15 or the context in 
which the article was set, breached this rule. 

10. Clearly, there can be no absolute ban on referring to the outcome of a survey in 
partisan terms.  If it were not possible for a Member to criticise, for example, Government 
policy if a survey fully compliant with the CA rules revealed dissatisfaction with it, there 
would be little point in conducting the survey.  Equally, as the Commissioner recognises, 
the prohibition on the use of the CA to fund party political or campaigning material would 
be rendered meaningless if the CA could be used to fund the provision of raw material that 
was subsequently used for such purposes.16 

11. Clearly, the context is vital in determining whether a partisan element is acceptable in 
using CA funded material.  In this case, the Commissioner has set out a number of reasons 

 
 
  
9 Appendix 1, paragraph 75. 

10 Appendix 1, paragraph 75. 

11 Appendix 1, paragraph 76. 

12 Appendix 1, paragraph 64. 

13 Appendix 1 paragraph 86. 

14 Green Book, new section 6 (inserted by “The Communications Allowance and the use of House Stationery”) 
paragraph 6.12.4. 

15 The newsletter is reproduced at WE 3. 

16 Appendix 1, paragraph 79. 
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why the references to the survey in the party newsletter were inconsistent with the survey’s 
CA funded status.  He concludes:17 

“I find it difficult to accept that such references were necessary in order to encourage 
replies to the survey, which Mr Hunter told me was the main purpose of the article.” 

12. We agree with the Commissioner that the way Mr Hunter deployed the survey in his 
party newsletter constituted the use of the product of material paid for from the CA for 
party political or campaigning purposes.18  We also agree with his more general 
proposition that Parliamentary funds should not be used to support a political party’s 
campaigning theme.19 

13. The Commissioner concludes that the use to which Mr Hunter put the survey  
breached the rules in relation to its funding from the CA.20  He attributes this to a 
confusion in Mr Hunter’s approach between communications with constituents as their 
constituency Member of Parliament and communications with them as a member of his 
political party, but he does not believe that this was a calculated breach of the rules.21  We 
agree with this assessment. 

14. In his submission to us, Mr Hunter argues that, apart from in two specific respects, he 
did not breach the regulations as they existed at the time,22 and that he is therefore at risk of 
being penalised retrospectively. We reject this argument, and agree with the 
Commissioner that he breached the rules by using the CA, largely indirectly, to support 
his party political or campaigning activities.23 

15. Having taken account of all the circumstances, and Mr Hunter’s undertaking to 
repay the costs met from his allowances arising from the distribution of the survey 
outside his existing constituency boundaries,24 we consider that he should repay the 
sum of £500 in total. 

16. We consider that there could be practical difficulties if the Commissioner were to 
decline to accept complaints based on similar circumstances.25  The Commissioner has 
now decided, therefore, to consider the handling of any complaint based on similar surveys 
on the basis of the evidence he receives. 

17. The Commissioner has helpfully drawn together a number of lessons that can be 
learned from this case, which is the first of its type.26  We commend these to Members.  
 
 
  
17 Appendix 1, paragraph 83. 

18 Appendix 1, paragraph 85. 

19 Appendix 1, paragraph 84. 

20 Appendix 1, paragraph 86. 

21 Appendix 1, paragraph 87. 

22 Appendix 2, page 57. 

23 Appendix 1, paragraph 88. 

24 See paragraph 7 above and Appendix 1, paragraph 64. 

25 Appendix 1, paragraph 89. 

26 Appendix 1, paragraph 90. 
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We also endorse the Commissioner’s specific recommendations on prior approval of 
the text of surveys to be funded from the CA at a cost of over £1,000; on extending the 
scope of the guidance in the Green Book on the permissible use of information or 
material whose collection has been funded by parliamentary allowances; and on the use 
of the CA to fund constituency surveys of national political issues.27  We commend 
these recommendations to the Members’ Estimate Committee for implementation. 

 

 
 
  
27 Appendix 1, paragraph 91. 
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Complaint against Mr Mark Hunter 

Introduction 

1. This is a complaint about the use by Mr Mark Hunter (the Member for Cheadle) of the 
Communications Allowance to conduct a survey of his constituents about the National 
Health Service. 

The Complaint 

2. Mr Ben Jeffreys and Ms Linda Holt, both of the Cheadle Constituency Conservative 
Association, wrote to me on 14 January to draw my attention to what they believed was a 
serious breach of the rules governing spending of the Member of Parliament’s 
Communications Allowance by Mr Mark Hunter.1 They referred to in their letter, and 
subsequently sent me, copies of a survey2 and newsletter3 sent out, they said, by the Liberal 
Democrat Party to households in the Cheadle constituency towards the end of 2007. They 
said that one of those documents was headed “NHS Inquiry”. It invited constituents to 
respond to questions relating to their experience and attitudes towards their local National 
Health Service services. The survey made clear that it was paid for from funds made 
available to each Member of Parliament to assist them in communicating with and 
representing their constituents. 

3. The complainants believed that the survey broke the rules governing the spending of the 
Communications Allowance because the text included extracts from the Daily Telegraph 
newspaper reporting an exchange Mr Hunter had had with the then Prime Minister which 
suggested that the Prime Minister had not met a pledge in respect of access to NHS dentists 
given in 1999. There was also a heading “Working to defend local health services”. The text 
referred to Mr Hunter tackling the then Prime Minister over “the lack of NHS dentists and 
the wait for hearing aids in our area”. In the complainants’ view, these extracts showed the 
survey was being used to promote the local Member of Parliament in his political role and 
to attack the Labour government. 

4. The complainants noted that the survey had also been sent to people who were resident 
in an area currently outside the Cheadle constituency, the constituency of Mr Mark 
Hunter, although they would become part of the Cheadle constituency when the new 
Parliamentary boundaries came into force. 

5. The undated Liberal Democrat newsletter also sent to me by the complainants was called 
“Keeping in Touch” and had as its leading headline: “Massive Response to NHS Survey”. It 
carried a photograph showing Mr Mark Hunter next to a local councillor, Helen Foster-
Grime, with the responses to the survey. The complainants said that this newsletter argued 
 
 
  
1 WE 1 

2 WE 2 

3 WE 3 



10    Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter 

 

that the survey results showed that “Many residents agree with the Lib Dems that doctors 
and nurses should be free to get on with their jobs and not have to spend so much time on 
bureaucracy and red tape” and that it referred to the survey as “the recent Lib Dem NHS 
survey”. They believed this showed that the NHS survey was being exploited for party 
political purposes. 

Relevant Provisions of the Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules 

6. The Code of Conduct for Members of Parliament provides in paragraph 14 as follows:4 

“Members shall at all times ensure that their use of expenses, allowances, facilities 
and services provided from the public purse is strictly in accordance with the rules 
laid down on these matters, and that they observe any limits placed by the House on 
the use of such expenses, allowances, facilities and services.” 

7. The Communications Allowance was introduced in April 2007. Guidance on the use of 
the Allowance was issued by the then Departments of Finance and Administration and the 
Serjeant at Arms in April 2007 in a booklet called “The Communications Allowance and the 
use of House Stationery”.5 Appendix 1 to that booklet introduced a new section 6 to the 
Green Book on Parliamentary Salaries, Allowances and Pensions to give guidance on the 
use of the Communications Allowance. 

8. The new paragraph 6.1.1 of  Section 6 sets out the scope and purpose of the allowance as 
follows: 

“The Communications Allowance (CA) is available to meet the cost of Members 
engaging proactively with their constituents through a variety of media. It can be 
used for the production of unsolicited communications within the parameters set out 
in this Section. 

“The CA may only be used to help Members inform their constituents about what 
they have been doing and to consult them on issues of importance to them locally. It 
cannot be used to met personal costs or the costs of party political activities or 
campaigning. The main areas of expenditure available from the CA are outlined 
below. It is each Member’s responsibility to ensure that all expenditure funded by 
the CA is wholly, exclusively and necessarily incurred on their Parliamentary 
duties.” 

9. Paragraph 6.2.1 includes the following: 

“The content of any communications paid from the allowances must not seek to 
compare the Member’s party favourably with another, promote one party at the 
expense of another or seek to undermine the reputation of political opponents.” 

 
 
  
4 “The Code of Conduct together with The Guide to the Rules relating to the conduct of Members”, Session 2005-06, 

HC 351. 

5 “The Communications Allowance and the use of House Stationery”, April 2007. 
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10. Paragraph 6.3.1 lists allowable expenditure as follows: 

“… The allowable expenditure includes: 
• Regular reports to constituents 
• Newsletters 
• Questionnaires and surveys …” 

 
11. Paragraph 6.14.1 gives examples of expenditure allowable under the Communications 
Allowance. This includes: 

“Targeted correspondence relating to issues of importance locally, including 
- … 
- Circulars 
- Questionnaires or surveys …” 

12. Paragraph 6.15.1 gives examples of expenditure not allowable under the Allowance. 
This includes: 

“… 
• Petitions, surveys or questionnaires associated with national political 

campaigning or local elections 
• Party political activities …” 

13. Paragraph 26 of Appendix 2, which gives guidance on producing newsletters and other 
publications from the Communications Allowance, reads as follows: 

“Gauging public opinion on local issues is allowable. But surveys that seek opinions 
and views purely on national and international matters are unlikely to be 
acceptable.” 

My Inquiries 

14. I was satisfied from the letter of 14 January which I had received from Mr Jeffreys and 
Ms Holt that they had provided me with sufficient evidence to merit at least an initial 
inquiry into whether  the publication in question was a breach of the rules in respect of the 
use of Members’ Communications Allowance. Before I could seek the views of Mr Hunter, 
he wrote to me in a letter dated 15 January.6 He said that he believed the first part of the 
complaint was unfounded (that in relation to its content) but he accepted, after instituting 
an immediate check, that some copies of his NHS survey had inadvertently been delivered 
to homes outside his Parliamentary constituency. This should not have happened and he 
had apologised to the Member for the constituency concerned. He offered to reimburse the 
cost of this error which he estimated as amounting to about 10% of the total print run of 
37,000. In respect of the content of the survey, he said that the Department of Finance and 

 
 
  
6 WE 4 
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Administration had seen a copy of the survey and that he had a letter from them stating 
that the claim had been approved and passed for payment. 

15. In view of Mr Hunter’s response, I decided to seek the views of the Director of 
Operations at the Department of Finance and Administration (now the Department of 
Resources). Accordingly I wrote to the Director of Operations on 22 January.7  

16. I received a response from the Director of Operations in a letter of 22 February.8 The 
Director noted that Mr Hunter had not submitted his constituency survey prior to 
publication, although Members were encouraged to do so. He had submitted it, however, 
with the invoice for payment. At that stage, staff in the Department of Resources had 
reviewed the survey, including the editorial content, and confirmed that it was within the 
rules. They specifically considered the editorial passages in the survey referred to by the 
complainants. Their conclusions were that these reflected Mr Hunter’s actions in 
Parliament and that they were not expressed in an overly partisan way. The Director of 
Operations agreed with that judgment. The Director noted that, whilst they accepted some 
distribution methods could have a small “overspill”, it would appear that mistakes were 
made by Mr Hunter in the distribution of the survey. The Director had no reason to 
question Mr Hunter’s estimate that this amounted to 10% of the print run. Since the total 
authorized for payment was £2,960, he believed that a payment of £296 would regularize 
the position.  

17. The Director did, however, have other concerns about the communication which 
suggested to him that Mr Hunter should be asked to repay the sum in full. His staff had 
seen a number of surveys entitled “NHS Inquiry” with the strapline “SOS for the NHS” 
from Liberal Democrat Members. He believed that the central Liberal Democrat party was 
assisting their Members with this material in a standardized way. In the Director’s view, 
this was not of itself problematical. But the risk was that such arrangements could 
“inadvertently slip into a campaigning mode of operation with centrally determined 
messages and surveys which if aggregated provided valuable feedback for the party 
apparatus”. He had no evidence that this had happened here, but he thought all parties 
needed to be vigilant of the risk that money provided by Parliament for individual 
Members to communicate with their constituents becomes entwined with central party 
activity. 

18. Of much more concern to the Director, however, was the content of the separate leaflet 
submitted by the complainants and entitled “Keeping in Touch”. The Director noted that 
this was a Liberal Democrat publication presumably paid for by the party or by a party 
supporter. While it would not ordinarily be a matter for the Department to comment on, 
the leaflet, in his view, “clearly and explicitly draws on the results of Mr Hunter’s NHS survey 
(paid for by the House) to promote the Libe ral Democrat party and a local Liberal Democrat 

 
 
  
7 WE 5 

8 WE 6 
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councillor”.9 While it was “not staunchly party political” in that it did not criticize other 
political parties or attempt to damage the reputation of political opponents, it was “very 
obviously a party political leaflet”. 

19. The Director concluded that this was an unusual case where they did not have any 
useful precedents. In the Director’s view, the dual use of the survey had the appearance of a 
mistake by Mr Hunter, or an individual who supported him, “such that Parliamentary 
funds have been used unwittingly to bolster party political campaigning in his constituency”. 
On balance, he considered that the breach of the rules was of significance and that Mr 
Hunter should be asked to repay to the House the full cost of the survey. He noted, 
however, that this was a difficult judgement to make and he would reflect on my 
assessment of the situation before seeking recovery of the funds. 

20. Just before receiving the Director of Operations’ letter, I had written to him on 21 
February, enclosing a newsletter from the Islington Liberal Democrats, which included a 
reference to an NHS survey being conducted by the Liberal Democrat candidate for the 
constituency of Islington South and Finsbury.10 I asked the Director of Operations in my 
letter of 26 February11 whether the advice which he had sent me on 22 February would be 
affected in any way by this information, which appeared to suggest that a similar survey 
was being conducted in a constituency in which the sitting Member was not a member of 
the Liberal Democrat party, and with the costs, presumably, being met other than from 
Parliamentary resources. 

21. The Director of Operations replied on 27 March.12 He said that the issue needed to be 
considered in the context of the House deciding over time to ease restrictions on surveys 
conducted at public expense. When restrictions on surveys were first eased within the 
Incidental Expenses Provision, the Department’s approach was that this was done to 
facilitate Members taking opinions on localised constituency matters. He noted that the 
Communications Allowance extended the scope to include national political issues, with 
the proviso that this should be tailored to local circumstances. This proviso had been the 
cause of some misunderstanding, partly because the House guidance was somewhat short 
on detail. 

22. In the Director’s view, it was not the intention of the House’s rules to prevent Members 
surveying constituents on national issues. The concern of the House had principally been 
to avoid such surveying becoming part of nationwide or regional party campaigning. He 
noted that surveys can “both promulgate a strong underlying message (in this case ‘SOS for 
the NHS’) and, if conducted systematically, provide feedback or data valuable to the party 
organisation”. Referring to the Committee’s First Report of Session 2007-08 (HC 94) he 
noted that my predecessor had considered that campaigning constituted both “the ‘hard 
 
 
  
9 The newsletter (see WE 3) had a photograph of Councillor Helen Foster-Grime with Mr Hunter and the opening 

paragraph “Local Councillor Helen Foster-Grime has been helping local MP Mark Hunter follow up the issues raised 
in the recent Lib Dem NHS survey which has been returned in such great numbers!”. 

10 WE 7 and WE 8 

11 WE 9 

12 WE 10 
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selling’ of particular candidates or policies [and] the ‘softer sell’ involved in raising the profile 
of a party or its activities”. He noted that my predecessor had further drawn attention to 
other aspects such as coincidental timing, which, when considered together, tended to 
support a complaint about campaigning activity. 

23. Against this background, the Director of Operations said that he feared “Mr Hunter is 
in danger of falling short of meeting the spirit of the Communications Allowance rules”. The 
additional information which I had sent the Director reinforced his concern “that surveys 
branded in some way as ‘SOS for the NHS’ have now become a campaigning vehicle for the 
party”. He could well understand how a sequence of events might inadvertently have led 
Members unwittingly in this direction. But he was clear that a judgement needed to be 
made in this case as to whether a line had indeed been crossed. 

24. I decided that it was necessary to put these views from the Director of Operations to Mr 
Hunter. I therefore wrote to him on 28 March to let him have the Director’s views set 
against the complaint which I had received and to invite his comments.13 Mr Hunter 
responded with his letter of 11 April.14 He welcomed the finding (which he attributed to 
me but was in fact made by the Director of Operations at the Department of Resources) 
that the content of his survey did not breach the rules and that his offer to meet the cost of 
the inadvertent delivery of his survey across the constituency border had been accepted. 
But he wished to argue strongly against the Director’s view that the survey was outside the 
rules. He did not think that it was in breach of the rules for a survey to be similar to ones 
being produced by other MPs. It was standard practice in all parties for advice and 
templates to be provided for what was considered good practice in literature production. 
Those who produced the template had gone to some lengths to check the rules and “we 
have always been clear that the results would not be collated together for use on a wider or 
party political basis”. The results of his and other surveys had not been collated or used in 
such a way. Nor had they been reported to the party’s National Health Team.  They had 
been “extraordinarily careful NOT to promote this as a national survey”. He could not 
believe that it was the intention of the rules to place an overall ban on taking best practice 
advice which should improve the quality and effectiveness of MP communications.  

25. As regards the reporting back on the survey in local Liberal Democrat sponsored 
literature, Mr Hunter argued that “there is agreement that the leaflet is ‘not staunchly party 
political’”. The whole focus of the article was on local NHS issues which the MP was taking 
up. This was a survey “which is being focused on local constituency based concerns and 
actions, not on national political campaigning”. If its appearance in a Liberal Democrat 
publication was of itself a breach, then this was not clear and explicit in the current rules. 
Should a specific rule banning the mention of Communications Allowance publications in 
subsequent party literature be published, he was sure he and others would comply. But he 
would be very unhappy with what he would regard as “a retrospective enforcement”.  

 
 
  
13 WE 11 

14 WE 12 
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26. Mr Hunter concluded that he would be happy to discuss these matters further with me 
in person or through correspondence. He invited me to respond to his views and to have a 
discussion before I made a final decision. 

27. Accordingly, I wrote to Mr Hunter on 23 April accepting his offer of a meeting and 
setting out the issues which I thought we should discuss. I also made it clear that I had not 
myself at this stage formed any view of any aspects of the complaint. 

28. I met Mr Hunter on 20 May. He was accompanied by Mr Andrew Stunell, the Member 
for Hazel Grove. A member of my office was present to take the note of the meeting.15 

29. Mr Hunter told me that it was his decision to undertake the survey. A significant 
proportion of his constituents worked in the NHS and a major hospital was located on the 
constituency boundary. The decision to undertake the survey had not come from the 
Liberal Democrats’ headquarters. He was aware that some Liberal Democrat colleagues 
were undertaking similar surveys, but he would be very surprised if they had been 
undertaken in all constituencies. The template for the survey which he had used had been 
used in other areas. The changes he had made had included the insertion of words from 
the Daily Telegraph (which included a direct quotation from a question he had asked in the 
House), and the editorial section headed “Working to defend local health services”. He had 
included the editorial boxes because he thought it right to highlight the specific issues 
which he as a local Member of Parliament was already taking up. He had also amended 
some of the questions from the ‘template’ to reflect his particular interests. He had not 
cleared the publication of the survey in advance with the then Department of Finance and 
Administration, although the Department had confirmed in a letter of 5 November 2007 
that the survey was cleared for reimbursement.16 He noted that this letter was mistaken in 
suggesting that he had not included a funding imprint in the survey.  

30. Mr Hunter said that he had included the Daily Telegraph extract because it had 
included some words about the question he had asked in Prime Minister’s Questions. It 
was rare for a backbencher to get the opportunity to put a question to the Prime Minister 
and he wanted constituents to know that this was an issue he was taking up. It also 
illustrated the survey question on dentistry. In hindsight, he thought he would have been 
wise to have checked the Daily Telegraph quotation with the predecessor to the 
Department of Resources, but the need to do so would not have occurred to him because 
the quotation was a straight “lift” and did not in his view contain any subjective comment 
or opinion. He noted that  the Department of Resources had said that his survey did not 
breach any rules. 

31. Turning to the slogan used on the survey “SOS for the NHS” Mr Hunter said there was 
no national party campaign using this slogan. He believed it had been used by politicians of 
all parties. It was on the template which had been approved by the Department of 
Resources. He did not believe it crossed the line into party political campaigning. The 
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heading was to many in his constituency a statement of the obvious. Nor did he think that 
the heading “Working to defend local health services” carried party political implications 
critical of the government. It was the job of Members of whatever party to defend their 
local health services. He had reflected concerns which came from his constituency postbag, 
for example, on NHS dentistry and physiotherapy. He had included some additional 
material to make the presentation more interesting. 

32. Turning to the circulation of the survey, Mr Hunter said that at the time of his survey 
he had not been aware that it had been circulated outside his constituency. He did from 
time to time circulate constituency literature to those parts of the Stepping Hill Ward 
which were currently not part of his constituency, but which would be included at the next 
general election. But when he circulated such material, it was his practice always to fund 
the material from monies raised by Liberal Democrat supporters and to put the material in 
an envelope with a covering letter explaining this. This had not happened in this case. As 
soon as he found out that his survey had accidentally been circulated to that part of the 
Stepping Hill Ward which fell within the neighbouring constituency, he had apologised to 
the constituency MP. She had accepted his apology. He and his staff had learnt a lesson 
from the complaint. He was satisfied that there would be no recurrence. 

33. He believed 3700 surveys had been sent outside his constituency, based on a rough 
estimate of two-thirds of the households in the Ward. He noted that Ralling and Thrasher’s 
Guide suggested 4439 voters in that Ward would move into the Cheadle constituency, but 
he had written to households not to individual voters. He was happy to accept whatever 
figure was thought appropriate. 

34. Mr Hunter said that the findings of the survey had not been and would not be reported 
to the Liberal Democrat National Health team or to any party office, or used on any wider 
or party political basis. He had reported the findings in general terms to the Primary Care 
Trust, noting that most people were very happy with their local hospital. The findings had 
informed his judgement about priorities in the constituency. They had not been used in 
any way in the local election for May 2008 or for electioneering. Because of the complaint 
he had been hesitant to use the findings further until the rules had been clarified. 

35. Turning to the Liberal Democrat newsletter in which the survey had been the lead item, 
Mr Hunter said that it had been sent out late in 2007 to the Bramhall North Ward in his 
current constituency. Councillor Foster-Grime was the only Liberal Democrat councillor 
in that Ward. The main purpose of the article was to remind people to respond to the 
survey. He had possibly sent newsletters with similar articles to some other Wards in his 
constituency, but certainly not to all seven of them. 

36. Mr Hunter said that it was a mistake to have described the survey in the newsletter as a 
“Lib Dem NHS Survey”. That was down to ‘sloppy drafting’. He had hoped that the 
reminder in the Lib Dem newsletter might prompt people to complete the survey. But in 
any case he was not sure whether constituents would have understood better the status of 
the survey if he had described it as “Mark Hunter’s Survey” rather than a “Lib Dem survey”. 
He did not believe that the current rules prevented him from referring to work funded by 
the Communications Allowance in a party publication or “that the two could never be 
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linked up”. It would not have occurred to him that it was wrong for a newsletter funded by 
the party to refer to a survey funded by the Communications Allowance. 

37. Mr Hunter thought that his reference to “many residents agreed with the Lib Dems that 
doctors and nurses should be free to get on with their jobs …” was reasonable in the context 
of the article reporting the survey and encouraging further returns. 

38. Mr Hunter said that Councillor Foster-Grime had been involved since she was the 
Liberal Democrat councillor in the Ward in which the newsletter was distributed and had 
been involved in campaigning on health service issues. She was part of the Lib Dem team 
referred to in the leaflet. As her term of office was not expiring then, she had not been due 
to stand for re-election in May 2008. 

39. Mr Hunter said that he did not believe that his constituents receiving the newsletter 
would consider that the survey was a Liberal Democrat party survey undertaken for the 
party for party political purposes. Mr Hunter noted that the Director of Operations in his 
letter of 22 February had said that the leaflet was not “staunchly party political”.17 He 
recognised, however, that readers of the newsletter might assume that it referred to a Lib 
Dem survey and that it would have been helpful if he had made clear that the survey was 
funded by the Communications Allowance. He did not believe it was wrong to link this 
survey to the Liberal Democrat’s campaigning theme on the NHS. 

40. At various points in the meeting, Mr Hunter commented on the rules for the 
Communications Allowance. He felt he was being judged on the basis of rules which had 
developed after the booklet was written. He did not believe he should be penalised on a 
retrospective application of the rules. He believed that the rules needed to be more specific. 
Any mistakes he had made were accidental, not deliberate. If different rules were to be 
applied, he would follow them. If he was found to be on the wrong side of the rules, he 
would apologise. 

41. I received a further letter of 7 June 2008 from the complainants.18 They attached copies 
of a letter from Mr Hunter and a leaflet which were sent to residents who they pointed out 
did not live in the Cheadle constituency, but would become part of the constituency at the 
next general election. They considered that the fact that Mr Hunter was openly 
campaigning in that area and distributing the same literature both within and outside the 
constituency cast some doubt on the explanation he had given to a newspaper that his NHS 
survey had been sent inadvertently to some areas outside the current Cheadle constituency. 
I considered this was information relevant to my inquiry so informed the complainants19 
and sent their letter to Mr Hunter on 12 June.20 I did not accept for inquiry the separate 
complaint which Mr Jeffreys and Ms Holt also made in respect of the circulation of this 
material. 
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42. Mr Hunter wrote to me on 18 June to say that he had nothing further to add except 
that he could not see any reason why the complainants should feel that this latest 
circulation must cast some doubt on his earlier explanation of what had happened.21 If he 
was wrong on this, he would be more than happy to be corrected by me, but he did not 
understand that to be my view. I responded on 19 June making it clear that I had come to 
no conclusion on any aspect of the complaint and would not do so until I had received all 
the information I needed in order to enable me to do so.22 Our correspondence covered 
other matters relating to the separate complaint and to Mr Hunter’s current arrangements 
for communicating outside his constituency which are not relevant to my consideration of 
this complaint. 

43. Having considered the information Mr Hunter had given me at our meeting, I decided 
that it was necessary for me to have more information about the provenance of Mr 
Hunter’s survey and in particular how closely it followed the model, described by Mr 
Hunter as the ‘template’, which he believed had been seen and agreed by the then 
Department of Finance and Administration. Accordingly, I wrote on 21 May to the 
successor to that Department, the Department of Resources, asking for more information 
about other Liberal Democrat NHS surveys which they might have seen and cleared.23 The 
Director of Operations responded on 12 June.24 He said that following the introduction of 
the Communications Allowance in April 2007, the Department had been contacted by 
representatives of the Liberal Democrat party to confirm their understanding of the rules 
and to open an informal dialogue with the Department to enable them to provide support 
to a number of Liberal Democrat Members of Parliament. The representatives provided 
guidance to Liberal Democrat Members on the content and layout of newsletters and 
websites.  

44. The Department had received for consideration two NHS surveys from the Liberal 
Democrat party representatives, both of which were submitted on behalf of individual 
Members. The first one was reviewed in June 2007 and, following a number of changes 
requested, was finally agreed on 6 July 2007. The second one was received in August 2007. 
The questions in that survey were identical to the ones agreed for the first Member in July. 
The same was true of Mr Hunter’s survey, although the Department did not see it prior to 
publication. 

45. The Department did not review the wording or layout of the first survey specifically as 
a template to be used by other Members, although the Director thought it seemed to have 
been used as such. The Department had no concern about it being used in this way as the 
wording of the first survey “was quite carefully considered at the time”. They were, however, 
rather more concerned about the “branding” used on the survey which they believed had 
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been widely applied by the Liberal Democrat party. This concern had been expressed by 
the Director in his letter to me of 27 March.25  

46. I invited the Director of Operations to let me have a copy of the two surveys referred to 
in his letter. The Director of Operations wrote to me on 19 June with the original and 
amended versions of the survey from the first Member (Mr Chris Huhne—the Member for 
Eastleigh) and the survey from the second Member (Mr Colin Breed—the Member for 
South East Cornwall).26 He noted that the questions in the final versions were the same. He 
also noted that the Department had asked that the declaration at  the end should be 
removed from Mr Huhne’s survey. This declaration told recipients of the survey that:  

“The Lib Dems and their elected representatives may use the information you 
provide to contact you about issues you may find of interest.”  

47. Mr Breed’s end note said that he, his staff and authorised volunteers might use the 
information provided for the same purpose. 

48. I responded to the Director of Operations on 24 June.27 I asked for a copy of the advice 
which was provided to Mr Huhne in respect of his survey if it was available. I asked 
whether the guidance the Department had provided to the Liberal Democrat 
representatives was relevant to the NHS survey. I asked whether the costs of the Freepost 
address used by Mr Hunter were charged to his allowance. And I noted that Mr Hunter 
had used an end note which had not been incorporated in the other surveys which stated 
“Published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal Democrats” followed by their address 
and the name and address of the printer. I asked for comments on whether that end note, 
and the declaration which referred to using respondents’ information to contact them 
again, which he had asked to be removed from Mr Huhne’s survey, was a breach of the 
rules. 

49. I informed Mr Hunter that I was writing to the Director of Operations on these lines 
and that I was requesting further information from Mr Huhne (see paragraph 51 below). 

50. Mr Hunter wrote to me on 2 July.28 He noted that the end note which said that the 
survey was published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal Democrats had not 
previously been questioned, but having checked that it was included in his survey, he 
recognised that clearly an error had been made by his staff in adding this. It was in fact 
standard wording which his staff were trained always to add to their regular party 
newsletters, but it should not have been used in this case. He apologised for the oversight. 
Although appropriate staff were taught the importance of getting imprints correct, this 
example had illustrated a training need which would be addressed. Given the lengths he 
and his staff had gone to in ensuring the survey was compliant, they would have no reason 
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deliberately to include this erroneous imprint and he hoped this could be understood to be 
what it was—an innocent mistake. 

51. It appeared from the Director of Operations’ letter of 12 June29 that Mr Huhne’s survey 
was the first of these surveys which the Department of Resources had received from a 
Member of the Liberal Democrat party. It was not clear to me, however, whether the 
survey was at the initiative of the Member concerned, or was an initiative by Liberal 
Democrat party headquarters intended for wider application. Accordingly, I wrote to Mr 
Huhne on 24 June.30  I asked whether the idea to undertake a survey was his own or 
whether it came from other sources; whether he had himself drafted the various headings 
used in common in the three surveys I had seen, and who drafted the questions included in 
his survey. 

52. Mr Huhne responded on 3 July.31 Mr Huhne said it was not easy to say what the genesis 
of the idea was, but “we have undertaken surveys on particular subjects for some time and 
the NHS is clearly a matter of some public concern”. There had been periodic surveys in the 
past done by Liberal Democrat Members of Parliament. He could not track down the 
original text before artwork, but he remembered drafting some of it himself. He thought it 
probably went through a process of iteration with his staff, and national staff too, including 
an artwork expert. The titles were so common and generic that he would “hate to claim 
parentage for them” and would doubt anyone who did. He thought it odd that I regarded 
parentage as being relevant to whether the survey was compliant with the rules.  

53. Mr Huhne said that the process was mainly handled by his office manager at that time, 
who also worked part-time for the Liberal Democrats advising on legal and compliance 
matters. Mr Huhne said that she was under instructions from him to ensure that the survey 
was completely consistent with the rules as they stood at the time. He believed there would 
have been consultations with national (Liberal Democrat) staff on this. He regarded, 
however, the compliant survey as being so restrictive that in his constituency he took the 
decision to fund his own separate and political survey. So although they went through the 
process of ensuring compliance, he ended up not using that particular template. He was 
happy, however, to make it available for colleagues who might want to take that option, 
and he believed that this is what happened with Mr Hunter. 

54. The Director of Operations in the Department of Resources responded to my letter of 
24 June32 with a letter of 9 July.33 He enclosed, as requested, copies of the e-mail of 29 June 
2007 from the Operations Directorate to a member of staff in the Liberal Democrat 
headquarters with the Department’s detailed comments on the first draft of Mr Huhne’s 
survey, and of a subsequent e-mail of 6 July.34 
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55. The Director of Operations told me that meetings were held between his staff and staff 
from the Liberal Democrat party, but they were informal briefing sessions aimed at 
ensuring that Members’ use of the Communications Allowance was within the rules. He 
noted that telephone and e-mail contact had been maintained, including advice, in the light 
of their experience of this case,  about the use of survey templates and generic branding. 

56. The Director of Operations also commented that imprints and end notes were expected 
to acknowledge that the survey had been paid for by Parliamentary funds and to make 
clear how responses would be treated for data protection purposes. Guidance on the latter 
was available from his staff. Had they seen Mr Hunter’s survey, they would have asked him 
to remove the imprint stating “published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal 
Democrats” because of “the very obvious impression it creates that it is paid for by the 
political party”. However, most imprints were not clearly visible and were often an 
afterthought by those responsible for the design and printing. The Department typically 
viewed such a mistake as a minor infringement. If the Departmental staff received after 
publication a survey which in every other respect was acceptable, they would usually pay 
the claim but contact the Member to point out that the imprint was incorrect. It was an 
oversight of the Department that they did not offer this observation to Mr Hunter after 
reviewing his survey at the time it was sent with the invoice for payment. 

57. The Department had asked Mr Huhne to remove his end note “The Lib Dems and their 
elected representatives may use the information …” as in the Department’s view this would 
in essence have given blanket approval to any elected Liberal Democrat politician in the 
local and the national party to use the information collected. The inclusion of such an end 
note would have breached the rules which required that surveys and questionnaires were 
only “for use by the Member locally”. The Department could find no specific claim from Mr 
Hunter in respect of the Communications Allowance or the IEP for the cost of the Freepost 
facilities he provided for replies to his survey. 

58. I subsequently checked with the Department of Resources that they were content with 
the terms of the data protection declaration used in Mr Hunter’s survey.35 The Director of 
Operations confirmed this in his letter to me of 17 July.36 

59. Mr Hunter wrote to me on 1 September confirming that he was broadly content with 
the factual accuracy of the factual sections of the draft Memorandum which I had sent 
him.37 He wished to make, however, the following observations: 

a) The template on which his survey was based had been checked and approved before he 
had decided to use it. He had gone out of his way to check that this was the case. 
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b) He firmly believed that the phrase “working to defend local Health Services” was 
something which every “respectable Member of Parliament would be happy to be 
associated with”. The phrase was not so much party political comment as a statement of 
the obvious for any Member of Parliament of any party. 

c) Equally, the phrase referred to in the Memorandum [“SOS for the NHS”] could not 
constitute party political branding because he believed that the phrase was one that had 
been in widespread use over many years and by many different groups of political 
parties. Its use was certainly not unique to the Liberal Democrats. It did not mention 
the Liberal Democrat party, nor use any design elements that would link it to the party. 

d) He found puzzling the Director of Operations’ statement that there was a risk that 
using the survey material in a standardised way could inadvertently slip into a 
campaigning mode of operation since the template of the survey had been checked and 
approved in advance. And he noted the Director’s statement that there was no evidence 
this had happened in this case. 

60. Mr Hunter concluded that he acknowledged inadvertent errors were made, despite the 
great effort made to check out his survey and ensure it was fully compliant with the 
regulations as they existed at the time. He had acted with the utmost good faith throughout 
the process of production and delivery of this survey as well as throughout my 
investigation. His firm belief was that his actions were in full compliance with the rules, 
save for two specific errors, namely the erroneous distribution in a limited area which was 
not fully within his constituency boundary (and the cost of which he had offered to repay 
back in January 2008) and the question of the imprint which the Director of Operations 
had already referred to as a “minor infringement”. He believed it was in everyone’s interest 
to clarify the rules so as to avoid any future problems.  

Findings of Fact 

61. Mr Mark Hunter prepared towards the end of 2007 a survey to find out the views of his 
constituents on local National Health Service services. The survey, which was funded from 
his Communications Allowance, was based closely on a similar survey which Mr Chris 
Huhne had prepared and agreed with the then Department of Finance and 
Administration. That survey had been prepared by Mr Huhne with the assistance of his 
staff and national Liberal Democrat staff. In the event Mr Huhne decided to issue in his 
constituency a more political survey, not funded from his Communications Allowance, 
which went beyond the presentation agreed by the Department of Finance and 
Administration. 

62. Mr Hunter’s survey was headed “Mark Hunter MP’s NHS Inquiry”. The banner also 
carried the strapline “SOS for the NHS”. This strapline was the same as that agreed by the 
Department for Mr Huhne’s survey. Mr Hunter added some material beyond that included 
in the Department of Finance and Administration approved version of Mr Huhne’s survey, 
including questions relating to specific hospitals and services in his constituency. He added 
also an extract from the Daily Telegraph of 26 April 2007 which reported that Mark Hunter 
had reminded the Prime Minister of a personal pledge given in 1999 that within two years 
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everyone would have access to an NHS dentist and that eight years later less than 50% of 
the population were registered with an NHS dentist and that in some areas, including 
Cheadle, no dentists were taking on NHS patients. He also included an article headed 
“Working to Defend Local Health Services” which stated that Mr Hunter was leading the 
battle to protect local health services and which included a reference to him tackling the 
then Prime Minister about the lack of NHS dentists and the wait for hearing aids in his 
area. 

63. Mr Hunter’s survey was not cleared in advance with the then Department of Finance 
and Administration. Mr Hunter considered that unnecessary since it broadly followed a 
template produced for Mr Huhne which he knew had been agreed with the Department. 
As the survey was intended to be funded by the Parliamentary Communications 
Allowance, it included an end note saying that “This mailing is paid for from funds made 
available to each MP to assist them in communicating with and representing their 
constituents”. It contained a data protection declaration in terms which were acceptable to 
the Department. And it included in the end note the following statement “Published and 
promoted by and on behalf of Liberal Democrats”. Mr Hunter has accepted that this last 
reference was an error which had been made by his staff and he has apologised for the 
oversight. 

64. Mr Hunter’s survey was sent to all the households in his constituency. The print run 
was 37,000. In one Ward, however, which falls only partly within his constituency 
(Stepping Hill), Mr Hunter also sent the survey to residents in the neighbouring 
constituency who would, following boundary changes, become part of the Cheadle 
constituency at the time of the next General Election. Mr Hunter has said that this was an 
inadvertent mistake made by staff in his office. He has offered to pay the full estimated cost 
of the misdirected surveys, which he estimates at about 3,700 households (a cost of £296). 
He had also apologised to the Member for the neighbouring constituency. 

65. After his survey had been distributed towards the end of 2007, Mr Hunter included 
reports on its progress in some Ward editions of his local Liberal Democrat party 
newsletter entitled “Keeping in Touch”. The newsletter from the Bramhall North edition 
was headlined “Massive Response to NHS Survey”. It included prominently a photograph 
showing Mr Hunter with Councillor Helen Foster-Grime, the Liberal Democrat councillor 
for the Ward. The text notes that Councillor Helen Foster-Grime had been helping Mr 
Hunter “to follow up the issues raised in the recent LibDem NHS survey …”. The article also 
noted that “Many residents agree with the Lib Dems that doctors and nurses should be free to 
get on with their jobs and not have to spend so much time on bureaucracy and red tape”. The 
article concluded by encouraging readers to respond to the survey. 

66. The Director of Operations in the Department of Resources (of which the former 
Department of Finance and Administration is now part) considered that there was a risk 
that using survey material in a standardised way could inadvertently slip into a 
campaigning mode of operation with centrally determined messages and surveys which 
could provide valuable feedback for the party. He had no evidence, however, that that had 
happened in this case. He was concerned about the content of the Liberal Democrat 
newsletter “Keeping in Touch”. He believed it clearly and explicitly drew on the results of 
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Mr Hunter’s NHS survey (paid for by the House) to promote the Liberal Democrat party 
and a local Liberal Democrat councillor. While it was not staunchly party political in that it 
did not criticise other political parties or attempt to damage the reputation of political 
opponents, it was, in the Director’s view, very obviously a party political leaflet. He believed 
the dual use of the survey resulted in Parliamentary funds having been used unwittingly to 
bolster party political campaigning in the constituency. He considered that this breach of 
the rules was of significance and Mr Hunter should be asked to repay to the House the full 
cost of the survey. He noted, however, that this was a difficult judgement to make.  

67. Mr Hunter accepts that Parliamentary funds should not have been used to circulate his 
survey outside his current constituency. He also accepts that the end note in the survey 
referring to it being published by and on behalf of Liberal Democrats was a mistake. He has 
apologised. While he is ready to abide by the ruling arising from this complaint, and 
apologise if necessary, he does not consider that his survey or the use to which it was put 
breached the rules of the House. He considers his survey closely followed the template 
approved by the Department of Finance and Administration for Mr Huhne. While the 
reference in the Liberal Democrat newsletter to the survey being a Liberal Democrat NHS 
survey was, he has said, the result of careless drafting, he does not accept that the article 
made use of the results from his publicly funded survey for party political or campaigning 
purposes. 

Conclusions 

68. The line between a Member of Parliament fulfilling his or her Parliamentary duties 
with the help of Parliamentary funds and using those funds, or the product of those funds, 
on party political or campaigning activities can be difficult to draw and requires careful 
judgement. My investigation of this complaint illustrates the challenges of maintaining the 
distinction in the day to day conduct of a Member’s business.  

69. In determining this complaint I have followed the requirements set out in the relevant 
guidance. I have sought to form a judgement based on the guidance, not to extend the 
guidance itself. The critical judgement is whether Mr Hunter’s survey crossed the line from 
a communication made in the course of his Parliamentary duty, to a party political or 
campaigning activity. I hope my conclusions on this complaint will be helpful for the 
Committee and perhaps Members generally in addressing these issues. 

70. I consider the following questions in coming to my conclusion: 

e) Was a survey of constituents’ views on local NHS services appropriate for funding from 
the Communications Allowance? 

f) Was Mr Hunter’s survey appropriate for funding from the Communications 
Allowance? 

g) Was the distribution of the survey an acceptable use of the Communications 
Allowance? 
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h) Was it an acceptable use of a publicly funded survey to refer to it in a party’s political 
newsletter circulated within the relevant constituency? 

i) Was the nature of the reference in Mr Hunter’s newsletter an acceptable use of a 
publicly funded survey? 

j) Overall, did this survey, and the use to which the results were subsequently put, breach 
the rules of the House for the use of the Communications Allowance? 

a) Was a survey of constituents’ views on local NHS services appropriate 
for funding from the Communications Allowance? 

71. The Communications Allowance is clearly intended to help Members meet the cost of 
engaging with their constituents. It may be used to help Members consult constituents on 
issues of importance to them locally, including issues of national significance. 
Questionnaires and surveys are a legitimate use of the Communications Allowance, fully 
recognised in the guidance issued in April 2007. 

72. The quality and nature of national health services locally are a matter of concern to 
many constituents. It is in my view an entirely legitimate use of the Communications 
Allowance for Members to conduct surveys of their constituents to find out their views on 
such matters. 

73. I therefore conclude that Mr Hunter was entirely within the rules in deciding to 
conduct a survey of his constituents into local NHS services. 

74. Mr Hunter has also suggested that party headquarters should be able to assist Members 
in ensuring that publications which are to be funded from Parliamentary resources are 
compliant with the rules. I agree. I think it is legitimate for a party, if it so wishes, to ask its 
headquarters to consult the Department of Resources on the appropriate use of 
Parliamentary funds, particularly in clarifying the principles which should be followed by 
Members for their own publications. If Members wish to use staff in their headquarters to 
discuss individual publications with the Department of Resources, that too seems to me 
acceptable, particularly where not all Members of Parliament have research staff to help 
them on this sort of issue. But Members, and their party organisations, should recognise 
that these discussions should not be seen as absolving individual Members from their 
personal responsibility for ensuring their publications come within the rules of the House. 
Nor in my view should they be used by Members or their party organisations to develop 
common formats for surveys or other communications for the purpose of enabling the 
results to be collated regionally or nationally. Such common formats must not be used to 
facilitate turning a Member’s local communications to party political or campaigning 
advantage. 

b) Was Mr Hunter’s survey appropriate for funding from the 
Communications Allowance? 

75. There are five particular aspects to the content of Mr Hunter’s survey which need to be 
considered: 
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i) The questions.—Many of the questions used by Mr Hunter had been seen and 
approved by the Department of Finance and Administration in connection with 
Mr Huhne’s planned survey (which, in the event, he did not use in that form). 
Other questions were added by Mr Hunter to reflect the local circumstances in his 
constituency. I accept the views of the Department of Resources that the questions 
(including those added by Mr Hunter), were legitimate for a survey funded from 
the Communications Allowance. 

ii) The editorials.—These covered Mr Hunter’s introductory message on the first page 
of the survey entitled “Dear Resident” and his concluding editorial headed 
“Working to defend local health services”. The content of these editorials raises the 
question of whether they crossed the line into party political or campaigning 
material. I note that the introductory message starts “It’s really sad to see so many 
vital health services and hospitals under threat across Britain”. The concluding 
editorial states: “Local MP Mark Hunter is leading the battle to protect local health 
services” and refers to him tackling the then Prime Minister about the lack of NHS 
dentists and the wait for hearing aids in his area. I accept however that every 
Member of Parliament of any party will wish to support and protect their local 
health services. They may wish to argue, including in Parliament, that the services 
are inadequate. It is reasonable to tell their constituents when they do so, as part of 
their Parliamentary rather than party political duties. The reference to the alleged 
threat to vital health services and hospitals across Britain is in my view close to the 
line since it introduces a nationwide dimension to the issue, but on balance, in the 
context of this particular survey, I conclude that these references were acceptable 
for a publication funded from the Communications Allowance.  

iii) The Daily Telegraph extract.—This was added by Mr Hunter and was not therefore 
in the version agreed by the Department of Finance and Administration. 
Statements made in Parliament which are then included in communications 
funded by the Communications Allowance are themselves acceptable only if they 
meet the rules in respect of that allowance.38 Again, this extract raises the question 
of whether the reference is party political in nature, including its implied criticism 
of the party which is in Government. Nevertheless, I consider the tone to be 
reasoned and not overly party political. The extract makes what I assume to be a 
factual reference to Mr Hunter’s local constituency, and it is in the context of a 
section of the survey on NHS dentistry. On balance, I conclude that its inclusion in 
the context of this particular survey does not breach the rules for Communications 
Allowance funding. 

iv) The branding.—This refers to the strapline “SOS for the NHS”. This strapline was 
seen and approved by the Department of Finance and Administration in agreeing 
the template for Mr Huhne’s survey. I have no evidence that this branding is 
specifically associated with the Liberal Democrat party although the strapline has 

 
 
  
38 Eleventh Report of Session 2007-08, HC 646, paragraph 44. 
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been used by at least one other Liberal Democrat Member for his survey and 
probably more. But I am concerned that this sort of branding, if used uniformly by 
Members of Parliament in their local surveys, will give the impression of a national 
slogan associated with the political party of the Member using it, in this case the 
Liberal Democrat party. It gives what the Director of Operations has called a 
“strong underlying message”.  

The message of the slogan “SOS for the NHS” in my judgement is that of a health 
service which is in crisis and requires urgent rescue. In my view it is a message 
which is appropriate to a political or campaigning activity. It is not appropriate to a 
Member conducting a survey of their local services in exercise of their 
Parliamentary activities.  While I recognise that this is a matter of judgement, I 
conclude that the use in this survey of the slogan “SOS for the NHS” was a breach of 
the rules since in the context of this particular survey I believe it constituted party 
political or campaigning activity. 

v) The technical details.—Mr Hunter has accepted that his survey should not have 
included the end note “Published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal 
Democrats”. He has apologised. I accept the mistake was inadvertent. I conclude it 
was a breach of the rules to have included this reference at the end of the survey 
since, strictly interpreted, it associated the survey with a party political activity 
rather than the activity of the Member in their Parliamentary capacity. 

c) Was the distribution of the survey an acceptable use of the 
Communications Allowance? 

76. It was in my view a reasonable use of the Communications Allowance to circulate a 
local survey on NHS services within the constituency (subject to what I say about the 
content and presentation of the survey). Mr Hunter has accepted—and I agree—that the 
Communications Allowance should not have been used to circulate the survey outside his 
constituency. This was a breach of the rules for the Communications Allowance which 
funds communications with constituents (and not prospective constituents). Mr Hunter 
has accepted the breach and has undertaken to pay the full cost of it. I accept that this was a 
mistake made in Mr Hunter’s office. I have no evidence that the breach was intentional. Mr 
Hunter’s estimate of the number of surveys sent out beyond his constituency, 3700, is I 
believe reasonable. 

d) Was it an acceptable use of a publicly funded survey to refer to it in a 
party’s political newsletter circulated within the relevant constituency? 

77. Mr Hunter has argued that it should be possible for Members to refer to Parliamentary 
funded communications and surveys in other publications not funded by Parliamentary 
resources. He had noted that there is no specific prohibition on such references in the 
current rules. 

78. I agree with both Mr Hunter’s conclusions. I do not think it is reasonable to expect a 
Member of Parliament to refer to Parliamentary funded communications only in 
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communications funded by Parliament. If a Member of Parliament sends to his or her 
constituents or to party members a communication which is party political in character 
and is not funded by Parliamentary allowances, it should be possible for him or her to 
refer, for example, to the fact that a Parliamentary report (funded by the allowances) has 
recently been circulated in the constituency. 

79. But when a Member decides to refer to such funded communications in a political 
document, they need to do so, in my judgement, with considerable circumspection. They 
are, in effect, proceeding at risk. The risk is that they or their readers conflate a 
Parliamentary communication with their party political objectives. If therefore Members 
wish to refer to Parliamentary communications in political papers, then they would be well 
advised to do so in the most neutral terms; to seek to distance the reference from the party 
political context of other material; and if at all possible, to identify in the reference that they 
are referring to material funded from Parliamentary allowances. The content of the 
publication, or, in the case of surveys, the product of the publication should not be used or 
be thought by the reasonable and informed reader to be used for any sort of party political 
or campaigning purpose. If it were, the prohibition on the use of the Communications 
Allowance to fund such material would be rendered meaningless by being so obviously 
circumvented: the Communications Allowance would in effect be being used to fund the 
provision of the raw material for party political or campaigning activities. 

80. I conclude, therefore, that it was not necessarily a breach of the rules that Mr Hunter 
made a reference to his NHS survey in his party political newsletter. 

e) Was the nature of the reference in Mr Hunter’s newsletter an acceptable 
use of a publicly funded survey? 

81. The precise nature of the reference to Mr Hunter’s Parliamentary funded survey in the 
party newsletter is, however, of central importance.  

82. I accept Mr Hunter’s assurances that the results of his survey were not reported to 
Liberal Democrat headquarters. I accept that they were not used other than locally. I accept 
that they were not used during the May local election campaign. I have no difficulty in Mr 
Hunter reporting accurately—and objectively—the results of his survey to his local primary 
care trust. 

83. I do not accept, however, that the way Mr Hunter deployed the survey in his Liberal 
Democrat newsletter was a legitimate use of his Parliamentary funded survey. I believe that 
the combination of associating a local Liberal Democrat councillor with the survey, the 
reference to it being a Liberal Democrat survey (even if the product of careless drafting) 
and the reference to the survey showing that many residents agree with the Liberal 
Democrats that doctors and nurses should be free to get on with their jobs and not have to 
spend so much time on bureaucracy and red tape, together provide strong evidence that 
the results of the survey were being deployed locally for party political or campaigning 
purposes, contrary to the rules for expenditure under the Communications Allowance. I 
find it difficult to accept that such references were necessary in order to encourage replies 
to the survey, which Mr Hunter told me was the main purpose of the article. 
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84. Mr Hunter stated at our meeting on 20 May that he did not think it was wrong to link 
this survey to the Liberal Democrat’s campaigning theme on the NHS. I do not agree. 
Parliamentary funds should not be used to support a political party’s campaigning theme: 
linking a Parliamentary funded survey to a party’s campaigning theme in my judgement 
takes the survey across the line from a Parliamentary to a party political or campaigning 
activity. 

85. I conclude, therefore, that the way Mr Hunter deployed this survey in his Liberal 
Democrat newsletter was a breach of the rules since he was using the product of material 
paid for from the Communications Allowance for party political or campaigning purposes. 

f) Overall, did this survey, and the use to which the results were 
subsequently put, breach the rules of the House for the use of the 
Communications Allowance? 

86. While I have concluded that there were aspects of the circulation and presentation of 
Mr Hunter’s survey which breached the rules, and the way in which it was deployed in his 
local Liberal Democrat newspaper was also a breach of the rules, there remains the 
question of whether, taken overall, this represented a significant breach on the part of Mr 
Hunter. I do not believe that Mr Hunter deliberately set out to make use of the 
Communications Allowance for party political or campaigning purposes. I believe he was 
confident of the content of his survey because the template (or  model) on which he drew 
had been agreed with the Department of Finance and Administration. While I consider the 
use of the slogan “SOS for the NHS” was a breach of the rules, I do not consider its effect 
was so serious as to contaminate the whole survey. Were that—and the technical failures in 
the end note—the only errors, those alone would not cause me to conclude that this survey 
should not have been funded from the Communications Allowance. The problem for me 
arises in the use to which this survey was put. That use in my judgement breached the rules 
in relation to funding from the Communications Allowance. 

87. I do not believe it was a calculated breach. But this was more than a series of isolated 
misjudgements or  individual mistakes. The evidence suggests that at its heart lay a 
confusion in Mr Hunter’s approach between communications with constituents as their 
constituency Member of Parliament and communications with them as a member of his 
political party. The former is properly a matter for support from Parliamentary allowances; 
the latter, not. While minor misdemeanours in themselves, the party reference in the 
survey’s end note and its description as a Liberal Democrat survey in the party newsletter 
are in my view symptomatic of a failure to make a sufficiently clear distinction between the 
Parliamentary and the party political. The line between the two can be difficult to draw but 
in my view the successful drawing of that line is central to the public acceptability of these 
allowances.  

88. In this case, Mr Hunter did not distinguish clearly enough between his Parliamentary 
and party political roles and as a result I conclude that he breached the rules by using the 
Communications Allowance, albeit largely indirectly, to support his party political or 
campaigning activities. 



30    Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter 

 

89. I think it is likely that other Members may have conducted similar local surveys of their 
NHS services, funded from Parliamentary allowances. I do not propose to accept 
complaints against Members about such surveys already circulated if they are based on the 
same or similar facts to those I have considered in this complaint. 

Lessons Learned 

90. The issues raised by this inquiry are relevant to all the parties in the House. And, as the 
Director of Operations has said, there are no useful precedents.39 I hope that this inquiry 
will help Members in fulfilling their duty to avoid using Parliamentary funds, and the 
Communications Allowance in particular, in pursuit of their party political or campaigning 
objectives. In particular: 

• While Members can ask their staff and their party headquarters to discuss their 
communications with the Department of Resources, it is prudent for Members to 
check their own communications with the Department of Resources and to make clear 
the background and context in which those communications are to be placed; 

 
• Members should themselves check—if necessary consulting the Department of 

Resources—not only on the content of their communications but also when they wish 
to refer to the results of information secured by the use of Parliamentary allowances in 
any party political context; 

 
• Members should draw a careful distinction between activities funded by their 

Parliamentary allowances and activities for which such funding would be 
inappropriate. They should avoid any actions which may appear to obscure this 
distinction. In view of the importance of securing public confidence that Parliamentary 
allowances are not being used for party political purposes, in cases of any doubt, 
Members would be well advised to err on the side of caution; 

 
• Members should ensure that their staff recognise the importance of getting these 

communications right, including ensuring that the detailed and technical aspects of the 
communications are consistent with the rules of the House. 

91. In the light of my inquiries and conclusions, the Committee may wish to consider the 
following specific recommendations: 

k) The requirement which the House adopted in July 200840 that from April 2009 all 
newsletters and Parliamentary reports requiring Parliamentary funding over £1,000 
must be submitted to the Department of Resources prior to publication, should be 
extended to surveys funded above the same level by the Communications Allowance; 

 
 
  
39 WE 6 

40 Members Estimate Committee, Third Report of Session 2007-08, HC578, para 140; HC Deb, 3 July 2008, col 1121. 
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l) the guidance in the Green Book on the Communications Allowance should be 
extended at its next redraft to give greater guidance on the permissible use of 
information or material whose collection has been funded by Parliamentary 
allowances. It could also provide greater clarity on how far the Communications 
Allowance may be used to fund constituency surveys of national political issues. 
Greater clarity on these points would be consistent with the evidence provided by the 
Director of Operations41 and with Mr Hunter’s entirely reasonable suggestion that “it 
would be in everyone’s interest to clarify the rules so as to avoid any future problems”.42 

 

 

 

30 September 2008 John Lyon CB 
 

 
 
  
41 WE 10 

42 WE 31 
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 Written evidence received by the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 

1. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Ben Jeffreys and Ms Linda 
Holt, 14 January 2008  

We wish to draw your attention to what we believe is a serious breach of the rules governing the spending of 
the MPs’ Communication Allowance by Mark Hunter, the Liberal Democrat MP for Cheadle. 

We have included copies of a survey and a newsletter sent out by the Liberal Democrat Party to households in 
the Cheadle Constituency towards the end of last year. 

One of these documents is headed NHS Inquiry and, as you will see, is a survey for constituents to respond to 
questions relating to their experience of and attitudes towards their local NHS services. The leaflet says on the 
final page “This mailing is paid for from funds made available to each MP to assist them in communicating 
with and representing their constituents”. 

However, the survey appears to break the rules governing the spending of a communications allowance in a 
number of ways. 

• On the third page of the survey there is an extract from The Daily Telegraph which reports “Mark Hunter 
(Lib Dem Cheadle) reminded him (the Prime Minister) of his personal pledge, given in1999, that within 
two years everyone would have access to an NHS dentist. Instead eight years later less than 50 per cent of 
the population are registered with an NHS dentist and in some areas, including Cheadle, no dentists are 
taking on NHS patients”. 

• On the final page there is an insert headed “Working to defend local health services”. The text mentions 
Mr Hunter tackling Tony Blair over “the lack of NHS dentists and the wait for hearing aids in our area”. 

These extracts show that what purports to be a fact–finding survey is also being used to promote the local MP 
in his political role and to attack the Labour Government. The rules for use of the Communications 
Allowance, published on the website of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards Office, state that it 
must not be used to “promote one party at the expense of another or seek to undermine the reputation of 
political opponents”. 

Neither of the extracts we quote has any direct relevance to finding out the views of Mr Hunter’s constituents 
on the NHS. 

You will also notice that the copy we have sent you is addressed to residents of Woodsmoor Lane, in 
Stockport. Other residents in this road also received the survey. 

However, Woodsmoor Lane is not part of the Cheadle Constituency. It belongs to the Stockport 
Constituency. It will only become part of the Cheadle Constituency when a general election is called and the 
new parliamentary boundaries come into force. 

As you know, the Communications Allowance was established to assist an MP to communicate with his or 
her constituents, not other MPs’ constituents. The fact that it was sent to an area that is not part of Mr 
Hunter’s constituency, but that will form part of  the new Cheadle Constituency at the general election, when 
he will be the Lib Dem candidate, again shows that this survey was being used for party political purposes. 

One final point. We enclose a copy of a Liberal Democrat newsletter sent to people in the Cheadle 
Constituency some time after the NHS survey. As you will see, the headline (“Massive Response to NHS 
Survey”) and main article are about the survey. The newsletter argues that the survey results show that “Many 
residents agree with the Lib Dems that doctors and nurses should be free to get on with their jobs and not 
have to spend so much time on bureaucracy and red tape”. It refers to the survey as “the recent Lib Dem NHS 
Survey”. 
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This link again shows that the NHS survey is being exploited for party political purposes by being dubbed a 
Lib Dem survey and being referred to positively in a Liberal Democrat campaigning leaflet. This breaches the 
rule which states that “You must avoid any arrangement that may give rise to the accusation that   public 
money is being diverted for the benefit of a political organisation”. 

The issues of party political funding have been much aired in the media in recent months and are of concern 
to the general public. We intend, therefore, to inform the media of this apparent breach of the rules as a 
matter of public interest. 

14 January 2008 
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2. Mr Mark Hunter MP’s NHS Inquiry 
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3. Liberal Democrats ‘Keeping in Touch’ Newsletter, Bramhall North 
Edition 

Cllr Helen Foster Grime and
Mark Hunter MP are both
available to discuss any problems
or queries you might have.  For
details please call Mark’s office on
0161 486 1359

Edited by
Cllr Helen Foster-Grime

and Mark Hunter MP

Liberal Democrats - Working For You All Year Round

Massive Response
to NHS Survey

Your local Lib Dem team is pressing
for action on the appearance of the
shops on North Park Road. Many
residents are concerned that the poor
condition of the parade is partly to
blame for anti-social behaviour in the
area.

Recently Mark Hunter met a
representative from Garner & Sons,
the managing agents responsible for
the shops, on site to discuss the
improvements needed. Mark and Cllr
Helen Foster-Grime, will be stepping
up the pressure on the authorities to

improve on the  appearance of the
area, and will keep you informed of
progress

CLEANING UP OUR AREA Cllr Helen Foster-Grime
Tel: 439 4010

Mark Hunter MP
Tel: 486 1359

Your Local Team

Surgeries

Local councillor Helen Foster-
Grime has been helping local
MP Mark Hunter follow up the
issues raised in the recent Lib
Dem NHS Survey which has
been returned in such great
numbers!

The response has been astounding,
and has allowed the team to hear
your opinions and experiences of our
local NHS.

With survey forms still coming in, it’s
clear that many local residents rate
highly the majority of services
provided by local hospital at Stepping
Hill.  A number of problems have
been highlighted though.  Lots of
people have had lengthy waits for
hearing aid appointments and
physiotherapy. There are also
concerns about access to NHS
dentists and about hygiene standards
in hospitals.  Many residents agree
with the
Lib Dems that doctors and nurses
should be free to get on with their

jobs and not have to spend so much
time on bureaucracy and red tape.

All  responses are being carefully
considered, and where appropriate the
issues raised will be taken up with the
authorities.  If you haven’t yet
returned your form, there’s still time!

The bigger the response, the more
representative the survey will be.  If
you’ve lost or mislaid yours, just call
Mark Hunter’s office on 0161 486
1359 and  a replacement will be sent
to you. Thank You!

Bramhall North Edition
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While others criticise, Lib Dems get the job done

Tenants from Bramhall and other
areas have voted to transfer
management of Manchester City
Council overspill housing to
Mossbank Homes.

This decision by residents will means a
promised £26.7 million is to be spent
on houses across our area - money that
will buy new kitchens and bathrooms,

as well as improvements to the
environment around the estates.
Local Cllr Helen Foster-Grime,
speaking soon after the result said
“I sincerely hope that tenants will finally get
the standard of housing they deserve.
Other local residents will benefit from the
investment in the area as well!”

The vote shows that three quarters
of tenants want Mossbank homes to

take over from Manchester City
Council and start improvements to
homes immediately.
The decision to vote ‘yes’ is a huge
snub to local Tories who had
supported a ‘no’ vote which would
have meant huge delays to the much
needed renovations. The Tory attempts
to interfere forced Manchester City
Council to write to he tenants
concerned to set the record straight.

Residents vote YES
to better homes

Many people have
contacted the Lib Dem
Team about the former
Mirrlees site off
Bramhall Moor Lane.
Many local residents,
dog walkers, anglers and
people interested in the
wildlife are  concerned
about the area’s future
now that the current
owners want to sell up.
A new group is being set up
to ‘Keep Mirrlees Green’.  If
you want to get in touch
with them, just contact the
Lib Dem Team and your
details will be passed on.
The Council says the part
of the land that is still a
factory site can be used for
employment  purposes, but

the ‘green’ land around it is
Strategic Open Space and
cannot be built on. No
planning application has yet
been received by the
Council, so although it is
likely there will be
development on the former
Mirrlees site, at this stage
details of the developer’s
plans are still unknown.

Cllr Helen Foster Grime is
insisting that developments
at Mirrlees are monitored
closely -

“Many residents feel strongly
about the  protection of this
green space.  Their views
should be taken into account
in order to safeguard the
interests of our community.”

If you have a question, or need help with a problem you have, please use
the space below to let the team know:

Please return this slip to Cllr Helen Foster-Grime, 3 Gillbent Rd, Cheadle Hulme, SK8 7LE

Would you like to join the team and help
get things done in our area?
I can deliver a few leaflets near
my home
I can display a poster at
election time
I can donate to help pay for
Keeping in Touch:

£10 £15 £25

A donation of £9 or more entitles you to member-
ship of the Lib Dems - if you do not want to join, or
are already a member, please tick here

Name
Address
Tel Email

Join Our Team!Can we help you?

Mirrlees Action
Group formed

Bramhall Area Committee voted to allow children to
continue playing on Denbury Green on the New House
Farm Estate in Bramhall.  The ‘No Ball Games’ sign will
not be replaced following a petition by nearly 300 local
residents.  Councillor Helen Foster Grime said; “Many
residents have told me they moved here in the first place so
that their children and grandchildren could play freely on the
green. I’m glad that common sense has prevailed’

Denbury Green

P rinted by Beveridge P rint ing  S ociety. P ublished and P rom oted by A MacDonald on behalf of H Foster Grime, a ll at 3 Gillbent Road, Cheadle Hulm e, SK8 7LE

Cllr Helen Foster Grime and her son Jamie, aged 3, on a new bench
provided by the Council in Bramhall Green, by the roundabout.
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4. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Mark Hunter, 15 January 
2008 

I understand that you are in possession of a letter from the Cheadle Constituency Conservative Association 
regarding my use of the MPs’ Communication Allowance. 

I wanted you to be aware as quickly as possible that although I believe the first part of their complaint to be 
unfounded, I do however accept—after instigating an immediate check, that some copies of my NHS survey 
were inadvertently delivered to homes outside of the Parliamentary Constituency. Clearly, this should not 
have happened, and I have apologised to the member concerned (Anne Coffey, Labour MP for Stockport). I 
would also like to formally offer to reimburse the cost of this error which covers approximately two thirds of 
the Stepping Hill Ward of Stockport MBC, about 10% of the total print run of 37,000. 

As regards their first allegation concerning content of the survey, you may wish to be aware that not only have 
the Finance and Administration Department of the House of Commons seen a copy of the survey, but I also 
have a letter from them stating the claim has been approved and passed for payment. 

I am of course, entirely happy to co–operate with any further enquiries you may have on this matter and I 
look forward to hearing from you in due course. 

15 January 2008  

5. Letter to the Director of Operations from the Commissioner, 22 
January 2008  

I would be grateful for your comments and advice on a complaint I have received that Mr Mark Hunter MP 
has misused the Communications Allowance. 

I attach a copy of the letter from the Cheadle Constituency Conservative Association with the original 
complaint (and follow-up letter with the relevant attachments), together with a copy of Mr Hunter’s response 
to me of 15 January (which I had not solicited). 

As you will see, Mr Hunter accepts that the questionnaire funded by the Communications Allowance should 
not have been sent outside the boundaries of his current constituency. He has offered to reimburse the cost of 
this error. It would be helpful to know whether you believe this to be a reasonable proposal—and whether the 
cost of 10% of the total print run of 37,000 is, in your view, a reasonable estimate of the proportion which was 
sent outside his constituency. Could you also let me know the size of the bill (which will presumably, if Mr 
Hunter’s offer is accepted, be reduced by 10%). 

I would also welcome your views on the complaint about certain references in the questionnaire which the 
complainants suggest is contrary to section 6.1.1 of the Green Book covering party political activities or 
campaigning. Mr Hunter suggests in his letter to me that the DFA has seen a copy of this survey—and have 
passed his account for payment. It would be helpful to know whether you were asked to comment—or 
nevertheless considered—the content of the survey before it was sent, as well as your views now.  

Any other comments or advice you may wish to make would be very welcome. 

22 January 2008  

6. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 22 
February 2008  

Thank you for your letter of 22 January about the use of the Communications Allowance by the above MP. 
We discussed this case briefly when we met and I am sorry that it has taken a little time to reply. 
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As you know, Members are encouraged to seek the advice from this Department prior to printing and 
distribution of a report or material to be paid for from the Communications  Allowance. Unfortunately, most 
Members do not seek such advice, although if a newsletter or report is subsequently submitted with the 
invoice for payment it is reviewed at that point. Payment would be refused if the material was found to breach 
the rules set out in the House booklet ‘The Communications Allowance and the use of House stationery’. 

Mr Hunter did not submit his constituency survey prior to publication, but did so with the invoice for 
payment. At that stage my staff reviewed the survey, including the editorial content, and confirmed that it was 
within the rules. A total of £2,960 was authorised for payment. 

My staff specifically considered the editorial passages in the survey mentioned by the complainants as well as 
the survey itself. Their conclusions were that these reflected Mr Hunter’s actions in Parliament and that they 
were not expressed in an overly partisan way. On that basis they were considered to be acceptable content and 
entirely within the rules. I agree with this judgement. 

You will appreciate that my staff would have been unaware of the distribution of the survey. Whilst we accept 
some distribution methods could have a small ‘overspill’, it would appear that mistakes were made by Mr 
Hunter in this respect. He has agreed to repay 10% of the sum paid from his allowance. I have no way of 
confirming that 10% of the print run was misdirected, but I have no reason to question Mr Hunter’s estimate. 
I am therefore prepared to accept that repayment of £296 would regularise the position. 

However, I have two other concerns about this case, one of which suggests to me that Mr Hunter should be 
asked to repay the sum in full. 

My staff have now seen a number of surveys entitled ‘NHS Inquiry—SOS for the NHS’ from Liberal 
Democrat MPs. We believe that the central party is assisting their MPs with this material in a standardised 
way. This of itself is not problematical. Other political parties have centralised arrangements which enable 
Members to get consistent advice and reliable and economic services. However, the risk is that such 
arrangements could inadvertently slip into a campaigning mode of operation with centrally determined 
messages and surveys which if aggregated provided valuable feedback for the party apparatus. 

I have no evidence that this has happened here, but I think all parties need to be vigilant of the risk that the 
money provided by Parliament for individual Members to communicate with their constituents becomes 
intertwined with central party activity. 

Much more of concern to me in this case is the content of the separate ‘Keeping in Touch’ leaflet submitted by 
the complainants. This is a Liberal Democrat publication presumably paid for by the party or a party 
supporter. It would not ordinarily be a matter for this Department to comment on. However, the leaflet 
clearly and explicitly draws on the results of Mr Hunter’s NHS survey (paid for by the House) to promote the 
Liberal Democrat party and a local Liberal Democrat councillor. That said the leaflet is not staunchly party 
political in that it does not criticise other political parties or attempt to damage the reputation of political 
opponents. It is, though, very obviously a party political leaflet. 

This is an unusual case and not one where we have any useful precedents. The dual use of the survey has the 
appearance of a mistake by Mr Hunter, or an individual who supports him, such that Parliamentary funds 
have been used unwittingly to bolster party political campaigning in his constituency. On balance, I consider 
that the breach of the rules is of significance and that he should be asked to repay to the House the full cost of 
the survey. This is a difficult judgement to make and I would, of course, reflect on your assessment of the 
situation before seeking recovery of the funds. 

I would be happy to discuss this case further should you wish. 

22 February 2008  

7. Letter to the Director of Operations from the Commissioner, 21 
February 2008  

I wrote to you on 22 January about a complaint I had received that Mr Mark Hunter MP had misused the 
Communications Allowance in sending his NHS inquiry survey to people outside his constituency. The 



42    Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter 

 

complainant also suggested that the survey was being used for party political purposes. It was described in a 
separate Liberal Democrat newsletter as a Liberal Democrat NHS survey. 

As background, I attach a copy of the Liberal Democrat newsletter from the Islington Liberal Democrats 
where there is a reference to an NHS survey being conducted by the Liberal Democrat candidate for the 
constituency of Islington South and Finsbury. 

I look forward to receiving your advice, which I hope it might be possible to produce fairly soon. 

21 February 2008  

8. Extract from Islington News 

MASSIVE RESPONSE TO BRIDGET FOX’S NHS SURVEY 

Islington residents have responded to Bridget Fox’s NHS survey in their thousands. 

There is still plenty of time to return your survey. We will report back on the results in the next edition 
of Islington News. 

9. Letter to the Director of Operations from the Commissioner, 26 
February 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 22 February responding to mine of 22 January about the use of the 
Communications Allowance by Mr Mark Hunter for his NHS inquiry survey. 

Before putting this to Mr Hunter, I would be grateful to know whether your advice is affected in any way by 
the information I sent you with my letter of 21 February which appears to suggest that the survey is being 
conducted in constituencies in which the sitting Member is not a member of the Liberal Democrat party with, 
presumably, the costs of the survey being met from other than Parliamentary sources. 

26 February 2008  

10. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 27 
March 2008  

Thank you for your letter of 26 February in reply to mine of 22 February. I am very sorry for the delay in 
replying. 

You drew to my attention an NHS survey similar to Mr Hunter’s being conducted by the Liberal Democrats 
in a constituency where the sitting Member is from another party. You asked whether this affected my 
cautionary advice about the risk that the Liberal Democrats were appearing to operate arrangements which 
amounted to party political campaigning using, in part, the Communications Allowance. 

This needs to be considered in the context of the House deciding over time to ease restrictions on surveys 
conducted at public expense from a position where surveys were not allowed under the Green Book to one 
now where the Communications Allowance specifically caters for this activity. When restrictions on surveys 
were first eased within the Incidental Expenses Provision rules this Department’s approach was that this was 
done to facilitate Members taking opinions on localised constituency matters, for example road developments 
or flooding. The Communications Allowance extended the scope to include national political issues with the 
proviso that this should be tailored to local circumstances. This conditionality has been the cause of some 
misunderstanding partly because the House guidance is somewhat short on detail (see para 26, Appendix 2 of 
the booklet ‘The Communications Allowance and the use of House stationery’). 

It was not the intention of the House’s rules to prevent Members surveying constituents on national issues. 
Indeed, it is arguably the case that this should be a primary purpose given Members’ national legislative role, 
and that local constituency issues fall more properly to local elected representatives. The concern of the House 
about surveying on national matters has principally been that, given the party nature of British politics, it is 
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not a large step for such surveying of opinion to fall under the auspices of nationwide or regional party 
campaigning. Surveys can both promulgate a strong underlying message (in this case ‘SOS for the NHS’) and, 
if conducted systematically, provide feedback or data valuable to the party organisation. In his report on the 
newsletters of three Plaid Cymru MPs (HC 94) your predecessor considered that campaigning constituted 
both “the ‘hard selling’ of particular candidates or policies [and] the ‘softer sell’ involved in raising the profile 
of a party or its activities”. 

In his report he further drew attention to other aspects such as coincidental timing, etc. which when 
considered together tended to support the complaint about campaigning activity. 

It is against this background that I fear Mr Hunter is in danger of falling short of meeting the spirit of the 
Communications Allowance rules. The additional information which you provided to me reinforces my 
concern that surveys branded in some way as ‘SOS for the NHS’ have now become a campaigning vehicle for 
the party. 

I can well understand how a sequence of events might inadvertently have led Members unwittingly in this 
direction. However, I am clear that a judgement needs to be made in this case as to whether a line has indeed 
been crossed. 

I hope this reply is helpful. 

27 March 2008  

11. Letter to Mr Mark Hunter from the Commissioner, 28 March 2008 

I wrote to you on 17 January about the complaint from Mr Ben Jeffreys and Ms Linda Holt in respect of your 
use of the Communications Allowance to conduct a survey on the NHS among your constituents. I am sorry 
that it has taken much longer than I anticipated to receive comments from the Department of Resources.  

While you referred in your letter of 15 January to the letter from the complainants, for the sake of 
completeness, I attach a copy of their letter to me of 14 January, together with the attachments which they sent 
me the following day. 

As you know, I put the complaint together with the response in your letter of 15 January to the Director of 
Operations in the Department of Resources. I attach a copy of his initial reply of 22 February. I wrote to the 
Director of Operations on 26 February about a similar survey which is apparently being conducted in 
Islington. I attach a copy of my letter. The Director of Operations replied on 27 March and I attach a copy of 
his letter as well. 

As you will see from the Director’s letters of 22 February and 27 March, he considers that your survey may not 
be appropriately funded through the Communications Allowance, for the reasons he gives.  

I would welcome your response on the Director of Operations’ comments. I believe that this case may raise 
some issues of wider relevance and so I am considering putting a formal memorandum on the complaint to 
the Committee on Standards and Privileges. 

I would welcome your response to the Director’s comments, and, of course, any other points you may wish to 
make. 

28 March 2008  

12. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Mark Hunter, 11 April 2008 

Thank you for your recent letter and the careful consideration that has obviously been given in this case, and 
for agreeing with me that the survey content does not breach the rules. I went to great lengths to ensure this 
was the case. 

As I have explained before, the inadvertent delivery across the border was a genuine oversight which I am 
willing, indeed anxious, to rectify by repaying the cost of the relevant proportion of the survey cost. Thank 
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you also for recognizing that mistakes do happen and for accepting my offer to rectify this one. I will now take 
steps to ensure the repayment is made. 

As I understand it from the Director’s response, there are two outstanding issues, both of   which I would wish 
to argue strongly do not take my survey outside the rules. 

Firstly, there is the issue of similar surveys being produced by other MPs. As the Director correctly says, it is 
standard practice in all parties for advice and templates to be   provided for what is considered good practice 
in literature production, both for party   items and also for MP’s. This is certainly, and has been for some time, 
the case with the Liberal Democrats. It has been confirmed that the authorities saw no problem with the 
content of my survey when they agreed to payments, and by submitting the survey with the invoice I 
endeavoured to ensure that this was the case. Because in offering this template those who produced it went to 
some lengths to check the rules, we have always been clear that the results would not be collated together for 
use on a wider or party political basis, and I can confirm that the results of my, and other, surveys have not 
been collated or used in such a way. Neither have they been reported to our national Health Team. We have 
been extraordinarily careful NOT to promote this as a national survey. 

The Director is clear that he has no evidence that we have broken rules purely by using a survey template, and 
I cannot believe that it is the intention of the rules to place an overall ban on taking best practice advice which 
should improve the quality and effectiveness of MP communications. I would strongly submit that taking this 
element of the complaint further would not be useful. 

As regards the issue regarding the report back on the survey in local Liberal Democrat sponsored literature, I 
note that there is agreement that the leaflet is ‘not staunchly party political’. The article goes little further than 
to report on the MP’s survey and its relevance to local people. Indeed the whole focus of the article is on local 
NHS issues which the MP is taking up and certainly, with reference to the earlier issue, confirms that this is a 
survey which is being focused on local constituency based concerns and actions, not on national political 
campaigning. If it is the case that its very appearance in a Liberal Democrat publication is a breach, then it 
must be said that this is not clear and explicit in the current rules and there must be very many cases when 
MPs have mentioned their Annual Reports, for example, in party political literature. Should a specific rule 
banning the mention of Communications Allowance publications in subsequent party literature be published, 
I am sure I and others would comply, though it is hard to see why it is not a good thing for us to report back 
on our actions through any means available to us. I would of course comply with any specific rule on this, but 
would be very unhappy with what, in this case, I would regard as a retrospective enforcement. 

Once again thank you for the serious consideration you have given to this. I will be more than happy to 
discuss these matters further with you in person or through correspondence. I will of course comply with any 
decisions made but would ask that you respond to the above and, if you think it useful, have a discussion with 
me where we can explore the issue further, before you make a final decision. 

11 April 2008 

13. Agreed Note of Meeting with Mr Mark Hunter, 20 May 2008 

Present: 
Mark Hunter MP (MH) 
Andrew Stunell MP (AS) 
John Lyon, Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards (JL) 
(minute taker)  

Introduction 

1. JL thanked MH and AS for coming, and for bringing a complete copy of the Keeping In Touch newsletter.  
JL explained that the purpose of this meeting was to ensure he understood the argument in MH’s letter that 
the ‘NHS Inquiry’ was not a party political survey. A member of his office would take a note which would be 
checked with MH for accuracy. The note of the meeting would be annexed to any memorandum JL prepared 
for  the Committee on Standards and Privileges. MH could therefore expect it to be published. JL welcomed 
Mr Andrew Stunell MP, as MH’s friend. 
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Background 

2.  JL said he wanted to achieve a common understanding of the background. He asked MH to confirm the 
following facts:   

• MH circulated to his constituents in late 2007 a survey on the local NHS; 

• The preparation and circulation was paid for from the Communications Allowance; 

• Some copies went outside MH’s constituency (about 3,700 of a print run of 37,000, at a cost 
estimated at £296); 

• The survey included a quotation from the Daily Telegraph critical of Government policy and a 
headline “Working to defend local health services”; 

• The survey was based on a template provided by LibDem HQ; 

• Similar surveys were being conducted in constituencies elsewhere in the country; 

• MH had reported progress on the survey and encouraged returns in his LibDem Newsletter. This 
was not funded from Parliamentary allowances. 

MH agreed that this was factually accurate.  

The Survey 

3. JL asked who decided to undertake the survey. MH confirmed that the decision to undertake the survey was 
his. A significant proportion of his constituents worked in the NHS. A major hospital was located on the 
constituency boundary. He was aware that the survey template had been used in other areas and the only 
changes he had made were for example to insert a reference to a question he had asked in the House.  

4.  MH confirmed that the decision to undertake the survey had not come from LibDem HQ. He was however 
aware that some colleagues were undertaking the survey. 

5.  JL asked if the survey had been undertaken in all constituencies. MH did not know but he would be very 
surprised if similar surveys had been undertaken in all  constituencies.  

Production 

6.  JL asked who had drafted the survey. MH said that he (or his staff, acting under his direction) had inserted 
the words from the Daily Telegraph, which had included a direct quotation from Hansard. They had also 
inserted the section headed ‘Working to defend local health issues’.  He had included and drafted the editorial 
boxes because he thought it right to highlight the specific issues which he as the local MP was already taking 
up. He thought this would be of interest when tied to specific questions in the survey, for example the 
question on dentistry.  In summary he had used the format but tweaked it.  

7.  JL asked who had drafted the questions 28, 35, 37 and 38, which referred to MH’s personal involvement 
and some local issues. MH said that other colleagues had included similar questions. He had amended these to 
reflect his particular interests. MH produced a letter received from the then DFA dated 5 November 2007 
[appended at WE15] in which a DFA official confirmed that the survey was cleared for reimbursement. MH 
also commented that the official criticised him for not including a funding imprint, but in fact the imprint  
was—as JL had already noticed—included. He had not cleared this publication in advance, but would be 
happy to do this if it was required of him in future. The reason he had not cleared the publication in advance 
was that he knew that a template had been approved by the DFA and it had been submitted by at least one 
other Member, so he saw no need to check again. 

8.  JL asked about the decision to include the Daily Telegraph extract. Did MH feel that including this material 
about dentistry twice gave the impression of criticism of the government? MH said that he was not aware that 
repetition breached any rule. He had included some words about the question he had asked at PMQs because 
it was so rare for a backbencher like himself to get the opportunity to put a question to the Prime Minister, 
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and because he wanted constituents to know that this was an issue he was taking up. It also illustrated the 
survey question on dentistry, and it was a big issue locally. He pointed out that the DOR had said that his 
survey did not breach any rules. It showed what he was doing for his constituents, which he believed was the 
purpose of the Communications Allowance (CA). JL replied that in weighing up the issues he would take this 
into consideration.  

Headings 

9.  JL asked whether the slogan ‘SOS for the NHS’ was a party one, suggesting that it needed rescuing from the 
government’s policy.  MH said there was no national party campaign using this slogan but it was not original. 
He believed it had been used by politicians of all parties. It was on the template which had been approved. He 
did not believe it crossed the line into party political campaigning. JL asked whether MH felt that it had 
skewed the responses to his survey. MH said not; he had had many favourable comments about the local 
hospital. The heading was to many in his constituency a statement of the obvious.  

10.  JL asked about the heading ‘Working to defend local health services’. Did MH consider that carried party 
political implications critical of government? MH said not; it was the job of Members of whatever party to 
defend their local health services.  

11. MH said that he felt that he was being judged on the basis of rules which had developed after the booklet 
on the (CA) was written.  MH repeated that he did not believe he had crossed the line into party campaigning. 
He had not shared the results of the survey with the party centrally.  

12. MH said that he did not believe that working to defend the health service was partisan. MH said that his 
concern came from his constituency postbag, which contained letters about for example access to NHS 
dentistry and physiotherapy. In the survey he had included some material to make the presentation more 
interesting, but he did not believe that he had broken any rules. Any mistakes were accidental not deliberate. 

13. JL asked what MH had done to ensure the survey met the rules, particularly with regard to party political 
material. Had MH relied solely on the template? MH said that he had familiarised himself with the guidelines, 
and he was aware that the template had been approved by DFA for a colleague earlier in 2007. He had studied 
the guidance on use of the CA. With hindsight he would have been wise to have checked with the DFA the 
Daily Telegraph quotation. But the need to do so would not have occurred to him because the quote was a 
straight ‘lift’ and did not in his view contain any subjective comment or opinion.  He had acted in good faith.  

14.  JL said that he would form his judgement on the basis of the rules in the booklet and their proper 
interpretation at the time of the survey and subsequently when the newsletter was published. MH said that the 
complaint had already had an effect; it had been hanging over him for five months. It had been reported 
locally by his opponents—even before JL had determined the complaint—that he had been forced to 
apologise.  

Circulation 

15. JL asked whether the wider circulation of the survey in the Stepping Hill ward was an accident or whether 
MH had deliberately sent it there since it would be become part of the new constituency? MH said he was 
active in the Stepping Hill ward. Ann Coffey, the MP concerned,  was aware of this. Roughly one third of the 
ward was already in his constituency. He did from time to time circulate constituency literature to those parts 
of the ward which were currently not part of his constituency but would be included at the next General 
Election. The content of the leaflets was the same, whether the recipient was inside or outside his constituency. 
But when he circulated such material, which if sent within the constituency would be funded by the CA, it was 
his practice always to fund the material from monies raised by LibDem supporters and to put the material in 
an envelope with a covering letter explaining this. That had not happened in this case. 

16. MH said that he was not aware at the time that his survey had been circulated outside the constituency. As 
soon as he found out that his survey had accidentally been circulated to that part of the Stepping Hill ward 
which fell within in the neighbouring constituency he had apologised to Ann Coffey MP. She had accepted his 
apology.  
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17.  JL questioned MH’s estimate of 3700 surveys having been sent outside the Cheadle constituency. He said 
that Ralling and Thrasher’s guide suggested that 4439 people would move into the Cheadle constituency. MH 
said that 3700 represented a rough estimate, based on two-thirds of the households, not voters, in the ward. 
He had already offered at an early stage to repay the costs of the surveys accidentally distributed to households 
outside his constituency. If 4400 was the figure, he would accept that. 

18. JL asked what action MH had taken to prevent a recurrence of the circulation problem.  MH said that both 
he and his staff had learned a lesson from the complaint. One individual who dealt with distribution 
arrangements for the survey no longer worked for MH. He was satisfied that there would be no recurrence. 

Use of the survey  

19.  JL asked MH to confirm whether the findings of the survey had been, or would be, reported to the 
LibDem national health team or any party office, or used on any wider or party political basis. MH said they 
would not be.  

20.  JL asked how the findings would be reported and used. MH said that he had reported them in general 
terms to the PCT, at one of his regular meetings with them, saying that most people were very happy with 
their local hospital. The findings had informed his judgement about priorities in the constituency. He had 
already, before the survey, identified the issue of hospice funding and had taken this up with the PM, who had 
recently met with an all party delegation.    

 21. JL asked if the findings were used in any way in the May local elections or for electioneering. MH 
confirmed that they were not. He had learned from the complaint. In fact, because of the complaint, he had 
been hesitant to use the findings further until the rules had been clarified. 

LibDem newsletter 

22.  JL asked about the LibDem newsletter. MH said that the newsletter was sent out late in 2007 (he was not 
sure exactly when, but offered to check)  to one ward—Bramhall North—in his current constituency. 
Councillor Foster-Grime was the only LibDem councillor in that ward. JL asked why he focussed on the 
survey in his leading article. MH said that he could not recall why the decision was taken, but concerns about 
such issues as waiting lists, physiotherapy and hearing aids were important locally. The main purpose of the 
article was to remind people to respond to the survey. The newsletter included a reminder to complete the 
survey for those who had not already done so. He had possibly sent newsletters with similar articles to ‘a 
couple’ of wards; but certainly not to all seven in his constituency. 

23.  JL pointed out that the survey itself was titled “Mark Hunter MP’s NHS Inquiry”. The Newsletter called it 
‘LibDem NHS Survey’. He asked how MH would explain the different descriptions. Would not recipients of 
his newsletter think the survey was a LibDem one? MH said that this was a mistake, down to sloppy drafting. 
He had hoped the reminder in the LibDem newsletter might prompt people to complete the survey. He was 
not in any case sure whether his constituents would have understood more clearly if he had included a 
reference to something called ‘Mark Hunter’s survey ‘ rather than ‘LibDem survey’. In his experience the 
public who knew him were well aware that he was a Liberal Democrat. In his opinion the public at large did 
not distinguish between Parliamentary communications funded by the CA and any other type of leaflet or 
communication which might come from an elected representative. He noted that the CA booklet envisaged 
that material funded from the CA and party political material should be ‘in separate boxes’  – but he did not 
believe that under the current rules this meant that he could not refer to CA funded work in a party 
publication, or that the two could be never be linked up. If different rules were to be applied, he would follow 
them; but he did not believe that he should be penalised on a retrospective application of the rules.  

24.  JL referred to the sentence starting ‘Many residents agreed with the LibDems that doctors and nurses 
should be free to get on with their jobs…’ Did MH think that had party political connotations? MH said he 
considered it was a reasonable reference in the context of an article reporting the survey and encouraging 
further returns. 

25.  JL asked why Councillor Foster-Grime had been involved. MH said that she was the councillor in the 
ward for the newsletter, and had been involved in campaigning on health service issues. She worked closely 
with him and was part of the ‘team’ referred to in the LibDem leaflet, which was a LibDem team. He did not 
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make a distinction between councillors and others.  She had not been due to stand for re-election in May 
2008.    

26.  MH said that many residents would not have appreciated that the newsletter was funded by Party 
members.  For himself, it would not have occurred to him that it was wrong for a newsletter funded by the 
Party to refer to the survey contained in the publication  funded by the CA. He quoted the letter of 22 
February from the Director of Operations which said that he felt that the leaflet was not ‘staunchly party 
political’. MH said that he felt that the CA rules needed to be more specific. JL asked MH to note the final text 
of this section from which MH had quoted 

  … ‘the leaflet clearly and explicitly draws on the results of Mr Hunter’s NHS survey (paid for by the 
House) to promote the Liberal Democrat party and a local Liberal Democrat councillor. That said the 
leaflet is not staunchly party political in that it does not criticise other political parties or attempt to 
damage the reputation of political opponents. It is though very obviously a party political leaflet’.   

27. JH asked whether taken overall a reader of the newsletter might consider that this was a LibDem party 
survey undertaken for the party for party political purposes. MH said he did not believe that constituents in 
this ward would come to this conclusion. The Director of Operations had pointed out that the newsletter was 
not ‘staunchly party political’. He recognised however that readers of the newsletter might assume that it 
referred to a LibDem survey and that it would have been helpful if he had made clear that the survey was 
funded by the CA. But he did not believe it was wrong to link this survey to the LibDems’ campaigning theme 
on the NHS.  

28. MH repeated that he was horrified to be a subject of complaint and so soon after his arrival in the House. 
He took the matter very seriously and would continue to co-operate fully. He felt that the outcome would 
raise legitimate questions about the information from DOR. How much could MPs afford to rely on this? He 
drew attention to the 29 April letter from the Director of Operations. The Director had addressed the issue of 
circulation and the Daily Telegraph headline. In his view branding was the only outstanding issue. If he was 
on the wrong side of the rules he would apologise.  

29. JL thanked MH for his full co-operation. His office would prepare the note and send it to MH for 
checking. JL would then consider all the information he had received. Since it would be helpful to have the 
views of the Committee on Standards and Privileges on the issues raised, he was minded to produce a 
memorandum and send it to the Committee. MH should not draw any inferences about the eventual outcome 
of the case from this. JL would first send to MH the parts of the memorandum which dealt with the facts and 
invite him to confirm its accuracy. He would then append his conclusions and send his full memorandum to 
the Clerk to the Committee, who would then forward it to MH with the conclusions before the Committee 
considered it. It was difficult to be precise about timing but he hoped this would be before the summer recess. 

30.  JL thanked MH and AS for their help. 

The interview concluded shortly before 4.30pm. 

20 May 2008  

14. Letter to Mr Mark Hunter from the Department of Finance and 
Administration, 5 November 2007 

Thank you for your recent Comms2 claim form, on which was attached a copy of your ‘SOS for the NHS’ 
newsletter and survey. Your claim has been approved and will be processed for payment. 

Although we have approved payment, you have not included a notice explaining that costs have been met 
from your parliamentary allowances. In order to have payment for future newsletters made from the 
Communications Allowance, please include this funding statement. The relevant guidance can be found at 
page 22, para 13 of the booklet The Communications Allowance and the use of House Stationery. 

If you wish to discuss this matter please do not hesitate to contact me. 

5 November 2007 
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15. Extract from letter to the Commissioner from Mr Ben Jeffreys and 
Ms Linda Holt, 7 June 2008  

You will remember that in January we wrote to you regarding what we believe were serious breaches of the 
rules governing the spending of the Communications Allowance by Mark Hunter, the Liberal Democrat MP 
for Cheadle. 

One of our complaints was that a Liberal Democrat survey, put out by Mr Hunter and paid out of the 
Communications Allowance, had been distributed to people who do not live in his constituency. These 
residents will, however, become part of the Cheadle Constituency when the boundaries change, at the time of 
the next general election. 

Mark Hunter told the Stockport Express: “It now looks as if the survey may have inadvertently been addressed 
to some areas not within the current Cheadle Constituency and for this I apologise”. 

However, some weeks ago, the Liberal Democrats sent out a letter and a leaflet (copies of both are enclosed) to 
residents who again do not live in the Cheadle Constituency, but will become part of the Constituency at the 
next general election. This is in another part of the ward that we referred to in our January letter. You will see 
that in his letter Mr Hunter explains why he is campaigning in this area. 

The fact that Mr Hunter is openly campaigning in an area that is not, at present, part of his constituency, and 
again distributing the same literature both within and outside the constituency, must cast some doubt on his 
explanation regarding our previous complaint, reported in the Stockport Express, that his NHS survey went to 
the wrong area “inadvertently”. 

… 

7 June 2008  

16. Extract from letter to Mr Ben Jeffreys and Ms Linda Holt from the 
Commissioner, 12 June 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 7 June about Mr Mark Hunter’s contacts with people outside his current 
constituency. 

I am, as you know, still inquiring into the complaint you raised with me in January. The first part of your 
letter in which you allege that Mr Hunter’s sending of his NHS survey may not have been inadvertent may be 
relevant to that inquiry. I will, therefore, consider what you have said in the context of that inquiry and will 
accordingly show Mr Hunter your letter so that he may be aware of it. 

… 

12 June 2008 

17. Extract from letter to Mr Mark Hunter from the Commissioner, 12 
June 2008 

I enclose a letter of 7 June which I have received from Mr Jeffreys and Ms Holt following up their complaint 
against you in respect of your NHS survey and raising a separate matter about the circulation of your 
Parliamentary report to people outside your constituency. 

I enclose also a copy of my reply. As you will see, I thought you ought to see the comments they make about 
what you described as the inadvertent circulation of your survey outside your constituency. I believe we 
covered that when we met on 20 May, but if you wanted to add anything further, then you would be very 
welcome to do so. 

… 

12 June 2008  
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18. Extract from letter to the Commissioner from Mr Mark Hunter 
MP, 18 June 2008 

Thank you very much for your letter dated 12th June the contents of which are noted. 

I agree with you that we have already covered the ground regarding the inadvertent circulation of my earlier 
NHS survey in our meeting and previous correspondence. I have nothing further to add except to say I 
consider this latest complaint to be entirely without foundation and I cannot see any reason why the 
Conservatives should feel that this latest circulation “must cast some doubt” on my earlier explanation of what 
happened. Of course if I am wrong about this I would be more than happy to be corrected by you, but on the 
basis on your letter of 12th June I do not understand this to be your view. 

18 June 2008  

19. Extract from letter to Mr Mark Hunter MP from the 
Commissioner, 19 June 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 18 June responding to my letter to you of 12 June with the letter of 7 June from 
Mr Jeffreys and Ms Holt. 

I should say first that I have come to no conclusion on any aspect of the complaint I am considering against 
you in respect of your NHS survey. I will not come to a conclusion until I have received all the information I 
think I need in order to enable me fairly to do so. I shall at that stage look at all aspects of the complaint, 
including whether the circulation was inadvertent. I know you helped me with that issue at our meeting on 20 
May. 

19 June 2008  

20. Letter to the Director of Operations, Department of Resources 
from the Commissioner, 21 May 2008 

I would be grateful for your help on an additional point which has been raised during my consideration of the 
complaint against Mr Mark Hunter MP about the use of the Communications Allowance to fund his NHS 
survey. 

Mr Hunter refers in his letter of 11 April which I sent you on 23 April to following an agreed template for his 
survey. When I met him on 20 May, he said that the template had been cleared with the then DFA, and that 
he knew that a similar survey had been cleared with you by another Member of Parliament. 

I would be grateful if you could let me know whether the DFA has cleared surveys like this one produced by 
either LibDem headquarters or Liberal Democrat Members (or both), whether either or both were submitted 
to you in terms as a template for similar surveys, and how far any template or draft survey which you had 
cleared matched the survey which Mr Hunter used in his own constituency which I sent you with my letter of 
22 January. 

21 May 2008  

21. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 
Department of Resources, 12 June 2008  

Thank you for your letter of 21 May 2008 concerning the complaint against Mr Hunter. I am sorry for the 
delay in responding. 

You have asked specifically if the Department had cleared surveys like Mr Hunter’s from either the Liberal 
Democrat Party or other Liberal Democrat Members, whether they were submitted as a ‘template’ for 
approval to be followed by others, and if Mr Hunter's survey was the same as previous surveys. 
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It may be helpful if I outline some background to the Department’s dealings with the Liberal Democrat Party 
on matters concerning the Communications Allowance. 

Following the introduction of the Communications Allowance in April 2007, we were contacted by 
representatives of the Liberal Democrat Party who provide, amongst other things, guidance on the content 
and layout of newsletters and websites. With the introduction of the new allowance they wanted to confirm 
their understanding of the rules and open up an informal dialogue with the Department to enable them to 
provide support to a number of the Liberal Democrat Members of Parliament (whilst they offer the service to 
all, we are aware that not all Liberal Democrat Members use the service). The Department welcomed this as it 
was an opportunity to ensure that accurate and consistent advice was given to Members from different 
sources. 

In answer to your specific questions, we have received two NHS surveys for consideration from the Liberal 
Democrat Party representatives, both of which were submitted on behalf of individual Members. The first one 
was reviewed in June 2007 and we requested a number of changes before it was finally agreed on 6 July. The 
second one was received in August 2007 and the questions in that survey were identical to the one agreed for 
the first Member in July. The same is true of Mr Hunter’s survey, although we did not see it prior to 
publication. 

Whilst we did not review the wording or layout of the first survey specifically as a template to be used by other 
Members, it would seem to have been used as such. We have no concerns about this as the wording of the first 
survey was quite carefully considered at the time. We are though rather more concerned, as I mentioned in 
my letter of the 27 March, about the ‘branding’ used on the survey which we believe has been applied widely 
by the Liberal Democrat Party. 

I hope this answers your questions. 

12 June 2008  

22. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 
Department of Resources, 19 June 2008 

Thank you for your letter of the 16 June concerning the two previous NHS surveys seen by my staff. 

As requested, I enclose the copies of three surveys. The original and amended versions from Mr Huhne and 
one from Mr Breed. Whilst the questions in the final versions are the same, question 9 in Mr Huhne’s survey 
is reproduced as question 39 in Mr Breed’s. 

You will note that Mr Huhne’s survey has a declaration at the end with reference to the ‘Lib Dems and their 
elected representative …’; we asked for this to be removed and this was agreed with the Liberal Democrat 
representative. A further copy was not requested and as you will see Mr Breed’s survey was amended. 

I hope this is helpful. 

19 June 2008 

23. Letter to the Director of Operations, Department of Resources 
from the Commissioner, 24 June 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 19 June about the NHS survey undertaken by Mr Mark Hunter MP (the subject 
of a complaint I am inquiring into) and the surveys undertaken by Mr Chris Huhne MP and Mr Colin Breed 
MP. 

It was very helpful to have copies of the two versions you saw from Mr Huhne and the one subsequent version 
from Mr Breed. I should be most grateful for a copy of the advice which was provided to Mr Huhne in respect 
of his survey if it is available. I note too from your letter of 12 June that you provided some guidance about the 
content and layout of newsletters and websites. It would be helpful to know whether any of this guidance was 
relevant to the NHS survey and, if so, the nature of the guidance, the timing and to whom it was given.  
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Finally, it would be useful to know whether the costs of the Freepost address used by Mr Hunter were charged 
to his allowance. 

You refer to the declaration at the end of the surveys which you have seen. You may have noted that Mr 
Hunter’s survey includes an end note about future contact which is similar but not identical to the one which 
you had asked Mr Huhne to remove. It also includes an end note not incorporated in the other surveys, 
namely “Published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal Democrats” followed by their address and the 
name and address of the printer. It would be helpful to know how far, if at all, the end note which you asked 
Mr Huhne to remove could, in your view, represent a breach of the rules, and for any additional comments 
you may have on Mr Hunter’s end note referring to the Liberal Democrats. 

Meanwhile, I am writing to Mr Huhne to ask for his assistance in identifying how his survey came to be 
prepared. 

24 June 2008  

24. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Mark Hunter MP, 2 July 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 24th June. I very much appreciate your continued assistance in resolving any 
outstanding issues and again assure you of my full co-operation in every respect. 

I was surprised by your reference to the imprint on my NHS Inquiry, (which had not previously been raised), 
but after checking this out myself I can with regret confirm you are right. Clearly in this case, an error has 
been made by my staff in adding this. This is in fact standard wording which staff are trained to always add to 
our regular party newsletters, but should not have been used in this case. 

I apologise for this oversight, but would point out that the survey correctly indicates (more prominently) that 
the mailing was paid for ‘from funds made available to each MP to assist them in communicating with and 
representing their constituents’. The wording added at the end was self-evidently an error and should not 
have occurred. Although appropriate staff are taught the importance of getting imprints correct, this example 
has illustrated a training need which will be addressed. Given the lengths we had gone to in ensuring the 
survey was compliant we would have no reason to deliberately include this erroneous imprint and I hope this 
can be understood to be—what it was—an innocent mistake. 

With regard to your concerns over use of the ‘Freepost’ address, I confess I am genuinely puzzled as to why 
this may be an issue. As far as I am aware there is nothing at all in the current regulations which prohibits this, 
but of course I await your findings with interest. 

I remain keen to help you finalise your enquiries as soon as possible. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
again if I can provide further assistance. 

2 July 2008 

25. Letter to Mr Chris Huhne MP from the Commissioner, 24 June 
2008 

I am inquiring into a complaint against Mr Mark Hunter MP in respect of the content and the use to which he 
put a survey on the NHS which he sent to his constituents towards the end of last year.  

I understand that the survey is closely based on a similar survey which you produced and cleared, after 
amendment, with the then Department of Finance and Administration. This letter is to ask for your help on 
the sequence of events which led to the production of your survey. 

In essence, the complaint is that some parts of Mr Hunter’s survey contained political or campaigning 
material which should not have been included in a publication funded from the Communications Allowance 
and that he deployed the survey for party political or campaigning purposes. 
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Mr Hunter’s survey is not identical to yours. But Mr Hunter has told me that he used your survey as a 
template for his own. I understand another Member has also produced a similar survey. Mr Hunter has told 
me that he is aware that Liberal Democrat colleagues were undertaking similar surveys in their own areas. He 
has told me that the decision to undertake the survey did not come from Liberal Democrat headquarters. 

It would be very helpful to my inquiry if you could help me on the genesis of your survey. In particular, it 
would be helpful to know whether the idea to hold a survey was your own or whether it came from other 
sources, and if so, which. It would be helpful too to know whether you drafted the various headings used in 
common in the three surveys I have seen, namely ‘NHS Inquiry’, ‘SOS for the NHS’ and ‘Working to defend 
local health services’, and who drafted the questions which were included in your survey and which formed 
the basis for Mr Hunter’s. Any other information on how the survey came to be undertaken would be very 
welcome.  

I am asking for your help on this matter both because Mr Hunter has identified your survey as the template 
for his own, and because I need to know whether this was the initiative of an individual Member of 
Parliament or an action generated in some way by the Liberal Democrat party. But this should not be taken to 
imply that I have come to any view on the proprieties of either course: at this stage I am trying to get as clear a 
picture as I can of how Mr Hunter’s survey came to be produced. I enclose a note setting out the procedure I 
follow in inviting information from witnesses to help with my inquiries. 

I would be very grateful for your help on this matter. 

24 June 2008  

26. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Chris Huhne MP, 3 July 2008 

Thanks for your letter of 24th June, to which I hope you have already had an acknowledgement. Having 
had the opportunity now to talk to staff and former staff who were in the office just over a year ago when 
these events took place, this is to provide substantive replies to your queries so far as the passage of 
time and memory allow. 

I understand that Mr Hunter took as a basis for his survey a template that my staff had cleared with the 
Department of Finance and Administration as being compliant with the communications allowance. This 
process was mainly handled by my office manager at that time [Ms A] who also worked part-time for the 
Liberal Democrats advising on legal and compliance matters. She was under instructions from me to ensure 
that it was completely consistent with the rules as they stood at the time. I believe there would have been 
consultations with national staff on this. 

However, I should point out that we regarded the end result—the compliant survey—as being so restrictive 
that in my constituency we took the decision to fund our own separate and political survey, making changes 
accordingly (and asking such things as voting intention as well as dealing with the local issue of Moorgreen 
Hospital etc). So although we went through the process of ensuring compliance, we ended by not using that 
particular template. I was, though, happy to make it available for colleagues who might want to take that 
option, and I believe this is what happened with Mark Hunter. 

It is not easy to say what the genesis of the idea was, but we have undertaken surveys on particular subjects for 
some time and the NHS is clearly a matter of some public concern. There have been periodic such surveys in 
the past done by Liberal Democrat MPs. I can’t track down the original text before artwork, but I remember 
drafting some of it myself and it probably went through a process of iteration with my staff and national staff 
too, including an artwork expert. The titles are so common and generic that I would hate to claim parentage 
for them, and would doubt anyone who did. I find it odd, though, that you regard parentage as being relevant 
to whether the survey was compliant with the rules. 

I hope that clears up your questions, but please do come back to me if there is anything more I can clarify. 

3 July 2008  



54    Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter 

 

27. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 
Department of Resources, 9 July 2008  

Thank you for your letters of 24 June and 3 July about this case. 

You have requested copies of the guidance given to Mr Huhne when he first submitted his draft survey in 
June 2007. I enclose the response sent by a member of my policy team, on the 29 June 2007 and a subsequent 
e-mail by him dated 6 July 2007. These detail the changes we requested. 

You also refer to guidance given to representatives of the Liberal Democrat Party about newsletters and 
websites. Meetings have been held between my staff and Ms A and Ms B from the Party, but these were not 
minuted as they were relatively informal briefing sessions with a shared objective to ensure that Members use 
of the Communications Allowance is within the rules. Telephone and email contact has been maintained, 
including advice about the use of survey templates and generic branding in the light of our experience with 
this case. 

Imprints and end notes on the surveys are expected to do two things: first, to acknowledge that the survey has 
been paid for by Parliamentary funds (for which we have a standard form of words); and secondly, to make 
clear how responses will be treated for data protection purposes. On this latter point, guidance is also available 
from my staff. 

As was the case with Mr Huhne (see attachment), had we seen Mr Hunter's survey prior to publication, we 
would have asked him to remove the imprint stating “Published and promoted by and on behalf of Liberal 
Democrats...” because of the very obvious impression it creates that it is paid for by the political party. 
However, most imprints are not very visible and are often an afterthought by those responsible for the design 
and printing. We, therefore, see mistakes from time-to-time, which typically we view as a minor infringement. 
So, if we receive a survey post publication—for instance attached to a claim—and if in every other respect the 
content of the publication is acceptable, we usually pay the claim but contact the Member to point out that the 
imprint is incorrect and that future publications should not contain such an imprint. It was an oversight of 
ours that we did not offer this observation to Mr Hunter after reviewing his survey at the time it was sent with 
the invoice for payment. 

As you can see, we asked Mr Huhne to remove his end note (“'Lib Dems and their elected representatives will 
use the information ...”) as this would in essence have given blanket approval to any elected Liberal Democrat 
politician and the local and the national Party to use the information collected. The Communications 
Allowance rules are quite clear that surveys and questionnaires are only “... for use by the Member locally” 
(page 21, para 14 of the booklet the Communications Allowance and use of House stationery). The inclusion 
of such an end note would have breached the rules, as would use of the survey data by persons other than the 
Member and his Parliamentary office. 

Finally, we can find no specific claim from Mr Hunter in respect of the Communications Allowance or the 
IEP for the cost of Freepost facilities. 

I hope that this answers the points you have raised. 

9 July 2008 

28. E-mail to Liberal Democrats Official from the Operations 
Directorate, 29 June 2007 

Your recent e-mail in respect of the above, addressed to my colleague, has been forwarded to me for response. 

The letter is fine but there are several questions within the survey that will need to be amended or removed. 

Details are included on the formal response, which is attached. 

Any queries, please let me know. 

29 June 2007 
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29. E-mail to Liberal Democrats Official from the Operations 
Directorate, 6 July 2007 

Thanks for submitting the revised version of Mr Huhne’s survey. 

Just one area that I referred to in my initial response that has not been amended. 

The note at the bottom of the last page still refers to the fact that “Lib Dems and their elected representatives 
will use the information …”. This should be removed. 

I’d be grateful for confirmation that this will be done prior to printing. 

6 July 2007 

30. Letter to the Commissioner from the Director of Operations, 
Department of Resources, 17 July 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 10 July 2008 in which you have asked for clarification about the end note on Mr 
Hunter’s survey. 

The Department recommends, in accordance with advice offered to Members on data protection matters in 
our booklet Advice for Members’ offices, that Members make it clear who will have access to the information 
provided in surveys and questionnaires, especially if personal data is requested i.e. names, addresses or e-mail 
details. 

Bearing this in mind, and taking account that Members frequently use volunteers in their parliamentary 
offices, we are happy that this adequately represents the people who may legitimately have sight of the 
information provided by constituents. 

I note your comment about Mr Huhne’s survey. 

I hope this clarifies the matter. 

17 July 2008  

31. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Mark Hunter MP, 1 
September 2008 

Thank you for your letter of 7th August 2008. I apologise for the delay in my reply. 

Broadly speaking, I am content with the factual accuracy of the part of the memorandum on which you have 
invited me to comment. However, I would like to take this opportunity to make a number of observations. 

Firstly, in reference to para 22, can I point out again that the template on which my survey was based had been 
checked and approved—to my certain knowledge—before I had decided to use it. In fact, I went out of my 
way to check that this was the case. I understand that Chris Huhne's office have also been able to confirm that 
this happened. 

In para 29, you again draw attention to the phrase ‘working to defend local Health Services’ which is also the 
wording you discussed with me when I was interviewed. As a result of the emphasis you place on the 
significance of party political branding elsewhere in this report, can I say for the record that I firmly believe 
the words in question are something every respectable Member of Parliament would be happy to be 
associated with, and are not so much party political comment, more a statement of the obvious, for any MP, 
of any party. 

Equally, in para 60, I would want to firmly restate my belief that this cannot constitute party political branding 
as suggested elsewhere in your correspondence with me, simply because this phrase is one that has been in 
widespread use over many years and by many different groups and political parties. Its use is certainly not 
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unique to the Liberal Democrats and it does not mention the party, nor use any design elements that would 
link it with the party. 

Para 64 is puzzling, in that the reference ‘there was a risk that using survey material in a standardised way 
could inadvertently slip into a campaigning mode of operation’ would seem to be directly at odds with 
confirmation elsewhere that the template of the survey had been checked and approved in advance—and had 
thus presumably not slipped into a campaign mode? The very next line would appear to confirm that there is 
no evidence of this having happened in any event. 

In summary, can I say again that I do acknowledge inadvertent errors were made despite the great effort made 
to check out my survey and ensure it was fully compliant with the regulations as they existed at the time. [The 
Director of Operations] has also confirmed that advice was given, and heeded, in regard to the original survey 
template. 

I have acted with the utmost good faith throughout the process of production and delivery of this survey and 
throughout your investigation. It is my firm belief that my actions were in full compliance with the rules as 
they are; save for two specific errors which I readily acknowledge, namely the erroneous distribution in a 
limited area which is not fully within my constituency boundary (and the cost of which I had offered to repay 
back in January 2008) and the question of the imprint which [the Director of Operations] has already referred 
to as ‘a minor infringement’ which happens from time to time. 

I do hope these comments are of help at this stage and I remain fully committed to total co-operation with 
your ongoing investigation. 

Finally, can I say I am certain it would be in everyone’s interest to clarify the rules so as to avoid any future 
problems, and, as a first term Member, having had the matter under consideration since the very beginning of 
the calendar year, I assure you I am keen to help expedite this matter just as soon as is practical. 

1 September 2008 
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 Appendix 2: Letter to the Clerk of the 
Committee from Mark Hunter, 6 October 
2008 
Thank you for your letter of 2nd October.  I understand that Mr Lyon’s report will now be considered by the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges at its meeting tomorrow morning, 7th October. 

Whilst I appreciate the opportunity to give oral evidence, or to submit a memorandum to the Committee, I 
am happy to confirm that I accept Mr Lyon’s overall summary as a fair and accurate representation of the 
issues involved, and I therefore do not wish to take up more of the Committee's time. However, I am of course 
only too willing to attend this meeting or any subsequent meetings when my presence may be considered 
helpful. 

As I have agreed previously with Mr Lyon, a number of issues have emerged during the course of his 
investigation which were not the subject of the original complaint, but nonetheless might benefit from greater 
clarification and examination by the Committee. 

As is clear from my correspondence with Mr. Lyon, I have always welcomed this but—importantly—I believe 
I did not breach the regulations as they existed at the time (save for two matters already acknowledged—the 
inadvertent circulation outside of the constituency, and the incorrect imprint). Given that paragraph 89 of the 
'Lessons Learned' section of his report states clearly that he does "not propose to accept complaints against 
Members about such surveys already circulated if they are based on the same or similar facts to those I have 
considered in this complaint", it would seem unfair that, should the Committee find my communication to be 
in breach of the rules as now interpreted, I should be penalised retrospectively. 

May I just add my thanks for Mr. Lyon’s help throughout this lengthy process and say how very much I am 
looking forward to a resolution of the outstanding issues and the opportunity to move on to working for the 
benefit of all my constituents without the pressure of this issue and the concerns it has raised. 

Finally, I would request that the Committee be made aware of this letter, and that it be considered a 
‘memorandum of written evidence’ if appropriate. 
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Formal minutes 

Tuesday 21 October 2008 

Members present: 

Sir George Young, in the Chair 

Mr Kevin Barron 
Mr David Curry 
Mr Andrew Dismore 
Nick Harvey 

 Mr Elfyn Llwyd 
Mr Chris Mullin 
The Hon Nicholas Soames 
Dr Alan Whitehead 

 
Draft Report [Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter], proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the Chairman’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 3 and 4 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 7 to 10 read, amended and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 11 to 13 read and agreed to. 

Paragraphs 14 to 17 read, amended and agreed to. 

Several Papers were ordered to be appended to the Report. 

Resolved, That the Report, as amended, and Appendices be the Sixteenth Report of the Committee to the 
House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 
 
 [Adjourned till Tuesday 28 October at 9.30 am 
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Reports from the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges in the current Parliament 

Session 2007-08 

First Report Conduct of Mr Elfyn Llwyd, Mr Adam Price and Mr 
Hywel Williams 

HC 94 

Second Report Conduct of Mr Norman Baker, Mr Malcolm Bruce 
and Mr Sadiq Khan 

HC 182 

Third Report Publications funded from the Communications 
Allowance 

HC 232 

Fourth Report Conduct of Mr Derek Conway HC 280 

Fifth Report Conduct of Mr Peter Hain HC 324 

Sixth Report Employment of family members through the 
Staffing Allowance: Proposals for consultation 

HC  383 

Seventh Report Employment of family members through the 
Staffing Allowance 

HC  436 

Eighth Report The Complaints System and the Criminal Law HC 523 

Ninth Report Conduct of Mr Speaker HC 559 

Tenth Report Conduct of Mr George Osborne HC 560 

Eleventh Report Conduct of Sir Robert Smith HC 646 

Twelfth Report Conduct of Sir Nicholas and Lady Winterton  HC 744 

Thirteenth Report Ending Dual Reporting of Donations: Interim 
Report 

HC  989 

Fourteenth Report Conduct of Ed Balls and Yvette Cooper  

HC 1044 

Fifteenth Report Additional Costs Allowance: Main Homes HC 1127 

Sixteenth Report Conduct of Mr Mark Hunter HC 1128 

Session 2006–07 

First Report Evidence to the SSRB Review of Parliamentary pay, 
pensions and allowances 

HC 330 

Second Report Conduct of Mr David Cameron HC 429 

Third Report Complaints about alleged misuse of Parliamentary 
dining facilities 

HC 431 

Fourth Report Conduct of Mr Julian Brazier HC 682 

Fifth Report Handling of future complaints on misuse of the 
private dining facilities 

HC 683 

Sixth Report Conduct of Mr George Galloway HC 909 

Seventh Report Conduct of Mr Gregory Campbell HC 992 

Eighth Report Conduct of Mr Martin Salter and Mr Rob Wilson HC 1071 

Session 2005–06 
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First Report Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed HC 419 

Second Report Conduct of Mr John Horam HC 420 

Third Report Conduct of Mr Tony Baldry HC 421 

Fourth Report Pay for Standing Committee Chairmen HC 568 

Fifth Report Electoral Administration Bill: Simplification of 
Reporting Requirements 

HC 807 

Sixth Report Mr Stephen Byers (Matter referred on 19 October 
2005) 

HC 854 

Seventh Report Conduct of Mr George Galloway HC 1067 

Eighth Report Conduct of Mr Mark Lancaster HC 1144 

Ninth Report Lobbying and All Party Groups HC 1145 

Tenth Report Conduct of Mr Michael Foster (Worcester) HC 1223 

Eleventh Report Conduct of Ms Emily Thornberry HC 1367 

Twelfth Report Conduct of Nadine Dorries HC 1368 

Thirteenth Report Conduct of Mr John Prescott HC 1553 

Fourteenth Report Conduct of Dr Desmond Turner HC 1578 

Fifteenth Report Conduct of Mr Eric Illsley HC 1579 

Sixteenth Report Review of the Guide to the Rules Relating to the 
Conduct of Members: Consultation Document 

HC 1580 
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